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Congressional Record 


SEVENTY-FIFTH CONGRESS, THIRD SESSION 


SENATE 


THURSDAY, MARCH 17, 1938 
(Legislative day of Wednesday, January 5, 1938) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration 

of the recess. 
THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent, 
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar 
day Wednesday, March 16, 1938, was dispensed with, and 
the Journal was approved. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages in writing from the President of the United 
States were communicated to the Senate by Mr. Latta, one 
of his secretaries. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 


Mr. BARKLEY. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Adams Connally Johnson, Colo. Overton 
Ashurst Davis g Pittman 
Austin Dieterich La Follette Pope 
Bailey Donahey Lee Radcliffe 
Bankhead Elender Lodge Reames 
Barkley Frazier Logan Reynolds 
Berry Gerry Russell 
Bilbo Gibson Lundeen Schwartz 
Bone Gillette McAdoo Schwellenbach 
Borah Glass McCarran Shi; 
Bridges Green McGill Smathers 
Brown, Mich. Guffey McKellar Smith 
Brown, N. H. Hale McNary Thomas, Okla. 
Bulkley Harrison Maloney ‘Thomas, Utah 
Bulow Hatch Miller Townsend 
Burke Hayden Milton 
55 zi ie o 
es urray en 
Capper Hitchcock Neely ‘an Nuys 
Caraway Holt Norris Wagner 
Chavez Hughes Nye Walsh 
Clark Johnson, Calif. O'Mahoney Wheeler 


Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Geor- 
gia [Mr. GEORGE] is detained from the Senate because of a 
death in his family. 

The Senators from Florida [Mr. ANDREWS and Mr. PEP- 
PER], the Senator from New York [Mr. Copetanp], the Sena- 
tor from Wisconsin [Mr. Durry], the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. Lewis], and the Senator from Texas [Mr. SHEPPARD] 
are detained on important public business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-eight Senators have 
answered to their names. A quorum is present. 

REPORTS OF RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE CORPORATION 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter from 
the Chairman and Secretary of the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of the 
Corporation covering its operations for the fourth quarter 
of 1937, and for the period from the organization of the Cor- 
poration on February 2, 1932, to December 31, 1937, inclu- 
sive, which, with the accompanying report, was referred to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

He also laid before the Senate a letter from the Chairman 
of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report of the Corporation for the month 
of January 1938, together with a statement of loan and other 
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authorizations made during the month, showing the name, 
amount, and rate of interest or dividend in each case; state- 
ment of cash receipts and expenditures during the month; 
and statement of condition as of the close of business, Jan- 
uary 31, 1938, which, with the accompanying report and 
statements, was referred to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the follow- 
ing resolution of the House of Representatives of the State 
of New Jersey, which was referred to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency: 

Assembly resolution memorializing the Congress of the United 

States to reduce the interest rate on Home Owners’ Loan Cor- 


poration mortgages and to extend the amortization period 
thereof 


Whereas during the period 1933 to 1936 the Home Owners’ Loan 


in the United States, thus enabling many families to 
to live in their own homes; and 

re tat individual ownership of homes fosters good citizenship 
in all its and 
Whereas the present interest rate and short amortization period 
have made it impossible for a large percentage of these home 
owners to maintain their payment schedules and many foreclosures 
are resulting: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the General Assembly of the State of New Jersey: 

1. That the Congress of the United States be, and the 5 is 
hereby, requested to favorably consider one of the many 
before it to reduce the interest rate on mortgages held by 12 — 
Home Owners’ Loan Corporation from 5 percent to 3 or 8 
and to extend the amortization period for said mortgages 15 
years to 20 or 25 years. 

2. That copies of this resolution duly authenticated be sent 
to the President of the United States, the Vice President of the 
United States, the Speaker of the House of Representatives, and 
to the Senators and Representatives in the Congress of the United 
States from the State of New Jersey. 

8. That the Senators from this State and the Representatives 
from this State in the Congress of the United States be requested 
to use every effort to effectuate this resolution. 

4. This resolution shall take effect immediately. 


The VICE PRESIDENT also laid before the Senate reso- 
lutions of the General Court of Massachusetts, favoring the 
enactment of legislation requiring the stamping on the outer 
soles the name of the country of manufacture of all shoes 
imported from foreign countries, which were referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

(See resolutions printed in full when presented by Mr. 
WatsH on the 16th instant, p. 3453, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

The VICE PRESIDENT also laid before the Senate resolu- 
tions of the General Court of Massachusetts, favoring the 
enactment of legislation to discourage the migration of in- 
dustrial establishments from one State to another insofar 
as such removals are effected by offering to such establish- 
ments the inducements of free rental, free power, or ex- 
emption from or abatement of taxes, which were referred 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

(See resolutions printed in full when presented by Mr. 
Wars on the 16th instant, p. 3453, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

The VICE PRESIDENT also laid before the Senate resolu- 
tions adopted by Local No. 131, State, County, and Municipal 
Workers of America, Los Angeles, Calif., expressing confi- 
dence in the leadership of Harry Bridges and the I. L. W. U., 
and condemning alleged attacks as attempts to destroy the 
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gains of the maritime workers, which were referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by the 
Council of the City of St. Paul, Minn., protesting against 
the enactment of the bill (H. R. 9738) to create a Civil Aero- 
nautics Authority, to provide for the regulation of civil aero- 
nautics, and for other purposes, which was referred to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. CAPPER presented a petition of sundry citizens of 
Pittsburg, Kans., praying for the enactment of the bill 
(S. 25) to prevent profiteering in time of war and to equalize 
the burdens of war and thus provide for the national de- 
fense, and promote peace, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Pratt 
(Kans.) Chapter of the National Aeronautic Association, 
favoring a national air transportation program as an im- 
portant element in national defense, which was referred to 
the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 


PETITIONS FAVORING TAX REVISION 


Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I present a letter from the 
Worcester (Mass.) Chamber of Commerce, containing the 
signatures of 78 leading industrial concerns, protesting par- 
ticularly against the imposition of a penalty tax on closely 
held corporations and I request that it be treated in the 
nature of a petition and referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The petition presented by the 
Senator from Massachusetts will be received and referred to 
the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. WALSH. I also present a petition signed by 9,241 
citizens of the city of Worcester and vicinity, in Massachu- 
setts, including employers and employees, and ask that it 
be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp, without the signa- 
tures, and referred to the Committee on Finance. 

There being no objection, the petition was referred to the 
Committee on Finance and ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, without the signatures, as follows: 


A memorial to Congress 


We, the undersigned citizens of Worcester, Mass., including em- 
ployees and employers alike, are seriously concerned about the 
increasing unemployment and the critical condition of business 
nere and throughout the Nation. 

We believe that the employers in this region recognize their 
responsibility to their employees and their families and are anxious 
to contribute to a return of the prosperity upon which the well- 
being of both employers and employees depend. 

We believe that the employees in this region are equally alive 
to their responsibilities as well as to the threats against their 
well-being that exist in a continuance of present conditions. 

We believe that we are justified in calling upon our elected 
representatives in Congress to evidence an acceptance of its share 
of this joint responsibility by taking immediate and decisive action 
tnat will make possible the reemployment of the millions that are 
now out of work and restore the confidence of the rest of our 


itizens. 
In order that such confidence may be restored, we specifically 
. That the Government stop its un-American competition with 
private business which has private enterprise and in- 
vestment which are the foundations of increased employment and 
economic welfare. 

2. That the tax on undistributed profits be immediately repealed: 
that the tax on capital gains be repealed or so modified as to 
assure the flow of private capital that is so vital to the reemploy- 
pect of men and women; and, further, that the Federal tax struc- 

ture be revised to include only taxes levied for the purpose of 
eanan ilo ia 

3 t the Government policy toward public utilities be such 
“o N DASA DEDAU of the large sums of 

oney that are now being held in check and reacting against 
5 

4. That emergency expenditures be confined to essentials for 
relief and reduction in governmental costs be effected to revive 
confidence, eliminate necessity of additional taxation and move 
directly toward balancing the Federal Budget. 

5. That no Federal wage and hour legislation be adopted with- 
out the most solemn consideration of its effect upon present con- 
ditions and future opportunities for a resumption of the widest 
possible measure of profitable and continuous employment. 

6. That the Government recognize the absolute necessity of re- 
storing the confidence of the people by removing the uncertainties 
caused by attempts to correct economic conditions through goy- 
ernmental control of prices, particularly those of food and every- 
day necessities of life. 
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We urge the acceptance of the sound and fundamental principles 
herein set forth and we call upon Congress for immediate action 
along these lines, 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEE ON CLAIMS 

Mr. HUGHES, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill (H. R. 4427) for the relief of Merritt 
Rea, reported it without amendment and submitted a report 
(No. 1500) thereon. 

Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
were referred the following bills, reported them each with- 
out amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

H. R. 3253. A bill for the relief of John Fitzgerald and 
J. R. Harper (Rept. No. 1501); and 

H. R. 3703. A bill for the relief of Carl J. Scheier (Rept. 
No. 1502). 

Mr. ELLENDER also, from the Committee on Claims, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 3103) for the relief of the 
Comision Mixta Demarcadora de Limites Entre Colombia y 
Panama, reported it with an amendment and submitted a 
report (No. 1503) thereon. 

Mr. MILTON, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 3300) for the relief of Pearl Bundy, 
reported it with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 
1504) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred 
the bill (S. 1987) for the relief of George J. Leatherwood, 
reported it with amendments and submitted a report (No. 
1505) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which were referred 
the following bills, reported them each without amendment 
and submitted reports thereon: 

H.R.520. A bill for the relief of the estate of Nick 
Gruyich (Rept. No. 1506); and - 
H. R. 6473. A bill for the relief of Paul H. Brinson (Rept. 

No. 1507). 

Mr. BAILEY, from the Committee on Claims, to which was 
referred the bill (S. 3207) authorizing the Comptroller Gen- 
eral to settle and adjust the joint claim of the Federal Land 
Bank of Berkeley, Calif., and A. E. Colby, reported it without 
amendment and submitted a report (No. 1508) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred 
the bill (S. 3584) for the relief of G. E. Maxwell, reported it 
with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 1509) 


He also, from the same committee, to which were referred 
the following bills, reported them each with amendments 
and submitted reports thereon: 

S. 3410. A bill for the relief of Miles. A. Barclay (Rept. No. 
1510); and 

S. 3573. A bill for the relief of William J. Pitocchelli (Rept. 
No. 1511). 

Mr. SMATHERS, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally 
without amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

H. R.3204. A bill for the relief of F. E. Booth Co. (Rept. 
No. 1512); 

H. R. 6668. A bill for the relief of Robert Landeau, a minor 
(Rept. No. 1513); and 

H. R. 7679. A bill for the relief of Livvie V. Rowe (Rept. 
No. 1514). 

Mr. SCHWARTZ, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 3365) for the relief of Joseph D. 
Schoolfield, reported it without amendment and submitted a 
report (No. 1515) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which were referred 
the following bills, reported them each with amendments 
and submitted reports thereon: 

S. 2798. A bill for the relief of Edith Jennings (Rept. No. 
15160; and 

S. 2802. A bill for the relief of the parents of Carl Orr 
(Rept. No. 1517). 

Mr. SCHWARTZ also, from the Committee on Claims, to 
which was referred the billl (H. R. 5104) for the relief of 
the Acme Wire & Iron Works, reported it without amendment 
and submitted a report No. 1518) thereon. 
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BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani- 
mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. LOGAN: 

A bill (S. 3676) to establish a United States Court of Ap- 
peals for Administration to receive, decide, and expedite 
appeals from Federal commissions, administrative authorities, 
and tribunals in which the United States is a party or has 
an interest, and for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. VAN NUYS (by request): 

A bill (S. 3677) conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of 
Claims, with right of appeal to the Supreme Court of the 
United States, to hear, examine, adjudicate, and enter judg- 
ment in all claims which the Miami Indians of Indiana who 
are organized and incorporated as the Miami Nation of In- 
dians of Indiana may have against the United States, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. WALSH: 

A bill (S. 3678) to further amend an act entitled “An act 
to establish a retirement system for employees of carriers 
subject to the Interstate Commerce Act, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved August 29, 1935, as amended; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate Commerce. 

By Mr. GILLETTE: 

A bill (S. 3679) to extend for two additional years the 
3144-percent interest rate on certain Federal land-bank loans, 
and to provide for a 4-percent interest rate on Land Bank 
Commissioner’s loans for a period of 2 years; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. REYNOLDS: 

A bill (S. 3680) to establish a racing board in the District 
of Columbia; to provide for the licensing of horse-racing 
meets where the pari-mutuel system of wagering thereon 
may be conducted; and to levy a license fee and tax on same; 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. HAYDEN and Mr. O’MAHONEY: 

A bill (S. 3681) to amend section 35 of an act entitled “An 
act to promote the mining of coal, phosphate, oil, oil shale, 
gas, and sodium on the public domain,” approved February 
25, 1920 (41 Stat. 437), as amended, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys. 
REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS—AMENDMENT 


Mr. GILLETTE, Mr. Brown of Michigan, and Mr. JOHNSON 
of Colorado, jointly, submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by them to the amendment of Mr. WHEELER to the 
bill (S. 3331) to provide for the reorganizing agencies of the 
Government, extending the classified civil service, establish- 
ing a General Auditing Office and a Department of Welfare, 
and for other purposes, which was ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 
TAX REVISION AMENDMENTS 


Mr. BAILEY submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
Posed by him to the bill (H. R. 9682) to provide revenue, 
equalize taxation, and for other purposes, which was referred 
to the Committee on Finance and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. O’Manoney, Mr. SCHWARTZ, Mr. ApaMs, and Mr. JOHN- 
son of Colorado, jointly, submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by them to the bill (H. R. 9682) to provide 
revenue, equalize taxation, and for other purposes, which was 
referred to the Committee on Finance and ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE submitted sundry amendments in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 9682) to 
provide revenue, to equalize taxation, and for other purposes, 
which were severally referred to the Committee on Finance 
and ordered to be printed. 

TRADE TREATIES—ADDRESS BY REPRESENTATIVE CHARLES A. 

PLUMLEY, OF VERMONT 

(Mr. Ausrix asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Recorp a radio address on the subject of Trade Treaties, 
delivered by Representative CHARLES A. PLUMLEY, of Vermont, 
on Tuesday, March 15, 1938, which appears in the Appendix.] 
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OUR FOREIGN POLICY—ADDRESS BY HON. CORDELL HULL 
(Mr. PITTMAN asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Recorp an address entitled “Our Foreign Policy,” de- 
livered by the Honorable Cordell Hull, Secretary of State, 
at the National Press Club, Washington, D. C., Thursday, 
March 17, 1938, which appears in the Appendix.] 
ACOMPLISHMENTS OF NATIONAL YOUTH ADMINISTRATION IN 
OKLAHOMA 

(Mr. LEE asked and obtained leave to have printed in the 
Record a report by Houston Wright, State director of the 
National Youth Administration of Oklahoma, as to the work 
of that administration in the State of Oklahoma, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 

RADIO DEFAMATION—SLANDER OR LIBEL—ARTICLE BY EDWARD J. 
HICKEY, JR. 

(Mr. Bone asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Recorp an article from the January 1938 issue of the 
Georgetown Law Journal, by Edward J. Hickey, Jr., on the 
subject Radio Defamation—Slander or Libel, which appears 
in the Appendix.] 

REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 3331) 
to provide for reorganizing agencies of the Government, ex- 
tending the classified civil service, establishing a General 
Auditing Office and a Department of Welfare, and for other 
purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amend- 
ment, as modified, offered by the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. WHEELER]. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I desire to correct a mistake 
which I made yesterday in a colloquy I then had with the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER]. The Senator from 
Montana contended that under the bill as it now stands 
the President would have the right to transfer the T. V. A. 
to a department or bureau. I thought the President would 
not have such a right, and I said so. I desire to state that, 
upon further examination of the bill, I think the Senator 
from Montana was right and that I was wrong. I feel that 
I should give this statement as wide circulation as has been 
given to the statement to which I have referred and which 
I think was erroneous. 

I was laboring under the impression—I myself cannot 
understand just why I was, for I had read the pertinent 
sections of the bill—but for the moment, at least, I was 
laboring under the impression that the T. V. A. was one of 
the exceptions. I find I am wrong in that, as I have said, 
and that the Senator from Montana, who made the contrary 
suggestion, was correct. 

This fact, however, has not changed my attitude of oppo- 
sition to the amendment; I am still against it and am 
going to vote against it, because I myself think, speaking in 
rather a broad sense, that if we are going to have reorganiza- 
tion, we must delegate the work to someone. I think all fair- 
minded Members of the House and the Senate will concede 
that it is a job the Congress cannot effectively do. I have 
faith in the President of the United States that he will do 
a good job in whatever he undertakes to do in this respect, 
and that he will not do a foolish, senseless thing as a man 
would have to do if he read the T. V. A. Act in its entirety 
and should then try to place its operations under any bureau 
or department. I repeat, I have faith and confidence that 
the President, like any other efficient, honest man, could 
not do that without repealing some of the statutory provi- 
sions of the T. V. A. Act, which he would not have a right 
to do. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. President, I cannot sit idly by and watch 
a further concentration of power in the hands of the Execu- 
tive, and a further abdication of power on the part of Con- 
gress. I feel that this piece of legislation does that very 
thing. It further centralizes power in the hands of the 
Executive, and further takes away the power of Congress. 

I think it would be worth while to look back to the time 
when this particular piece of legislation was first brought 
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before the Congress of the United States, and see what its 
background was. 

We find that in 1937, when this bill was orginally sub- 
mitted to Congress, another bill was submitted to Congress, 
namely, the bill for the reorganization of the Federal judi- 
ciary. The two bills—the bill for the reorganization of 
the Federal judiciary and the bill for the reorganization of 
the executive branch of government—both pointed toward 
centralization of power in the hands of the Executive. It 
was all a part of a combination of bills to put in the hands 
of the Executive more and more power. Regardless of 
whom the Executive may be, that has not been sound Demo- 
cratic principle. Of course we need not worry about the 
judicial reorganization bill, because the people of the country 
spoke so plainly with regard to it that Congress understood 
what they meant. 

However, I think this bill does three things. First, It 
strikes at the power of Congress, as I have said. Second, it 
strikes at civil service in the United States. Third, it strikes 
at the congressional control of spending—a power given to 
the Congress by the Constitution of the United States. 

The civil-service matter has already been discussed and 
disposed of; but it is worth while to check the concentration 
of power in the hands of the Executive, and see the many, 
many concentrations of power which have been given to 
one man, while we have thrown away any control we might 
have had over the matter. 

In September of 1937 there appeared in the Washington 
Post an article written by Franklyn Waltman in which he 
spoke of the emergency powers which were still retained by 
the President. I do not particularly find fault with the Mem- 
bers of the Senate and the House who gave to the President 
powers to deal with an emergency. We had the emergency; 
it had to be conquered; and to a great extent the President 
did a good job. I do not question that. The emergency has 
passed, however, or at least the President has told the 
country that it has passed. He does not speak of an emer- 
gency, and yet he retains many of his emergency powers. 
I think it is well worth while to check some of the emer- 
gency powers which he has, 

The President still has authority to change the gold value 
of the dollar and maintain a secret $2,000,000,000 stabiliza- 
tion fund, with power to use it for manipulating foreign 
exchange, gold and silver prices, and Government security 
values. That power has been extended, although the emer- 
gency seems to have passed, according to the statements of 
those in control. 

What other authority has the President? The authority 
of the Federal Reserve System to use Government bonds as 
collateral security for Federal Reserve notes was continued 
until June 30, 1939, making the fourth extension of this 
power. What does that show? I think the history of the 
executive branch of Government will point to the fact that 
when power is once given to it, we find extension after ex- 
tension of that power, not returning it to its original source, 
but continued encroachments and further extensions of the 
power. 

Another emergency power which is still retained is the 
lending power of the R. F. C., set up during the Hoover 
administration. Its power was extended 2 more years, thus 
continuing in existence for another 2-year period the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation, the R. F. C. mortgage com- 
pany, the Export-Import Banks, and the Electric Home and 
Farm Authority. 

There is another authority: The low emergency 314-per- 
cent-interest rate on farm land bank loans was extended 
for another year, for the third time. 

The administration has extended for another 2-year 
period the so-called nuisance or miscellaneous excise taxes. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLT. I shall be glad to yield to the Senator from 
New Mexico. 

Mr. HATCH. I note that the Senator has just men- 
tioned the extension of the low interest rate. Did he not 
read that as an example of the Executive retaining emer- 
gency powers? 
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Mr. HOLT. I did. That is correct. 

Mr. HATCH. The Senator recalls, does he not, that the 
President vetoed that bill? 

Mr. HOLT. That is correct; but, once the power is 
given, it is not returned. That was my point. 

Mr. HATCH. My reason for interrupting the Senator was 
that he could not say that the President was responsible for 
maintaining that power. 

Mr. HOLT. I agree with the Senator from New Mexico 
most thoroughly in that respect. It is one of the few in- 
stances of the kind. 

The emergency sugar quota law was extended. 

The Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, passed 
following invalidation of the A. A. A. for a 1-year period, was 
extended. 

The Federal Surplus Commodities Corporation, established 
as an emergency agency to buy farm products for distribu- 
tion, was extended for 2 more years. 

The Federal control over “hot oil” shipments was extended 
for 2 years, 

The Treasury guarantee of Federal Housing Administra- 
tion debentures was extended for 2 years. 

The Civilian Conservation Corps was continued for 3 years. 

Let me say at this point that I do not contend that some 
of these powers should not have been continued in some way. 
I do not make that contention at all. I am merely listing 
some of the emergency powers which have been continued. 

Mr. Roosevelt’s authority, first granted in 1933 in the relief 
and public works bill, to shift around lump-sum appropria- 
tions made by Congress, was extended. 

Mr. Roosevelt’s authority, first granted in 1935, by Execu- 
tive order to establish new Federal agencies, abolish existing 
agencies, and merge and transfer such agencies, was con- 
tinued for another year in the Relief Act. 

The President’s authority to increase or reduce by 50 per- 
cent tariffs, and negotiate reciprocal-trade agreements, was 
extended for 3 years. 

I think it is generally conceded that a reciprocal-trade 
agreement is a treaty; and yet we gave away to the executive 
branch of the Government complete, carte blanche author- 
ity to make those agreements, and then, after they are made, 
to tell us what is in them. In other words, the executive 
branch of the Government may meet in secret, make any 
trade agreements it desires to make, and Congress is helpless 
to do anything. Why should not the reciprocal-trade agree- 
ments be sent back to the United States Senate for ratifica- 
tion, so that a majority of this body may determine whether 
or not the agreements are for the benefit of the country? 
The continued exercise of the power to make reciprocal-trade 
agreements, as Senators realize, has resulted in much injury 
to the country. 

We see a conspicuous example of that today in the shoe 
industry of Massachusetts and other States. Here sat the 
Massachusetts Senators, helpless because they knew nothing 
about the specific parts of the particular trade agreement 
until it was signed by the State Department and the Czecho- 
slovakian Government. In other words, they read next 
morning in the newspapers what would happen to the shoe 
industry of their State. The condition in that respect is 
similar to that of the glass industry of my State. Since this 
method of dealing with the subject was started we have seen 
an increase of approximately 300 percent in the importations 
of glassware; and no Member of the Senate can do anything 
about it, because we gave away that authority, and we have 
no way of repossessing it until 1940, regardless of what harm 
may be done in the meantime. 

It is said, “Well, we have to give that authority to someone.” 
Let me show the Senate some instances of countries with 
which we have signed reciprocal-trade agreements which 
require their executive, even though he may be a monarch, 
to give to the legislative branch of government final control 
over whether the reciprocal-trade agreement shall be a part 
of the acts of the government then in control. 

We signed a reciprocal-trade agreement with Belgium, 
Belgium requires, before final action, that the legislature of 
Belgium shall pass upon reciprocal-trade agreements, 
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We signed a reciprocal-trade agreement with Brazil, and 
Brazil did the same thing as Belgium until the Vargas ad- 
ministration practically abolished the Legislature of Brazil. 
It may be interesting to know that the President of the 
United States said that he and Vargas were the two men 
who were the fathers of the New Deal. I desire to discuss 
that matter a little later on. 

We have just signed, as I mentioned a moment ago, a trade 
agreement with Czechoslovakia. 

Here we sit, with no power over the Executive action, but 
before the Czechoslovakian trade agreement could be effec- 
tive in Czechoslovakia it had to be turned over to the Czecho- 
slovakian legislative body. We find the same is true as to 
France, as to Guatemala, as to the Netherlands, as to 
Sweden, as to Switzerland, and if we sign an agreement with 
the United Kingdom, as no doubt we will, further driving 
down American labor, according to this report filed by the 
United States Tariff Commission, that agreement must be 
upheld by the legislative body of the United Kingdom. In 
other words, here sits the Congress of the United States, 
with no power over reciprocal-trade agreements, signing away 
the rights of the people to a country requiring that the leg- 
islative branch of that country shall pass upon the agree- 
ment. 

So we see reciprocal-trade agreements being entered into. 
What do they mean to the farmers? What power do the 
western Senators have over agricultural features of recipro- 
cal-trade agreements? It might be interesting to check that. 
I should like to quote from an article by Mr. Taber, who is 
master of the National Grange. He states that in 1934 the 
people of the United States exported $901,880,949 worth of 
products of agricultural origin, whereas in 1937 there was 
exported from this country $1,019,252,622 worth of agricul- 
tural products. There was an increase in exports; but let 
us look at the figures of imports of agricultural products and 
see how they compared. We find that in 1934 there was im- 
ported into this country $1,088,777,410 worth of agricultural 
products, while in 1937 there was imported into this country 
$2,042.686,988 worth. 

In 1934, before this trade-agreement policy went into 
effect, the excess of imports of agricultural products over 
exports had increased from $186,896,000 worth to $1,023,- 
434,376 worth. Think of agricultural products of that value 
coming into this country, when we tell the farmers they 
cannot raise any more, and the excess has increased from 
$186,000,000 against us to over $1,000,000,000 against us. 

This statement shows that in 1935, 60,938,000 bushels of 
corn and corn byproducts were imported into this country, 
but in 1937, 108,250,363 bushels of corn and corn byproducts 
were imported into this country. The acres of land dis- 
placed, on the basis of 24 bushels to the acre, numbered 
4,510,431. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLT. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I am not taking issue with the Senator, 
but I wish he would put into the Recorp at this point a 
statement of the price of corn at the time these importations 
came in. 

Mr. HOLT. I do not have that information. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I think it would be very interesting if 
we could have a statement of the price of corn in the United 
States at the time the importations were made, showing 
whether or not the importations affected the price adversely, 
and if so, to what extent. 

Mr. HOLT. I agree with the Senator, the information 
would be very valuable; but I do not have the price. 

The farms displaced would number 60,139, as a result of 
the reciprocal-trade agreements, according to Mr. Taber, 
counting 75 acres to a quarter section. 

I did not wish to discuss that subject particularly now, 
however. I desire to discuss the concentration of power 
turned over to the Executive, and attempt to show some very 
interesting examples of that. y 

The United States News in May 1937 tried to determine 
how much power was delegated to the Chief Executive, and 
they said the task was almost hopeless, because— 
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Acts granting the President broad powers contain numerous 
phrases, such as the President may “in his discretion,” “may pre- 
scribe,” “with the approval of,” “whenever the President deems it 
advisable,” “if it shall be determined by,” “subject to his discre- 
tion,” “if the President finds,” “as the President may designate,” 
“in his opinion,” “under the direction of,” “finds it necessary,” 
“President shall require,” “as may be authorized by,” “as the 
President shall specify,” “as he may determine,” “subject to re- 
view by,” “the President may Las he may deem neces- 
sary,” as he may deem just and equitable.” 


So we have continued to give the President further and 
further and further power, and according to the United 
States News, there is no list showing the powers granted to 
the President since March 1933 which is complete, although 
it is shown that these discretionary powers are granted to 
the President and his executive aides since March 4, 1933— 
and I should like to read the list given in the News. 

This is the power of the President over money and finance: 


of the Treasury is authorized to require individuals to 
pay gold and gold certificates into the Treasury in exchange for an 
equivalent amount of other lawful money 

Secretary of the Treasury, with the — —.— of the President, 
is authorized to regulate acquisition and transportation of gold. 

Secretary of the Treasury and President authorized to regulate 
transactions in silver, and require delivery of silver to the mints. 

President is authorized to direct the Secretary of the Treasury 
to conduct open-market operations in United States obligations 
and to issue United States notes (not exceeding $3,000,000,000) to 
meet maturing Federal obligations. 

President is authorized to ae the weight of the dollar, reduc- 
ing it not more than 50 

The Securities and Exchange (EE members of which are 
8 by the President with the consent of the Senate, is di- 
rected to exempt from terms of Public Utility Act utility holding 
companies which derive a material part of their incomes from intra- 
state business, “unless and except insofar as it finds the exemption 
detrimental to the public interest or the interest of investors or 
consumers.” 

The Securities Act of 1933 authorizes the Securities and Ex- 
change Cemmission, the members of which are appointed by the 
President by and with the consent of the Senate, to regulate 
registration statements 

To facilitate withdrawal of R. F. C. credit, the President is em- 
powered to authorize the R. F. C. directors to suspend R. F. C. 
“lending authority for such times as he may deem advisable” to 
any class of borrowers for whom it is determined that sufficient 
credit is available from private sources. 


Those are part of the powers of the Executive over money 
and finance, which used to belong to the Congress. Here 
are the new agencies and their power: 


Home Owners’ Loan Act of 1933 authorizes the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Board, the members of which are appointed by the 
President with the consent of the Senate, to prescribe rules and 
regulations for the organization, incorporation, examination, re- 
organization, consolidation, liquidation of Federal savings-and- 
loan associations. 

The Federal Communications Commission, the members of 
which are appointed by the President with the consent of the 
Senate, is authorized to classify and determine the locations of 
radio stations, assign frequency bands, regulate transmitting ap- 
paratus, prevent interference, establish zones, regulate chain broad- 
casting, etc. 

The President is authorized to create a Federal Housing Adminis- 
tration which shall have the power to insure dwelling 
issued according to its regulations and to insure lending agencies 
amenat loss on such mortgages and to establish mortgage associ- 
ations. 


Here are some powers which the Executive and the Execu- 
tive aids have over foreign relations: 
FOREIGN RELATIONS 


President is authorized to negotiate trade agreements modify- 
ing customs restrictions and reducing tariff rates up to 50 percent. 

The with the Enemy Act, as amended, authorizes the 
President to exercise during any period of national emergency the 
powers he formerly could exercise during time of war. 

President is authorized to restrict interstate and foreign ship- 
ment of petroleum and its products. 

Sale of arms or munitions could be prohibited to countries 
which were engaged in armed conflict in the Chaco, effective upon 
a finding by the President that such prohibition “may contribute 
to the reestablishment of peace” and upon proclamation to that 
effect. 

President is authorized to suspend operation of the Carriage of 
Goods by Sea Act, of April 16, 1936, upon a certification by the 
Secretary of Commerce that foreign trade of the United States is 
being prejudiced by its enforcement. 

President is authorized to proclaim that a state of war exists 
between two or more foreign powers and to prohibit exports to 
such 3 of war materials—which he is given power to enu- 
merate. 
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Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. HOLT. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Will the Senator tell us from 
what document he is reading? 

Mr. HOLT. I am reading from the United States News. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. It sounds like it. 

Mr. HOLT. Does the Senator dispute that any of the 
powers stated were given to the President as shown by the 
article? Although the President did have the power to pro- 
claim a state of war existing between foreign countries, he 
did not look forward to China and Japan. There is no war 
over there, according to him. 

Here are some of his powers as to agriculture 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLT. I yield. 

Mr. POPE. Is the Senator opposed to section 32 giving 
those powers to the President? 

Mr. HOLT. I am not questioning that. I am showing 
the continued encroachment of the Executive, showing the 
powers taken away from Congress and given to the Presi- 
dent without any delegation except that he shall do some- 
thing. 

Mr. POPE. Is the Senator unwilling to answer my ques- 
tion as to whether he favors a delegation of power as given 
under section 32? 

Mr. HOLT. I will answer the Senator in this way, that 
the effect of the policy of the present administration toward 
the exportation of farm products has worked an injury to 
the farmers of the United States, and the records indicate 
that, as I showed a moment ago. The imports have in- 
creased so that they exceeded the exports in 1937 by over 
a billion dollars worth, whereas in 1934 they exceeded them 
only by $186,000,000 worth. 

Mr. POPE. With reference to what commodity? 

Mr. HOLT. All agricultural products and byproducts. 

Mr. POPE. I know, but does that relate to corn and corn 
products principally, or does it relate to wheat? 

Mr. HOLT. It relates to all, all agricultural preducts and 
byproducts. 

Mr. POPE. I understand that the figures the Senator 
gives relate to all, but I am asking whether the principal 
imports to which he refers relate to corn during the drought 
years, when the quantity of corn raised in this country was 
insufficient to meet the demand? 

Mr. HOLT. I admit that the drought had something to 
do with that, but we have imported into the United States, 
as the Senator from Kansas showed the other day, an in- 
creased amount of hams and bacon. Our importations have 
increased from 5,000,000 pounds to 46,000,000 in 2 years’ 
time. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield so I may 
ask him another question? 

Mr. HOLT. I gladly yield. 

Mr. POPE. Is it true that whenever the imports have 
been great, even the imports of farm products, that at that 
very time our farmers and the people of our country as a 
whole were in most prosperous condition? 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. President, I must say I did not under- 
stand that question. 

Mr. POPE. Is it not invariably true that when our im- 
ports, and exports as well, have increased, that that has 
been the time of the greatest prosperity in our country? 

Mr. HOLT. I do not think that we can say we have pros- 
perity in America today with at least 13,000,000 idle people 
and with the farm mortgages increasing by leaps and bounds. 
With that condition prevailing I cannot see that the farmers 
in America are prosperous. The Senator may think we have 
prosperity in this country, but I do not think so, I think 
we are far from having prosperity in America. I think we 
are really farther away from prosperity than we were a few 
years ago. 

Mr. LODGE and Mr. SMATHERS addressed the Chair. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mirror in the chair). 
Does the Senator yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. HOLT. I shall be glad to yield to either Senator. I 
yield first to the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. LODGE. Is it not true that we have made 16 trade 
agreements, and the recently made trade agreement with 
Czechoslovakia is now the seventeenth trade agreement, and 
yet these trade agreements have not had a noticeable effect 
with respect to improving prosperity in this country? Is that 
not correct. 

Mr. HOLT. That is absolutely correct. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLT. I will yield to the Senator from Idaho and 
I shall yield to the Senator from New Jersey in a moment. 

Mr. POPE. Is it not true that after the negotiation of the 
16 trade agreements our’ exports as well as our imports 
increased, resulting in a considerable increase in our foreign 
trade? 

Mr. HOLT. Yes; I will admit that there has been an in- 
crease in our foreign trade, but our imports have increased at 
a greater speed than our exports. In other words, in 1934 
in agricultural products alone our imports exceeded our ex- 
ports by only $168,000,000, but in 1937 they were $1,000,000,000 
more. In other words, if we are going to import into America 
large quantities of products of the agricultural group of for- 
eign countries we cannot sell as much of our own agricul- 
tural products as we should. If we are going to import 
cheaply made shoes, that is going to affect the Massachusetts 
shoemakers. If we are going to import glass made in 
Czechoslovakia at a low rate of wages, and bring that glass 
into this country, then we are going to find a constant de- 
crease in the amount of work available for the glassworkers 
in the United States. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

os HOLT. I gladly yield to the Senator from Massachu- 
set 

Mr. LODGE. Is it not true that if the income of the West 
Virginia glassworker or of Massachusetts shoeworker is 
decreased, that means that they cannot buy vegetables from 
Idaho or automobiles from Detroit? 

Mr. HOLT. That is absolutely correct. In other words, 
the farmer’s market determines how much he has to spend, 
and we find a decline in the spending power of the farmers 
of this country. We find that we do not have the prosperity 
spoken of by the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Pore]. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLT. I gladly yield to the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. POPE. I did not say anything about the prosperity at 
this time, I will say to the Senator, but I did ask the Senator 
a question which I do not think he has answered yet—if it is 
not true that when our foreign trade was large, when both 
exports and imports were large, that that was the time of 
the greatest prosperity in this country. The Senator has not 
answered that question. He went off onto the track of our 
immediate prosperity or lack of prosperity. Would the Sen- 
ator not answer that question now, if what I ask is not 
literally true? 

Mr. HOLT. I will try to answer the Senator. The pros- 
perity in former days that the Senator speaks of was not 
due to the foreign importations or exportations to foreign 
countries. It was due to the fact that American labor in the 
factories in America was at work. It was due to the fact 
that the factories in Detroit and other cities were operating 
and employing labor; it was due to the fact that the steel 
mills in the Pittsburgh and other districts were operating 
and employing labor; it was due to the fact that the coal 
mines in West Virginia were operating and employing labor. 
It was due to the fact that the American worker was making 
a high enough wage to pay the farmer of America a better 
price for his products. 

Mr. POPE. Then the Senator does not think there is any 
relationship between a large foreign trade, which means a 
demand for our products, as well as an importation of goods 
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from foreign countries—that there is no relation between 
that and the welfare of the workers to whom the Senator 
refers, and to whom the Senator from Massachusetts has 
referred? 

Mr. HOLT. I shall be glad to answer the Senator in this 
way, that if we have more products coming in than we are 
exporting, then the laborers in the factories of America are 
not producing as much as they are buying, and if they are 
not producing as much as they are buying, we are not help- 
ing American prosperity. We cannot have prosperity as long 
as we buy cheaply made products from a group of nations 
abroad and throw our American laborers out of work. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLT. I am now glad to yield, finally, to the Senator 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I understood that in the beginning of 
the Senator’s remarks he justified the delegation of power 
to the Chief Executive in the different acts which he re- 
ferred to because then an emergency or crisis existed. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. HOLT. Not with respect to all of them. I never have 
believed in delegating to the President the power over the 
purse as well as other delegations that I could discuss. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Later on, after the Senator from West 
Virginia had said that the delegation of those powers was 
justified because an emergency existed, he stated that the 
country was in worse shape today than it was then. I ask 
the Senator to justify those two irreconcilable positions. 

Mr. HOLT. I shall be glad to explain it so the Senator 
from New Jersey can understand it. We do have an emer- 
gency. We had an emergency in 1932. We then gave the 
President certain powers. Prosperity has not been brought 
back to this country. I do not see why we should continue 
to give powers to a group under the guise of bringing back 
prosperity to this country. There is no irreconcilable posi- 
tion. In other words, the emergency we have today is Gov- 
ernment made. Many workers of America are walking the 
streets because we had a Congress which wanted to impose 
punitive legislation upon a few people. 

I may explain the situation to the Senator from New Jersey 
in this way, that if the patient is sick and has been given 
some medicine, and then he has a set-back and gets worse, 
I do not see why he should continue to be given more of that 
kind of medicine which made him worse. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will the Senator again 
yield? 

Mr. HOLT. I am very glad to yield to the Senator from 
New Jersey. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Did the Senator have any suggestion 
to make as to what kind of medicine should be given to this 
sick patient in the years that the Senator has been in the 
Senate? 

Mr. HOLT. I will say to the Senator from New Jersey 
that the medicine which I should like to give to the patient 
would, as a matter of fact, be a little less medicine. In other 
words, my position is that whenever we get in opposition to 
any particular man we should not destroy the industry he is 
in in order to get that man. Let us not make our taxes 
shotgun taxes to hit everyone in order to hit one man that 
you are aiming for. In other words, with respect to closely 
held family corporations, do not shoot all the closely held 
family corporations because you want to get Henry Ford, to 
make him come into line. That is my advice with respect to 
the question. I believe we should stop this destructive legis- 
lation and enact a little constructive legislation so business 
can get back on its feet. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will the Senator again 
yield? 

Mr. HOLT. I am very glad to yield to the Senator from 
New Jersey. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I repeat my question: Has the Senator 
from West Virginia ever proposed in this body any construc- 
tive or progressive legislation? If so, what was it? 
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Mr. HOLT. I wish to say to the Senator from New Jersey 
that I have never even introduced a bill in this session or in 
any session, because I felt that plenty of bills were introduced, 
and, of course, being a strong New Dealer when I came here, 
I realized that the President would send down the bills and 
messages and we would act on them. As a New Dealer I 
realized that. In other words, I was told that, and I found 
it was correct after I came to the Senate. 

Nevertheless, I want to say that the legislation which has 
been passed has not brought prosperity. 

The powers belonging to Congress have been turned over 
to the President, but the greatest power that the Congress 
of the United States has turned over to the Executive is 
the power over the purse, and as the distinguished Senator 
from California [Mr. Jonnson] stated recently, the purse 
will control the administration of the act. The purse does 
control it. The control of the purse does belong to the 
Congress of the United States, but we have turned over to 
the President the power of spending this money, so that the 
Senator from New Jersey, if he votes right, can get a project 
at Atlantic City, and no matter how worthy the project 
sponsored by the Senator from North Dakota may be in 
North Dakota, if he does not vote right he does not get his 
project. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will the Senator again 
yield? 

Mr. HOLT. I am glad to yield to the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Did not the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia at one time work under a relief project in West Vir- 
ginia himself? 

Mr. HOLT. No; I have not. I admit that it sounded 
something like a relief project. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Did not the Senator at one time work 
for a Government project in West Virginia? 

Mr. HOLT. I should like for the Senator to explain what 
he means by a “project.” 

Mr. SMATHERS. Well, did the Senator ever wor 

Mr. HOLT. I hope so. 

Mr. SMATHERS. In a W. P. A. project in West Virginia? 

Mr. HOLT. No; I did not. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Did the Senator work for any depart- 
ment of the Federal Government? 

Mr. HOLT. I did. That is how I happened to find out 
about it. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Very well. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLT. I yield. 

Mr. LODGE. There is nothing disgraceful about working 
on the W. P. A., and one can do that and still retain his 
rights of political opinion, can he not? 

Mr. HOLT. No; there was nothing wrong about it, but 
it is quite unusual. I wish to make a statement to the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey relative to my working with a Federal 
agency. I should like to see every Senator work on a Gov- 
ernment agency. He would then realize what is happening 
to this country. The best possible lesson for Senators would 
come to them if we should adjourn Congress for 6 months 
and place Senators on some of these different agencies. 
Senators would then learn plenty about Government. I 
think it was a good education for me. I learned something 
about political manipulations. I admit that. The trouble 
is for some Senators, I learned too much. 

Relative to the question of turning over the purse to the 
President, let us see what President Roosevelt’s spending 
powers are. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLT. I yield. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Would it be surprising to the Senator, 
based upon his experience with the W. P. A., to know that 
the committee headed by the distinguished Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] and on which the Senator 

| from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopez] is serving has refused to 
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call as witnesses those who are known to hold an adverse 
opinion with respect to W. P. A.? 

Mr. HOLT. I cannot say anything in particular to the 
Senator about that. But if there is any organization in 
the Federal Government which needs investigation, it is the 
Works Progress Administration. Furthermore, I do not ex- 
pect such an investigation, because it would show too much 
dirt. Nevertheless, I do not see any reason why the W. P. A. 
should not be investigated. If everything is pure and clean, 
why is it that the Federal administration does not dare to 
face an investigation of the W. P. A.? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLT. I shail be glad to yield to my distinguished 
friend. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator tells us that he learned 
much while working for one of the departments of the 
Federal Government. Why be so stingy about it? Why does 
not the Senator tell us about it? 

Mr. HOLT. If I told the Senator all the things I saw, they 
would make quite an enlightening chapter. I shall be glad 
to sit down and tell the Senator from New Jersey many things 
I know about the W. P. A. in the State of New Jersey. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I should prefer to have the Senator 
do it in open session, on the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. HOLT. I shall be glad to tell the Senator that in 
the State of New Jersey a man must belong to the political 
machine in a certain community before he can get a W. P. A. 
job. That is one thing I will tell the Senator. 

A second thing I will tell the Senator is that it would be 
very interesting to check the contracts for construction on 
W. P. A. jobs, to see if any New Jersey political bosses got 
any money out of them. I think that inquiry would be quite 
interesting. 

A third thing which I think would be quite interesting 
would be to see how many illegal votes were cast by W. P. A. 
bosses, who were paid to work on election day, and who I un- 
derstand were working at the polls. 

A fourth thing which I should like to tell the Senator 
from N. J., and which might be very interesting, is that he 
should check the different offices and compare the salaries 
paid at present with the former salaries. 

If the Senator wants anything further on the State of 
New Jersey, I shall be glad to refer it to him. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I do not want something “further.” I 
want something. I do not want just rumors or gossip. 
When the Senator says he learned much when he worked 
for one of these governmental agencies, does he mean merely 
a little rumor and gossip, or does the Senator have in his 
possession any facts? 

Mr. HOLT. I gave the Senator the facts, and I shall be 
glad to have the Senator come to my office, where I shall be 
glad to give him the names of the individuals to whom I 
am referring. I do not have the names with me. There is 
no rumor or gossip about it. The best instance of what I 
refer to is that when I started to expose the W. P. A. in New 
Jersey I received word from one of the high Democratic 
officials in New Jersey, whose name I shall not give, saying 
that it was not fair or right for me to expose the W. P. A. 
because it was within the Democratic Party. That may 
interest the Senator. 

Mr. SMATHERS. It would if the Senator would give the 
names of the men; but I have no interest in gossip. For 
some reason or other the Senator is afraid to give the 
names, or will not give the names. To me that is just so 
much gossip. 

Mr. HOLT. I will answer the Senator by saying that I 
do not think the Senator is so ignorant of New Jersey affairs 
as he pretends to be. I think the Senator will recall many 
of the W. P. A. workers who worked for him at the polls 
when he was running for office. I think the Senator also 
recalls the great majority given to him by those communities 
where the W. P. A. was under control. But I do not think 
we need go into that further, except to say that the Senator 
from New Jersey can have the facts if he will support an 
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investigation of the W. P. A. After the investigation he can 
serve us with champagne and oysters. [Laughter.] 

To come back to the question of turning over the spending 
power to the President of the United States, let us see what 
has happened. I quote from the Congressional Digest, issue 
of June—July 1937. 

Congress since March 4, 1933, has given President Roosevelt dis- 
cretionary spending authority over $15,428,498,815. Congress in 
the years between 1789 and 1933 gave the Presidents discretionary 
spending power over $1,687,112,500. 

Let us compare those figures. President Roosevelt in 4 
years had discretionary spending power, taken away from 
Congress and given to him in a lump sum, over $15,428,- 
000,000, as compared to $1,687,000,000 for all Presidents be- 
tween 1789 and 1933. In other words, the President of the 
United States has been given power to spend without restric- 
tion more than nine times as much as 30 Presidents in 143 
years. 

It may also be interesting to realize some of the facts 
which I am about to state. 

With the exception of one appropriation, major discretionary 


appropriations usually have gone either for national defense or 
actual war expenditures. 


What has President Roosevelt been given? 


In the National Industrial Recovery Act alone President Roose- 


velt was given twice as much discretionary spending authority as 


was conferred on all the Presidents before him. In the Work 
Relief Act of 1935 the N. I. R. A. record was surpassed and the 
President was given discretion over a sum three times as large as 
the total given all other Presidents. 

The grant of powers has continued in more recent relief ap- 
propriations * * +, 

Approximately one of every two dollars of public moneys spent 
during the past 4 years has been spent at the discretion of the 


President. 
Instead of being spent by Congress it was spent by the 
President through lump-sum appropriations. 


This is an annual expenditure equal to the entire governmental 
budget of Great Britain, excluding rearmament expenses. 


Let us see what has been given. I should like to read some 
of these things. I shall ask later that the complete state- 
ment be inserted in the Recorp in connection with my re- 
marks. 

In 1794 there was $1,000,000; in 1803, $1,500,000; in 1811, 
$100,000; in 1839, $10,000,000; in 1854, $10,000,000; in 1861, 
$12,000,000; in 1888, $100,000; in 1898, $50,000,000; in 1902, 
$10,000,000. 

In other words there was a total of approximately $100,- 
000,000 given between 1794 and 1902. 

During the World War, in 1914, $2,750,000 was given, beside 
a naval emergency fund of $115,000,000; but the total, up to 
and including 1933, amounted to only $1,687,000,000, as com- 
pared to $15,428,498,815 since 1933, up to May of last year. 

Mr. President, I ask that the complete statement from 
which I have been reading be printed in the Recorp at this 
point as a part of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The statement is as follows: 

[CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, June 22, 1937] 

APPROPRIATIONS DISBURSED AT THE DISCRETION OF THE PRESIDENT 


Mr. Hott presented a statement of appropriations made by Con- 
gress and disbursed at the discretion of the President, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed in the , as 


follows: 
[From the United States News] 


Appropriations made by Congress to be disbursed at the discretion 
of the President 
1789 TO MAR, 4, 1933 


Foreign intercourse, act of Mar. 20, 1794 $1, 000, 000 
Territorial possessions, act of Oct. 31 1803 (as 

authorized under the act of Mar. 3, 1803) 2 1, 500, 000 
Territorial possessions, act of Jan. 15, 1811__-______ 100, 000 
National defense, act of Mar, 3, 1839_....-..--.--. 10, 000, 000 
Treaty with Mexico, act of Jan. 29, 1854 10, 000, 000 
Civil War, act of July 31, 1861—— 2, 000, 000 
Civil War, act of July 31, 1861-------------------- 10, 000, 000 


Yellow fever, joint resolution of Oct. 12, 1888______ 100, 000 
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Appropriations made by Congress to be disbursed at the discretion 
of the President—Continued 
1789 TO MAR. 4, 1933—continued 


National defense, deficiency act of Mar. 9, 1898. $50, 000, 000 
Panama Canal, act of June 28, 1902————-— - 10, 000, 000 
tion of Americans in Europe (Public 
Resolution of Aug. 3, 1914 ——————— 250, 000 
Transportation of Americans in Europe (Public 
Resolution of Aug. 5, 1914) ......._-.---------. 2, 500, 000 
Naval emergency fund, act of Mar. 4, 1917__----_- 115, 000, 000 


National defense, act of Apr. 17, 1917 (extended by 
ain 100, 000, 000 

Emergency shipping fund, ep of June 15, 1917 

War expenditures, Oct. 6, 191 


cy housing, acts of (A 4 and July 8, 1918.. 100, 000, 000 
National defense, act of June 27, 1918_--..------- 50, 000, 000 
National defense, act ah gals. EPSE TIRES ws 2 edhe 
. * ov — — , „ 
European food relief, act of Feb. 25, 1919 hes 100, 000, 000 

UC e a a a aaa e Ole) Gea OO 
MAR. 4, 1933, TO MAY 1937 
Emergency Conservation Work, act of Mar. 31, 1933. $101, 875, 200 


National Industrial Recovery Act, June 16, 1933. 3,300, 000, 000 


Gold Reserve Act of Jan. 30, 1934 , 000, 000, 000 
Additional relief appropriations, act of Feb. 15, 1934_ 950, 000, 000 
Investigation of electric rates, act of Apr. 14, 1934.. ~--.-.-------- 
Silver Act of June 19, 1984. 500, 000 
Relief, Farm Relief and Public Works Act of June 

OAE O BETES SSRs SES ( ( ccc se 2)? 1, 424, 675, 000 
J A aa 500, 000, 000 
Emergency Relief Act of Apr. 8, 1935——— 4, 000, 000, 000 
JJ = sae 534, 448, 615 
Emergency Conservation Work Deficiency APpro- 

priation Act of June 22, 1936. 308, 000, 000 
Emergency relief, act of June 22, 1936... 1, 425, 000, 000 
First Deficiency Appropriation Act, 1937.— 884, 000, 000 


mt mpm compen) Mn OT ERD 

Appropriations for making contracts for construction, etc., um- 
ited to $135,000,000 if Panama route was chosen and $180,000,000 
if Nicaragua route was chosen. 

The President was given the authority to spend unobligated bal- 
ances previously appropriated for public works plus a new ap- 
propriation equal to that amount plus unexpended balances 
remaining under the Emergency Relief and Construction Act of 
1932. The figure here given is the actual amount expended. 

This act made available such an amount as was necessary in the 
judgment of the President. 

A total of $880,000,000 was reappropriated under this act, but 
$345,551,385 of this amount was taken from unspent balances of 
earlier discretionary appropriations already listed. 

Mr. HOLT. This spending power, which belongs to Con- 
gress, has been given to the President; and the President 
has controlled the public purse. If you go along you get 
part of the purse; and if you do not go along, you get some- 
thing else than the purse. Nevertheless, it is quite interest- 
ing to check the record and see what has happened. Let us 
take this bill and see what it does. Let us look at its pur- 
poses, and see how it is proposed to be administered. 

It is said that the purpose of this bill is to promote econ- 
omy. The administration wants to economize. This is what 
the President of the United States said in his acceptance 
speech on July 2, 1932: 

As an immediate program of action we must abolish useless 
offices; we must eliminate actual perfunctions of government— 
functions, in fact, that are not definitely essential to the con- 
tinuance of government. We must merge; we must consolidate 
subdivisions of government; and, like the private citizens, give 
up luxuries which we can no longer afford. * * * I propose 
to you, my friends, and through you, that government of all 
kinds, big and little, be made solvent and that the example be 
set by the President of the United States and his Cabinet. 

The President made that statement. Let us look at the 
President’s record on economy. In other words, let us deter- 
mine the facts. By a man’s acts we shall judge his future to 
some extent. Let us check the amount of money spent dur- 
ing the administration of President Roosevelt, as compared 
with the amount spent during other administrations. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLT. I shall be glad to yield to my friend. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I take it from the Senator’s remarks 
that notwithstanding the fact that he came here as a new 
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dealer, he is opposed to the President, or anything the Presi- 
dent proposes. Is that correct? 

Mr. HOLT. No. I will answer the Senator from New 
Jersey by saying that I will stand with the President when he 
is right, and I will stand against him when he is wrong. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Did the Senator from West Virginia 
stand with the President in his last campaign? 

Mr, HOLT. I will say to the Senator that my vote is my 
own personal conviction; and I do not have to vote publicly, 
as a man must do in the State of New Jersey in order to hold 
his job. 

Mr. SMATHERS. As a Democratic Senator from West 
Virginia, the Senator, in the last Presidential election, voted 
for Lemke, and then went to Kansas and told Mr. Landon 
how he thought he could win. Is that a fact? 

Mr. HOLT. No. I will say to the Senator from New 
Jersey that that is not a fact. I did speak at the Cleveland 
convention of the National Union for Social Justice. I shall 
be glad to give the Senator from New Jersey a copy of the 
speech. It would do him much good. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator also visited Mr. Landon? 

Mr. HOLT. Yes. I was coming to that. I was going to 
tell the Senator about that visit. I did go to see Mr. Landon, 
and I am not ashamed of it. I did so publicly; and I say 
again publicly that I did go to Mr. Landon, and I discussed 
the W. P. A. with him. I discussed the W. P. A. in the State 
of New Jersey, if the Senator wants to know specifically; 
and I told Mr. Landon about what was going on in New 
Jersey, West Virginia, and Pennsylvania. He wanted to 
know more about it, and I told him more about it. I think 
the Senator will agree that I was doing a good public serv- 
ice in telling what was happening. I am sure the Senator 
from New Jersey would not object to my telling Mr. Landon 
what went on in Jersey City and other places in the State 
of New Jersey. I did tell Mr. Landon that. I am not 
ashamed of it. I told the United States Senate that. 

Does the Senator desire to ask any further questions? 

Mr. President, if the Senator from New Jersey wants any 
information in regard to the matter to which he has re- 
ferred I will be glad to give him the same information I gave 
to Mr. Landon. I will do it at any time, because I feel 
it would do him much good. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLT. I am glad to yield to the Senator from 
New Jersey. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I should like to say to the Senator 
from West Virginia that if he has any facts or names I 
shall be glad to have them, but if what he has is merely 
rumor and gossip, such as I have heard here for the last 
hour or so, I should have no use for it whatever, because the 
streets are full of it. 

Mr. HOLT. I will say to the Senator from New Jersey 
that the names and dates are in his campaign file; all he 
has to do is to refer back to 1936 and he can get the names 
of some individuals who worked with the W. P. A. and who 
were quite active in his campaign. Of course, I will be glad 
to give him a detailed list, because, from all indications, 
the next time he runs he will need it. 

Now, Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have 
inserted in the Record a statement of the appropriations 
made by Congress from March 4, 1789, to June 20, 1936, 
by Congress and by session. An examination of the state- 
ment will disclose the great increase in appropriations. 

There being no objection, the statement was ordered to 
be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

Appropriations made by the United States Congress from Mar. 4, 
1789, to June 20, 1936, by Congress and session 
$8, 991, 600. 15 
9, 246, 646. 24 
9, 276, 823. 73 
14, 032, 686. 23 
9, 255, 861. 71 
7, 813, 952. 45 
8, 041, 435. 75 
11, 976, 848. 04 
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836, 114, 417. 13 
822, 076, 523.36 
155, 890, 018. 53 
145, 561, 184. 36 
1, 925, 751. 92 
160, 551, 885. 85 
161, 719, 777. 94 
11, 065, 943. 43 
161, 533, 823. 15 
174, 865, 082. 65 
1, 254, 100. 75 
173, 495, 016. 55 
197, 920, 297. 38 
155, 017, 758. 20 
147, 714, 940. 81 
124, 122; 010. 92 
88, 356, 983. 13 
27, 953, 164. 99 
172, 190, 828. 88 
145, 282, 736. 33 
46, 905, 275. 93 
154, 118, 212. 64 
179, 578, 999. 86 
251, 428, 117. 57 
187, 911, 566.17 


opriations made by the United States Congress from Mar. 4, | Appropriations made by the United States Congress from Mar. 4, 
1789, to June 20, 1936, by Congress and session—Continued 1789, to June 20, 1936, by Congress and session—Continued 
à $13, 226, 461.89 $137, 451, 397. 77 
š 11, 954, 621. 86 170, 608, 113. 60 
13, 472, 157. 81 209, 659, 382. 91 
12, 058, 891. 99 193, 035, 861. 13 
13, 686, 120. 12 245, 020, 172. 89 
12, 298, 847. 74 218, 115, 439. 80 
13, 836, 073. 88 287, 722, 488. 96 
15, 582, 633. 18 323, 783, 079. 36 
15, 819, 275.35 304, 710, 196. 75 
16, 072, 086. 80 319, 011, 846. 62 
15, 089, 300. 91 301, 788, 819. 78 
14, 719, 877. 65 293, 057, 104. 81 
14, 738, 526. 97 302, 786, 385. 98 
28, 492. 349. 71 311. 179, 557. 54 
37, 078, 974. 05 673, 050, 293. 63 
46, 602, 719. 28 462, 509, 750. 27 
31, 268, 309. 54 457, 152, 142. 98 
49, 905. 220. 35 479, 365, 657. 55 
36, 613, 122. 08 486, 439, 306. 68 
36, 293, 021. 12 464, 846, 770. 57 
24, 109, 459. 80 467, 159, 617. 03 
25, 497, 553. 26 489, 241, 777. 30 
18, 435, 466. 61 549, 434, 246. 55 
20, 508, 017. 81 555, 739, 443. 78 
20, 190, 113. 81 627, 516, 246. 83 
25, 830, 635. 95 648, 191, 676. 26 
22, 892, 544. 72 663, 725, 794. 84 
23, 255, 413. 09 634, 549, 561. 40 
23, 216, 650. 85 617, 382, 178. 34 
22, 642, 408. 61 812, 282, 940. 38 
25, 825, 302.16 805, 694, 032. 16 
13, 528, 845. 69 800, 245, 065. 70 
11, 994, 511.95 1, 301, 918, 635. 99 
16, 657, 669. 89 18, 546, 243, 898. 67 
16, 500, 864. 83 26, 679, 436, 903. 44 
16, 764, 872. 10 6, 042, 068, 409. 44 
15, 172, 836.41 4, 257, 361, 240. 70 
34, 797, 018. 00 3, 207, 857, 754. 70 
32, 260, 910. 40 3, 675, 612, 372.35 
109, 000. 00 3, 495, 634, 886. 80 
36, 304, 064. 87 3, 119, 453, 000. 00 
36, 862, 242. 78 8, 500, 426, 000. 00 
23, 696, 632. 11 3, 567, 044, 000. 00 
23, 192, 807. 41 3, 455, 647, 000. 00 
5, 043, 705. 02 8, 856, 603, 000. 00 
24, 557, 177. 58 3, 823, 112, 000. 00 
29, 214, 185. 71 4, 231, 440, 000. 00 
21, 934, 622.13 4, 333, 915, 000. 00 
24,214, 161.27 4, 977, 366, 000. 00 
51, 476, 191. 18 6, 979, 026, 000. 00 
57, 982, 575. 93 6, 857, 716, 000. 00 
49, 420, 830. 98 8, 845, 006, 442. 00 
35, 429, 041. 61 1 8, 935, 846, 274. 00 
— 5 1 n 1 Exclusive of regular Post Office Appropriation Act amounting to 
48, 173, 300. 66 
45, 416, 192. 60 Mr. HOLT. Mr. President, let us look at the record and 
1 wi — — see if there has been economy: let us check the facts and 
67. 271. 799. 23 | See if there has been economy in the Federal Government. 
72,112,298.12 | It is said that the purpose of the pending bill is to bring 
Ve eer aie a about economy, but the record shows that the present ad- 
87. 434. 803.74 ministration has been the most wasteful administration 
71.094.953.09 | With the people's money in the history of the United 
265, 158,357.99 | States. 
N Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 


Mr. HOLT. I am glad to yield to the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Will the Senator tell me, as a matter 
of personal information, whether, if he ever again runs in 
West Virginia, he is going to run as a Democrat or a 
Republican? 

Mr. HOLT. I will say to the Senator from New Jersey 
that I might be elected on either ticket, but, nevertheless, 
I am not worrying about running in West Virginia. If the 
Senator from New Jersey would pay more attention to legis- 
lation than to his outlook for being reelected, we would have 
a better Senator from the State of New Jersey. But I in- 
tend to represent the State of West Virginia while I am here, 
and then, if my record is not worth while, let the people 
speak. I feel that whenever we look ahead to determine 
whether we are going to be reelected we are more interested 
in our reelection than in what we are doing. What this 
country needs is more Senators who are interested in what 
is happening in the country now than in what is going to 
happen in the next campaign. 
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Mr. SMATHERS. Does the Senator realize that I have 
a full term here of 6 years and am not even thinking about 
what is going to happen 5 or 6 years from now? 

Mr. HOLT. It is fortunate for the Senator from New 
Jersey that he has a full term, because I like him so well 
that I am glad he will be here a little longer. (Laughter.] 

Mr. SMATHERS. I may say, Mr. President, that I am 
beginning to worry whether I am going to enjoy the asso- 
ciation about which the Senator speaks. [Laughter.] 

Mr. HOLT. The Senator and I will get along at least 
until that time. 

Mr. President, the question of economy in government is 
not explained alone by the appropriations. After the Presi- 
dent of the United States delivered a speech in which he 
discussed the elimination of agencies and the consolidation 
of bureaus and commissions, it might interest the Senate to 
know of the Federal agencies created since March 4, 1933. 
The list does not include certain Federal boards, commis- 
sions, committees, and does not include temporary bureaus, 
such as National Industrial Labor Board, the Petroleum Ad- 
ministrative Board, the Committee on Economic Security, 
the Puerto Rican Hurricane Relief Commission, and the 
Special Mexican Claims Commission, nor does it include cer- 
tain bureaus and divisions, such as the Savings and Loan 
Division of the Federal Home Loan Bank Board, the Pro- 
curement Division of the Department of the Treasury, the Na- 
tional Reemployment Service, the Federal Credit Union Sys- 
tem, the Federal land banks, Production Credit Corpora- 
tions, and so forth. Here, however, is a list of agencies 
created since March 4, 1933. I may say, parenthetically, 
that I note that the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. SMATRH- 
ERS] has gone into the Republican cloak room. [Laughter.] 

The Federal agencies created since March 4, 1933, are the 
Agricultural Adjustment Administration; the Alley Dwelling 
Authority; the Central Statistical Board; the Civilian Con- 
servation Corps; the Commodity Credit Corporation; the 
Corporation of Foreign Security Holders (discontinued); the 
Disaster Loan Corporation; the Electric Home and Farm Au- 
thority; the Emergency Conservation Work, which has been 
replaced by the C. C. C.; the Executive Council, which has 
been replaced by the National Emergency Council; the Ex- 
port-Import Bank of Washington, D. C.; the Farm Credit 
Administration; the Farm Security Administration; the Fed- 
eral Alcohol Control Administration, which has been replaced 
by the Federal Alcohol Administration; the Federal Civil 
Works Administration, which has been replaced by the Fed- 
eral Emergency Administration of Public Works; the Fed- 
eral Communications Commission; the Federal Coordinator 
of Transportation (discontinued); the Federal Deposit In- 
surance Corporation; the Federal Emergency Administration 
of Public Works; the Federal Emergency Relief Administra- 
tion; the Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation; the Federal 
Housing Administration; the Federal Prison Industries, Inc.; 
the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation; the 
Federal Subsistence Homesteads Corporation; the Federal 
Surplus Commodities Corporation; the Federal Surplus Relief 
Corporation, which has been replaced by the Federal Surplus 
Commodities Corporation; the Home Owners’ Loan Corpora- 
tion; The National Archives; the National Bituminous Coal 
Commission; the National Emergency Council; the National 
Labor Relations Board; the National Mediation Board; the 
National Railroad Adjustment Board; the National Recovery 
Administration, which was discontinued by the Supreme 
Court; the National Resources Committee; .the National 
Youth Administration; the Prison Industries Reorganization 
Administration; the Public Works Emergency Housing Cor- 
poration, which has now been discontinued, as has the 
Public Works Emergency Leasing Corporation; the Puerto 
Rico Reconstruction Administration; the Railroad Retirement 
Board; the Reconstruction Finance Corporation; the Resettle- 
ment Administration, which has been replaced by the Farm 
Security Administration; the R. F. C. Mortgage Co.; the 
Rural Electrification Administration; the Second Export- 
Import Bank of Washington, District of Columbia, which 
has been discontinued; the Securities and Exchange Com- 
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mission; the Social Security Board; the Soil Conservation 
Service; Soil Erosion Service, which has been replaced by the 
Soil Conservation Service; the Tennessee Valley Associated 
Cooperatives, Inc.; the Tennessee Valley Authority; the 
United States Maritime Commission; and the Works Progress 
Administration. 

Thus it will be seen that 56 new Federal agencies have been 
created since the 4th day of March 1933. We were told that 
there was going to be a reduction in the number of agencies; 
there was going to be a merger of bureaus, there was going 
to be a consolidation of commissions; and yet, from the 
record, we find that there has been no consolidation but there 
has been an increase in the number of agencies and bureaus. 

Mr, AUSTIN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLT. I am glad to yield to the Senator from 
Vermont. 

Mr. AUSTIN. This morning, during the testimony taken 
before a subcommittee considering the O’Mahoney-Borah 
bill, a witness testified that 62 corporations, owned by the 
United States through its officers, had been formed under 
the laws of Delaware. 

Mr. HOLT. That is very interesting. I should like to 
refer to some of those Delaware corporations. The admin- 
istration is very much against holding companies and very 
much against corporate control. So it might be interesting 
to check some of the corporations which the administration 
itself has set up in the State of Delaware. In other words, 
the Federal Government is setting up corporations in one of 
its States. 

We find the Commodity Credit Corporation was established 
by Executive Order No. 6340 on October 17, 1933, and who do 
you suppose, Mr. President, incorporated that organization 
in the State of Delaware? The incorporators of this Federal 
agency are Hon. Henry A. Wallace, Secretary of Agriculture; 
the Honorable Henry Morgenthau, Jr., generally known as 
“Henry the Morgue,” Secretary of the Treasury; and the 
Honorable Oscar Johnson, a third Government official. The 
gentlemen named are the incorporators of this Federal 
agency in the State of Delaware. Oh, does not this adminis- 
tration hate corporations and does it not hate holding com- 
panies? What was this corporation given? It was given 
$3,000,000 with which to operate, and it has had allocated to 
it $756,000,000 more. 

I will now mention another agency of those referred to by 
the Senator from Vermont, whose comment I appreciate very 
much. 

There is listed the Public Works Emergency Housing Cor- 
poration, which was chartered on October 27, 1933, in the 
State of Delaware, by the Honorable Harold L. Ickes, Secre- 
tary of the Interior; the Honorable Frances Perkins, Secre- 
tary of Labor; the Honorable Robert D. Kohn. This Emer- 
gency Corporation was amended by Executive Order 6470, 
and this is what the sixth section of the Executive order 
says: 

The corporation is to have perpetual existence. 


Does the President mean that he is going to do away with 
something that he incorporated to have perpetual existence? 

A third one of these Delaware corporations that the Gov- 
ernment is in, the Federal Surplus Relief Corporation, was 
chartered on October 4, 1933, by Hon. Henry A. Wallace, 
Hon. Harold L. Ickes, and Hon. Harry L. Hopkins. In the 
sixth section of this charter I find this sentence: 

This corporation is to have perpetual existence. 

That corporation has been set up by the Federal Govern- 
ment under the direction of the President of the United 
States. £ 

Here is a fourth one, the Federal Subsistence Homestead 
Corporation, chartered on the 21st day of November 1933. 
It is to have perpetual existence. Its incorporators are the 
Honorable Harold L. Ickes, Oscar L. Chapman, and M. L. 
Wilson. 

The fifth one which I will mention to the Senate is the 
Electric Home and Farm Authority, which was created on 
the 13th day of January 1934, by Executive Order 6514. 
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The incorporators were Hon. Arthur E. Morgan, Hon. Har- 
court A. Morgan, and Hon. David E. Lilienthal. I think the 
Senate has heard of those three men before. They used to 
get along very well together, and I am hoping that when we 
have investigated the T. V. A—— 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLT. I am glad to yield to the Senator from Dela- 
ware. 

Mr. HUGHES. I suppose the Senator is aware that all 
corporations chartered under the general laws of Delaware 
have perpetual existence. Therefore, the statement in the 
charter is nothing more than a statement of what is true 
in any event. 

Mr. HOLT. Apparently the incorporators wanted to be 
sure of it, so they put it in the sixth section of the charter. 

Mr. HUGHES. That could not give it any strength, be- 
cause when they incorporated the concern under the laws 
of Delaware it had perpetual existence. 

Mr. HOLT. Does the Senator from Delaware feel that 
these bureaus and boards should have perpetual existence? 

Mr. HUGHES. Iam not discussing the question whether 
or not they should have perpetual existence. It is not nec- 
essary for a corporation to exist perpetually because it has 
a perpetual right to exist. I presume if a corporation was 
organized under a law that gave it perpetual existence, it 
would take the right to perpetual existence, but it might 
continue to exercise it for only 5 years, 10 years, or what- 
ever time it might choose. I am simply stating the fact 
which always exists under the law. 

Mr. HOLT. I appreciate the Senator from Delaware tell- 
ing me that, and I now realize why these corporations were 
chartered in the State of Delaware—so that they could have 
perpetual existence. 

Mr. HUGHES. It is so with almost every State. 

Mr. HOLT. It is very interesting to realize the perpetual 
existence of these boards and commissions, because there 
are 48 States, but the incorporators picked out the State 
which gives corporations perpetual existence. 

Mr. HUGHES. Oh, no; they did not. There are 43 
States which give corporations perpetual existence. 

Mr. HOLT. Does the Senator know any particular reason 
why one of the other five States was not chosen? 

Mr. HUGHES. I do not. I do not know why the in- 
corporators came to Delaware. Probably it was because 
Delaware is close by. They might have gone to Maryland; 
they might have gone to New Jersey; they might have 
gone to Pennsylvania if they had wanted to, or any of the 
nearby States. 

Mr. HOLT. So they just happened to land in the State 
of Delaware? 

Mr. HUGHES. I presume that whatever attorney looked 
after their incorporation may have been familiar with the 
Delaware incorporation laws. 

Mr. HOLT. I think the Senator is absolutely correct in 
that respect. I think the incorporators or their attorneys 
knew the Delaware corporation laws quite well when they 
set up in the State of Delaware, so that they could avoid 
the limitations on corporation rights which exist in certain 
other States. I agree most thoroughly with the Senator 
in that respect. 

Mr. HUGHES. I beg the Senator’s pardon; we were 
discussing that question this morning before a committee. 
The rights referred to by the Senator, which Delaware gives 
to corporations, are not confined to Delaware. Many, many 
States give the same rights. Delaware is not peculiar in 
that particular. There is no reason why the incorporators 
should go to Delaware to incorporate these concerns, Of 
course some business corporation may have good reason 
for going to Delaware, because it likes the courts of the State. 

Mr. HOLT. In other words, the Senator feels that the 
incorporators just happened to go to the State of Dela- 
ware? 

Mr. HUGHES. It is convenient. 

Mr. HOLT. Oh, it is convenient? 
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Mr. HUGHES. We are only about 150 miles away from 
Washington. 

Mr. HOLT. In other words, the Federal Government 
wanted to save traveling expenses. Government officials 
spent only about $75,000,000, I understand, for traveling 
expenses; and since these concerns were incorporated in 
the State of Delaware, the home offices of the corporations 
would be only 150 miles away, and the officials would not 
have to go far from their offices in Washington. Is that 
what the Senator means? i 

Mr. HUGHES. No; I did not mean that. 

Mr. HOLT. Then I misunderstood the Senator. 

Mr. HUGHES. I meant that in all probability the attor- 
neys who looked after the incorporation of these companies 
also had at times looked after the incorporation of other 
companies, and they were familiar with the Delaware corpo- 
ration law, and had been in the habit of going to Delaware. 

Mr. HOLT. Does the Senator mean that the Federal 
Government would employ attorneys who had had any- 
thing to do with corporations? 

Mr. HUGHES. I presume that any attorney connected 
with one of these agencies who has been doing general 
practice of course remembers his past experience, and 
naturally he avails himself of his experience. 

Mr. HOLT. I am glad to know the fact that we do have 
some men in the Federal Government who know something 
about corporations. 

Mr. HUGHES. I presume so. 

Mr. HOLT. Now I shall discuss the agencies created by 
Executive order since 1933. An effort has been made to 
blame this multiplicity of agencies on Congress; but let 
us look at the agencies created by the President under his 
power to issue Executive orders, and let us see what they are. 

The Alley Dwelling Authority, created by Executive Order 
6865 on October 9, 1934. 

The Central Statistical Board, created on July 27, 1933, 
under Executive Order 6225. 

The Committee for Reciprocity Information, created by 
Executive Order 6750, dated June 27, 1934. 

The Commodity Credit Corporation, which was also 
created under the laws of the State of Delaware, pursuant 
to Executive Order 6340, dated October 16, 1933. 

The Coordinator for Industrial Cooperation, created by 
Executive Order No. 7193, dated September 26, 1935. 

The Committee of Industrial Analysis, created by Execu- 
tive Order No. 7323, dated March 21, 1936. 

The Division of Industrial Economics, created by Executive 
Order No. 7323, dated March 21, 1936. 

The Division of Territories and Island Possessions, created 
by Executive Order No. 6726, dated May 29, 1934. 

All of these are agencies created by the President under his 
power of Executive order after he told us he was going to 
reduce agencies, and was going to consolidate bureaus, and 
eliminate commissions, In other words, “Let us look at the 
record,” and see what his record has been toward the crea- 
tion of new agencies. 

Here is another one, the Puerto Rico Reconstruction Ad- 
ministration, created by Executive Order No. 7057, dated May 
28, 1935. 

The Consumers’ Division of the Department of Labor. 

The Immigration and Naturalization Service, created by 
Executive Order No. 6166, dated June 10, 1933. 

The National Steel Labor Relations Board, created by 
Executive Order No. 6751, dated June 28, 1934. 

The Textile Labor Relations Board, which was created by 
Executive Order 6858, dated September 26, 1934. 

The Division of Disbursements in the Department of the 
Treasury, created by Executive Order No. 6166, dated June 
10, 1933. 

The Division of Internal Revenue, created by Executive 
Order No. 6166, dated June 10, 1933, in which the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue and the Bureau of Industrial Alcohol were 
consolidated. 

The Procurement Division, created by Executive Order 
No. 6166, dated June 10, 1933. 
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The Electric Home and Farm Authority, incorporated 
August 1, 1935, but created under Executive Order 6514 
of January 17, 1934, 

The Emergency Conservation Work, or Civilian Conserva- 
tion Corps, created by Executive Order 6101, dated April 5, 
1933. 

The Advisory Council to the Director of the Civilian Con- 
servation Corps, created by Executive Order No. 6101, dated 
April 5, 1933. 

All these organizations and agencies were created by the 
President, not by Congress; not by any one except the man 
who said he was going to do away with agencies, that we 
had too many of them, and that they constituted too great 
a drain on the taxpayers. h 

Let us look at some more of them. I could go on for hours 
listing the different groups that the President created by 
Executive order. 

Here is another one—the Executive Committee on Com- 
mercial Policy, created by Executive Order 6656, dated March 
27, 1934. 

The First Export-Import Bank, created by Executive Order 
6581, dated February 2, 1934. 

The Second Export-Import Bank, created by Executive 
Order 7365, issued on May 7, 1936. 

The Farm Credit Administration, which was created to 
make emergency crop and feed loans. 

The Federal Board of Surveys and Maps. 

The Federal Committee on Apprentice Training. 

The Federal Emergency Administration of Public Works. 

The Housing Division of the Public Works Administration. 

The Federal Fire Council. 

The Federal Housing Administration. 

The Federal Power Commission. 

Going back to housing, I heard the other day, from what 
I consider to be reliable authority, that there are 36 com- 
missions and bureaus which have something to do with 
housing. It is said, That is an argument why we should 
reorganize, because we should consolidate them,” but the 
man who wants to reorganize them created part of these 
36 different bureaus, agencies, and commissions. In other 
words the very man who says he will consolidate has spread 
them to the four winds. 

Let us look and see what else was done: 

We find the Federal Prison Industries, Inc. 

The Prison Industries Reorganization Administration. 

The Prison Industries Reorganization Board. 

The National Emergency Council. There is one that the 
President said he was going to do away with. He issued a 
statement that he was going to do away with it, and did the 
political boys get to work to keep that council in existence? 
And so, the latter part of last year, we find that the National 
Emergency Council was given a new lease of life. 

For the benefit of those who do not know what the Na- 
tional Emergency Council is, I will state that it is an agency 
to clip newspapers. Of course, it does advise from time to 
time, or at least that is what it says; but the main work of 
the National Emergency Council is to clip newspapers, so 
that those in authority will know where to put the funds in 
the next election. The National Emergency Council is an 
agency created in 1933, and every cent of salary paid to 
members of the staff of the National Emergency Council has 
come from the money appropriated to feed the poor. People 
do not realize that—that the money for the bureaucrats who 
are sitting down here and in other States clipping newspapers 
comes from the money that should feed the hungry and 
clothe the naked in America. 

“Oh,” we are told, “you should not say anything about 
that.” Millions of dollars have gone to the National Emer- 
gency Council out of the relief funds that are appropriated 
to feed the hungry and clothe the naked. 

Mr. President, I have a list of the salaries according to 
the report submitted. These are the salaries of these poor, 
unfortunate relief workers. One of them gets $8,500; there 
are 6 at $6,800; 18 at $6,000. I feel very sorry for those 
relief workers. They certainly cannot get along on that 
much. There are 5 of them at $5,200; 15 at $4,500; 2 at 
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$4,000; 11 at $3,600; 10 at $3,200; 15 at $2,900; 15 at $2,600; 
14 at $2,300; 17 at $2,000; 35 at $1,800; 60 at $1,620; 85 at 
$1,440; 65 at $1,260; 52 at $1,080. 

Think of these poor relief workers, whose money comes 
from the relief funds, and such salaries as that paid! This 
information is taken from the 1937 record. Who created 
the National Emergency Council? The President of the 
United States created it, abolished it, and then recreated 
it in the last 12 months. Yet it is said he wants to eliminate 
functions and agencies and commissions in this country. 

Mr. President, I ask that a list of all these agencies cre- 
ated by Executive order since 1933 be inserted in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the list was ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 


APPENDIX TO THE REPORT OF A MINORITY OF THE SENATE SELECT 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATION IN CONSIDERATION OF 
SENATE BILL 2970 


Agencies created by Executive order since 1933 
ALLEY DWELLING AUTHORITY 


Created by Executive Order No. 6865, dated October 9, 1934. 
Under authority of Public Law No. 307, Seventy-third Congress, 
approved June 12, 1934. 


CENTRAL STATISTICAL BOARD 


“The original Central Statistical Board, which was organized on 
August 9, 1933, was established under authority of the National 
Industrial Recovery Act, dated June 16, 1933 (48 Stat. 195), by 
Executive Order No. 6225, dated July 27,1933. * * he Board 
was continued by Executive Order No. 7076, dated June 15, 1935. 
An act (49 Stat. 498) to provide for statutory organization of the 
Board for a period of 5 years was approved July 25, 1935, and in 
conformity with this act the new Board was organized on March 11, 
1936” (U. S. Government Manual, p. 247). 


COMMITTEE FOR RECIPROCITY INFORMATION 


Created by Executive Order No. 6750, dated June 27, 1934. “Per- 
sons desiring to present their views with respect to any such pro- 
posed agreements (foreign trade) shall present them to a committee 
to be known as the Committee for Reciprocity Information.” 


COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 


“The Commodity Credit Corporation was created under the laws 
of the State of Delaware on April 17, 1933, pursuant to Executive 
Order No. 6340, dated October 16, 1933. Section 7 of the act ex- 
tending the functions of the Reconstruction Finance ration 
(Public, No. 1, 74th Cong.), approved January 31, 1935, ratifies the 

tion of the Commodity Credit Corporation and extends its 
life as a governmental agency to April 1, 1937, or such earlier date 
as may be fixed by the President by Executive order“ (U. S. Gov- 
ernment Manual, p. 317). 
COORDINATOR FOR INDUSTRIAL COOPERATION 

“The Coordinator for Industrial Cooperation was established 
under the authority of the National Recovery Act dated June 16, 
1933 (48 Stat. 195), by Executive Order No. 7193, dated September 
26, 1935. The Office of Coordinator was continued by Executive 
Order No. 7324, dated March 30, 1936, under the authority of the 
Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 1935, approved April 8, 1935 
(Public Res. 11, 74th Cong.). Terminated June 30, 1937” (U. S. 
Government Manual, p. 487). 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Committee of Industrial Analysis: Created by Executive Order 
No. 7323, dated March 21, 1936, “to complete the summary of the 
results and accomplishments of the National Recovery Adminis- 
tration.” Report submitted; no longer functioning. 

Division of Industrial Economics: Created by Executive Order 
No. 7323, dated March 21, 1936, “shall be subject to the general 
supervision of the Committee of Industrial Analysis and shall assist 
such Committee in carrying out its functions.” Report submitted; 
no longer functioning. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Division of Territories and Island Possessions: Created by Ex- 
ecutive Order No. 6726, dated May 29, 1934, “establishing the Divi- 
sion of Territories and Island Possessions in the Department of the 
Interior and transferring thereto the functions of the Bureau of 
Insular Affairs, War Department, pertaining to the administration 
of the government of Puerto Rico.” 

Puerto Rico Reconstruction Administration: Created by Execu- 
tive Order No. 7057, dated May 28, 1935, issued under authority of 
the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 1933. “It is the func- 
tion of this agency to initiate, formulate, administer, and super- 
vise a of approved projects for providing relief and work 
relief, and for increasing employment in Puerto Rico” (U. S. Gov- 
ernment Manual, p. 87). See Executive Order 7689, August 12, 
1937. Secretary of Interior appointed Administrator. 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


Consumers’ Division: “Consumers’ Division (National Recovery 
Administration) : Transferred, with all of its officers and employees, 
files, records, equipment, and property of every kind, to the Depart- 
ment of Labor by Executive Order No. 7252, dated December 21, 
1935. The order became effective January 1, 1936, and the Division 
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automatically expired on April 1, 1936, as provided in Public Reso- 
lution No. 26, Seventy-fourth Congress“ (U. S. Government Man- 
ual, p. 530). At the present time there is a consumers’ project 
under the Works Administration which is functioning 
within the Department of Labor. 

9 and Naturalization Service: Created by Executive 
Order No. 6166, dated June 10, 1933. “The Bureaus of Immigra- 
tion and of Naturalization of the Department of Labor are con- 
solidated as an Immigration and Naturalization Service of the 
Department of Labor.” 

National Steel Labor Relations Board: The National Steel La- 
bor Relations Board, Department of Labor, was “originally created 
by Executive Order No. 6751, dated June 28, 1934, pursuant to au- 
thority conferred by Public Resolution No. 44, Seventy-third Con- 
gress, approved June 19, 1934, and by title I of the National In- 
dustrial Recovery Act (44 Stat. 195), of the codes of fair com- 
petition, was retained by the Secretary as an integral part of the 
Conciliation Service” (U. S. Government Manual, p. 118). 

Textile Labor Relations Board: This Board is also a subdivision 
of the Conciliation Service. It performs similar conciliatory duties 
with respect to labor disputes in the cotton, wool, and silk tex- 
tile industries. The Board first was established by Executive 
Order No. 6858, dated September 26, 1934; also issued pursuant 
to Public Resolution No. 44, title I, of the Recovery Act” (U. S. 
Government Manual, p. 118). 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 


Division of Disbursements: Created by Executive Order No. 6166, 
dated June 10, 1933. “The function of disbursement of moneys 
of the United States exercised by any agency is transferred to the 
Treasury Department and, together with the office of disbursing 
clerk of that Department, is consolidated in a Division of Dis- 
bursement.” 

Division of Internal Revenue: Created by Executive Order No. 
6166, dated June 10, 1933. The Bureau of Internal Revenue and 
of Industrial Alcohol of the Treasury Department are consolidated 
in a Division of Internal Revenue, at the head of which shall be a 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue.” 

Procurement Division: Created by Executive Order No. 6166, 
dated June 10, 1933. “The function of determination of policies 
and methods of procurement, warehousing, and distribution of 
property, facilities, structures, improvements, machinery, equip- 
ment, storage, and supplies exercised by any agency is transferred 
to a Procurement Division in the Treasury Department.” 

ELECTRIC HOME AND FARM AUTHORITY 


“Electric Home and Farm Authority (capitalization, $850,000) 
was incorporated under the laws of the District of Columbia, 
August 1, 1935, to succeed Electric Home and Farm Authority, Inc., 
& corporation organized under the laws of the State of Delaware, 
January 17, 1934, pursuant to Executive Order No. 6514, issued 
under authority of the act of June 16, 1933 (Public, No. 67, 73d 
Cong.). By Executive Order No. 7139, dated August 12, 1935, Elec- 
tric Home and Farm Authority was designated as an agency of the 
United States. Public, No. 484, Seventy-fourth Congress, approved 
March 31, 1936, authorized the continuance of Electric Home and 
Farm Authority as an agency of the United States until February 
1, 1937, or such earlier date as may be fixed by the President by 
Executive order“ (U. S. Government Manual, p. 453). 


EMERGENCY CONSERVATION WORK 


“The emergency conservation work, familiarly known as the 
Civilian Conservation Corps, was created by Executive Order No, 
6101, dated April 5, 1933, under authority of Public Act No. 5, 
Seventy-third Congress, approved March 31, 1933” (U. S. Govern- 
ment Manual, p. 467). Public, 163, Seventy-fifth Congress, June 
27, 1937, Civilian Conservation Corps made permanent. 

Advisory Council to the Director of Civilian Conservation Corps: 
Created by Executive Order No. 6101, dated April 5, 1933. “The 
Secretary of War, the Secretary of Agriculture, the Secretary of 
the Interior, and the Secretary of Labor each shall appoint a repre- 
sentative, and said representative shall constitute an Advisory 
Council to the Director of Emergency Conservation Work.” 

Civilian Conservation Corps: See the Emergency Conservation 
Work. 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE ON COMMERCIAL POLICY 


Created by letter from the President to the Secretary of State, 
dated November 11, 1933, and continued by Executive Order No. 
6656, dated March 27, 1934, shall continue to exercise its present 
functions for the purpose of coordinating the commercial policy 
of the United States.” 


EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF WASHINGTON 


“The President, pursuant to authority granted to him by sec- 
tion 2 of title I of the National Industrial Recovery Act (Public, 
No. 67, 73d Cong., approved June 16, 1933), directed by Executive 
Order No. 6581, dated February 2, 1934, the organization of a 
District of Columbia banking corporation under the name of Ex- 
port-Import Bank of Washington. The Secretary of State and the 
Secretary of Commerce were authorized and directed to cause the 
corporation to be formed with such certificate of incorporation and 
bylaws as they should deem n to define the methods by 
which the corporation should conduct its business. The certificate 
of incorporation of the bank was filed in the office of the recorder 
of deeds of the District of Columbia on February 12, 1934. Public 
Act No. 1, Seventy-fourth Congress, approved January 31, 1935, 
continues the bank as an agency of the United States until June 
16, 1937, or such earlier date as the President may fix by Executive 
order” (U. S. Government Manual, p. 323). 
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Second Export-Import Bank of Washington, D. C. (dissolved): 
“Executive Order No. 7365, issued by the President on May 7, 1936, 
ordered that on June 30, 1936, the Second Export-Import Bank of 
Washington, D. C., should cease to be an agency of the United 
States. Stockholders were directed to wind up and liquidate in 
accordance with the laws of the District of Columbia. The com- 
mitments of the bank were assumed by, and its assets assigned to, 
the Export-Import Bank of Washington” (U. S. Government Man- 
ual, p. 326). 

FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION 


“Authority for the organization and activities of the Farm Credit 
Administration and the institutions operating under its supervision 
may be found in the following: Federal Farm Loan Act, approved 
June 17, 1916, and amendments thereto; Agricultural Marketing Act, 
approved June 15, 1929, and amendments; section 201 (a) of the 
Emergency Relief and Construction Act of 1932, approved July 21, 
1932; Executive Order No. 6084, dated March 27, 1933; Emergency 
Farm Mortgage Act of 1933, approved May 12, 1933; Farm Credit Act 
of 1933, approved June 16, 1933; Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation 
Act, approved January 31, 1934; Farm Credit Act of 1935, approved 
June 3, 1935; Federal Credit Union Act, approved June 26, 1934; and 
sundry other resolutions and acts of Congress either amending the 
3 or of a temporary character” (U. S. Government Manual, 
p. A 

Emergency crop and feed loans: “An Executive order dated Feb- 
ruary 28, 1936 (No. 7306), authorizes the Governor of the Farm 
Credit Administration to make loans during 1936 from $30,000,000 
allocation from the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 1935 (49 
Stat. 115) to farmers for the production and of crops and 
for feed for livestock” (U. S. Government Manual, p. 357). 

FEDERAL BOARD OF SURVEYS AND MAPS 


Created by Executive Order No. 7262, dated January 4, 1936, “in 
order to coordinate the activities of the various map-making and 
surveying agencies of the Government.” 


FEDERAL COMMITTEE ON APPRENTICE TRAINING 


“On June 27, 1934, President Roosevelt issued Executive Order 
No. 6750-C, providing for the employment of apprentices under 
National Recovery Ai tion codes of fair competition and 
for the appointment of the Federal Committee on Apprentice 
Training to guide the program. On June 15, 1935, the Federal 
Committee was continued by Executive Order No. 7076. On June 
26, 1935, Executive Order No. 7086 was issued, establishing the 
National Youth Administration. The National Youth Administra- 
tion was charged, among other things, with the duty of encour- 
aging the training of youth in the skilled trades as apprentices, 
On August 11, 1935, the National Youth Administration designated 
the Federal Committee on Apprentice Training as the agency to 
carry out the apprenticeship aspects of its work. The Administra- 
tion also provides funds for the Committee's activities" (U. 8. 
Government Manual, p. 497). Public, 308, Seventy-fifth Congress, 
August 16, 1937, transferred to Secretary of Labor and made 
permanent. 

FEDERAL EMERGENCY ADMINISTRATION OF PUBLIC WORKS 

“The Federal Emergency Administration of Public Works was 
established by the President under authority of title IT of the Na- 
tional Industrial Recovery Act (Public, No. 67, 73d Cong., approved 
June 16, 1933). Its life was extended until June 30, 1937, by the 
Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 1935 (Public, No. 11, 74th 
Cong., approved April 8, 1935). By Executive Order No. 7064, the 
Federal Emergency Administration of Public Works was authorized 
to continue functions under title II of the National Industrial Re- 
covery Act and the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 1935” 
(U. S. Government Manual, p. 365). Under authority of Public Law 
739 of the Seventy-fourth Congress, approved June 22, 1936, the 
functions of the Federal Emergency Administration of Public Works 
were continued. 

Housing Division, Public Works Administration: “The Housing 
Division of the Public Works Administration was established pur- 
suant to Executive Order No. 6252, dated August 19, 1933, in accord- 
ance with provisions of Public Act No. 67, Seventy-third Congress, 
approved June 16, 1933 (National Industrial Recovery Act). Execu- 
tive Order No. 7046, dated May 20, 1935, prescribed the regulations 
relating to wages, hours of work, and conditions of employment 
under the Emergency Relief Act of 1935. Executive Order No. 7064, 
dated June 7, 1935, authorized the Public Works Administration to 
continue to perform its functions under title IZ of the National 
Industrial Recovery Act, and to perform its functions under the 
Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 1935” (U. S. Government 
Manual, p. 373). Executive Order No. 7732, October 27, 1937, trans- 
ferred to United States Housing Authority, Federal Housing Projects 
of Public Works Administration. 


FEDERAL FIRE COUNCIL 


Created by Executive Order No. 7397, dated June 20, 1936. “The 
Federal Fire Council is hereby established as an official advisory 
agency in matters relating to the protection of Federal employees 
and property from fire.” Prior to this Executive order the Federal 
Fire Council was an informal and unofficial organization. 


FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION 


“The Federal Housing Administration was created by the Na- 
tional Housing Act (Public, No. 479, 73d Cong., approved June 27, 
1984), as amended by acts of Congress approved May 28, 1935, 
August 23, 1935; April 3, 1936; April 17, 1936” (U. S. Government 
Manual, p. 423). 
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FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 


National Power Survey: Created by Executive Order No. 6251, 
dated August 19, 1933, and Senate Resolution No. 80, May 29, 
1933— the Commission shall make a survey of the water resources 
of the United States.” 


FEDERAL PRISON INDUSTRIES, INC. 


“Federal Prison Industries, Inc., was created by Executive Order 
No. 6917, dated December 11, 1934, under authority of Public, No. 
461, Seventy-third Congress, passed June 23, 1934” (U. S. Govern- 
ment Manual, p. 303). 

Prison Industries Reorganization Administration: The Prison 
Industries Reorganization Administration was created by Executive 
Order No, 7194, dated September 26, 1935, under authority of the 
Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 1935 * * *” (U. 8. 
Government Manual, p. 305). 

Prison Industries Reorganization Board: Members of the Board 
yo appointed by Executive Order No. 7202, dated September 28, 


NATIONAL EMERGENCY COUNCIL 

“The National Emergency Council was created by the President’s 
Executive Order No. 6433-A, dated November 17, 1933. The Execu- 
tive Council was established by Executive Order No. 6202~A, 
July 11, 1933, and the Industrial Emergency Committee was estab- 
lished by Executive Order No. 6770, dated June 30, 1934, as 
amended by Executive Order No. 6860, dated September 27, 1934. 
Executive Order No. 7709-A, September 16, 1937, abolished as of 
December 31, 1937. 

“The Executive Council and the functions and duties of the 
Industrial Emergency Committee were merged with the National 
Emergency Council on October 29, 1934, by the President’s Execu- 
tiye Order No. 6889-A. In order to carry out the provisions of 
Public Resolution No, 11, the President, by Executive Order No. 
7073, dated June 13, 1935, reestablished the National Emergency 
Council as theretofore constituted. The order became effective 
June 15, 1935” (U. S. Government Manual, pp. 479-480). 

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 


“The National Labor Relations Board was created as an inde- 
pendent agency by the National Labor Relations Act of July 5, 
1935 * * *, The old National Labor Relations Board was cre- 
ated June 19, 1934, under authority of Public Resolution No. 44, 
Seventy-third Congress” (U. S. Government Manual, p. 483). 

NATIONAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE 


“The National Resources Committee was established by Execu- 
tive Order No. 7065, dated June 7, 1935, under authority of the 
Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 1935. The same order abol- 
ished the National Resources Board (created June 30, 1934, by 
Executive Order No. 6777), and transferred all its personnel, prop- 
erty, records, rights, etc., effective June 15, 1935, to the National 
Resources Committee. The former National Resources Board was, 
in like manner, the successor to the National Planning Board of 
the Federal Emergency Administration of Public Works“ (U. 8. 
Government Manual, p, 433). 

Advisory Committee: Created by Executive Order No. 6777, 
dated June 30, 1934, “an Advisory Committee, consisting of Fred- 
eric A. Delano (chairman), Charles E. Merriam, and Wesley C. 
Mitchell, is hereby constituted, to which additional members may 
be added from time to time by order of the President.” By 
Executive Order No. 7065, dated June 7, 1935, this Advisory Com- 
mittee was transferred from the National Resources Board to the 
National Resources Committee. 


QUETICO SUPERIOR COMMITTEE 


Created by Executive Order No. 6783, dated June 30, 1934, 
“wilderness sanctuary in the Rainy Lake and Pigeon River water- 
sheds through which runs the international boundary line be- 
tween Canada and the United States.” 


RESETTLEMENT ADMINISTRATION 


“The Resettlement Administration was created by Executive Or- 
der No. 7027, dated April 30, 1935 (as amended by Executive Order 
No. 7200, dated September 26, 1935), under authority of the 
Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 1936 (Public Res. No. 
11, 74th Cong., approved April 8, 1935). Executive Order No. 
7028, dated April 30, 1935, transferred all the property, functions, 
funds, etc, of the Land Program, Federal Emergency Relief Admin- 
istration, to the Resettlement Administration. Executive Order 
No. 7041, dated May 16, 1935, transferred from the Secretary of 
the Interior to the Resettlement Administration all the property, 
functions, funds, etc., relating to the Division of Subsistence 
Homesteads. Later the Land Policy Section of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Administration was transferred to the Resettlement 
Administration. The functions of the Rural Rehabilitation Divi- 
sion, F. E. R. A., were transferred to the Resettlement Administra- 
tion, effective July 1, 1935, by administrative order of the Fed- 
eral Emergency Relief Administrator” (U. S. Government Manual, 
p. 499). Reorganized as Farm Security Administration, Septem- 
ber 1, 1937. 

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION 

“The Rural Electrification Administration was first created by 
Executive Order No. 7037, dated May 11, 1935, under authority of 
the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 1935 (Public, No. 11, 
74th Cong., approved April 8, 1935). 

“The Rural Electrification Act of 1936 (Public, No. 605, 74th 
Cong., approved May 20, 1936) established an agency of the same 
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name and with the same general functions as the agency de- 
scribed above. This act provided that the President might vest 
in the new agency the administration of loans and contracts en- 
tered into by the former agency and transfer to the new agency 
the records, property, and personnel of the former agency. The 
transfer was effected by Executive Order No. 7458, dated Septem- 
ber 26, 1936, effective October 16, 1936, up to which time the 
emergency agency continued to function in the administration of 
loans and contracts into which it had entered” (U. S. Government 
Manual, p. 449). 


SPECIAL BOARD FOR PUBLIC WORKS 


Created by Executive Order No. 6174, dated June 16, 1933. “The 
distribution of the money herein allocated for public roads shall 
be subject to the approval of the Board of Public Works.” This 
Board was superseded by the Advisory Committee on Allotments, 
Works Progress Administration. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Board of Veterans’ Appeals: Created by Executive Order No. 
6547, dated January 2, 1934. “There is hereby created in the 
Veterans’ Administration a Board of Veterans’ Appeals under the 
administrative control and supervision of a chairman directly re- 
sponsible to the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs * * * hear- 
ings and considering and disposing of appeals.” 

Special reviewing boards: Created by Executive Order No. 6230, 
dated July 28, 1933, under authority of Public Law No. 2, Seventy- 
third Congress. 

WORKS PROGRAM 


Advisory Committee on Allotments: Created by Executive Order 
No. 7034, dated May 6, 1935. “Such committee shall make recom- 
mendations to the President with to the allotments of 
funds for such projects covered by the applications submitted by 
the Division of Applications and Information as will constitute a 
coordinated and balanced p of work under the said act” 
(Public Res. No. 11, 74th Cong.). Not functioning. 

Division of Applications and Information: Created by Execu- 
tive Order No. 7034, dated May 6, 1935. “Such Division shall re- 
ceive all applications for projects, cause the applications to be 
examined and reviewed, obtaining when necessary aid and assist- 
ance of governmental departments or agencies, and transmit such 
applications to the Advisory Committee on Allotments hereinafter 
established. The Division shall furnish information to the public 
on allotments made and on the progress of all projects as they 
are initiated and carried forward.” Not functioned since September 


1936. 

Works Progress Administration: “The National Youth Adminis- 
tration was established within the Works Progress Administration 
by Executive Order No. 7086, dated June 26, 1935, under authority 
of the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 1935, approved April 
8, 1935 (Public Res. No. 11, 74th Cong.). Rules and Regula- 
tions were prescribed by Executive Order No. 7164, dated August 
29, 1935, amended by Executive Order No. 7319, dated March 18, 
1935“ (U. S. Government Manual, p. 493). 

National Advisory Committee: Created by Executive Order No. 
7086, dated June 26, 1935. “There shall be a National Aavisory 
Committee. The members of said National Advisory 
Committee shall be representatives of labor, business, agriculture, 
education, and youth.” Members of the committee were appointed 
by Executive Orders No. 7101, dated July 16, 1935, and No, 7123, 
dated August 1, 1935. 


Agencies created by Executive order since 1933 and subsequently 
made permanent by law 


CENTRAL STATISTICAL BOARD 


“The original Central Statistical Board, which was organized on 
August 9, 1933, was established under authority of the National 
Industrial Recovery Act dated June 16, 1933 (48 Stat. 195), by 
Executive Order No. 6225, dated July 27, 1933. The Board 
was continued by Executive Order No. 7076, dated June 15, 1935. 
An act (49 Stat. 498) to provide for statutory organization of the 
Board for a period of 5 years was approved July 25, 1935, and in 
conformity with this act the new Board was on March 11, 
1936” (U. S. Government Manual, p. 247). 


COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 


“The Commodity Credit Corporation was created under the laws 
of the State of Delaware on April 17, 1933, pursuant to Executive 
Order No. 6340, dated October 16, 1933. Section 7 of the act ex- 
tending the functions of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
(Public, No. 1, 74th Cong.), approved January 31, 1985, ratifies the 
organization of the Commodity Credit Corporation and extends its 
life as a governmental agency to April 1, 1937, or such earlier date 
as may be fixed by the President by Executive order” (U. S. Govern- 
ment Manual, p. 317). 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
Federal Bureau of Investigation: “All functions previously per- 
formed by the Bureau of Investigation, Department of Justice, 
were transferred to and consolidated, together with investigative 
functions of the Bureau of Prohibition, in the Division of Investi- 
gation in the Department of Justice by section 3 of Executive 
Order No. 6166, dated June 10, 1933, which set the effective date as 
March 2, 1934, or such later date as fixed by the President. The 
Division was designated as the Federal Bureau of Investigation by 
title II, Public, No. 22, Seventy-fourth Congress, approved March 
22, 1935” (U. S. Government Manual, p. 529). 
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ELECTRIC HOME AND FARM AUTHORITY 

“Electric Home and Farm Authority (capitalization $850,000) was 
incorporated under the laws of the District of Columbia August 1, 
1935, to succeed Electric Home and Farm Authority, Inc., a cor- 
poration organized under the laws of the State of Delaware, Jan- 
uary 17, 1934, pursuant to Executive Order No. 6514, issued under 
authority of the act of June 16, 1938 (Public, No. 67, 73d Cong.). 
By Executive Order No. 7139, dated August 12, 1935, Electric Home 
and Farm Authority was designated as an agency of the United 
States. Public, No. 484, Seventy-fourth Congress, approved March 
31, 1936, authorizes the continuance of Electric Home and Farm 
Authority as an agency of the United States until February 1, 1937, 
or such earlier date as may be fixed by the President by Executive 
order” (U. S. Government Manual, p. 453). 

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF WASHINGTON 

“The President, pursuant to authority granted to him by section 
2 of title I of the National Industrial Reco Act (Public, No. 67, 
78d Cong., approved June 16, 1933), direc by Executive Order 
No. 6581, dated February 2, 1934, the organization of a District of 
Columbia banking corporation under the name of Export-Import 
Bank of Washington. The Secretary of State and the Secretary of 
Commerce were authorized and directed to cause the corporation 
to be formed with such certificate of tion and bylaws 
as they should deem necessary to define the methods by which the 
Corporation should conduct its business. The certificate of incor- 
poration of the bank was filed in the officer of the Recorder of 
Deeds of the District of Columbia on February 12, 1934. Public 
Act No. 1, Seventy-fourth Congress, approved January 31, 1935, 
continues the bank as an agency of the United States until June 
16, 1937, or such earlier date as the President may fix by Executive 
order” (U. S. Government Manual, p. 323). 

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION 

“The Rural Electrification Administration was first created by 
Executive Order No. 7037, dated May 11, 1935, under authority of 
the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 1935 (Public, No. 11, 
74th Cong., approved April 8, 1935). : 

„The Rural Electrification Act of 1936 (Public, No. 605, 74th 
Cong., approved May 20, 1936) established an agency of the same 
name and with the same general functions as the agency described 
above. This act provided that the President might vest in the new 
agency the administration of loans and contracts entered into by 
the former agency and transfer to the new agency the records, 
property, and personnel of the former agency. The transfer was 
effected by Executive Order No. 7458, dated September 26, 1936, 
effective October 16, 1936, up to which time the emergency agency 
continued to function in the administration of loans and contracts 
into which it had entered” (U. S. Government Manual, p. 449). 


WORKS PROGRESS ADMINISTRATION 


Created by Executive Order No. 7034, dated May 6, 1935, under 
authority of Public Resolution No, 11, Seventy-fourth Congress. 


Mr. HOLT. Mr. President, I submit for the Recorp a list 
of the legislative authorities which have expired, having been 
created for the emergency, but which are now continued, 
among them the Federal Housing Administration, the Stabili- 
zation Fund, the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, and 
many others. I ask that the list be printed in the Recorp to 
show that, once an agency is started, it continues and con- 
tinues to continue. 

There being no objection, the list was ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITIES WHICH WERE To HAVE EXPIRED DURING THE 
CALENDAR YEAR 1937 
FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION 

Section 6 (a), title I, of Public Law No. 479, Seventy-third Con- 
gress, approved June 27, 1934, and Public Law No. 525, approved 
April 17, 1936, insurance of loans for restoration of real property 

by fire, hurricane, flood, etc. (January 1, 1937). 

Date of expiration: In effect for 1935, 1936, 1937, 1938, or 1939 

(Public Law No. 44, 75th Cong.). 
STABILIZATION FUND 

Subsection (c) of section 10 of Public Law No, 87, Seventy-third 
Congress, approved January 30, 1934 (January 30, 1937). 

Date of expiration: Extended to June 30, 1939 (Public Law No. 


1, 75th Cong.). 
WEIGHT OF THE GOLD DOLLAR 


Paragraph (b) (2), section 43, title III, Public Law No. 10, ap- 
proved May 12, 1933, as amended by section 12, Public Law No. 87, 
ma Hr Congress, approved January 30, 1934 (January 30, 
1937). 

Date of expiration: Extended to June 30, 1939 (Public Law No. 
1, 75th Cong.). 

LOANS TO INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL BUSINESSES, RECONSTRUCTION 
FINANCE CORPORATION 

Section 10, Public Law No. 1, Seventy-fourth Congress, approved 
January 31, 1935 (January 31, 1937). 

Date of expiration: Extended to June 30, 1939 (Public Law No, 
2, 75th Cong.). 
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ELECTRIC HOME AND FARM AUTHORITY 

Section 1, Public Law No. 484, Seventy-fourth Congress, approved 
March 31, 1936 (February 1, 1937). 

Date of expiration: Extended to June 30, 1939 (Public Law No. 
2, 75th Cong.). 

RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE CORPORATION 

Section 1, Public Law No. 1, Seventy-fourth Congress, approved 
January 31, 1935 (February 1, 1937). 

Date of expiration: Extended to June 30, 1939 (Public Law No. 2, 
75th Cong.). 

EXCISE TAX UPON CARRIERS AND INCOME TAX UPON THEIR EMPLOYEES 

Section 12 of Public Law No. 400, Seventy-fourth Congress, ap- 
proved August 29, 1935 (February 28, 1937). 

Date of expiration: Extended to June 30, 1938 (Public Res. 9, 
75th Cong.) 

RESERVE NOTES AGAINST DIRECT OBLIGATIONS OF THE UNITED STATES 

Section 16 of the Federal Reserve Act, as amended by Public Law 
No, 115, Seventy-third Congress, approved March 6, 1934, and Proc- 
= No. 2117 by the President, February 14, 1935 (March 3, 

Date of expiration: Extended to June 30, 1939 (Public Law No. 9, 
75th Cong.). 

EMERGENCY CONSERVATION WORK (C. c. C.) 

Section 14, Public Resolution No. 11, Seventy-fourth Congress, 
approved April 8, 1935 (March 31, 1937). 

Date of expiration: Extended to June 30, 1937 (Public. Law No. 
4, 75th Cong.) Extended further to July 1, 1940 (Public Law No, 
163, 75th Cong.). 

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 

Section 7, Public Law No. 1, Seventy-fourth Congress, approved 
January 31, 1936 (April 1, 1937). E 

Date of expiration: Extended to June 30, 1939 (Public Law No. 2, 


| 75th Cong.). Funds from Public Law No. 171, Seventy-fifth Con- 


gress. 
FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION 
Section 2, title I, Public Law No. 479, Seventy-third Congress, 
approved June 27, 1934, as amended by Public Law No. 486, Seventy- 
fourth Congress, approved April 3, 1936, insurance of loans and 
advances for financing alterations, repairs, etc. (April 1, 1937). 
Date of expiration: Terminated on April 1, 1937. 
SPECIAL MEXICAN CLAIMS COMMISSION 
Section 6, Public Law No. 30, Seventy-fourth Congress, a proved 
jo So hy his (April 1, 1937). 5 
te expiration: Expires about August 23 to 28, 1937. Ex- 
tended to August 31, 1938 (Public Res. No. 70, 75th Cong.). 
SPECIAL STATISTICAL STUDIES RELATING TO EMPLOYMENT, HOURS OF 
LABOR, WAGES, ETC., DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
Public Law No. 34, Seventy-fourth Co: approved A 13, 
1935 (April 13, 1937). tle ap oc 
Date of expiration: Extended by Public Law No. 140, continues 
to April 13, 1939. 
NEUTRALITY 
Section 1, Public Resolution No. 67, Seventy-fourth Congress, ap- 
proved August 31, 1935, as amended by section 1 of Public Resolu- 
tion No. 74 of February 29, 1986 (May 1, 1937). 
Date of expiration: Extended to May 1, 1939 (Public Res. No. 27, 
75th Cong.). 
LOANS TO JOINT STOCK LAND BANKS 
Of moneys to be made available by Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation, subsection (a) of section 30, Public Law No. 10, 
Seventy-third Congress, approved May 12, 1933, as amended by 
section 16 (a), Public Law No. 87, Seventy-fourth ap- 
proved June 3, 1935 (May 12, 1937). 
Has expired. 
LOANS TO JOINT STOCK LAND BANKS FOR EMERGENCY PURPOSES 
Subsection (a) section 31 of Public Law No. 10, Seventy-third 
Congress, approved May 12, 1933, as amended by section 17 (a), 
Public Law No. 87, Seventy-fourth Congress, approved June 3, 1935 
(May 12, 1937). 
Has expired. 
EXTENSION OF TIME TO MORTGAGOR BY JOINT-STOCK LAND BANKS 
Subsection (b) of section 30, Public Law No. 10, Seventy-third 
Congress, approved May 12, 1933, as amended by subdivision (2) of 
subsection (b) of section 16 of Public Law No. 67, Seventy-fourth 
Congress, approved June 3, 1935 (June 8, 1937). 
No loans have ever been made under section 30. 
FOREIGN TRADE AGREEMENTS 
Subsection (c) of section 2, Public Law No. 316, approved June 
12, 1934 (June 12, 1937). 
Date of expiration: Extended for 3 years from June 12, 1937 
(Public Res. No. 10, 75th Cong.). 
SHIPMENT OF PETROLEUM 
Section 13, Public Law No. 14, Seventy-fourth Congress, approved 
February 22, 1935 (June 16, 1937). 
Date of expiration: Continued for 2 years to June 16, 1939 (8. 
790) (Public Law No, 145, 75th Cong.). 
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EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF WASHINGTON, SECOND EXPORT-IMPORT BANK 
OF WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Section 9 of Public Law No. 1, Seventy-fourth Congress, approved 
January 31, 1935. Second Export-Import Bank of Washington, 
D. C., abolished June 30, 1936, by Executive Order No. 7365 of May 
7, 1936 (June 16, 1937). 

Date of expiration: Extended to June 30, 1939 (Public Law No. 2, 
75th Cong.). 

STATUE OF GROVER CLEVELAND 

Public Resolution No. 36, Seventy-fourth Congress, approved 
June 26, 1935. 

Date of expiration: June 26, 1937. 

GEORGE ROGERS CLARK SESQUICENTENNIAL COMMISSION 

Public Law No. 290, approved August 15, 1935. 

Date of expiration: June 30, 1937—‘“shall cease and terminate 
June 30, 1938” (Public Law, 248, 75th Cong., p. 4). 

FUNDS PROVIDED FOR RELIEF AND WORK RELIEF 


Public Resolution No. 11, Seventy-fourth Congress, approved 
April 8, 1936 (June 30, 1937). 
Date of expiration: Extended by Public Resolution No. 47 to 
June 30, 1938 (75th Cong.). 
FEDERAL EMERGENCY ADMINISTRATION OF PUBLIC WORKS 


Section 12, Public Resolution No. 11, Seventy-fourth Congress, 
approved April 8, 1935 (June 30, 1937). 
Date of expiration: Extended by Public Resolution No. 47 to July 
1, 1939. 
SUSPENSION OF PAYMENT OF ENLISTMENT ALLOWANCE 


For reenlistment within 3 months from date of discharge, section 
18, Public Act No. 428, Seventy-second Congress, approved March 
3. 1933, as amended by Public Law No. 761, page 11, approved June 
23, 1936 (June 30, 1937). 

Date of expiration: Suspension continued to June 30, 1938, page 
21 (Public Law No. 121, 75th Cong.). 

SURPLUS AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Page 10, Public Law No. 440, approved February 11, 1936 (June 
30, 1937). 

Date of expiration: Extended to June 30, 1939 (Public Law No. 
165, 75th Cong.). 
AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS FOR MAPPING PROJECTS, 

INTERIOR 

Page 34, Public Law No. 741, Seventy-fourth Congress, approved 
June 22, 1936 (June 30, 1937). 

Date of expiration: Authorization for continuance to be in 1938 
Interior Act. 

JUROR AND WITNESS FEES, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Page 25, Public Law No. 599, Seventy-fourth Congress, approved 
May 15, 1936 (June 30, 1937). 

Date of expiration: Continued to June 30, 1938 (Public Law No, 
153, p. 25, 75th Cong.). 

LOANS, RURAL_ ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION 


Moneys loaned by Reconstruction Finance Corporation. Section 
3 (a), Public Law No. 605, Seventy-fourth Congress, approved May 
20, 1936 (June 30, 1937). 

Terminated. 

MONEYS TO CONTINUE RELIEF AND WORK RELIEF 


Title II of Public Law No. 739, Seventy-fourth Congress, ap- 
proved June 22, 1936 (June 30, 1937). 

Date of expiration: Unexpended balance in Treasury may be used 
at discretion of President (Public Res. 47, 75th Cong.). 


FEDERAL EMERGENCY RELIEF ADMINISTRATION 


Title II, Public Law No. 739, Seventy-fourth Congress, approved 
June 22, 1936 (June 30, 1937). 
Date of expiration: To be closed out by June 30, 1938 (Public 
Res. 47, 75th Cong.). 
TERMINATION OF AGENCIES 


Administrative expenses, except pursuant to an annual appro- 
priation—section 7 of Public Law No. 739, Seventy-fourth Congress, 
approved June 22, 1936 (June 30, 1937) : 

Export-Import Bank of Washington. 

Reconstruction Finance Corporation. 

Electric Home and Farm Authority. 

Commodity Credit Corporation. 

R. F. C. Mi Co. 

Date of expiration: Extended to June 30, 1939 (Public Law No. 2, 
75th Cong.). 

Second Export-Import Bank of Washington, D. C. 

Terminated by Executive Order No. 7365 of May 7, 1936, 

Federal Home Loan Bank Board. 

Home Owners’ Loan Corporation. 

Federal Housing Administration. 

Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation. 

Date of expiration: Funds available by Public Law No. 171, 
Seventy-fifth Congress, to June 30, 1938. 

Federal Emergency Administration of Public Works. 

Federal Savings and Loan Insurance tion. 

Federal Surplus Commodities Corporation. 

Date of expiration: Continued by Public Law No. 165, Seventy- 
fifth Congress, to June 30, 1939. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE 
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INSURANCE OF DEPOSITS OF NONMEMBER BANKS, FEDERAL DEPOSIT IN- 
SURANCE CORPORATION 

“Subsection (1) of section 12 B, of Public Law No. 66, of the 
Seventy-third Congress, approved June 16, 1933, as amended by 
subdivision (2) of Public Law No. 362, of the Seventy-third Con- 
gress, approved June 16, 1934 (July 1, 1937). 
STATE BANKS, MEMBERS OF TEMPORARY DEPOSIT INSURANCE FUND, FED- 

ERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE CORPORATION 

The seventh paragraph of subsection (y) of section 12 B, of Pub- 
lic Law No. 66, of the Seventy-third Congress, approved June 16, 
1933, as amended by subdivision (8) of Public Law No. 362 of the 
Seventy-third Congress as approved June 16, 1934 (July 1, 1937). 
STATE BANKS, AFTER TERMINATION OF TEMPORARY DEPOSIT INSURANCE 

FUND, FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE CORPORATION 

The eighth paragraph, subsection (y) of section 12 B, of Public 
Law No. 66, of the Seventy-third Congress, approved June 16, 1933, 
as amended by Public Law No, 362 of the Seventy-third Congress, 
approved June 16, 1934 (July 1, 1937). 

Date of expiration: Continued indefinitely (Public Law No. 305, 
Banking Act of 1935, pp. 5-12, 74th Cong.). 

INTERSTATE OIL COMPACT 

Public Resolution No. 64, of the Seventy-fourth Congress, ap- 
proved August 27, 1935 (September 1, 1937). 

Date of expiration: September 1, 1939. Continued by Public 
Resolution No. 57, Seventy-fifth Congress. 
TRANSPORTATION OF FILIPINOS, IMMIGRATION SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF 

LABOR 

Section 6, Public Law No. 202, of the Seventy-fourth Congress, 
approved July 10, 1935, as amended by Public Law No. 645 of the 
Seventy-fourth Congress, approved June 4, 1936 (December 1, 


1937). 
Date of tion: December 1, 1938. Continued by Public Law 


expira 
No. 81, Seventy-fifth Congress. 
SUGAR BEETS AND SUGARCANE, AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ADMINISTRA- 
TION, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Section 13 of Public Law No. 10, of the Seventy-third Congress, 
approved May 12, 1933, as amended by section 20 (a) of Public Act 
No. 329 of the Seventy-fourth Congress, approved August 24, 1935. 

Date of expiration: Repeal by section 510 of Public Law No. 412, 
Seventy-fifth Congress; but also continued by section 513 of Public 
2 412, Seventy-fifth Congress, to June 30, 1941. December 


SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Section 8 (a) of Public Law No. 46 of the Seventy-fourth Con- 
gress, approved April 27, 1935, and Public Law No. 461 of the 
Seventy-fourth Congress, approved February 29, 1936. 

Date of expiration: Extended to January 1, 1942, and December 
31, 1941 (Public Law No. 170, 75th Cong.). 


GEORGE WASHINGTON BICENTENNIAL COMMISSION 


Public Resolution No. 6 of the Seventy-fourth Congress, approved 
March 4, 1935, as amended by Public Resolution No. 125 of the 
Seventy-fourth Congress, approved June 23, 1936. 

Date of expiration: December 31, 1937. 


COINAGE OF SILVER 

Proclamation of December 21, 1933, impounding 50 percent of 
silver by Treasury until December 31, 1937 (Proclamation No. 2067). 

Date of expiration: December 31, 1937. 

Mr. HOLT. The President was elected on a platform 
which promised that he would consolidate. He did consoli- 
date a little. Let us look at his consolidations. In other 
words, let the record speak as to his consolidations. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLT. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator, in giving the list of 
some of these various new authorities, referred to the stabili- 
zation fund. It had not occurred to me before that the 
stabilization fund might fall within the jurisdiction of the 
pending legislation. The Senator will remember that the 
stabilization fund itself is a rather amazing challenge to 
democratic institutions, inasmuch as $2,000,000,000 is set 
aside under a warrant of law which explicitly prohibits the 
asking of any questions by Congress respecting its expendi- 
ture. Two billion dollars is set off to the Secretary of the 
Treasury, under the authority of the President, to be spent for 
this rather vague civilization purpose, the details of the ex- 
penditures never reported to Congress, concerning which 
there is never any information given to Congress. By the 
terms of the act itself there can never by a question asked, 
now or at any other time. 

The only thing we were told by way of justification for this 
utterly unjustifiable thing, at the time the fund was created, 
was that we could trust the Secretary of the Treasury. 
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Mr. HOLT. The Senator means “Henry the Morgue.” 
(Laughter.] 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator can identify him as he 
pleases. I am wondering whether, under the terms of the 
act, the functions of the stabilization fund could be trans- 
ferred to someone else. If they could, then we confront an- 
other interesting situation which is just one of the many 
which will develop over the months and years when we 
finally discover what is wrapped up in this prize package. 

Mr. HOLT. I think the Senator’s statements are very well 
taken. We are getting a pig in a poke, and, as I recall, the 
Senator tried to find out how the stabilization fund had been 
spent, and he did what he should have done when he made 
the inquiry. Two billion dollars of Federal money, as I un- 
derstand, was involved and, of course, there was no account- 
ing. Is not that correct? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes; and the Senator will be inter- 
ested in recalling also that a year ago last January, when 
Congress extended the life of the stabilization fund for an- 
other 2 or 3 years, I offered a very modest amendment, which 
would have required that at the end of the whole show there 
should finally be just one report made to Congress as to 
what was done with the $2,000,000,000, and the Senate voted 
the amendment down, under administration pressure. 

Mr. HOLT. Two billion dollars. And no questions asked. 
As the Senator from Michigan has stated, there is a great 
possibility that under the bill the stabilization fund may be 
transferred to whomever the President desires. Of course, we 
will continue for a number of years yet to realize that 
$2,000,000,000 has been used—we do not know where, we do 
not know when, but some day they may tell us about it. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLT. With pleasure. 

Mr. LODGE. In his very able and learned discussion of 
these independent agencies of the Government, has the Sen- 
ator yet touched on the Bituminous Coal Commission? 

Mr. HOLT. No; I have not discussed the Bituminous Coal 
Commission as yet. 

Mr. LODGE. May I propound a question to the Senator 
with regard to that Commission? 

Mr. HOLT. Certainly. 

Mr. LODGE. I know he has given it a great deal of 
thought. As I understand—and the Senator will correct me 
if I am wrong—the purpose of that Commission is to raise 
the price of coal, and thereby to improve conditions among 
the people who earn their living in the coal mines. 

Mr. HOLT. That is correct. 

Mr. LODGE. Is the Senator of the opinion that the con- 
dition of the everyday, ordinary fellow in the coal mine is 
better today as a result of the Guffey Coal Act? 

Mr. HOLT. I am glad the Senator has asked me that 
question, because it gives me opportunity to say that the 
miners in my State are working only 1 and 2 days a week, 
although we passed the Guffey Coal Act, which its sponsors 
told us would take the miners of West Virginia and of every 
other State out of economic slavery. “Just pass this bill and 
the miners will get great benefit from it. Oh, pass this bill 
in a hurry, because we have an emergency.” The miners in 
my State are worse off today than in any other year, except 
one, in the history of the coal industry. 

Mr. LODGE. Is it, then, the “big shots” who are getting 
the benefit of the increased price? Who is getting the 
benefit? 

Mr. HOLT. It is most interesting to find that the coal 
operators generally did not fight this price-fixing policy. 
In other words, here were the miners, to get a certain 
amount only, by contract. 

Mr. LODGE. The big fellows were with them? 

Mr. HOLT. The big fellows were all with them. They 
were strong for it. They wanted to help the Congress to 
help “the dear coal miners.” Oh, yes; “help the miners.” 

Mr. LODGE. If I may make one statement, as one who 
represents in part a consuming State, it seems to me highly 
unjust to impose higher prices on the consumers in this 
country unless those higher prices are to be used to relieve 
conditions among the working people. In other words, we 
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do not favor sweatshop conditions, whether it is in a coal 
mine, or a textile mill, or in any other kind of industry; but 
if we are to have higher prices to pay, should they not be 
used to improve the conditions of the working people and 
not to help a favored few? 

Mr. HOLT. The Senator is absolutely correct, and is 
running true to his whole record, both in Massachusetts and 
in this body; in other words, seeking to help the man at the 
bottom. But this Coal Act never helped a single miner in 
the United States. All it helped was a few politicians in the 
United States Senate and a few politicians in the House of 
Representatives. They are the ones whom the Coal Act 
helped, and that is known. It is known that is where the 
money went. 

The sponsors of that law wanted to stabilize industry. The 
only thing that was stabilized by the Guffey Coal Act was the 
politicians on the pay roll. They have been stabilized in good 
shape. They remain in their positions at salaries of thou- 
Sands and thousands for a total of hundreds of thousands of 
dollars, while the miner is not given an extra dime for the 
mining of coal. 

The Bituminous Coal Commission was another agency 
which was created under the whip of the national adminis- 
tration in order to pay back campaign obligations to John 
L. Lewis. We all know that is true, and why be afraid to say 
so? I as a Democrat say it—that the Guffey Coal Act was 
passed because John Lewis donated to the Democratic cam- 
paign fund nearly half a million dollars. 

Oh, yes; look at the salaries paid, all the way from $10,000 
down—and not very far down, either—$10,000 and all the 
way down; what for? In order that the coal industry might 
be stabilized. Oh, yes; stabilization of the coal industry 
meant stabilization of politicians on the pay roll. That is 
what it meant. In other words, “Vote for this bill and you 
get so many jobs. Vote against it and you are on the black 
list of the National Bituminous Coal Commission.” 

That is a fact, and the Senate knows it. Yet some do 
not dare to say so because they fear the lash and the 
whip of more patronage to be used against them. 

We find that the Guffey Coal Act was created as indicated 
in the question of the Senator from Massachusetts giving 
1,200 jobs in order that some Senators could use it for politi- 
cal purposes; but the miners are working less time, the 
operators are making less money, and the politicians are 
making more “whoopee” over the pay roll. That is what is 
happening with respect to the Guffey Coal Act. We all know 
that is the fact. 

The other day I placed in the Recorp some figures deal- 
ing with the amounts paid. The funny thing about it 
is that I did not have all the facts. I took the figures of 
the National Bituminous Coal Commission. I thought the 
Commission had told the truth to the Appropriations 
Committee. I naturally thought they had done so. I do 
not know why I gave them so much credit, but I did give 
1 credit for telling the truth to the Appropriations Com- 
mittee. 

I took the pay roll list presented by the National Bitumi- 
nous Coal Commission and used that, but since then I have 
found that the situation is even worse than the figures I 
placed in the Recorp would indicate. 

I found that it is more and more being said that they are 
going to cut down expenses. The President, Senators know, 
says we have to cut expenses. He said we ought to have the 
courage to stop the unbalanced Budget. Of course, that 
was an assurance from the President which I will discuss 
a little later on. He said, “Let us have the courage to stop 
borrowing to meet the continuing deficits. Stop the deficits.” 
By that we have an assurance from the President to the 
people as to expenditures. Yet the National Bituminous 
Coal Commission has been in existence for some time and 
will continue to be in existence for some time to come, 
spending more money, and there is not a coal price in 
effect in America today except that sometime back higher 
prices were placed on the consumers, but the miner did not 
get a dime. 
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I intend to discuss the Bituminous Coal Commission Act 
later on. I intend to discuss some of the relationships be- 
tween Members of the United States Senate and that organi- 
zation. I intend to show the relationship between Mem- 
bers of the United States Senate and certain ones on the 
pay roll of the National Bituminous Coal Commission—a 
commission which was set up to help the “dear miners” 
whom they love so dearly—the miners in the United States. 

It might be interesting to check the list of the congres- 
sional membership and see how they love the “dear miners.” 
Oh, the politicians love them so well they wanted to get on 
the pay roll so they could administer the act in order to 
help the “dear miners.” They loved the miners in the State 
of West Virginia. 

As I said, I intend to discuss the National Bituminous 
Coal Commission most thoroughly and most exposingly, I 
may say, in the Senate at a later date. I assure Senators 
that the facts presented with respect to the Commission will 
be very interesting. 

It may interest Senators also to know that it is my under- 
standing there are only two States not represented on the 
National Bituminous Coal Commission pay roll. Do Sena- 
tors know what those two States are? They are Maine and 
Vermont. [Laughter.] Maine and Vermont alone are not 
represented. 

It is just the old idea of learning to vote right in order 
to get along. Those are the two States which do not have 
and representatives on the National Bituminous Coal Com- 
mission, which was set up to help the “dear miners” in the 
United States. Of course Kentucky, West Virginia, and 
Pennsylvania got the bulk of them. Do not blame the West 
Virginia appointments on me. Other Senators can speak 
for themselves. 

There is another thing I should like to explain. It is said 
that the pending bill is for the purpose of helping the civil 
service. Oh, the politicians do love the civil service. They 
love the civil service better than any group I ever saw in 
my life, except down in the $1,440 and $1,260 brackets. 
Oh, they love those civil-service employees. They love them 
so well that we find that in 1937 there were 309,000 persons 
outside the civil service. It is an interesting fact that in 
1933, 79.7 percent of all Federal employees were under civil 
service, whereas in 1936 only 60 percent were under civil 
service. This is the group which wants Congress to pass 
a bill to help civil service in the country. Those under civil 
service have declined from 79 percent to 60 percent. 

In 1933 we find that there were only 116,000 persons not 
on the civil-service rolls, while in 1936 there were 326,000 
outside the pale of the civil service, which the politicians 
want to extend upward, downward, and in every other way. 
Mr. President, let actions speak for themselves. Let the 
record of this group show whether they are for civil service. 

It might interest Senators to note the acts provided for 
since 1933 that struck at civil service, and I am going to put 
them in the Recorp. The first act was on May 12, 1933. 
What act do Senators suppose it was under which we 
exempted the employees provided for from civil-service ex- 
aminations? It was the Agricultural Adjustment Act, a 
measure written at the direction of the President, sent to the 
Congress to be passed by Congress without dotting an “i” or 
crossing a “t.” Why did not the President place a provi- 
sion for civil service in the A. A. A.? Why did he not put it 
in the N. R. A.? 

We find that on the 12th day of May 1933 the A. A. A. was 
passed exempting officers and employees appointed under 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act. Do Senators know that 
there are close to 100 different acts that have been passed, 
which received the signature of the President of the United 
States, which struck at civil service? Do Senators realize 
that? 

Let me name some more of them. The next act which was 
exempted from civil service was the act creating the Federal 
Emergency Relief Administration—F. E. R. A. The politi- 
cians said, “We could not be bothered with civil service. It 
would take too long to set up the civil service to administer 
its relief fund.” 
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That was back in May 1933, and it still takes too long 
to put the employees of the Relief Administration under 
civil service. It takes them to long to do that. 

Here is another “must” piece of legislation that exempted 
civil service. The Tennessee Valley Authority, the officers 
and employees. Of course, there is a merit system. 

Mr. President, we could go down the line through the 
Federal Emergency Administration of Public Works The 
National Industrial Recovery Act. We find even certain 
appointees in the Indian Office were exempted from the 
civil service. Federal Communications Commission. To- 
bacco Control Act. 

Mr. President, I ask that this list showing the actual 
statutes and the place in the code where they can be found, 
so that if the Senator from New Jersey or any other Senator 
wishes to check it they can check it most thoroughly and 
find a list of acts of Congress which provides for appoint- 
ments of United States officers or employees without regard 
to civil-service laws. In other words, let Senators check the 
record against these acts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Townsenp in the chair). 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The list is as follows: 


ACTS OF CONGRESS PROVIDING FOR APPOINTMENTS OF UNITED STATES 
OFFICERS OR EMPLOYEES WITHOUT REGARD TO CIVIL-SERVICE LAWS 
ENACTED SINCE MARCH 4, 1933 (73D TO 75TH CONG.) 

May 12, 1933, Forty-eighth Statutes 37, chapter 25, section 10 (a); 
United States Code 7:610 (a); officers and employees appointed 
under Agricultural Adjustment Act. 

May 12, 1933, Forty-eighth Statutes 56, chapter 30, section 3 (b); 
United States Code 15:723 (b); experts appointed by Federal Emer- 
gency Relief Administration. 

May 18, 1933, Forty-eighth Statutes 59, chapter 32, section 3; 
United States Code 16:831b; Tennessee Valley Authority, officers 
and employees. 

May 27, 1933, Forty-eighth Statutes 93, chapter 38, section 203; 
United States Code 15:77dd; Corporation of Foreign Security 
Holders, officers and employees. 

June 6, 1933, Forty-eighth Statutes 114, chapter 49, section 2; 
United States Code 29:49a; United States Employment Service, 
Officers and employees. A 

June 16, 1933, Forty-eighth Statutes 195, chapter 90, section 2 
(a); United States Code 15:702; officers and employees appointed 
under National Industrial Recovery Act. 

June 16, 1933, Forty-eighth Statutes 200-201, chapter 90, section 
201 (a, b); United States Code 40:401; Federal Emergency Admin- 
istration of Public Works, officers and employees. 

June 16, 1933, Forty-eighth Statutes 309, chapter 101, section 
20; United States Code 38:722; members of special boards for 
review of veterans’ disability claims. 

June 16, 1933, Forty-eighth Statutes 212, chapter 91, section 
2; United States Code 49:252; assistants and agents of Federal 
Coordinator of Transportation. 

March 2, 1934, Forty-eighth Statutes 385, chapter 38, section 1; 
Se and experts for temporary service in National Park 


May 10, 1934. Forty-eighth Statutes 759, section 512 (a), 513; 
United States Code 5: 2463, 248a; 26:1726; Assistant General Counsel 
of Treasury Department and five assistants. 

June 18, 1934, Forty-eighth Statutes 986, chapter 576, section 
12; United States Code 25:472; Indians appointed by Indian Office. 

June 19, 1934, Forty-elghth Statutes 1026; temporary employees 
in General Accounting Office. 

June 19, 1934, Forty-eighth Statutes 1067, chapter 652, section 4 
(f); United States Code 47:154 (f) superseded by Forty-ninth 
Statutes 1098, chapter 25, below; Federal Communications Com- 
mission, certain officers and employees. 

June 19, 1934, Forty-eighth Statutes 1122, chapter 668, section 2; 
United States Code 40:232; National Archives Establishment, em- 
ployees. 

June 28, 1934, Forty-eighth Statutes 1279, chapter 866, section 
10 (c); United States Code 7:760 (c), repealed on February 10, 
1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1106, chapter 42; officers and employees 
appointed under Tobacco Control Act. 

February 22, 1935, Forty-ninth Statutes 33, chapter 18, section 
9 (b); United States Code Supplement 15:715h (b), boards estab- 
lished under act regulating interstate shipments of petroleum and 
employees of boards. 

April 8, 1935, Forty-ninth Statutes, 117, chapter 48, section 3, 
officers and employees to carry out provisions of Relief Appropria- 
tion Act. 

May 9, 1935, Forty-ninth Statutes 206, chapter 101; specialists 
and experts in National Park Service. 

July 5, 1935, Forty-ninth Statutes 451, chapter 372, section 4 
(a), United States Code Supplement 29:154; National Labor Rela- 
tions Board, executive secretary, attorneys, examiners, and regional 


directors. 

July 25, 1935, Forty-ninth Statutes 499, chapter 416, section 4, 
United States Code Supplement 5:144; temporary employees under 
Central Statistical Board. 
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August 12, 1935, Forty-ninth Statutes 574, chapter 6508; 

National Capital Park and Planning Commission, employees. 
August 12, 1935, Forty-ninth Statutes 574, chapter 508; 
Petroleum Administration, employees. 

August 12, 1935, Forty-ninth Statutes 576, chapter 508; Thomas 
Jefferson Memorial Commission, employees. 

August 12, 1935, Forty-ninth Statutes 583, chapter 508; em- 

administering War Minerals Relief Act. 

August 12, 1935, Forty-ninth Statutes 587, chapter 508; Com- 
missioners of Conciliation, officers and employees. 

August 12, 1935, Forty-ninth Statutes 597, chapter 508; Boulder 
Canyon project, employees. 

August 12, 1935, Forty-ninth Statutes 599, 600, chapter 508; 
temporary professional, technical, etc., employees for emergency 
construction of public buildings. 

August 14, 1935, Forty-ninth Statutes 636, chapter 531, rosan 
703; United States Code Supplement 42:903; Social Security Board 


and 

August 20, 1935, Forty-ninth Statutes 662, chapter 575, section 
3; Unirea States Code Supplement 16:430z-1; National Park Sery- 
ice: pe architects and other expert consultants, etc. 

August 21, 1935, Forty-ninth Statutes 668, chapter 893, section 
4 Ac}; United States Code Supplement 16: 464 (c); professional 

-and technical employees for preservation of historic sites. 

August 24, 1935, Forty-ninth Statutes 782, chapter 641, section 
60: Certain employees under Agricultural Adjustment Act. 

August 24, 1935, Forty-ninth Statutes 790, chapter 641, section 
218, repealed February 10, 1936; Forty-ninth Statutes 1106, chapter 
42: Employees administering Potato Act of 1935. 

August 29, 1935, Forty-ninth Statutes 972, chapter 812, section 
8 (c); United States Code Supplement 45:222 (c); Investigation 
Commission under Railroad Retirement Board: Experts and 
clerical, stenographic, legal, and other assistance. 

August 29, 1935, Forty-ninth Statutes 977, chapter 814, section 
2 (c); repealed June 26, 1936, 49 Statutes 1965, chapter 830, sec- 
tion 503 (a); United States Code Supplement 27:202; Federal 
Alcohol Administration: Officers and employees. 

January 22, 1936, act of June 19, 1934, chapter 652, section 4 (f) 
as amended, Forty-ninth Statutes 1098, chapter 25; United States 
Code Supplement 47:154; Federal Communications Commission: 
Certain officers and employees. 

February 11, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1116, chapter 49; Soil 
Conservation Service: Skilled and unskilled labor and foremen. 

February 14, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1139, chapter 70; United 
States Code Supplement 5:168a (d); historical experts to be em- 
ployed on “Territorial Papers of the United States.” 

March 19, 1986, Forty-ninth Statutes 1177, chapter 156; National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission: Employees, 

April 25, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1244, chapter 250, section 5; 
United States Great Lakes Exposition Commission: Employees. 

May 15, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1309, chapter 405; office of 
Secretary of State: Certain employees. 

May 15, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1311, chapter 405; Depart- 
ment of State: Employees for promotion of foreign trade, 

May 15, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1319, chapter 405; arbitra- 
— smelter-fumes controversy: Employees of State Depart- 
ment. 

May 15, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1347, chapter 405; office of 
Secretary of Labor, personnel determining wage rates. 

May 20, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1366, chapter 432, section 11; 
United States Code Supplement 7:911; Rural Electrification Admin- 
istration: Attorneys, engineers, and experts. 

May 27, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1384, chapter 463, section 5 
(a); United States Code Supplement 46: 369; Bureau of Marine In- 

ion and Navigation: Technical members of staff. 

June 1, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1392, chapter 476, section 3; 
United States Constitution Sesquicentennial Commission: Certain 
employees. 

June 3, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1397, chapter 483, section 2 
(e); Thomas Jefferson Memorial Commission: Employees. 

June 22, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1601, chapter 689; Emergency 
Conservation Work: Employees. 

June 22, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1602, chapter 689; General 
Accounting Office: Temporary employees. 

June 22, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1602, chapter 689; National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission: Employees. 

June 22, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1607, chapter 689; Thomas 
Jefferson Memorial Commission: Employees. 

June 22, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1639, chapter 689; temporary 
professional, etc., employees on public building construction work, 
eto. 

June 22, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1641, chapter 689; Panama 
Canal: Employees. 

June 22, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1760, chapter 691; employees 
administering War Minerals Relief Act. 

June 22, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1760, chapter 691; Petroleum 
Administration: Employees. 

June 22, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1784, chapter 691; Grand 
Coulee Dam project: Employees. 

June 22, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1785, chapter 691; Boulder 
Canyon project: Employees. 

June 22, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1755, chapter 690, section 
917; United States Code Supplement 7:659; officers, attorneys, econ- 
omists, and other experts on processing tax refund claims, etc. 

June 22, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1791, chapter 691; National 
Park Service, specialists and experts for temporary service, 
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June 23, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1855, chapter 726; employees 
2 5 ation of fiscal relations between United States and District of 

umbia. 

June 26, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1964, chapter 830, section 501 
(c); United States Code, Supplement 27:202a (c); Federal Alcohol 
Administration, attorneys and experts. 

June 29, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 1986, chapter 858, section 

201 (e); United States Code, Supplement 46:1111 (e); United States 
Maritime Commission, certain employees. 
June 30, 1936, Forty-ninth Statutes 2038, chapter 881, section 4; 
United States Code, Supplement 41:38; administration of act re- 
quiring labor stipulations in public contracts for materials, etc., 
er oneness Officer, attorneys, and 

February 24, 1937, Fiftieth Statutes 21, chapter 17: Public Res- 
olution No. 7; employees to replace Public Health Service officers 
and employees detailed to storm-stricken areas. 

February 25, 1937, Fiftieth Statutes 22, chapter 18, section 2; 
Public Resolution No. 8; officers and employees under Commis- 

sioner-General for Paris International Exposition of 1937. 

March 24, 1937, Fiftieth Statutes 53, chapter 50, section 4 (c); 
Public Resolution No, 14; National Gallery of Art, director, assist- 
ant director, secretary, and chief curator. 

April 26, 1937, Fiftieth Statutes 73, 74, chapter 127, section 2 
(a, b3); Public, No. 48, section 2 (a, b3); National Bituminous 
Coal Commission and Consumers’ Counsel, certain employees. 

May 28, 1937, Fiftieth Statutes 228, chapter 277; Public, No. 121, 

16; State pgs aan Joint Committee of American and 
Philippine mployees. 

June 3, 1937, Fiftieth Statutes 246, chapter 296; Public, No. 137, 
section 1 (h); officers and employees appointed under Agricultural 
Adjustment Act and Agricultural Marketing ent Act of 1937. 

June 16, 1937, Fiftieth Statutes 261, 263, 271, a 298, 2B; Chanter 
359; Public, No. 153, pages 1, 3, 12, 41, 42; office of Secretary of 
State, certain employees (p. 261); Department of State, employees 
for promotion of foreign trade (p. 263); Department of State 
(without regard to provisions of any statute relative to employ- 
ment), special counsel, translators, and other technical experts, by 
contract, employed on claims between United States and Mexico 
(p. 271); office of Secretary of Labor, personnel determining wage 
rates (p. 297); Department of Labor, persons employed in certain 
conciliation work under authority of Second Deficiency Appropria- 
tion Act, 1935 (August 12, 1935, 49 Stat. 587, noted above) to be 
continued in such employment (p. 298). 

June 28, 1937, Fiftieth Statutes 339, aper 396, Public, No. 171: 
National Capital Park and Planning Commission, employees. 

dune 28, 1937, Fiftieth Statutes 320, chapter 383, Public, No. 
163, paragraph 5; civilian personnel employed on Civilian Con- 
servation Corps work. 

June 29, 1937, Fiftieth Statutes 409, chapter 404, Public, No. 
178; National Arboretum, consulting landscape architects. 

July 9, 1937, Fiftieth Statutes 489, 490, 493, chapter 473, Public 
Resolution No. 52, paragraphs 4, 5, and 7; United States Golden 
Gate International Exposition Commission; clerks, stenographers, 
and other assistants. 

July 9, 1937, Fiftieth Statutes 493, chapter 474, Public Resolution 
No. 53, paragraph 4; United States New York World's Fair Com- 
mission; clerks, stenographers, and other assistants 

July 22, 1937, Fiftieth Statutes 528, upr 517, Public, No. 210; 
Farmers’ Home Corporation, officers and employees. 

August 9, 1937, Fiftieth Statutes 568, chapter 570, Public, No. 
249, page 5 employees administering War Minerals Relief Act. 

August 9, 1937, Fiftieth Statutes 603, chapter 570, Public, No. 
249, page 44; National Park Service, and experts em- 
ployed for tem service. 

August 17, 1937, Fiftieth Statutes 694, chapter 692, Public Reso- 
lution No. 62; Charles Carroll of Carrollton Bicentenary Com- 
mission, officers and employees. 

August 20, 1937, Fiftieth Statutes 736, chapter 720, gp ph, 
10, Public, No. 329, page 6; Bonneville Power Administrator, etc.; 
appointment of attorneys, engineers, and other experts. 

August 21, 1937, Fiftieth Statutes 738, chapter 725, paragraph 2; 
Commission to investigate reclamation projects, employees. 

August 25, 1917, Fiftieth Statutes 771, chapter 757, Public, No. 
354, page 18; Special Mexican Claims Commission, services, 

August 25, 1937, Fiftieth Statutes 774, hasan 757, Public, No. 
354, page 22; temporary professional, etc., employees on public 
building construction work, etc. 

September 1, 1937, Fiftieth Statutes 889, chapter 896, paragraph 
4; United States Housing Authority; “Officers, attorneys, 
and such employees whose compensation is in excess of $1,980 per 
annum, as may be necessary.” 

September 1, 1937, Fiftieth Statutes 915, chapter 898, paragraph 
501 (a); attorneys, economists, experts, and persons already in the 
employ of the Department of Agriculture necessary to administer 


Sugar Act of 1937. 

February 16, 1938, Fifty-second Statutes —, chapter 30, Public, 
No. 430, paragraph 389; for the purposes of the “Agricultural Ad- 
justment Act of 1938” the provisions of law applicable to appoint- 
ment of persons employed by the Agricultural Adjustment Admin- 
istration shall apply. 


Mr. HOLT. Mr. President, I also ask to have inserted in 
the Recorp a statement of the percentage of Federal em- 
ployees under United States civil service, 1920 to 1937. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 
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The statement is as follows: 


The percentage of Federal employees under United States civil 
service, 1920-37 


Fiscal year 


497, 603 72.0 

448, 112 81.1 

420, 688 79.7 

411, 398 79.7 

415, 593 79.6 

798 423, 538 79.5 
422, 300 79.9 

527, 228 422, 998 80.2 
540, 867 431, 763 79.8 
559. 579 445, 957 79.7 
580, 494 462, 083 79.6 
588, 206 448, 050 76.2 
583, 196 467, 161 80.1 
572, 091 456, 096 79.7 
673, 095 450, 592 66.9 
719, 440 455, 229 63.3 
824, 259 498, 725 60.0 
841, 664 532, 073 63.4 


1 Fifty- she ein Annos} Report of the U. 8. Civil Service Commission [1937] p. 83, 
Chart No. . Government Printing Office, Washington, 1937. The figures 
given in the’ ios ae represent a corrected estimate, modifying in several instances 
the current estimate carried in the several annual reports. 

? Same, p. 88, Chart No. 13. 

3 Approximate, prior to 1933. 

Mr. HOLT. What does the Wheeler amendment, which 
is now under consideration before the United States Senate, 
do? It says to the President, Lou can have all the au- 
thority and all the power you want. You can reorganize 
and coordinate and transfer and change powers. We give 
you that right. But all we ask is that you send the order 
to the Congress of the United States for its approval or 
disapproval. In other words go ahead and reorganize, but 
we shall retain the legislative right to pass upon whether 
it should be done.” 

As the distinguished Senator from Colorado [Mr. Apams] 
said yesterday, all the agencies have been created because 
the legislative branch of Government has created them, and 
yet we give that power of creation and destruction into the 
hands of one man. 

What about filibustering the Wheeler amendment? 
It does not tolerate filibustering. Not at all. It says that 
10 days after the order has been sent to Congress one House 
shall vote, and 10 days after that the other House shall 
vote. Twenty-one days will pass between the time that the 
President submits a message coordinating, transferring, and 
reorganizing the different agencies of Government. Go 
ahead and do it, but let us have the legislative right that 
was guaranteed to us and was placed in the power of Con- 
gress to determine whether what is done is advisable to be 
done or not. 

Let me read what the President of the United States has 
said with respect to the power of Congress: 

I expect to regard the Congress as the coordinate branch of the 
Government that it was intended to be. Those who so freely 
offer criticism of the Congress forget that the most distinct rea- 
son why this country is a republic is that it has a representative 
legislature. To quarrel with this constitutional fact is to take 
issue with the republican principle upon which this Nation is 
founded. 

The President said that in 1932. In other words, it was a 
coordinate branch of the Government. But gradually we 
have seen that coordination to be a further encroachment 
of the Executive upon our power and the abdication of our 
rights and authorities. We see constant abdication of power. 
The Wheeler amendment only gives us the right finally to 
pass on and approve or disapprove the President’s action by 
passage of a joint resolution. 

What effect has this declaration and concentration of 
power had on Congress? That is something I should like 
to discuss for a few minutes. 

It is my honest belief that because we have turned over 
to the Executive all this power of spending and all these 
other powers, we have destroyed to a great extent the inde- 
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pendence of the Congress of the United States. We have 
destroyed it because Members of Congress dare not cross 
the Executive if they expect to get anything in their States. 
We have destroyed the very independence of Congress. 
Why? As the Senator from New Jersey said to me, there is 
a question of my election in the future. I hate to think 
that we have so many Members of the Congress of the 
United States who are more interested in their next elec- 
tion than they are in doing their duty as a result of the 
last election. 

Is it not time that we got a little independence in Congress, 
instead of saying “Yes, Mr. President; what do you want 
me to do next?” It is interesting to see these fellows 
scamper off the floor and run to the telephone and say, 
“Mr. President, they have offered an amendment up here, 
what must we do about it?” We have the spectacle of 
Senators running to the White House and keeping the White 
House line busy saying, “Mr. President, what are your wishes 
today?” We all know that is a fact. They nearly run over 
one trying to get to the telephone to find out from the 
White House what to do. 

Is it not time that we had Senators who are Senators, 
and Members of the House who are Representatives, in- 
stead of Members of the Senate and of the House who are 
errand boys to an Executive who uses the whip and lash to 
drive them into line when they are not good boys? Is it 
not time that we restored independence to the Congress of 
the United States, to the body which preserved, as the 
President said, the democracy of this country? 

I shall not call such Members of the Legislature rubber 
stamps, because a rubber stamp returns to its normal posi- 
tion after the pressure is released. ‘They are, rather, plates 
to be used to place their stamp of approval upon the act. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLT. I shall be glad to yield. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I should like to ask the Senator if he 
does not think it is worthy of consideration, just in passing, 
to note that when the transformation of Austria took place 
a few days ago into a dependency of Germany, those in 
charge did take the pains, as is done here, to go to the 
parliament and obtain an act of parliament, to give their 
action the appearance of constitutionality. 

Mr. HOLT. That is absolutely correct. 

NOW, AS TO BRAZIL 


The same thing was done down in Brazil. These are not 
my words. These words are taken from the New York Times 
of November 28, 1936. This is the President of the United 
States speaking: 

I am leaving you tonight with great regret. There is one 
thing, however, that I shall remember, and that is that it was 
two people who invented the New Deal—the President of Brazil 
and the President of the United States. 


Two men invented the New Deal—Vargas of Brazil and 
Roosevelt of the United States of America. I am not saying 
this. The President said that Dr. Vargas and he were the 
inventors. 

Inasmuch as the Senator from Vermont has brought up 
the subject, let us see what has happened down in Brazil. 
A member of the legislative branch in Brazil may not 
criticize the Government or acts of Government officials; 
and this device of democracy, the legislature, which was 
retained by the new state, may be nullified by the President 
at any time. In other words, the President has the power to 
reorganize the Legislature of Brazil, and has the power to 
gag the members of the Legislature of Brazil. - 

President Roosevelt said that he and Vargas invented the 
New Deal. I did not say that. The President of the United 


States said that down in Brazil. It was not I. Do not 
blame me for that. 
Here is something else that Vargas may do. He may in- 


tervene in State governments, abolish State legislatures, and 
govern the States by Federal commissions. If that situation 
were true in the United States, the President could go into 
the State of Michigan or the State of Vermont and abolish 
the government of the State if it did not agree with him. 


Mr. President, will the Senator 


Mr. HOLT. I shall be glad to yield. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The first great ceremony which oc- 
curred in Rio de Janiero after Dr. Vargas instituted his 
share of the New Deal was to assemble the flags of 20 Bra- 
zilian States, I think, and burn them in a great dramatic, 
significant funeral pyre, as an exemplification of the fact 
that that part of the New Deal had completely demolished 
home rule and autonomy and established central control. 

Mr. HOLT. I thank the Senator very much. There is no 
doubt that the reshuffling down in Brazil has been done in 
order to centralize authority. The President of Brazil told 
the legislature that he was doing it because of an emergency. 
In like fashion, there is said to be an emergency in the United 
States of America. The reshuffling reminds me of a game of 
cards. One can reshuffle the cards, but there seems to be too 
many jokers in the deck; and it is said that the cards shall 
not be put on the table when the game is over to determine 
who has the best hand after this reshuffling. 

Coming back to Vargas, I should like to say that Dr. Vargas 
went President Roosevelt 2 years better as to supreme court 
justices. President Roosevelt said that certain members of 
the Supreme Court were too old. They are not so bad now, 
but they were very bad last year. We were told that they 
were too old to do their duty. In other words, these old men, 
who were over 70 years of age, should leave the Supreme 
Court. 

Vargas went that one better. Supreme Court judges in 
Brazil are to resign at the age of 68. In other words, Vargas 
sets a limit on them 2 years before we would have if the 
judiciary reorganization bill, which was intended to “stream- 
line” our Government away from democracy, had passed. 

We have all heard the Executive branch of government say 
whom we“ want as Senators. The President said he wanted 
to keep a certain gentleman in the United States Senate. 
I believe he wanted to save the face of this man. But “we” 
wanted him in the United States Senate. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr, HOLT. I shall be glad to yield to the Senator from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. DAVIS. Is the President running this man Vargas 
for a seat in the Senate of the United States? 

Mr. HOLT. I could not say as to that. I do not know. 
I doubt if he would, because Vargas and Roosevelt were the 
men who started the New Deal, according to the President. 
I do not think he would want to take him away from Brazil, 
because he has been instrumental, according to the Presi- 
dent, in helping the New Deal. 

I do not understand why the administration did not go 
through with the plan for sending battleships to Brazil, We 
were going to sell some battleships to Brazil, and then Bra- 
zil went through a peculiar change in government, and we 
never heard any more about the sale of those United States 
ships to Brazil. I cannot explain the reason why the plan 
never went through, but I hope someone can explain it. We 
did not sell the ships to Brazil after Vargas set himself up 
in Brazil. 

What I started to say was that we have all heard the 
President say that “we” want a certain man in the United 
States Senate. Even the President’s son, the Crown Prince 
of the New Deal, has made such statements. He is a lieu- 
tenant colonel of the United States Marines, although I 
understand he never had any military service, even in the 
R. O. T. C. He was made a lieutenant colonel of the United 
States Marines, whereas it usually takes a man 25 years after 
leaving West Point to attain that rank. He has become a 
lieutenant colonel, and has just returned from the wars to 
tell Congress what to do about this reorganization. But 
before he went off to the wars as a lieutenant colonel he 
said “we” wanted a certain Senator from Florida. I do 
not know who “we” are. The President said we“ meant 
Vargas and himself; but I do not know to whom the “we” 
refers in the case of Jimmie Roosevelt. I have no way of 
knowing. But we“ wanted a certain Senator from Florida. 
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Why do “we” want him? Because we“ know that the gen- 
tleman in question would jump and say, Les, Mr. President; 
I will be right.” 

The time has come when we have struck at the very inde- 
pendence of Congress, because Congress dare not speak its 
mind for fear of defeat at the polls. We realize that the 
executive branch tells us whom “we” want as Senators. I 
think it is the duty of Mr. Jimmie Roosevelt to stay in the 
State of Massachusetts and not try to control the Senate. Of 
course he tries to say whom “we” want; and it happens “we” 
want himself. 

Why should the legislative branch of government be con- 
trolled by an Executive order, a political order, saying that 
“we” want a certain Senator? Why do “we” want a certain 
Senator? Is it because he will do as he is told? 

The Senator from Utah [Mr. Kine] and the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. BarLey] both have spoken about black- 
listing in the departments. The Senator called upon one of 
these petty bureaucrats. The Senator told him he wanted 
something. His reply was, “No; we cannot give it to you. 
You are on the blacklist.” 

Just think of an executive department of the Government 
telling a Member of the United States Senate that “we cannot 
give it to you because you did not vote right.” 

In the face of that, the President says that the legislative 
branch of government is a coordinate branch of the Federal 
Government. In other words, “Vote right and you get it; vote 
wrong and you get it the other way.” ; 

The blacklisting in the departments, with which we are all 
familiar, has not gone only so far as to punish Senators. It 
would not be so reprehensible if the Senators themselves were 
punished; but when the departments go to the extent of 
punishing a stenographer or a clerk in a bureau just because 
he happens to be the friend of a Senator who is opposed to 
something, it is time the American people said, Hands off.” 
I think it is far more cowardly to punish a man or woman or 
a boy or girl who needs employment than to try to punish 
Senators. 

A coordinate branch of government? Oh, no. Concentra- 
tion of power? Concentration of power has gone to the point 
where the executive department can build a monkey house in 
Memphis and refuse to build a monkey house somewhere else. 

“You can have a monkey house in your State because you 
are all right,” but “You cannot have a monkey house in your 
State because you were all wrong when it came to voting.” 
So it is that an effort to control votes back and forth has been 
made until the coordinate branch of the Government has 
come to be made up of a group of officials who must listen to 
or call up the President. 

The Senate knows I was telling the truth when I referred 
to telephone conversations with the White House. Let me 
read from the Recorp. As the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
CLARK] said, we “mine-run” Senators do not get these calls 
but here is what the majority leader said: 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, in connection with the question of 
the Senator from Texas, I think the matter came up in his absence 
yesterday. I am in the same position as the Senator from Idaho 
with reference to the assurances which he has. I have tried to con- 
vey such assurances without attempting to quote anybody. I think 
every Senator understands the delicate situation which exists under 
the circumstances. 

A “delicate situation.“ Who was that assurance from? 
Why should not the Congress know from whom that assur- 
ance had come? But the Senator from Kentucky could not 
give the information to us because of the “delicate” circum- 
stances. ‘“Delicate’—why? When has it become “delicate” 
to say that the President wants something or the President 
does not want anything? 

Now let us see what another Senator said. He also had 
assurances. He said: 

I was one of the Senators who had some fear that the Forest 
Service would be taken over by the Department of the Interior, and 
I took it upon myself to satify my own mind, anyway, as to 
whether or not there was such an intention; and I have some 
essurances, too—assurances based upon inquiry that was founded 
on apprehension. 7 


1938 


“Assurances” from whom? Perhaps that was a “delicate” 
circumstance to which he could not refer. Who was the 
assurance given the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Pope] from? 
Were the circumstances so delicate that he could not give the 
source? Oh, the “delicacy” of these assurances! In other 
words, “Senators, go along and vote for this and I will take 
care of you all right; you may have the assurance that your 
little pet bureau will be taken care of.” Those in power could 
afford to do that. They thought they needed about four 
votes, I understand, yesterday, and they could afford to trade 
bureaus for the defeat of the amendment which is pending. 
There is not any question about it. I am going to deal with 
the situation practically; I am going to lay the facts on the 
table. 

The whole thing was that certain bureaus were affected 
and the administration knew that if those bureaus were not 
exempted from the provisions of the bill there would be 
votes against the bill. So they said, “We will give you as- 
surances that those bureaus will be exempted.” Yet the 
Senate of the United States is called “a great deliberative 
body.” In other words, there were assurances that the Con- 
gress of the United States shall pass a bill. “Here is a blank 
check and we will give you an assurance that there will not 
be anything done concerning the bureau in which you are 
interested.” Who gives blank checks except the United 
States Senate and the House of Representatives? Oh, yes; 
assurances because the President has called them, and they 
want to live in the great glow of the light that surrounds 
the White House. 7 

I read in a newspaper that there was a lobby for this bill. 
Let me quote from an article published in a New York news- 
paper of today: 

Administration leaders in the Senate recoiled today from im- 
minent defeat on the President's reorganization bill, and the un- 
usual spectacle was seen of a faction filibustering against its own 
measure. 

Sensing early in the day that the same line-up which had 
smashed the President's Court plan was in a position to out vote 
them by about two votes on the Wheeler amendment, which would 
have left the whole reorganization bill a hollow shell. Majority 
Leader ALBEN W. BARKLEY suddenly sent in additional speakers to 
take up time while another count of noses was instituted and 
further pressure methods applied. 

Not only were department heads in evidence in the cloak rooms 
but there was open buttonholing on the floor— 

“Not only were department heads in evidence in the cloak 
rooms, but there was buttonholing on the floor“ 
and the extreme device of having Governors of Eastern and Western 
States telephone their Senators urging them to line up against the 
Wheeler amendment. 

So open and obvious was the floor trading that Senator WILLIAM 
E. Boram, Republican, of Idaho, was moved, after the session 
ended, to say: 

“Certain things are being promised on and off the floor which 
amount to reorganization of the Government before the bill is 
1 Another Senator who refused to be named said: “So many logs 
have been rolled on the Senate floor today that it will take Paul 
Bunyan and his ox to clear them off.” 

Why? Because they wanted to get votes and to control 
them in that way. In other words, We will not touch your 
Forest Service; ‘you cannot see the forest for the trees.’” 
Not touch the Forest Service—why? “Because if we do not 
protect it, you will vote against us, and if you vote against 
us, we will lose the reorganization fight.” 

Why is it that they do not come out and say that? Why 
do they not come out and say that the President of the 
United States has given them assurances? Assurance, yes. 
He gave the people of the United States assurance that he 
would cut the expenses of the Government; he gave the 
people of the United Stetes the assurance of many things. 
Assurances are indeed bad things upon which to write laws. 
Assurances may be all right in some things, but when we 
are dealing with the affairs of 130,000,000 people it is time 
we were basing our action on facts rather than on assurances. 

I have read in the newspapers that the lobby committee, 
formerly known as the Black committee before Black turned 
to white [laughter], but, nevertheless, the Black lobby com- 
mittee is going to investigate the fact that somebody is 
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fighting the reorganization bill. They know somebody is 
fighting it, so they are going to pull him out and hold him 
up to the fire before all the people and say, “He is a bad 
fellow; he is fighting the administration. We will find out 
his entire history, personal or not personal. We will in- 
vestigate him because he is against us.” So it has been 
the idea that if a man dared to fight an administration 
measure he was haled before the lobby committee and the 
effort made to smear him, 

What United States Senator has not been smeared who 
dared open his mouth? Oh, yes, Mr. President, you know the 
smearing gang that is loose. So the lobby committee is 
going to get these boys who are slipping around the corridors. 
But do not worry, they will not get the administration crowd. 
They will not get Joe Keenan; they will not get Jimmie 
Roosevelt—except over the telephone—no; they will not get 
others who are lobbying around in different places; they 
will not be called before the lobby committee, for they are 
doing a great service to the United States Government. Oh, 
yes; the purpose is to get the fellow that dares open his 
mouth in opposition; we will “fry” him before the American 
people, not because he has done anything wrong but in order 
that in the future all those who may care to read will know 
what will happen to them if they dare open their mouths in 
opposition. 

What has happened in the Senate? What has happened in 
the House? They have tried to scare the membership of this 
body from opening their mouths, and they have done a good 
job of it; they have done a good job of making Senators 
afraid that they will be smeared by propagandists who go 
out into the States, the press agents who are listed in differ- 
ent groups in the departments, who go out and say, “We de- 
sire that Senator A or Senator B should be defeated because 
Senator A or Senator B would not listen to those who want 
to control the Senate.“ We have seen that; we have seen it 
everywhere. Just as soon as a Senator dares to express his 
views contrary to the Executive of the United States he is 
immediately the victim of Federal officeholders who go into 
his State and use all the influences that they can control in 
order that he may be driven out of power and made to under- 
stand the lesson. 

A certain United States Senator who was high in official 
circles came to me and said, “Are you not sorry that you did 
not listen to us when we told you what the consequences 
would be?” I said, No, I am not sorry; I am in a better 
position today than you are, for I control myself, while you 
do not know where you are going to go until you are called 
from the White House.” What is the use of being in the 
United States Senate unless you are a Senator? What is 
the use of being in the United States Senate if you are 
nothing more than a puppet getting a little patronage back 
home so that you can sit in the glory of those in control in 
Washington? 

I suggest to the lobby committee if it is going to investigate 
those who are against the bill it ought to investigate those 
who are for the bill. Some time ago I called attention to the 
administration lobby. To my knowledge there has never 
been an administration man in the history of this admin- 
istration haled before the lobby committee to have his lob- 
bying activities investigated. No. Why do they not ask 
Jimmy Roosevelt about his lunches at which he tells what 
the administration wants Senators to do right here in this 
building? Why do they not ask to come before them certain 
assistants who grab you and run you off and say the Presi- 
dent wants this and the President wants that? Why do 
they not call them before the lobby committee and ask 
them what they want and why they lobby for or against the 
bill? But the lobby committee, yes, the lobby committee, 
has been in many instances an instrument to blackjack 
American public opinion. 

I should like to have the lobby committee to summon 
Lt. Col. James Jimmy Crown Prince Roosevelt so that we 
might learn about his lobbying activities while he is work- 
ing for the passage of the reorganization bill, Perhaps when 
the administration reorganizes some of the departments 
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Lt. Col. James Roosevelt will be the man named to be in 
charge of it. We might get plenty of information from 
Lt. Col. James Roosevelt. 

Yes; the power is here to punish Members. The power 
is here to say, “Vote right,” as I said a moment ago, “and 
get your patronage, and get your projects. Vote wrong, 
and have the whole administration fighting you, and trying 
to browbeat and destroy you.” 

You know, and I know, that United States Senators dare 
not vote their conscientious belief in this very body if they 
do not expect to be punished. What is the use of sitting 
in the United States Senate if you cannot vote and act as 
you believe to be right? 

I realize the consequence of this; but who cares? Oh, 
yes; I know it. Watch these fellows slip off and say, as one 
of them told me, “I should like to vote that way, but I can- 
not afford to do it.” Why can he not afford to do it? 
Because he fears punishment; and yet some of you say, 
“Come on and give the President more power. Heap more 
coal, that he may put you in the frying pan when the time 
comes. Heap more coal, give him more power, because he 
would not use it wrongly. He would not use it at all 
wrongly, and the leadership would not use it at all wrongly!” 

Why should the Congress of the United States, the bulwark 
of democracy in this country, give away its power to any 
Executive? Because it fears the Executive? Or because it 
knows the consequence of opposition to the Executive? Yet, 
we are told that we should give the executive branch more 
power in order that if a bureau is against it they may say, 
“We will transfer it to the control of someone who knows 
a little better,” the ones that have a right viewpoint. In 
other words, if a certain bureau is against one of the Presi- 
dent’s pet schemes, there is a good way to take care of that 
under this bill. It will just be transferred to a group that 
know when, and how, and where to call when the time comes. 
So it is that this transfer of power gives the President another 
club to beat the Senators who are so timid that they dare 
not speak their minds. 

Yes; this bill gives the President a club. We first gave 
him the club of all the money, and he took the money that 
some of the Senators voted for and beat them over the head 
with it. You know it, and I know it. He beat them with 
projects, he beat them with patronage. Now we propose 
to give him more power, and Senators are blacklisted in 
the departments. You know, no Senator is so important 
as one of these little swivel-chair bureaucrats. Many 
bureaucrats do no work but go back and vote in the proper 
way on election day. Oh, yes; they may say to a Senator, 
“You did not vote right, and therefore we have not any 
use for you down here.” And so it is that we shall con- 
tinue to give more power to coordinate, to transfer, to 
reorganize, to reshuffle the entire “set-up”, so that, if you 
dare vote in the way you believe to be right, you will go 
down to defeat at election time. 

But, thank God, the American people have awakened to 
the facts, and when the American people go to the polls 
they will realize that the time has come for them to speak 
their minds, and not to drive from power the men who 
are sufficiently independent and conscientious to vote their 
convictions, but to drive from power the men who have no 
freedom of their own, and have not sufficient intestinal forti- 
tude to express their own beliefs. 

Last year some of the Senators were told how they were 
going to be driven from office. You recall that. Certain 
Senators—the Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER], the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Burke], and the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. O’MaHoney]—were to be driven from power. 
They were to be driven from the United States Senate 
because one Senator said it was to be done. His statement 
was never repudiated by the high command. No assurance 
was given that he did not say so. 

These Senators were to be driven from power; but the 
amusing thing is that, instead of their being driven from 
power, the Senator who said they were to be driven from 
power is himself having a hard time to hold on. He is having 
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the hardest time of all. His platform is so unsteady that he 
is skidding from one side to the other, and he does not know 
just exactly where he will land when the time comes, because 
the American people have awakened. That is plain. That 
is frank. That is understandable. The time has come when 
the American people realize that this continued concentration 
of power in the Executive is a trend away from democracy. 

Oh, Mr. Vargas, and oh, Mr. Roosevelt, the coordinators of 
the New Deal! Where is the concentration of power in 
Brazil? It is in the destruction of democracy. Where was 
the concentration of power throughout Europe? It was in 
taking power away from the legislative branch and giving it 
to the executive branch. Concentration of power? Les: 
concentration in the hands of the Executive and abdication 
on the part of the legislative branch of the Government; and 
still we have men sitting here who vote to continue that 
process. 

I make the flat statement that if it were not for patron- 
age, and if it were not for fear of the Executive, this bill 
would not get 10 votes in the United States Senate. I make 
that statement, and I make it without fear of contradiction, 
because you know it and I know it. We all know that this 
bill, if it does pass—and I think the administration is a little 
fearful that it may not pass, because that fear was demon- 
strated yesterday—nevertheless, if it does pass, it will be be- 
cause of the whip and the spur of those who control relief 
money to feed the hungry and relief money to clothe the 
naked and those who spend the money. 

It will be passed because we dare not question any bureau- 
erat in the departments. That is the reason. The bill would 
not pass on a secret ballot. We all know that. It will pass, 
if it does pass, because so many of the Senators are fearful 
of the power and punishment that will come thereafter. 

Is it not time that the United States Senate awakened to 
the fact that its Members were elected to office just the same 
as the Executive of the United States was elected? Is it not 
time that we realized that the United States Senate holds a 
position which is just as constitutional as that of the Presi- 
dent of the United States? And yet is it not time to realize 
that we are giving away and abdicating our power because 
we want a little dam in our State, or we want a project in our 
State, or we want some forestry there, or we want something 
else? 

We are giving it away—why? Because of rewards; be- 
cause of fear. That is why we are doing it; not because 
we think it is advisable, not because we think it is right, 
but because of the fear of punishment that will come there- 
after. That is why we are giving away our power, and the 
United States Senate knows it. 

The United States Senate knows that certain Members of 
this body are supposed to be ostracized. Why? Because 
they had the courage of their convictions. I do not expect 
some petty bureaucrat to call me up and say, “Whom do you 
want on the pay roll?” No; I do not expect that, nor would 
I take it. The time has come when we should put all public 
Officials under civil service, so that they cannot use the whip 
over the weak-kneed boys who are so wabbly that they feel 
they cannot vote their own conscientious convictions. 

Is it not time that we were realizing that the American 
people want Senators, not puppets? Is it not time that we 
were realizing that the American people want a coordinate 
legislative branch instead of one merely to carry out orders? 
Is it not time we were realizing that America has a Senate, 
and the American Senate will vote? When we realize that 
we shall have a better government and we shall not abdicate 
our power—a power that we shall never have returned to us. 

Mr. GERRY. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Berry in the chair). The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Adams Barkley Bridges Burke 
Ashurst Berry Brown, Mich. Byrd 
Austin Bilbo Brown, N. H. Byrnes 
Bailey Bone Bulkley Capper 
Bankh Borah Bulow Caraway 


Chavez Hayden McGill Reynolds 
Clark Herring McKellar Russell 
Connally McNary Schwartz 
Davis Hitchcock Maloney Schwellenbach 
Dieterich Holt Miller Shipstead 
Donahey Hughes Milton Smathers 
Elender Johnson, Calif, Minton Smith 
Frazier Johnson, Colo Murray Thomas, Okla 
Gerry ing Neely Thomas, Utah 
Gibson La Follette Norris Townsend 
Gillette Lee Nye Truman 
Glass Lodge O'Mahoney Tydings 
Green Logan Overton Vandenberg 
Guffey Lonergan Pittman Van Nuys 
Hale Lundeen Pope Wagner 
Harrison McAdoo Radcliffe Walsh 

Hatch McCarran Reames Wheeler 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-eight Senators havy- 
ing answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, on March 9, 1938, the 
junior Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Bripces] made the 
following statement, as it appears in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp of that date: 

Let me tell this little story. T. V. A. needed a jackass—some- 
thing to model after, perhaps—so they appointed a committee of 
T. V. A. agricultural experts to look for a jackass. They wanted 
a perfect jackass. They journeyed over the various neighboring 
States, and, according to a statement appearing in the proceedings 
of the House of Representatives in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
they spent a total of $2,080 on traveling expenses scouring the 
bluegrass of Kentucky, Missouri, and Tennessee. They finally 
found the ideal jackass right in the next county at Columbia, 
Tenn. Then they paid one of the highest prices for jackasses 
that I ever heard of—$2,500. I am not an expert on jackasses, as 
are some other men, but the price for this one appears pretty 
high. 

Came the spring, the season of daffodils and young love. Ro- 
mance blossomed on the broad meadows of the Tennessee Valley. 
But T. V. A's $4,500 jackass just was not interested and did not 
perform his normal function. There were conferences and con- 
sultations. The experts foregathered, shook their heads, and de- 
cided to sell the jackass. They got $300 for him from one J. B. 
Waters in Sevier County, Tenn., a net loss to T. V. A. of $4,580. 

I do not claim to be an expert on jackasses, as some are, but 
that was something which might very well puzzle the Comptroller 
General in dealing with the T. V. A. 

So far as I know, that is the only really concrete statement 
make by the Senator showing ill conduct upon the part of 
the T. V. A. 

Yesterday I sent a telegram about this transaction to R. E. 
Snell, Murfreesboro, Tenn., as follows: 

Hon, R. E. SNELL, 
Murfreesboro, Tenn.: 
Kindly wire me collect, did you in April 1934 sell a jackass to 


T. V. A., and at what price? 
KENNETH MCKELLAR. 


I received the following telegram in reply dated Murfrees- 
boro, Tenn., March 16, 1938: 
Hon. KENNETH M. 4 
Washington, D. C.: 

I sold T. V. A. jackass April 1934 for $300. 

R. E. SNELL. 

I also at the same time sent a telegram to Mr. J. B. Waters, 
to whom the Senator from New Hampshire referred, as 
follows: 


Hon. J. B. WATERS, 
Sevierville, Tenn.: 
Please wire me collect if you bought a jackass from T. V. A., and 


what price you paid. 
KENNETH MCKELLAR. 


This morning I received the following telegram from Mr. 
Waters from Sevierville, Tenn.: 
KENNETH MCKELLAR, 

Mayfiower Hotel: 
Bought jackass from T. V. A. March 1935 for $350, 
J. B. WATERS. 

In other words, Mr. President, instead of the T. V. A. losing 
$4,580 on the jackass, it made $50 on the jackass. I am just 
wondering if all the other statements of the Senator are of a 
similar nature. [Laughter.] 

Mr. ASHURST obtained the floor.. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President. 

Mr. ASHURST. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I wish to reply to the Senator from Ten- 
nessee about the jackass, 
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Mr. ASHURST. I intend to touch upon that subject. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Very well. 

Mr. ASHURST. I now read an extract from a speech I 
delivered some years ago, as follows: 

I have lately received letters, some of them written in a serious 
vein and some of them written in bitter irony, urging that the 
Democratic Party abandon the donkey as its emblem and symbol, 
but I have replied to the letters that I hoped the Democratic Party 
would never abandon the donkey, for he is a compendium of en- 
durance, patience, fortitude, and stately dignity; he is a serio- 
comic philosopher whose stamina and stoicism conquered the wil- 
derness and sustained the pioneer; the donkey uncomplainingly 
bears heavy burdens; he is a sure-footed, trustworthy creature of 
epicurean taste and gargantuan appetite, but his appetite and 
taste, happily enough, may be satisfied by a nibble at a desert 
cactus, and he is then ready for another long and lonely journey. 

The donkey is the personification of the sublime virtues of mod- 
eration, forbearance, restraint, and rigid economy. From the 
vibrant chords of his throat there come zigzag bars of music as 
thrilling as the midnight minstrel of the nightingale. The donkey 
must not be abandoned, for upon his back the Democratic hosts 
ascend the steep acclivity to power, or, to change the figure of 
speech, he is the pons asinorum over which they march to vic- 
tory, and we should be ingrates if, in our day of supremacy, we 
felt abased at the donkey’s homely indigence, deserted him, and 
offered to his lips the cup of neglect and oblivion. 


Mr. President, no longer speaking jocosely, allow me to 
say that I heard the junior Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
Hott] through his entire speech without irritation: 

He would be a rash man who could claim that he approved 
and endorsed all the so-called New Deal policies. Many of 
them I did not approve, but it is my opinion that when we 
shall have left these seats forever, history’s iron pen will be 
writing it down that when fear and doubt, twin spectral 
forms of evil, descended upon our people during the depres- 
sion, it was Franklin Delano Roosevelt who was the infrangi- 
ble diamond pivot on whom the progress of the American 
people safely revolved. 

Dr. Charles A. Beard, an authentic historian, recently pub- 
lished an article entitled “Roosevelt's Place in History.” 
Some of Dr. Beard’s strictures are extremely unflattering re- 
garding Franklin D. Roosevelt. It is obvious from the article 
that Dr. Beard mistrusts President Roosevelt’s peace protes- 
tations. Yet Dr. Beard, erudite historian, in concluding his 
article pays the following tribute to Franklin D. Roosevelt: 


In one respect he is unique— 


This is Dr. Beard speaking of Franklin D. Roosevelt— 


In one respect he is unique among the Presidents of the United 
States. * * * Even when his most severe Republican critics 
have finished their indictments, it remains a fact that President 
Roosevelt has penetrated deeper into the aspirations and tragedy 
of American life than any of their heroes, even Lincoln himself. 
Whatever else may happen— 


Says Dr. Beard— 


it seems safe to say that President Roosevelt has made a more 
profound impression upon the tical, social, and economic 
thought of America than any or all of his predecessors. 


This is the deliberate conclusion of an authoritative his- 
torian contemporaneous with our times. 

I now read from the London Economist, as follows: 

The people will forgive the bold experimentalist his occasional 
errors in gratitude for his strenuous good intentions. They will 
never tolerate the cautious pedant who awaits before moving to 
be sure that every last detail of his plan is approved by the ortho- 
dox, and consequently seems never to move at all. Pol- 
itics is the art of the possible, not the science of the ideal. It is 
the Roosevelts who, with all their faults and inconsistencies, be- 
come, and deserve to become, the great statesmen. 


Mr. President, fame is jealous, frugal, and cautious of her 
words; and when the Muse of History shall fold up the next 
millennium, she will distribute not more than one word 
to each of certain American characters whose renown we 
now believe will centuries hence crowd the columns of his- 
tory, but in each case that one word will be sufficient. For 
example: Washington, independence; Jefferson, equality; 
Hamilton, finance; Ben Franklin, philosophy; Patrick Henry, 
eloquence; Daniel Webster, constitution; Andrew Jackson, 
courage; Lincoln, emancipation; Mark Twain, humor. 

We are inclined to overlook the fact that humor is neces- 
sary if we are to live a graceful life. Mark Twain's contri- 
bution to America was tremendously great. His vivid genius 
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on many occasions prevented his countrymen from slipping 
into a mordant, dull, and prosaic existence, 

The English people are no greater than any other race; 
they are not as great as the Irish race. They are not as 
great as our own race, but the fact that John Bull has 
always been able to laugh at himself helps to explain why a 
nation of shopkeepers was able to produce Shakespeare, Mil- 
ton, Alexander Pope, Byron, and Kipling, and why a people 
of ideals were yet practical enough to acquire one-quarter of 
the earth. 

Until about 30 years ago Americans could laugh at them- 
selves, but we seem lately unable to do so, and, in my opinion, 
if we should grow more cachinnatory, or at least more truly 
capable of laughing at ourselves, our burdens would be borne 
more easily. 

To resume a roll call of names: Theodore Roosevelt, 
energy; Wilson, peace; Edison, light; Franklin D. Roosevelt, 
justice, one of the greatest of words, for what is peace, inde- 
pendence, eloquence, constitution, finance; indeed, what are 
all these and other words without “justice,” the word which 
fame will allot to Franklin D. Roosevelt. 

I conclude by referring to Richelieu’s vindication, when 
called to an accounting for what he had done in restoring 
France: 

* * found France rent asunder, 

The rich men despots and the poor banditti; 
Sloth in the mart and schism within the temple; 
Brawls f to rebellion, and weak laws 
Rotting away with rust in antique sheaths. 

I have recreated France: and, from the ashes 

Of the old feudal and decrepit carcass, 
Civilization, on her luminous wings, 

Soars, phoenix-like, to Jove! What was my art? 
“Genius,” some say; some, “Fortune”; “Witchcraft,” some. 
Not so; my art was Justice. 

The art of Franklin Roosevelt was justice. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, the senior Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. McKetzar], as a result of his researches, has 
made a statement with respect to jackasses. The other day 
he did not claim to be an authority on jackasses, but since 
the time of the debate of the other day apparently he has 
acquired some knowledge with respect thereto. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have had some experience since then 
and learned something about them. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Apparently the Senator has since ac- 
quired knowledge and a reputation on that subject, and 
today he is an expert on jackasses. He is wrong, however, 
with respect to one thing. To start with, I will say that on 
Friday, March 11, he read some letters into the Recorp. He 
read a letter which he addressed to Mr. Elliott, Acting Comp- 
troller General of the United States. He attempted to show 
as a result of these letters that the remarks I made about 
there being a difference between the Comptroller General 
and the Tennessee Valley Authority of some $10,000,000 in 
funds was inaccurate and false. He said, in effect, “I have 
listened to the remarks of the Senator from New Hampshire. 
His statement that there is, roughly speaking, a shortage of 
$10,000,000, or that the T. V. A. was short $10,000,000, is 
therefore proven false,” as a result of these letters, or some- 
thing to that effect, or that his charges have vanished into 
thin air. 

I challenge the Senator from Tennessee to look over the 
Recorp to find that I said there was a cent of shortage in 
T. V. A. I said there was a $10,000,000 discrepancy; that 
there was $10,000,000 difference between what the Comp- 
troller General of the United States had approved and what 
the Tennessee Valley Authority had expended. If the Sena- 
tor will look over the Recorp, he will find that that is true. 
The statement he made was inaccurate. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
Hampshire yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am very happy that the Senator now 
withdraws the impression he gave the other day, and now 
says there is a discrepancy. There is quite a difference be- 
tween discrepancy and shortage. 
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Mr. BRIDGES. I should like to have the Senator from 
Tennessee look over the Recorp of the other day and find 
where the word “shortage” was used. I said “discrepancy” 
then and I say it now. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Will the Senator from New Hampshire 
confine his remarks to the discrepancy in the jackass? I 
should like to have an explanation of that. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I realize that the Senator from New 
Jersey also claims to be an expert on jackasses. I am very 
willing to discuss jackasses, but I intend to talk in this body 
on anything I choose, at any time, regardless of what the 
Senator from New Jersey may say. 

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. MINTON. I noticed in the newspaper the other day 
that this jackass had died. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I so understand. 

Mr. MINTON. Is it not true that he died of a broken 
heart? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I understand that he died of a broken 
heart, because he could not keep up with some of the other 
jackasses connected with the T. V. A. I think that is prob- 
ably an accurate statement. [Laughter.] 

In closing, let me say that the Senator from Tennessee is 
wrong in just one thing. In reading those articles and tele- 
grams he is proceeding on the premise that there has been 
only one jackass connected with the T. V. A. There are so 
many jackasses connected with the T. V. A. that I fear the 
Senator is a little confused in what he has to say. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Does the announcement which the Sen- 
ator has just made indicate that the Senator from New 
Hampshire has already made his investigation of the T. V. A., 
and that he is satisfied with his own investigation? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Not at all; but I want the facts to be 
disclosed. 

Let me say just a word about impartial investigations of 
T. V. A. I have examined the records of this body, and I 
find that when there has been a congressional or senatorial 
investigation, the talk about fair and unbiased committees 
is “bunk,” because, so far as I know, every investigation we 
have had has been the result of action by somebody who had 
some special interest in getting the facts. When the Sena- 
tor from Wisconsin [Mr. La FOLLETTE] brought forth a de- 
mand for a civil liberties committee he was made chairman 
of that committee. He was biased. He naturally had an 
interest in it. The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
Byrnes] has an interest in unemployment, and there have 
been many, many cases of this type. I think it is only fair 
to have as members of a committee those who are interested 
in the particular problem. I say now, as I have previously 
said, that I am just as fair as the other Members of this body, 
and fairer than many, and if the facts developed by an 
investigation warrant the “whitewashing” of the T. V. A., all 
right; but let us make the investigation a fair and impar- 
tial one. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Am I to understand that the Senator 
from New Hampshire intends to let the Record stand with 
the statement from him that a jackass was purchased for 
four thousand-odd dollars and sold at a loss of $4,000, when 
the facts, as presented today by the Senator from Tennessee, 
indicate that such statement is false? Does the Senator 
intend to let that statement stand, without explanation or 
apology from him? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I do not need to apologize to the Senator 
from New Jersey for anything; but I will say in answer that 
I took my facts from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD in June 1937, 
where they stood without challenge for nearly a year. Going 
back of the Recorp and making inquiry, I understand that as 
a result of the story in the Recorp at that time information 
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came from a person who was an employee of the T. V. A. 
If that employee came forth and told the truth, with the 
Hitlerlike methods used in the T. V. A., he would probably 
lose his job. But I refer the Senator to the CoNGRESSIONAL 
Recorp in June 1937—I have forgotten the date—when this 
T. V. A. story first appeared. It has never been answered 
from that day to this. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR, Does the Senator still assert that the 
T. V. A. lost $4,580 by the jackass transaction? 

Mr. BRIDGES. The Senator from New Hampshire still 
asserts that so far as he knows, based wholly upon the story 
in the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp at that time—which I assume 
to be accurate—that was the cost. So far as the Senator 
from New Hampshire is concerned, he is not at all impressed 
by the telegrams read by the Senator from Tennessee, be- 
cause, for all I know, there may be many jackasses connected 
with the T. V. A. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, inasmuch as it is very 
probable that there will be some sort of an investigation of 
the T. V. A., I hope we may postpone the parading and 
braying of all the jackasses connected with the whole thing 
until we can dispose of the amendment which is now pend- 
ing before the Senate on the reorganization bill. May I ex- 
press the hope that we may very soon be permitted to vote 
on the pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. WHEELER], as modified. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I question whether I can 
add anything to the illuminating and delightful discussion 
we have had of the subject in hand. I hesitate to speak in 
the presence of men who have so well qualified themselves 
as experts upon the subject. For that reason I believe I 
shall speak in the direction of the suggestion of our leader. 
But before going into that, I wish to run the risk of the 
unpardonable offense of undertaking to gild the lily. 

I think our distinguished senior Senator from Arizona, 
able, learned, and eloquent, gave us a very fine oration and 
a very remarkable interpretation of history, drawing one 
word at a time from a great lexicon, and pinning them 
exclusively, by way of ultimate possession, upon her dis- 
tinguished sons. I followed him anxiously, thinking he 
would reach the climax. I am not sure, but I suspect that 
he fell short of the climax, wholly by way of modesty. 

History has her word for the senior Senator from Arizona. 
I hope I give him and others no offense when I say that 
history will draw from her great lexicon an epitaph to the 
Senator in one word—consistency. 

Now, Mr. President, I shall proceed to the discussion of 
the subject in hand, with many apologies. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BAILEY. I yield. 

Mr. ASHURST. I send to the Senator from North Caro- 
lina, with my compliments, this green carnation. 

Mr. BAILEY. I am very grateful to the Senator, not 
merely because the green carnation is symbolic of this day 
of the blessed St. Patrick, but also because, having been 
worn by the distinguished Senator from Arizona, it is not 
inconsistent of me, as a humble follower and admirer of his, 
to take it and wear it for the remainder of the day. I am 
very grateful. 

I have before me a list of all the departments and inde- 
pendent agencies of our Federal Government which are 
affected by the proposed legislation. I hesitate to put so 
much into the Record. There appear to be fully 20 pages, 
almost wholly by way of lists. I should hesitate the more 
to undertake to read it all on this occasion; but I do think 
that it would be a contribution to our information upon the 
subject. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BAILEY. I yield. 

Mr. CLARK. I ask the Senator if the compendium he has 
before him enumerates the bureaus, departments, or other 
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agencies of the Government as to which assurances have 
been given in connection with the consideration of the bill. 

Mr. BAILEY. I was hesitating whether to read it or to 
publish it. However, let me say that when we pass an act 
giving general powers, we ought to see its implications in 
some degree of detail. Once this act passes, we shall have 
given to the President of the United States leave without 
further recourse or consultation with us, power for the next 
28 months to transfer or to modify the functions of, or to 
assign, extinguish, or consolidate, any one of this long list of 
activities of the Federal Government, the means of the Gov- 
ernment in the United States; activities which we created, 
activities which took their origin from our wills as elected 
representatives of the people. 

With one stroke—and, I suspect, without knowing how far 
it goes—we turn all of them over to the President, in order 
that the President may make such disposition of them dur- 
ing the next 28 months as he may choose to make. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr, BAILEY. I yield. 

Mr. BONE. May I inquire if the list which the Senator 
has before him includes all the bureaus, departments, and 
governmental activities which could or might be affected by 
the bill in the event of its passage? 

Mr. BAILEY. I think so. Inasmuch as such interest is 
being manifested, I am more and more tempted to read the 
list. I happen to be well armed here today. The National 
Emergency Council some months ago prepared a list of the 
functions of all these departments, and I have before me 
the official description of their functions. 

Mr. BONE. Is that information also embodied in the 
memorandum which the Senator has? 

Mr, BAILEY. Yes; I have it in my hand. I linger upon 
it, however, because I hope that as a result of more delibera- 
tion we may begin to realize how vast and how far reach- 
ing are the implications of this legislation. For example, 
how long was Congress in creating all these agencies? 
Through what pains did it go? How extensive and illu- 
minating were the debates which lie back of them? Over 
what stretch of years was the whole evolution of the Federal 
Government wrought? 

Now, upon a recommendation made a short while ago, 
a bill is brought before the Senate, as I might say, using 
the old expression “sight unseen,” giving blanket power to 
the Executive of the Nation to dispose of these governmental 
agencies as may seem best to him without recourse upon us. 

One may dwell there a little while. The legislative branch 
of the Government is going to maintain its prerogatives and 
attend to its duties in the matter of legislation, or it is 
not going to do so. We are going to make of the Presidency 
a legislative body or we are not going to do it. We cannot 
do both. In the degree that we abdicate, in the degree 
someone else takes the power, in that sense the matter relates 
not only to departments and bureaus but relates to our 
own conception of government and to the conception which 
we would have the American people entertain concerning it. 

Now let us consider the situation. Here is the Department 
of Agriculture and the bureaus and activities and agencies 
under it, including the Forest Service, the Soil Conservation 
Service, the Bureau of Public Reads, the Bureau of Biologi- 
cal Survey, the Food and Drug Administration, the Director 
of Extension Work, the Bureau of Home Economics, the 
Advisory Council of the National Arboretum, the Bureau of 
Agricultural Economics, the Bureau of Agricultural Engi- 
neering, the Bureau of Animal Industry, the Bureau of 
Chemistry and Soils; the Bureau of Dairy Industry, the Bu- 
reau of Entomology and Plant Quarantine, the Bureau of 
Plant Industry, the Weather Bureau, the Office of Experiment 
Stations, the Apricultural Adjustment Administration, the 
Commodity Exchange Administration, the Resettlement or 
Farm Security Administration. 

The Senator from Missouri asked me a few moments ago 
if I had any assurances on this subject. I do not know that 
I would legislate on the basis of assurances. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, if the Senator from North 
Carolina will permit me, I did not ask him if he had any 
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assurances, because I was reasonably certain that he 
did not have. What I asked the Senator from North Caro- 
lina was whether his compendium showed a bureau with 
regard to which assurances had been given. There has been 
discussion on the floor of the Senate with regard to certain 
activities of the Government as to which it was said that 
assurances had been given, but I do not think, so far as 
has yet been disclosed to the Senate, that a definite list 
has been made as to various activities concerning which 
there have been various assurances made to Senators or 
other persons. I just wondered whether the Senator had 
any such list and was able to shed light on that subject. 

Mr. BAILEY. No, Mr. President; I am sorry that no one 
has given me information of that kind. I have heard some- 
thing as to assurances; but that would be hearsay alto- 
gether. I have not heard directly from anyone that as- 
surances would be taken. Any Senator has a right to do as 
he pleases, I take it, in matters of that sort. I do not think 
it would be quite the proper thing to take assurances. 
If we were going to legislate on the basis of one Senator 
getting an assurance of what he wants and another getting 
an assurance as to what he wants, those who cannot get 
assurances would be left in a pretty bad position. The one 
who wished to protect the Forest Service might get pro- 
tection. I am not going to question anybody’s word; I 
am not saying that he would not get it, but if he gets such 
protection and he acts on that basis, what happens to 
those who want assurances as to the Road Bureau, for 
example, or as to the Weather Bureau, so far as that is 
concerned, or the Indian Office? I do not think that the 
Senate could possibly proceed on any basis of assurances as 
to what will be done with respect to any one particular 
agency. I suppose if that were to become the fashion in the 
Congress, all a Member would have to do would be to intro- 
duce a bill, and then get assurances, and let the other fellow 
take the consequences. That would not be legislation. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield fur- 
ther, it was stated by an eminent Senator in the debate on 
the floor yesterday that he would not vote for this bill un- 
less he had assurances, with regard to one particular agency, 
which is the Forest Service of the Agricultural Department, 
that that was not to be transferred and its functions were 
not to be changed, but he did not want it written in the law 
that the functions of the Forest Service should not be 
changed or the activity itself should not be transferred, be- 
cause if that were done it might open the gate to other Sen- 
ators who were interested in other bureaus or divisions or 
activities to get a similar exemption. In other words, that 
Senator was not willing to trust the President’s statement 
with regard to that particular activity in which he himself 
was interested, but he thought that everybody else ought to 
trust blindly in that discretion as to other divisions and other 
activities in which the particular Senator was not interested. 

Mr. BAILEY. I think the Senator has illustrated just the 
point I was undertaking to make, that no legislation on that 
basis would be possible. There ought not to be private agree- 
ments in the matter of legislation. I do not see how I could 
vote for legislation with a private understanding that it would 
not be used against me if I should vote for it but it might be 
used against the other fellow. That is not the proper con- 
ception of legislation. My hope is that there is nothing like 
that on foot. I did not know it was stated on the floor of 
the Senate. I heard talk about assurances. 

Are we going to deal with the other bureaus and agencies 
of the Government on the basis of assurances to ourselves 
as individual Senators? Are we going to open the door to 
that sort of thing? I hope not. There are a number of in- 
dependent agencies. Here is the Veterans’ Administration 
that can be moved around and carried about. I have re- 
ceived a good many telegrams from veterans protesting 
against that, but I cannot give them assurances. If I 
vote for the bill, I vote for it to be done if the President 
thinks it should be done. 

Here are the Rural Electrification Administration, the So- 
cial Security Board, the United States Tariff Commission, 
the Works Progress Administration, the National Youth Ad- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


MARCH 17 


ministration, the Emergency Conservation Work, the Rail- 
road Retirement Board, the National Advisory Committee 
for Aeronautics, the National Mediation Board, the National 
Emergency Council, the Central Statistical Board, the Amer- 
ican National Red Cross, The National Archives, The Na- 
tional Archives Council, the Prison Industries Reorganiza- 
tion Administration, the National Academy of Sciences, the 
National Research Council, the Federal Committee on Ap- 
prentice Training, the National Power Policy Committee, 
the Electric Home and Farm Authority, the Export-Import 
Bank of Washington, the Federal Housing Administration, 
the Home Loan Bank Board with all its functions as car- 
ried on by the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation, the Home 
Loan Bank, the Federal Savings and Loan Association, the 
Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation, the In- 
land Waterways Corporation, the Maritime Commission, the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation, the R. F. C. Mortgage 
Corporation, and the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

There is the picture, Mr. President. This bill carries all 
these agencies with it. Once we pass the bill, all these 
activities may be treated with respect to disposition or as- 
signment hither and yon or consolidation as the Chief Execu- 
tive shall decide, and we know that means some committee 
will make the decision. 

We should always bear in mind that if they had been cre- 
ated by the executive department it would be quite a differ- 
ent matter, but they came from this body and the other 
House in our capacity as legislators. However, they are 
changed; they are weakened or strengthened or consolidated 
or disposed of; they are enlarged or diminished without one 
word more from us than simply saying, “You may do it if 
you wish to do it.“ There is no come-back here. I do not 
know that ever before so vast a power as that has been trans- 
ferred willingly by a legislative body to an Executive. And 
I am not halfway through the list. Here are independent 
agencies which are marked as of minor character, such as the 
Foreign Trade Zones Board, the Federal Board of Surveys 
and Maps, the International Fisheries Commission, United 
States and Canada, the Joint Board, which is a rather indefi- 
nite name. The definition put down here is to provide effec- 
tive coordination of policies for national defense and con- 
sider and reach common conclusions on all matters calling 
for the cooperation of the Departments of War and Navy. 

I continue with the list: 

The United States Council of National Defense; the Joint 
Economy Board; the International Boundary Commission, 
United States, Alaska, and Canada; the International Joint 
Commission, United States and Canada; the International 
Boundary Commission, United States and Mexico; the Aero- 
nautical Board; the International Technical Committee of 
Aerial Legal Experts; the International Office of Public 
Health at Paris; the Pan American Sanitary Bureau, formerly 
the International Sanitary Bureau; the National Historical 
Publications Commission; the American Battle Monuments 
Commission; the Arlington Memorial Amphitheater Commis- 
sion; the American Institute of Agriculture at Rome; the Per- 
manent International Association of Navigation Congresses; 
the Inter-American Industrial Property Commission; the 
General Claims Administration, United States and Mexico; 
the Pan American Union; the Permanent Court of Arbitra- 
tion; the Washington National Monument Society; the 
Perry’s Victory Memorial Commission; the American Inter- 
national Institute for the Protection of Childhood. 

Now we turn to the Department of the Navy and the 
various bureaus under it: The Bureau of Aeronautics, the 
Bureau of Construction and Repair, the Bureau of Engineer- 
ing, the Bureau of Medicine and Surgery, the Bureau of 
Navigation, the Bureau of Ordnance, the Bureau of Supplies 
and Accounts, the Bureau of Yards and Docks, Marine Corps 
headquarters, the office of the Assistant Secretary, the office 
of the Chief of Naval Operations, the office of the Judge 
Advocate General. 

Department of the Interior: The National Park Service, 
the National Park Trust Fund Board, the Office of Educa- 
tion, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Division of Grazing, 
the General Land Office, the Geological Survey, the Pe- 
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troleum Conservation Division, the Bureau of Mines, the 
National Bituminous Coal Commission, the Division of Mo- 
tion Pictures, the Office of Indian Affairs, the Puerto Rico 
Reconstruction Administration, the Alaska Road Commis- 
sion, the United States Board of Geographic Names, the 
Division of Territories and Island Possessions, the Virgin 
Island Co., the War Minerals Relief, the Supervisor of Ex- 
hibits, St. Elizabeths Hospital, Freedmen’s Hospital, Howard 
University, Columbia Institution for the Deaf. All those go 
in under this bill. Not a word is said in the legislation, but 
the power extends over every one of them. 

The Department of War. I need not read that. 

The Department of State. I will not read that, but I have 
that here. 

Here is the Department of Justice and all its divisions and 
bureaus. 

Here is the Department of the Treasury, with all its divi- 
sions and bureaus. 

Mr. President, my whole point about the matter is just 
this: We created these departments: We have the legisla- 
tive authority over them. If they are to be changed, the 
power to change them is within us. What right have we to 
give away that power to start with? 

The Constitution says in the plainest language that— 

All legislative powers herein granted shall be vested in a Con- 
gress of the United States. 

The word “vested” means that the power goes, and goes 
forever. When a thing vests, it vests. It is all there. A 
thing cannot be vested and then taken back. That would 
be a gift on condition. Whereas this power now is vested in 
us, we are asked to vest it in another power without knowing 
how far it goes, or what is to be done. 

If the matter could not be handled in any other way, and 
were standing in the way of the life and the progress of our 
people, somebody might make an argument by way of neces- 
sity that we should undertake to delegate our power for the 
sake of saving the country; but there is no such argument 
as that here. There is not here even the argument of econ- 
omy. It is simply an argument to hand over to the Presi- 
dent the power to reorganize, because we do not want to do 
it, and perhaps he does want to do it. That is all there 
is to it. 

The whole matter comes here before us without a particle 
of the force which so grave a proposal ought to bring in order 
even to be considered. So I was hoping that, at any rate, 
we might enact the amendment offered by the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. WHEELER], a very modest sort of amendment. 
It gives a very full deference to the President and his wishes. 
It practically says to him, “Take all these departments and 
look them over. Find what you consider to be best for the 
administration and for the country. Issue your orders ac- 
cording to that, and then send them to the Congress, where 
the power necessarily resides under the Constitution. Sub- 
mit them to us, as our respect for our constituents and our 
status as legislators requires, and we will agree to vote on 
the matter within 10 days.” 

What is the purpose of that? There is assurance of a 
decision there. There cannot be any neglect or any post- 
ponement; but what is the object? 

All legislation is supposed to be notified to the people who 
elect the legislature. We cannot pass anything here in 
secret. It is of the essence of making laws, and the dis- 
charge of the legislative function, that there shall be debate 
in public before all the people. Sometimes persons complain 
about the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. They say it is a very 
stupid sort of thing and makes dull reading. That is very 
probable; but, after all, we are circulating out of here, 
roundly, 100,000 copies of it a day. Every act that is done, 
every motion that is made, every word that is uttered is 
printed there. Sixty-five copies are issued in every con- 
gressional district, and 170 copies throughout every State are 
issued by the Senators. 

The newspapers subscribe to it, and individuals subscribe 
to it, and the whole conception is that here is a debate going 
on in Congress; here are things being done in the Congress 
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which affect the people—and all legislation does. It comes 
from them and goes back to them. They are its victims or its 
beneficiaries. As long as we are legislating what we are do- 
ing is notified to the people, and the debate is pending, and 
the people may be heard from, and there is the right. of 
petition. But if we do it in the way proposed in this bill, if 
we issue a blanket order and let it be done without ever a 
word of notice or a word of debate or a word of petition, we 
shall be uprooting the very fundamentals of our democratic 
structure. 

I will dwell on another matter. I take it that every in- 
telligent man on earth knows that democracy is at stake in 
the world today. The question in America is not whether 
we can maintain the capitalistic system. The question in 
America is not whether we can recover. The question in 
America is whether we can maintain the democratic struc- 
ture, the democratic spirit, and the democratic method. It 
is gone across the sea. It is not altogether gone in England, 
I thank God, but everywhere else it has gone up in a re- 
version to the barbaric tyrannies which we had hoped were 
buried in history 2,000 years ago. 

We extinguish here by this act—that is the point—the right 
of petition. We extinguish the democratic requirement that 
what is being done by the representatives of the people shall 
be notified to them in order that they may hear also, in order 
that they may be heard also. Sometimes, Mr. President, 
I think we lose sight of the meaning of the Congress to the 
life of the Republic and the welfare of the people. Some- 
times we become bored by the length of the discussions here. 
Sometimes there is a criticism that the debate has gone on 
for 2 or 3 weeks. ; 

Well, it is my judgment that every debate in the Congress 
on anything of consequence ought to go on long enough for 
all the American people to know what is going on. If it is 
carried on for 3 weeks or 30 days, the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
going out day after day, the press being what it is, the circu- 
lation of the CONGRESSIONAL RecorpD being what it is, we may 
well assume, then, that we have provided for the right of 
petition in this great democracy, and we have resolved our 
course in the light of the judgment and the will of those who 
made us Senators, whose representatives we are. 

But if we take this bill for our precedent, what becomes 
of our legislative function? What becomes of that which is 
predicated in the legislative process here? Where is the 
notification to the people? Where is the opportunity for 
them to resolve our doubts in their judgment? 

Where is the constitutional and historic right of petition? 
It is all extinguished; it is all gone. Yet that is the proposi- 
tion; not a delegation of power with a rule, the consequences 
of which we can foresee; and I will make that perfectly plain. 
I read the list. There is not a Senator in this Chamber, as- 
surance or no assurance—and I say that with utter respect— 
who can sit here today and foresee what will happen to any 
department, any bureau, or any agency, once this bill is en- 
acted. There is no American citizen who can foresee it; there 
is no one who can petition about it; there is no one who can 
be heard about it. We pass it, it goes down to a committee, 
is handed over to the President, and he issues his decree. If 
this bill shall be enacted, so far as we are concerned here, in 
these matters we will have government by decree and not 
government by the democratic structure and the democratic 
process. 

Mr. President, it may not seem to be serious at times. A 
little leak in the dam never seems to be a serious thing, 
either, and the little rift within the lute does not disturb 
many ears, but the poet tells us: 

It is the little rift within the lute 
That by-and-by will make the music mute, 
And ever widening slowly silence all. 


We are told by the philosophers to resist the beginnings, 
and that injunction is so old that it has been written in Latin 
for 3,000 years—‘obsta principiis,” resist beginnings—and if 
some of us here are very much concerned to resist now, it 
is because we feel that, with the beginnings of the attrition 
of the democratic process here, where a great continent has 
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been dedicated to it, where it will have its last stand, and die, 
if it must die, we must resist. We must beg our fellow 
Senators to refuse to yield to the little argument of ex- 
pediency or the seductive plea of agreeableness, or com- 
promise, or accord. So here is a matter in which the legis- 
lative process ought to be preserved as in all other matters 
which affect the Government and affect the people. 

Mr. President, my mind is dwelling just now on this matter 
of the practical disappearance of democracy throughout the 
world, leaving out, I think I can safely say, our mother coun- 
try and ours. But we must understand that the same proc- 
esses which have undermined democracy and all the hopes 
of democracy in the European nations are on foot here. I 
think those processes are native to government and native to 
the human mind. I have never thought that Americans were 
born dedicated to any special conception of government. I 
have never thought that we were born immune to any sort 
of political temptation. I am perfectly willing to say that 
we are stronger here in our attachment to the republican 
form of government than are any other people. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BAILEY. I yield. 

Mr. AUSTIN. At this point I should like to ask the Sen- 
ator if it is not significant, as carrying out the point to which 
he is addressing himself, that we had a hundred years of 
American life before ever those great beacon lights, the 
Declaration of Independence and the Constitution of the 
United States, were erected on this continent? 

Mr. BAILEY. Yes; and I thank the Senator. I was 
speaking for the moment of our attachment to this repub- 
lican form of government which we enjoy. We grew up into 
it. We were fortunate in the fact that it was very wisely 

“contrived, and that it fitted the aspirations and the needs 
of those who were on the continent and those who came after. 
There came to be a great argument for it. We not only 
enjoyed it but we found ourselves more powerful and 
wealthier than any other people on earth, and we attributed 
a good deal of our good fortune to the character of the 
Government, 

Our little children grew up, I think, natural-born devotees 
of the republican form of government, not that it was in 
them but that the atmosphere around about them was so 
strong for it that by the time they were 10 or 15 years of 
age we could feel that they were safe, that their attachment 
was such that it would not be easily shaken. But that is an 
attachment to a general conception. There was no attach- 
ment and there is no great attachment in America to the 
definite principles upon which this Republic stands at this 
hour. 

Let me give an illustration: I was talking with a gentle- 
man of the Jewish race, a Member of the Congress, in the 
lobby of a hotel the other evening. He said that he never had 
had any respect for the due-process clause in the Constitu- 
tion. I was very much amazed, as he is an intelligent man. 

I said, “Are you serious?” ‘ 

He said, “I have no patience with the due-process clause.” 

I said, How long have you been in America?“ 

He said, “I was born here.” 

I said, “And you have no respect for the clause requiring 
that no man’s life, liberty, or property shall be taken from 
him, either by the Federal Government or by a State, except 
by due process of law?” 

He said, There is no use having that in the Constitution. 
It is just a means of beating the devil around the stump.” 

That man is an American, a graduate of our schools, a 
Member of our Congress, intelligent enough to command the 
votes of 300,000 people. 

I said, “My friend, you happen to be a Jew.” 

I would not hold that against anyone, and I would not 
utter a word here that would arouse any prejudice against a 
Jew, and I would not utter a word here that would arouse 
prejudice against anyone on account of his religion, or race, 
or any other consideration whatever. I would rather not 
talk than to indicate that I would do that. But I said, “You 
happen to be a Jew. Did it ever occur to you that the Jews 
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are being persecuted throughout the world, and have been 
persecuted throughout the world for well-nigh 2,000 years?” 

He said, “I know that.” 

I said, “Did it ever occur to you that the Jews are not 
persecuted in America and never have been?” 

He said, “Yes.” 

I said, “Why?” 

Psae rel,” he said, “I do not know. We have been lucky over 

I replied, “Oh, no. The injunction that ‘no State shall 
deprive a person of life, liberty, or property without due 
process of law’ is the one thing which makes it impossible 
to have persecutions here. Pogroms cannot occur in 
America.” 

I was illustrating my point. Our people are generally 
attached to the democratic idea and the republican structure 
and the American process, but they are not attached to these 
details. They are not concerned about the distribution of 
power. They do not understand why it is so important that 
the legislative power shall stay where it is. They say, “Do 
what the President says.” That is the idea. They say, We 
are getting along all right down here. Let him have his 
way.” 

Very well. That indicates that they have not realized 
that the very soul of the democratic process is that there 
Shall be a legislature elected by the people, a House elected 
every 2 years and going back to account to the people, and a 
Senate elected, as this one is, one-third every 2 years. 

To drive home my point, they like the democratic process 
in general, they believe in the republican form of government, 
but when it comes to those great landmarks and bulwarks by 
which the democratic process is maintained, they are in- 
different, because they are uninformed, and if you and I are 
careless, then all is gone. This is the last stand. The people 
are looking for economic consequences. You and I must see 
what is predicated by our course. 

I will give another illustration. When we had the debate 
on the Court bill, a long struggle—and I do not care to linger 
over that, either; it is all over and well settled. I do not know 
that I could ever be more grateful for anything than I am 
that it is settled—I heard so many people say that they did 
not see any reason why the Supreme Court should review 
acts of Congress with a view to testing their constitutionality. 
That idea went all over the world. If that Court cannot 
review acts of Congress, how on earth are they to be kept 
within the Constitution? Here is the due-process clause, 
for example. Leave it to me or leave it to the Congress, and 
necessarily we respond to political considerations. This is 
a political body. There is no harm in that. Leave it to 
legislators; they are political, and they will respond to the 
considerations of expediency, a condition contemplated in the 
foundation of the Government. The only place where acts of 
Congress can be reviewed is in an independent judiciary in 
order that the truth may be declared. 

I say that we have to labor and we have to legislate under 
conditions of that sort. We cannot trust to elections the 
preservation of democracy when it comes to these bulwarks 
and landmarks. We have to trust them to ourselves and 
preserve them here. 

I am always meditating on this fact. I wonder why, when 
I am elected to the Senate, nothing is required of me save 
that I shall file my certificate and take an oath before the 
Senate. It could be required of me to take an oath of alle- 
giance. That is not required of me. The oath required of me 
could be just the same as the oath required of a Justice of the 
Supreme Court. The oath could require me to abstain from 
corruption. The oath could require me to purge myself of 
political motives. But the oath does nothing of the sort. 
The oath is sufficient in that it requires me to uphold, main- 
tain, and defend the Constitution against its enemies, domes- 
tic and foreign. That is sufficient. The point with respect 
to that is that the heart and the life of the American people 
is the Constitution of the United States. It is not just a dead 
document; it is not just the product of the “horse and buggy” 
days; it is the living instrument of the national life. When 
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it vests the legislative power in me I cannot be careless about 
how I divest myself of it. How do I get the power to do that? 
It does not say that I have that power to use or not to use, 
to vest or divest as I please. I have that power vested in me, 
and I could not get rid of it except by a species of legislative 
suicide. 

So, Mr. President, while this attack on democracy is on 
throughout the world let us bear in mind that it is also on 
here. Not that there is anyone that I know of in some place 
of power that is gradually trying to destroy the democracy. 
Oh, no. But there is through all the life of the American 
people a question, first, as to the efficiency or sufficiency of 
the democratic form. 

Men say, “We have had it all these years. Now that we 
are in a depression, let us have something else.” That is 
going very far. The argument in America for the total- 
itarian state is the argument that democracy has failed and 
is hopelessly inefficient and unequal to the situation. That is 
one argument. 

The other argument is, “We are in need today. Do what 
we say. Let us have what the President will give us and 
let the Constitution go.” I do not know that anything ever 
disheartened me more than when in North Carolina in 1934 
men said to me in a cynical and, I think, in a sort of a con- 
temptuous way, Why do you talk about the Constitution? 
We cannot eat the Constitution.” Of course, they could not 
eat the Constitution. I might say to them, “It would hardly 
be worth while for you to eat in America without one, 
either.” 

Let us now take a look abroad. I read the newspapers to- 
day. I have been reading them closely for the past several 
days, as other Senators have. What do we see? We see 
the errant hand of the dictator sweeping across the conti- 
nent of Europe. I do not like to talk about the affairs of 
foreign nations. I do not care to meddle. I have always 
felt that I at least should defer to the members of our Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. I have always felt that a Sen- 
ator, being a representative of a State, should be very care- 
ful as to what he said about the internal affairs of any na- 
tion. I do not intend to say anything now that would give 
offense. I would not say anything that would tend to com- 
promise or embarrass our country or to involve our Commit- 
tee on Foreign Relations or the Department of State. 

But I suppose that it is safe for me to say that every 
Senator, and every Member of the other House, and every 
intelligent American citizen is inexpressibly concerned and 
very deeply distressed by the news he gets from the news- 
papers morning after morning and evening after evening. 
I can say that we are distressed for one thing because we 
see the momentary success of the attack on democracy. 

One thinks back to the time after the German collapse 
in the World War, to the hour when Germany turned in the 
democratic direction, and he thinks of what he sees today. 
One thinks of the great concern of the then President of the 
United States, Woodrow Wilson, that small nations should 
have the right of self-determination in order that their peo- 
ple might express themselves in the democratic form. And 
he sees now the small nations wiped out, powerless and help- 
less before the attack of powerful leaders moving with the 
mighty force of great nations. After these 150 years of 
glorious and heartening progress of democracy on our con- 
tinent and the light of our liberty breaking upon the whole 
world, as we had hoped, we see now the night coming on, 
just as one looks to the east away from the sunset and sees 
the approach of the darkening skies. He realizes that we 
have reached the time of the night of democracy on the 
face of the earth. The light shines in this country, and 
the light shines in England, but we see the powers of the 
totalitarian states growing day by day, and we wonder how 
long the powers of the democratic states will be able to last 
or to resist them. 

Mr. President, that is our situation. Here is my reaction 
to that. Above ail things in this world, and with my last 
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breath, I wish to maintain representative constitutional 
democracy in the United States. If we cannot maintain it 
here, we will retreat down to North Carolina and hide our- 
selves in the mountains there, and maintain it in those 
little coves, in order to die the death of free men. Yet in 
the face of that I hear people, I hear Senators and impor- 
tant men say, “Oh well, we have assurances. Let it go. 
They will not hurt my pet. Let it hurt another pet.” I 
hear men say, “After all, the Constitution is not hurt much.” 
I hear men say, as a friend of mine said the other day, that 
due process of law meant nothing to him; and the truth is 
that he would have been dead long ago in a pogrom if it 
were not for the due-process clause of the Constitution. 
I hear men say, “We have taken oaths to uphold and defend 
the Constitution, but let the Supreme Court take care of 
that. We will refer that matter to them.” I must say, Mr. 
President, when I hear statements such as that I feel that 
the night that is falling upon democracy on the other side 
of the seas may be coming all too rapidly here. 

Think what that means. We think we are immune. O 
my friends, intolerance and persecution are just as possible 
here as they are anywhere else where men live. There is 
nothing unusual about us. Take away the forms of law in 
America and intolerance and persecution will exist here as 
they prevail on the Continent of Europe. I know something 
about that. I saw the Ku Klux Klan rise to power in my 
State, 40,000 of them, and they were all American citizens, 
and many of them pretty good men, too. I do not despise 
them and hate them and hold them in contempt because 
they made that mistake; I say they are pretty good fellows, 
but once they joined that band, once they lost sight of the 
meaning of the Constitution, and the meaning of the law. 
they began to take people out in the night and beat them 
because they wished to beat them, They were putting coer- 
cion and persecution upon men of other races because they 
wished to doit. That is the failing of mortal man. We are 
not different from other men. So long as we have the 
Constitution, so long as we have the sense and heart to 
maintain it, so long as we have a Court that will preserve 
it, so long as we have a Congress that will respect it and 
observe it, such things as those to which I have referred 
cannot happen. 

That is the only reason why they do not happen. With 
the process of attrition, breaking down a little here and a 
little there, the first thing we know, our checks and balances 
are upset. There is too much power there, and too little 
power here. Once we get too much power in one part of 
the Government, the thing may topple over. 

Many persons forget that our Constitution is a constitu- 
tion which fixed the checks and balances of the Government 
so that no one part of the Government could exercise power 
over another. Sometimes I think we do not sufficiently re- 
spect the men who wrote our Constitution. They did not 
sit down at Philadelphia and work it up out of their minds. 
The Constitution of the United States is the consummation 
of the experience of the human race in matters of govern- 
ment. The framers of the Constitution were afraid to put 
power in the President. They were afraid of a king. They 
knew what a king meant. They were afraid of a tyrant. 
They knew what a tyrant meant. They were afraid to put 
executive powers in the legislature for fear of tyranny. They 
knew what tyranny meant. They would not put more power 
in the Supreme Court than was necessary to maintain its 
independent existence, and I must say they trusted the Con- 
gress to do that. But here we are, time after time, a little 
here, and a little there, destroying the balance of powers in 
the United States, and we think we are merely passing a 
bill concerning which some of us get assurances. Hear me 
on that subject. The man does not live who can get assur- 
ances against a disturbance of the balance of power, and 
the man never will live who can give such assurances. Our 
forefathers knew that. They checked power because they 
would not trust it. They distributed power because they 
were afraid of its concentration. 
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Let us see what has happened where democracies have 
gone out. In today’s newspaper I read the headline: 


ANTICLERGY DRIVE BEGUN IN AUSTRIA—"SPREADING” FALSE RUMORS 
EXCUSE FOR DRIVE ON CHURCHMEN 

VIENNA, March 17.—Heinrich Himmler, chief of all Germany's 
police, today ordered the arrest of all persons belonging to cer- 
tain clerical quarters,” who he said were spreading “false rumors 
about new National Socialist Austria.” 

The order mentions no names, but it warned an immediate 
cleanup was in store for these “clericals.” Their object, he said, 
was “not only to sow unrest within, but also to disturb the 
Reich's good foreign relations.” 

He blamed the “clericals” for starting a rumor Italian Premier 
Mussolini had given back to Germany the South Tyrol, formerly 
a part of Austria. 

ILLEGAL SEARCHES CHARGED 

Communists in Nazi uniforms officially were charged with 
illegal house searching and seizures of property and persons. 
Flying squads had been organizing, the announcement said, to 
deal sharply with this practice., There was no mention of how 
widespread it was. 


Dictatorship manifests itself in the first instance in the 
persecution of the clericals. Who are they? They are the 
ministers. Take away the Constitution, destroy the balance 
of powers in America, get rid of the due process of law, 
turn the country loose from the structure to which the 
Constitution ties it, break down the power of the Congress, 
or of yonder Court, and I will not give any clerical in America 
any guarantee or any assurance that he will not go the 
same way that the clergy are going in Austria. 

We see with our own eyes what is happening to the 
clergy. But that is not all, of course. We see the freedom 
of the press destroyed at the very first stroke. The people 
in those countries are not permitted to know anything 
except what the dictator wishes them to know. 

One of the most dreadful things that ever happened was 
the case of the young man who was taken as a hostage 
from his father to make his father behave. Senators must 
have read about it. What if my boy were taken as a hostage 
for my good behavior, I not knowing what is happening to 
him? If I do not behave, my boy is tortured or destroyed. 
Such things may happen in countries which have no consti- 
tution. They are happening because the people have no 
constitution. 5 

The other day I read a story by a Jew. I think it is fair 
for me to read it now. I do not know that I should do so if 
it were not for the fact that a Jew wrote it. It was printed 
in all the newspapers. Let me read it. It is entitled The 
Wandering Jew,” and was written by George E. Sokolsky. 
Let us see what happens to the Jew in countries which have 
no constitution, where the rule is the rule of decree and of 
party. I read: 

THE WANDERING JEW 
(By George E. Sokolsky) 

Five million human beings—perhaps more—are becoming vir- 
tually homeless without a country. That is the essence of Hitler’s 
warless conquest of central Europe. 

For what has happened to Austria will soon happen to Poland, 
Hungary, Czechloslovakia, and Rumania. When Mittel-Europe is an 
accomplishment, there will be no room there for the Jew; yet it is 
exactly in those areas that he has lived in Europe for centuries. 

Three million Jews in Poland—their home for a thousand years— 
are today in peril of being starved to death. In Rumania the Jew 
is being beaten and stoned. God knows what will happen in 
Austria, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia when this fashion of Jew- 
baiting reaches them. 

For Jew baiting is a fashion. It commences on a pretext, over 
an incident, but when it spreads the cause and purpose are for- 
gotten. Only the Jew is remembered, to be scorned and perse- 
cuted. 

When Ferdinand and Isabelle expelled the Jews from Spain in 
1492 and sent three shiploads of them to drown in the Atlantic 
with Columbus, the Jew could go somewhere. Many went to Cen- 
tral and South America. Some followed the Mediterranean on both 
banks, settling in north Africa and everywhere in south Europe 
from Italy to Asia Minor. Still others went to Holland and in 
time to England. And many trekked across Europe until they 
found themselves in Poland and Russia. There was room in the 
world then, and although everywhere the Jew was a stranger be- 
cause he was not a Christian, he nevertheless found a home and 
erected a synagogue and raised children in its shadow. 

Where shall he go now? 

Every country speaks of its surplus population. The economic 
and political dislocation which followed the war has made all of 
Europe poor, Palestine could be a homeland for some Jews, but 
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the Arabs have turned that dream into a stone pillow, and the 
Jews themselves have bickered away in petty quarrels over 
European ideologies golden years of opportunity. South America 
is beginning to find large Jewish immigration indigestible. 

Where shall they go? 

There was a time when men spoke with some enthusiasm of a 
Jewish settlement in Biro-Bidjan in Siberia, north of Manchuria. 
But that dream, too, has faded. And should Russia and Japan 
ever go to war, these Jews in Biro-Bidjan will be the nut inside 
the nutcracker. If one is to die, is it not better to be buried in 
familiar soil? 

And here? 

Those of us who fortunately had parents who came to the 
United States, we are the blessed among Jews. For we live in 
a free land and we are not in daily fear of murder and pogroms. 
But we must know that we cannot expect the United States to 
open its gates to our brothers in central Europe. The day of large- 
scale immigration into this country is gone forever. And we must 
know and understand what that means. 

Where shall the Jew go? 

Do you realize what a question Hitler has raised? Five million 
human beings who cannot remain where they are and who have no 
other place to go. Never in human history has a people been 
trapped with such hopeless brutality. 

Where shall the Jew go from central Europe? For he must go. 
The Jew has only, in his long history, enjoyed freedom where there 
has been democracy, and strength where capitalism has flourished. 
And in central Europe democracy has disappeared and capitalism 
has failed. Therefore the Jew must leave. 

Is there no place in all this vast earth for the 5,000,000 Jews 
whom Hitler is driving like sheep and cattle out of the lands which 
they—in their generations—have always known as home? Is there 
no place on this earth? 

“What is the cause of anti-Semitism?” writes a correspondent. 
But who can know causes? What is the cause of all our supersti- 
tions and fixed beliefs? 

During the last few years, for instance, I have noted a readiness 
to blame Jews for everything that some Americans do not like 
about the Roosevelt administration. It is curious that when an 
irate businessman speaks of Tommy Corcoran he does not men- 
tion his faith or describe the nationality of his forebears. But 
Ben Cohen is always a Jew. The parent of the Oliphant taxes is 
only an inexperienced professor, but Henry Morgenthau is a Jew. 

I do not know how many Jews are employed as lawyers for the 
National Labor Relations Board. I do not know—nor do I care— 
whether there are a few or many. The point is that in the world 
of business, conversation runs that they are all Jews, which is not 
a fact, but a definite and unfortunate impression. I see men, red 
in the face; irate beyond measure, repeating some impudence of 
one of these investigators. He shouts, That damned Heb“ 

I was sitting next to a man at lunch not so long ago whom 
every Jew should honor. He has been our friend. Unfortunately, 
too few Jews remember that. He told me that he was worried 
every time he saw one of those noisy communist parades in New 
York. The parades look Jewish. Some day those parades are going 
to be smashed up, and then we shall have our first Jewish pogrom 
in America. 

Are the Jews all Communists? Think of the leadership of the 
American Communist Party—Brower, Foster, Hathaway, Ford— 
where is the Jew? Yet a Communist parade looks Jewish. 

This Isaacs-Gerson affair is going to be frightfully costly to the 
peace of American Jewry. Stanley Isaacs is no Communist. 

Mr. Gerson is a Stalinist. Of course, the essence of the problem 
is that Mr. Gerson has a right to be a Stalinist. And it ought to 
be admitted frankly on all sides that the American Labor Party 
is entitled to some jobs for their part in the united-front move- 
ment which carried the election in New York City last fall, and 
which should never have occurred, to my way of thinking. 

These facts being admitted, Mr. Isaacs was justified in appoint- 
ing Mr. Gerson, since the Republican Party, for which he was a 
candidate in New York City, accepted the support of the Com- 
munist Party in the last campaign. 

I wish to recall that I denounced that deal because I foresaw 
its implications, and I am sure that some of those who now fulmi- 
nate the Isaacs-Gerson appointment were for the deal. 
They could not see the danger of allowing the Communists to 
poke their nose Into the picture. They would not believe that it 
is Communist technique to wear the sheep’s skin to cover a wollf’s 
tem ent. And today, when they see the consequences, they 
Say, It's like a pair of Jews.“ 

This much seems clear to me: In the present disturbed and 
unhappy world, when standards are breaking down and prejudice 
is on the rise, when economic strife and competition for mere 
survival is at its bitterest in all countries, the Jew is in peril of 
becoming the scapegoat everywhere. 

It is not to be expected that social and economic stability any- 
where will be restored in our generations. Politicians must explain 
away their errors of judgment and commission by blaming some- 
one, something, just as in this country our politicians have blamed 
everyone but themselves. It is always easy to blame the Jew, 
particularly in lands where religious and racial separatism are 
important. And where communism is hated it is possible to select 
the few Jews who are Stalinists and hold them up as objects to 
inflame the mass against all Jews. 

This much seems clear in America. This country is not going 
to be governed directly or indirectly by Stalin or his stooges. 
And Jews who believe that they must be “liberals” and “pro- 
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gressives” as a protest against Hitler are risking the welfare of 
all Jews in the United States, where Stalin is regarded as a 
more sinister figure than Hitler. 

As a matter of fact, Americans grow increasingly resentful 
against any supporters of European “isms” in this country. The 
“gen gg is much like that which surrounded hyphenates during 

THe eee Jew must face these facts and this atmosphere 
realistically. He must know that he cannot expect to arouse 
sympathy for his people in central Europe if he permits himself 
to be suspected of being a Stalinist here. 

Perhaps no Christian could write this without being accused 
of anti-Semitism, but I think the moment is at hand for just 
this to be spoken out loud—as it has been spoken in whispers 
among American Jews these last 4 or 5 years. 

I could read more, Mr. President, but I have read sufficient. 
I now make the suggestion that there is not going to be 
a persecution of the Jews in America; there is not going to 
be anything in this land except a profound sympathy for the 
unfortunate Jews in other lands. Of course, they cannot 
come here, but we can sympathize with the Jews here who 
are connected by ties of blood with the Jews abroad. We 
cannot involve our Government, and I am not proposing that 
we should; but I can express my sympathy, as a man and as 
a Senator, and I can express, I believe, the revulsion of the 
spirit of the American people against any government or 
any civilization that will give itself over to such persecution 
and to such cruelty. We can do that; and that is as far as 
we can go, so far as the foreign side of the question is 
concerned. 

I will make a little digression here. I am not making a 
speech today, Mr. President, for votes. There are only five or 
six thousand Jews in my State. I am expressing myself 
against the spirit of intolerance and persecution that comes 
whenever constitutions are ignored, whenever freedom is 
stricken down, whenever democracy is destroyed. I would 
not hesitate to warn every American who has a religion which 
he loves and in which he would like to have his children 
brought up to hate and abhor attacks upon the democratic 
processes as he loves his religion and loves his children. The 
same thing can happen on this soil and in American hearts 
that happens anywhere else once there is taken away the 
bulwark of their protection, the Constitution and the laws 
made in response to it. 

I like to think of the facts of our history. Here the Jews 
came and here all manner of races and religions came. 
While the Jew was the victim of the pogrom in every coun- 
try and practically in every great city in which he lived, from 
the ghettos of Paris and of Venice on to Brussels and to 
London and over into Russia, while he has been the victim 
of pogroms and persecutions for 15 centuries and has fled 
over and over again from the face of men, he and his 
children have had a home here and never a drop of the blood 
of a Jew has been shed here in a persecution or a pogrom. 
The Jews have built their synagogues here; they have erected 
their schools; they have educated their children; they have 
enjoyed their homes even more than they ever hoped to do 
in the land that was promised them as they made their way 
out of Egypt of old. They have been treated here just as 
every other man has been treated, and they have been so 
treated because they lived and died under the aegis of the 
American Constitution. 

I should like to say to every Jew in America, as the Jewish 
writer from whom I have quoted says, that there is a preju- 
dice in the human heart, there is a spirit of religious in- 
tolerance in the human heart; gentiles do not like Jews; 
Christians do not like Hebrews. I do not know why. I 
respect their religion; I respect their race; and I know 
something of its greatness; but God forbid that we should 
ever permit the bulwark of the Constitution, which protects 
them by night and day and generation after generation, to 
be impaired or broken or this great structure of our Govern- 
ment to be so weakened that it cannot protect the humblest 
Jew as it would the noblest Christian. 

I should like to say as much to the Negroes. They have 
come a long way in my section of the country, and I rejoice 
in their progress. I am sorry I cannot always agree with 
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them, but I can always be friendly; I can always be patient 
with them, and I can always refuse to say anything evil 
against them. I can shake the Negro by the hand and help 
him when I can, but I should like to say to the Negroes of 
America that their freedom, their opportunity, their homes, 
their place in the American sun is derived from the words 
written on the pages of the Constitution. I would not give 
the Negro much of a chance except for the fundamental law 
that declares that he may not be deprived of his life or his 
liberty or his property without due process of law, meaning 
a law that is equal in its application to all men, a law that 
is applied in courts of justice and not by the hands of 
tyrants. 

I should like to say a word to all the religious people in 
this country. We seem to have, Mr. President, an infinite 
variety of religions; I suppose religion has taken more forms 
in America than anywhere else on earth. Why? Because 
we are free here. One may go out tomorrow morning and 
invent a religion of his own; he may go out to a distant 
State, as an American did, and receive what he conceived—at 
any rate, and what I must respect, because he said he did re- 
ceive it—an inspiration and founded a new religion in the 
new time and the new land. 

New religions spring up in North Carolina every year: I 
am not saying that that is bad, either. I sometimes think 
such new religions carry more of the lost radiance of the 
early church than do the old and outworn churches. I will 
not raise any question about that. But what I am saying is 
that this is a free land; one may have any religion he pleases 
a and that is so because we have the Constitution; that 
is all. 

I hear people speak lightly to me about the Constitution 
and tell me that the Senate can forego it and waive it; that 
it is an outworn document which was meant for another 
day; that we have got to change its interpretation to fit 
changing times, as if it were not the fundamental law. I, Mr. 
President, think of the history of the English-speaking 
people. The history of no other people is more deeply stained 
with the blood of religious hatred. I know why people in 
North Carolina are Protestants. They are Protestant be- 
cause of the religious wars in the old country, the mother 
country. I have seen the fires of religious intolerance and 
persecution in this country. I have seen the candidate of 
my own party attacked in my own State and defeated for the 
Presidency because so many people down there did not like 
his religion. I am not saying that is true of all of them: I 
know other questions were involved, and I know, of my own 
knowledge, many who did not take that stand; but many of 
them said, “While he is a Democrat, we do not like his re- 
ligion.” Individuals may do that, Mr. President, but govern- 
ments cannot do it. The American democracy as a whole 
may not do it, not so long as here is your Constitution and 
yonder is your independent Court. 

Mr. President, I like to read the first amendments to the 
Constitution, and I like to think that my Commonwealth 
of North Carolina refused to ratify the Constitution as at 
first submitted and did not come into the Union until the 
amendments had been submitted by the Congress. Here is 
the first one: 

Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of re- 
ligion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abri the 
freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of the people 
peaceably to assemble, and to petition the Government for a redress 
of grievances. 

There is the soul of American life today. We may not 
lay our hands upon any man in America because of his re- 
ligion; we may not pass a law establishing any religion; 
more than that, we may not restrain the freedom of the press 
and we may not prevent the people petitioning for a redress 
of grievances. 

Some persons may say I might leave that to the Congress. 
I would not leave that to the Congress for 20 minutes. I 
have been a Member of it for 7 years, and I hope I am not 
reflecting on it. I leave that to a court to assert, whenever 
it is called in question. The minute an effort is made to lay 
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taxes upon me to establish a religion in America, I am not 
going to come to Congress; I am going to the courts. The 
minute the public money which comes from all the church 
members and the people who do not belong to a church is 
appropriated to aid or establish another church, I am not 
going to come here; I am going to go over to the Court. 
God grant that when I get there it will be an independent 
judiciary! 

So, Mr. President, while I began discussing the pending 
measure, I have broadened my discussion into all the impli- 
cations of the careless disregard of the constitutional obliga- 
tions under which we legislate here. I am saying that as we 
love our Constitution, as we would preserve the democratic 
process in America, in an hour when the night seems to be 
approaching as the night approaches day by day from the 
east to the west, when the light still shines here, let us, 
you and I, resist the beginnings of every move, every motion, 
every bill, every amendment that tends to impair the force 
and the effect of the constitutional obligation in a matter 
resting upon us as Senators, who have the legislative power 
vested in us, and who have no right to vest it in anyone else 
whomsoever. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I desire to present 
two letters which I received today which bear directly upon 
the philosophy of the immediately pending amendment, 
namely, the Wheeler amendment. 

The first letter I am about to read comes from Mr. John S. 
Cannon, who is chairman of the State rehabilitation and 
hospitalization commission of the American Legion in the 
Department of Missouri I wonder if I may ask my dear 
and able friend from Missouri [Mr. Crark] whether he 
knows Mr. Cannon and whether I am quoting a responsible 
spokesman when I speak of him. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I will say to the Senator from 
Michigan that while Mr. Cannon is not of my political faith, 
and we have engaged in many political contests against each 
other, Mr. Cannon is a very distinguished member of the 
American Legion and a very distinguished worker in the 
cause of the disabled and other service men in Missouri; 
and while, as I say, I do not share his political views, I would 
unhesitatingly take his word as to any matter connected 
with service men’s activities. 

When Mr. Cannon was a member of some of the veterans’ 
committees appointed by the Veterans’ Bureau under the 
Economy Act of 1933, I myself had occasion to adopt his 
reports and put them in the Rrecorp and make them the 
basis of argument in this body. Mr. Cannon is a man of 
such distinction in the ranks of the service men of Missouri 
that I think his reports on that subject—I am not familiar 
with what the reports are, but whatever they are—may be 
taken with absolute certainty as to his candor and his ability. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I thank the Senator. 

I desire to read Mr. Cannon’s observations in a letter ad- 
dressed to me under date of March 14: 

This letter has been brought out by my reading the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD of Friday, March 11, wherein there is a discussion 
concerning the President’s reorganization bill and the Byrnes 
reorganization bill. 

As you of course know, the American Legion is opposed to both 
of these bills in the particular respect that they do not want the 
present set-up of the Veterans’ Administration changed. That is, 
we want the Veterans’ Administration to be preserved as it is today. 
We know we will be much better off as it now stands than if the 
Veterans’ Administration was reorganized according to the Presi- 
dent's plan or the Byrnes plan. 


This is the important part of the letter: 


The point that I have in mind at this time is this: You will 
remember that in March 1933, during the pendency and the passage 
of Public, No. 2— 

Which, I may say, is the Economy Act— 
the officials of the American Legion were promised— 

“Were promised,” Mr. President, which is to say, they were 
given “assurances”— 
were promised by the leaders in the House and in the Senate, and 
by Lewis Douglas, then Director of the Budget, and by the Presi- 


dent himself, that before any Executive orders would be issued 
under the authority granted the President by Public, No. 2— 
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Which is the Economy Act— 


there would be a consultation with the officials not only of the 
American Legion but the Veterans of Foreign Wars and the D. A. V. 
In other words, the American Legion particularly foresaw that 
some selected committee would write these Executive orders and 
that the President would sign them without a hearing, and that 
said orders, so prepared in secret, would be prejudicial to the best 
interests of the veteran and the country. 


Now, this was what actually was done. The promise of the 


Senate leader and the House leaders and Lewis Douglas and the 
President of the United States to the American Legion was not 
kept. Overnight the Executive orders were prepared by a secret 
committee and signed by the President, and, as you know, these 
Executive orders were the most unfair and unjust set of regula- 
tions ever issued by any authority in any country directed to the 
men who were suffering injuries received in actual combat. These 
orders even went so far as to attempt to nullify pending claims on 
insurance policies in the aggregate of some 20,000. 


It seems to me— 
Writes Mr. Cannon: 


It seems to me that there is a direct parallel between this action 
taken upon Public, No. 2, and the action which will be taken 
should the President’s reorganization bill or Senator Byrnes’ bill 
be passed. That is, a secret committee will meet, arrange the 
set-up, there will be no hearing, the President won’t know any- 
o about it, and the catastrophe will strike as it did in March 

Mr. President, Mr. Cannon draws one conclusion from the 
set of facts which he recites. I desire to draw a different 
one, although I concur in the one which he presents. I 
should like to say in passing that I can testify, and so can 
other Senators, that when the economy bill was in process 
of hasty passage under the pressure of great emergency— 
and I was one of those who supported it in the name of 
emergency—there were many of us who were anxious that 
the amazing authority which was about to be given the 
President in respect to veterans’ allowances should not be 
used inequitably, to the disadvantage of those who actually 
were injured in the service of their country; and we were 
given assurances—which seems to be the theme word in con- 
nection with the pending bill—we were given assurances that 
nothing of the sort we feared would happen. It was on the 
basis of these assurances that the vote was cast, and it was 
because these assurances were ruthlessly broken within 90 
days that the floor of the Senate seethed with protests 
within 3 or 4 months, and many sections of the Economy 
Act were overtaken and rewritten. The assurances proved to 
be no assurances at all. The assurances proved to have 
been merely a device for obtaining votes. The assurances 
were empty and worthless. 

Mr. President, since we know that that may happen in 
respect to assurances—and it emphatically did happen in 
the case to which I refer and which Mr. Cannon, of the 
American Legion, has discussed in this letter—since these 
thing have occurred within the memory and experience of 
the men who are sitting in the Senate today and who face 
the responsibility of dealing with the pending bill, I submit 
that it is not an answer worthy of credence today; it is not 
a satisfactory answer to the fear of jeopardy which many 
of us feel to say that we have assurances from some anony- 
mous source that the program is to proceed in a fashion 
satisfactory to our views. 

Mr. President, I think the exhibit submitted by the Amer- 
ican Legion from Missouri, to which I have specifically 
adverted, is a red flag of warning in respect to the amazing 
suggestion that it is perfectly all right to grant virtually an 
unlimited power to the President of the United States in 
respect of this reorganization matter, because we have as- 
surances that the things we fear will not happen. The able 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] suggested that if 
anybody had any particular thing in his mind upon which 
he wanted comforting consolation, he could go and get his 
assurances from the same anonymous source. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Let me say that I think the Sena- 
tor also added later that “assurances” was too strong a word, 
and that probably “intentions” was a better word. Well, we 
might use the word “intentions.” 


1938 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I made no statement 
which intimated that anyone in this body or any other body, 
or anyone else, could go to anybody and get assurances. I 
said that a Member of this body or of any other body had 
a right to go anywhere he pleased and ask for intentions, and 
that I saw no impropriety in doing that; but if the Senator 
means to intimate that I said that any Member of this 
body could go to an anonymous source and get any assur- 
ances he wanted, I made no such statement, and I left no 
such intimation. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator distinctly left the im- 
pression upon me that if any Senator had a particular 
interest in protecting some especial arm of the Government 
against hostile transfer, it was perfectly within the formula 
which is being pursued for him to ask in high places what 
was the intention in respect to that instrumentality. 

Mr. BARKLEY. No formula has been adopted, or agreed 
upon, or is in vogue, or is in use, but I stated, and I reiterate, 
that any member of any branch of the Government has a 
perfect right to go to any member of any other branch of 
the Government and inquire with respect to the intentions of 
any member of the executive or legislative branch about any 
particular bill, and that I see no impropriety in any member 
seeking information of that sort in order that he may eluci- 
date an expression as to intentions. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Iam not complaining about any im- 
propriety at all, so far as inquiry is concerned 

Mr. BARKLEY. Impropriety is what I was talking about, 
because it had been intimated that it was improper for a 
Member of the Senate to inquire what the intention was 
with respect to any particular bureau. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. That is not the phase of impropriety 
to which I addressed myself. I see no impropriety in that 
sort of a quest, if a legislator upon his responsibility wants 
to put himself in that attitude. I do complain against the 
impropriety of legislating on the basis of what are virtually 
unofficial assurances that something will not happen which 
could happen under the text of the measure of which we are 
asked to vote our approval. 

So far as concerns assurances of that character, or inten- 
tions, if the Senator from Kentucky prefers that word— 
it is said that hell is paved with good intentions—my feeling 
is that the Wheeler amendment is being assailed on the 
basis of external assurances that something will not happen 
which individual Members of the Senate feared would hap- 
pen and feared could happen under the textual authority 
which they are invited to vote to the President of the United 
States. 

I rose in this connection particularly to present the letter 
from the American Legion in Missouri, and to remind the 
Senate of its own experience with assurances under the 
Economy Act, what they were worth, what happened to us 
as the result of reliance upon them; and I am asking 
whether or not it is satisfying to the Senate to repeat that 
experience. It is not satisfying to me. 

Now I wish to read another letter which came to me this 
morning. This is from the Independent Bankers’ Associa- 
tion of Minnesota, and is signed by Ben Dubois, its secre- 
tary. Mr. Dubois first referred to the fact that I have 
expressed some interest in preserving the integrity of the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation in connection with 
these debates. Thereupon he says, in behalf of the Inde- 
pendent Bankers’ Association: 

Subordinating this corporation— 


Which is the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation— 


Subordinating this corporation to the Federal Reserve Board, 
would, we believe, be detrimental to our dual system of banking. 
The F. D. I. C. plays such a prominent part in banking operations 
that it should not be made subservient to any other board. 


Mr. President, in the first place I completely agree with 
the sentiment expressed, but the important fact is, con- 
templating the vote which next confronts the Senate with 
respect to the Wheeler amendment, that a great many 
different things can happen to the Federal Deposit Insur- 
ance Corporation under the terms of the bill, and when 
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some of these things happen to the Federal Deposit Insur- 
ance Corporation they may happen to that one branch of 
organized government today which is chiefly responsible for 
maintaining some semblance of integrity and stability in 
the midst of a new depression, because the factor which 
chiefly characterizes the difference between this depression 
and the other one is the fact that we are saved this time, 
thank God, from the horrible menace of a complete break- 
down in banking confidence and banking facilities, and the 
principal reason why there is no such break-down today— 
and it is a completely justified confidence, I want to make 
plain—the reason why confidence exists, is primarily the 
fact that we do have Federal bank-deposit insurance. 

Mr. President, the authors of the bill realize that the bank- 
ing function is sufficiently tender so that it ought not to be 
at the mercy of reorganization vicissitudes, because in at 
least a partial degree it undertakes to protect the banking 
system, in that it specifically exempts the Board of Gover- 
nors and the Federal Reserve System from any of the powers 
or authorities which are granted to the Executive. But the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, in the function which 
it exercises today, is fully as important as the function and 
authority of the Federal Reserve System. Yet the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation, without any specific protec- 
tion whatever, is thrown to the mercy of the use of these 
powers. 

Let us see what could happen. While Federal deposit 
insurance is approved today by 99 percent of the American 
people—and I would pity any legislator who dared to propose 
its repeal, or who voted in favor of its repeal—it has always 
been opposed by many of the larger financial groups in this 
country; and it has always been opposed—and I do not criti- 
cize the motive—by many key men in the Government itself. 
We know that there is in the Federal Reserve Board itself, in 
many important quarters, an exceedingly skeptical attitude 
respecting Federal deposit insurance. Yet under the terms 
of the pending bill, the Federal deposit insurance can be 
taken out from under the independent corporation, which 
now controls its destiny, and can be transferred to the Fed- 
eral Reserve System, or to any other place where the President 
might seek to put it. : 

The life or death of the Federal banks’ deposit insurance 
function depends entirely upon the attitude of those who 
administer it, because a hostile administration of the act can 
make the act practically fail. 

Mr. President, that is not all. While every national bank 
in this country must of necessity and by statute belong to 
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, State banks be- 
long only by sufferance of the management of the system, 
which is to say that it rests upon the management of the 
F. D. I. C. to decide and determine what State banks shall 
come under the protection of the deposit insurance system. 

Very well. Inasmuch as no State bank today—there may 
be exceptions, but I do not know what they are if there are 
any—no State bank today can hope to continue to keep its 
doors open without membership in the F. D. I. C. It is 
perfectly obvious that the control of the right to admit 
State banks to membership in the F. D. I. C. is virtually 
the control of the life, the continuing life, of the State bank- 
ing system. In other words, if those who are so keenly 
anxious to put State banks out of business, if those who are 
so keenly anxious to unify the entire banking system into 
one national system—and we will not argue the merits of 
that proposition at the moment—if those who have that 
point of view could obtain the control of the F. D. I. C., and 
operate it on the basis of a strict and ruthless administra- 
tion in respect to State bank membership, it could come 
closer to undermining, if not destroying, the independent 
State banking system than any other influence of which I 
know. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield. 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator will recall the long and bitter 
struggle which took place here against the wishes of the 
Federal Reserve Board and certain very powerful influences 


3572 


in the Treasury before a system was adopted by which the 
State banks could be admitted to the F. D. I. C. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. That is correct. 

Mr, CLARK. Therefore if under the blanket power now 
proposed to be granted it should come about that the 
F. D. I. C. should be put under the authority and jurisdic- 
tion either of the Federal Reserve Board or of certain agen- 
cies of the Treasury which were openly hostile to it at the 
time the State banks were admitted to the F. D. I. C. system, 
what assurance could there possibly be that the whole State 
banking system, so far as the F. D. I. C. was concerned, would 
not be wiped out? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I thank the Senator. 
cisely the thing I am undertaking to say. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I happened to be a mem- 
ber of the committee which framed the act creating the 
F. D. I. C., and I do not recall any long and hard fight here 
on the part of the Federal Reserve Board or System to 
prevent the inclusion of State banks, because I think every- 
one recognized the fact that if national-bank deposits alone 
were to be insured it would be obviously impossible for State 
banks to continue to operate, just as if one State bank is 
insured in any town and across the street there is another 
State bank which is not insured, the deposits will be drawn 
from the latter to the former. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, contrary to the Sena- 
tor’s recollection, mine is that there was a very long and very 
bitter battle over the creation of a factual and equitable ar- 
rangement under which State bank membership would be- 
come possible in the F. D. I. C. in a fashion that would really 
count. 

Mr. BARKLEY. There was never any sentiment in the 
committee which framed the legislation in favor of exclud- 
ing the State banks from its provisions. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I may add, Mr. President, that when 
the banking bill went to conference, containing the amend- 
ment under which the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 
was inaugurated and operated for the first 6 months of its 
life, the President of the United States wrote a letter to the 
conferees and demanded the elimination of the amendment, 
which would have meant the elimination of the institution of 
Federal bank deposit insurance at that critical moment. 
Now it is proposed to permit the President to do what he 
pleases in respect to the designation of the management of 
this institution, which lies so close, not only to the American 
public confidence, but in turn to the maintenance of any 
semblance of economic stability in the United States. As the 
Senator from Missouri has reiterated, not only is the question 
of the maintenance of a sympathetic control of Federal bank- 
deposit insurance involved, but in the long run there may 
even be involved the question of the extent to which the dual 
State banking system in this country shall be permitted to 
survive and thrive. 

Under such circumstances, Mr. President, I submit that it 
is a very modest protection indeed when the Senator from 
Montana merely proposes that when an order of this char- 
acter is issued it shall come under the survey of the Congress, 
with a rule which requires a decision within a limited time, 
and which thus simply permits the concurrent judgment of 
the Congress to be exercised under its constitutional responsi- 
bility. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pore in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Michigan yield to the Senator from Texas? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from Michigan points out 
particularly the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, as 
I understand, and expresses his fear that it may be injured 
in some way. Let me ask the Senator if it is not true that 
the President was one of the first to advocate insurance of 
bank deposits; and does the Senator really believe that the 
President would knowingly do anything to cripple or to im- 
pair the usefulness of that institution? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Iam glad to answer the Senator. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I am glad to make the Senator happy. 


That is pre- 
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Mr. VANDENBERG. Let us say, for the sake of the argu- 
ment, that the Senator from Texas is completely, absolutely 
100 percent correct. 

Mr, CONNALLY. I thank the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I said, “Let us assume,” so I am not 
entitled to too much thanks for that. Let us assume that 
the Senator is correct in his assessment of the Presidential 
attitude. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I do not want any assumption. I am 
asking the Senator if that is not true. The Senator was in 
the Senate at the time. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes; I was. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I know the Senator was an advocate of 
bank-deposit insurance, and because of his intimate contact 
with that subject I wish to ask him if he does not know that 
the President was earnestly and sincerely in favor of the 
Bank Deposit Insurance Corporation, and if he says that 
he was, why does he now fear that the President is going to 
wreck it? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I will answer both questions, if the 
Senator will permit me. The answer to the first question is 
that I do not know what the President’s attitude was other 
than that I know he wrote a letter to the House and Senate 
conferees asking for the elimination of the amendment 
under which Federal deposit insurance was brought into 
operation at the time when it was most urgently required. 

Second, it does not make the slightest difference on earth 
whether the President’s attitude is friendly or otherwise. I 
submit to the Senator from Texas that the Congress has no 
right to deal with the destiny of an institution of this char- 
acter solely on the theory that it is being transferred into 
friendly and sympathetic hands. That does not answer the 
congressional responsibility, under the Constitution, for our 
action in respect to a matter which originated in our au- 
thority and jurisdiction. I am not surprised that the Inde- 
pendent Bankers’ Association of Minnesota expressed its 
concern lest anything should happen in the fashion that we 
have been discussing. 

Mr. President, these two exhibits came to my attention 
today. I had no intention of enlarging upon them, but it 
seems to me that they bear specifically upon the importance 
of the Wheeler amendment and the importance of retaining 
in this forum a final opportunity to decide for ourselves 
whether the assurances which we are now given have been 
adequately and happily concluded. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Senator very much for the 
adroit and astute answer to my question. The Senator 
seemed to localize his charge of the President’s failure prop- 
erly to appraise the F. D. I. C. by saying that he wrote a let- 
ter asking for the elimination of some amendment at the 
particular time when the banking bill was under consider- 
ation. The time we are now concerned with is right now. 
Does the Senator now avow the belief that he fears that the 
President of the United States, if he is granted this author- 
ity, is going to put the F. D. I. C. into some other Depart- 
ment and is going to ruin it? Does the Senator really think 
that? I want to know. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator has framed his ques- 
tion in his own fashion, and I will answer it in my own 
fashion. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Let me add a little more to it. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I cannot answer the Senator’s ques- 
tion unless he stops and lets me answer before he adds any- 
thing more. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Let me pay the Senator a compliment. 
I know the Senator is interested in the F. D. I. C., and if he 
were President I would not have any fear that he would take 
it out in the alley and scuttle it, because I know that he 
advocates Federal deposit insurance, and believes in it. If 
that be true of the Senator from Michigan, what is there 
about the President’s failure to advocate it or his lack of 
enthusiasm that begets in the mind of the Senator from 
Michigan the thought that there is a “nigger in the wood 
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pile” and that the President, who believes in it, and who 
advocated it, and sponsored it, now wants to assassinate it? 
I want to know the genesis of these fears and these bugaboos. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Is that the end of the Senator’s 
question? 

Mr. CONNALLY. It is for the present. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, speaking generally, 
the Senator’s theory, carried to its length and shadow—and 
it would be a shadow—is that if you believe in the President 
you do not need to worry about legislation; go ahead and let 
him do what he pleases because he is such a grand fellow. 

Mr. CONNALLY. No; the Senator is not fair. I asked the 
Senator a direct question. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I am coming to the direct question. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Will the Senator answer why he fears 
that the President is going to ditch the F. D. I. C.? What 
has the President done, what has the President said, what 
has the President avowed privately, or in the press, or on the 
radio, or anywhere else? I want to know, because if the 
Senator can convince me that this institution is going to be 
wrecked, it will have an effect on the vote of the Senator 
from Texas with respect to this matter. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. It has taken the Senator about 5 
minutes to ask the question. I hope I can answer it in 3. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I hope the Senator will. I am not ask- 
ing for a speech on something else. I am hoping for an 
answer to the question. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I repeat, to begin with, that I have 
no information regarding the President’s attitude in regard 
to the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, except as I 
may draw the inference from the fact that he gave it the 
finest management that any Government instrumentality 
has today in Washington, and I should assume that he was 
highly friendly to it. I consider the management of Mr. 
Leo Crowley in connection with the Federal Deposit Insur- 
ance Corporation one of the finest demonstrations of the 
exercise of a public trust that I have ever seen. That does 
not make the slightest difference. The Senator was not here 
when I read the exhibits which started me on what I sup- 
posed was only going to be a momentary interruption of the 


proceedings. $ 

The trouble is that if this vast power of reorganization is 
given to the Executive he cannot hope in his own personal 
time and right to exercise it exclusively upon his own infor- 
mation and belief. Precisely as he operated under the 
Economy Act, he will find it necessary to proceed by way of 
consolidation and redelegation of power. If the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation were transferred to the Fed- 
eral Reserve System, no one would say that upon the surface 
of things it was a hostile transfer, and it might not be a 
hostile transfer. I am not prepared to say. But I do say 
that it could be a hostile transfer. And I say that the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation so essentially re- 
quires the preservation of its independent integrity in the 
difficult times through which we are now passing that it 
is one of those things which ought not to suffer any possi- 
bility of being tampered with under any circumstances. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator again 
yield? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator paid a very high compli- 
ment to the management of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation. I join him in that. 

Let me ask the Senator a question. If the President were 
Gispleased with the outstanding management. and policy 
which the Senator praises so highly, if the President did 
not approve of the service, and did not believe it was being 
operated properly and performing the high function to 
which the Senator refers, could not the President remove 
the chief of the service tomorrow and appoint some wrecker 
or some highjacker to go in and break up the furniture and 
ruin the corporation, if he so desired? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Of course, the Senator knows the 
answer to his own question. 
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Mr. CONNALLY. He could do that, could he not? He 
could remove Mr. Crowley, could he not? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I should prefer not to bring this 
discussion down to a bantering level. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I beg the Senator’s pardon. I approach 
the Senator in all due humility, in view of his dignity and 
eminence—— 

Mr. VANDENBERG. That is further bantering, if there 
ever was any. - : 

Mr. CONNALLY. If the crude ways of a plain representa- 
tive of the people offend the Senator, I am sorry. 

Mr, VANDENBERG. I want the plain representative of 
the people to maintain for himself the right to use his in- 
dependent judgment if, as, and when any reorganization 
authority proposes to do something which the plain repre- 
sentative of the common, honest people in his judgment 
believes should not be done. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Let me ask the Senator one other 
question. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. There is no Senator here whose 
judgment I should rather have upon precisely that sort of 
issue than the judgment of the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Senator. 

The Senator says that if this bill passes it will be impos- 
sible for the President, with only one mind, personally to 
look over the rearrangements and approve or reject them. 
How does the Senator from Michigan propose to perform the 
same task legislatively when the question comes back here? 
Would not each Senator have to do the very thing which the 
Senator says it is impossible for the President to do? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. We should at least retain to our- 
selves the right of independent judgment. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Certainly; just as the President has the 
right to retain his independent judgment. Furthermore, the 
President has the right to veto any suggestion which anybody 
makes. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I have said all I care 
to say upon the subject. I have presented from the Ameri- 
can Legion of Missouri a clear and distinct chapter out of 
the experience of the Senate, to prove that assurances are no 
legitimate reliance as a basis for legislation and no answer to 
a congressional lapse in respect to constitutional responsi- 
bility. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I desire to make a statement 
with reference to the letter which has been read by the Sen- 
ator from Michigan in regard to veterans’ preferences. 

It is evident that someone has misinformed a number of 
gentlemen about this matter. There is absolutely nothing in 
this bill which would give the slightest excuse or justification 
for fear on the part of anyone that veterans’ preferences 
would be in any way affected. There is no mention of the 
subject in the bill. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. BYRNES. I yield. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. If the Senator heard me, he will 
understand that I made no point whatever in that connec- 
tion. I am using the letter solely in respect to the question 
of whether assurances are a reliable defense. 

Mr. BYRNES. Nevertheless, a letter was read; and it is 
not the only letter of the kind which has been written. 
Someone, in opposing this bill, has caused a number of such 
letters to be written. I could not conceive, when I first saw 
the bill, and cannot now conceive, how any person reading 
the bill could conjure up such a fear. It is one of the 
things which I suppose we must expect when we have before 


us a bill which is controversial. We must expect those who 


are antagonistic to it to cause fears and doubts in order to 
arouse opposition. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRNES. I yield. 

Mr, CLARK. I may be mistaken, but in the letters and 
communications which I have received—including literally 
hundreds from various service men’s organizations—the 
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question involved in regard to this bill was not so much the 
removal of veterans’ preferences as the suggestion that under 
the terms of the bill the functions of the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration might be split up, and might either be placed entirely 
under a hostile and adverse department or might be split 
up and divided among several departments or agencies in 
such a way as very much to impair the preservation of the 
veterans’ rights. 

Let me say, Mr. President, that so far as I am concerned, 
being an admirer of the Veterans’ Administration, I have 
never lost any sleep over the matter. I also recall that sev- 
eral years ago, during the time of the Economy Act, the 
veterans’ organizations which are now writing in support of 
the preservation of the independence of the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration were equally bitter in their condemnation, and 
that it was the rules set up by the Veterans’ Administration 
under the Economy Act which caused such bitterness 
throughout the country. 

Nevertheless, there is a fear throughout the country on 
the part of veterans’ organizations, including the American 
Legion, the Disabled American Veterans, the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars, and other service men’s organizations and 
organizations in sympathy with service men, that the func- 
tions of the Veterans’ Administration might be broken up or 
placed as a whole under a hostile department which might 
act in a fashion inimical to the welfare of the veterans as a 
whole. So far as concerns any fear that veterans’ prefer- 
ences will be taken away, that matter has not occupied my 
attention. 

Mr. BYRNES. Nobody said it occupied the Senator’s at- 
tention. The Senator has not spoken on that subject, and 
nobody was referring to anything ever said by him. The 
Senator from South Carolina was referring to a letter which 
was presented by the Senator from Michigan. The Senator 
from South Carolina has read other similar letters. The 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] has such a letter on 
his desk. The Senator from South Carolina again states 
that in the letter referred to it is stated that if this bill is 
enacted into law, veterans’ preferences will be affected, and 
that an amendment should be offered. The letter carries 
the proposal of a suggested amendment. I should not be 
willing to let go unchallenged the statement by anyone, no 
matter who writes the letter, that there is any justification 
in the bill for such fear. 

The bill provides, in line 22, page 6: 

All laws relating to any agency or function transferred to any 
other agency under the provisions of this act, shall, insofar as 
such laws are not inapplicable, remain in full force and effect, 
and shall be administered by the head of the agency to which 
the transfer is made. 

I know of no proposal to transfer the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration; but, should it ever be transferred, that provision 
makes it absolutely certain that every law now in existence 
as to that agency shall continue. 

Moreover, as to the civil service, the rules of the civil 
service are made and issued by the President of the United 
States. Under this bill they will continue to be made by 
the President of the United States. No matter where or 
how the Administration should be transferred, the rules and 
regulations would be continued in force under the provisions 
of this bill. The regulations could not be changed except 
by the President of the United States, who makes the rules 
and regulations. 

In this controversy I do not intend that any justification 
shall exist for arousing opposition to the bill on the basis of 
a statement which has no foundation. I have told the 
Senator from Kentucky, who called my attention to a letter 
2 days ago, that if he offers the amendment which he told 
me he desired to offer, which is the amendment suggested 
by the service men in this letter, and which provides, sub- 
stantially, thet “nothing herein contained shall be construed 
to affect, impair, or change in any way the veterans’ pref- 
erences in existing law,” I am willing to accept it, so that 
the opponents of the bill may have no excuse for arguing 
that there is any danger of veterans’ preferences being 
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affected by the bill. The Senator from Kentucky advised 
me that he was going to offer such an amendment. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield, 
I will entirely confirm what the Senator from South Carolina 
has said. I agree with him that there is nothing in the bill 
which could logically create any fear that the veterans’ 
preference law with respect to appointments under the civil 
service would be in any way affected. But inasmuch as 
veterans’ organizations for some reason or other entertain 
the fear, I see no harm in clearing up the matter by offering 
the amendment about which I spoke to the Senator from 
South Carolina, and which he agreed to accept. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the Senator from South 
Carolina permit me to ask him a question? 

Mr. BYRNES. Certainly. 

Mr. CLARK. Since the Senator from South Carolina is 
accepting the suggestion of veterans’ organizations, I should 
like to ask him whether he would be willing to accept the 
suggestion which is uniformly made by veterans’ organiza- 
tion as to exempting the Veterans’ Administration from the 
operation of the power of transfer by the President. 

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator from Missouri knows the 
answer in advance, because I have heretofore stated on the 
floor time and again that the Senator from South Carolina 
would be unwilling to accept an amendment to exempt any 
agency of the Government. 

Mr. CLARK. I do not blame the Senator from South 
Carolina for that. May I ask him a further question? 

Mr. BYRNES. One moment. I should be unwilling to 
accept an amendment to exempt any agency of the Govern- 
ment for the reason that after the Senator from Missouri 
has expressed an interest in some particular agency, and 
has taken his seat, the Senator from Michigan, who is not 
interested in the particular agency in which the Senator 
from Missouri is interested, but who is interested in the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, will rise to speak 
in behalf of that agency. Then the Senator from Nebraska 
will rise to speak with respect to the agency in which he is 
interested; and when they all get through, the result will 
be that they will say, in effect, “We are in favor of reorgan- 
ization of the Government, provided every agency which 
could be reorganized is exempted.” 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I thoroughly agree with the 
Senator from South Carolina in principle, although I am 
at a loss to understand why he accepts the amendment of 
the Senator from Kentucky on the theory that it is being 
advocated by veterans’ organizations when it has not been 
officially brought to the attention of many Senators who 
are in sympathy with veterans’ organizations, and still is 
unwilling to accept a proposition which has been very ac- 
tively urged by veterans’ organizations. 

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator has asked me a question, and 
I should like to answer it. The answer is, For the reason that 
the amendment which was offered by the Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. BARKLEY], at the suggestion of a veterans’ or- 
ganization, is simply a statement that “nothing herein con- 
tained shall be construed to affect veterans’ preferences.” 
There is nothing in the bill that does affect veterans’ prefer- 
ences; and I should be willing also to say that “nothing herein 
contained shall be construed to affect the publications as to 
the weather during the next 12 months.“ 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
South Carolina a question? Having very clearly and co- 
gently stated his reasons for opposing the requests of vet- 
erans’ organizations or anybody else, those who are in sym- 
pathy with the Forest Service remaining in the Deparunent 
of Agriculture, or any other organization, may I inquire ot 
the Senator from South Carolina why he made two excep- 
tions to that policy in reporting this bill in the first place; 
namely, excepting the Engineer Corps of the Army and the 
Mississippi River Commission from the operation of the prin- 
ciple which he has just so clearly enunciated? 

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator from South Carolina always 
answers frankly. The Reorganization Committee exempted 
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them. So far as the Senator from South Carolina is con- 
cerned, he would not exempt any one of them. 

Mr. CLARK. In other words, then, if I correctly under- 
stand the Senator from South Carolina, the Reorganization 
Committee 

Mr. BYRNES. The majority of the Reorganization Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. CLARK. The majority of the Reorganization Com- 
mittee, which, of course, is the Reorganization Committee, set 
up one rule as to every agency of the Government. They 
said the veterans might be sacrificed; they said the Forest 
Service might be transferred; they said the Reclamation 
Service might be transferred; they said the Bureau of Pub- 
lic Roads might be transferred; but as to two particular 
agencies they made an exception, and said they should not be 
subject to the uniform rule which we have set up for every 
other agency in the Government. 

I said on yesterday that if there were to be any exception 


made, or if there were to be two exceptions made, so far a% |.: 


I am concerned, there are no two that I would rather see 
made than the Engineer Corps of the Army, which is where 
I think it ought to be, and the Mississippi River Commission, 
which is where I think it ought to be, an independent com- 
mission; but I say there is no consistency or rhyme or reason 
in a great committee coming into this body on a great meas- 
ure and saying, We will not give the Senate an opportunity 
to express its opinion on this agency or that agency or the 
other agency, because we are going to have the Senate sign 
a blank check to have them consolidated or put under the 
supervision of some other agency; but there are many Mem- 
bers of the Senate and many Members of the House who are 
deeply interested in the work of these two particular agencies, 
and in order to get our bill through we will exempt them from 
the operation of the executive power to transfer and to 
subordinate.” 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, in response to the Senator 
from Missouri, I only want to say that the committee could 
not keep the Senate from expressing its opinion about the 
matter; and the Senator from Missouri may move to strike 
out the Mississippi River Commission and the Engineer Corps 
of the Army. It will be permissible for him to doit. When 
he does it, he has my statement as to my view in the com- 
mittee as to any one of them; but the Senator may move to 
strike them out. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I have no desire to restore the 
Engineer Corps of the Army and the Mississippi River Com- 
mission to the operation of this section. I am glad they are 
out; but I say it comes with poor grace from the chairman 
of a committee, or any member of a committee which has 
reported such a provision as this, to say that one rule should 
be applied to the Engineer Corps of the Army and the Mis- 
sissippi River Commission, and an entirely different rule 
should be applied to the Veterans’ Administration and the 
Reclamation Service and the Biological Survey and the Forest 
Service and every other service of the Government. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I had not intended to say 
anything in regard to this bill or the pending amendment, 
I am in favor of the pending amendment, because I feel that 
if any reorganization of Government departments should 
take place, the Congress should approve it; and I am opposed 
to the bill on general principles because it gives to the 
President too much authority which the Congress itself 
should assume. 

Yesterday afternoon and today, however, I received a 
number of telegrams which indicate that some propaganda 
has been spread in North Dakota; and some of it is mislead- 
ing, to say the least. I desire to read a few of the telegrams, 

Here is one which says: 

Please support the President’s administration bill, that we may 
have W. P. A. in North Dakota next year. 

The telegram is signed by the county commissioners of 
one of the eastern counties, who evidently think it is neces- 
sary to pass the pending bill in order to continue the 
W. P. A. work. 
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Another telegram says: 

Owing to the economic conditions in North Dakota, we urge you 
to support the President's administration bill for the continuance 
of the work program in North Dakota. 

That telegram is signed by the board of county commis- 
sioners of one of the counties of North Dakota. 

Here is a telegram from the mayor of a county-seat town! 

Economic conditions bad, and very important that the Presi- 
dent's administration bill be supported for the continuance of 
work program. We urge your active support. 

Another telegram, signed by the council of one of our 
county-seat towns, reads: 

Kindly support the President's administration bill and W. P. A. 
for North Dakota. 

Another one: 

We request you to support the President's bill to continue 
W. P. A. in North Dakota. Counties cannot take care of relief 
burden without Federal aid. 

The telegram is signed by the county auditor of one of the 
counties. 

Here is a telegram from a village board: 

It is imperative that the W. P. A. program be continued. We 
cannot take care of the poor relief. Our funds are exhausted. 

And there are a number of other telegrams along the 
same line. Here is one which just came in, which says: 

We have sidewalk projects, and if not e this year would 
be hard for us to complete without W. P. 4. 

The telegram is signed by the president of the village 
board. 

These officials evidently think it is necessary to pass this 
bill in order that the W. P. A. work may be continued. The 
W. P. A. work in North Dakota has been very beneficial. 
The men in charge of it have done excellent work. We have 
no complaint as to their activities, and I have had very, very 
few complaints about any politics being played; but evi- 
dently some of those interested in W. P. A. work have taken 
it upon themselves to inform the city officials and county 
Officials that the reorganization bill must be passed if the 
W. P. A. work is to continue. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FRAZIER. I yield to the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. WHEELER. What they probably meant was that the 
W. P. A. work would be cut off if the Senator did not vote 
for the bill. Is that it? 

Mr. FRAZIER. I do not know in regard to that. 
had no intimation of any such thing. 

Mr. WHEELER. The head of the W. P. A. in North 
Dakota probably will be the Democratic candidate for 
Governor, will he not? 

Mr. FRAZIER. The administrator of the W. P. A. was 
elected Governor a few years ago. 

Mr. WHEELER. He is going to be a candidate again, is 
he not? 

Mr. FRAZIER. I do not know in regard to that. 

These telegrams are all along the same line, and they all 
show an interest in the W. P. A. work. As I say, we have 
had good work done along that line, and the Farm Resettle- 
ment and other relief organizations have done excellent 
work. We have no complaint; but I do not like the idea of 
any misleading statements or information being given out, 
such as seems to have been given out, that the enactment of 
the reorganization bill is necessary in order to continue the 
W. P. A. work. Probably whoever was interested refers to 
the paragraph of the bill on page 37, section 401, in which a 
department of welfare is created. I presume that is what 
these people are interested in, but evidently the officials who 
signed the telegrams did not understand what they were 
telegraphing about. I have telegraphed to two or three of 
the men whom I know very well asking who gave them the 
information. I have not yet heard from them. I probably 
shall hear from them within a day or two, at most, but the 
information evidently came from the W. P. A. group there. 
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I feel that the bill as reported by the committee is much 
better than the original draft, but at the same time, in my 
opinion, the bill gives the President too much authority. I 
do not say that because the authority is given to the present 
occupant of the White House—not at all. Regardless of who 
may be in the White House, it seems to me that the bill gives 
more authority than should be given. 

Mention has been made of the reciprocal-trade agreements. 
I voted against the reciprocal-trade agreements, and against 
the extension of the bill authorizing them. Yesterday and 
today the Committee for Reciprocity Information has been 
holding hearings on the treaty or agreement with Great 
Britain, as I understand. 

There are some items in it against which people from my 
State are protesting very bitterly, especially in regard to 
wool or wool products. The statement is that some wool 
products are to be included in the agreement. If they are it 
will affect our wool growers, and wool is one of the important 
products of my State, involving an income of about $300,- 
000,000 a year in normal times from sheep and woo! products. 
While the tariff on wool is not to be changed or lowered, I 
understand, if the duty on wool products should be lowered 
it would affect our wool market. That cannot be avoided. 

The owner of a woolen mill in New England, who was in 
Washington a few days ago, told me that if the tariff duty 
on wool were lowered it would result in driving him out of 
business. If the wool factories of this country should close, 
of course our wool market would be ruined. We would have 
no wool market. 

I repeat that my opposition to the bill is based on the fact 
that, in my opinion, it gives the President too much authority. 
I am in favor of the amendment offered by the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. WHEELER] because it would give the Congress 
the right to approve any consolidation or reorganization 
which might be suggested. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I had hoped we might 
vote on the amendment today. I have made two efforts 
heretofore to fix a time for voting. I am going to make 
another effort, which I hope will carry a charm. I ask 
unanimous consent that tomorrow at not later than 2 
o’clock the Senate proceed to vote on the pending amend- 
ment, and on any amendment which may be offered thereto, 
without further debate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I object. 

Mr. BARKLEY. If I may put my request in a different 
form, I ask unanimous consent that at not later than 2 
o’clock tomorrow the Senate proceed to vote on the pending 
amendment and on any amendment which may be offered 
to it, and that up to that time no Senator shall speak more 
than once or longer than 15 minutes on the amendment 
or on any amendment offered to it. That will give ample 
opportunity, it seems to me, for anyone who wishes to 
speak on the amendment, to have the floor. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I may say to the very 
courteous Democratic leader that it is not in my own behalf 
that I object, because I made a speech of half an hour 
yesterday, and that about ends my contribution to the de- 
bate; but I have seen this thing occur so often that I do 
not feel that I can consent to any such arrangement. 
Therefore, I object. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I desire to say a word, be- 
cause the Senator from Michigan a little while ago, in the 
beginning of his remarks, asked me as to the identity of 
Mr. John S. Cannon, of Kansas City, Mo. I stated that 
Mr. Cannon was a prominent member of the American 
Legion and had had official membership on certain com- 
mittees appointed by the Veterans’ Administration at various 
times. Later the Senator from Michigan referred to the 
letter of Mr. Cannon as the official action of the Missouri 
Department of the American Legion. I merely wish to say 
that while Mr. Cannon is a prominent Legionnaire, so far as 
I know he holds no official position in the American Legion, 
Department of Missouri, at this time. 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS—-CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent for the immediate consideration of the confer- 
ence report on the District of Columbia appropriation bill. 

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to consider 
the report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to 
the bill (H. R. 9181) making appropriations for the govern- 
ment of the District of Columbia and other activities charge- 
able in whole or in part against the revenues of such District 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for other 
purposes, 

The conference report is as follows: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
9181) “making appropriations for the government of the District 
of Columbia and other activities chargeable in whole or in part 
against the revenues of such District for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1939, and for other purposes,” having met, after full 
and free conference, have agreed to recommend and do recom- 
mend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 1, 4, 6, 
7, 8, 14, 15, 23, 24, 25, 28, 31, 32, 33, 34, 38, 39, 41, 43, 44, 45, 49, 50, 
74, 81, 85, 88, 89, 90, 100, 102, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 
119, 125, 126, 130, and 134. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ments of the Senate numbered 3, 9, 13, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 27, 30, 
36, 37, 40, 42, 46, 48, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 64, 65, 67, 68, 72, 78, 75, 76. 
79, 86, 87, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 98, 99, 101, 103, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, 
110, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 131, and 132, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 2: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 2, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert “$240,000”; and the Senate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 11: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 11, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: Restore the 
maen stricken out by said amendment amended to read as fol- 
ows: 

“For the use of the Senate and House Committees on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, acting jointly or separately as the Chairmen of 
the two Committees may decide, to employ such clerical help as 
will be necessary to make a complete study of the various surveys 
previously made of the government of the District of Columbia for 
the express purpose of forming such legislation as will effect a 
more efficient and economic handling of the government affairs of 
the District of Columbia, $5,000, to be immediately available.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 16: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 16, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed, insert 878.980“; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 26: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 26, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed, insert “$862,500”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 47: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 47, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed, insert “$132,600”; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 51: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 51, and 

to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the sum proposed insert “$190,000”; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 59: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 59, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the sum proposed, insert “$2,894,870"; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 60: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 60, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the sum proposed, insert 876,595; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 61: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 61, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the sum proposed, insert 850,500“; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 62: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 62, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: Restore the 
3 stricken out by said amendment amended to read as 
follows: 

“For maintenance of a suitable place for the reception and 
detention of girls and women, and of boys under seventeen years 
of age, arrested by the police on charge of offense against any 
laws in force in the District of Columbia, or held as witnesses or 
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held pending final investigation or examination, or otherwise, 
or committed to the guardianship of the Board of Public Welfare, 
including transportation, clinic supplies, food, clothing, upkeep 
and repair of buildings, fuel, gas, ice, laundry, supplies and 
equipment, electricity, and other necessary expenses, $13,500; for 
personal services, $9,240; in all, $22,740.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 63: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 63, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert 640,000“; and the Senate agree to the 
sam 


e. 
Amendment numbered 70: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 70, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the sum proposed insert “$4,000”; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 71: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 71, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: Restore the 
matter stricken out by said amendment amended to read as fol- 
lows: “including not to exceed six full time chief resident physi- 
cians at $5,600 per annum each, to be appointed without reference 
to civil service requirements, and”; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 78: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 78, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert 864,270“; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 80: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 80, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert 898.400“; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 83: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 83, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert 6267, 500“ and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 84: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 84, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter inserted by said amendment insert the following: 

“For the the maintenance, under the jurisdiction of the Board 
of Public Welfare, of a suitable place in a building entirely separate 
and apart from the house of detention for the reception and 
detention of children under seventeen years of age arrested by 
the police on charge of offense against any laws in force in the 
District of Columbia, or committed to the guardianship of the 
Board, or held as witnesses, or held temporarily, or pending hear- 
ing, or otherwise, including transportation, food, clothing, medicine, 
and medicinal supplies, rental, repair and upkeep of buildings, fuel, 
gas, electricity, ice, supplies and equipment, and other necessary 
expenses including not to exceed $9,560 for personal services, $19,000: 
Provided, that no part of this appropriation shall be available for 
the operation of this institution after December 31, 1938.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 97: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 97, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
figure proposed insert “814”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 104: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 104, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert “$510,860”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

The committee of conference report in disagreement amend- 
ments numbered 5, 10, 12, 22, 29, 35, 58, 66, 69, 77, 82, 127, 128, 129, 
133, 135, and 136. 


Managers on the part of the House. 


Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma obtained the floor. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I inquire whether the changes which have 
been made in conference affect the striking out of the ap- 
propriation of some $25,000 for nurses at the Gallinger 
Hospital. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The conference committee 
report contains provision for six physicians at Gallinger 
Hospital at salaries of $5,600 a year, I think, and it elimi- 
nates the provision for additional nurses. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Then it restores the bill to the form in 
which it was when amended in the Senate? 
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Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. As it was when it came from 
the House. It retains the provisions as they came from the 
House of Representatives. 

Mr. AUSTIN. May I inquire, if it is proper to have this 
information, whether the conference considered evidence 
relating to the necessity for such an appropriation? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The information was very 
conclusive to the committee, and there was no disagreement 
in the conference committee when the facts were all laid 
before the committee. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I made a very thorough study of the hear- 
ings, and the evidence did not seem to me to justify the 
appropriation, and unless additional evidence was taken in 
conference in some form I cannot see how the appropriation 
is justified. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, the evidence 
before the committee discloses that the physicians at the 
hospital are mainly very young, and most of the operations 
are performed by internes. While the two medical colleges 
have some members of their staffs on the staff of the 
hospital, yet they do not devote much time to work, and 
we thought that in the interest of the instituion and of 
the proper care of the patients there should be some regular 
physicians on duty at all times of the day. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Did it appear to the conference that the 
Gallinger Hospital has a regular paid staff of physicians who 
give full time? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. No; that is not the fact. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I gathered that that was the fact, that 
there are approximately 7 such full-time physicians; that 
there are something like 21 who visit the hospital three times 
every week, in addition to those who are regularly employed, 
and that there are available upon call something like 138 of 
the finest physicians and surgeons of Washington, who have 
heretofore come when called, who wish to be regarded as 
ready to come when called, and that that service is performed 
without charge. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, the fact is that 
there are two large medical schools in the District of Colum- 
bia, and the heads of the medical departments of these schools 
are assigned to the staff of the Gallinger Hospital. When an 
operation is to be performed, or a serious case comes to the 
hospital, they probably would not be on the job and often- 
times are not available, and in the interest of the patients in 
the hospital the committee thought it advisable to provide 
six full-time physicians, so that regular staff physicians 
might be there af all times. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I wish to say to the Senator that I do not 
intend to oppose the conference report, but I do want these 
facts known, and I wish to state at this point that I think it 
would have been a better service to the public of Washington, 
D. C., and to those who have to use the Gallinger Hospital if 
provision had been made for equipping the hospital with the 
additional nurses, I think some 25 additional nurses, and we 
had postponed staffing the hospital with additional surgeons 
until some later date. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. We did not disturb the pres- 
ent arrangement between the hospital and the medical 
schools. These high-class doctors are still on the staff, and 
the new physicians are to be chief surgeons and supplemental, 
and we think that will add to the efficiency of the institution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the conference report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 
The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to 
the consideration of executive business. 
EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate mes- 
sages from the President of the United States submitting 
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sundry nominations, which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(For nominations this day received, see the end of Senate 
proceedings.) 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

Mr. LOGAN, from the Committee on Military Affairs, re- 
ported favorably the nomination of Maj. Romeyn Beck 
Hough, Jr., to be lieutenant colonel with temporary rank in 
the Air Corps, Regular Army, and also the nomination of 
Capt. Kenneth Campbell McGregor to be major, with tempo- 
rary rank in the Air Corps, Regular Army. 

He also, from the same committee, reported favorably the 
nominations of sundry officers for promotion in the Regular 
Army. 

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads, reported favorably the nominations of sundry 
postmasters. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The reports will be placed 
on the Executive Calendar. 

If there be no further reports of committees, the clerk 
will state in their order the nominations on the calendar, 
with the exception of the one passed over. 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read sundry nominations 
in the Diplomatic and Foreign Service. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask that the nominations in the Diplo- 
matic and Foreign Service be confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 
nominations are confirmed en bloc. 

THE JUDICIARY 

The legislative clerk read the nomination of Francis C. 
Canny to be United States Attorney for the southern dis- 
trict of Ohio. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 
nomination is confirmed. That concludes the calendar. 

RECESS 

The Senate resumed legislative session. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate take a recess 
until 11 o’clock a. m. tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock and 20 minutes 
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until tomorrow, Friday, March 
18, 1938, at 11 o’clock a. m. 


NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the Senate March 17 
(legislative day of January 5), 1938 
Coast AND GEODETIC SURVEY 
Leo Otis Colbert, of Massachusetts, to be Director of the 
United States Coast and Geodetic Survey for a term of 4 
years, vice Raymond S. Patton, deceased. 
APPOINTMENTS, BY TRANSFER, IN THE REGULAR ARMY 
TO FINANCE DEPARTMENT 
Capt. Thomas Martin Tiernan, Field Artillery, with rank 
from January 7, 1929. 
TO ORDNANCE DEPARTMENT 
First Lt. John Archibald Barclay, Jr., Field Artillery, with 
rank from August 1, 1935. 
PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR ARMY 
To be lieutenant colonel 
Maj. Hardin Cleveland Sweeney, Infantry, from March 15, 
1938. 
To be major 
Capt. Francis Irwin Maslin, Quartermaster Corps, from 
March 15, 1938. 
MEDICAL CORPS 
To be colonels 
Lt. Col. William Bertram Meister, Medical Corps, from 
April 27, 1938. 
Lt. Col. Leeson Oren Tarleton, Medical Corps, from April 
30, 1938. 
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To be lieutenant colonels 

Maj. William Donaldson Fleming, Medical Corps, from 
April 6, 1938. 

Maj. Samuel Demetrius Avery, Medical Corps, from April 
9, 1938. 

Maj. William Robert Lewis Reinhardt, Medical Corps, from 
April 9, 1938, subject to examination required by law. 

Maj. Howard Moore Williamson, Medical Corps, from April 
10, 1938, subject to examination required by law. 

Maj. Francis Joseph Clune, Medical Corps, from April 10, 
1938. 


Maj. George Edward Lindow, Medical Corps, from April 
16, 1938. 


Maj. Jaime Julian Figueras, Medical Corps, from April 20, 
1938. 


To be majors 
ieee Stuart Gross Smith, Medical Corps, from April 1, 
Capt. Lester Maris Dyke, Medical Corps, from April 24, 
1938, subject to examination required by law. 
To be captains 
First Lt. Charles Joseph Farinacci, Medical Corps, from 
April 1, 1938. 
First Lt. Gladen Robert Hamilton, Medical Corps, from 
April 20, 1938. 
DENTAL CORPS 
To be lieutenant colonel 
Remi Wiliam Elder Sankey, Dental Corps, from April 17, 
1938. 
VETERINARY CORPS 
To be lieutenant colonel 
Maj. Herbert Kelly Moore, Veterinary Corps, from April 
1, 1938. 
To be captain 
First Lt. John Howard Rust, 3d, Veterinary Corps, from 
April 4, 1938. 
CHAPLAIN 
To be chaplain with the rank of lieutenant colonel 


Chaplain (Maj.) Harry Dubois Southard, United States 
Army, April 4, 1938. 


CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed on March 17 (legislative 
day of January 5), 1938 
DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 

Boaz Long to be Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Pleni- 
potentiary of the United States of America to Ecuador. 

Meredith Nicholson to be Envoy Extraordinary and Min- 
ister Plenipotentiary of the United States of America to 
Nicaragua. 

Antonio C. Gonzalez to be Envoy Extraordinary and Min- 
ister Plenipotentiary of the United States of America to 
Venezuela. 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 

Francis C. Canny to be United States attorney for the 

southern district of Ohio. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
THURSDAY, MARCH 17, 1938 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., 
offered the following prayer: 


Merciful Heavenly Father, blessed be the Lord God of 
Israel from everlasting to everlasting. May the words of our 
mouth and the meditations of our hearts be acceptable in 
Thy sight, O Lord, our Strength and our Redeemer. Glory 
Thyself by our labors, by our sacrifices, and by our faithful- 
ness. We pray Thee to crown us with the riches of pure 
thoughts, with right aspirations, and with self-denial 
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Blessed Lord God, we thank Thee and praise Thee for the 
pure, strong, gifted souls whom Thou hast raised up in every 
age to promote Thy kingdom of righteousness and Christian 
faith. We join the multitudes today which are celebrating 
Ireland’s patron saint and prophet. We are grateful for his 
life and character which live through the years; they abide 
in the spirit of the good Samaritan under the inspiration of 
the Master. Help us to emulate his faith, his courage, and 
fortitude, and Thine shall be the praise. Through Christ our 
Savior. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 

approved. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my remarks and to include therein an address delivered 
by Mr. John L. Lewis on The Struggle of Labor in America. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

MEMORIAL SERVICES 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of House Resolution 445, which I 
send to the desk and ask to have read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

House Resolution 445 


Resolved, That on Wednesday, April 20, 1938, immediately after 
the approval of the Journal, the House shall stand at recess for the 
purpose of holding the memorial services as arranged by the Com- 
mittee on Memorials, under the provisions of clause 40-A of rule 
XI. The order of exercises and proceedings of the service shall be 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp, and all Members shall have 
leave to extend their remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD until 
the last issue of the Recorp of the third session of the Seventy-fifth 
Congress on the life, character, and public service of the deceased 
Members. At the conclusion of the proceedings the Speaker shall 
call the House to order, and then, as a further mark of respect to 
the memories of the deceased, he shall declare the House adjourned. 

Resolved, That the necessary expenses connected with the memo- 
rial services herein authorized shall be paid out of the contingent 
fund of the House upon vouchers signed by the chairman of the 
Committee on Memorials and approved by the Committee on 
Accounts. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the resolution? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the 
resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. JENKINS of Ohio, and Mr. Maverick were 

granted permission to extend their remarks in the RECORD. 
UNEMPLOYMENT 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to pro- 
ceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. ? 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, this is St. Patrick’s Day, a day 
on which all Irish and others should rejoice in the fact they 
are not at war. But, Mr. Speaker, it is also a very serious 
day when we come to consider that there are thirteen and 
one-half million people out of work, and that we have ex- 
pended over $19,300,000,000 in the last 5 years in an effort to 
alleviate this condition. We have been at war with depres- 
sion and still at it. Unemployment is a very serious ques- 
tion that confronts us at this time. There is no work, 
and where are we going to get the money to keep spending? 
We have received very great income-tax returns on the 
15th of this month, and it has been referred to as a great 
accomplishment by the administration; but I say to you 
that all of the income taxes received, no matter how great, 
will never do proper good as long as this Congress continues 
to increase its expenditures, in greater proportion than its 
receipts; that is not great accomplishment. It requires brains 
to operate a business and make money, but anyone can 
spend money. It does not require brains to spend. You 
gentlemen on the Democratic side who are in the majority 
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have to look after this, it is your responsibility as well as 
the responsibility of every Member of Congress. Are you 
big enough on this St. Patrick’s Day to meet your respon- 
sibility? Your past action creates suspicion. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania has expired. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my remarks in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include therein 
brief excerpts from a letter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

CONFERENCE REPORT AND STATEMENT—DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

APPROPRIATION BILL, 1939 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I present a conference re- 
port and statement upon the bill (H. R. 9181) making appro- 
priations for the government of the District of Columbia and 
other activities chargeable in whole or in part against the 
revenues of such District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1939, and for other purposes, for printing under the rule. 

THE LATE WILLIAM P. CONNERY, JR. 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for half a minute and to re- 
vise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I rise to- 
day because it is St. Patrick’s Day and to remind the House 
of a former Member of Congress of Irish descent, a dearly 
beloved colleague, William P. Connery, Jr., who was with us a 
year ago today, though I feel I do not need to remind Mem- 
bers of the House of his great services to the Nation and 
particularly to all of those who are underprivileged, who need 
help of all sorts, and also of his great service to the veterans. 

Every one of us misses Billy“ Connery’s fine sense of 
humor, his wonderful faculty for entertainment, and his 
cheerful smile that always prevailed whether things were 
difficult or easy. The veterans miss him greatly, for he was 
a true friend to them, fighting their battles for them in Con- 
gress and out. He had a wonderful service in the World 
War, enlisting as a private in the Yankee Division, seeing 
service in five major engagements, and returning as color 
sergeant of his regiment. 

This morning I attended exercises at the Commodore 
Barry Monument in Franklin Park, which were held by the 
Irish War Veterans. The principal address was made by our 
sincere and able colleague, LAWRENCE J. CONNERY, brother of 
“Billy” Connery, who succeeded him in this House. The 
exercises were very impressive. I doubt that there was a 
person present who did not feel the loss of our former col- 
league and comrade. He will last always in our memories 
for he made our work lighter and our world better by his 
genuine Irish wit and his pleasant smile and for the gallant 
fight he made for every cause he espoused. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include 
therein an address I delivered last night before the American 
Military College Association. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I make the point 
of order that there is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently there is not a quorum present. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of 
the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 
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The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed 
to answer to their names: 


[Roll No, 40] 
Allen, Del. Disney er O'Neill, N. J. 
Allen, Il Ditter Kelly, N. Y. O' Toole 
Allen, La. Dixon Kennedy, N. T. Peterson, Fla. 
Arends Douglas eogh Pfeifer 
Biermann Drew, Pa. Kerr Rankin 
Boland, Pa. Drewry, Va. Kirwan Reece, Tenn, 
Boylan, N. L. Farley Kopplemann Shanley 
Buckley, N. Y. Fitzpatrick Lamneck Shannon 
Byrne Flaherty Lanzetta Short 
Cannon, Wis. Flannery Lea Smith, Conn, 
Casey, Mass. Gasque Long Smith, Maine 
Champion Gavagan Lucas Smith, Okla. 
Chapman Gearhart McCormack Somers, N. T. 
Clark, N. C. Gray, Ind. McGroarty Sullivan 
Claypool Greenwood McLean Sweeney 
Colden Hancock, N. d. Magnuson Taylor, Colo. 
Cole, Md Harrington Martin, Mass. inkham 
Cox Hart Massingale Vinson, F. M. 
Crowther Hartley Mead Wene 
Culkin Healey Mosier, Ohio Whelchel 
Curley Hendricks Mouton White, Idaho 
Deen Hill Murdock, Utah Wilcox 
Delaney Hobbs O'Brien, III. Williams 
DeRouen Jarrett O'Connell, Mont. Wood 
Dingell Jenckes, Ind. O'Leary 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 330 Members have 
answered to their names, a quorum. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense 
with further proceedings under the call. 

The motion was agreed to. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. CELLAR asked and was given permission to extend his 
own remarks in the RECORD. 


THE SHILLELAGH 


Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, I desire to 
propound a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, the parliamen- 
tary inquiry I desire to propound is whether it would be a 
violation of any rule or precedent of the House if, while I 
shall be presiding over the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union today, should that honor again be 
conferred upon me, that instead of using the gavels usually 
found on the Speaker’s desk, I should use this shillelagh 
which I now hold in my hand? [Applause.] 

In order that the Chair may be guided in his ruling, let me 
say that this instrument of persuasion [laughter] comes di- 
rectly from the “ould sod.” It is the root of the blackthorn 
tree. We are more familiar with this wood in the form of 
canes, those thorny canes, those walking sticks used by our 
dandies on the streets of Washington. 

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman permit an inquiry 
from the Chair? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Gladly, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair would like to know whether 
or not this is the same identical sbillelagh that the gentle- 
man from New York kindly allowed the Chair to preside 
with 1 year ago today? [Laughter.] 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Begorra! It is the self- 
same persuasive instrument which was caressed on that 
occasion by the Speaker’s distinguished hand. [Laughter.] 

Mr. GUYER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. I yield. 

Mr. GUYER. I would inquire with reference to the shil- 
lelagh of St. Patrick whether the gentleman does not think 
it would be better used instead of the mace? 

Mr. O’CONNOR. In spite of the fact that 1 year has 
passed since you, Mr. Speaker, wielded this gavel with such 
effectiveness, I feel sure that in that brief time it has lost 
none of its persuasive qualities. It is still the greatest per- 
suader wielded by the hand of man. It was nurtured and 
grew on that emerald gem of an island nesting on the eastern 
edge of the broad Atlantic. 

Today the eyes of the world turned in respectful celebra- 
tion to that little island in commemorating its patron saint 
and illustrious citizen, St. Patrick. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. I gladly yield to the dis- 
tinguished gentleman who with his delightful talk brings us 
nearer to that heaven of our forefathers, Ireland. 

Mr. STACK. I am very well pleased with what has gone 
on in these last few moments. I would remind the gentle- 
man from New York that we all honor and respect him and 
his ability, because the gentleman’s ancestors came from 
Ireland at a time when there was real need for the shillelagh. 
Today, however, in this world of strife, wars, and the over- 
turn of governments Ireland, God bless her, is at peace with 
herself and the world. [Applause.] 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. The gentleman has antici- 
pated some remarks I had intended to make. The opinion 
to the contrary notwithstanding, the Irish always were and 
are now a peaceful people, until they saw blood or any 
injustice inflicted. 

Mr. Speaker, I feel sure that 1,500 years ago when St. 
Patrick drove the snakes of paganism out of Ireland and 
instilled culture and learning in that land he used this very 
useful instrument, the shillelagh; so, today, in line with what 
the distinguished gentleman from Pennsylvania has said, we 
find that island famed in ballad, romance, and tale at peace 
with all the world. Today that fair land is known as Eire, 
but most of us still like to think of it as “Ireland,” famed 
in song and story, blessed with celestial guidance. 

We all know the songs that have been written about her. 
We recall one poet thus describing Ireland: 

Sure a little bit of heaven fell from out the sky one day, 
And it nestled in the ocean in a spot so far away; 
And when the angels found it, sure it looked so sweet and fair, 


They said: “Suppose we leave it, for it looks so peaceful there.” 
Then they sprinkled it with star dust just to make the shamrock 


W. 
"Tis fhe only place you'll find them, no matter where you go. 
And they dotted it with silver just to make its lakes so grand; 
And when they had it finished, sure they called it Ireland. 

Applause. ] 

So, Mr. Speaker, on this occasion I would like a ruling 
from the Chair as to whether or not I may use this shil- 
lelagh as a gavel. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York presents 
a rather unique parliamentary inquiry to the Chair for 
determination. 

The Chair, of course, is not unmindful of the value of 
symbols of authority. The Pope of Rome has his crozier; 
Neptune had his trident; the House of Representatives its 
mace; and the field marshal his baton. Ordinarily the 
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union is presumed to use this inoffensive little weapon 
called the gavel. 

By some strange coincidence 1 year ago, when the Chair 
Was presented with this same instrument of torture or pro- 
tection, whatever it may be called, the Chair then thought 
it might be inopportune to use an Irish fighting weapon on 
a day when the House was considering a neutrality act. By 
repetition of coincidence, it seems that when we are discuss- 
ing the matter of preparation for war or for peace, as the 
case may be, that this same issue should arise. 

The Chair is in very grave doubt, not having had the 
opportunity to confer with the Parliamentarian or to exam- 
ine the precedents, either modern or ancient, on a question 
of this important significance. However, the Chair will as- 
sume the authority, at least informally, to grant as far as 
he can permission to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
O’Connor] that when he presides as Chairman of the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union he 
may use the shillelagh. [Applause.] 

The Chair, however, knowing the gentleman’s well-known 
attributes of amity, pacific intentions, and noncombativeness, 
feels sure he will exercise his authority with due restraint. 
{Applause.] 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. GRIFFITH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. GRIFFITH. Mr. Speaker, may I read a telegram to 
the Members of the House which the Louisiana delegation 
received— 


I am having shipped today to the House restaurant 25 crates 
of choice Louisiana strawberries to be served to the Members of 
Congress and their friends with the compliments of the State 
of Louisiana. Best wishes. 

R. W. LECHE, 
Governor of Louisiana. 


Mr. Speaker, may I say that these strawberries were 
grown in my own district and I hope evcry Member will take 
advantage of this opportunity to enjoy the delicious straw- 
berries that are now being served in the House restaurant. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for one-half minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my own remarks in the REcorp and to 
include therein a communication which I received from the 
American Federation of Labor regarding the wage-hour bill, 
which the Irish want to have passed by this Congress. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Speaker, thanks to Uncle Sam, because 
of the opportunity he gave my race, the Irish are doing very 
well today. 

Mr. Speaker, I received the following from the American 
Federation of Labor in reference to the wage and hour 
bill: 

Marcu 8, 1938. 
MEMORANDUM 


To: Representative MICHAEL J. STACK, of Pennsylvania. 

From: The American Federation of Labor. 

Subject: Why no differentials should be provided in the Federal 
minimum-wage legislation. 

The firm position of the American Federation of Labor is that 
no industrial worker protected by minimum-wage legislation 
enacted by Congress should be allowed to work for wages which are 
less than the amount required to meet the minimum standard of 
decent living. It cannot be denied that there is but one minimum 
standard of decent living equally applicable to every part of our 
Nation and every community. Industrially and economically the 
United States of America is a single integrated unit. Competitive 
advantages of one portion of the country are inevitably competi- 
tive disadvantages of another portion of the country. If geo- 
graphic competitive advantages are created at the price of starva- 
tion wages, such competitive advantages are a blight on the na- 
tional economy as a whole and must be wiped out. 

It is a well-known fact that certain organized interests seek to 
prevail upon Congress to do away with uniform minimum-wage 
legislation and, if any legislation is enacted, to provide for wide 
differentials in minimum wages between the Northern and the 
Southern States, Among the voices for these differentials the 
loudest if not the most numerous are the voices of any manu- 
facturers who have moved their plant and equipment m the 
North to take advantage of a labor market which, because of the 
existing lack of industrialization and because of the lesser degree 
of union organization, makes it possible to secure labor at a lower 
rate of compensation. But few among these men are native south- 
ern producers whose industrial enterprise is an outgrowth of 
initiative and organization native to the South. 

In recent years a network of new industrial enterprises has 
spread over the Southern States. Mines, mills, and factories have 
been developed and put into operation in all sections of the 
South. A reasonable and legitimate inquiry as to who owns these 
means of production and who purchases the resulting product 
reveals that neither the initial capital is derived from nor the 
final product is consumed by the people of the South. Because 
in many instances these enterprises located in the South pay 
wages far below the minimum standard of decency and economic 
justification, the production of these enterprises does not yield to 
the southern people the purchasing power to which they are 
entitled. The southern factory worker toiling longer hours under 
abominable working conditions and paid a sweatshop wage pro- 
duces almost exclusively for the northern market without sharing 
in the fruits of his labor. If within a year the existing wage dif- 
ferentials between the North and the South were eliminated, a 
great and unprecedented change in our national economy would 
inevitably take place. Armed with a new supply of purchasing 
power, the people of the South would for the first time be enabled 
to present an effective demand for goods and services made avail- 
able by modern technology, by them long sought but hitherto 
denied. This would create a southern consumers’ market, which 
mow does not exist, for textiles, clothing, shoes, and other con- 
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sumers' goods as well as for homes, automobiles, and radios. Al- 
though the South has rich natural resources, superior power re- 
sources, and other natural advantages, it is still but barely touched 
by the industrial development such as exists in the industrial 
States of the North. Development of the southern production 
market for southern consumers will mean not only new pros- 
perity for the South but an enormous addition to the total na- 
tional wealth and income of the United States as a whole. 

The 40-cent minimum wage proposed by the American Federa- 
tion of Labor is generally misrepresented as a minimum hourly 
wage rate which is far above the minimum now prevailing in the 
Nation. This impression has been deliberately created by those 
who are anxious to mislead the people and falsify the facts. 

According to the latest annual survey made by the United 
States Bureau of Labor Statistics last July, the average hourly 
entrance rate of common laborers in the country as a whole was 
51.2 cents per hour. This figure is based upon first-hand data 
covering over 200,000 common laborers working at the entrance 
rate who were employed by establishments in 20 representative 
industries. The “entrance rate” was defined in this survey as the 
lowest rate paid to common laborers when newly hired and strictly 
excluded all workers who received more than this entrance rate. 
The common laborers included in the survey were only those who 
“performed physical or manual labor of a general character and 
simple nature requiring no special training, judgment, and skill.” 
Such workers as machine operators who have to be trained for 
the job were specifically excluded. The survey was limited to 
adult male common laborers. 

The 1937 survey showed that the average entrance rates were 
55.3 cents in the North and 38.9 cents in the South. Thus we see 
that the wage rate proposed as a minimum applicable for both 
the North and the South is only 1.1 cents above the average mini- 
mum entrance rate for common labor now prevailing in the South- 
ern States. Of course there were variations in the southern re- 
gion; in East South Central States the average was 37.3 cents, in 
the West South Central it was 37.5 and in the South Atlantic 
States it was 40.8 cents per hour. According to the figures given 
in this survey, the variation in the prevailing minimum rates for 
common labor in the South are within 2.7 cents of the minimum 
proposed by the federation. 

In individual States in the southern region, an even wider range 
is shown with the minimum rates as low as 32.2 cents in Missis- 
sippi, 28.8 cents in Arkansas, and 23.5 cents in South Carolina. 
But the important fact is that only 12 percent of common laborers 
in the industries surveyed are paid the entrance rate of less than 
87.5 cents and only 9 percent of common laborers are paid a rate 
under 32.5 cents per hour. The presence of these industrial groups 
in which an extremely low wage is paid, however, has a tendency to 
depress the entire wage structure in the South. 

In his message to Congress relating to this legislation, President 
Roosevelt said: 

“Goods produced under conditions which do not meet rudi- 
mentary standards of decency should be regarded as contraband 
and ought not to be allowed to pollute the channels of interstate 
trade. But there are a few rudimentary standards of which we 
properly ask general widespread observance. Fatlure to observe 
them may be regarded as socially and economically oppressive and 
unwarranted under almost any circumstances.” 

The rudimentary requirements for decent living constitute a floor 
below which no wage must be allowed to fall under any circum- 
stances. It is essential for the economic welfare of our Nation 
that this floor for decent living is the same throughout the land. 
The minimum wage, therefore, must be applied nationally and not 
sectionally. 

The most important principle embodied in the proposal of the 
American Federation of Labor is that Congress alone determines a 
national policy with regard to minimum wages under the terms of 
this proposal. It contemplates a uniform standard of decent 
living as a matter of public policy and not a variable standard, 
fluctuating and changeable within the discretion of the admin- 
istrative fiat of a board or administrator. The proposal envisages 
the enforcement of the wage standards set by Congress carried out 
by the judicial branch of our Government which is qualified and 
empowered to protect the public interest. This procedure leaves 
no room for pleadings and pressures by special groups for special 
deviation from the standard which would be inevitable if the ad- 
ministrative authority were delegated to a board or to an 
administrator. 

The proposal advanced by the American Federation of Labor is 
firmly grounded in the practical day-to-day experience in the 
administration of minimum wages under the N. R. A. The mis- 
takes and sh contained in that procedure were brought 
out in the acid test of practical application. The wage earners of 
America today know what minimum-wage legislation they want and 
will refuse to subject themselves to further experimentation. The 
uniform minimum-wage standard embodied in the American Fed- 
eration of Labor proposal has the unswerving support of the millions 
of men and women who work for their wages who firmly believe 
that this proposal is valid, equitable, and wise. 


Mr. FORD of California. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to proceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. FORD of California. Mr. Speaker, we are today dis- 
cussing the Navy bill for national defense. The shillelagh 
has always been the weapon of national defense for Ireland. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include therein 
a brief of the Honorable Gaston L. Porterie. attorney general 
of Louisiana, in reference to the title of the States to the bed 
of the sea adjacent to their shores. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 

NAVAL AUTHORIZATION BILL OF 1938 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I move that the 
House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union for the further consideration of the 
bill (H. R. 9218) to establish the composition of the United 
States Navy, to authorize the construction of certain naval 
vessels, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H. R. 9218, with Mr. O’Connor of 
New York in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. WooprurF]. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Chairman, yesterday afternoon 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Maas], in discussing 
what he was pleased to term the necessity for this addi- 
tional authorization for naval construction, made the state- 
ment that the American Navy and the Navy personnel were, 
ship for ship and man for man, superior to any navy in the 
world. He also stated that according to the best naval au- 
thority, it would require an increase of three times that con- 
templated in this bill to enable us to successfully conduct 
aggressive and successful warfare in Japanese waters. The 
gentleman knows and we all know that the American Navy 
is today superior in strength to that of Japan and that an 
increase such as was indicated by the “best naval authority” 
to which he referred, would vastly increase the disparity 
already existing. The gentleman stated also that a Japa- 
nese navy equal in strength to the American Navy could 
operate successfully against the Hawaiian Islands and our 
west coast. 

Everyone, including the gentleman from Minnesota, knows 
that Japan can take the Philippine Islands whenever it suits 
their purpose to do so. I believe every informed military 
authority will verify this statement. This can be done re- 
gardless of anything we might attempt to do to prevent it. 

The situation with Hawall, however, is vastly different. It 
is agreed by military authorities, I believe, that if we will 
exercise just ordinary Army and Navy good sense we can 
hold the Hawaiian Islands against Japan or any other nation 
in the Pacific or elsewhere so long as we desire to do so. 

During the 10 years I was a member of the Naval Affairs 
Committee of this House I devoted the maximum amount of 
time and effort to learning our naval problems and the needs 
of the Navy. I think no one will challenge my statement 
when I say I am and always have been an ardent advocate of 
an adequate national defense. My record on the Naval 
Affairs Committee and in this House will justify this state- 
ment. During my service on that committee I was repeat- 
edly told by the high-ranking naval officers that so long as 
we hold the Hawaiian Islands, and base our fleet thereon, 
no hostile navy will dare make a demonstration in force 
against our west coast, the Panama Canal, or Alaska. 

The gentleman from Minnesota dismissed with a wave of 
his hand and with the assertion the conditions had changed 
and that the same conditions do not apply today as then. 

I might remind him that we are better equipped to hold 
the Hawaiian Islands, both from a military and naval stand- 
point, than we were in the days to which I refer. I will 
remind him also that notwithstanding the development of 
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the Air Service, which I presume is the thing he had in mind 
when he made that statement, that our development of this 
service has kept pace with that of any other nation of the 
world, and I believe leads many of the nations. Certainly 
no other changes have taken place, because the Hawaiian 
Islands are still there, our Army is there, and our naval base 
is there. We have in Pearl Harbor a great base from which 
we can successfully operate our fleet. With proper military 
personnel and proper military equipment, including some- 
thing of which we do not today have a sufficiency, and I 
refer to antiaircraft guns, which, of course, we should supply 
immediately, we can place the Hawaiian Islands in a state of 
preparedness and efficiency which will forestall any deter- 
mined attack by any naval force from Japan or any other 
country in the world. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Minnesota, who 
is courteous and generous always, at the close of his remarks, 
indicated, although he did not so state specifically, that the 
thing he was concerned in was to support the “program of 
the administration.” In view of that statement, it seems to 
me pertinent that we should review somewhat chronologically 
certain events which have come to the attention of the pub- 
lic during the last 2 years, and learn if we can just what that 
program is. 

I will begin this review by reminding the Members of this 
House of a most amazing statement made during a speech 
in France 2 years ago by former Premier Herriot, of that 
country. 

First. In 1933 the Premier had at the White House held 
conversations with President Roosevelt on the question of his 
government’s refusal to continue payments on their war debt, 
He expressed bitterness over this refusal, and held that 
because of it France could not expect aid from this country 
“in any future conflict.” 

Declaring President Roosevelt urged France “to make a 
gesture” toward payment on their war debt, Herriot quoted 
the President as saying: 

I am in an impossible position before the public, Give us some- 
thing on account. I would be happy to aid you if possible in all 
international affairs. 

The details of this speech were rather widely published in 
the press of this country, and to this day the accuracy of 
Herriot’s statement has not been challenged. If it be true, 
and it cannot be believed that a responsible statesman of a 
friendly nation would thus directly quote the President were 
it not true, it means that the President would, provided pub- 
lic sentiment were not actually hostile to any further med- 
dling in the affairs of foreign nations, be openly participating 
in what might again be termed “joint action to make the 
world safe for democracy.” In order to get a clear picture of 
what has been happening since the Herriot speech, it is 
necessary to note the following instances in their regular 
order: 

Second. It was not so long ago that there came with 
astounding suddenness to the Nation, Mr. Roosevelt’s Chicago 
speech in which he declared without the slightest previous 
notice to this country or the Congress that the aggressor 
nations must be quarantined, that this Nation would be 
eager to help in such quarantining, and that a nine-power 
conference on the subject would be welcomed by America. 
He further said, it will be recalled, that this Nation could not 
remain aloof from the wars now going on if it wanted to. 

Third. Then came the effort of Great Britain and France 
to have the conference called in Washington. Warned by 
rising public criticism, Mr. Roosevelt edged away from this 
suggestion. 

Fourth. The result was the calling of the nine-power con- 
ference by little Belgium through arrangement between Great 
Britain, France, Russia, and the United States. Mr. Roose- 
velt, meanwhile, was eagerly voicing at every opportunity the 
desire of this Government to participate. 

Fifth. So eager was the President to participate in such a 
conference that he named his envoys within a few minutes 
after the invitation to attend was received by our State 
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Department from Belgium. Mr. Roosevelt lost not a minute 
in getting his envoys embarked: and out of America, mean- 
while imposing stern silence on what their instructions were. 
Sixth. Again warned by rising public criticism of his over- 
riding haste, Mr. Roosevelt finally stated that the American 
delegation was going to the conference “without any commit- 
ments to any other governments.” 

Seventh. Then came British Foreign Secretary Anthony 
Eden’s appalling frankness with the British Parliament, 
in which he stated explicity that the United States initiated 
the nine-power conference and suggested the place for it 
to be held—Brussels. 

Eighth. This revelation of Mr. Roosevelt’s secret course 
startled the State Department into a denial, and the asser- 
tion that “the League of Nations initiated” the parley—a 
statement which, of course, nobody believed then or now. 

Ninth. The next development was the obvious effort of 
Great Britain and France to have United States Delegate 
Norman Davis take charge of the conference as presiding 
officer, which honor Davis sidestepped. 

Tenth. Then developed the perfectly obvious intention of 
Great Britain to hold onto the friendship of Japan and to 
have the United States do all the dirty work and to become 
the object of Japan’s hatred while Great Britain reaped the 
rewards without the risks. 

Eleventh. Then came the significant development of Great 
Britain’s move to resume war-debt payments—after another 
big downward revision, of course, by a small token payment. 
This was clearly an attempt to tunnel under the Johnson Act 
and to reestablish ability of Great Britain to negotiate new 
war loans in the United States, now barred by the Johnson 
Act. This attitude on the part of Great Britain has been con- 
firmed by the more recent offer of Hungary to pay her small 
debt if the amount is scaled down and if she is given 30 years 
in which to pay the balance. Hungary’s offer is generally 
regarded as a feeler for other debtor nations to find out 
whether or not the American people will stand for a third 
scaling down of the war debts, an extension of 30 years in 
which the small remaining balances may be paid and this 
evasion of the Johnson Act thus accomplished, so that again 
foreign nations getting ready to go to war may borrow money 
in this country. 

Twelfth. Next came the sudden interest of the British 
Government in a reciprocal-trade treaty in which Secretary 
of State Hull had been vainly trying to interest the British 
for many months. 

Thirteenth. The next act was to hook up this prospective 
trade treaty with a resumption of debt payments—after much 
downward revision, of course, and a renewal of Britain’s ca- 
pacity to negotiate new loans in America, which would pave 
the way for France to follow suit likewise. 

Fourteenth. A significant feature of the proposed trade 
treaty, according to London news dispatches, is that it pro- 
vides for Britain to buy war supplies from us during times of 
British emergency. The significance of this should not be 
lost sight of. The negotiations for that trade treaty are 
now under way in Washington. 

Fifteenth. The week of November 10, last, revealed that 
the Under Secretary of the British Exchequer had been in 
Washington on a secret mission for some time; that his 
presence in Washington had been concealed up to then from 
the country; that he had been holding a series of secret 
conferences, the purposes of which still are a profound secret. 

Sixteenth. And then next came the visit to the White 
House of the astute Lord Robert Cecil, who worked with 
Woodrow Wilson and Colonel House, who helped enmesh 
those genetlemen and America in the World War, and whose 
mission to Mr. Roosevelt is still another profound state secret. 

Seventeenth. Concurrently with these developments came 
news from abroad that secret “subconferences were being 
held between delegates of Great Britain, France, Russia, and 
the United States, while an innocuous front of futile effort 
was maintained by the Nine Power Conference. 

Eighteenth. Following these developments there occurred 
that strange and wholly unexplained event of the radio lec- 
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ture to the British people delivered by Secretary of the 
Interior Harold Ickes immediately following the resignation 
of British Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden. You will recall, 
of course, that Mr. Ickes undertook,’ without question with 
the approval of the White House, to tell the British people 
and the British Government what its attitude should be 
toward the Italo-German axis. This lecture was delivered 
at a moment when Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain was 
opening negotiations with both Germany and Italy looking 
to efforts at conciliation and at a time when modification of 
the British attitude toward the aggressions of Japan in China 
was evident. 

Nineteenth. Just previous to this peculiar ill-advised and 
ill-timed Ickes lecture to the British people there became 
known in this country that understandings had been reached 
whereby the great drydocks at the British Singapore naval 
base would be available to the United States for the servicing 
of war craft operating in far eastern waters. 

Twentieth. It is not to be wondered at that this series of 
related events and developments led Senator J. HAMILTON 
Lewis, Democratic whip of the Senate, a few days ago to 
hint broadly the existence of a secret Anglo-Saxon pact 
and to warn the State Department that it cannot bind the 
United States without consent of the Congress. Senator 
Lewis urged the Congress to be on guard lest diplomacy drag 
America into war. 

The latest and, in my opinion, the most significant thing 
in this train of events is the propaganda now being given 
the public looking to the repeal of the Philippine independ- 
ence bill. This move, whether it is inspired by the admin- 
istration or not I do not know, presents potentialities most 
menacing to our future security. 

As I have already stated, every military authority knows 
that Japan can take the Philippine Islands whenever it 
pleases her to do so, and that we cannot prevent it. We 
ought not to lose sight of the fact that if the Philippine 
independence bill is repealed any attempt on the part of 
Japan to take the Philippine Islands will constitute either an 
invasion of or an attack upon American territory and would 
constitute an act of war against us which we could neither 
overlook nor condone and which would immediately bring 
about a state of war between the two nations. 

Further, retaining possession of the Philippines will pro- 
vide an excuse for keeping our fleet, or a part of it at least, 
in that section of the world where, as we all know, anything 
may happen at any time. 

These correlated incidents I have reviewed indicate more 
clearly a line of secret negotiations and understandings with 
foreign powers carried on by this administration than our 
American people have believed. A clearer and more identical 
similarity to the disastrous course followed by Woodrow 
Wilson, which enmeshed us in the World War, could not be 
drawn than is the case as here presented. It seems to me 
that before we authorize the expenditure of more than 
$1,100,000,000 for this increase in the Naval Establishment 
we should have from either the committee or those high in 
the Government of this country information showing the 
necessity for these ships. 

I was a Member of the Congress which first appropriated 
a billion dollars to meet the expenses of the Government for 
1 year. I have seen the appropriations grow ever larger 
and larger with almost each succeeding Congress. In the 
early days of my service here $100,000,000 was a staggering 
amount of money, and yet today we appropriate and talk 
about billions as though they were of little significance. 

Mr. Chairman, the construction program already author- 
ized heretofore and included in this bill will cost the tax- 
payers of this country more than $3,000,000,000. It was 
only the other day that we read in the press a statement 
indicating that we were going to also expend something like 
$2,000,000,000 in the immediate future for flood relief. It 
was only a week or two ago that the President spoke rather 
approvingly of the proposal to build four great transconti- 
nental highways at an expense of $3,000,000,000. It appears 
to be a matter of small concern to this administration as to 
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where the money is to come from to do all these things, 
regardless of the fact that it was the President himself, 
when he was a candidate for the office he now holds, who 
said, “Taxes are paid in the sweat of those who labor.” 

Mr. Chairman, I have seen something of war. No nation 
engaged in modern war can hope to emerge a gainer, regard- 
less of how such a war ends. If one doubts this statement he 
should let his thoughts revert to the World War and the 
terrible conditions we and all the world are suffering as a 
result of that war. I shall not attempt to discuss these 
conditions other than to remind the Members of the House 
of the price we paid for our efforts toward making the world 
“safe for democracy.” ‘Thirty-nine thousand three hundred 
and sixty-two American boys were killed in action in that 
war. There were 192,361 wounded in action. There were 
14,009 who died of wounds received in action. There were 
76,757 who died of disease or accidents during their service 
in the war. More than 100,000 veterans with service-con- 
nected disabilities have died since the war, many of them 
the victims of their service. There are today more than 
336,000 World War veterans receiving compensation for serv- 
ice-connected disabilities. 

Our expenditures and loans on behalf of our Allies during 
the period of that war reached more than $40,000,000,000. 
How can any individual for a moment assert, if these stu- 
pendous sacrifices which we then made and which we are 
still making, and will continue to make in the years to come, 
have not been a successful contribution toward world peace, 
that we should, except for the actual defense of our shores 
and our possessions, engage in another war with any other 
nation? The costs that I have recited do not include the 
human misery, the agony of human hearts, the grief that 
was poured into that war and which has been suffered since. 
These things are beyond computation or human compre- 
hension. 

We, fortunately, are set aside from a war-mad world. 
We should not forget the fact that if we should be led into 
war in an attempt to protect a few paltry millions invested 
in some far-away section of the globe that the losses we 
would suffer thereby could not be recovered in the profits 
accruing to that investment in a thousand long years. A war 
prosecuted 7,000 miles from our base of supplies under the 
most favorable circumstances would be utterly fruitless. 

We cannot preserve the peace of this country by engaging 
in frequent and uncalled-for affronts to other nations. If 
this administration is to preserve the peace of our people, 
Mr. Roosevelt and members of his Cabinet would do well to 
attend to the business of this country exclusively and not 
attempt to dictate the policies of other nations or to police 
the peoples of the world. 

Practically every economic ill that has afflicted humanity 
during the past 20 years is the direct result of the madness 
of the World War. For us it brought about a vast increase 
in the productive capacity of agriculture, the results of 
which are felt today in our agricultural surpluses. It stimu- 
lated an expansion in our industrial productive capacity in 
this country that has resulted in much of the unemployment 
now existing. Another war of that character will destroy 
this civilization. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I believe in a national defense that 
will be adequate to meet every legitimate need. Before I can 
vote to increase this authorization, however, there must be 
some reasonable explanation as to why the administration 
has not during the past 5 years taken the necessary steps to 
build the ships already authorized. No such explanation 
has as yet been presented to the House. I am not alone in 
my views, 

Mr. Chairman, in the United States Senate on Tuesday, 
February 1, Senator WILLIAM E. Boram, of Idaho, and Senator 
Hiram Jouwnson, of California, both veterans of that body 
and both more or less sympathetic to the early pronounce- 
ments of President Roosevelt, raised serious questions re- 
garding the administration’s foreign policy and demanded 
that Mr. Roosevelt give some clarification of the objectives 
of his future course in foreign affairs. 
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Senator Boram, quoting statements by British Foreign Sec- 
retary Anthony Eden and other prominent personages of 
Great Britain intimating and asserting the existence of an 
understanding between the United States and Britain re- 
garding the far eastern situation, condemned in measured 
terms the campaign of propaganda being conducted in the 
United States by those who apparently are determined to 
drag this country into foreign disputes. 

Senator Jonnson scored Mr. Roosevelt’s Chicago quaran- 
tine speech as a threat to aggressor nations which the 
California statesman denounced as an empty threat. He 
demanded to know what plan, if any, the United States Gov- 
ernment is pursuing in the present world crisis. 

Senator Key Prrrman, Democratic chairman of the Senate 
Foreign Affairs Committee and spokesman for the White 
House in the Senate on matters concerning foreign affairs, 
was driven into the admission that— 

If the President says he will quarantine any nation which does 
wrong or is an aggressor, then he must go through, I insist, and 
even if he does not go through he leaves us in a position which 
permits any man to inquire what is the foreign policy of the 
United States. 

All these things cannot be whistled down the wind— 


Senator Boran pointed out 


and they are what make foreign policy. They are the things which 
put nations into action. They are the very things that brought 
on the World War. 

In answer to this Senate demand that he clarify his foreign 
policy and his demand for unprecedented expenditures for 
naval and military preparations for war, President Roosevelt 
declined at a subsequent press conference to do so. The 
President is reported as blandly retorting that “he thought 
his foreign policy was very clear to most people.” 

This, of course, constitutes no answer by Mr. Roosevelt, 
because neither the people nor the Members of the Congress 
know or have ever been informed as to what Mr. Roosevelt’s 
foreign policy is. All the information the people and Con- 
gress have is what has been gathered from statements of 
public officials in England and other countries appearing in 
the press, and the very broad generalities voiced by the 
President in his press conferences. As to details, and as to 
any secret understandings with Great Britain or any other 
nations, nothing is known. 

Certainly, the demands of leading Senators and of the 
country for some information as to the foreign policy being 
pursued by President Roosevelt, which necessitates the hur- 
ried preparations for war and the unprecedented expendi- 
tures for naval and military armaments, are not unreason- 
able. If it is not incompatible with the public interest, the 
citizens should be told what the future holds and what objec- 
tives Mr. Roosevelt is pursuing in his foreign policy. After 
all, it is the American people who must pay the bills and 
fight the war, if war comes. If it is incompatible with the 
public interest to reveal to the Nation at large the details 
of our foreign policy, assuredly it is not unreasonable to ex- 
pect Mr. Roosevelt to tell the leading members of both 
parties in the Congress—which represents the people—what 
necessitates the quick and extraordinary military and naval 
preparations now under way and to be begun in the near 
future. 

And if this is incompatible with the public interest, cer- 
tainly the President could tell his own leaders in the Con- 
gress these details of policy, because, after all, the United 
States, unlike the nations ruled by dictators, cannot, or 
ought not to be, hurled into war by any single man, even the 
President, without at least someone in the Congress knowing 
of the reasons for such grave action. 

These demands for information are not intended to and 
cannot embarrass the administration in its foreign policy— 
unless that policy is one that would arouse overwhelming 
opposition in a Congress which is overwhelmingly dominated 
by members of the President’s own party. 

No clear-thinking American, in the state of affairs 
throughout the world today, wants the United States to be 
without a national defense entirely adequate to meet any 
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aggressions any nation or combination of nations might at- 
tempt against us. But our foreign policy determines almost 
wholly the necessary size and cost of that national defense, 
as well as its character. It is one thing to have a national 
defense to defend our own shores. It is quite another thing 
to build up a national defense of a character readily adapt- 
able to the defense of some other nation’s shores, or to 
operate in far-off waters in offensive capacities. 

The world should constantly be reminded that the tradi- 
tional American policy will continue to be that of the good 
neighbor, although Mr. Roosevelt’s Chicago quarantine 
speech and Mr. Ickes’ unfortunate radio address to the people 
of Great Britain weakens the world’s belief in that traditional 
peaceful American attitude. 

If Mr. Roosevelt continues to refuse to disclose to leaders 
in the Congress the objectives of his foreign policy, then it 
is high time for congressional leaders, in compliance with 
their duty to the taxpayers and the people generally, to keep 
on insisting, in terms that will command a hearing at the 
White House, that they be informed on these questions which 
involve the lives, the happiness, and the money of all Amer- 
ican citizens, regardless of race, creed, color, religion, party, 
or age. Certainly, Mr. Roosevelt will not continue his re- 
fusal to meet this reasonable request on the part of the Sen- 
ate. If he does, it will be a most extraordinary state of 
affairs, indeed. 

It is asserted by those in high places that this country 
cannot remain aloof from any foreign war. Mr. Chairman, 
the most dangerous and damnable propaganda is being used 
to create if not a warlike psychology in this country, at least 
a sense of resignation to the inevitability of war. It is noth- 
ing short of fiendish that an attempt should be made to 
create an impression throughout the world that war, which 
nobody wants, which everybody fears, which can settle noth- 
ing satisfactorily, which can result in only appalling and in- 
comprehensible destruction of life and property, should be 
treated as though it were some strange disease to which 
mankind must be subjected without being able to avoid it. 

I deny absolutely that it is inevitable that this country 
cannot remain aloof from foreign wars. I deny that millions 
upon millions of people can be involved in conflict with each 
other against their desires and against their will by a Hitler 
or a Mussolini or a Stalin simply because some one of these 
mad individuals wants to drench the world in blood. 

I assert, on the contrary, that it is neither inevitable nor 
necessary for the United States to become embroiled in war. 
I assert further that it is entirely logical that we can main- 
tain a national defense adequate to deter any nation or any 
combination of nations from attempting to invade this coun- 
try, and at the same time we can convince the rest of the 
world that we have no aggressive ambitions. 

I assert further that in this world, which seems to again 
have become utterly insane with war madness and blood 
lust, that the one remaining hope of civilization is for this 
great democracy to remain sane, and to present to the rest 
of the world the example of a nation that is neither afraid 
to prepare for its own defense nor to resist being dragged 
into foreign conflicts. 

In the name of God, what hope or encouragement is to be 
given the peoples of the world, what gleam of salvation from 
the savagery and blood lust of war is to penetrate the dark- 
ness of this present world madness if this country does not 
take a position that war is not inevitable, that it is not 
necessary, and that the people, in whatever country they 
live, who have to do the fighting and the dying and the 
paying can, if they so will, prevent a Hitler or a Mussolini 
or a Stalin from plunging them into carnage and death? 

The whole psychology of the inevitability of war and of 
our inability as a free people to remain aloof from it is an 
accursed psychology of falsity that should be stamped out 
in this country. 

War does not come to mankind as a result of the proces- 
sion of the spheres. War does not come to mankind as a 
result of some invisible germ that poisons the human race 
and darkens the human mind. War does not come as a nat- 
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ural cataclysm that operates in cycles as a result of some im- 
mutable law. War comes to mankind because of the machi- 
nations of a few individuals maddened by hatreds or, more 
frequently, by individuals drunk with power and delirious 
with a desire for self-aggrandizement or glorification. 

It is incomprehensible to those who endeavor to think 
straight that men in high places of leadership can become 
so inoculated with a belief of the inevitability of war and 
can become so hypnotized that they can believe that war is 
the only solution to the problems confronting mankind. 
The man who mouths lofty platitudes about his love for 
peace and then voices the false and damnable doctrine that 
war is inevitable and inescapable convicts himself of dis- 
honesty of thought and purpose out of his own lips. 

What a monstrous thing it is, Mr. Chairman, for leaders 
to stand up and preach of the ideals and the loveliness of 
peace as a goal for mankind and then, in the very next 
breath, to blast the finest and most noble aspirations of 
which the human mind is capable by preaching the doctrine 
that the flower of our youth must die, that parents must live 
in agony, that helpless men, women, and children must be 
fed into the maw of carnage because war is inevitable. It 
is a lie. It is a diabolical lie. Any such doctrine is worthy 
only of the imps of darkness. 

If civilization has become so impotent, if the finest and 
most noble ideals and aspirations of mankind are so empty, 
if the teachings of Christianity and philosophy are so fic- 
titious, and if we ever once accept as a fact the doctrine 


that war and its horrors can engulf us despite anything we 


as a people can do, civilization is done. Of course, no right- 
thinking person, no normal human can accept such a doc- 
trine. 

Why, Mr. Chairman, the whole journey of man from the 
caves of our prehistoric ancestors to the complex and en- 
lightened civilization of this hour is an absolute, complete, 
and undeniable repudiation of any such doctrine as the in- 
evitability of war. [Applause.] 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. Lorp]. 

Mr. LORD. Mr. Chairman, I believe we should have an 
adequate Navy for the protection of both our coast lines. I 
do not know what that Navy should be. I do know that we 
have made one appropriation of $550,000,000 this season for 
building up the Navy and this was one of the largest that 
we have made in peacetimes. 

In about 1 week after this large appropriation was made 
President Roosevelt sent in an authorization of still greater 
proportions asking for an authorization of $800,000,000 more. 

We have authorized and appropriated now for all of the 
master ships that we can construct in 4 or 5 years and when 
this is anywhere near completed I shall be ready and willing 
for greater appropriations for the Navy if we are in need of 
them. 

I believe that we should have greater appropriations for 
the air force; in this we have not kept up with the times 
and we no doubt will need to construct more warships unless 
we enter into an agreement with the other countries to limit 
construction, but we have not tried to do this and I believe we 
should call a conference to consider this important subject 
and if possible stop this race in building warships, but in the 
meantime we will have to keep on building in the proportion 
that we are now. 

This legislation will not produce fighting ships any sooner 
for we have all of our forces working that we can now. The 
shipyards are crowded and this will not hurry matters along. 
In the World War times we tried to jam the work through 
and it turned out that we constructed many ships that were 
not properly constructed and were never of any, or at least, 
little value. This is just a matter of hysteria, of face saving. 
The Roosevelt depression is reaching such proportions, so 
many people are out of work, and the number is increasing 
so fast that something was needed to call the attention of 
the public from the real condition of the country. This hap- 
pened in a Democratic administration once before when 
President Wilson “kept us out of war.” The result was to 


3586 


delay the depression but it only delayed it. What we need 
now is to give confidence to our businessmen and let them 
get us out of this newly created depression, not get us into 
war. The Navy Department has authority now to build 
three battleships. We had one battleship become over age in 
1935, two in 1937, and four in 1939. Right today we could 
be building seven battleships of the larger type. Should we 
use all of our facilities available for this work we could not 
start building the battleships proposed in this bill until 
1947, 9 years from now. It is plain to my mind that this 
is a political measure to divert the minds of the people from 
the hard times that the President has brought upon us. 
We need the money more to take care of the undernourished, 
and so forth, more than we do to spend in the quite distant 
future for battleships that the plans may be obsolete before 
the ships are started. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to revise and ex- 
tend my own remarks in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair may state that all Mem- 
bers have permission to revise and extend their remarks in 
the Recorp for five legislative days following the completion 
of the consideration of this bill. 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. STEFAN]. 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Chairman, two outstanding statements 
have been made on this floor during this debate on our naval 
expansion bill which have a direct bearing on the hopes and 
aspirations of the millions of liberty-loving people in the 


Philippine Islands. One of them is the statement to the 


effect that we are now expanding our Navy in the Pacific for 
the protection of the Philippine Islands. The other is the 
statement that perhaps we are expanding our Navy on the 
Pacific side because of fear that Japan may decide to take 
over the Philippine Islands. 

In listening to these statements Members must not over- 
look the promises which the United States Government has 
made to the Filipino people regarding early independence. 
Congress must not overlook, while listening to these state- 
ments, the fact that on November 15, 1935, many Members of 
this body and the other body on the other side of this build- 
ing went to the Philippine Islands at the expense of the 
Filipino people and helped to inaugurate the Philippine Com- 
monwealth government, at which time a representative of 
our President declared publicly that Philippine independence 
is assured in 1946, and that the United States Government 
will keep its promise. Congress must not overlook the fact 
that hundreds of thousands of Filipino people and representa- 
tives from nearly every country in the world attended that 
inauguration ceremony when the United States and Philip- 
pine flags marched side by side, and at which time Manuel 
Quezon was inaugurated as the first President of the Philip- 
pine Islands. The people of the United States took it for 
granted at that time and are still of the opinion that the 10- 
year transition period would be carried out, after which the 
United States would hold to its promise, and that the Filipino 
people could rely on that promise to the effect that absolute 
Philippine independence could be expected by the Filipino 
people in 1946, as provided for in the law passed by Congress, 

Since that time many new world events have occurred. 
Japan started a war of aggression in China; a revolution 
broke out in Spain; central Europe is ablaze with war; power- 
ful nations of the world, including our own, have junked 
armament treaties and have embarked upon an armament 
race, 

In the midst of this world confusion and misunderstanding 
the Filipino people, who have been taught for a decade what 
real liberty means by the United States Government, em- 
barked upon an elaborate program to be ready to run their 
own government after the transition period is concluded. 
Throughout this confusion both American and Filipino poli- 
ticians have sought to confuse not only the Filipino people 
but also the American people. One side began the battle to 
confuse by the demands to junk the Tydings-MeDuffle law, 
which gives the Filipinos complete independence in 1946, by 
starting a propaganda publicity campaign for immediate in- 
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dependence. The other side followed the same course by the 
publicity campaign tending to show that the Philippine people 
could never govern themselves, and that independence hopes 
for the Filipinos are a myth. This confusion is now reaching 
a climax, the result of which will become disastrous to the 
people of the Philippine Islands unless from some official 
source those people are assured that the promises of the 
United States Government will be carried out. 

I call your attention to statements which I have previously 
made on this subject to confirm my suspicion that the plan 
to defeat the intent of the Tydings-McDuffie Act began, not 
during the present world confusion but at the time hundreds 
of thousands of Filipino people waved the United States and 
the Philippine flags frantically in Manila on November 15, 
1935. That was the day the Commonwealth government was 
inaugurated and that was the time the Filipino people, with 
tears in their eyes and with happy hearts, welcomed the 
inauguration of the first President of the Philippine Islands. 
The celebration of the first step toward Philippine freedom 
lasted many days and many nights. Every Province in the 
archipelago was represented at that inauguration. Our Presi- 
dent was represented by the late George Dern, Secretary of 
War; the Senate was represented by our present Vice Presi- 
dent, John Garner; the House was represented by our late 
beloved Speaker, Joe Byrns. There were many eloquent ora- 
tions about liberty and independence. Promises to keep 
the promise were numerous. There was no question in the 
minds of any of the American delegation at that moment but 
the law would be carried out and complete independence as 
promised to the Philippine people was assured in 1946. There 
was no doubt about that in the hearts and minds of the 
people of the Philippine Islands. 

Yet hardly had the echoes of that celebration died away 
and the farewells were said to the American delegation when 
statements in black headlines were carried in newspapers 
which came to the departing ship stating that “Philippine 
independence is a myth.” Finely timed, this statement had 
been withheld during that tremendous independence cele- 
bration. It came to the amazed American delegation as they 
were waving farewell to their Filipino hosts. This message 
was from the pen of Roy Howard, of the Scripps-Howard 
newspaper syndicate, who attended the independence cele- 
bration. 

From that time on, Mr. Speaker, the effort to defeat Philip- 
pine independence has been carried on so effectively that 
today, when the world is on fire, those who would defeat the 
promises made by Americans are taking advantage of current 
events and are sending sharp dagger points into the hearts 
of millions of people in the Philippines who fear that the 
promises of our Government may not be good, 

Mr. Chairman, I went to the Philippine Islands to lay a 
wreath of flowers on the graves of American soldiers who 
were once my comrades in those islands. I went there to lay 
a wreath of flowers on the monument of Rizal, that great 
martyr for liberty and freedom. I believed then that the 
promises of the United States Government are sacred. I 
believe they are still sacred. 

I hope, Mr. Chairman, that we shall never see the day when 
people can point at us and say that “they violate their sacred 
promises.” In spite of all of this propaganda by selfish inter- 
ests, by these politicians at home and in the Orient, I hope 
my Government will not be swayed from its sacred promise. 
I have frequently stated here that it is my belief that the 
Filipino people cannot hope to protect themselves from pos- 
sible attacks by a big power, and in order to eliminate that 
danger I feel that the island government can be neutralized 
similar to the neutrality which is enjoyed by Switzerland. I 
believe that we can come to some agreement regarding trade 
with the islands and still carry out our promise for independ- 
ence in 1946. 

Mr. Chairman, there is a great patriotic organization in the 
Philippine Islands known as the Philippine National Volun- 
teers, This organization has in its membership over 150,000 
Filipinos. They reside in every province, town, village, and 
barrio in the archipelago. They are sworn to uphold and 
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protect the Constitution of the United States of America and 
the Philippine Islands. That organization has as its objec- 
tive continued good relations with the United States, peace at 
home, protection, and aid to all constituted law officials. 
This is the organization which really put down the recent 
Sakdalista revolution in the islands. It knows no political 
party, creed, or color. 

This organization is continually teaching the Filipino 
people the gratitude they owe to the sacrifices made in the 
islands by the United States. Yet the members of this 
organization believe in the promises made by the United 
States regarding freedom in 1946. The members of this 
organization have time and again displayed their great worth 
to the government and to the people of the islands. They 
have been the home defense of the islands and the back- 
bone of Philippine stability. They are men of high char- 
acter, men like our present Philippine Commissioner, the 
Hon. QUINTIN PAREDES. To suddenly violate a sacred prom- 
ise which people like members of the Philippine Volunteers 
believe is sacred, would, in my opinion, bring disgrace upon 
the people of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I made the statement that this attempt to 
violate our promise was made during the time such promises 
were being made in the islands. I call your attention to an 
editorial in the Washington News of March 16. This news- 
paper is one of the syndicate of the Scripps-Howard organ- 
ization. What connection there is between the statement 
made in Manila in 1935 by Roy Howard and this editorial 
I am not prepared to say, but nevertheless, the two have 
great significance. This editorial of March 16 states in 
part: 

And so, we think, there is reason to hope that Filipino leaders 
of the fight for independence are now willing to concede delay— 
perhaps indefinite delay—is necessary. That, we have long be- 
lieved, is the conclusion to which enlightened self-interest must 
inevitably lead the Filipino people. 


In reply to that editorial, Mr. Chairman, allow me to quote 
from a letter which I have received on this day from the 
Hon. Panfilo Laconico, that great Filipino patriot who 
has been recently reelected to head the Philippine Vol- 
unteers: 


Serious reflections on the question of independence, and earnest 
conclusions reached through a study of Philippine affairs give 
me grounds to advocate, without hesitation, independence within 
5 years. Complete independence for the Filipino people alone 
will terminate the current difficulties of the Filipinos and solve, 
once and for all, a problem uppermost in the minds of the Fili- 
pino people. Independence may open new difficulties for the Fili- 
pinos but they will be difficulties, the solutions of which will more 
or less be within their reach. 

These difficulties I shall try to point out: 

National defense: Field Marshal Douglas MacArthur, military ad- 
viser of the Commonwealth of the Philippines, stated definitely 
that it will take the Filipinos 10 long years to carry out the present 
national-defense program. After 10 years, the Filipinos, he indi- 
cated, shall have been able to defend the Philippines from for- 
eign invasion and no nation would be reckless enough to at- 
tempt a conquest of a prepared Philippines. If independence is 
granted us in 5 years, the solution left for us is to double the 
present number of men who go under training every year. That is, 
if, as under the present system, 40,000 young men go into rigorous 
military training every year, the most positive solution then is for 
the Commonwealth to put into training double the present num- 
ber, or approximately 80,000 young men a year. 

Economics: The present standard of living in the Philippines is 
too high and any change in our economics will surely change our 
mode of living. The change will undoubtedly be painful, but to 
my mind, it would be for the better. We will surely meet diffi- 
culties at first but then we will be able to get over these difficul- 
ties. Ours is an agricultural country and in a country like the 
Philippines (in the Tropics) nobody dies of hunger. If we shorten 
the transition period, we shall eventually be trained to live as 
Filipinos. We shall live, and eat as Filipinos and not as imitators 
after the occidental manner of living. To say the least, our man- 
ner of living today is artificial—a situation afforded us on account 
of America. If we continue as we are now, or if the present re- 
lations between the United States and the Philippines is perma- 
nently maintained, it is safe to assume that America’s work in the 
Philippines will be put to naught: Why? Because there shall 
arise here and abroad misunderstanding as to the real motive of the 
United States in the upbringing of the Filipino people. 

Freedom: To any individual, regardless of his station in life 
and regardless of his race, there is nothing as satisfying, there is 
nothing as elevating to the soul as the thought that his country, 
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his fatherland, is free and unfettered; that his race is supreme 
over his land; that that land for which his fathers shed blood is 
free and independent. I presume you will understand my senti- 
ment, knowing that you have a knowledge of the background of 
our struggles for liberty. 


So you see, Mr. Chairman, how the responsible people of 
the Philippine Islands feel about this entire matter of inde- 
pendence. We have made the promise. Let us keep it. 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. Forp]. 

Mr. FORD of California. Mr. Chairman, in arising to 
support H. R. 9218 I do so knowing that this bill is opposed 
by a group of sincere men in this House who honestly believe 
be to prepare for defense is only another way of encourag- 

g war. 

I cannot agree with this view. As I see it, the nation or 
nations that refuse to join in efforts for the limitation of 
armaments and deliberately enter upon a great army and 
navy program, threaten, encourage, and cause war. But in 
the face of such armament building by aggressor nations, it 
seems to me that peace-loving nations such as ours are 
forced to prepare to defend themselves. 

No man today knows what the year may bring forth, 
what threats to our peace may be made by aggressor nations 
led by power-maddened dictators. We see Asia engaged in 
a grim and terrible struggle. Our sympathies go to the 
peaceful and unprepared nation which has been so ruth- 
lessly attacked. We see Spain in the throes of a civil war 
in which other nations are taking a covert part. We see 
Hitler and his Nazi horde marching on Austria, annexing it 
and threatening to overrun Europe. The world holds its 
breath to see what next aggressive move this mad dictator 
will take. 

A world war seems imminent. In the face of this, how- 
ever well balanced and calm we may be, however much 
opposed to war, however determined to maintain the peace, 
most of us realize that our security lies in being invincible 
and not in following a policy of laissez faire. 

Frankly, I hate to vote for this tremendous naval-building 
program. I hate to think of the profiteering that will almost 
certainly be involved; I hate to divert money needed for the 
employment of our people in public improvements; in flood 
control; in vocational education; in fostering the creative 
arts; in all manner of socially desirable works. It is tragic 
to spend so much money on machinery for destruction when 
there is such great need for the development of our human 
and natural resources. 

But the responsibility for defense lies with Congress. Per- 
haps time will show that we are mistaken today in thinking 
that a greatly enlarged Navy is essential for our protection. On 
the other hand, what if we fail to vote for such a Navy and 
the sure years show that in such failure we caused our coun- 
try to be plunged into war, unprepared, with all the trag- 
edies that go with war. 

We have to play safe, to provide for defense, and to hope 
that, being able to defend ourselves, there will be no attack. 

There is sharp difference of opinion as to what consti- 
tutes the best and most effective naval defense. Some ex- 
perts maintain that additional battleships are not neces- 
sary; that what is needed is more bomber planes, more air- 
craft of other types, additional cruisers and other smaller 
vessels. Where the experts differ, one man’s guess is as good 
as another. But it would seem to be the part of wisdom 
for the United States to have sufficient battleships to defend 
our two coasts and to outnumber any possible enemy com- 
bination. 

So again, we must play safe and provide the battleships, 
believing that they are essential, because it is impossible to 
prove the contrary. 

The tragedy is that in spite of the faithful and long-con- 
tinued efforts of enlightened peace-loving people, the na- 
tions of the world have failed to adopt a system of interna- 
tional amity and good will, with all disputes between gov- 
ernments automatically submitted to arbitration. It seems 
that more bloodshed and disaster, more human waste and 
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human agony are required before civilization will learn its 
lesson, that only in organized peace and international dis- 
armament will war, the worst of all evils, be banished from 
the earth. May we who are here now live to see that day. 

Until then we must prepare to defend ourselves. 

Recently we have heard a great deal about collective 
security. That is an intriguing phrase. I, too, believe in 
collective security, if and when there appears a disposi- 
tion on the part of other nations to cooperate in a collective 
pact. But events of the very recent past warrant the con- 
clusion that collective security as an effective method of 
dealing with the present situation has gone with the wind, 
swallowed up in a whirlwind of hate and horror. It now 
behooves us to prepare to protect ourselves against what I 
would call collective savagery. 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER]. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, the doubts concerning 
this proposal in its present form and at the present time are 
motivated in large measure, not by any lack of desire or 
determination to see that America is properly prepared but 
by its very serious implications in the field of foreign policy. 

The confidence that most of us feel in the officers of our 
Navy does not permit us to believe that the proposal of 
January 28 originated in their carefully considered plans for 
our national defense. 

The policy of the Navy Department in moving as rapidly 
as the exigencies of the Budget permitted and with the full 
cooperation of the Appropriations Committee of the House 
to carry out the $4,000,000,000 naval building program laid 
down in the Vinson-Trammell Act of 1934 and now only 
half completed and the evidence of the responsible officials 
of the Navy in January before the Appropriations Commit- 
tee without one word of suggestion that America was not 
adequately prepared under the existing program—all these 
circumstances supply convincing evidence that the sudden 
billion-dollar increase proposed the latter part of January 
was not of primarily naval origin. 

Neither does this statement intimate any impropriety in 
proposals regarding our national defense originating either 
in the State Department or the White House. 

The chairman declares, in my judgment, properly, that 
America proposes to be adequately prepared against attack 
by any single power. 

The evidence is overwhelming that there is no nation on 
earth today that can expect successfully to attack the United 
States or its policies in the Western Hemisphere. 

The evidence is also conclusive that the present $4,000,- 
000,000 building program, proceeded with as promptly as our 
existing building resources will permit, will amply guarantee 
our national security in days to come. 

This conclusion is predicated upon the evidence of every 
naval expert that any navy loses 40 to 60 percent of its 
efficiency in operating 3,000 miles from its necessary base. 

The imminent abandonment of the Philippines in accord- 
ance with congressional mandate changes the whole defense 
picture of the United States long before the existing naval 
authorizations can be completed. The recent suggestion in 
highly responsible quarters that the Philippines should not 
be abandoned is possibly to be read in connection with this 
bill. 

Particularly is it disturbing at this time to authorize three 
new battleships, costing close to $100,000,000 apiece, when 
there is today authorization to proceed immediately with all 
the battleships either the Navy Department or the President 
proposes to ask for this coming year. 

Certainly our national defense is not going to be strength- 
ened by paper battleships. Yet that is all that is here and 
now proposed. 

The next Congress in January may know very much more 
about conditions in America and in the world. Meanwhile, 
according to the contention of the most zealous proponent 
of this measure, not one minute will have been lost in any 
construction that is now contemplated. 
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FOREIGN POLICY 


But this measure cannot be divorced from foreign policy. 
That is frankly recognized by the proponents in the declara- 
tion of foreign policy contained in the pending naval bill. 

That language must be read in the light of all the develop- 
ments of the past 6 months in America’s foreign policy. 

No issue is here presented of whether or not we shall sup- 
port the President. We only ask when. No question need 
be involved in this discussion of whether or not full con- 
fidence is placed in every utterance of the President or the 
Secretary of State. It is their very words that occasion the 
most serious concern. 

There seems ample evidence that the American people 
were overwhelmingly behind the President when he declared 
to the press of the world last September that Americans 
should come out of China and stay out until conditions were 
more settled. 

But from that time that clearly enunciated policy has been 
subtly sabotaged, beginning within 2 days, when the Secre- 
tary of State declared that certain utility interests must 
leave their American representatives in the war zone. 

Then came October and the Presidential speech at the 
Chicago bridge. 

The chairman’s suggestion, for the first time in this debate, 
that quarantine means an intention to quarantine the United 
States, finds no support in the context of the speech. It 
serves rather to illustrate the desperate endeavor to escape 
from the unfortunate but necessary implications of that 
dread phrase. $ 

The secretary of state at Ottawa envisioned likewise the 
doctrine of collective security to pacify the world. Only one 
of the proponents of this measure has been ready frankly to 
defend that thesis, and yet it is at the basis of this discussion 
here today. 

Even while I speak to you here today the Secretary of 
State of this country is broadcasting to the world a denun- 
ciation of the contagious scourge of treaty-breaking and 
armed violence. Here again is the suggestion of quarantine. 

The President called for this program because of the 
threat to world peace and security—not American peace 
and security. If those phrases mean anything, they mean 
that the passage of this bill will authorize intervention in 
any quarrel anywhere from the Yangtze to the Danube. 

This bill declares this navy is to protect our commerce 
and citizens abroad and to defend our national policies. 
The chairman says those policies are declared by the Presi- 
dent. 

The adoption of this bill in its present form authorizes not 
merely three battleships—that it is not now proposed to 
build—but authorizes the use of the American Navy in pre- 
serving world peace and security wherever it may be 
threatened. 

This Congress in the face of an economic crisis at home 
has shown a tendency to pause and ponder the implications 
of our acts. 

May we all consider carefully before we here take action 
that may help to precipitate America into any war outside 
the Western Hemisphere. 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. Case]. 

A QUESTION OF POLICY 


Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, this is the 
first word I have spoken during this extended debate. I 
have listened intently. No man or woman can look back to 
the days when homes were broken by war and sit through 
such a debate and not be profoundly stirred. No one who 
sits in this body can approach a major question of peace 
and war without giving to his thoughts a self-searching and 
conscientious attention that no other question would bring. 

When a Member of this body speaks on the question of 
fundamental foreign policy, or fundamental issues involved 
in national defense, I readily credit him with sincerity and 
patriotism. There may be differences of opinion as to what 
constitutes adequate defense, there may be questions as to 
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the proper statement of policy, there may be disputes as to 
what constitutes a proper foreign policy, but I firmly believe 
that every Member of the House of Representatives desires 
this Nation to maintain peace. No one here wants war. 

FEW AMONG US ARE NAVAL EXPERTS 


It has been repeatedly pointed out that few among us are 
naval experts. That fact does not deter and should not deter 
us from acting upon our responsibility in the matter before 
us. The principal technical questions are left properly to 
those who write the specifications for the ships we may 
authorize. 

The question of whether we should build more battleships 
or more aircraft, submarines, and destroyers is not wholly 
a technical matter, and the debate on that question from 
this floor has been primarily a question of policy. 

The kind of a gun you carry indicates the hunting you 
expect to do. 

The battleship, in the nature of the case, is recognized as 
an instrument of aggressive warfare; the other units men- 
tioned are primarily defensive in their conception. 

This bill, say what you will, is primarily a bill of policy 
and not a bill of naval construction. We are not now build- 
ing ships already authorized, as has been repeatedly brought 
out. It is not proposed to build these additional ships im- 
mediately; money is not asked for immediately; there are 
no direct appropriations of money in this bill, only authori- 
zations. But it does contain a special section declaring a 
fundamental naval policy—essentially a declaration of for- 
eign policy that will determine peace or war for this country 
in the years ahead. 

Read it— 

Sec. 9. It is declared to be the fundamental naval policy of the 
United States to maintain a Navy in sufficient strength to guar- 
antee our national security, not for aggression, but to guard the 
continental United States by affording naval protection to the 
coast line, in both oceans at one and the same time; to protect the 
Panama Canal, Alaska, Hawaii, and our insular possessions; to 


protect our commerce and citizens abroad; to insure our national 
integrity; and to support our national policies. 


DOES THIS SCUTTLE THE NEUTRALITY ACT? 


Under that paragraph, what becomes of the so-called Neu- 
trality Act that was whipped through the early meetings of 
this Congress? What becomes of the cash-and-carry idea 
for commerce entering war zones? 

Is our commerce to be protected when it goes into war 
zones where war has not been declared and the President has 
therefore not found a war to exist? 

Are oil tankers from the United States to be protected by 
our gunboats on rivers 200 miles inland long months after a 
country has been invaded and at war? 

What are our insular possessions? ‘The Philippines? The 
two islands in the far Pacific to which we are told the United 
States has recently asserted its sovereignty? 

Can we seek these footholds in the Orient and deny other 
nations footholds in this hemisphere? Can we maintain 
the Monroe Doctrine in this hemisphere and, at the same 
time, assert the opposite of that in Asia and Europe? The 
most moving argument for a larger Navy has been that 
based on the Monroe Doctrine—the protection of this hem- 
isphere from foreign aggression; but the assertion by us of 
extraterritorial rights in Asia is a direct dare to other coun- 
tries to test the Monroe Doctrine here. 

What does it mean—to support our national policies? 
What national policies? Imperialism? An open door in 
China? A Monroe Doctrine for Asia? A police force to 
maintain the iniquities of the Treaty of Versailles? A 
parallel policy with Great Britain? 

Mr. Chairman, Members of this House do not need to be 
naval experts to entertain convictions on such questions as 
these. They need only to have read these words from 
George Washington’s Farewell Address: 

Against the insidious wiles of foreign influence, the jealousy of 
a free people ought to be constantly awake; since history and 


experience prove that foreign influence 2 one of the most baneful 
foes of republican government 
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The great rule of conduct for us, in regard to foreign nations is, 
in extending our commercial relations, to. have with them as little 
political connection as possible * * 

Harmony, and a liberal intercourse with all nations are recom- 
mended by policy, humanity, and interest. But * * + it is 
folly in one nation to look for disinterested favors from another. 

* œ+ It is an illusion which experience must cure, which a 
just pride ought to discard. 


Section 9, the declaration of policy, goes on to say— 


It is further declared to be the policy of the United States 
that an adequate naval defense means not only the protection 
of the Canal Zone, Alaska, Hawail, and our insular possessions, 
but also a defense that will keep any potential enemy many 
hundred miles away from our continental limits. 

The United States looks with apprehension and disfavor upon 
the general increase in naval building throughout the world, but 
it realizes that no single nation can reduce its naval armament 
without É arad its national security, except by common 
agreement. 


ARE WE TO TAKE THE LEAD IN THE ARMS RACE? 


But the declaration of policy does not take a single step 
toward reversing that trend of increased naval building. 
The effect of the whole bill, in its provision for $1,200,000,000 
worth of naval building over and above the regular naval 
construction—the effect is definitely to place us in the lead 
of the world’s armament race. 

Surely that is a question of policy, and the members of 
this body are competent to pass upon that as a matter of 
policy. Indeed, it is their duty to say whether the people 
want the United States to take the leadership of the world 
in this race, knowing full well, that just as increased build- 
ing abroad is siezed upon to push building here, so our 
building in turn is used to send other nations into the mad 
maelstrom of suspicion, ships, spies, and stories that bring 
war. 

The declaration of policy contains no direction to the 
President or the State Department as to what shall consti- 
tute national policy. It contains no direction that any steps 
shall be taken to halt this armament race. There is no pro- 
vision for calling or joining in calling a conference to seek a 
common agreement. It only provides: 

That, in the event of an international treaty for the further 
limitations of naval armament to which the United States is signa- 
tory, the President is hereby authorized and empowered to suspend 
so much of its naval construction as has been authorized as may 
be n to bring the naval armament of the United States 
within the limitations so agreed upon, except that such suspension 


shall not apply to vessels and aircraft then actually under 
construction. 


WHO IS TO POINT THE WAY? 


Mr. Chairman, the roots of today’s disturbances run back 
to the spirit of retribution that wrote the Treaty of Versailles. 
That, in turn, runs back to the retaliation that was demanded 
after the War of 1870. And that, in turn, to the so-called 
treaties of peace that preceded in Europe’s round of wars. 
Somewhere, somehow, the people of the world must break up 
that cycle of revenge if we are to end the round of wars. 

Mr. Chairman, there was a permanent truth in the formula 
of Woodrow Wilson for “a peace without victory” after the 
World War. It was the same sane spirit of humanity that 
Lincoln breathed in his second inaugural address but was 
lost in the savage brutality that marked the days of recon- 
struction following the Civil War. 

It has been said that democracy is on trial today, but not 
so much, I believe, to show whether this Nation can take the 
lead in a world-armament race but to see if free governments 
can point the way out of this morass. If this Nation cannot 
take that lead, what nation can? Instead of seeking the 
lead in an armament race, we should seek a reduction of arms 
and we should seek to bring the conditions under which 
arms can be reduced. That means recognizing human needs 
in the “have not” nations. It means stabilizing interna- 
tional exchange. It means correcting wrongs though written 
into past treaties: It means, in short, encouraging those 
conditions under which peace can come and stay. That is the 
test and should be the first job in the foreign policy of free 
governments today. LApplause. ] 
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Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Treap- 
way]. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, we very much enjoyed 
the eloquence of our presiding officer in connection with 
the expectation of the use of the shillelagh in presiding over 
our session today. I believe, however, some credit should be 
given to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts for his elo- 
quence, because that gentleman, the Honorable Jonn O’Con- 
wor of New York, was born and reared in our Commonwealth. 
The environment was enhanced by the fact that Massachu- 
setts was also the home of two generations of his ancestors. 
So we have in the gentleman from New York [Mr. O'Connor] 
the happy combination of Irish ancestry, Massachusetts cul- 
ture and education, and New York politics. He was edu- 
cated in a New England college and was graduated in law 
from Harvard University. We in Massachusetts, therefore, 
wish to share some of the glory for his eloquence and ability. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of my 
time to myself. 

In concluding this general debate on this side, I want to 
point out a few very vital factors. First, that a second-best 
navy is no defense. To be second best in a battle is to be 
defeated. Defeat means ultimate surrender. I wish to point 
out that oceans, contrary to popular belief, are no longer 
elements of protection and safety. As a matter of fact, if 
an ocean is cleared of a defending navy, it offers the most 
accessible, and the most desirable highway of invasion. It 
is far easier, and safer, to transport large bodies of troops 
over water than over land. Modern airplanes can wipe out 
coast defenses far easier than they can destroy fleets upon 
the high seas. 

The United States, without a fleet capable of keeping a 
hostile aggressor far from our shores, can be and probably 
will be defeated. 

Our keeping up a treaty-strength navy—and that is all 
that this bill does—is not a threat to the peace of the world. 
No one need fear our foreign policy merely because we build 
a powerful navy. Navies do not invade. No one need fear 
us until we begin to mobilize a huge expeditionary army. 
We have none. We plan none. It is the prudent thing to 
carry insurance. How often have you heard, however, of 
the man who carried his insurance for years, and then, hav- 
ing suffered no loss, dropped the insurance. And it was 
always right after the policy lapsed that the unexpected loss 
occurred. 

The United States has maintained the principle of the 
5-5-3 naval ratio as a national insurance for 15 years. 
Unless we increase our Navy now, in order to continue to 
maintain that policy, we are very likely to have our loss 
soon thereafter, and it will then be too late to renew the 
policy. 

As to whether our national security is endangered, just 
look around the world. Aggression is on the march. 

There will be no surer way of guaranteeing our early par- 
ticipation in a war, and a disastrous war for us, than by 
weakening our naval defense. Failure to increase our Navy 
now actually means to weaken our defenses. Adequate de- 
fense is a relative matter. It is adequate only when it can 
accomplish its mission of successfully defending. An ade- 
quate defense is, therefore, always a relative matter; related 
directly to the possible, or at least probable forces to be met 
in opposition to our security. 

When other nations, whose interest do now or may soon 
conflict with our essential interests, increase their war forces, 
it becomes mandatory for us to increase our defenses, or 
they are no longer adequate. 

It seems to me that there are but two questions involved 
in the proposed naval expansion program. 

These are: First, whether this increase in the Navy is to 
implement a foreign policy that may contemplate invasion of 
some foreign country; quarantining aggressor nations; polic- 
ing the world; or defending the British Empire. 
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Second, whether this increase in the Navy is essential to 
our own security, which must, of course, presuppose a poten- 
tial threat against the United States. 

Let us deal with the first question. There are those who 
express fear of our foreign policy, and who say they are un- 
willing to trust the implements of war in the hands of Presi- 
dent Roosevelt. It is contended by some that President 
Roosevelt wishes war in order to glorify himself; and it is 
predicted that he will seek to perpetuate himself in the Presi- 
dency for a third term by precipitating us into a war, so 
that we can be appealed to “not to change horses in the 
middle of the stream.” I am not here to defend the Presi- 
dent, nor his foreign policies. In fact, I disagree with many 
of his policies, domestic and foreign. But I wish to point out 
the fallacy of opposing this naval increase on such grounds. 

In the first place, no one in his right mind, either in this 
country or any other country in the world, seriously believes 
that the United States contemplates an invasion of any 
country anywhere. 

Certainly we have no desire to invade Japan. They have 
nothing that we need. We are not going to invade Japan 
to forcibly take their silk. It is idle gibberish to even talk 
about our invading anyone. A nation with an appetite for 
aggression, or conquest, would not rescue a people, as we did 
the Filipinos, and then grant them their independence. This 
is also true of the Cubans. 

If the United States were an imperialistic and militaristic 
nation, we would have conquered both of the Americas. The 
United States has had the military strength to have done 
so at any time during the last hundred years. 

No, we are not a threat of invasion to Japan, nor to anyone 
else. The world knows that. 

But fear is expressed that we are again about to undertake 
a crusade to make the world safe for democracy. Appre- 
hension is expressed that we are going to join Great Britain, 
either by joint action or parallel action in preventing Japan’s 
conquest of China, or that we are going to be tricked into 
using our Navy to defend the British Empire. 

This is obviously impossible when the facts are known. 
For our Navy, even with this increase as proposed, is incapa- 
ble of carrying on an aggressive overseas action of any sort, 
either alone or in concert with other naval powers. 

All the evidence is that our Navy at present is inadequate 
to even defend this country, let alone to engage in any 
overseas adventure. 

As to the proposed increase, it will take at least another 
6 years to build the Navy up to the proposed strength, and 
this only by very much augmented shipbuilding facilities. 
This would not make our full Navy available until after the 
expiration of even a third term for President Roosevelt. 

We must be made to believe that he will remain in the 
White House perpetually if he is to build a Navy for 
aggression, 

For—and mark this well—the evidence is that we would 
have to have a Navy increased by three times this proposed 
expansion to make an overseas aggressive war feasible. It 
would take from 12 to 15 years to build such a Navy. Were 
he looking for an excuse to go to war, the Panay offered a 
perfect one. Yet he diplomatically avoided even a serious 
incident over it. Had the situation been reversed, it is al- 
most a certainty that Japan would have made war upon 
us. So, by an examination of facts, if we are to base our de- 
ductions upon logic, and not mere theory, hysteria, or senti- 
ment, we are forced to the conclusion that the proposed naval 
increase is not for aggressive action upon our part at all, 
whether or not President Roosevelt might want it for that 
purpose. 

Now let us turn to the second problem. Is this proposed 
increase of the Navy necessitated by the demands for pro- 
tection to the United States? 

While the world at large can rest assured that we neither 
desire nor are we capable of aggression against oriental or 
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European countries; the reverse cannot be said of certain 
other nations. 

Italy has invaded and conquered Ethiopia, Germany has 
rearmed the Rhine, and by military threat has conquered 
Austria. The rest of middle Europe is faced with the same 
threat. 

Japan is in the midst of the invasion and conquest of 
China. These three countries are self-admittedly in a mili- 
tary alliance. While the alliance is allegedly an anticom- 
munist one, remember, they all hate democracy as intensely 
as they do communism. 

There are open reports of negotiations between Japan and 
Mexico for the exploitation of iron mines by Japan and the 
development of a naval base by Japan upon the west coast 
of Mexico. There is an enormous settlement of Germans in 
Brazil, and already the first step has been taken in Brazil to 
set up ultimately a puppet state in South America for 
Germany. : 

The Monroe Doctrine, which is our “life line,” must keep 
out military alliances with overseas powers in this hemisphere 
as surely as it must prevent military occupation in the 
Americas by overseas powers. 

A conquest of Brazil, even on the same basis as Germany’s 
domination of Austria, is just as serious a threat against the 
United States as a military operation by Germany in South 
America. 

The only preventive, however, is a United States Navy 
strong enough to resist such encroachment. 

A weak United States Navy will be a direct invitation to 
invade, either by political or economic penetration or by mili- 
tary conquest, countries in South and Central America. The 
ultimate result of a successful invasion of this character will 
be direct attacks upon the United States. 

It is not enough to merely say, in answer, that this can 
never happen, and that the two oceans are our guarantee 
of safety. Both of these things have happened. A puppet 
state, similar to Japan’s Manchukuo, was set up in America 
when Napoleon the Third placed Maximilian upon the throne 
of Mexico. This was a threat to the United States. It was 
ended only by a show of force upon our part. This is just 
one example, out of many, when preparedness for war pre- 
vented the war itself. 

Too many people have forgotten that the United States 
has been attacked by hostile. naval vessels several times and 
under conditions when the oceans were far greater safety 
“moats” than they are today. Our shores were actually at- 
tacked as recently as the World War. 

The United States got into the World War because we were 
not adequately prepared to stay out of it. Had we been 
possessed of the Navy that Theodore Roosevelt had pleaded 
for, we would never have been in the World War. Both 
sides in that conflict flagrantly disregarded and violated our 
neutrality. They did so because they were convinced that 
we neither would nor could defend our rights. 

The mere possession of a large military preparedness has 
never been the cause of any war, and I challenge anyone to 
show that it ever has been the cause of war. 

On the other hand, many times in history, an adequate 
preparedness for war has prevented war. This was the case 
in Europe at the turn of the century. 

The 5-5-3 ratio provided in the 1922 Washington Treaty 
was based upon the defense needs of Great Britain, United 
States, and Japan, and took into consideration relative coast 
lines, naval bases, and so forth. It made each of the three 
nations safe in home waters. When Japan upsets that ratio, 
it can be for only one purpose—to prepare for overseas ag- 
gression. Japan needs no increased navy for her operations 
in China. No one, including Russia, is going to attack Japan 
unprovoked. On the other hand, Japan has an unsavory 
reputation in aggression against others. If the 5-3 ratio is a 
safe foundation for defense, then, it must be maintained 
if we are to have peace and be prepared to resist aggression, 
either as a direct attack upon our shores or as an indirect 
invasion through the setting up of puppet states in this 
hemisphere. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


3591 


Since it is our national policy to have no military alliances, 
we must be prepared to go it on our own. 

The aggressor nations today are those who are short in 
resources. 

We have everything they need. War is a grim, cold- 
blooded business proposition for aggressor nations. If they 
can get what they need cheaper by taking it than by buying 
it, they will take it. We must have such defenses as to make 
it cost anyone more to take our resources than to buy them 
from us, otherwise the time will come when they will attempt 
to forcibly take them. 

The United States is in grave danger without an adequate 
navy. That danger is minimized if we have a strong de- 
fense navy. 

I am going to conclude by repeating my warning of yes- 
terday. It is far better to have it and not need it than to 
need it and not have it. [Applause.] 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Is this exactly the place and the 
time when the jingo barrage begins? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman does not state a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I yield 24 min- 
utes to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN]. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I have been very much 
gratified and very proud of the House of Representatives 
during this debate. I think it has been a splendid and an 
illuminating discussion. When we in this House can con- 
sider great and far-reaching questions of policy such as are 
contained in this measure, with a minimum of heat and a 
maximum of reason, it bodes well for us. When I try to sit 
on the floor of the House and hear a speech, it becomes very 
hard for me to do so, because I am called out so many times 
that rarely am I privileged to hear through even a 5-minute 
speech, but there were two speeches that I did hear through, 
and many others, parts of which I heard, that I thought were 
magnificent. I would not be just to my feelings if I did not 
Say that in opening the discussion on this bill the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. Vivson], the distinguished chairman of 
this committee, made what I think was practically a perfect 
defense for the measure under consideration. [Applause.] 
I was also privileged to hear all of the speech of the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from New York [Mr. WADSWORTH]. 
I think I never heard an appeal that moved me more than 
did his remarks. I have heard some splendid arguments—I 
think as good as could be made against the provisions of this 
bill. I also heard a part of the remarks made on two occa- 
sions by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Maas], and if 
I were going to submit this case I would pick parts of those 
addresses and adopt them in their entirety as my own. 

When my colleagues on the Democratic side chose me for 
the position that I now hold, I said that I conceived it to 
be the business and the function of the majority leader to 
see to it that the program was put through, and that I would 
never rise on the floor of the House and make remarks unless 
I deemed it necessary to pass a bill or help pass one, or when 
I thought, following my feelings, that I should speak. I do 
not deem it necessary after the debate to which we have 
listened to make any remarks myself on this bill, because I 
think this measure will be adopted when the roll is called by 
an overwhelming majority, as I think it should be; but I 
would not be true to myself if I did not claim these few 
minutes just to give expression to some sentiments that I have 
and express those feelings that move me. 

Almost exactly 21 years ago I sat in this Chamber at 3 
o'clock in the morning and heard the roll called, and, with 


. others, answered to my name on the question of whether or 


not we would send this country to war. Hating war as I do, 
with every companion that it has, I trust I may never be 
called upon again to cast a vote like that I did on that occa- 
sion; and I hope that those living in this generation will 
never see this country again led to war. 
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Mr. Chairman, I support this bill in its entirety, because I 
believe as firmly as I believe anything in the world that 
because of the conditions throughout the length and breadth 
of the earth today the one great safeguard against war be- 
tween us and any other nation in the world is to let the 
world know that we are prepared to defend ourselves. [Ap- 
plause.] 

We are living in a distraught and unhappy world, unhap- 
pier than it has been during the memory of anyone now liv- 
ing, except when we were called to war and practically the 
whole earth was plunged into war 21 years ago. We have 
two great friends. One is the Atlantic Ocean and the other 
is the Pacific Ocean, and as far as within me lies, I want this 
country and expect to help make it so strong with a navy and 
defenses that these two great friends will remain our friends. 
Does anyone believe that Hitler would have been in Austria 
today if Austria had had the men and the equipment to 
challenge his advance into that country? Does anyone think 
that Mussolini would have taken Ethiopia if Ethiopia had 
been half as well prepared as Italy? Does anyone believe that 
things would have happened in the Mediterranean that have 
happened in the last 24 months if the pacifists of some coun- 
tries of Europe had not taken charge of them for 10 years 
after the great war? Does anyone believe that Japan today 
would be in the heart of China if China, with its 400,000,000 
people, had been prepared to train and equip them for war 
against aggression? Does anyone believe that the World 
War would have ever come about if the Imperial German 
Government had thought that other countries that were pre- 
pared, or that could prepare themselves quickly, would have 
gone into the war on the other side? In this age of dictators, 
when reason throughout many sections of the earth seems to 
be dethroned, when ambitions equaling those of the Caesars 
are showing their ugly heads in many quarters of the earth, 
when democracy and its right to live and its ability to survive 
seem to be at the testing point, do you not believe that in a 
situation like that the democracies that are left in the world 
today should prepare themselves, if needs be, to carry high 
the flag of representative democracy, of limited democracy, 
and not yield to dictatorship, to selfishness, and to greed? 
Mr. Chairman, looking at the world today and what is hap- 
pening in the Far East and what is happening across the 
Atlantic, I shall be very much pleased—yea, I am willing to 
say that I shall be happy—if before next January we are not 
called upon to vote more national defense than is contained 
in this bill. 

I violate no international confidence, I think, when I say 
solemnly to this House that I am deeply interested. I have 
an interest in the East, I have an interest in the West, but 
my interest is greater in the Western Hemisphere—not only 
the United States of America, but, of course, the other coun- 
tries of the Western Hemisphere. I believe that some 
countries outside of the Western Hemisphere would like to— 
and I fear are trying now to—get a foothold in this Western 
Hemisphere. As was so well said by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. WapswortH] day before yesterday, we cannot hide 
our heads in the sand; we cannot afford not to look facts in 
the face. The problem of any country in the Western Hemi- 
sphere will one day become the problem of the United States 
of America. It is as natural for this to be true as that the 
night follows the day. 

I want to keep out of European wars; I wanted to in 1917, 
but it was impossible to do so and maintain not only the 
rights but the honor of the people of this great western 
Republic. 

The question was asked yesterday, “Why authorize addi- 
tional ships? Why not build those already authorized before 
authorizing others?” 

Do you know we expect the Congress of the United States 
to adjourn between now and the Ist day of June? Even 
though the keel of a ship could not be laid down under this 
program between now and the Ist day of January 1939, would 
it not be better to have this program approved by the Con- 
gress of the United States and the executive branch of the 
Government, so that we may be ready to use the 7, 6, or 5 
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months in doing the things that are necessary and save from 
5 to 7 months if conditions were to become such that we had 
to proceed with the program immediately? 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for 
à question. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I, of course, cannot refuse to yield to 
the minority leader, although I have said I would not yield. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield. 

Mr. SNELL. Is it a physical possibility to start the ships 
that have already been authorized between the adjourn- 
ment of this Congress and the convening of Congress in 
January 1939? ; 

Mr. RAYBURN. I think so; and I think further than 
that, that it would be possible for the genius of America to 
equip places to start the program authorized in this bill. 
C[Applause.] 

Mr. SNELL. As I understood the information coming 
before the committee, it could hot be done. But let me ask 
the majority leader one further question. I will take that 
for granted, that it can be done. If we are so lacking in our 
defense, if it is so essential—and I am just as much for pre- 
paredness as is the gentleman—why does not the adminis- 
tration take definite steps to carry out the program already 
authorized? That is a thing I cannot understand. 

Mr. RAYBURN. It is my understanding that it is being 
done. 

Mr. SNELL. There is nothing in the hearings before the 
committee that shows that. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I would hesitate, of course, to answer 
that, but it can be answered by the gentleman from Georgia, 
or some member of the Naval Affairs Committee. My opin- 
ion is that experts are now laying plans and getting ready 
to build the ships that were authorized and appropriated for 
in the Navy Department appropriation bill that just passed 
the House. à 

Mr. SNELL. No request for additional appropriations was 
made in the Navy Department appropriation bill to carry 
out that program. 

Mr. RAYBURN. My understanding is that there is ap- 
propriated all the money that can be used in the remainder 
of the year. 

Mr. SNELL. That is true, but no appropriation was 
granted for building these new ships. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. RAYBURN. I yield. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. When the bill is read under the 
5-minute rule I will try to answer the question raised by the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. RAYBURN. It was my definite understanding that 
the Navy got all the money they could use. 

Mr. SNELL. My understanding is exactly the opposite, 
that they have not asked for any money to carry out the 
program of building these new ships; and the reason they 
did not was because they could not do it under the physical 
conditions that exist at the present time. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Be that as it may, I think they have 
asked for as much money as they can possibly use. 

In 1917 we did not have 100,000 men in the Regular Estab- 
lishment, but within less than 18 months we had 2,000,000 
of the best-equipped men that ever went to war, fighting not 
only for the honor of this country but for democracy and 
liberty throughout the world. 

Let me say one more thing about our South American 
friends and our Central American friends. They are un- 
developed in many ways. They are rich in natural re- 
sources, they are the greatest objects of prey to over- 
ambitious people all over the world. I can imagine that if 
some of these dictator nations could get hold of some of 
the great rich territories in Central or South America they 
would make such use of it as would endanger our own 
safety, and especially endanger our peace. 

A great man spoke upon this floor in 1917, the then 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, Champ Clark. He 
hated war and all its attendants. He paid this compliment 
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to the American people; I pay it to them today. He said 
that the American people were the most peaceable and 
peace-loving people upon the face of the earth, but when 
aroused they were the most warlike, and when aroused they 
were willing to meet a world in arms. 

Mr. Chairman, if our Navy, both in the Atlantic and in 
the Pacific, is not strong enough to make our first line of 
defense at least 2,000 miles from the shores of the country, 
some aggressor nation will seize the opportunity and com- 
mit an act that will enrage America. Whether or not we 
like it we will be driven into war. 

The American people in 1916 voted to reelect a President 
of the United States who was running on a platform that 
he kept us out of war. His friends and supporters were 
making that statement. That was in November. But va- 
rious acts of aggression on the part of representatives of 
the German Empire so outraged and enraged the people of 
America that they drove the Congress of the United States 
to declare war only 5 months later. 

I want my country to be so strong that no aggressor na- 
tion will ever commit an act of outrage that will enrage the 
American people and drive us into another war. God cnly 
knows what will be the condition of civilization at the end 
of another world war. Can this modern civilization, even 
ours, withstand the shock of another world war? I fear it, 
and having this fear, I believe the best step we can take is 
to convince every nation upon the face of the earth, as they 
are now convinced, I think, that we want none of their prop- 
erty but that they shall have none of ours. I think we 
should convince every nation that the soldiers of a foreign 
land will never desecrate our shores; that this Republic, born 
in the blood of heroes and nurtured and brought into exist- 
ence by the wisest statesmen the earth has ever known, who 
wrote that great document, that charter of liberty and bea- 
con for people all over the earth, is dedicated to peace; it is 
dedicated to carry on the arts of civilization, that it should 
be a beacon from now on to struggling people throughout 
the earth who want to be free and who have a determina- 
tion to be free, [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc, That in addition to the tonnages of the 
United States Navy as agreed upon and established by the treaties 
signed at Washington, February 6, 1922, and at London, April 22, 
1930, and as authorized by the act of March 27, 1934 (48 Stat. 503), 
as amended by the act of June 25, 1936 (49 Stat. 1926), the author- 
ized composition of the United States Navy in under-age vessels is 
hereby increased by the following tonnages: 

(a) Capital ships, 105,000 tons, making a total authorized under- 
age tonnage of 630,000 tons; 

(b) Aircraft carriers, 30,000 tons, making a total authorized 
under-age tonnage of 165,000 tons; 

(c) Cruisers, 68,754 tons, making a total authorized under- 
age tonnage of 412,524 tons; 

(d) Destroyers, 38,000 tons, making a total authorized under- 
age tonnage of 228,000 tons; 

(e) Submarines, 13,658 tons, making a total authorized under- 
age tonnage of 81,956 tons. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of rising at this time is to 
endeavor to answer the question that has been propounded 
several times by the distinguished minority leader, the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. SNELL]. The gentleman has 
seen fit to propound this question to several Members who 
addressed the committee: 

Now, will the gentleman answer another question, which I have 
asked several times, and to which I have never received a satis- 
factory answer? If our Navy is so deficient at the present time, 
os a number of you gentlemen seem to think it is, why has not 
the Naval Affairs Committee of this House, that is responsible for 
the Navy, insisted on a more rapid building up of the Navy? 

I shall endeavor to answer the gentleman and give him the 
information which he desires. After he has received the 
truth, I trust it will be a guidance to his conduct and vote in 
the premises, for “ye shall know the truth and the truth 
shall make you free.” 
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In the first place, the gentleman knows that the amount 
of construction that can be started in any one year is defi- 
nitely limited by the amount contained in the Budget for 
that year. Naturally, the amount to be set aside for new 
naval construction is considered along with and is controlled 
by the requirements of all Governmént departments. 

In addition, there are other very good reasons why a more 
rapid building up of the Navy has not been undertaken. 
They are: 

First. To build up the Navy rapidly would require huge ex- 
penditures over a short period of time; while to spread it 
over a period of years would give more of a uniform expendi- 
ture load. 

Second. To build all of the ships during a short period of 
time would mean that all of them would become obsolescent 
at about the same time. Such procedure would require 
huge appropriations for short periods of time and practically 
no appropriations between such periods. 

During the World War we built a great number of de- 
stroyers that were completed within a period of 2 or 3 
years. The gentleman certainly can visualize the size of 
the appropriation that would be necessary to replace all of 
these vessels within such a short period of time. 

If the gentleman will examine the report he will see that 
we are built up to treaty strength so far as battleships, 
cruisers, and airplane carriers are concerned. If the gentle- 
man will refer to page 5 of the report he will find this 
language: 

At the present time the United States has, under the authoriza- 
tion provided in the act of 1934, either built or built and building, 
its full allotted under-age strength in battleships, aircraft carriers, 
heavy cruisers, and light cruisers. We are now short 63,935 tons of 
destroyers and 8,813 tons of submarines. 

We are built up in the categories of battleships, airplane 
carriers, and cruisers. Weare short and have not built up in 
destroyers, due to the fact we built 117 during the World 
War, but only completed 26 before the armistice. All of 
these ships have become over-aged, and if we were to do the 
same thing over again, in 15 years from now we would have 
all of our destroyer tonnage become over-age at one time. 
This is not logical either from the financial standpoint or 
from the military standpoint, because then you have a weak 
spoke in your wheel. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I yield to the gentleman from 
New York. 

Mr. COLE of New York. The gentleman has said we are 
built up to treaty strength in battleships. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. We started with 525,000 tons. 

Mr. COLE of New York. I understood the gentleman to 
say that at the present time we are built up to treaty strength 
in battleships; is that correct? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. We have that always. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Is it not true, if we were built 
up to full strength in battleships as allowed us under the 
treaty, we would have 18 battleships instead of 15? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The gentleman is wrong. The 
total tonnage permitted by the Washington and London 
treaties was 525,000 tons. We add 105,000 tons more, which 
gives the total maximum tonnage permitted by this bill. 
This would give us, when the bill is enacted into law, 18 
battleships, with 3 of 35,000 tons, or it might be only 2 
battleships if the tonnage is over 35,000 tons. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman may proceed for 5 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I yield to the gentleman from 
New York. 

Mr. SNELL. As I understood the statement the gentleman 
has just made, it was to the effect we are building at the 
present time as fast as it is economical for us to do so and as 
fast as it may be to the best interests of the country. 
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Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The gentleman is correct. 

Mr. SNELL. If that is true, and all these additional ships 
are authorized, why is it necessary now to authorize so many 
more? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. It is necessary to authorize a 
different type of ship. We may not increase the rate of de- 
stroyer construction because we may go along with the same 
number of destroyers we are building today, but under this 
program we will lay down immediately more battleships, 
more cruisers, and more airplane carriers. For a good many 
years we may not build destroyers at as fast a rate as we 
have the authority to build them, because we do not want too 
many of them to become over age at one time. 

Mr. SNELL. Why was not this bill confined to what is 
absolutely necessary to be done at the present time? Are 
you going to build these battleships immediately? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The President has stated in his 
message of January 28 that as soon as this authorization 
goes through he intends to ask Congress for a deficiency ap- 
propriation for two battleships and two cruisers. This is the 
authorization for the two battleships and the two cruisers. 
Of course, under the replacement program of 1934 we could 
build one battleship in the fiscal year of 1938. 

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman tell me why it is not good 
policy, if our defense is inadequate at the present time, to 
build at once the battleship we authorized rather than spend 
all our time authorizing something for the future? That is 
a definite question, and I should like to have the gentleman 
tell us the reason we should not proceed at once with the 
construction of that battleship, rather than give a general 
explanation of the Navy. The gentleman admits there is one 
battleship that could be built at the present time. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. A replacement. 

Mr. SNELL. I do not care what it is, it is a battleship. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The gentleman is correct. 

Mr. SNELL. Why do you not ask for the money and start 
building this battleship at once? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. In the Navy appropriation bill 
that has passed the House and is now in the Senate we are 
asking for two battleships. The President proposes in a 
special deficiency message to ask for two more battleships. 
We have already authorized and appropriated for two battle- 
ships. Just as soon as this authorization is enacted into 
law, we will have six battleships going at one time. 

Mr. SNELL. Does the fiscal condition justify such a 
program? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Yes, the fiscal condition would 
justify even a faster building program. Of course, they can- 
not all be built in the navy yards, and it is not intended to 
build them all in the navy yards. 

Mr. SNELL. Can they be built in any yards that are in 
existence at the present time? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Yes, the gentleman can rest as- 
sured that these elements of the defense of this country can 
be cared for in the navy yards and industrial yards as fast 
as Congress authorizes the construction of these ships and 
appropriates the money therefor. 

Mr. SNELL. Why was not an additional appropriation 
asked for in the last naval appropriation bill, if additional 
ships were needed? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. World conditions have changed. 
Until January 1, 1937, we could not authorize any of the 
ships called for in this bill. This is an increase over and 
above the treaty navy, because the treaty navy limitation 
expired, and we had to come to Congress to get the author- 
ity to go beyond the limit of the treaty navy. Everything 
in the treaty navy can be replaced without any further au- 
thorization. It is not necessary to get any further authori- 
zation to replace any ship included in the program of the 
act of 1934. Until the ist day of January 1937, you could not 
build another battleship, because you would be building 
beyond the treaty limit. 

Mr. SNELL. As a matter of fact, since that time we have 
passed the naval appropriation bill and no additional appro- 
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priation was asked. Iam just as much interested in building 
ships as anybody else, but I want to know whether this is an 
authorization to build ships or is simply an authorization to 
be used for some other purpose? ; 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent to proceed for 1 additional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I stated to the House at the very 
outset, and I repeat it, this is not a blueprint proposition 
and not a paper proposition. This authorization is for the 
purpose of building ships as soon as Congress permits. The 
President has stated that just as soon as this authorization 
is provided he will ask the gentleman from New York and 
the other Members of Congress to make available money with 
which to lay down two battleships and two cruisers between 
now and the first of the fiscal year 1939. 

Mr. SNELL. Then, the gentleman does not agree with the 
statement of the minority leader that they asked for all they 
could use. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the pro 
forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I know the problem that seems to be 
troubling some of the Members, and particularly the Mem- 
bers of the minority, and it is the question of why additional 
authorization is being asked now before all the ships at 
present authorized are appropriated for. I believe the 
reasons are perfectly plain. It is quite true that two addi- 
tional battleships could be laid down this year under the 
law and under the treaty. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. MAAS. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. COLE of New York. The gentleman’s statement ap- 
parently does not conform to the statement of the gentle- 
man from Georgia that we are now built up to our total 
treaty strength. 

Mr. MAAS. Oh, no; his statement is perfectly true. Of 
course, we lay down ships 3 years before they become over 
age. Weare built up to the treaty strength now, but we have 
not started all the replacements we could have. The reason 
we are being asked for additional authorization now, and 
the reason we will start the construction of these additional 
ships now before we replace all the over-age ships, is that 
conditions have necessitated our increasing the total number 
of battleships that we need. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAAS. In just a moment. 

We have at present 15 battleships, all we are allowed under 
the treaty and under the law. We find it is necessary for us 
to have 18 battleships, and it is a whole lot better to go 
ahead and build the 2 additional battleships, that will be 
in addition to the 15, than merely to replace 2, which we 
may do, but we would then still have only 15. This way we 
will have all 15 of them plus 2 additional new ones. Two 
of them may be a little older than they would be otherwise, 
but we will have then 17 battleships altogether, and it is 
because we need 17 battleships now that we are asking for 
this authorization and intend to lay 2 of these 3 battleships 
down this year. 

Mr. COLE of New York and Mr. BOILEAU rose. 

Mr. MAAS. I yield first to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Is not this a correct statement? 
If we were to build up to the full limit authorized by the 
Naval Expansion Act of 1934, we would now have, either 
actually constructed or in process of construction, a total of 
22 battleships, or 21 at the very least? 

Mr. MAAS. Yes; if you include all of the over-age battle- 
ships, some of which are very nearly 30 years old now; but 
we cannot put this country in the relative position of fighting 
machine guns with pitchforks. 
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Mr. COLE of New York. Does the gentleman contend that 
the battleships owned by other nations do not grow old 
along with our own? 

Mr. MAAS. No; but they are replacing them every year. 

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAAS. I yield, 

Mr. BATES. The question that is concerning the Com- 
mittee seems to be why have we not taken advantage of the 
authorization and the appropriations that were made for 
additional battleships to take the place of battleships that 
are now over-age. The answer to that is that in the Appro- 
priation Act of 1936 there was contained a provision that 
replacement of over-age capital ships was to be undertaken 
only in the event that the President determines, as a mat- 
ter of fact, that capital-ship replacement construction is 
commenced by any other signatory power to the treaty for 
the limitation and reduction of naval armament signed at 
London in 1930, so that the President did not, until January 
1937, under the restrictions placed in the 1936 appropriation 
act, notify the Navy Department that the other signatories 
had embarked on replacements. 

Mr. MAAS. That is correct. 

Mr. BATES. That required us to follow them and replace 
our over-age battleships. That is the answer to the question. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAAS. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I would like to have a matter cleared up 
and I am sure the gentleman can clear it up. The gentle- 
man from Minnesota states that at the present time we could 
appropriate for two battleships in addition to those already 
appropriated for under present authorizations? 

Mr. MAAS. Yes. 

Mr. BOILEAU. The gentleman from Georgia said we 
could appropriate for only one additional battleship. Other 
minority Members say we could appropriate for three addi- 
tional battleships. Why is there such a misunderstanding 
and why should we not have this matter cleared up now? 

Mr. MAAS. There is not any real confusion if you will 
look at the facts. The confusion comes about by confusing 
calendar years with fiscal years. 

Mr. BOILEAU. That is the reason I am asking the gen- 
tleman to clarify the matter. 

Mr. MAAS. I placed in the Recorp a list of the years in 
which ships can be laid down and the name of the ships by 
calendar years. 

Mr. BOILEAU. We could then appropriate for two addi- 
tional battleships. 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. RANDOLPH: Page 2, line 1, strike out 
lines 1, 2, and 3. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to continue for 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman asks unanimous con- 
sent to proceed for 10 minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, I listened, as I ever 
listen, with keen interest to the majority leader, the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN]. I am 
certain there is no Member of this House, be he Democrat, 
Republican, or Progressive, who is not a patriotic American 
citizen. [Applause.] We shall differ, of course, upon how 
we may best, in any certain time or on any particular occa- 
sion, show our patriotism, as we understand it, in line with 
the best principles of the Government of which we are a 
part. 

I should like to paraphrase a poem which many, many of 
you know in its actual language: 

Breathes there a Member of this body with soul so dead, 
Who to himself hath never said, 

This is my own, my beloved land! 

Whose heart hath ne’er within him burn’d 


As home his footsteps he hath turn’d 
From wandering on a foreign strand? 
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If such there breathe, go, mark him well! 
For him no minstrel raptures swell; 

High though his titles, proud his name, 
Boundless his wealth as wish can claim— 
Despite those titles, power, and pelf, 

The wretch, concentered all in self, 
Living, shall forfeit fair renown, 

And, doubly dying, shall go down, 

To the vile dust from whence he sprung, 
Unwept, unhonor’d, and unsung. 

And those of us who realize the strength of the opposition 
to the amendments we now offer, must with you—and I am 
certain this is accorded to us—be understood as patriotic 
Members of the House of Representatives and as citizens of 
the Nation interested in the best welfare of this country. 

Now, as to the specific amendment which has your con- 
sideration. 

The battleships becoming over-age for purposes of replace- 
ment under the Vinson-Trammell Act would present the 
following picture, as we consider the problem at this time: In 
1935 we found one; in 1937 we found two; in 1939 we will 
have found four; in 1940, one; in 1941, one; in 1942, one; in 
1943, one; in 1944, two; and in 1946 we would have two more, 
a total of 15 battleships becoming over age, and for the pur- 
pose of replacement under the provisions written into the 
Vinson-Trammell Act. Remember, 3 or 4 years are required 
to build one of these floating targets. Let us see the picture 
as it is presented at the present time. We have two under 
construction, we have two appropriated for in 1939, and, 
although there may now exist a technicality between two 
and three, we have three that could be built now. I refer 
back to those years as calendar years and not as fiscal years. 
In the majority report of the members of the committee 
that which I have given you now is the actual presentation 
of the facts as set forth by the committee itself relative to 
the replacement of the battleships which have existed or will 
be constructed. The proposition is now laid before the Com- 
mittee by the very distinguished majority leader [Mr. Ray- 
BURN] that we could not wait until January to take up the 
matter of further authorization and with subsequent appro- 
priations for the continuation of the program of construc- 
tion of battleships. I simply say this to you, with all the 
feeling which I tried to present day before yesterday and a 
few weeks ago when we had the regular naval appropriation 
bill before us, and at the cost of being charged with repeat- 
ing something that you might say is not worth repeating, 
that the scene of modern warfare, whether we admit it here 
this afternoon or not—and we will admit it some day—the 
scene of conflict and bloodshed today in battle has shifted 
from the land and sea into the air. 

May I go further along that line at this time? The distin- 
guished majority leader said that we could not wait for the 
9-month period. I am saying to you that if we wait for the 
9-month period, by that time it is going, I hope, to be 
proven to the Members of this body and to the citizenry of 
America that what I have said about this scene of warfare 
shifting to the air is true. It is going to be so demonstrated, 
and the people of America, whether they live on the broad 
plains of the Middle West, on the West coast, in the deep 
South, or on the shores of New England, will say that it is the 
hour for new methods in adequately preparing ourselves 
not for aggression but for the best defense. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Yes; I yield to my friend. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I wonder if the gentleman 
will be good enough to discuss section 9, especially the last 
two lines of section 9, which require that we have a Navy 
sufficient to defend commerce as well as citizens abroad. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I might say to the gentleman from 
Oklahoma that that will be discussed thoroughly when we 
come to it. Of course, we should not attempt to police the 
world, and thus be plunged into a foreign conflict. It is my 
understanding that my distinguished colleague from Texas 
Mr. Maverick] will take up that matter. In conclusion I 
cannot say too strongly, as I feel it, that this Committee and 
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this House will make a terrible mistake if we allow ourselves 
today, under the lash of so-called super-Navy speeches, to 
continue the expenditure of huge sums of money—$225,- 
000,000 to $250,000,000—ffor three battleships that, just as 
sure as I stand here, are outmoded from the standpoint of 
effective weapons of victory in battles in which America 
might contest tomorrow. LApplause.] 

We have read today in the news dispatches of the hun- 
dreds upon hundreds, perhaps two thousand in all, persons 
who have been killed in an air raid on Barcelona. In- 
surgent planes are reported to have badly wounded an addi- 
tional 2,000 persons a few hours ago during this deluge of 
terror from the skies. Members of the Committee, let us 
recognize what is actually happening from the standpoint 
of the effective method of modern warfare. Even as we 
face the present we should look back more than 20 years 
ago and read again the record. The report of the Chief of 
the Air Corps stated that the net cost to America of our 
Army and Navy Air Corps during the time we participated 
in the World War amounted to $608,865,307.50. Even then 
some hundred and twenty-five million was turned back for 
peacetime programs. Against this was the expenditure, ac- 
cording to Senator WILLIAM GIB McApoo in his book 
Crowded Years, of seven hundred and sixty-two million for 
artillery ammunition for 7 weeks used by fighting American 
troops on a 19-mile Argonne front. In the future war planes 
will carry devastation and death to an extent not even 
understood today. 

Gentlemen of the Committee, with the realization on my 
part that I accord to every Member of this Committee 
patriotic endeavor in connection with the passage of this 
legislation, I ask you at this time to have that sense of 
sanity, to have that obligation to true American duty which 
will cause you when this amendment comes to a vote to see 
that there is stricken from the provisions of the pending bill 
the authorization for three battleships. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from West 
Virginia has expired. 

Several Members rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will recognize Members in 
opposition to the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
West Virginia. 

Mr. MASSINGALE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
that amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MASSINGALE. Mr. Chairman, I have listened with 
the usual interest, of course, to the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH], and in 
reply to him I shall tell a little story which, I think, will 
smooth out any trouble that might arise over this amend- 
ment. I aimed to do that yesterday, but I did not have 
time. I do not know how authentic the story is, but during 
the Civil War there lived a gentleman of renown in his 
State of Georgia, named Robert Toombs. He was a fiery 
southern orator, and he was urging the people around 
Atlanta, of course, to rally to the cause of the Confederacy, 
and in his enthusiasm he assured the people down there that 
the Confederates could whip the “damn Yankees” with broom- 
sticks, and that they need have no fear about the result of 
the war. 

A few years later Toombs was a guest speaker, I believe, 
at the Centennial in Philadelphia. He was introduced by 
Henry Ward Beecher. Beecher told the story on him, of 
what he had said in that Atlanta speech. Toombs, replying, 
said: “Yes, I did make that speech in Atlanta, and I told the 
truth when I said it, but the hell of it was the damn Yankees 
wouldn’t fight with broomsticks.” [Laughter.] 

The situation that confronts us is that Japan has the 
battleships, and they are the most effective units in a navy 
from a fighting standpoint. Italy has the battleships. I do 
not know what Germany has, but I suppose she has some. 
Would it not be folly to send 88 effective fighting ships, all 
we have fit for immediate service—would you as Members 
of Congress be willing to send those 88 ships to fight 450, 
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or about that number, effective ships belonging to this tri- 
umyirate of archcriminals who have formed a military alli- 
ance? Would you do it? I think the Congress of the United 
States would not be doing its duty to withhold from the boys 
who are to man these 88 ships, additional help and addi- 
tional support. If the battleship opponents will first sink 
or disable the battleships of Japan, Germany, and Italy, 
then it might be proper to entertain consideration of this 
motion, but not until then. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman be 
kind enough to yield? 

Mr. MASSINGALE. I yield. 

Mr. RANDOLPH, I have deep admiration for my colleague 
from Oklahoma. I ask him if it is not a fact that the Navy 
of the United States today is either the equal of or, at least, 
second in strength to any navy in the world? 

Mr. MASSINGALE. No. I will tell the gentleman what 
the situation is: The Navy of the United States today so far 
as effective fighting ships are concerned, according to the best 
information I can get, comprises 88 ships. Japan has be- 
tween 150 and 160; Italy has about 175. I do not know what 
Germany has now. This is the best information I can get, 
and I am going to rely on this information and do my duty 
as best I can toward the Government of the United States. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield for a question? 

Mr. MASSINGALE. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Does the gentleman endorse 
section 9 which declares it to be the fundamental naval 
policy of the United States to protect our commerce and 
citizens abroad? 

Mr. MASSINGALE. I say to my colleague from Oklahoma 
that I am not very much impressed with that. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I wonder why it was put 
in the bill. 

Mr. MASSINGALE. I do not know; and I do not care if it 
is stricken out. 

May I say to my colleague from Oklahoma that I do not 
care anything about protecting property. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. It is in the bill, is it not? 

Mr. MASSINGALE. Strike it out, then. If the gentleman 
moves to strike it out, I will support his motion. 

[Here the gavel fell. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I cannot bring myself 
to become very serious about this piece of legislation, be- 
cause I realize that it is nothing more nor less than a 
smoke screen that has been thrown up to take the American 
people’s minds off of their economic troubles. 

The naval expansion bill of 1934 is in full effect, but you 
have made little or no attempt to put it into effect. You 
could now lay down six battleships if you had the ship- 
yard facilities. Why do you not proceed to put into effect 
the authorization you now have instead of asking for more? 

I recall that last fall, when the President made his trip 
across the continent and found a great deal of dissatisfac- 
tion because of unemployment, he gave out a statement that 
temporarily took the minds of the American people off 
their ills. He then proposed to quarantine recalcitrant 
nations. Now with 14,000,000 people out of work, with 
thousands of factories closed all over the country, and 
many only operating part time, and with a program that 
has fallen down miserably you are again going to take the 
minds of our people off their troubles, and this time you 
are going to get them to think about war, about a bigger 
Navy. Oh! I cannot forget that the same man who is 
asking for this enormous expenditure said last fall, when 
we proposed to save the American farmers $30,000,000 by 
reducing the interest rate on farm-loan mortgages from 
4 percent to 342 percent that the Treasury should not be 
expected to lose $30,000,000 to help out our farmers. But 
the administration can spend five thousand million dollars 
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or 166 times that amount to enrich the munitions makers. 
That is a nice state of affairs. Go on, folks; keep on spend- 
ing, bankrupt the country if you will, but remember that 
each and every one of you will be called to account by those 
whom you represent. 

Oh, I heard the distinguished majority leader this after- 
noon become reminiscent of April 1917. At that time we 
had the same flag-waving. Then, too, the cry was, “Stand by 
our President! Stand by our country! Make the world 
safe for democracy!” The author of Twice Told Tales must 
have had your actions in mind when he wrote his book. Now 
you are going to make America safe for the American people. 
Did you make the world safe for democracy back in 1917? 
Let me ask you if democracy is not at a lower ebb today than 
it has been in 150 years? 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield. 

Mr. MAAS. If by unfortunate circumstances we are forced 
into a war, does the gentleman want to win or lose the war? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I want to win the war, of course, but I 
want to win it by carrying out the present authorization 
and not by coming in here with a smoke screen. 

If we had a little more sanity and a little more definite- 
ness so far as our foreign policy is concerned, there would 
not be any necessity for this wildcat program; there would 
be no prospect of war, and there would be absolutely no 
necessity for this outrageous program which may eventually 
bankrupt the American people. 

O Lord of Hosts be with us yet; 
Lest we forget, lest we forget. 

[Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, as I said yesterday on the floor of this 
House, the only thing we are concerned with is the question 
of what constitutes adequate defense. That is supposed to 
be the real purport of the present bill. 

What constitutes proper national defense? Mr. Chairman, 
that question was determined in the great Washington Con- 
ference of 1922, which was presided over by Charles Evans 
Hughes, now Chief Justice of the United States Supreme 
Court. This conference was attended by the naval experts 
representing all the naval powers of the world, who sat in an 
advisory capacity to the members of the conference. As a 
result of the study made of all factors entering into the ques- 
tion of proper defense, the members of the conference 
adopted what is now known as the 5-5-3 ratio—5 for Great 
Britain, 5 for the United States, and 3 for Japan. 

What did Hon. Charles Evans Hughes, then Secretary of 
State and now Chief Justice of the United States Supreme 
Court, say in 1922? He made the following statement, Mr. 
Chairman, and this is the crux of the legislation now pending 
before us: 

This Government has taken the lead in securing the reduction 
of naval armaments, but the Navy that we retain under the agree- 
ment should be maintained with sufficient personnel and pride 
in the service. It is essential that we should maintain the relative 
strength of the United States, That, in my judgment, is the way 
to peace and security. 

Mr. Chairman, a great deal has been said about a super- 
navy. Only yesterday I received from the Navy Depart- 
ment a compilation of figures showing what the relative 
strength of the Navy with Great Britain and Japan is at 
the present time. If this bill is enacted into law, Mr. Chair- 
man, we will not even then have the 5-5-3 ratio, according 
to the information I have received from the Navy Depart- 
ment. What will the real fact be insofar as the number of 
battleships is concerned? If this bill is enacted into law, 
the United States will have 18 under-age battleships, Great 
Britain will have 20 and Japan 14. What is that ratio? 
It is 9 for the United States, 10 for Great Britain, and 7 
for Japan. And we can go all the way down the line through 
the cruisers, destroyers, aircraft carriers, and submarines, 
and we find the comparative strength of the United States 
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Navy will be less than the 5-5-3 ratio, which will be, in the 
case of the United States 5, Great Britain 5 plus, and 
Japan 4. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BATES. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Under the ratio that the gentleman 
mentioned, would it be possible for Japan to come over here 
and successfully attack us? 

{Here the gavel fell] 

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 5 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, answering the question asked 
by the gentleman from Texas, there was determined in the 
Washington Conference what constituted the proper defense 
necessary to protect the shores of the signatory nations. 
Therefore when we speak about the strength of the Navy we 
are speaking in terms of the Washington Treaty, we are 
speaking in terms of the 5-5-3 ratio, we are speaking in the 
language of Charles Evans Hughes when he made the state- 
ment to which I referred, and permit me to repeat: 

It is essential that we should maintain the relative naval strength 
of the United States. That, in my Judgment, is the way to peace 
and security. 

That is all this bill is intended to accomplish. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BATES. I yield to the gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I tried a few minutes ago to have the 
gentleman from Oklahoma speak with reference to our rela- 
tive strength compared with other nations from the stand- 
point of navies. 

Mr. BATES. Yes. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. He spoke about the United States Navy 
as against the navies of the world. Does it not follow that 
England and France, and perhaps other nations with great 
navies, would join this democracy against dictatorships in 
any struggle that might occur? 

Mr. BATES. I do not know whether we could depend on 
any other nation or not. It is our job as representatives of 
the American people to provide a navy that will be sufficiently 
strong to protect the shores of this country from an attack 
by any aggressor nation. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BATES. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. MAVERICK. The gentleman stated it was determined 
that 5-5-3 was a proper ratio for defense purposes. Why is 
it a proper defense? The gentleman states they made that 
determination, and that the present Chief Justice of the 
United States Supreme Court said so; but why is it proper? 

Mr. BATES. I presume that in the determination of that 
ratio all factors entering into the question of proper national 
defense, particularly of the coast line we have in this country 
as compared with the other countries of the world, must have 
been taken into consideration. 

Mr. PETTENGILL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BATES. I yield to the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. PETTENGILL. It seems to me everybody just whips 
himself into a lather over this bill. May I ask the gentle- 
man, does he anticipate Great Britain will ever attack the 
United States? 

Mr. BATES. I cannot answer that question. May I ask, 
Did the conference of 1922 contemplate that Great Britain 
or any other country would attack the United States when 
they agreed to that ratio? 

Mr. BOILEAU. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BATES. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. BOILEAU. With reference to the 5-5-3 ratio as be- 
tween the United States and Japan, was not that ratio of 
5-5-3 provided to enable Japan to protect itself against in- 
vasion or attack on the part of the United States over in 
Japanese waters? 
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Mr. BATES. I do not know whether or not that was a 
specific determination. But in arriving at a ratio for Great 
Britain, for the United States, and Japan, it was determined 
as proper ratio for the protection of the shores of the respec- 
tive countries. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I understand the purpose of the ratio of 
5-3 was to protect Japan in Japanese waters, but by the 
same token would not the effectiveness of the Japanese 
Navy be reduced to a ratio of 5-1% if it tried to attack us 
over here? 

Mr. BATES. As I stated a moment ago to the gentleman, 
the ratio was determined as necessary for the proper de- 
fense of the shore lines of the signatories to that agreement. 
The length of the shore line must have been an important 
factor in the determination of what the ratio should be. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BATES. I yield to the gentleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Is it not true that in the determination 
of the ratios the relative length of the coast lines of Japan 
and the United States was taken into consideration? If any- 
body wonders about the coast lines in terms of miles, all he 
has to do is turn to page 3532 of the Recorp of yesterday, 
where it is shown the coast line of the United States, includ- 
ing the countries of South America and other countries under 
the Monroe Doctrine, is 25,240 miles, as compared with 
Japan's coast line of only a few thousand miles. 

Mr. BATES. The gentleman has asked me a question 
about the relative coast lines. The relative miles of coast 
line was one of the determining factors in the establishment 
of the ratio. The United States has 3,800 miles of coast 
line, Great Britain 1.800, Japan 1,440, France 1,100, Italy 
1,380, and Germany 720. 

{Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. THompson of Illinois). The gen- 
tleman will state it. 

Mr. BOILEAU. The gentleman from California rises in 
opposition to the pro forma amendment. I understood the 
Chairman to state he would alternate recognition between 
those in favor of the amendment and those against it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is correct; but the gen- 
tleman from California is a member of the committee. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I understand; but I thought the pro- 
cedure was to alternate between those in favor of and those 
against the amendment. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, in regard to this question of 
the 5-5-3 ratio, I cannot see that the question of whether 
or not Japan should have five ships to our five is entirely 
germane. We adopted the principle sometime ago, for 
whatever reason, that we were going to maintain a 5-5-3 
ratio among the United States, Great Britain, and Japan. 
The facts presented to our committee would tend to show 
that the Japanese, as a result of the fact they are no longer 
bound to the Washington Treaty, will not again enter into 
a limitation of armament agreement based on the Washing- 
ton Treaty, and are now insisting on building without that 
restriction. What the extent of their building is nobody 
knows. Estimates have been made of what they may be 
building, but these estimates have been denied. However, 
the Japanese at least say they will no longer be restricted 
by the Washington Treaty, which established the 5-5-3 ratio. 
If they will not be restricted by that ratio, it seems to me 
we can take it for granted they are going to build more than 
they would have been allowed under the 5-5-3 ratio. If 
the United States does not increase above what it is allowed 
by that treaty, then the ratio of 5-5-3 would no longer exist 
under those circumstances. 

It seems to me the question now boils down to one simple 
question. Would you be willing or would you advise the 
United States Government at the present time, if we were 
in a disarmament conference, to grant to Japan right now— 
and I have no intention of embarrassing the gentleman from 
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Texas by this remark—parity with the United States as far 
as nayal strength is concerned? 

Mr. BOILEAU. The gentleman is pointing to me. Does 
the gentleman want me to answer? If he does, I may say I 
certainly would be willing, because of the fact that when the 
5-3 ratio was agreed upon we had obligations in the Philip- 
pine Islands we do not now have, and for the further reason 
that all naval experts maintain if Japan were to attack us 
in our waters the 5-5 ratio would be equivalent to a 5-2 
ratio, or a ratio of 2 to 1 in our favor. 

Mr. SCOTT. The gentleman would be willing to grant to 
the Japanese Government at the present time parity with 
the United States? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I certainly would, because we have no in- 
tention of attacking the Japanese over there. If they try to 
attack us over here, either in Hawaii or in this country, near 
our base, their efficiency would be reduced by 50 percent and 
we would have a navy twice as strong as theirs, even if the 
ratio were 5-5. 

Mr. SCOTT. I appreciate the gentleman’s honesty and 
straightforwardness in answering “yes” to that question, be- 
cause it is the first time anybody on this floor has stated 
he would grant parity to the Japanese Navy. 

Mr. FISH. If the gentleman will yield, I am strongly for 
it and have advocated it all along. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Iam perfectly willing the Japanese should 
have parity, because they could not successfully attack us, 
unless their navy was twice as large as ours. 

Mr. SCOTT. I am not. I do not believe, under present 
conditions, the United States should grant parity to the Japa- 
nese Government if there is any way in the world to keep 
from it, for this reason. It might make a difference if Japan 
were solely a naval nation, but Japan is not only a naval 
power, it is a military power. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SCOTT. Not at this time. 

It seems to me, as I read history, there has always been 
the contention that if the time arrived when a nation be- 
came a militaristic nation with a large army and at the same 
time became a naval power of first importance, that nation 
then became dangerous across the seas. However, as long 
as the country was simply a militaristic nation which had a 
large standing army but no way of protecting an invasion 
or the transportation of that army to foreign shores, it was 
not particularly dangerous. If the nation were a naval power 
and did not have a large standing army it was not a particu- 
larly dangerous country, because it had no army to transport 
and would have to take time to build up an army. Great 
Britain in recent years has not been considered a threat to 
the peace of any nation far removed from England because 
she has not had a large standing army. Germany was not 
considered a threat to far-removed countries even though 
she had a large standing army because she had no navy, but 
when Germany began to build up a navy and began to 
assume world importance and first-power importance as a 
naval country, she did become a threat to the peace of those 
countries that were separated from her by an ocean. 

I think today that as Japan develops as a militaristic 
nation with a large standing army and is now insisting on 
gaining parity with the United States, in addition to the fact 
that she has entered into an open alliance with two other 
countries that are not only large standing army countries 
but are building up navies, certainly this is a threat to the 
peace of the United States, to the security of the United 
States, and we should not even talk of the possibility right 
now of giving parity to Japan as far as navies are concerned. 

Mr. BOILEAU. The gentleman will recall the testimony 
of Admiral Leahy to the effect that our Navy, even though 
it was enlarged, would be kept as one Navy, and the gentle- 
man will also admit that our Navy experts claim the Japa- 
nese Navy would have to beat our Navy before Japan could 
land any troops in this country. The gentleman will further 
admit that in case the Japanese attempted to attack us, they 
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would lose half of their efficiency, and therefore our Navy 
would be twice as strong as their Navy in the event of such 
attack; and if the gentleman admits these premises, how can 
the gentleman believe that they can land any troops here? 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last two words, and ask unanimous consent to proceed for 10 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for 5 additional minutes. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

NAVY DEBATEABLE AND INFORMATIVE 


Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, we are debating an issue 
of extreme seriousness. I have heard practically every 
speech that has been made and most of them have been 
very able and informative. 

Every single Member of this House has exactly the same 
idea—that is, all believe in national defense—but we simply 
come to different conclusions. For instance, I heard the 
speech of the gentleman from New York [Mr. WADSWORTH]. 
It was an extremely able speech. I believe in national de- 
fense. I know, as he does, this is a grim world; but I come 
to an entirely different conclusion about battleships. 

1917, CZARS AND KAISERS; 1938, DICTATORS AND DUCES— BUT NO EXCUSE 
FOR US TO GO TO WAR 

Then today I heard that this is the age of dictators; but 
I recall back in 1917, when they said it was an age of 
imperialists and an age of kaisers. 

The point I think important for us to understand is that 
we ought not let Mr. Hitler get us to go into any war any 
more than we should have let the kaiser do it. What we 
are doing is letting Mr. Hitler get us steamed up and ex- 
cited—and then what we are going to do with our Navy is 
to get ourselves in a war in the Orient. That is the reason 
I am opposed to this bill. 

MUSSOLINI HAD AIRPLANES—SO HE DOMINATED THE MEDITERRANEAN 

Then we hear about Mr. Mussolini. Oh, Mr. Mussolini! 

Suppose, say the superbattleship advocates, Ethiopia had 
had an army and a big navy. Well, Ethiopia did not have 
enything to do with questions which this country faces, be- 
cause she did not, and we have. The reason Mr. Mussolini 
took Ethiopia was because England did not have the air 
power. Italy told Mr. Samuel Hoare when he went down 
there to split Abyssina in half—and they will split China in 
half if they can get away with it. Mussolini said to Eng- 
land, “You put your mug in the Mediterranean, and we will 
blow you out with airplanes.” Yes; that is the reason Eng- 
land stayed out, and that is the reason England is building 
more and more airplanes, 

Then they talk about the fact that China has been at- 
tacked. If this Nation had been just as close to Japan as 
China is, which is 300 miles, with the same Navy we have, 
she would not have dared to set foot on our soil. The answer 
to it is that we already have a good Navy and we already 
have a good Army to defend these shores of ours; besides we 
are over 7,000 miles away from Japan. 


MORE WAR HYSTERIA IN CONGRESS THAN WITH PEOPLE 


I believe this has been one of the most decent debates I 
have ever heard in the House of Representatives. There has 
been very little spread-eagle stuff and very little flag waving. 

This has been an earnest, honest debate. An education for 
the American people. But I do think there is a little more 
war hysteria in this House than there is among the American 
people, and I do not believe the American people have any 
idea of ever driving us into war. If there is any war, we 
will drive them into war, and it will not be the American 
people who are doing the driving. 

I am not going to talk today about the comparative value 
of battleships and airplanes. I only make this point. We 
have 15 battleships now, we have 2 building, we have 2 more 
coming up, and according to the minority report 11 can be 
built in the next 8 years. The gentleman from Minnesota 


LXXXIII— 228 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


3599 


(Mr. Maas] states that eight only can be built, but, anyhow, 
whatever their argument is, we have plenty, more than 
Plenty, batteships in our present set-up, and we do not need 
these extra battleships. 

We have had a lot of talk here about whether we can build 
up our Navy or not. The testimony is that we cannot even 
get our present program started in 2 years. Of course, if we 
want to go on a war footing, pass conscription laws, and 
mobilize huge armies, we can do it. If we want to disturb 
the economy of this Nation and go into a war economy, we 
probably can build as many battleships as we want. But 
there are things to do other than building battleships. 

THREE EXTRA BATTLESHIPS ARE JUST A THREAT TO THE ORIENT 

But if we act on any usual theory of economics, we cannot 
get this program even started in 2 years, and so, admitting 
battleships are not vulnerable to airplanes, there is abso- 
lutely no necessity for these extra superbattleships. 

The only thing that we can be building them for is as 
a threat to the Orient and abroad against Japan, and to do 
something that will lead us to war. Japan has not the 
slightest chance of keeping up or much less catching up with 
our Navy as at present. 

THE ADMIRALS CHANGE FROM WORLD TO HOME TUNES 

Let us go into the testimony on this bill. When it first 
started, the admirals were all talking about world politics. 
Their testimony was to the effect that we had to protect the 
Philippines and Guam, and when the report came out the 
Philippines were left out, and now, looking in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL Recorp, dated yesterday, we find a speech of Admiral 
Woodward in the Appendix, submitted by Mr. Jarman, of 
Alabama, and he says again that the purpose of naval expan- 
sion is to protect the Philippines. 

It is the same thing, going back to this war in the Orient. 

And the other day Mr. McNutt, of Indiana, made a speech 
seeking to nullify an act of Congress, because we have al- 
ready an act of Congress granting Philippine independence. 
Every intimation is that we are moving faster into world 
politics, and to get ourselves into war. 

I say this to the leadership of this party. 

You can shove this bill down the throat of Congress, and 
I think lots of you will vote for it willingly, for that matter; 
but I tell you that if you take out these three battleships, 
which are not necessary, and take out this so-called “policy” 
section 9 which will truly get us into war, you can pass this 
bill almost unanimously, and the American people will be 
satisfied. 

NO ONE HAS YET EXPLAINED THE 5-5-3 RATIO 

No one has explained this 5-5-3 ratio. What is it? Well, 
the admirals decided that the 5-5-3 was the proper ratio. 
Why is it the proper ratio? Well, it is the proper ratio 
because Chief Justice Hughes said that it was the proper ratio. 

There never has been a single person that has answered 
the 5-5-3 ratio, not a single person on either side has an- 
swered that, and then they come along and talk about coast 
lines, and they say our coast line is 3,800 miles and England’s 
coast line is 1,800. I have some figures to show that the coast 
line of England, including her colonies—and her navy is to 
protect her colonies—is 25,000 miles. 

Everyone knows England needs a much bigger navy than 
we do. 

But even admitting that the 5-5-3 ratio is something sacred. 
which it is not, even if we are following that, we still do not 
need these extra battleships. 

What we ought to do is this: We ought to do something: 
that is reasonable for the American people. They are willing 
to spend the money, I am willing to spend the money, and 
you are willing to spend the money, but these battleships are 
for aggressive purposes; they are leading us to war in the 
Orient—that is what these battleships are doing. If we 
leave out those battleships and put over the rest of the pro- 
gram, and cut out section 9, that talks about protecting people 
abroad, there will be some chance of getting a decent bill. 

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAVERICK. Yes. 
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Mr. BATES. Does the gentleman believe that when battle- 
ships become 26 years of age that they ought to be replaced? 
And the further question, Does the gentleman believe that 
battleships when they become obsolete ought not to be 
replaced? 

Mr. MAVERICK. The gentleman has asked me a techni- 
cal question on which I did not expect to take time just 
now. 

Mr. BATES. That is the question involved in this bill. 

Mr. MAVERICK. All right; the gentleman asks me if 
obsolete battleships should be replaced. Of course, if we 
want them they ought to be replaced, but they keep asking 
me, “Do you believe that Japan should have parity?” Japan 
has an army 10 times as big as ours, 15 times as big as 
ours. That parity of 5-5-3 is all nonsense; people solemnly 

ask me do I believe in it, but they cannot explain what it is 

or why they are for it. All of this technical stuff, all of this 
mumbo jumbo of admirals is all nonsense. What we want 
is good defense, whatever the ratio. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAVERICK. Yes. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. On what basis does the gentleman say 
that this technical stuff is all nonsense? 

Mr. MAVERICK. Because it is nonsense; it is complicated 
and not explained. The gentleman knows that he cannot 
explain. I want the gentleman to get 5 minutes to explain 
that. I defy the gentleman to do it, because he cannot do it, 
nor can anyone else on your committee do it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. - 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. When the gentleman from California had the 
floor, I stated in reply to his question that I was willing that 
Japan have parity with us; that they should be permitted 
to have a 5-5-5 navy, rather than a 5-5-3 navy; and my 
reason for so stating is that I believe that the statements I 
put into the Recorp day before yesterday, quoting half a 
dozen admirals back in 1928, 1929, and 1930, prove conclu- 
sively that the ratio of 5-3 as between the United States 
and Japan was to give to Japan a navy large enough to pro- 
tect herself against invasion by the United States. In other 
words, it was clearly brought out at that time that if our 
Navy was not more than five-thirds as large as Japan’s, that 
Japan would be able to protect itself against invasion; and 
because I, for one, have no intention, so far as my vote is 
concerned, to at any time, for any reason, vote to send our 
boys to fight a war over in the Orient, in Japanese waters, 
or in the Far East, I shall never agree to do so, and, so far 
as I am convinced, there is no reason for our fighting a 
war over there. I am willing that they have a navy of 
5-5 ratio because with a 5-5 ratio it would be impossible for 
them to attack us successfully, because navy experts all agree 
that by transporting the navy across the vast expanse of 
the Pacific Ocean they would reduce the effectiveness of the 
navy by at least 50 percent, with the result that in fighting 
a war over here or near our base in the Philippines or in 
Alaska in the Aleutian Islands their navy would be only half 
as strong as ours, even though they have the same amount 
of tonnage and ships of the same category. 

Mr. SCOTT. If we ought to build up to the 5-5-3 ratio, 
would the gentleman stop them? Would not the gentleman 
want to build up the ratio? 

Mr. BOILEAU. Certainly we should build up and we are 
going to build up, but in this bill we are authorizing not 
three battleships more than we have already appropriated 
for; no, we are authorizing six more battleships than we 
have already appropriated for. We have under construc- 
tion at the present time two battleships. We appropriated 
in the Navy Department bill for 1939 for two battleships. 
Under the present authorization, under the law as it stands 
today, under the Vinson-Trammell Act, and under our treaty 
strength Navy we could in addition to what we are now 
building and the two recently appropriated for, we could in 
the calendar year 1939 appropriate for the construction of 
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three additional battleships. That would mean seven bat- 
tleships under construction at one and the same time if we 
just go ahead with this ridiculous program. This bill pro- 
vides for three more. My goodness; is there no limit to the 
amount of money we are going to spend for these useless 
battleships that will all be obsolete by the time we get them 
completed? Is there no limit to the amount of money we 
are going to throw away? 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to proceed for 2 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I want to say before I leave the floor, 
Mr. Chairman, that in my judgment aviation and fighting 
from the air is advancing at such rapid speed that by the 
time we get these battleships completed, if we are foolish 
enough to go ahead and build all this extravagant program 
we are now trying to authorize, that these battleships will 
be completely out of date. 

Mr.RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I yield. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. The gentleman says, and he is telling 
the truth, that our Navy building program would not be im- 
paired if we waited 1, 2, or 3 years to go ahead, because it 
takes from 3 to 4 years to finish one of these battleships. 

Mr. BOILEAU. The gentleman is absolutely right. 

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I yield. 

Mr. BATES. Will the gentleman not admit that the bat- 
tleships that he speaks about, namely, six presently author- 
ized, three, and three more that can be appropriated for 

Mr. BOILEAU. Under this authorization. 

Mr. BATES. Three are already appropriated for. 

Mr. BOILEAU. No; three already authorized. 

Mr.BATES. No; three already appropriated for and three 
which are going to be asked for within the next fiscal year 
make six that can be 

Mr. BOILEAU. I did not take that assumption. 

Mr. BATES. I did. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I say we have two already under con- 
struction, and we appropriated for two in the last Navy De- 
partment bill, not three. 

Mr. BATES. That is right; then the next one makes four 

Mr. BOILEAU. That is right. 

Mr. BATES. And the next two make six. 

Mr. BOILEAU. They may be authorized but not appro- 
priated for. 

Mr. BATES. There are six battleships already appropri- 
ated for. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Including three already authorized. 

Mr. BATES. That makes seven. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I did not say seven, I said six. 

Mr. BATES. Well, six or seven, each one of them is for the 
replacement of an old ship, excepting these three. 

Mr. BOILEAU. We are going to keep the old ships. 

Mr. BATES. Yes. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that all debate on this amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto close at 3:30. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Georgia? 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, I object. 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, let us understand clearly this question of 
battleships. There has been a great deal of talk of air- 
planes versus battleships, and a considerable movement say- 
ing in effect that we will increase the number of airplanes 
but we want to cut out battleships. The movement to cut 
out battleships, whether intended or not, is, of course, a move- 
ment to sabotage this bill. 
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Battleships are the foundation of a fleet. If the battle- 
ship is vulnerable, and no one contends it is not vulnerable, 
then every other type of vessel in the Navy is more vulner- 
able. Of course, battleships can be sunk; and they can be 
sunk by aerial bombs if you hit the ship enough times in the 
right places. I can sink a battleship with a hand auger if 
you give me a long enough time to do it and leave me alone 
while I am doing it. What do you suppose the antiaircraft 
guns on a battleship are doing while planes are flying over- 
head? 

May I say to the Members of the House that I am as en- 
thusiastic about airplanes as any Member has ever been. 
I believe in aviation for defensive purposes. I believe that 
ultimately battleships as we know them will disappear. But 
they have not disappeared yet. 

Mr. Chairman, we do not have a corner on all the brains 
in the world. The other nations, which have exceeded this 
country in aviation, which have more airplanes, and which 
have done more experimental work than we have, are still 
building battleships. If they had found in the development 
of aviation that battleships were useless and should be done 
away with, they would not now be building battleships along 
with airplanes. We better build battleships as long as any- 
body else builds them. 

Mr, RANDOLPH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAAS. I yield to the gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I respect the judgment and sincerity of 
the gentleman from Minnesota. Will he not agree with me 
that up to the present time the insurgents in Spain have 
taken two-thirds of the land in that country largely by the 
use of a superior air force, according to the belief of Franco 
himself? 

Mr. MAAS. No; I do not think that is true. That is only 
part of the story, for both sides have had modern aviation, 
and it was first one side and then the other that had su- 
periority in the air. At the moment apparently Franco has. 
But he has superiority in a number of other vital factors also, 
Of course, I think aviation is a tremendous force. 

May I say to the Members here that I am probably the 
only Member of the House who has had the double experience 
in time of war of what we are discussing. I was in the 
aviation branch of the Navy in a hostile zone in time of war, 
and I also served aboard a battleship in a hostile zone. I 
commanded the marine guard on the battleship New Hamp- 
shire and I served overseas in the Marine Corps aviation dur- 
ing the war. I think I have some personal knowledge of the 
relationship of airplanes and battleships. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAAS. I yield to the gentleman from Maine. 

Mr. BREWSTER. May I ask the gentleman whether or not 
he did not express to the Naval Affairs Committee, with all 
that experience, the opinion that within 25 years the battle- 
ship probably would be subordinate to aircraft? 

Mr. MAAS. I said that again today. My own personal 
view is that the battleship, as we know it now, will disappear. 
Whether that will be 25 or 50 years, I do not know. It may 
be replaced by a ship of 80,000 tons, which may perhaps be 
practically nonsinkable, or it may come down to ten or 
twelve thousand tons; I do not know. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Does the gentleman not agree it would 
be much more effective for our national defense if we would 
build the battleships now authorized instead of authorizing 
more blueprints? 

Mr. MAAS. Oh, no, not at all, because we are going to 
build these blueprints into battleships. 

Mr. Chairman, the question has been asked, Why do we 
not go ahead and build the two now authorized? We are 
going to do that. The question raised by this bill is whether 
we are to have 15 competent battleships or 18 competent 
ships, the number we really need. If we build the two the 
gentleman is talking about, they will be merely replacements. 
We are still limited to 15 competent under-age battleships. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. MAAS, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 5 additional minutes. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAAS. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Is it not true that the experts 
from the Navy Department assured us that 12 of our present 
15 battleships were in reasonably modern condition? 

Mr. MAAS. That was subject to the interpretation as 
to what may be meant by “reasonably modern.” They were 
reasonably modern during the period after the Washington 
Treaty when we, in common with the other major naval 
powers, modernized some of our ships. It is exactly 
the same thing as putting on new tires, maybe a new car- 
buretor and a new steering wheel on a 1910 Ford. It is 
still a 1910 Ford. When the keels for these ships you are 
talking about were laid down, aviation was in its infancy. 
Most of them were built when aviation had not even been 
considered as a naval factor. Today a battleship is no 
more related to the battleship of pre-war days than the 
man in the moon is. Today we are building battleships to 
resist airplanes and torpedoes. You cannot compare a mod- 
ernized old battleship with a new battleship. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAAS. I yield to the gentleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Did not Mr. Glenn Martin, the famous 
airplane designer and builder, testify before the Naval 
Affairs Committee that in his opinion we needed this bill? 

Mr. MAAS. Why, of course he did. Mr. Martin is one 
of the greatest aerial experts in the country. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAAS. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Is it not true that Mr. Glenn Martin 
sells the Navy a lot of airplanes and naturally he wants more 
business from the Navy? 

Mr. MAAS. That is a very unfair and ungentlemanly 
statement to make. 

Mr. McFARLANE. That is the question I want you to 
answer. 

Mr. MAAS. Glenn Martin is just as fine and patriotic as 
is the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. McFARLANE. I understand that, but he wants to sell 
more airplanes to the Navy. 

Mr. MAAS. Of course he does. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Certainly he does. 

Mr. MAAS. Is there anything wrong with that? The 
gentleman wants to be elected when he runs again, does he 
not? Getting elected is his business, building airplanes is 
Glenn Martin’s business. What is the difference? 

Mr. McFARLANE. Yes, sir. That is why I do not want 
to authorize more battleships at this time. 

Mr. SCOTT. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAAS. I yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. SCOTT. In line with what the gentleman from Con- 
necticut stated, may I ask, Glenn Martin does not build 
battleships? 

Mr. MAAS. Of course not. 

Mr. SCOTT. He was recommending the construction of 
battleships. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAAS. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Outside of the question of the patriotism 
of certain Members, does the gentleman not think an admiral 
who has gone to Annapolis and who has been in the Navy 
all his life is likely to be prejudiced in favor of battleships? 
Is there not such a thing as being a little warped on those 
matters, or a little overenthusiastic? 

Mr. MAAS. Does the gentleman believe the admirals who 
are going to live on the battleships are asking us to build 
battleships they believe are going to be sunk, when they 
themselves will have to go down with the ships? 

Mr. MAVERICK, No; they know the ships are not going 
to be sunk because they will not get out on the ocean. 

Mr. MAAS. Oh, that is nonsensical. 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, will the The statement has been made on the floor that the scene 


gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAAS. I yield to the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Does the gentleman ap- 
prove the policy section in this bill, providing that it is 
the fundamental policy of the Government of the United 
States to maintain a Navy to protect its commerce and 
citizens abroad? 

Mr. MAAS. Of course. A nation that does not protect 
its citizens and its commerce is no nation worthy of the 
name and soon disappears. [Applause.] 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Then, does the gentleman 
believe we ought to write into this bill carte blanche author- 
ity to permit citizens to go to China or anywhere else they 
wish? 

Mr. MAAS. That is not the question involved in this at 
all. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Yes; it is the question. 

Mr. MAAS. No; I did not say anything at all about that. 
When our citizens are abroad they have a right to be pro- 
tected in their treaty rights. A nation that refuses to 
protect or defend its citizens is not a nation capable of 
long existence. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Has not this Government been protect- 
ing our citizens? Is it not, as a matter of fact, our foreign 
policy that all departments of the Government should de- 
fend the integrity of the Nation, and not just the Navy? 
Is not that our foreign policy? 

Mr. MAAS. Of course, it is our foreign policy, but it is 
a foreign policy that has to be carried out by the Navy. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Has it not been done before without 
such a statement of policy being made? Why make a 
pious speech on a bill? 

Mr. MAAS. It would not be necessary to have that state- 
ment in the bill, but we had to clarify the matter because 
some of you people said you could not understand our foreign 
policy. We are trying to write it in simple language so you 
can understand it. 

Mr. MAVERICK. I still cannot understand it. 

Mr. MAAS. I cannot give the gentleman understanding. 

Mr. MAVERICK. I am reasonably intelligent at that, and 
still cannot understand, and it has never been explained. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MAAS. I yield to the gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Returning to the subject of the amend- 
ment—and this is what I have tried to address my remarks 
to, as has the gentleman—is it not a fact the modernization 
of the so-called Atlantic commercial transportation, is the 
Seversky plane capable of carrying 120 to 150 passengers in 
actual travel, and convertible in wartime to a bomber, with 
a cruising radius of 12,000 miles, capable of carrying six or 
seven 2,400-pound bombs? 

Mr. MAAS. That is theory. We do not know yet, as that 
project is still on paper. The results of this experiment can- 
not yet be told. I believe there is probably a great deal to 
it, and I agree with the gentleman, but we cannot afford 
voluntarily to sacrifice our strength in battleships on a mere 
theory as long as our potential enemies have battleships. 

In conclusion, if a naval engagement took place and we 
were unfortunate enough to have to meet a foreign navy 
which had more battleships with greater firing power than 
our fleet, we would be defeated. 

[Here the gavel fell.) 

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that in discussing parity in 
battleships and national policy along the line of the opera- 
tions of the Navy we have gone far afield from the intent of 
the amendment now under consideration. I do not doubt 
the patriotism or the sincerity of those who advocate this 
amendment, but I say I feel sure the prayer of the Air Corps 
of the Army and of the Navy must be, “God save the day 
when we will be called upon to make good the promises and 
expectations of these overenthusiastic advocates of the air- 
plane in warfare.” 


of war has shifted throughout the world to the air. Anyone 
who will analyze the situation in any of the conflicts going 
on in the world at the present time, or even go back to the 
conflict in Ethiopia, will see the scene of war has not shifted 
into the air. The success of Franco in Spain is absolutely 
due to the fact that although he is far in the minority as far 
as the number of his troops is concerned, his troops are the 
best trained and best officered in Spain. Franco has at his 
command troops officered by competent officers. The Loyalist 
troops are officered by men who have never had any ex- 
perience. In the Saturday Evening Post of last week the 
expression was used that armies commanded by incompetent 
officers and handled by incompetent staffs cannot maneuver, 
they can only stumble, and this is only too true. 

Let us go back to the time of the World War and see 
some of the actual facts involved in the bombing of Paris 
and London by the Germans with their Gothas and their 
Zeppelins. In the bombing of Paris and London they 
destroyed only approximately $5,000,000 worth of property 
and lost several times that value in matériel. They killed 
less than 700 civilians, and in doing so lost 500 of their 
own men. Certainly nothing in operations of that type 
leads toward success. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, 
yield? 

Mr. FADDIS. I am sorry, I do not have time. 

If the Members will look at page 3528 of yesterday’s 
Record they will see figures I inserted in an effort to over- 
come the argument about the economy of airplanes. It is 
conclusively proven, beyond the least possibility of a doubt, 
that maintaining a commensurate amount of fire power from 
airplanes is many, many times more expensive than main- 
taining it from a battleship. 

Further, the airplane is not a self-sustained unit, it is only 
a weapon of opportunity. It can only hit and run. It 
has no power to seize ground or take control of a section of 
the ocean. In wartime unless you seize vital centers and 
hold them, denying them to the enemy, you cannot win wars. 
You must seize and hold the vital centers, be they on land 
or water, and crush the will to resist, in order to end the war. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, as I have stated on many previous occa- 
sions in the House, I stand for adequate national defense. 
If I thought that this authorization bill was a step forward 
or a step that should be taken at this time in the direction 
of national defense, I should support it, but I have been 
unable to bring myself to such a conclusion. 


I was somewhat interested in the fact that when the 
chairman of the committee was on the floor a little while 
ago there was an intimation that this bill is needed so that 
a deficiency bill might come forward at this session of 
Congress providing for the construction of three battleships. 
I wonder whether we are to follow the chairman of the com- 
mittee when he is out on the floor or whether we are to 
follow him when he said at page 13 of the report upon the 
bill, right in the middle of the page, “on this basis this 
country could have laid down or could lay down replacement 
battleships as follows: One in 1935, two in 1937, and four in 
1939,” a total of seven. 


We have already appropriated for two, two are carried 
in the naval appropriation bill which is over on the other 
side of the Capitol awaiting consideration by the Senate. 
This means that to be laid down in the fiscal year 1939 three 
ships are left and could be laid down without the passage of 
this bill and without this item in this bill. 


World affairs are in such shape that we do not know what 
size battleships are to be built. We do not know when we 
build battleships whether they should be 35,000 tons or 
40,000 tons or 43,000 tons. Therefore we have not the 
slightest idea how many ships we are providing for, but we 
do know that there is a tonnage available which would per- 
mit the laying down in 1939, without any legislation what- 
ever, of battleships to the tune of 105,000 tons. 


will the gentleman 
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Under these circumstances, what possible excuse can there 
be for voting for an authorization for battleships at this time 
when we have more authorized now than we can possibly 
lay down in the fiscal year 1939? 

On top of this, according to the best information I can get, 
and I have been at hearings within a month when the of- 
cers were before us, we are appropriating in these two bills 
about as fast as we can lay them down and satisfactorily 
build them in the yards. There is not any emergency im- 
pending in the world today where battleships that are now 
laid down, to be completed in not less than—noit less, I say— 
48 months or 4 years can be an immediate factor. Therefore 
I say we ought not to authorize them at this time. 
Applause. ] 

[Here the gavel fell. 

Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Chairman, I cannot bring to this dis- 
cussion any poetry or expert knowledge, but I should like to 
give credit to the Navy Department for having as much 
common sense as I think I have myself, and that common 
sense would tell me that in view of this world discussion that 
is going on and has been going on for 8 or 10 months about 
the caliber of guns, about the size of ships, the speed of 
ships, and so forth, it would be wise to delay construction of 
some of these ships until some of these questions are settled. 

A battleship to be effective has to have one of two things, 
It either has to outspeed the enemy vessel or it has to out- 
range the enemy vessel. If we are going into new construc- 
tion we have to figure on which one of these we want and to 
get both of them if possible, which means, if we get both of 
them, we are going to have to construct larger battleships. 
I say, aside from all the other facts that have been given 
here today, that the delay in the construction of the ships 
that could be laid down was entirely a wise and a sensible 
thing to do, and this very delay answers two of the argu- 
ments that have been presented here this afternoon. One 
is that the President has some Napoleonic complex so that 
he wants to use this naval expansion for self-aggrandize- 
ment or for some secret diplomatic purpose. If this were 
true, how does that fit in with his consent to delaying the 
construction of the ships we have already authorized? 

The other argument is that we are engaging in a squan- 
dering of our resources. If this were true, this delay would 
not look like we were trying to cover up some economic situ- 
ation, as the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Knutson] 
has suggested. Certainly, there would be more activity 
already evidenced. 

You cannot accuse the administration on the one hand of 
squandering our resources and of hiding our economic diffi- 
culties by a program of naval construction, and then on the 
other criticize the administration for not carrying out the 
naval construction that is already provided for. 

Mr. Chairman, why do we need battleships? All you have 
to do is to look at the record of the Battle of Jutland to find 
the best reason possible. 

In that battle there were 28 British battleships and 22 
German battleships engaged. Only one battleship, the Ger- 
man, Pommern, was sunk. The term “battleship” in one 
case is almost a misnomer in that the Pommern was a ship 
of only 13,220 tons. As against this one German so-called 
battleship there were 24 ships of other classes sunk. The 
British battleship Warsprite received 13 hits. She stayed in 
the line and after the battle was repaired within 50 days. 

The German battleship Koenig received the most hits on 
the German line. She received 10 large projectiles and was 
back in service within 64 days. Of the British casualties only 
2 percent were killed on battleships, and if we eliminate the 
840 casualties on the German so-called battleship Pommern, 
the percentage of German battleship casualties was even less 
than in the British Navy. Why should we not want to give 
our Navy a backbone, something they can rely on to keep 
in the water; and with all of the projectiles that hit these 
battleships, they were back in commission on both sides 
within a very short time. Battleships are the life of any 
navy, the backbone of the Navy, and talk about constructing 
@ navy and leaving them out is utter nonsense. 
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What is the objection to having battleships? The implica- 
tion has been that if we arm ourselves we are going to en- 
courage the American people into some war that they do 
not want to go into. Look at every war that we have ever 
gone into and find one where excessive armaments have ever 
had any effect upon our entrance. In Venezuela in the 
nineties, when there was a strip of territory involved that was 
not worth half as much as a single square of the District of 
Columbia, the United States was perfectly ready without any 
respectable navy or any army of consequence of the kind 
to challenge Great Britain, the queen of the seas, over that 
question. Armaments have never, whether they existed or 
not, exerted influence upon America in going into war. 

Every war into which we have entered we have gone with 
a lot of flag waving and hurrahing, but with no preparation. 
To say that giving up a reasonable, sensible preparation will 
increase our combative tendency is wholly unjustified by 
anything in American history. It may be that in foreign 
countries where preparedness has become an insufferable 
burden the system of large standing armies and navies has in- 
fluenced a tendency to engage in war, but that cannot hon- 
estly be said by anyone with a primary knowledge of Ameri- 
can history So this is not going to affect our popular 
psychology in any way. Battleships are the savior of a fleet. 
They can stay in the water when everything else is blown out, 
and we must have them. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ohio 
has expired. 

Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 5 minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARLAN. Yes. 

Mr. BATES. Is it not a fact that the whole battle fleet is 
built around the battleship? 

Mr. HARLAN. Absolutely. 

A modern naval battle, as I understand it, is very much 
like a game of chess where each type of vessel, just as each 
type of chessman, plays its respective part. The submarine, 
the destroyer, the airplane, the light and heavy cruiser, and 
the battleship make up a fighting unit, and when one factor 
in this panoply is absent the whole battle arrangement is 
weakened. 

In a naval battle it is the fleet that gets all of the factors of 
destruction into operation instantaneously that has the best 
chance of winning, and for our fleet to start into action with- 
out battleships would be comparable to an army starting into 
action without a base or without heavy artillery. 

Mr. BATES. And is it not a fact that if this battleship 
amendment be adopted, and the battleships taken out of 
the bill, there will be no need of the other part of the bill? 

Mr. HARLAN. That is correct. There has been a great 
deal of talk about world conflict between the dictatorial 
powers and the democracies. I do not know whether that 
is going to happen or not, but if it does not happen, then 
these increased armaments are not going to hurt us at all. 

If a military conflict between dictatorships and democ- 
racies does occur, let us then appraise the respective strength 
and weakness of the opponents. The dictatorial countries 
are based upon military discipline and the fear of military 
attack. As soon as fear is removed dictators fall. They 
know that just as well as we. Therefore, they create a 
popular psychology of fear. ‘They build their power upon 
an exaggeration of military discipline. They are always 
prepared far more efficiently than democracies. In the 
event of a conflict, dictatorial powers dre almost certain of 
early victory. 

What is the strength of democracy? It is a love of the 
people for their government. The citizens of democracies 
do not support their government through fear but through 
love of human freedom. 

Democracies are slow to military action, but they stay in 
the war longer because they have more to fight for and 
usually have more resources. If we have ourselves properly 
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armed, we are giving ourselves the very best assurance that 
we will not be attacked by any dictatorial power, because 
they do not strike unless they think they are going to finish 
the job quickly. 

Look at the World War. Take the countries that were 
most dictatorial and the order in which they crashed. Be- 
ginning with Russia and ending with Germany, the less 
liberty the people had the more quickly their morale became 
broken down and the sooner their armies crashed. 

Those who have read Ludendorf’s memoirs will recall that 
he said the German Army was not destroyed by military force 
but because its morale was stricken down from behind—the 
plea to get home, the plea to organize a republic in Germany, 
the plea to restore liberty is what destroys dictatorial gov- 
ernment. Dictatorial governments will not attack unless 
they think they can do the job quickly. 

It has been said here that we have a Navy now too big for 
Japan to attack us. Mr. Chairman, Japan will never attack 
this country alone. Japan will never attack any country ex- 
cept under one of two conditions: First, if the country is 
about ready to blow up inside, as Russia was in 1904, or as 
China is now, or, second, when she can get the other country 
fighting with its back to the wall against some other country, 
as was the case in her war against Germany in the World 
War. We will never have a conflict with Japan alone. It 
will be when we are fighting for our life in some struggle to 
save democracy in the Western Hemisphere. Then is when 
we will get a stab in the back from across the Pacific Ocean. 

After Japan, by the sinking of the Panay, had demonstrated 
to the Chinese that she could insult us with impunity and 
that we would not engage in an Asiatic war, she then wanted 
to quiet us down and so announced that she intended to 
stop her raids on our Alaska salmon. Then rapid changes 
occurred in the European picture. a 

When Germany seized Austria and England became restive, 
Germany decided that it was time to give America a little 
irritation on the Pacific. Consequently we noticed in the 
press the other morning that the negotiations between the 
United States and Japan over the Alaskan fisheries had been 
discontinued. 

This is simply a repetition of the occurrences prior to the 
World War. When we began to resent the assassination of 
our citizens on the high seas by the German submarines and 
indicated that we were about to declare war, the German 
Ambassador in Washington was instructed from Berlin to 
communicate with Mexico and with the Japanese Ambassador 
to create as much trouble as possible in our back yard. 

At that time, however, Japan had just seized all the Ger- 
man possessions in the Pacific and was not friendly toward 
any foreign activity that would jeopardize her new acquisi- 
tions. She remained neutral. 

The picture, however, has changed today, and Berlin and 
Tokyo are working together in complete harmony. If the 
United States ever becomes involved with Japan it will be 
at the behest of some European power when our fleet has 
all that it can do to protect us on the Atlantic seaboard. 

What this country needs is a navy so large that no dicta- 
torial powers in the world will be in the remotest degree 
tempted to form a coalition to get rich natural resources 
without much risk. To prepare for that situation we need 
plenty of battleships. [Applause.] 

{Here the gavel fell.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. Weartn] for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WEARIN. Mr. Chairman, I expect to offer an amend- 
ment to this bill at the proper time to strike out the provi- 
sion for further experimentation in the fine art of dirigible 
operation and also the provision setting aside $3.000,000 with 
which to build another lighter-than-air craft. 

There are some very specific reasons why I am bitterly op- 
posed to any such program of building. I recognize the 
fact brought out in the debate a few days ago that new 
mechanical development is the result of experimentation. I 
have no objection to private industry experimenting with 
lighter-than-air craft, I have no objection to any interest in 
this country that wants to building dirigibles with a view of 
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crossing the Atlantic or the Pacific; but I do object to having 
any more of the taxpayers’ money spent as it has been in the 
past to carry on a disastrous program of dirigible construc- 
tion in the United States. Every major nation on the face 
of the earth has abandoned dirigibles with the exception of 
Germany. We have abandoned it by virtue of necessity be- 
cause we have lost all of the ships we had except the Los 
Angeles which is tied up to a post, so to speak, more politely 
speaking, a mooring mast at Lakehurst. They were going 
to leave it out in the open so they could experiment with the 
action of the elements on it until a gust of wind came along 
one day and almost whipped the tail off the thing, demon- 
strating further the impracticability of dirigibles. As an 
agency of national defense they are useless. Our own huge 
ships, the Akron and the Macon, costing millions of dollars, 
both went down in squalls. They cannot take bad weather 
and I have never heard of a war that was fought exclusively 
on sunshiny days. 

It is interesting to note in a report of the congressional in- 
vestigation of the destruction of the Akron there is a polite 
statement to the effect that “a sense of decency causes the 
mind to shrink from pronouncing judgment on the dead.” 
It is immediately followed by that very judgment on the 
dead from which the committee so politely shrank. Com- 
mander McCord, according to the committee, was responsible 
for the tragedy because “responsibility was due to the navi- 
gation of the ship into storm conditions.” I conclude from 
that, the “eyes of the fleet“ must never fly into storm condi- 
tions. Oh, what a polite and properly conducted war our 
next struggle must surely be. 

I do not have the time now to go into methods, types of 
construction, or operation of these ships, other than to point 
out the fact that some of the greatest disasters that we have 
ever had have been in the air with that type of machine. 
One such disaster happened to a German dirigible a very 
short time ago. Again, I realize full well that the reason 
assigned to the loss of the Hindenburg was the fact that it 
was not inflated with helium. That is the same old stall 
they used in the days of the R-101, that I will refer to later. 
The Shenandoah, the Akron, and the Macon were inflated 
with helium. One of them is at the bottom of the Atlantic 
Ocean, another is at the bottom of the Pacific Ocean, and 
every one of them carried a lot of men down to their deaths. 

But slight additional comment need be made with refer- 
ence to the disasters to the American-built dirigibles—the 
Shenandoah, the Italian-built, American-purchased Roma, 


the French Diæmude, the Akron, and the Macon, not to men- 


tion the blimps, one of which went down searching for the 
remains of the Akron. In most every case the ill-fated craft 
was said to be “the last word” in dirigible construction. So 
it was when the British ship R—101 took the air only to meet 
disaster. Of course, whenever a serious catastrophe occurs 
the publicity boys immediately tell us that a great contribu- 
tion has been made to science. Thus far it has not worked 
out that way. I can hear the mothers and the wives of the 
men who died in those crack-ups in the past crying in the 
night for their loved ones. There is nothing scientific about 
that—only dry, hard, burning grief. I remember further 
that when the R-101 went down Admiral Moffett was certain 
that if it had been inflated with helium the accident would 
not have happened. We have inflated our own experiments 
in that fleld with helium and one by one they have gone to 
their doom. The impracticability of dirigibles has been 
demonstrated over and over again to the satisfaction of any- 
body but a member or supporter of the Bureau of Naval 
Aeronautics. ; 

We might, if we only wanted to, look at an impressive sum- 
mary of England’s post-war experiences with dirigibles com- 
piled by Lt. Comdr. J. M. Kenworth for the Saturday Review: 
The NS—11 struck by lightning in 1919 and destroyed, with her 
whole crew. The R-24 and R-29 were scrapped after a few 
flights. The R-26 was scrapped 10 months after launching. 
The R-31 was scrapped after two flights. The R-32 was 
scrapped on the strength of experience gained with the R-31. 
The R-34 was wrecked in 1931. The R-35 construction was 
canceled after $375,000 had been spent. The R-36 was 
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scrapped after 97 hours in the air. The R-37 was scrapped 
after less than a hundred hours in the air. The R-38 was 
destroyed, with the loss of 44 lives, including American effi- 
cers and enlisted men. Both the R-39 and the R-80 were 
scrapped before making a single flight. 

I call to your attention the fact that as far as national 
defense is concerned, if this is a national-defense bill, then 
none of the taxpayers’ money had better be wasted upon 
dirigibles. You could not carry on an attack with one of 
them under any circumstances. You have got to have a 
crew of trained men to pull them down to earth, you have 
got to have a mooring mast to tie them to, and you have 
got to have a hangar to put them in if you attempt to carry 
on any military maneuvers with any such instrumentalities 
as that. When Hitler moved on Austria he did not move 
on her with dirigibles; he moved on her with the army and 
his land forces. He did not even take the crates along for 
decoration. They might have got in the way. 

Let me remind you that various proposals are before this 
Congress with reference to types of construction. They want 
American construction of these ships, so I am told, yet 
American construction has proved to be a complete failure. 
Another proposal relates to metal-clad ships, yet the metal- 
clad ships with their leakage of expensive helium by virtue 
of wear, tear, and the stress and strain of operation under 
undesirable climatic conditions is such that they have been 
proven impractical. I call attention also to the fact that 
the present development of heavier-than-air transportation 
in the United States has been one of the most phenomenal 
in our entire history. It has proved successful. Therefore 
why should we spend more of the taxpayers’ money and 
spill the Nation’s blood to provide profits for the Goodyear 
Zeppelin Corporation of America or the Mellon Aluminum 
Trust that supplies them with duralumin used in the con- 
struction of the dirigibles? 

Mr. WEARIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to proceed for 2 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WEARIN. I would remind you that the heavier- 
than-air machines can carry as many—if our plans that are 
now pending go through to completion—as 150 people. 
They need no land forces to bring them to earth, they need 
no expensive hangars, they need no mooring masts; they 
are self-sufficient fighting or commercial machines capable 
of advancing long distances over broad expanses of terri- 
tory and carrying on successful attack or commerce. For 
national defense when necessary they are more economical 
and more practical in their operation. If our national de- 
fense is to go to the air, then it should go to the air ina 
proven method that is successful, not in further experi- 
mentation at an inopportune time such as this. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the amend- 
ment. 

I am distressed, dismayed, and worried over the plight of 
our little, defenseless Navy. Why! If the American people 
believe one-half they have heard today about the defenseless 
condition of our Navy they would have no right to go to 
sleep at night for fear some Jap, or Italian, or German might 
be under their beds, or might pounce upon defenseless 
America. The goblins will get our tiny and helpless Navy 
if the admirals in the Navy and in the House do not watch 
out. 

I am appalled at the gross exaggerations and unfounded 
statements that have been uttered on the floor of the House. 
I am inclined to believe that facts mean nothing in the 
midst of the apparent war hysteria and that if the Presi- 
dent asked for 13 more battleships instead of three the pro- 
posal would be supported by the same kind of misleading 
propaganda, 

What are the facts? The facts are that we have the 
greatest Navy, the biggest and best Navy this country has 
ever had in its entire history, except for a period of 2 years 
after the World War. Those are undeniable facts. 
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About 60 days ago this House passed the greatest single 
Navy bill in all history in peacetimes, which appropriated 
$550,000,000 for naval defense purposes. It also provided for 
two additional battleships costing $70,000,000 apiece. Not 
one iota of new evidence has been submitted during the last 
60 years why this huge naval appropriation bill should be 
changed and expanded into an additional $1,100,000,000 to 
provide: among other things, for three more superbattle- 

ps. 

What do they say all of a sudden in order to furnish an 
excuse or alibi, a reason or justification for this supernavy 
bill with three additional battleships? Why, they rediscover 
South America. South America has been with us for 150 
years. Copious tears are shed upon the floor of this House 
because of the defenseless position of South America. May I 
say, Mr. Chairman, without fear of contradiction that South 
America never was better defended and never less feared 
foreign invasion than at the present time, and there is noth- 
ing in the world easier to prove than that statement. 

Mr. Chairman, those who were looking for some sort of 
argument to bolster this supernavy bill resurrected South 
America. They did not say what nation was about to attack 
South America. They just spread all this poisonous and 
misleading propaganda, this fear, this war psychology, with 
nothing to substantiate it. There was not one fact sub- 
mitted, and, as I say, it is a very easy matter to prove, be- 
cause everybody knows what nations they meant or thought 
they were talking about. 

Everyone knows what nations they want us to fear as 
being on the verge of invading South America. One is 
Germany with a navy one-third the size of ours and with 
only $20,000,000 of gold left, now involved with Austria and 
Czechoslovakia, and possibly with Soviet Russia. The other 
is Italy, involved in Spain and Abyssinia, as well as with 
Great Britain. Another is Japan, involved in northern 
China and probably next in Siberia. There never was a time 
in all history since the birth of this Republic that South 
America was freer from any fear of invasion. 

(Here the gavel fell. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 5 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MOTT. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. MOTT. The gentleman said that “they” were spread- 
ing propaganda, poison, and so forth, in order to convince 
us that this increase in the Navy was necessary. Who does 
the gentleman mean by they“? 

Mr. FISH. I mean almost every administration leader 
from the President and Secretary of State down to the 
majority leader of the House. The majority leader based 
most of his argument for the big Navy bill on the fact that 
South America is about to be invaded by some foreign nation. 
I say there is not one iota of evidence, not a fact, to sub- 
stantiate such a statement. I admit and everybody else 
admits that South America is now being subjected to a 
campaign of propaganda, maybe from Germany, maybe 
from Italy, or maybe from Japan, but I point out you cannot 
shoot down propaganda with 14-inch guns. Lou cannot 
use submarines to submarine propaganda. If you want to 
fight propaganda in South America, very well, fight it with 
propaganda, not with guns and battleships when there is no 
need or even thought of such a conflict. 

Mr. MOTT. Has the gentleman completed his answer to 
my question? 

Mr, FISH. I have answered the question. 

Mr. MOTT. I asked the gentleman to name the people 
who spread this propaganda, and he mentioned the Presi- 
dent, the Secretary of State, and the majority leader. May 
I ask him if he has completed the list? 

Mr. FISH. And a great many others who have spoken 
on the floor of the House. They have used South America 
as a reason for this big-navy bill. I do not propose to pick 
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out each individual. The gentleman has heard the various 
arguments, and everybody knows who these gentlemen were. 

Mr. MOTT. I just want to know who the gentleman had 
in mind. He has answered the question. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, today we have 15 battleships. 
Japan has 10 battleships. We have authorized the construc- 
tion of 3 more battleships, which will make a total of 18 
battleships. Yet we are in fear and dread that Japan is 
about to attack us; therefore we must have three more 
superbattleships. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The gentleman is in error. 

Mr. FISH. I am perfectly willing to enter into a confer- 
ence with Japan and agree on parity, not only not have more 
battleships, but agree to reduce the number of battleships 
from 15 to 10, and we will have adequate national defense 
and thereby substitute peace for war tension. For 18 years 
I have voted in this House for every national defense pro- 
gram. I have voted funds for the Navy, Army, air force, 
and marines. I believe in having the biggest and best Navy 
to defend our own shores, but I am not in favor of these 
supernavies which will take us overseas to fight the battles 
of other nations. [Applause.] 

Let us see what the President of the United States had to 
say about these huge building programs only a year or so ago 
in his Buenos Aires speech. He made the following statement: 

(Armament work) * * * is false employment, that it 
builds no permanent structures and creates no consumers’ goods 
for the maintenance of a lasting prosperity. We know that na- 
tions guilty of these follies inevitably face the day either when 
their weapons of destruction must be used against their neigh- 
“sags when an unsound economy like a house of cards will fall 
a 3 

Those were the words of the President of the United States 
uttered within the last 2 years about the folly of having a 
huge naval program and how these supernavies take us into 
war. His words are almost prophetic but his actions, as 
usual, are contrary to his words. If anyone cares to find 
out what course of action the President will pursue in the 
future on any particular subject, the best way would be to 
ascertain where he stood a few years ago and then the 
chances are he will reverse himself. This is his invariable 
policy except on desiring to join with the League of Nations 
to punish the aggressor nation in which he has been as con- 
stant as the North Star. 

What did the Secretary of State say today, within the last 
2 hours, about “critics of American policy, especially those 
voices raised in Congress against the naval-expansion pro- 
gram and against any program of parallel action with nations 
whose objectives coincide with America”? 

The Secretary of State admits what we have said repeat- 
edly on the floor of the House, that it is the program of our 
country now under Secretary of State Hull to enter into 
parallel action with other nations. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. BATES. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Chairman, 
I ask unanimous consent that he may be permitted to pro- 
ceed for 5 additional minutes in order that he may answer 
a question. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BATES. Will the gentleman tell the members of the 
Committee, in connection with the ratio of ships of the United 
States to those of Japan, how many ships the gentleman 
believes Japan ought to have when we have 15? 

Mr. FISH. We have 15 battleships and Japan has 10. 
Japan has four authorized and we have three authorized. 

Mr. BATES. Where are the three authorized? 

Mr. FISH. They have been already authorized. 

Mr. BATES. In excess of the 15? 

Mr. FISH. Mr. BREWSTER now tells me that there are four. 
I thought it was three. 

Mr. BATES. The gentleman is in error, because we have 
15 authorized and this bill gives us 3 additional ships. 
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Mr. FISH. No; we also have authorized four ships, al- 
though I assume they are replacements. 

Mr. BATES. No, pardon me; the gentleman is in error 
in that respect, because we have 15 battleships authorized, 
and that is within the treaty limits. The bill we have before 
us today would permit us to have 18 battleships. authorized. 

Mr. FISH. I assume the gentleman knows the treaty has 
come to an end and we have our own building program to 
consider, regardless of the program of Japan, Great Britain, 
or any other nation. 

Mr. BATES. The gentleman speaking knows it has come 
to an end when Japan is now embarking on the construction 
of 4 battleships in addition to the 10. 

Mr. FISH. Japan has a perfect right to do that. She 
renounced the treaty 2 years before it expired, and lived 
up to every word of that treaty during the 15 years it was 
in effect. 

Mr. BATES. I repeat my question to the gentleman. 
What does he believe Japan ought to have if we have 15 
battleships? 

Mr. FISH. I want to answer the gentleman, but in all 
fairness, may I say to the Members, when you are talking 
about battleships remember that Japan has repeatedly stated 
through its highest authorities that she is prepared and 
willing to enter into a limitation of naval armament con- 
ference, and wants to do away with all battleships. Why 
quibble about whether Japan has 10, 12, or 14 ships when 
we have 15 or 18? I do not care about that. I want to 
enter into a limitation of naval armament conference and 
reduce the number of battleships, not increase it. I should 
like to accept the challenge of Japan and do away with 
battleships as far as possible. Does that answer the gentle- 
man’s question? 

Mr. BATES. Except this, that if we get into a naval 
disarmament conference and no results come from it, then 
what would the gentleman do? 

Mr. FISH. I would always have as many battleships as 
Japan and if necessary have one or two more, just for 
safety’s sake. 

Mr. BATES. I may say then, if the conference fails, that 
is what this bill provides. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. FISH. I yield for a brief question. 

Mr. MICHENER. In answer to the gentleman’s question, 
what we are really going to do is build the battleships now 
authorized. Congress will be in session and we can then get 
the authority, just the same as we can today, and not lose 
even 30 days. 

Mr. BATES. Oh, yes; we will. 

Mr. FISH. The Secretary of State a few hours ago stated 
in his speech the program of the United States was to enter 
into parallel action or parallel agreements with foreign 
nations. What does this mean? It is a mere subterfuge 
and camoufiage for concerted action. This is mere quib- 
bling on words. It means our Navy will be used on parallel 
lines in concert with the navies of other nations to police 
and quarantine the world. It means above all our Navy will 
be used to punish aggressor nations, to lay embargoes, to 
enter into blockades and to police and quarantine the world. 
This is why I am opposed to creating a super-Navy. I know 
it will be used just as the Secretary of State says it will be 
used, to enter into parallel action. Does this mean an at- 
tempt to make the world safe for democracy? If we attempt 
to make the world safe for democracy, the way we tried to 
do it 20 years ago, the probable result will be that we will 
lose our own democracy and free institutions and have a 
Fascist form of government in the United ‘States. 
Applause. ] 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that all debate on this amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto close in 30 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, I have listened to this 
debate very closely. I am in favor of this amendment. Hav- 
ing been a member of the Committee on Naval Affairs for 
more than 4 years, I believe I have some little knowledge of 
the needs of the Navy. Having studied that question during 
the time I was on the committee and being familiar with 
national defense, I do not hesitate to say that in my opinion 
it is a serious mistake at this time, on the information we 
have before us, to grant this additional authorization when 
we have no idea of the real purpose for so doing. The House 
has not been taken into the confidence of those in charge of 
our foreign policies, as has been stated by the gentleman who 
just preceded me, the gentleman from New York [Mr. FisH]. 
What is the real purpose back of this authorization bill, of 
which we knew nothing until it was introduced in the House. 
We have already adequately taken care of the needs of the 
Navy, as shown by the records. For the 4 years I served 
on this committee we were driving to an end I have always 
favored, adequate national defense. I know we all believe in 
defending our country. 

I supported the Vinson-Trammell Act that brought the 
Navy up to treaty strength, and as has been repeatedly stated 
on the floor here, and not denied by anyone, we are con- 
siderably behind the Navy building program under the Vin- 
son-Trammell Act of 1934. Certainly this Congress cannot 
be said to have been derelict in its duty with respect to 
making appropriations, because we have made them as fast 
as the requests for appropriations have come in. The cost 
of a battleship has increased under this administration, or 
since 1932. The cost has more than doubled, from about 
$35,000,000 to more than $70,000,000 for a battleship. This 
is due to the fact that there is not any competitive bidding. 
This same thing is true for all our munitions for national 
defense. The bids have been almost unanimously the same 
every time they have come in, and they will continue to be 
that way as long as we follow the present system. There 
is going to be a serious condition existing in this country 
if we continue to go on like a bunch of wild Indians spend- 
ing money this way. If we had any definite knowledge that 
this additional authorization was necessary we should go 
ahead regardless of cost, but we do not have any such infor- 
mation. Germany and Italy certainly have not any naval 
threat as compared with our Navy. And Japan, it seems, 
will have her hands full in trying to deal with China and 
Russia. Certainly this amendment should be adopted, for we 
are already several years behind with our already authorized 
program of constructing battleships. And modern warfare 
is rapidly changing. By the time we catch up with our 
authorized program we will probably need airplanes much 
more than we will battleships, and the cost of these battle- 
ships is clear out of reason. 

The war profits made by the munition makers during the 
last war were clear out of reason. For example, the Du 
Ponts’ assets were about $74,000,000 in 1914, and at the end 
of 1918 they were $308,846,297. Profits of the 32 constituent 
units of the Standard Oil in 1918 alone were about $450,- 
000,000. From 1915 to 1919, inclusive, the United States 
Steel Corporation paid dividends of $355,000,560. 

An inventory of the different large corporations operating 
at home and abroad shows that all of them made similar 
profits. However, the workingman did not so profit during 
the war, nor since the war. In 1900 the records show labor 
received 1742 percent of the value of products it produced. 
But in 1929 notwithstanding 15 years of exclusive industrial 
and financial development which had increased the wealth 
of the Nation from $192,000,000,000 in 1914 to $362,000,- 
000,000 in 1929, we find that labor in 1929 received only 1644 
percent of the value of the products it produced. However, 
industrial output rose about 50 percent from 1920 to 1930, 
while wages rose only 30 percent. As to the Government in 
1914, the national indebtedness was $967,953,000, or $9.88 per 
person, while at the end of the war our national debt stood at 
$24,061,000,000, or $228 per person. So it seems the war 
profiteers and the wealthy who make money because of war 
greatly profit while the Nation and the people all suffer. 
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Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McFARLANE. I yield. 

Mr. MAAS. Are we not still protected by the 10-percent- 
profit limitation? 

Mr. McFARLANE. No; the 10-percent-profit limitation 
is not worth the paper it is written on. The Government 
records show they have collected less than $10,000 under 
the 10-percent limitation in existing law as written by this 
committee. 

Mr. MAAS. Is not that because they have not made a 10- 
percent profit at any time? 

Mr. McFARLANE. No; the answer is that through the 
system of bookkeeping these monopolists write their own 
ticket and we have not been able to get results from the 
profit limitation. As the gentleman knows, the 10-percent 
profits limitation law is under the administration of the 
Navy and Treasury Departments, and their administration 
has not gotten any results. They have made the profits, but 
we have not been able to recover them and we have not been 
able to limit them. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield for just a short question? 

Mr. McFARLANE. I cannot yield, as I only have a few 
minutes. I was not given any time; in fact, I was refused 
any time in general debate. You fellows have taken all the 
time in general debate, as you are trying to do now. 

In closing, I just want to make this statement: We do 
not know what the policy is going to be, and yet there is a 
foreign policy written into the terms of this bill, as has 
been repeatedly pointed out here, which reads as follows: 
“to protect our commerce and citizens abroad.” This policy 
is written into this bill for reasons that we know not. Any- 
thing we write into this bill, however, cannot change or limit 
the powers of the Chief Executive; but they are asking the 
approval of this Congress of a naval policy which will take 
us to the four corners of the world, for what purpose? As 
stated by the gentleman from New York [Mr. Fisu], it must 
be for the purpose of parallel action with other nations, and 
we know not what they are; and yet we are asked to give 
them carte blanche authority and a blank check to carry 
out these purposes. 

This Congress has not been taken into the confidence of 
those in authority. We do not know what this is going to 
be used for. Are we to have another foreign war? Does 
Commissioner McNutt’s statement mean that we want to 
go back into the Philippines or go into the Orient and start 
an aggressive warfare? We are entitled to know whether 
the Navy is to be used for that purpose. If it is, I am 
against it. I do not believe our people are in favor of send- 
ing our boys again to fight on foreign soil. If we are to 
be called upon for that purpose, we want to know all the 
facts before we agree to any such program. So far as I am 
concerned, I expect to vote to eliminate section 9, the naval- 
policy section. Let us leave any such authority out of the 
bill. Let us not have Congress being used as a doormat or 
for the purpose of pulling anybody’s chestnuts out of the 
fire or approving any policy before we know what that policy 
is and all the terms of any contract that may be made. 

I believe we should strike out section 9 under all the 
rules of the game. We should also strike out the battleships, 
because we have already authorized more than they can 
build in the next 2 years. Then, if they need further battle- 
ship authorization, later on we can very certainly pass upon 
that question when we have all the facts before us. 
CApplause.] 

[Here the gavel fell] 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I am 
very much against this amendment and in the few minutes 
at my disposal I shall touch on one or two things which I 
think are very important, about having these battleships. 
First, I remind the House that only last summer Brazil 
wanted to lease some battleships. Also, that in South Amer- 
ica there are many foreigners teaching the air forces and 
various services of those South American governments, and 
we all know what influence teachers and instructors may 
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have, and how easy it is for them to spread the propaganda 
of their country. As for the matter of work, Members have 
argued that these battleships will cost a great amount of 
money which might go for relief. I maintain that the build- 
ing of ships will give a great deal of work to the heavy in- 
dustries and all the allied industries, the industries that 
need work today so much, and I might say incidentally 
that I have no navy yard in my district, nor even a ship- 
building yard. What possible harm can the authorization of 
these battleships do? It seems to me that we have no faith 
in ourselves if we are not willing to give this authorization, 
because before the ships are actually built they must come 
back to Congress and secure an appropriation and certainly 
Congress must act before any war is entered into. Today a 
great power in Europe, England, is on her knees partly be- 
cause she acceded to the plea of the so-called pacifists. I 
yield to no man or woman in my wish for peace, and every 
man and woman here today wants peace, just as all the 
pacifists want peace. It is only that we have a difference 
of opinion as to the way of securing it. Because England 
yielded to the so-called wishes of pacifists, today she is weak, 
and in my opinion, Mr. Chairman, if England were strong 
today, Germany would not have marched into Austria. And 
many of the countries in Europe today, in my opinion, would 
feel safe if England were strong enough to protect her 
might. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I am sorry. I have only 
5 minutes, and the gentleman has spoken so much. Mr. 
Chairman, we talk about not having entangling alliances. 

We talk about wishing to be isolationists. If we do not want 
entangling alliances we must be strong ourselves; we must 
be able to protect ourselves. If we are willing to have en- 
tangling alliances, to have allies to join with them, we need 
not be so strong. I earnestly hope that the battleship pro- 
vision will be allowed to remain in the bill. We are a great 
nation, the greatest nation in all the world. We have heard 
much about the fact that things cannot happen here or can- 
not happen there, and yet, Mr. Chairman, they have hap- 
pened in many countries. Only by preparedness, only by 
being ready, can we protect ourselves. Many people have 
spoken about our having a disarmament conference, a great 
conference for peace. How can we call such a conference 
if we have not enough ships with which to disarm, if we do 
not have the ships to scrap? I believe that prepared, united, 
we will be the greatest agent in all the world to maintain 
peace, to bring order out of chaos among the other nations of 
the world. Last, but not least, I firmly believe the people of 
America want the passage of this naval bill—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the lady from Massachu- 
setts has expired. 

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, if I had the 
power I would say to the proponents of airplanes versus 
battleships to go ahead and write their own ticket and that 
I would vote them all the money they needed, but I would 
want to lay down alongside of it this proposition, that no 
foreign air fleet crossing either ocean could possibly hope 
effectively to attack the United States, unless it was sup- 
ported and carried along by a floating naval base of battle- 
ships and airplane carriers. So I am going to supply their 
air fleet with these very needful and indispensable auxil- 
jaries, and vote for three battleships in the bill. 

However, Mr. Chairman, I have taken the floor for an- 
other purpose, for the purpose of bringing some comforting 
information to those gentlemen who are opposing the bill 
and proposing that the naval expansion program be scrapped 
in favor of a naval reduction conference. I have this in- 
formation in a brief trans-Atlantic news item which I shall 
take the liberty to read. It is entitled “Smaller Navy Talks 
Seen. England and France Will Name Commissioners to 
Write Agreement.” It is dated London, and reads as 
follows: 

Lonpon.—-At length it has been mutually agreed between this 
country and France to appoint commissioners on each side, with 


full power to see that the conditions of the convention which 
stipulates for the reciprocal reduction of navies be completely car- 
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ried into effect. This determination on each side to see a rigid 
accomplishment of the terms and spirit of the late agreement is a 
much firmer ground for lasting peace than any professions how- 
ever ardent and flattering. 

Mr. Chairman and members, now what is the date of this 
highly important announcement? I picked this page of 
newspaper off the floor in the Democratic cloakroom the 
other day, and looked at the top heading, which reads, 
“Hartford (Conn.) Times.” The date is Monday, March 7, 
1938. In looking down over the page I saw this important 
article which I have just read, and I rubbed my eyes and 
wondered if they could be deceiving me. Then I looked back 
up at the head of the page again and I saw underneath the 
headline this title, “Constitution Times, March 7, 1788.” 

I found that this page was a reproduction of the Hartford 
Times of 150 years ago, carrying, among other things, the 
item regarding an agreement between England and France 
to enter into a naval reduction program. 

When I saw that I wondered how our genial friend the 
gentleman from New York had come to overlook such a 
transcendently important world event, because it seemed to 
me that here was chronicled an event to stop war that was 
well worthy of any sesquicentennial. As England and France 
were again at war 15 years later, apparently the reduction 
program did not reach the happy ending of the news forecast. 
Now the world is observing the one hundred and fiftieth 
anniversary by the greatest naval race in history. So perish 
the dreams of peace. 

Mr. Chairman, alongside this item which I desire to have 
preserved in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, I think there ought 
to go the following gem from the minority report on this. bill. 
It reads as follows: 

Japan indicates its readiness to abandon battleships and aircraft 
carriers as instruments of national policy. Such action would 
practically guarantee America against any possibility of attack on 
the Pacific. 

Mr. Chairman, all I have to say regarding that statement 
in the minority report is that I am thankful that gentlemen 
who entertain such views as are expressed in that sentence, 
and are credulous enough to believe that Japan would enter 
into or carry out any such agreement in good faith, are not 
in a position to mess around in the national defense of this 
great country or to muddle around in its international affairs 
and relationships. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Donprero] for 1 minute. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, they complain that I am 
a pacifist, yet I have voted consistently for every Army and 
Navy appropriation bill that has been presented here since 
I came to Congress 5 years ago. 

Mr. Chairman, if the bill now under consideraticn before 
the House to authorize the expenditure of a billion two hun- 
dred and fifty million dollars for an addition to our Navy is 
an emergency measure to meet some impending crisis, it 
must fail and ought to be defeated. 

Today Europe is aflame with war and rumors of war. The 
Far East is engaged in a death struggle between two great 
oriental races. With every sunset comes information of new 
acts of aggression, force, and declaration by dictators. 

In such an atmosphere let America be calm and with- 
hold judgment. This bill places the United States in the 
same category with nations of the Old World and Asia in 
a mad race to increase armament. This entire program, this 
hysteria that now grips the world, is a rebuke to civilization 
itself. Carried to extreme, it means that this Nation must 
take its place with the other bankrupt nations of the world, 
of a people so debt ridden that they become the slaves who 
must toil to feed the relentless god of war. I am not a 
pacifist. I believe in defending our country and our homes, 
but in all that is going on in the world it is difficult to observe 
or to select a challenge to this country, its people, or her 
sovereignty. 

I have consistently voted for every Army and Navy appro- 
priation bill that has been presented to this body ever since 
I came to Congress. It is less than 60 days since we voted 
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in this Chamber to appropriate more than $550,000,000 for 
our Navy. At that time not a single utterance echoed or 
Tang in this Chamber that such an appropriation was not 
adequate. I cannot conceive that any act in Europe or Asia 
since we voted for that appropriation warrants plunging this 
Nation into further debt for more than a billion dollars to 
construct a supernavy. 

In 1934, under the Vinson-Trammell Act, a program for 
increasing the Navy costing $4,000,000,000 became a law. It 
provided for 141 ships to be added, and 72 of them are now 
under construction at a total cost of a billion and a half 
dollars. At the present time 11 new battleships have hereto- 
fore been authorized, costing $2,000,000,000. That program 
of construction is neither complete nor exhausted. The 
ships under that bill have not all been built and the program 
is far behind. 

The best evidence submitted to the committee by Admiral 
Leahy was that no ship under this bill could be started in 
less than a year or two. Who knows what emergency will 
exist then, and if it did exist, the ships provided under this 
bill would not be in existence. Who are we going to be at 
war with 2, 4, or 6 years from now? No one in this House 
with prophetic vision can picture the future sufficiently to 
foretell or advise the House on that question. 

I am not satisfied that every effort has been exhausted 
by the President to call a disarmament conference of world 
powers here in Washington to determine whether or not the 
mad race now in progress for the building of engines of de- 
struction and death could be stopped. Certainly until such 
effort has been made there is very little justification for the 
passage of a bill so momentous as the one before us today. 

The Secretary of War is in Florida enjoying the sunshine 
and peace of that playground of America. He is not very 
much disturbed over world conditions, insofar as they might 
affect or injure the United States. And if reports in the 
public press are correct, he has given to the people of this 
Nation a degree of comfort when he told the people of the 
United States the day before yesterday that this country is 
better prepared today than at any time in its history for 
“whatever happens.” If the Secretary of War is right, there 
is a very strong presumption that this bill is wrong, and I 
cannot vote for it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. zac! for 5 minutes. 

Mr. IZAC. Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, do not let us 
sink the battleships. If you have to sink anything, do away 
with submarines, destroyers, cruisers, airplane carriers, any- 
thing but the battleships. It is the one thing you have that 
will always stand between you and the enemy, because it is 
the one thing they yet have not found the way to sink. Let 
me give you the result of the last test we had on a hull out 
here off the Chesapeake Capes. They were unable to sink 
the ship by bombing. They sent over wave after wave of 
airplanes. Finally they took three torpedoes and smashed 
them up against the hull under the water line. Then they 
took two 2,000-pound bombs and exploded them alongside 
the ship. At the end of the second day after that they had 
to send out battleships firing 14-inch shells and thus sink the 
ship. That is an actuality. It did not happen under war 
conditions, because there was nobody flying overhead drop- 
ping bombs on the battleships at the time they were shelling 
the hull, nor were battleships operating at the same time the 
airplanes were flying to try to ward them off. The battleship 
is the hardest thing in the world to sink. It can be sunk, of 
course, for anything that floats can be sunk. 

What advantage would there be in stopping the building 
of battleships, even if the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
FISH] is right and his spokesmen of the Foreign Office and 
Navy Department of Japan said they were willing to stop the 
building of battleships? I doubt very much if Japan feels 
that way; but if she does, I will tell you why it is: She can 
much more readily lay down small ships, because she has had 
lots of experience during the last 15 years. Why this solici- 
tude that some people have for Japan? She is broke. She 
cannot build ships. Nevertheless this is what she laid down 
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since 1922: 5 aircraft carriers, 12 heavy cruisers, 14 light 
cruisers, 76 destroyers, 55 submarines. Not bad for a little 
old nation like Japan that is supposed to be broke. 

But when it comes to building battleships, after she once 
agreed to the 5-5-3 ratio, she could not build any more for 
15 years. That is why she has not been building them. 
Now she has started, and nobody knows what she is laying 
down; but I will tell you that we know some of the ships she 
is building. Remember that 15 years ago she had 136 ships 
to our 443. Here is what is happening: Today she has 157 
new ships. If they have war games out at sea at the same 
time we are having them, she will have 157 combatant ships 
in the line. We will have 88. Now, that does not count 
auxiliaries or anything of that kind. Those are actual 
under-age ships out there now in our battle force. 

I do not want to see this armament race continue, but it 
is going on now; and so long as other nations build battle- 
ships we have to build them. It is the best safeguard, the 
best protection, and the best insurance you have to main- 
tain the peace of the Western Hemisphere. I do not for one 
minute expect to see this Government of ours send our Bat- 
tleship Fleet to the Mediterranean or to Japanese waters or 
to any place except the Western Hemisphere. As long as 
we do this nobody is going to stick his nose in the Western 
Hemisphere. We could put this limitation in the bill or not. 
I would vote for the bill with the provision included limiting 
the functioning of the Navy to the Western Hemisphere in 
time of peace. 

Limit the normal functioning of the Navy in time of peace 
to the Western Hemisphere, and I will go along with you. 
It simply means nobody is going to bother the peace and 
security of any nation in the Western Hemisphere, but only 
if we have a navy to depend upon. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, following the remarks I 
made on Tuesday, in which I expressed myself as being a 
little doubtful about the bill, may I say that I am gradually 
becoming convinced that much of it is desirable. In this 
battleship matter it seems to have been clearly proven that 
if we vote for this amendment to strike them out we are not 
actually voting against battleships. It has been clearly 
shown that we cannot begin to build them for some time, 
and the delay will not be at all harmful. At present it really 
amounts to a gesture only. 

I have considered more carefully the arguments of those 
who have spoken for the bill than those who have spoken 
against it. They were persuasive speeches. The gentle- 
man from Minnesota [Mr. Maas] stated “it is better to have 
what we do not need than to need what we do not have.” 
That is an interesting statement and should be pondered. 
But my own state of mind is still like that of the little girl 
who was taken by her mother through the burying ground. 
She read the inscriptions on the tombstones. After a while 
she asked, “Mother, where are all the wicked people buried?” 

I feel sure there are motives deeply buried in this de- 
mand because this matter was sprung upon us so yery sud- 
denly. I am seeking the real genesis of this bill. However, 
I am really concerned about our coast defenses. Accept this 
amendment and take out section 9 and I will be glad to 
go along with you. 

Mr. Chairman, the last speaker almost convinced me that 
a battleship is really a vital necessity in time of war and 
that with great difficulty could be sunk. But in reading of 
the World War I wonder why battleships were hiding 
out so much of the time during that war. They did not 
seem to get into action. They may have proved valuable 
watchdogs, but seemed to avoid real conflict. Please do not 
misunderstand me. I am not against battleships, but I am 
voting to postpone this authorization. Later on we may 
well make a better decision. I think the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. Maas] said that battleships have greatly 
changed in construction and that they may at some time 
be regarded as not necessary. However, was not Lord Kitch- 
ener on board a battleship sailing for Russia and the vessel 
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sunk by torpedo? At least that one battleship seemed to 
have been easily sunk. 

May I bring forward one more suggestion? 'They say we 
need three times our present strength to attack Japan. 
Would she not need three times her present navy to attack 
us? The converse must be true. I learned a little of geom- 
etry and I suggest a converse to a proposition. However, you 
may wish to argue the difference in this way. 

Someone said it was a long time between New Year’s and 
Christmas but only a short time conversely. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GIFFORD. I yield to the gentleman from West Vir- 
ginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. May I call this headline to the gentle- 
man’s attention: 

Rebel raids blow Barcelona to bits—1,200 die in day of horror. 


Mr. GIFFORD. As I suggested the other day, after they 
have destroyed themselves they will then be in a difficult 
position to destroy us, will they not? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. This destruction has been brought about 
by bombing planes. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, you heard a 
moment ago a warning given by our distinguished colleague 
from California, a very distinguished ex-naval officer to 
whom this Congress on account of bravery during the World 
War awarded the Congressional Medal of Honor. He warned 
this House not to drop battleships from this building pro- 
gram. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the identical fight that was carried 
on in the House when the naval appropriation bill was up 
for consideration. 

Mr. Chairman, we are forced to build battleships because 
other nations have battleships. If the other nations had no 
battleships we would not be asking for battleships. England 
is now building five battleships and her program provides for 
five more. Japan is supposed to be building three with two 
more contemplated. France is building three. Italy is 
building two and expects to start two more. Russia is con- 
templating the construction of two battleships. All of these 
nations cannot be wrong. The defense of those nations 
calls for the construction of battleships, just like our defense 
calls for battleships. Those nations are unwilling to leave 
the defense of the country to the air branch exclusively. 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. O’Connor of New York). The 
question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
West Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. CHURCH) there were—ayes 66, noes 106. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chairman appointed as 
tellers Mr. Vinson of Georgia and Mr. RANDOLPH. 

The Committee again divided; and the tellers reported that 
there were—ayes 63, noes 98. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Munpock of Arizona: On page 1, 
line 8, after the comma, insert the following: “unless within 1 
year by international agreement the nations parties to the Wash- 


ington Treaty of 1922 shall have reached treaty agreement on naval 
armament limitation.” 


Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I make the point 
of order the amendment is not germane at this point in the 
bill. As I understand this section, it deals with categories of 
ships. The amendment of the gentleman from Arizona deals 
with some international agreement of limitation, if I under- 
stood it correctly. 

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. The gentleman is correct. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Therefore, the amendment would 
not be pertinent at this point in the bill. It might be ger- 
mane at another section of the bill, but it is not germane to 
this section. 
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Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani- 
mous consent to withdraw my amendment. I will offer it 
later when page 7 of the bill is reached. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Arizona? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Luckey of Nebraska: On page 2, line 3, 
after the semicolon, insert the following: “Provided, however, That 
the construction of these capital ships shall be postponed pending 
the calling of a naval limitation of armament conference, and 


that such building of capital ships shall be governed by the 
results of said conference.” 


Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I make the same 
point of order to this amendment that I made to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Arizona—that it is not 
germane at this part of the bill. This is a section dealing 
with categories of ships, whereas the amendment deals with 
a restriction with respect to when the ships shall be built. 

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, this amend- 
ment pertains only to the time when the construction of 
these ships shall be carried on. I ask a ruling on this amend- 
ment, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. O’Connor of New York). 
is ready to rule. 

This amendment, somewhat similar to a previous amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Arizona, caused the ob- 
jection that it was not in order at this point. The amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Nebraska reads as 
follows: 

Provided, however, That the construction of these capital ships 
shall be postponed pending the calling of a limitation-of-armament 


conference, and that such building of capital ships be governed by 
the results of said conference. 


While it is true that in the committee amendment appear- 
ing at the top of page 7 there are provisions referring to 
some sort of a conference, at the same time the amendment 
offered is a limitation. The place of its insertion in the bill 
does not go to its germaneness at this particular point, even 
though the amendment has some reference to another pro- 
vision of the bill. 

The amendment is therefore in order at this point as a 
limitation, and the Chair overrules the point of order. 7 

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani- 
mous consent to proceed for 10 minutes in support of this 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, many of us are 
very much alarmed at the way this bill has come before us. 
Just a few weeks ago we had before us the regular large 
appropriation bill for the Navy. Within a short period after 
that we received a message asking that we enact the bill now 
under consideration. I do not care to go into the details 
of the bill at this time, because during general debate I gave 
the bill very careful and exhaustive consideration. 

Mr. Chairman and colleagues of the Committee, many 
times during recent days I have been asked: “Are there any 
conditions under which you would support this big-navy 
bill?” and “What changes could be made in this bill to make 
it acceptable to you and to the others who are now opposed 
to its passage?” The answers to those questions, insofar as 
I am personally concerned, are quite simple. Two amend- 
ments would make this measure one of real national defense 
and not one of national offense. Two amendments could be 
made to this bill to strengthen our existing national defense 
system and at the same time go far toward assuring a con- 
tinued peace. Those two amendments are: First. The estab- 
lishment of a naval defense zone within the limits of the 
Western Hemisphere. Second. An amendment authorizing 
or instructing the President of the United States to cali a 
naval disarmament conference after this bill has been 
passed. 


The Chair 
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Last Tuesday I stated that I believed we should have the 
best navy in the world—in our own waters. I am not op- 
posed to national defense and would like to see this conti- 
nent made a truly American continent. We all know that 
we must be ready to defend our country and its territorial 
possessions, and we all know that we must be ready to 
defend the Monroe Doctrine to keep any foreign power from 
establishing its might on either North or South American 
shores. Beyond these points national defense does not 
extend. 

Under the provisions of section 9 as they now stand, the 
defense zone is extended into the Orient, because the section 
specifically states that our Navy is to be used for the defense 
of all insular possessions. That includes the island of 
Guam. The tiny island of Guam cannot be used for a naval 
base, and it cannot support a military garrison. In addi- 
tion, it is located right in the middle of the Japanese-man- 
dated islands and can easily be attacked from the Japanese 
mainland or from the Japanese islands. From a military 
standpoint it is indefensibe, and from an economic stand- 
point it is useless. Today we have a large number of our 
naval vessels in oriental waters, outside our natural zone of 
American interest. This country has neither the desire nor 
intention of fighting a war to protect other people’s interests 
in the Far East, nor does it have any reason for projecting 
us into the domestic struggles of other peoples. 

If we had a potato patch and wanted to keep the hogs 
from rooting in the potatoes, we would build a fence around 
the potato patch. In building that fence we would not 
include the hogs within the fence; we would keep them out. 

The true principles of national defense are identical. Let 
us build a fence to keep other people out and not a fence that 
is so big as to include those whom we really wish to keep out. 
Every military and naval expert will tell you that the shorter 
a defense line is, the easier it can be defended. That being 
true, why should we not keep our defense line within the 
Western Hemisphere instead of projecting it into Asia? A 
real defense line would protect this Western Hemisphere and 
would extend from Alaska to Hawaii, American Samoa, the 
Panama Canal Zone, and on to Maine. It would also in- 
clude the defense of South America, in accordance with our 
Monroe Doctrine. That defense line is a far cry from the 
one now proposed, which would send us across 7,000 miles of 
ocean into the very middle of the far eastern controversy. 
The all-American defense line would keep us off of the 
Asiatic streets, where the brawl is under way, and where we, 
as innocent spectators, are the ones most likely to be listed 
among the casualties. 

By adding an amendment instructing the President to call 
a Naval disarmament conference, we can accomplish several 
things: First, a successful conference would obviate the need 
for this shipbuilding race and would save billions of dollars 
of our money at a time when we could well afford to spend 
that money to strengthen ourselves at home. Second, it will 
put an end to the naval race which threatens to produce the 
same result as the pre-war naval race produced in 1914. 
Third, by passing this measure with the disarmament con- 
ference as an integral part of the bill it will place our State 
Department and the President in a strong position when 
the conference meets. We will have authorized this build- 
ing program, and we will have shown the world that we are 
ready to accept their naval challenge if it is the only way 
we can preserve the peace. Every nation on earth knows 
that we have the money and the national resources to out- 
build them in any naval race they may want to carry on, 
and they all know that we will do it if we have to. They will 

be willing to listen to reason when they can see the hand- 
writing on the wall. 

This conference would not diminish our international 
prestige or dim our national honor. The strong do not have 
to hide behind the subterfuges of the weak. Such a con- 
ference would merely carry out the all-American wish for 
peace at a time when we are prepared to meet the conferees 
on their own ground and defeat them. These two amend- 
ments would make this bill a real peace measure, a bill of 
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national defense, and would clearly show to a doubting world 
that we intend to mind our own business and strive for peace 
through mutual understanding. 

This amendment that I have proposed does not jeopardize 
our naval building program. The Navy Department is not 
ready to go ahead with the building of these capital ships 
at this time. This amendment merely calls for a naval 
disarmament conference and provides that until that con- 
ference is called these additional capital ships will not be 
built. Under this amendment we can go ahead with the 
proposed building if the conference fails through the in- 
sistence of other naval powers to continue the present 
armament race. 

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. I yield to the gentleman from 
Oregon. 

Mr. MOTT. May I ask the gentleman if he will vote for 
the bill if his amendment is adopted? 

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. I do not know. There may 
be some other amendments which would necessitate my 
voting against the bill. 

Mr. MOTT. If no other amendments are agreed to and 
the gentleman’s amendment is adopted, does the gentleman 
intend to vote for the bill? 

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. I decline to answer that ques- 
tion at this time. There is still to be offered, so I under- 
stand, an amendment establishing a defense line within this 
hemisphere. It should be adopted. 

Mr. MOTT. That is a pretty good answer. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not a pacifist. I believe I have a lot of 
fight left in me, but I believe the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Nebraska is a mighty wise one for us to 
consider. 

When we have three battleships already authorized, but 
not under construction, now to come in here and start right 
in building three more battleships, which would make six in 
all, at $70,000,000 apiece, seems to me to be overdoing it. It 
just seems as though we do not know what to get at next. 

I believe we should call this conference of all the nations 
and discuss peace. There are a number of nations at war 
today where the majority of the people in those nations do 
not want war. I do not want to see the people of this Na- 
tion engaged in war, but if we have got to fight, we can do so 
when the time comes. The Secretary of War said yesterday 
in Miami we were never better prepared for war than we are 
now. But we do not want to invite anybody to come over 
here to fight, and at the same time we do not want to go 
over there and fight. I believe we should invite these people 
to a conference where we can sit down and think over our 
problems, while at the same time considering what war 
means. As Sherman said, “War is hell,” and that will be the 
effect in this country of getting into a war. We talk peace 
and prepare for war. 

I grant you that we want to protect the lives and the 
property of our people, but we want to do it in a humane 
way, and the thing for us to do now is to call the people 
of these countries together and try to induce them to recon- 
sider some of the things they are now doing. If we do this, 
they will try to come to some agreement whereby they will 
consider their problems in a sane, sensible, honest, con- 
scientious, and Christian spirit, and we will not get into war. 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICH. I yield. 

Mr. MAAS. Does not the gentleman think, however, such 
a conference would have a far greater chance of success 
from our standpoint if we sat in on equality rather than 
on an inferiority to begin with? 

Mr, RICH. If I had to go to war with some individual 
and he stood up here and he was twice as big as I am, 
that would not have any effect on me if he said or did 
something that was wrong, because I would just as soon 
go after a big man as anyone else, no matter how big he 
Was. 
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Mr. MAAS. But you know what would happen to you 
when you did that. 

Mr. RICH. I am not so sure you can judge. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICH. I yield. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Is it the gentleman’s interpretation of 
the Luckey amendment that we say this in the bill but we 
do not mean it? 

Mr. RICH. No; I do not think so. I think the gentleman 
from Nebraska (Mr. Luckey] is an honest and conscientious 
Member of the Congress, 

Mr. RAYBURN. I am not reflecting on his integrity, but 
I was trying to interpret his amendment. 

Mr. RICH. And I am trying to tell you what I think he 
means. I may be wrong, but I believe he wants us to act 
in a conscientious, Christian spirit with all the nations of 
the earth, so that they may not go to war, and he believes 
that we should call them together to interpret the things 
they are trying to do. We want to let these people know 
that we are not trying to acquire any of their territory and 
we do not want to fight with them, but we desire to settle 
any differences with any country in the world in a peaceful, 
sensible, and sane way, and we want them to do the same. 

Mr. BACON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICH. I yield. 

Mr. BACON. As I understand the amendment, the 
building of these battleships will depend upon the results 
of an international conference, and it occurs to me that the 
House of Representatives is delegating legislative power to 
an international conference. 

Mr. RICH. No. We are trying to delegate power here to 
whom? You know to whom we are trying to delegate it. 
We are giving it into the hands of the President and we 
have given him too much power now. We should stop that. 
He talks peace while we are preparing for war, and it is time 
to quit that. I am for defense and adequate defense; let us 
strengthen our airfields and flying equipment. We do not 
need the battleships at the enormous cost to protect our 
shores. I am about convinced of that at this time from the 
reports I have heard. 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. SIROVICH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. In many respects history is a continuation of 
nature. When we study the phenomena of nature we ob- 
serve the uncontrollable accumulation of forces that bring 
about catastrophic explosions, such as earthquakes, floods, 
fires, and tidal waves, that are instrumental in destroying 
property and countless lives of millions of people of the 
world. We can observe similar phenomena in history which 
is the accumulation of the destructive forces represented by 
hatred, jealousy, intolerance, revenge, and economic jeal- 
ousies that lead to catastrophic disturbances, such as civil 
wars and general wars. 

While the forces of history can be checked, the violent 
forces of Nature cannot be stopped. The laws of Nature 
are unyielding and uncompromising. It is the part, there- 
fore, of true statesmanship of the great leaders of the civilized 
world to check the historical forces that lead to the destruc- 
tion of human life and are responsible for the widows and 
orphans that are a result of war. 

The tendency of many of the great dictators of the world 
who rule by authority instead of majority is no longer to 
declare war. Japan has not declared war on China. Italy 
has not declared war on Ethiopia. Germany did not declare 
war on Austria. Italy and Germany have not declared war 
on Spain. The first intimation that the people of America 
will have that war will be waged upon them will be the blow- 
ing up of the Panama Canal. America today is the greatest 
democracy of the world. We need the largest navy in the 
world to protect the Atlantic and the Pacific so that no 
dictatorial nation will ever be in a position to destroy our 
country and the ideals for which it was founded. 

Mr. Chairman, Napoleon once said, “The impossible is 
likely to happen tomorrow.” Within the next month or two 
a world war may be in progress. We may be isolated from 
this war and have no participation in it whatsoever. The 
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paranoiacal despot and dictator, Hitler, in his ruthless march 
across Europe with his allies, may defeat England and France. 
Everything is possible. When he sits at the peace table to 
parcel out the geographical locations of the world that he is 
desirous of securing as a part of the victories of war, he may 
take over the West Indies, Bermuda, and Canada as part of 
the spoils of war. Only a short time ago the German mon- 
ster, Hitler, enunciated the slogan that he stands for pan- 
Germanism and will protect them everywhere. If Germany 
should be in possession of Canada and the West Indies, what 
would prevent the German dictator from invading the United 
States through Canada to protect the 15,000,000 Germans 
who now live in the United States? 

Eternal vigilance is the price of liberty. A great navy that 
will protect us in time of peace and be ready to battle for 
us in time of war is what this country needs today in order to 
receive the respect and homage of every mad despot that 
is running wild over Europe. 

I want to congratulate the genial, amiable, and lovable ma- 
jority leader of the Democratic side of the House, my good 
friend the Honorable Sam RAYBURN, of Texas, for the great 
historical address that he made this afternoon in this House 
to protect the interests of 130,000,000 people and to com- 
mend the patriotic attitude of the two distinguished Re- 
publican leaders, Hon. JAMES W. WADSWORTH, of New 
York, and Hon. MELVIN J. Maas, of Minnesota, for their 
splendid contributions to the interesting debate in appeal- 
ing to the membership of their side to vote for a large navy 
that will protect the homes, hearths, firesides, property, and 
human lives of 130,000,000 Americans. [Applause.] 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, I take it that the purpose of 
this amendment is a sincere effort to try to avoid our being 
drawn into a naval race. Of course, we do not want to go 
into a naval race. It is only reluctantly that we have been 
forced to take notice of the building programs of other na- 
tions, but we must make our decision here today. The ques- 
tion that we are faced with is whether we intend to continue 
a defense program for this country or whether we shall 
surrender our historic policy of adequate defense by post- 
poning this bill, because to postpone the authorization of 
these battleships means that we are now surrendering our 
defense policy. We have had for 15 years a recognized 
formula of naval defense, the 5-5-3 ratio, which was deter- 
mined by naval and diplomatic experts to be that which was 
necessary for defense. This meant that each of the three 
powers would be impregnable in its home waters. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MAAS. Yes. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Does the gentleman recognize that with 
the imminent abandonment of the Philippines our defense 
picture will be radically changed? 

Mr. MAAS. Not in the slightest. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Will the gentleman confirm whether or 
not Admiral Leahy testified that the defense of the Philip- 
pines is exactly the same as carrying an aggressive war to 
Asia? 

Mr. MAAS. That might be so, but we are not now con- 
cerned with the defense of the Philippines, because we could 
not defend them, but I want to point out that the hope that 
we may avoid building additional battleships by asking for 
a conference is illusionary. During the time we would be 
waiting for such a conference to be called, other nations will 
be busy building their battleships, and so when and if a 
conference is ultimately called, we will have to go into that 
conference with fewer ships than the rest of them. The 
only way that we can sit in the conference and come out 
with a satisfactory defense formula is to go into that con- 
ference with equality. If we delay our program a year while 
the other nations continue to build theirs, then there will 
no longer be an incentive for the other nations to agree to 
any reduction, because they will already have superiority. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. MAAS. Yes. 
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Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Then is the statement of 
that fundamental naval policy, to protect the Panama 
Canal, Alaska, Hawaii, and our insular possessions, intended 
to mean to guard the Philippines? 

Mr. MAAS._It. daes not mean to guard the Philippines. 
But, about this amendment, in the first place, we must know 
that there can be no such conference. I say that the United 
States is perfectly willing to sit in a conference and we 
ought to be willing to delay this bill if every other nation 
building battleships will delay their building. Maybe you 
think we can get a Federal injunction out against these 
other nations, restricting their building battleships while 
we wait. Japan has served notice on the world that she will 
not go into a naval limitation conference unless she is 
granted the principle of parity as a condition precedent to 
such a conference. 

The gentleman must know that England will not grant 
any such thing, and the gentleman must know that we can- 
not afford to grant parity to Japan, because that means 
actual naval superiority for Japan and endangers our na- 
tional security. Japan operates in only one ocean. We have 
coasts to defend in both oceans. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MAAS. Yes. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Is there not some way by which we 
can subsidize these munitions makers a little more cheaply 
than we found the expense to be in the last war? Does the 
gentleman not think that would be worth while, rather than 
this program? 

Mr. MAAS. Oh, that is a rhetorical question asked for 
the purpose of starting an argument and not contributing 
anything to this discussion, which is serious. This is one 
of the most momentous occasions in American history. 

We are now about to determine whether or not the United 
States will announce to the world that we will defend our- 
selves, that we are determined to remain an independent 
free Nation, or announce to the world that we are surrender- 
ing. For to fail to maintain our national defenses in an 
adequate state of preparedness means ultimate submission 
to the dictators. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, if I understand the proposition, or if my 
interpretation of the amendment is correct, it would simply 
do what we voted down a little while ago—stop the building 
of these battleships. An amendment was offered to strike 
this out of the bill. It was defeated. Now an amendment 
is offered to postpone the operation of this provision until a 
disarmament conference is called. What is the possibility 
of a disarmament conference right now? Japan has stated 
that she will destroy all of her battleships if everybody else 
will destroy all of their battleships; but she says that before 
she will ever consider that that the other nations of the 
world must agree that in case the disarmament conference 
starts they go into it with the understanding that Japan is 
to have parity with the United States and with Great Britain. 
There are two men on the floor who have said they would 
grant parity to Japan. I would not be in favor of granting 
parity to Japan. I do not believe the Congress would be in 
favor of granting parity to Japan. I do not know whether 
the people of the country would be willing to grant parity 
to Japan. I do know, and I think every Member of the House 
knows, that Great Britain would not guarantee parity to 
Japan as far as the navies of the world are concerned. So 
what is the use of saying what we will do here while we 
are waiting for a disarmament conference to come about? 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
He referred to a statement I made. 

Mr. SCOTT. I will try to save a minute for the gentle- 
man. 

Why do we go into this thing? Why do we start? Why 
is such a program before us? We all admit that it has come 
as a result of the fact that other nations are building up 
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their naval armaments, other nations, including Japan, Ger- 
many, and Italy. Every time we compare the size of our 
Navy it is necessary that we compare it with those three 
nations, because they are in a compact today, they are the 
only recognized alliance of world naval powers. What 
chance is there that Mussolini, with the program that he 
has in mind, will think seriously of a disarmament confer- 
ence? What chance is there that Hitler, with his program 
in mind, will think seriously of a disarmament conference. 
What chance is there that the Japanese militarists and 
their admirals, with the program they have under operation 
at the present time, will think seriously of a disarmament 
conference? Those men are not in search of world peace, 
they are in search of the exact opposite. They built their 
navies and are building their navies for the express purpose 
of conquest. 

I do not agree with those people who say that they are 
seeking territory and opportunity for their populations to 
expand. That is not what is in the mind of Hitler. There is 
one thing, so far as I can see, in the mind of Adolph Hitler 
today, and that is Adolph Hitler, and an attempt on his part 
to seek personal aggrandizement. He is not after territory 
for the German population to spread to; he is after the 
building of a Mitteleuropa. If he is at all able to accom- 
plish that program, he is not going to stop with it. If Japan 
is successful in conquering and subjugating China, they are 
not going to stop with that; they do not dare stop with that 
in the first place; and they do not intend to, in the second 
place. Mussolini is in a bad fix right now; he is having to 
play second fiddle to Hitler. Do you think, with that ever- 
present threat to him, that he is going to stop and say, “We 
are not interested in further conquest; we will limit our 
Navy”? 

What is the use of talking about a disarmament confer- 
ence when the three countries that are forcing us into this 
program have not the slightest intention of going into a dis- 
armament conference? And what is the reason for our say- 
ing to those nations that we will enter into a disarmament 
conference if you agree to it, especially when Japan says 
that the only thing she will even talk about is battleships; 
that they will not discuss the subject except on parity with 
Great Britain and the United States, when these two na- 
tions which are most interested in this will never give parity 
to Japan? 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I have heard more information today about 
the British Navy and world conditions than I believed was 
possible to learn in such a short time in the House of Repre- 
sentatives. A Member from Massachusetts deplores the poor 
British Navy. Why, Great Britain has the greatest navy 
in the world today. She talked about the pacifists in Eng- 
land crippling the British Navy. Great Britain has the 
biggest and most powerful navy she ever had, particularly in 
battleships, and still rules the seas. 

Then my colleague from New York [Mr. Strovicu] takes 
the floor and makes the astounding statement that Germany 
can lick or defeat GreatBritainandFrance. Why,Germany’s 
Navy is one-third the size of the British Navy. There is a 
definite agreement between Great Britain and Germany 
right now that Germany will not build a navy more than one- 
third the size of the British Navy. He further stated that 
Germany is going to fight Great Britain and take away from 
her Canada and Bermuda. Will wonders never cease? 

Mr. SIROVICH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. For one question. 

Mr. SIROVICH. Suppose in this coming war that Ger- 
many defeats England and France. She would go over to 
England and take the whole navy. What would the gentle- 
man do to prevent Germany from then coming over here? 

Mr. FISH. In answer to the gentleman, I will repeat what 
I said awhile ago, that Germany has a navy only one-third 
the size of the British Navy, and therefore cannot land troops 
or conquer England or Canada or Bermuda. 
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Mr. SIROVICH. If Germany beats England, she can take 
over England's Navy. 

Mr. FISH. Certainly, if she builds a navy three times as 
large, she may be able to do that. I am talking about facts, 
not hypothetical cases. 

Mr. SIROVICH. Iam talking about facts, too. 

Mr. FISH. Then I do not understand what the gentleman 
is talking about. 

Mr. Chairman, I come now to the question of a naval dis- 
armament conference. I ask the Congress, where is the 
leadership? Where is the statesmanship? Are we going to 
drift into war through the building of more battleships with- 
out making a single effort to call these nations with large 
navies around a table and see if we cannot limit naval arma- 
ment, and not only limit it but reduce it? Instead of spend- 
ing billions of dollars for destructive purposes, which we need 
in this country, I ask, where is the leadership to peace and 
mutual understanding? Must we drift hopelessly and help- 
lessly into bankruptcy and war? 

The President and the Secretary of State have practically 
refused to call such a conference. Japan says she is ready 
to do away with battleships. She has repeated that state- 
ment time after time. Former Prime Minister MacDonald, of 
Great Britain, said he was ready to do away with battleships. 
The British authorities say now that they are ready to enter 
into a limitation of naval armament conference. So is Japan. 

Why is the United States afraid? Can anyone give mea 
legitimate reason why the United States should block such 
a conference? Why should we not take the lead and enter 
into a conference now, not a year from now? We ought to 
have entered into it a year ago. We should enter into such a 
conference just as soon as Congress can act. Even President 
Roosevelt said that the Washington Treaty, in which we 
agreed to the 5-5-3 ratio, stands out as a milestone in 
civilization. 

What are the Democratic Members of Congress going to 
do? I know it is in your hands, not in ours. We can do 
nothing but point the way. You have a chance, represent- 
ing your constituents and the will of the American people, 
to call a conference instead of delaying and blocking a con- 
ference. Iam confident that before we finish this bill that we 
will write into the bill a provision calling for a conference to 
limit naval armament. [Applause.] 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that all debate on this amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto close in 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Georgia? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, I have a substitute amendment to offer. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I modify my re- 
quest. I ask unanimous consent that all debate on this 
amendment and all amendments thereto close in 15 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, Chairman, I offer a substitute amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Dirksen as a substitute for the 
amendment offered by Mr. Luckey of Nebraska: Page 2, line 3, 
strike out the semicolon, insert a colon and the following: 
“Provided, That construction of capital ships shall not be under- 
taken until the President shall first have formally invited the 
nations who are signatories to the treaty signed at Washington on 
February 6, 1922, and at London on April 22, 1930, to participate in 


a conference for the limitation of naval armaments to be held in 
the United States of America not later than December 31, 1938.” 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, as I see it, the difficulty 
with the Luckey amendment is that the building program 
provided in the pending bill is contingent, first of all, upon 
the realization of a conference, and, secondly, the result of 
such a conference. The amendment I have offered may be 
voted for by everybody in the Committee because it only pro- 
vides that construction shall be withheld until the President 
shall have formally invited the signatory nations to a con- 
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ference. It does not pledge the President to the result of 
such a conference, it does not pledge us to go any further 
than to exercise our moral leadership in the world and say, 

“Well, at least before we engage in this race we will make 
this one last effort and invite these countries to sit around 
a table.” 

These nations may not come, but that is quite beside the 
point. The fact is, we make an effort to do the thing of 
which we have boasted so long. We have assumed the moral 
leadership, and now we can very well vote for this amend- 
ment, which will be a last effort to get them around the 
table. If Mr. Hitler will not come, if Mr. Mussolini will not 
come, if none of the others will come to this country and 
participate in the conference, well and good. That does not 
make any difference, however. At least, we are not going to 
be hypercritical about it and engage in a lot of sham and 
pretense. Let us make this last effort to call a conference, 
and then our conscience will be clear so far as this naval 
building race in every corner of the world is concerned. 
That is all that is provided by my substitute amendment. 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to the 
amendment of the gentleman from Nebraska. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Hook: After the last line of the Luckey 
amendment insert “Provided, however, That unless such confer- 
ence shall be called within a period of 1 year from this date, this 
amendment shall be of no effect.” 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, as I understand the Luckey 
amendment, the time for the calling of this conference was 
indefinite. In that case, if the conference were never called, 
this building program could not proceed. We must set some 
limitation on the time the Luckey amendment would take 
effect, so we could go ahead with the building program if it 
became necessary. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOOK. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

. Mr. BOILEAU. As I understood the gentleman’s amend- 
ment, it stated that unless this conference is called within 1 
year this amendment shall be of no effect. Does the gentle- 
man mean his amendment? 

Mr. HOOK. The Luckey amendment. 

Mr. BOILEAU. The gentleman’s amendment states “this 
amendment.” I suppose the gentleman means his own 
amendment, unless he changes the wording so it will mean 
some other provision, 

Mr. HOOK. I will change it, but a change in the wording 
would not make much difference. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I merely make the suggestion for the 
consideration of the gentleman. 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the word “Luckey” may be inserted in my amendment 
after the word this“ and before the word “amendment.” 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, the idea of my amendment 
is that unless a definite time limit is placed on the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Nebraska we may never be 
able to go along with the building program. Therefore, 
we must set a time limit. If the limit is set at 1 year and 
the conference is not called, at the end of 1 year it will 
be possible to proceed with the building program if funds 
are voted for it. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. HOOK. I yield to the gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I may say to those who are in favor 
of this type of amendment that, while of course the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Michigan is better than the 
other two, the “Luckey” amendment is legally bad, because 
it predicates a happening upon an uncertain event. In no 
case could the Congress legislate for something which is 
Legally, the amend- 
ment is bad. The amendment of the gentleman is better. 

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 
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Mr. HOOK. I yield to the gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. I accept the gentleman’s 
amendment with regard to the limitation of time. 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding 
it is not proposed that before this Congress adjourns there 
will be a request for an appropriation for the construction 
of more than two additional battleships. I should be happy 
to be corrected by the chairman of the committee if my un- 
derstanding is not correct. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I may say to the gentleman from 
Maine the President’s message is as follows. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I have read the President’s message, 
and that is what the President states. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Just let me answer the gentle- 
man’s question in my own way. The President’s message 
reads as follows: 

That this Congress authorize and appropriate for the laying 
down of two additional battleships and two additional cruisers dur- 
ing the calendar year 1938. 

Mr. BREWSTER. That means two building, two just ap- 
propriated for, and two more to be asked for, a total of six, all 
of which are authorized under the existing Vinson-Trammell 
Act. Am I right or wrong? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Of course, under the act of 1934 
all of these ships can be replaced as they become over age. 

Mr. BREWSTER. So the answer is yes“ ? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Of course, it could come from 
that source or from this source. 

Mr. BREWSTER. If that statement is correct, if we adopt 
an amendment of the character of the amendment of the 
gentleman from Nebraska, not one thing will be lost except 
there will be an opportunity for the holding of a disarma- 
ment conference between now and next January. I hope the 
Members of this Congress will show their desire for that end 
by their action on the proposed amendment. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, BREWSTER. I yield to the gentleman from Con- 
necticut, 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Assuming the Luckey amendment is writ- 
ten into the bill, will the gentleman vote for it? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I certainly will. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr, BREWSTER. Excuse me; does the gentleman mean 
vote for the bill or for the amendment? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I said the bill. t 

Mr. BREWSTER. I will reserve judgment on that. I was 
thinking about the amendment. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. JOHNSON of ‘Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, judging 
from the speeches made today, if you are talking in terms of 
a crisis, you do not have nearly enough battleships. If you 
add up the Vinson speech and the Maas speech today, instead 
of asking for 3 battleships, you should be asking for 18—that 
is, a navy for the Pacific and a navy for the Atlantic—and 
these ships should be on a double-rush order. On the other 
hand, if we do not face this great crisis about which you are 
talking; and if we have time to think for a few months, at 
least past this election, it seems common sense to me that, if 
there is in Europe a bunch of wild paranoiacs, of which the 
gentleman from New York speaks, perhaps the best thing that 
could happen in this world today would be that President 
Roosevelt, the leader of our democracy, should make one final 
effort to hold a peace conference. At least let us find out 
who in the world today is for peace and who is for war. Let 
us have one final shake-up and shake-down. 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota, 

Mr. MAAS. Is the gentleman willing to grant parity to 
Japan, which is the price of a conference at this time? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota. Parity to Japan? 

Mr. MAAS. Yes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota. That is why we want to 
have a conference. We do not know what Japan wants 
today. 

LXXXII ——229 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


3615 


Mr. MAAS. Japan has stated she will not sit in a confer- 
ence unless she is granted parity. Would the gentleman 
grant Japan parity? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota. How can you find out what 
you want to do unless you sit around a table and disctiss it? 
Why shoot it out if you can talk it out? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota. Yes. 

Mr, BREWSTER. Will the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. Maas] state whether he would agree to wiping out bat- 
tleships with Japan when Japan could not touch us? 

Mr. MAAS. Of course, I would agree to it if all the rest 
of the world would. f 

Mr. BREWSTER. Japan has proposed it. Why not try 
it out? i 

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I must re- 
fuse to yield further. 

After all, I think the people of the country would like to 
see at least one effort made by this Government to try to 
straighten things out and pound some sense into a lot of 
blockħeads. Why shoot the thing out on a mining-camp 
basis when we. ought to be making one final effort, at least, 
over a round table, and I think the proponents of this bill 
ought to answer this proposal. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. DUNN. Mr. Chairman, according to history, almost 
every square foot of ground in Europe has been saturated 
with human blood because of religious, national, and race 
hatred. ¢ 

I hope the time is not far distant—in fact I would like to 
see it happen by next St. Patrick’s Day—when all the world 
will be at peace under one flag and on that flag will be in- 
scribed “Flag of humanity—peace on earth and good will to 
all mankind.” } 

I am in favor of adequate defense. I do not think our 
great President is asking this Congress to do too much for 
the country; in fact I believe what he has asked for is justified. 
It is my intention, therefore, as somewhat of a pacifist, to 
support this bill, because I believe the United States should 
not be second to any nation when it comes to being fortified. 
LApplause.] 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, as I read the Luckey 

amendment, it sets no time during which the conference 
shall be called. Therefore the adoption of the Luckey 
amendment will simply mean that this program might be 
started a year from now or 5 years from now, or 50 years 
from now. The amendment provides that this construction 
shall not begin until a conference is called. Then the sub- 
stitute offered by the gentleman from Michigan is just as 
bad, except in degree. 
Let me quote what the President of the United States has 
said in his message, and after quoting this I want to ask the 
Committee this question: Do we want by this bill or by a 
provision in this bill to tie the hands of the President so that 
he may not freely act with the other nations of the world? 
This is what he says: 

We as a peaceful Nation cannot and will not abandon active 
search for an agreement among the nations to limit armaments 
and end aggression, but it is clear that until such agreement is 


reached, and I have not yet given up hope of it, we are compelled 
to think of our own safety. 


It seems to me that this short paragraph is an answer not 
only to the Luckey amendment but to the substitute and to 
the amendment that is now pending to the Luckey amend- 
ment. In other words, if you adopt the Luckey amendment, 
you simply say we are writing words into a bill but we do 
not mean them. We have refused to strike out the para- 
graph that provides for these battleships, and now if you 
adopt the Luckey amendment you are saying that we did not 
mean what we said; we are going to stand here and wait for 
a year, 5 years or 50 years, or until a disarmament con- 
ference may be called. 
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Let me warn this Committee about writing amendments 
into considered bills, and I have mentioned this several times. 
If we want a limitation of armament conference, if we want 
to instruct and take the responsibility of telling the President 
of the United States how to perform his functions, let us 
take it up not in connection with any other bill, but at 
some time when it can stand on its own feet and be based 
upon its own merits. 

I do trust that the amendment, the substitute and 
the amendment to the amendment will be voted down. 
LApplause. ] 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Michigan to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Nebraska. 

The amendment to the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now recurs on the substi- 
tute amendment offered by the gentleman from Illinois. 

The substitute amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now recurs upon the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
Luckey]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Luckey of Nebraska) there were—ayes 29, noes 4. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 2. The President of the United States is hereby authorized 
to undertake such construction, including replacements, as is 


to build the Navy to the total authorized under-age 
composition as provided for in section 1 of this act. 


Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I move that the 
Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. O’Connor of New York, Chairman 
of the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, reported that that Committee had had under con- 
sideration the bill H. R. 9218, and had come to no resolution 
thereon. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include therein 
certain correspondence I have had with the editor of the 
Ladies’ Home Journal on pending legislation. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

MONOPOLY TREND IN RADIO INDUSTRY 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to proceed for 3 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to extend my remarks and to include certain excerpts, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Speaker, on numerous occasions, 
during the past 2 years several other Members of Congress, 
as well as myself have called to the attention of the Congress 
the monopolistic control of radio, on the part of the “Wall 
Streeters,” the radio stock-selling racket, in which worthless 
stock has been unloaded on an unsuspecting public, traffick- 
ing in radio licenses, in which the original holder of license 
has received in some cases millions of dollars for a property 
right belonging to the Government, for which they paid the 
Government nothing, and the yearly income of the principal 
members of the Power Trust, the General Electric and West- 
-inghouse, who receive jointly $1,300,000 annually out of the 
National Broadcasting Co., for which no service is performed. 

There have been introduced and are still pending, several 
resolutions before the House Resolutions Committee to in- 
vestigate the well-known existing radio monopoly, and the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. O’Connor] chairman of the 
Resolutions Committee, has admitted on the floor of the 
House, that a radio monopoly does exist. 
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Chairman McNinch, of the Federal Communications, in an 
address of February 15, before the National Association of 
Broadcasters, stated that the Federal Communications Com- 
mission would investigate the alleged monopoly existing in 
radio broadcasting. Chairman O’Connor, in a newspaper 
article sent to me, is quoted as saying— 


If the Commission does not do something about it (investi- 
gate radio monopoly) I assure you I shall do everything possible 
to cause a congressional investigation. 


This declaration of Chairman O’Connor may be responsi- 
ble for the story printed in this morning’s Washington 
Herald, copy of which I hold in my hand, which reads as 
follows: 


RADIO TRUST Prose Ficnt Srrrrs F. C. C—Craven Presses DEMAND 
FOR QUIZ AS CHAIN DENIES MONOPOLY 
(By Samuel Lubell) 

The Federal Communications Commission split wide open yes- 
terday over a demand by Commissioner T, A. M. Craven for a pub- 
lic investigation of alleged monopoly practices and monopoly trends 
in the radio industry. 

So bitter and heated was the wrangling of the seven Commis- 
sioners that after almost 4 hours of debate, it was learned, the 
Commission decided to delay voting on Craven's resolution until 
tomorrow, 

SHELVING BLOCKED 

An attempt by Chairman Frank R. McNinch and two other Com- 
missioners to block the proposed inquiry, at least for the time 
2 by, having Craven's resolution tabled was defeated by a 4 

vo 

Commissioners Eugene O. Sykes and Norman S. Case voted with 
McNinch, while Commissioners Paul A. Walker, George Henry 
Payne, and Thad H. Brown sided with Craven in urging an imme- 
diate investigation of the radio industry, under fire for several 
months on the floors of both Houses of Congress. 

Imediately after the Commission adjourned, Craven made a bid 
for public support of the inquiry by making public his resolu- 
tion, along with a statement that “the time has come to establish 
the truth or falsity of charges of alleged shortcomings of the exist- 
ing application of radio to the services of the public.” 

THREE-MAN BOARD 

Craven’s resolution called for the appointment of three Com- 
missioners by the Commission—not by the chairman—to conduct 
hearings with the twofold aim of determining the truth of monop- 
oly charges and to obtain other information of an “economic 
character which will result in a clearer understanding of the 
complex problems involved in the application of radio to the 
service of the public and lead to more farsighted regulation than 
is possible at present.” 

Craven, formerly the Commission’s chief engineer, urged his in- 
vestigation as “essential in the interest of the public as well as 
for the stabilization of an industry which in general has ren- 
dered excellent service to the American public.” 

In opposing Craven's resolution, McNinch, Sykes, and Case tried 
to refer the proposed inquiry to the Commission's law department, 
it was learned. This “compromise” was rejected by the majority 
on the ground it would be 5 or 6 months before the law depart- 
ment did anything, and immediate action was needed. 

MONOPOLY DENIED 

Denial of all monopoly charges was issued last night by William 
S. Paley, president of the Columbia Broadcasting System. While 
pledging his support should the Commission vote an inquiry, Paley 
declared “the development of Columbia as a coast-to-coast net- 
work prevented any possibility of network monopoly.” 

“Since its entry into the field in 1927, Columbia has grown to 
a network of 114 stations of which 8 are owned and 1 is leased 
by C. B. S.“, Paley said. “The remainder have voluntarily asso- 
ciated themselves with Columbia, and thus received national and 
international programs not locally available.” 

In the repeated attacks on “radio monopoly” in Congress in 
recent months, the large chains have been singled out particularly. 

Proposals for investigations of the radio industry are pending in 
both the House and Senate. Craven's demand for such an inquiry, 
even if blocked by the Commission, is likely to intensify the drive 
for a congressional probe. 


Mr. Speaker, I am a little surprised to read in this news- 
paper article that Chairman MeNinch, who on February 15, 
stated that he intended to have the Federal Communications 
Commission investigate the alleged monopoly in radio broad- 
casting, voted against the following resolution, which was 
presented by Commissioner Craven, and which resolution 
apparently from this story, had the support of the following 
members of the Commission: Commissioners Craven, Payne, 
Walker, and Brown. And had the opposition of Commis- 
sioners Sykes, Case, and Chairman McNinch. 

The resolution reads as follows: 


Whereas there was filed with the Commission on January 20, 
1938, a report relating to the social and economic aspects of broad- 
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casting, wherein was strongly urged the necessity for additional 
data and further study of facts with reference to a number of 
important phases of the broadcasting industry, including monop- 
olistie trends, competitive practices, and contractual relationships 
between chain companies and network stations; and 

Whereas it has been charged that certain monopolistic practices 
or trends which would result in monopoly in radio broadcasting 
exist or may exist; and 

Whereas the Federal Communications Commission has not un- 
dertaken to make available complete facts and data which would 
establish the truth or falsity of such charges: Therefore 

It is ordered, That the Federal Communications Commission im- 
mediately investigate these charges and that a committee consisting 
of three Commissioners be appointed by the Commission to con- 
ht hearings and otherwise to fulfill the requirements of this 
order. 

The reference to the opposition of Commissioners Sykes 
and Case is perhaps understandable when one recalls that 
these two gentlemen comprised the broadcasting division of 
the Federal Communications Commission, which division 
Chairman McNinch found it necessary, or to say the least, 
desirable to abolish, shortly after he came on the Commis- 
sion. All radio broadcasting matters since that time have 
been acted upon by the entire Commission. 

In addition to what I have just said, it is my understand- 
ing, Mr. Speaker, that on last Thursday, at a conference 
at the White House, the President instructed the Chairman 
of the Federal Communications Commission to have the 
Commission investigate the alleged monopoly which exists 
in radio broadcasting. 

It is rather pleasing, Mr. Speaker, to note that four mem- 
bers of this Commission, which Commission has justly been 
criticized for its lack of protecting the interests of the people 
of the Nation, have at last arisen to their responsibility and 
are now in the process of ordering an investigation, even 
though it be by the Commission, of the alleged radio monop- 
oly. However, it is my hope that those on the Commission 
who have shown by their actions sufficient courage to order 
this investigation, will not be misled into permitting an 
investigation by a committee composed of those who served 
either on the broadcasting division or by the legal depart- 
ment, which jointly are more or less responsible for the radio 
monopoly which now exists. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my hope that this investigation will be 
ordered; that it will be a thorough one; that it will be a 
constructive one; that it will be conducted by a committee 
of the Commission, which committee will not be open to the 
criticism that they are investigating their own activities, and 
further that the public will be advised of the progress made 
of the investigation, and that their findings be made public 
at the earliest possible time. 

In summarizing, Mr. Speaker, as myself and others have 
done on previous occasions, some of the many charges made 
against the manner in which the Federal Communications 
Commission has been conducted, I will call attention to an 
indictment of its activities as follows: 

THE INDICTMENT 

Let us review some of these known existing evils that no 
one in Congress has yet defended. 

(1) It was demonstrated that radio censorship and dic- 
tatorship exists, not by the Government or any Federal 
agency but by the vested interests and the radio monopoly. 

(2) That radio and motion pictures, the main means of 
controlling and molding public opinion, are in the hands of 
the Telephone and Radio Trust, with television about to be 
added. 

The Natural Resources Committee pointed out that televi- 
sion may become a wonderful boon or if misused and mis- 
regulated a horrible monster. To permit the present Com- 
munications Commission, as it has in the past regulated 
radio, or rather misregulated, is a thing that Congress must 
prevent, and one way we can do it is by cleaning up the 
radio cesspool. 

(3) That the public are in the process of being fleeced by 
stock racketeering in radio securities. 

(4) Specific evidence was presented to show that the 
S. E. C. is helpless to cope with the present Columbia Broad- 
casting System’s stock-issue registration and distribution, 
which has the appearance of fleecing an innocent investing 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


3617 


public; neither can it cope with the issuance of securities 
by R. C. A., which controls all of the stock of N. B. C. 

(5) That the trafficking in radio frequencies, for which 
broadcasting companies pay the Government nothing, has 
proven a flourishing racket. 

(6) That the F. C. C. was on the verge of giving two fre- 
quencies allotted to the Navy to the Columbia Broadcasting 
System. A situation which has all the appearances of 
another Teapot Dome. 

(7) That the F. C. C. officials have admitted the present 
existence of the radio monopoly and its racketeering prac- 
tices and are either unwilling or unable to protect the public 
and enforce the law. And this monopoly costs the Govern- 
ment $2,262,375 annually to maintain the Federal Communi- 
cations Commission to grant free licenses to this monopoly to 
enable this monopoly to take from the public through adver- 
tising over $140,000,000 annually, with no regulation of the 
advertising rates to be charged. 

(8) That unfair competition prevails whereby privileged 
individuals, with unusual political connections, are enriched 
by millions of dollars through the continued holding of 
so-called experimental licenses. 

(9) That the consent decree of 1932 contains elements so 
suspicious that they fairly shout for complete exposure. 

(10) That two governmental agencies, the F. C. C. and the 
F. T. C., specifically instructed to protect the public against 
monopoly and monopolists, are either unable or unwilling to 
enforce the law. 

(11) That the Radio Trust has a complete monopoly of 
the 40 cleared channels. 

(12) That 93 percent of all the broadcast power is in the 
hands of this monopoly. 

(13) That radio control of newspapers is a widespread evil. 

(14) That the illegal monopoly conditions existing before 
the consent decree of 1932 were not changed by that decree 
and still flourish. 

(15) The dissemination of indecent, vulgar, nightmare 
broadcasting programs, which excite the children so they can- 
not sleep and nauseates the grown-ups in thorough disgust 
of such programs. 

In closing let me emphasize to the Members of the House 
the great responsibility that is ours. This great Commission, 
controlling all forms of communications, domestic and for- 
eign, and thus being charged with the regulation of all these 
communications, their failure to protect the American people 
will leave in the hands of a handful of “Wall Streeters,” 
through telephone, telegraph, cable, radio, television, and 
facsimile printing, which group also completely controls the 
patents to all sound motion pictures, all of which almost 
completely control the molding of public opinion in America. 

Mr. Speaker, I know from the comments of many Members 
of the House made to me today that the House will watch 
with keen interest the report of what this Commission votes 
to do tomorrow, and having voted to order an investigation, 
will also watch with much keener interest the activities of 
such Commission while such investigation is being conducted. 
{Applause.] 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to extend my remarks in the Record at this point and 
include therein a speech delivered today by the Honorable 
Cordell Hull, Secretary of State, at the National Press Club. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, it is not customary in this House to print “at this point 
in the Record” speeches outside of those made by Members 
of Congress. Other speeches are placed in the Appendix. 
I do not know of any speech outside of that as a Member of 
Congress that has been inserted in the Recorp “at this 
point.” The majority leader is not here. I really believe 
the gentleman ought to ask that it be placed in the Appen- 
dix of the RECORD. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, did I understand the gentleman’s request to be to print 
the speech of the Secretary of State at this point? 
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32 The request was to insert it in the 
ECORD. 

Mr. CARTER. I will be constrained to object to a request 
of that kind. I have no objection to its being inserted in 
the Appendix. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman object to the request 
that the address of the Secretary of State be incorporated 
in the Appendix? 

Mr. CARTER. I do not. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request that the 
address of the Secretary of State be inserted in the Appen- 
dix of the RECORD? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp with ref- 
erence to the amendment I proposed today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Arizona? 

There was no objection. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to proceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, in a recent speech in 
support of my bill to remit the Federal tax on gasoline 
blended with corn alcohol I took occasion to refer to the 
figures of the Honorable E. W. Marland, Governor of Okla- 
homa, covering our known reserves of crude petroleum. In 
this connection I stated that Governor Marland had pre- 
dicted that “gasoline in 1941 will be selling at 50 cents a 
gallon.” 

Governor Marland has been kind enough to advise me that 
he did not assume to predict the price of gasoline in 1941. 
Further research into the matter discloses that under date of 
January 25, 1938, the New York Herald Tribune carried a 
United Press dispatch stating in part as follows: 

Governor Marland predicted a gasoline price of 50 cents a gallon 
if conservation practices were not instituted. 

I am glad to offer this correction, and also to add that 
Governor Marland has supplied me with statistics support- 
ing my other statements in regard to our known supplies 
of crude oil. 

Mr. PATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 2 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I wish to say just a few 
words about a matter that I think is vital to the entire 
country, certainly vital to the State of Alabama. It is about 
our T. V. A—which is a little troubled at this time—the 
T. V. A. It has an attack of Morganitis,“ perhaps, but we 
think that trouble will soon be removed. 

I wish to speak regarding the concentration of activities 
and the official housing of the administrators and workers 
of the T. V. A. According to the law setting up the Author- 
ity it was planned that the facilities and offices be established 
at the point of the generation of power. It is not in my 
district, it is in the district of the gentleman from Alabama 
Mr. SPARKMAN]. These offices, however, have been placed 
at Knoxville, up in Tennessee, which is practically southern 
Republican headquarters. The claim was made at the time 
that Knoxville offered better facilities and office buildings, 
but Uncle Sam had to build them and now they are crowded 
and overworked. 

We think much time would be saved and much interest 
preserved by a concentration of the activities at Muscle 
Shoals. We are organizing a group of Congressmen to se- 
cure this. At any rate, each Member of both Houses from 
the State of Alabama feels, and I believe a majority of the 
people of the United States feels, that further activities and 
developments of that nature should be at Muscle Shoals, at 
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Florence, the immediate vicinity of where the work is carried 
on. What could be more reasonable or more sensible? 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mrs. O’DAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

TOM MOONEY 

Mrs. O’DAY. Mr. Speaker, I wish to remind the Members 
present that this is the twenty-first St. Patrick’s Day that 
Tom Mooney has spent in the penitentiary, and I want to 
ask those who are in favor of justice being shown Mooney to 
get a little bit active. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from New York? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 
object 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentlewoman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. MICHENER. As I understand, the lady submitted 
a request. I reserved the right to object. The request to 
extend remarks, therefore, has not been granted. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair did not understand that the 
gentleman reserved the right to object. If the gentleman 
desires to object, the Chair will now recognize him for that 
purpose. 

Mr. MICHENER. I will object unless we can ask a ques- 
tion on a matter like that without being cut off. 

The SPEAKER. Unless the time of the gentlewoman 
from New York is extended the Chair has no choice in the 
matter. Her time had expired. 

Mrs. O'DAY. Mr. Speaker, I do not want any more time; 
I want only the privilege of extending my remarks in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman object? 

Mr. MICHENER. I do. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan objects 
to the request of the gentlewoman from New York. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the time of the gentlewoman from New York be ex- 
tended 1 minute, in order that the gentleman from Michigan 
may ask her a question about Tom Mooney or anything else. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MICHENER. The question I wanted to ask was this: 
The Member from New York [Mrs. O'Day] said justice had 
been denied. I wanted to know if she did not know that Tom 
Mooney had been through all the courts of justice of this 
land; that Tom Mooney has been before the legislature of his 
own State; that he has been before the supreme court of 
his own State and has been before several Governors of the 
State of California. By what authority does the lady pre- 
sume to say that justice under our system of government has 
been denied Tom Mooney? 

Mrs. O’DAY. Through the suppressed report of the 
Hoover investigating committee. 

Mr. MICHENER. I take it, then, the lady would like to 
have the courts of the land, the Legislature of California, and 
the several Governors of California investigated as to 
whether or not they are obstructing and blocking justice? 

Mrs. O’DAY. Yes; I would like that very much. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Michigan has asked “by 
what authority does the lady presume to say that justice 
under our system of government has been denied Tom 
Mooney.” This is my authority: 

As first witness for Tom Mooney I present the Mooney- 
Billings report suppressed by the Wickersham Commission, 
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despite repeated requests by Members of both Houses of Con- 
gress for its publication. The report goes thoroughly into 
every aspect of the famous case, and its conclusions are: 


(1) That there was never any scientific attempt made by either 
police or the prosecution to discover the perpetrators of the 
crime. The investigation was in reality turned over to a private 
detective, who used his position to cause the arrest of the defend- 
ants. The police investigation was reduced to a hunt for evidence 
to convict the arrested defendants. 

(2) There were flagrant violations of the statutory laws of 
California by both the police and prosecution in the manner in 
which the defendants were arrested and held incommunicado and 
in the subsequent searches of their homes to procure evidence 
against them. 

(3) After the arrest of the defendants witnesses were brought 
to the jails to “identify” them, and their “identifications” were 
accepted by the police and prosecution, despite the fact that these 
witnesses were never required to pick the defendants out of a 
line-up or to demonstrate their accuracy by any other test. 

(4) Immediately after the arrests of the defendants there com- 
menced a deliberate attempt to arouse public prejudice against 
them by a series of almost daily interviews given to the press 
by the prosecuting officials. 

(5) Witnesses were produced at the trials with information in 
the hands of the prosecution that seriously challenged the cred- 
ibility of the witnesses, but this information was deliberately 
concealed, 

(6) Witnesses were permitted to testify at the trials despite 
such knowledge in the possession of the prosecution of prior con- 
tradictory stories told by these witnesses as to make their mere 
production a vouching for perjured testimony. 

(7) Witnesses were coached in their testimony to a degree 
that approximated subornation of perjury. There is a strong 
inference that some of this coaching was done by prosecuting 
Officials, and other evidence points to a knowledge by these prose- 
cuting officials that such coaching was being practiced on other 
witnesses. 

(8) The prejudice against the defendants, stimulated by news- 
paper publicity, was further appealed to at the trials by unfair 
and intemperate arguments to the jury in the opening and closing 
statements of the prosecuting attorneys. 

(9) After the trials the disclosures casting doubt on the justice 
of the convictions were minimized, and every attempt made to 
defeat the liberation of the defendants by a campaign of misrep- 
resentation and propaganda carried on by the officials who had 
prosecuted them. 


The subcommittee of the Wickersham Commission, by 
whom this report was made, was composed of men of whose 
integrity there can be no question. Their impartial review of 
the case should leave no doubt in any mind that Mooney and 
Billings had not been given the fair trial to which they were 
entitled under our system of government. 

As second witness I present Judge Franklin A. Griffin be- 
fore whom Mooney was tried. 

In a letter to Hon. C. C. Young, Governor of California, in 
1928, Judge Griffin wrote: 

Any fair-minded man who reads only the transcript of the 
trials of Mooney and Billings would believe them guilty. If the 
testimony in these cases was honest and true, their guilt was con- 
clusive. But subsequent revelations damned every witness who 
testified before me against them as perjurers or mistaken. Estelle 
Smith has admitted her testimony was false. The Edeaus were 
completely discredited. Oxman is completely out of the case, as a 
perjurer who also tried to suborn perjury in another witness. 
John McDonald has since sworn to an affidavit that he knew 
nothing about the crime. The transcript evidence upon which 
Mooney and Billings were convicted no longer exists. 


Later, in a speech in San Francisco in 1929, Judge Griffin 
declared: 
The Mooney case is one of the dirtiest jobs ever put over, and 


I resent the fact that my court was used for such a contemptible 
piece of work. 


In another speech the judge stated: 


Every witness who testified against Mooney has been shown by 
facts and circumstances developed since his trial and which are 
incontrovertible to have testified falsely. There is now no evi- 
dence against him; there is not a serious suggestion that any exists. 

In light of this demonstrated perjury, in light of its willful pres- 
entation to the jury trying Mooney, and in view of the willful 
suppression at the time of all evidence favorable to him no 
fair-minded person who will familiarize himself with the details 
of the truth of the Mooney case will now deny that Mooney is 
entitled to be pardoned. 


This, mark you, is from the judge before whom Mooney 
was tried. And now for the jury who declared him guilty, 


basing their decision on evidence now known to be false. 
Every living juror in the Mooney case has urged his pardon 
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upon the State of California. I have every one of their 
statements in my possession but for brevity’s sake will confine 
myself to that made by William V. MacNevin, foreman: 

I was foreman of that jury that convicted Mooney. I know 
what I am talking about. I want to tell you that if it hadn't 
been for the testimony of Oxman there would have been a hung 
jury. Without the testimony of McDonald he would have been 
acquitted. Oxman’s and McDonald's testimony is completely dis- 
credited. There is no evidence to sustain Mooney’s conviction and 
imprisonment. Mooney should be pardoned. 


Each juror in his statement tells the same story. He was 
misled by testimony of witnesses now known to have been 
perjurers. Mooney was sentenced to death for the San 
Francisco Preparedness Day parade bombing. Before the 
sentence was carried out President Wilson intervened and 
asked for a new trial. He appointed a mediation commission 
of seven including William B. Wilson, Secretary of Labor. 
The commission reported: 

Evidence submitted at four trials, taken together—aimed at it 
was the establishment of a single issue, the defendants’ joint 


participation in the crime—leaves the mind in the greatest uncer- 
tainty as to the complicity of the accused. 


President Wilson sent J. B. Densmore, Director General of 
Employment of the Department of Labor, to San Francisco 
to investigate. A dictograph was placed in the district attor- 
ney’s office by Federal operatives and a day-by-day record of 
the conversation there was taken down. That record, minus 
the obscenities, necessarily deleted, may now be read in House 
Document 157, Sixty-sixth Congress. Copies can be had at 
the Congressional Library. I quote from this dictaphone re- 
port in brief. On September 18, 1918, in the district attorney’s 
Office, the following conversation took place between Charles 
M. Fickert, the district attorney who prosecuted Mooney, and 
his assistant prosecutor in the case, Edward A. Cunha: 

Mr. CUNHA. Chief, if you can get a witness who will put Mrs. 
Mooney at Steuart and Market Streets, I don’t give a damn if you 
put her there in a balloon. 

Mr. FICKERT. I think I can put her there in a taxicab. It looks 
as though we have the witness. 

Mr. CUNHA. If you have, Chief, I will put that —— Mrs. Mooney 
on trial again and I will convict her by every rule of the game. 

Mr. Fickert. I am going to keep everything quiet, so there won't 
be any leaks. 

Mr. CUNHA. That's the stuff, Chief; don't tell anybody. I never 
open my face about the Mooney case. If they ask me, I say I don’t 
know anything, because if they get anything from you or me, they 
figure they are getting it from someone pretty close. If we get that 
stuff on old lady Mooney, Chief, I am on the job with you. 

The complete Densmore dictaphone report is a startling 
revelation of chicanery, thievery, and treachery, revealing 
the prosecuting attorney framing innocent men and women 
for a money consideration and turning the guilty loose for 
the same. It definitely recommended Federal intervention. 
Space forbids me to discuss at length the witnesses who sent 
Mooney and Billings to prison. Sufficient to say that they 
were recruited from the gutters of San Francisco, from police 
records shown to be prostitutes, dope fiends, and degenerates. 
Oxman, the “honest cattleman,” Fickert’s surprise witness, 
called in when he, Fickert, realized he needed more reputable 
witnesses to get“ Mooney, has been proven to be the big- 
gest perjurer and fraud of the group, admitted by the prosecu- 
tion who refused to use him in later trials. He was proven 
to have been 90 miles away from the scene of the explosion 
at the time it took place and saw no part. 

For 20 years I have, personally, been interested in the 
Mooney-Billings case. I have talked to McDonald, one of 
the discredited witnesses; I have interviewed the defendant, 
Mrs. Rena Mooney, and reviewed the case from every angle. 

In the 22 years since Mooney’s and Billings’ conviction in- 
terest in the case has never died. Those who cherish justice 
have carried on the fight and will continue to fight until Tom 
Mooney and Warren K. Billings are vindicated. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, we have spent the afternoon 
discussing methods of destroying life and injuring health. 
I would Hke to have the privilege of extending my own re- 
marks on the subject of preserving and protecting health, 
particularly in the District of Columbia. My remarks will 
have to do with the Group Health Association that was 
established by Government employees, principally employees 
of the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation, who are under 
vicious attack at the present time. I would like to present 
in the extension of my remarks some facts concerning the 
Group Health Association. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

The matter referred to follows: 


GROUP HEALTH ASSOCIATION, INC.—ORGANIZATION AND LEGALITY 


In 1936 the credit union serving the Federal Home Loan Bank 
Board and its agencies noticed that a disproportionately large per- 
centage of loans to its members were granted to meet bills for hos- 
pitalization and physicians’ services. The records of other credit 
unions likewise made clear that one of the major causes of worri- 
some indebtedness is the cost of medical services, for which em- 
ployees are unprepared. Therefore, it was natural for those asso- 
ciated with the credit union to ponder the establishment of a 
systematic plan whereby the employees of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Board might provide against the contingency of illness with- 
out excessive cost. 

This subject was extensively discussed by a number of interested 
employees with Mr. R. V. Rickord, of the Health Economics Asso- 
ciation, Inc. A definite plan began to take shape, and on Septem- 
ber 17, 1936, the idea was presented to the directors and officers of 
the credit union, which represented at that time some 800 home- 
office employees. The idea was received favorably, and within a 
week the president of the credit union notified the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Board that a plan for group medical care was under 
consideration, and solicited the Board’s approval so that the pre- 
liminaries of organiaztion might get under way immediately. 

After an intensive study, the Board came to the conclusion that 
such a plan would not only prove of substantial value to those 
employees who should become members, but that it would con- 
tribute materially through increased personnel efficiency to the 
effective conduct of the work carried on by the four agencies. The 
Board felt, however, that before it should give its sanction to the 
plan the employee body should have a full and free consideration 
of it. Accordingly, before the Board made any expression, the 
proposed plan was presented at a meeting on January 28, 1937, 
attended by practically the entire Washington personnel. 

This meeting enthusiastically endorsed the idea and the Board, 
without further hesitancy, authorized those desiring a group 
health plan to proceed with its organization. Accordingly, the 
association was chartered on February 24, 1937, under the name 
“Group Health Association, Inc.” On March 22 it elected its 
board of trustees and on April 21 adopted its bylaws. 

The Federal Home Loan Bank Board, in reaching its determi- 
nation to encourage and assist the Group Health Association, was 
motivated principally by the desire for the more economic and 
efficient administration of the work of the Board and its agencies. 
For some time the personnel department had rec that if 
the volume of sick-leave absences could be decreased, substantial 
economies in the operation and efficiency of the four agencies 
under the Board could be effected. A number of Department and 
division heads had been concerned with methods of reducing the 
amount of sick leave when the group medical plan was suggested. 
Because the costs of lost time due to illness had been so heavy, 
and because the experience of private business corporations has 
indicated that substantial savings could be effected through the 
institution of a group medical service, the Board was impelled to 
give careful consideration to the plan. 

The records of the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation show that 
throughout the country over half a million dollars a year is lost 

annual sick leave. For the home office alone in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia the cost is approximately $100,000 annually. 
This is the direct money expenditure that has to be made on 
account of the employees who are absent from work as a result of 
illness. Beyond this there is a large, undetermined, indirect 
expense arising from the effects of sickness upon the industry, 
, and morale of employees at work. 

In the four agencies under its supervision, the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Board employs in Washington about 1,300 men and 
women and nearly 85 percent of current operating expense consists 
of salaries to employees. Since losses suffered from illness create 
an expense which the experience of private groups proves can be 
reduced by proper medical care, the Board was certainly justified 
in cooperating in the establishment of the Group Health Associa- 
tion by its employees. 

While the Board was discussing the matter the members finally 
agreed that an allowance of $40,000 should be made. This grant 
would be considered as a contribution to cover services which the 
Group Health Association and its clinic would render to the Bank 
Board and its agencies. It was agreed that the Board should as- 
sume no responsibility beyond this and that it would not supply 
any more money, It was provided, however, that the $40,000 would 
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be made available as soon as the association was so that 
it would be in a position to purchase necessary equipment and to 
establish itself on a sound financial basis. There is no need for 
continuing aid from the Board because the association will soon 
be self-supporting, defraying its expenses from the dues paid by 
its members. The income of the Group Health Association from 
membership dues for the current fiscal year will amount to 
approximately $86,000. 

return for the assistance of the Board, the association con- 
tracted to furnish the Board with certain services for a 
period of 2 years. First and most important, it agreed to maintain 
a complete medical and surgical service for employee members. 
In addition it contracted to conduct physical examinations for all 
new employees, to supervise the existing emergency room and 
nursing service, and to consult with the Board in an advisory 
capacity on matters affecting the health of its personnel. 

The Group Health Association is a mutual cooperative associa- 
tion whose essential function is to provide for its members and 
their dependents a substantially complete medical and surgical 
service on the group payment, group practice plan. Membership 
in the organization is entirely voluntary. As of February 15, 1938, 
the association had 1,418 family and 889 individual memberships. 
More than half of the membership is composed of employees of 
agencies other than the Federal Home Loan Bank Board, although 
more than 65 percent of the eligible employee body of the Board 
are members. The maximum membership which the association 
can adequately care for has nearly been reached and membership 
will be closed very soon. 

The family membership in Group Health requires a monthly 
payment of $3.30, while the individual membership costs $2.20 a 
month, For the convenience of employee members, these mem- 
bership dues may be paid by semimonthly deduction from their 
salary checks. It should be stressed that this method of payment 
is not mandatory upon any member but 55 percent of the mem- 
bers, who are employees of the Federal Home Loan Bank Board, 
have elected to pay in this manner. 

The service offered by Group Health covers medical and surgical 
examinations and treatments, surgical operations, confinement 
cases, and professional consultations. The only medical services 
that the association declines to supply are: (1) Treatment of in- 
dustrial accident cases, which are already provided for by other 
means: (2) surgery of the brain or nervous system; and (3) med- 
ical service subsequent to the time that the medical director rec- 
ommends confinement in an institution in mental, tubercular, and 
drug- or alcohol-addiction cases. 

The extent to which the individual member or his dependents 
may avail themselves of the services of the association is not gov- 
erned by the amount of his monthly contribution. Each member 
is served, within the resources of the association, up to the full 
extent of his actual need as prescribed and determined by the 
medical director. The service provided includes hospitalization, not 
to exceed 21 days for any one illness. Members themselves pay 
for medicines, drugs, dental work, and for a small number of 
specified treatments. The association cooperates, however, in se- 
curing these items and services at substantially reduced rates. 

The Group Health Association, which opened its headquarters 
officially on November 1, 1937, has complete clinical and laboratory 
facilities and a complete medical and nursing staff. Dr. Henry 
Rolf Brown, formerly chief of the tubercular section of the United 
States Veterans’ Administration, is medical director. Dr. Brown’s 
staff consists of a surgeon, an eye, ear, nose, and throat specialist, 
a pediatrician, two internists, three nurses, and a 
laboratory and X-ray technician. 

Although the Group Health Association has been successful in 
its professional operation it has been and still is the center of 
controversy. The attack on the association has assumed various 
forms. One central point of attack has been the fact that the 
Federal Home Loan Bank Board advanced, under contract for 
services to be rendered, $40,000 to get the association's clinic 
started. Because of this grant a cry of socialized medicine has 
been raised by those who have not bothered to define their terms 
or examine the facts which are available to all. 

Before making the grant the Board took up the question with 
its general counsel and together they determined that to make 
such a contract with the Group Health Association would not be 
overreaching the proper authority of the Board as defined by law. 

The basis for their determination is section 4 (j) of the Home 
Owners’ Loan Act of 1933, as amended, which gives the Corpora- 
tion the power to select and fix the compensation of its per- 
sonnel, and provides that The Corporation 
shall determine its n expenditures under this act and 
the manner in which they shall be incurred, allowed, and paid 
without regard to the provision of any other law governing the 
expenditure of public funds.” 

Since the Corporation, though it operates on its own income 
and not by appropriation from the Federal Treasury, has been 
directed to expend no money after the fiscal year 1937, except such 
as might first be made available to it by Congress, it was also 
necessary to think in terms of the Independent Offices Appropria- 
tion Act as passed by Congress and approved on June 28, 1937. The 
act provided that “except for the limitations in amounts herein- 
before specified and the restrictions in respect to travel expenses, 
the administrative expenses and other obligations of the Corpora- 
tion shall be incurred, allowed, and paid in accordance with the 
provisions of the said Home Owners’ Loan Act of 1933 as amended.” 

Likewise, section 7 (a) of title U of the First Deficiency Appro- 
priation Act for the fiscal year of 1936 had to be considered. 
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This section provided that after June 30, 1937, the Home Owners’ 
Loan Corporation and certain other agencies should not incur 
any obligations for administrative expenses except those incurred 
under a specific annual appropriation. However, because the 
original contract between the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation 
and the Group Health Association, Inc., was entered into during 
March 1937, it is clear that the section referred to does not affect 
this arrangement. In the same manner, the grant and the con- 
tract do not come within the purview of the Independent Offices 
Appropriation Act of 1938. 

In view of these facts, the question resolved itself into an inter- 
pretation of the term necessary expenditures” in the Home 
Owners’ Loan Act. On numerous occasions, actual court deter- 
minations have held that it is within the implied powers of a 
corporation to spend money for apparently humanitarian pur- 
poses in the interests of its employees, even though this money 
might seem on the surface to yield no direct return to the 
employer. The courts have consistently maintained that the word 
necessary“ should not be given a narrow and restricted meaning. 
Group medical plans to safeguard the health of employees have 
often received legal sanction by statute and by court determina- 
tion, and the provision of such safeguards has come to be recog- 
nized, in the Government service as well as in private business, as 
the accepted practice of progressive corporate employers. 

Another attack is made on the basis that the Group Health 
Association must be defined as an insurance corporation. If it 
were so defined and forced to meet the financial requirements of 
the insurance laws, the association would be unable to accomplish 
the purpose for which it was organized—to provide medical care 
for its members at a cost which they can afford. Those who ad- 
vanced this charge do not deny this result but narrowly affirm 
that the end is not desirable of the means. 

However, according to the Code of the District of Columbia, one 
essential feature of health, accident, or life insurance companies 
is that they provide “for the payment of indemnity on account 
of sickness or accident or a benefit in case of death.” Numerous 
statutes and court decisions in various States have further de- 
fined insurance companies as those which promise to make a 
certain payment of money upon the destruction or injury of 
something in which the insured has an interest. In 1936, a New 
Jersey court stated that “a contract which, for a consideration, 
undertakes to do anything other than to pay a sum of money 
upon the destruction or injury to something in which the other 
party has an interest is not a contract of insurance.” The stated 
purpose of the Group Health Association is to provide the services 
of physicians to its members. Therefore, the contracts of the 
association with its members are merely contracts of service and 
not of insurance. 

Even if it were granted that the Group Health Association is an 
insurance corporation, it would still come within the express ex- 
ception appended to the insurance provision of the District Code. 
This exception in title V, section 179, provides “that nothing con- 
tained herein shall apply to any relief association not conducted 
for profit, composed solely of officers and enlisted men of the 
United States Army and Navy or solely of employees of any other 
branch of the United States Government service or solely of em- 
ployees of any individual company, firm, or corporation.” Because 
the membership of the Group Health Association is limited to 
employees in the civilian branch of the Government service, the 
Group Health Association clearly comes within the scope of this 
exception. 

It cannot be charged that the Group Health Association does not 
come within the exception referred to because of the fact that 
dependents of members received medical service comparable to 
that accorded to the members themselves. The exception is sat- 
isfied if the membership of the relief association is restricted to 
those classes of persons set out in the exception. The clause does 
not in any way limit those who shall receive the benefits provided 
by the association. 

A third charge is that the Group Health Association, because it 
is a corporation, cannot practice medicine. This criticism is not 
a valid one, for the association does not engage in the practice of 
medicine. In its articles of incorporation the association’s objec- 
tive is stated “to provide without profit to the corporation for the 
services of physicians * to the members hereof and their 
dependents.” * * The use of the term provide“ indicates 
that the provision of the services of physicians can be accom- 
plished through a contractural power and not directly. To make 
contracts for medical service with licensed physicians does not 
constitute the practice of medicine. Furthermore, the association, 
in making contracts with licensed practitioners to render services 
to members, recognizes the inability of self-performance. Many 
statutes and court decisions in various States hold that making 
contracts for medical service or collecting the compensation there- 
for is not practicing medicine and that no professional qualifica- 
tions are requisite for doing these things. 

The most obvious intent of the corporate subterfuge in the prac- 
tice of medicine is to circumvent Government control of the heal- 
ing arts for the p e of commercial gain and exploitation. No 
one will deny that such activity leads to professional degradation. 
The Group Health Association could never and will never be alined 
with such a purpose. The very manner in which it was formed by 
the employees of the Federal Home Loan Bank Board and the man- 
ner in which it has been conducted to date provide ample proof 
that the aims and purposes of the Group Health Association are 
only humanitarian. 
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The basic criticism of those in the medical profession is that the 
Group Health Association represents a departure from the tradi- 
tion of individual practice on a fee basis. No serious objection 
has been made about the quality of medical service that the Group 
Health Association is offering. No serious question has been raised 
concerning the obvious advantages of the group-payment plan. 

Many of the critics of Group Health have taken refuge in the 
vague epithet of condemnation, “socialized medicine.” This term 
means nothing more than the meeting of the social need for med- 
ical care, and innumerable cases could be cited to prove that the 
association is meeting this social need of its members. On this 
score at least it merits only the highest commendation. 

However, in coming to an appreciation of what Group Health 
can mean to its members and their employers it is necessary to 
think beyond individual cases. The preventive emphasis of the 
Group Health service will conceivably avert many ailments ranging 
from minor indisposition to fatality. In helping bring to itself 
the advantages of an enhanced personnel efficiency and to its em- 
ployees the security of good health, the Federal Home Loan Bank 
Board has invested the relatively small sum of $40,000. Essen- 
tially, however, it is to the constructive vision and enterprise of 
certain employees and to the helpful encouragement of certain 
other persons that the Group Health Association owes its existence. 
Not only in the interests of its own operation and of its own em- 
ployees but also in the interests of those employees of other 
agencies who enjoy the benefits of Group Health, the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Board pays recognition to those who are giving the 
Group Health Association, Inc., their friendly and earnest support. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. Lynpon B. JoHNson, Mr. CITRON, and Mr. Voornis 
asked and were given permission to revise and extend their 
own remarks in the RECORD. 


CANCER-CONTROL MONTH 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my own remarks at this point 
in the Record and include therein a very short resolution 
which I introduced, House Joint Resolution 468, to dedicate 
the month of April in each year to a voluntary national pro- 
gram for the control of cancer; the favorable report by 
Congressman CELLER, of New York, on this bill, as well as a 
letter from Dr. Thomas Parran, Surgeon General of the 
United States Public Health Service. This resolution was 
introduced by me at the request of the American Society for 
the Control of Cancer and the Woman’s Field Army of over 
100,000 members of the American Society for the Control 
of Cancer. I understand it was reported out of the Judiciary 
Committee unanimously. I hope for its early passage. I 
am extremely grateful to the distinguished gentleman from 
New York [Mr. CELLER], to the chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee, Judge Sumners, and to all the members of the 
committee. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

The matter referred to follows: 


House Joint Resolution 468 


Joint resolution to dedicate the month of April in each year to a 
voluntary national program for the control of cancer 

Resolved, etc., That the President of the United States is hereby 
authorized and requested to issue annually a proclamation setting 
apart the month of April of each year as cancer-control month and 
to invite annually the Governors of the several States and Terri- 
tories and possessions of the United States to issue proclamations 
for like purposes. It is requested that such proclamations invite 
the medical profession, the press, and all agencies and individuals 
interested in a national program for the control of the disease of 
cancer by education and other cooperative means to unite during 
the month in a public dedication to such a program and in a con- 
certed effort to impress upon the people of the Nation the necessity 
of such a program. 

{House Report No. 1923, 75th Cong., 3d sess.] 
CANCER-CONTROL MONTH 


Mr. CELLER, from the Committee on the Judiciary, submitted 
the following report (to accompany H. J. Res. 468): 

The Committee on the Judiciary, to whom was referred the 
joint resolution (H. J. Res. 468) to dedicate the month of April 
in each year to be a voluntary national program month for the 
control of cancer, after consideration, report the same favorably 
to the House with the recommendation that the resolution do 


pass. 

“The medical profession has today sufficient knowledge con- 
cerning cancer to very greatly reduce mortality from the dis- 
ease if the public can be educated to avail themselves of this 
knowledge sufficiently early in the disease,” said Dr. Bowman C. 
Crowell, associate director, American College of Surgeons, before the 
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subcommittee of the Judiicary Committee considering this resolu- 
tion. “While the medical profession is striving for further meth- 
ods of control, present known methods should be utilized to the 
utmost. Publicity through channels suggested by Congresswoman 
Envrro Nourse Rocers is the best means of public education.” 
The object of the resolution is to publicize and to stimulate 
tion in the campaign to educate people to the necessity 
for early attention to symptoms which may mean cancer, and to 
persuade them to seek medical examination in the event they 
have such symptoms. There is no cost attached. The Federal 
Government is already appropriating $400,000 a year for the con- 
trol of cancer, for the National Cancer Institute in the Bureau of 
the Public Health Service (50 Stat. 559). Men and women emi- 
nent in the field of cancer control, appearing before the Judiciary 
Committee, said that this resolution would be helpful to them in 
their praiseworthy efforts. 

Under the provisions of the bill, the President is merely author- 
ized and requested to issue an annual proclamation setting apart 
the month of April as cancer-control month and to invite annu- 
ally the Governors of the several States and Territories to issue 
Proclamations also. 

Cancer is an insidious disease and a killer of 150,000 people 
yearly in the United States. It steals upon its victims of high 
and low degree alike without warning, and too frequently reaches 
a stage beyond help before the victim is aware of its onslaught. 
Tuberculosis was formerly the greatest killer. Now, due to edu- 
tation and spread of knowledge with reference to that disease, it 
has fallen to seventh place. 

Dr. Frank E. Adair, chairman of the malignancy committee of 
the American College of Surgeons, testified before the committee 
that “if the public will take the trouble to learn only a few of the 
simple signs of cancer and act on this information, 75,000 Ameri- 
can lives will be saved every year. There is an antidote for 
poison if one knows what the poison is; and in this case, the 
antidote is a common-sense viewpoint toward lumps, bumps, 
bleeding moles, etc.” 

A further quotation from Dr. Adair’s testimony strikingly illus- 
trates what can be accomplished through education of people with 
reference to signs of cancer: 

“We can use the breast as an example of what can be accom- 
plished by education of the people on a few simple signs of cancer. 
If a woman goes to a surgeon in the early stages of cancer of the 
breast, while the lump is still confined to the breast and before 
it goes to the armpit, 72 percent, or three out of four of these 
cases, will be cured by the proper operation. This is true over 
America as a whole, and all of the surgical clinics in America 

that. On the other hand, if the woman waits until the 
cancer has left the breast and gone over into the armpit, then the 
cure has come down from 72 to 23 percent, or approximately only 
one out of every four and a half cases are saved. 

“One of the most impressive thoughts which I can give you to 
show what education of the public on a few early signs of cancer 
has actually done during the past 18 years is the following: 

J recently made a survey of the breast service at the Memorial 
Hospital in New York City, covering a 17-year period, from January 
1920 to January 1937, inclusive. The study reveals that during 
these years there were 4,349 cases of cancer of the breast. During 
1920 only 46 percent of the primary cases—those who had had no 
previous treatment of any kind—were still operable; that is, only 
46 percent still had a chance of cure. On the other hand, during 
1936, of this same primary type of case, 87 percent were operable, 
Therefore, the chance of cure in our cases of primary breast cancer 
during the past 17 years has practically doubled. These facts 
must be directly attributed to the absorption by the lay public of 
the teaching and education on the subject of cancer. It reveals 
that women with lumps in the breast are now going earlier to their 
doctors than they did 17 years ago.’ 

“I use this as one example of what can be accomplished in many 
other forms of cancer. 

“Physicians and surgeons can handle fairly competently the 
treatment of early cancer, but if the public does not come to the 
physician until the cancer is disseminated, no one can cure that 
patient, because there is no cure for disseminated cancer. On the 
other hand, if the public will take the trouble to learn only a few 
of the simple signs of cancer, and act on this information, 75,000 
American lives will be saved every year. There is an antidote for 
poison if one knows what the poison is; and in this case, the 
antidote is a common-sense viewpoint toward lumps, bumps, 
bleeding moles, etc. 

“The Rogers resolution is a forward step. It will aid in calling 
the attention of every American citizen each April to the fact that 
we live in a world of cancer. 

“The average American is supposed to have, and this is by actual 
count, 26 moles on his body. Now, many times one of these moles 
is a black mole, which is malignant, and it takes a simple little 
procedure, under a little novocaine, and you can take out these 
moles. So it is a question of a rather intelligent attitude toward 
the house we live in, our body, and it is very simple to teach the 
public, as I have shown by what is happening to women with 
breast conditions, it is very easy to tell the public and have them 
absorb the knowledge. 

“The moles might be the cancer itself. It does not balloon up 
and disseminate and go to other parts of the body for some years, 
Many times even in children one of these little black moles on the 
body is malignant, but the impetus and growth does not occur 
until some years later. If you go to your doctor, he can say, “This 
little mole is bad, but the rest of them are not bad; do not worry 
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about those.“ Or he may look over your body and say, ‘None of 
these are bad.’ But if a person, the average American, is over 40 
years of age, he has 26 moles. After all we should take some sort 
of an intelligent attitude toward these.” 

The committee desires to call attention to the following letter 
presented by the American Society for the Control of Cancer: 


AMERICAN SOCIETY FOR THE CONTROL OF CANCER, 


January 21, 1938. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee, House Judiciary Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CELLER: May we respectfully urge favorable action by 
the Judiciary Committee on the Rogers resolution (H. J. Res. 468) 
for the setting aside of April in each year for a voluntary national 
program for the control of cancer? This resolution authorizing 
and requesting the President to issue a proclamation and to invite 
Governors to issue similar proclamations dedicating April as the 
time for a concerted educational drive against cancer is a reason- 
able and essential sequel to the public-spirited action which Con- 
pres took last summer in enacting the National Cancer Institute 

Each year 150,000 men and women die of this disease. Until 
research makes great progress, the successful treatment of cancer 
will depend on early diagnosis and prompt treatment. Competent 
medical authorities are agreed that physicians know enough today 
to save from one-third to one-half of those who now die from this 
disease—if men and women over 30 could be persuaded to take 
common-sense measures to protect themselves— 

A. By having a complete annual physical examination by a 
competent physician. 

B. By learning the so-called danger signals—symptoms that may 
mean cancer—and immediately visiting a physician if they appear. 
These danger signals are: 

1. Any persistent lump or thickening, especially in the breast. 

2. Any irregular bleeding or discharge from any body opening. 

3. Any sore that does not heal—particularly about the tongue, 
mouth, or lip. 

4. Persistent indigestion, often accompanied by loss of weight. 

5. Sudden changes in the form or rate of growth of a mole or 


In April each year the women of the country will bring to a 
climax an intensive campaign of education they are conducting 
under the leadership of the Women’s Field Army of the American 
Society for the Control of Cancer. These women are working under 
the direction and with the cooperation of physicians representing 
State medical societies and public-health departments. Official 
recognition of April as cancer-control month will give great en- 
couragement to these who are fighting cancer through education, 
and will focus the country’s attention on the part lay individuals 
must play if the drive to reduce cancer mortality is to succeed. 

Sincerely yours, 
FREDERICK F. RUSSELL, M. D., 
President. 
E. B. Wrson, Ph. D., 
Chairman of Board. 
JOHN J. Morton, Jr., M. D., 
Vice President. 
C. C. LITTLE, Sc. D., 
Managing Dtrector. 

The American Society for the Control of Cancer has a Women's 
Field Army composed of volunteer women in 44 of the 48 States. 
Every State medical society, the committee is informed, has a 
cancer committee to cooperate with the Women’s Field Army, fur- 
nishing speakers to clubs on the subject of cancer, etc. It is the 
opinion of the committee that this work is something which can- 
not be put in the same classification as the ordinary observance 
day or observance week. The committee feels that the unselfish and 
humane efforts of these volunteer workers in the field of cancer 
control ought to be given every possible encouragement. 

Tuberculosis seals are sold at Christmas. The Red Cross drive 
is conducted at Thanksgiving time. Easter usually falls in April, 
which will be cancer-control month. 

Summing up, there are five points involved in the resolution: 

1. To teach early the danger of cancer. 

2. To distribute knowledge of cancer warning signals. 

3. To emphasize the necessity of complete physical examination. 

4. To interest everybody in all the phases of cancer and cancer 
control. 

5. To enlist all possible in April for the fight. 


UNITED STATES PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE, 
OFFICE OF THE SURGEON GENERAL, 
March 15, 1938. 
Hon. EDITH Nourse ROGERS, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mrs. Rocers: It was a real pleasure to see you a few 
days ago and to discuss the importance of public education as a 
factor in the control of cancer. 

I have been increasingly impressed by the effect of popular 
education as a means of improving the public health. In my 
opinion such education is of more importance than all of the 
quarantine laws on our statute books. 

As you know, the health department of your own State for the 
past 11 years has been engaged in a cancer-control program of 
which education was an important part. Im a recent newspaper 
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report of the results of cancer control in Massachusetts appears 
the significant statement that the lag between the onset of cancer 
symptoms and the beginning of medical treatment has been cut by 


20 percent. 

You will recall also the fine work which is being done by the 
Women's Field Army of the American Society for the Control of 
Cancer. The beneficial effects of this educational project have 
been tremendous. In fact, I think it fair to say that popular 
interest in cancer stimulated by the work of the Women’s Field 
Army and the broad dissemination of the facts of cancer were 
responsible in large part for the interest which led to the passage 
by Congress of the National Cancer Institute Act. I have high 
hopes, of course, that continued congressional support of this 
institute may advance greatly our knowledge of cancer and pro- 
mote the better application of existing knowledge for the benefit of 
present cancer sufferers. 

Very sincerely yours, 
THOMAS Pannax, Surgeon General. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
Mr. HOLMES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Record and to include therein 
a short memorial from the city of Worcester. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts? 
There was no objection. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as 
follows: 

To Mr. Hart (at the request of Mrs. Norton), indefinitely, 
on account of death in family. 

To Mr. Quinn, for 2 days, on account of official business. 

To Mr. Disney, for 10 days, on account of official business. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 
23 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Friday, March 18, 1938, at 12 o’clock noon. 


COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON PATENTS 

The subcommittee of the Committee on Patents to consider 
H. R. 9041, on trade-marks, will hold hearings in the caucus 
room of the House Office Building at 10:15 a. m. March 
18, 1938, Chairman Lanuam presiding. 

The subcommittee of the Committee on Patents to consider 
H. R. 9259 and H. R. 1666, providing for compulsory licensing 
of patents and counsel for indigent patentees, will hold hear- 
ings in the caucus room of the House Office Building at 
10 a. m. each morning of March 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, and 26, 
1938, Congressman O'MALLEY, chairman, presiding. 


COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 


The Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce will 
resume hearings on S. 69, train-limit bill, at 10 a. m. on 
March 18, 1938. Rebuttal witnesses. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. Matoney’s subcommittee 
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 
10 a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Continuation of hearing on S. 1261—through routes. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. BULWINKLE’s subcommittee 
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 
10 a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Hearings on H. R. 8738 and H. R. 9073—to extend services 
of Inland Waterways Corporation to Pensacola, Fla., and the 
Cape Fear River, respectively. 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m. Tuesday, April 12, 1938. 
Business to be considered: Hearing on H. R. 9047—control 
of venereal diseases and other kindred bills. 


COMMITTEE ON THE POST OFFICE AND POST ROADS 
There will be a hearing before Subcommittee No. 1 of the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads at 10:30 a. m. 
Tuesday, March 22, 1938, on bills in behalf of post-office 
substitutes. Room 213, House Office Building. 
There will be a hearing before Subcommittee No. 1 of the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads at 10 a. m. 
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Wednesday, April 6, 1938, on bills in behalf of custodial 
employees in the Postal Service. Room 213, House Office 
Building. 


COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 


The Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee will hold 
hearings at 10 a. m. in room 219, House Office Building, 
on the following bills on the dates indicated: 

Wednesday, March 23, 1938: 

S. 992. To make electricians licensed officers after an 
examination. 

Thursday, March 24, 1938: 

H. R. 6745. To require a uniform manning scale for mer- 
chant vessels and an 8-hour day for all seamen. 

H. R. 8774. To amend the Seamen Act of March 4, 1915, 
as amended and extended, with respect to its application to 
tug towing vessel firemen, linemen, and oilers. 

H. R. 9588. To provide for an 8-hour day on tugs on the 
Great Lakes. 

Wednesday, March 30, 1938: 

H. R. 8840. To amend section 6 of the act approved May 
27, 1936 (49 Stat. L. 1380). 

S. 1273. To adopt regulations for preventing collisions at 
sea. 

Tuesday, April 5, 1938: 

S. 2580. To amend existing laws so as to promote safety at 
sea by requiring the proper design, construction, mainte- 
nance, inspection, and operation of ships; to give effect to 
the Convention for Promoting Safety of Life at Sea, 1929; 
and for other purposes. 

Tuesday, April 12, 1938: 

H. R. 6797. To provide for the establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more fish-cultural stations in 
each of the States of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. 

H. R. 8956. To provide for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary investi- 
gations, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking opera- 
tions for these purposes. 

S. 2307. To provide for the conservation of the fishery re- 
sources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, and 
maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Washing- 
ton, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary investiga- 
tions, surveys, and stream improvements and stocking opera- 
tions for these purposes. 

Thursday, April 14, 1938: 

H. R. 8533. To amend section 4370 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 46, sec. 316). 

Tuesday, April 19, 1938: 

H. R. 5629. To exempt motorboats less than 21 feet in 
length not carrying passengers for hire from the act of June 
9, 1910, regulating the equipment of motorboats. 

H. R. 7089. To require examinations for issuance of motor- 
boat operators’ license. 

H. R. 8839. To amend laws for preventing collisions of ves- 
sels, to regulate equipment of motorboats on the navigable 
waters of the United States, to regulate inspection and man- 
ning of certain motorboats which are not used exclusively 
for pleasure and those which are not engaged exclusively in 
the fisheries on inland waters of the United States, and for 
other purposes. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS 


There will be a meeting of the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs in the committee room, Capitol Building, on Tuesday, 
March 22, 1938, at 10:30 a. m. Business to be considered: 
Hearings on H. R. 5633, to provide additional funds for build- 
ings for the use of the Diplomatic and Consular Establish- 
ments of the United States. 


COMMITTEE ON FLOOD CONTROL 


There will be a meeting of this committee on Friday, March 
18, 1938, at 11 a. m., to consider date for beginning hearings 
on comprehensive fiood-control bill. 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communications 
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

1139. A letter from the Secretary of War transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated March 4, 1938, submitting a report, together with ac- 
companying papers and illustration, on reexamination of in- 
tracoastal waterway from Cape Fear River, N. C., to St. 
Johns River, Fla., with a view to constructing a yacht basin 
at Southport, N. C., requested by resolution of the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors, House of Representatives, adopted 
January 27, 1937 (H. Doc. No. 549); to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be printed, with an 
illustration. 

1140. A letter from the Secretary of War transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated March 4, 1938, submitting a report, together with ac- 
companying papers and illustrations, on reexamination of 
Fernandina Harbor and Amelia River, Fla., requested by 
resolution of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, House 
of Representatives, adopted October 8, 1937 (H. Doc. No. 
548); to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors and ordered 
to be printed, with two illustrations. 

1141. A letter from the Secretary of War transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated February. 24, 1938, submitting a report, together with 
accompanying papers and illustration, on a preliminary 
examination and survey of Skagway Harbor, Alaska, author- 
ized by the River and Harbor Act approved August 30, 1935 
(H. Doc. No. 547); to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors 
and ordered to be printed, with an illustration. 

1142. A letter from the Secretary of War transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated February 24, 1938, submitting a report, together with 
accompanying papers and illustration, on reexamination of 
Everett Harbor, Wash., requested by resolution of the Com- 
mittee on Rivers and Harbors, House of Representatives, 
adopted February 23, 1937 (H. Doc. No. 546) ; to the Commit- 
tee on Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be printed, with 
an illustration. 

1143. A letter from the Secretary of War transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated March 5, 1938, submitting a report, together with ac- 
companying papers and illustration, on reexamination of 
Port Everglades, Fla., requested by resolution of the Com- 
mittee on Rivers and Harbors, House of Representatives, 
adopted April 29, 1937 (H. Doc. No. 545); to the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be printed, with an 
illustration. 

1144. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, dated 
March 4, 1938, submitting a report, together with accom- 
panying papers, on reexamination of Conneaut Harbor, Ohio, 
requested by resolutions of the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors, House of Representatives, adopted February 10, 
1937, and May 5, 1937; to the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors. 

1145. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, dated 
March 5, 1938, submitting a report, together with accom- 
panying papers, on reexamination of channel at entrance of 
Claiborne-Annapolis Ferry at Matapeake, Md., requested by 
resolution of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, House 
of Representatives, adopted January 27, 1937; to the Com- 
mittee on Rivers and Harbors. 

1146. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, dated 
March 5, 1938, submitting a report, together with accom- 
panying papers, on reexamination of Lynnhaven Bay, Inlet, 
and River, Va., requested by resolution of the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors, House of Representatives, adopted 
February 27, 1936; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

1147. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of-Engineers, United States Army, dated 
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March 4, 1938, submitting a report, together with accom- 
panying papers, on reexamination of Rogue River, Oreg., 
requested by resolution of the Committee on Rivers and Har- 
bors, House of Representatives, adopted February 16, 1937; 
to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

1148. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, dated 
March 4, 1938, submitting a report, together with accom- 
panying papers, on a preliminary examination of Greenbrier 
River and tributaries, West Virginia, authorized by the Flood 
Control Act approved June 22, 1936, and by Public, No. 553, 
Seventy-fourth Congress, approved May 5, 1936; to the Com- 
mittee on Flood Control. 

1149. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, dated 
March 5, 1938, submitting a report, together with accom- 
panying papers, on a preliminary examination of Lowell 
Creek, Alaska, authorized by the Flood Control Act approved 
August 28, 1937; to the Committee on Flood Control. 

1150. A letter from the Chairman of the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation, transmitting a report covering its op- 
erations for the fourth quarter of 1937, and for the period 
from the organization of the Corporation on February 2, 1932, 
to December 31, 1937, inclusive (H. Doc. No. 550); to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency and ordered to be 
printed. 

1151. A letter from the Chairman of the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation, transmitting a report of its activities 
and expenditures for the month of January 1938 (H. Doc. 
No. 551); to the Committee on Banking and Currency and 
ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, 

Mr. SADOWSKI; Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. H. R. 9257. A bill to extend the time for com- 
pleting the construction of a bridge across the St. Clair River 
at or near Port Huron, Mich.; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1960). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. CHAPMAN: Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. H. R. 9286. A bill to extend the time for com- 
pleting the construction of a bridge across the Ohio River 
at or near Cairo, IIl.; without amendment (Rept. No. 1961). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. CREAL: Committee on the Judiciary. S. 1986. An 
act to amend section 42 of title 7 of the Canal Zone Code; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 1962). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN: Committee on Agriculture. S. 3655. 
An act amending section 312 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938; without amendment (Rept. No. 1963). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN: Committee on Agriculture. H. R. 9817. 
A bill to amend section 312 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938; without amendment (Rept. No. 1964). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington: Committee on Pensions. 
H. R. 7880, A bill to amend the Veterans’ Regulation No. 10 
pertaining to “line of duty” for peacetime veterans, their 
widows, and dependents, and for other purposes; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 1965). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. DISNEY: A bill (H. R. 9905) to provide the neces- 
sary locks, dams, and dredging to open the Arkansas River 
from its mouth to Muskogee, thence to Tulsa, Okla.; to the 
Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 
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By Mr. SUMNERS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 9906) to change 
the manner of appointment of probation officers; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CELLER: A bill (H. R. 9907) to reduce certain fees 
in naturalization proceedings, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH: A bill (H. R. 9908) to amend 
the law granting credit to certain postal employees for time 
served in the military, marine, or naval service of the United 
States during the World War; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. MARTIN of Colorado: A bill (H. R. 9909) to pro- 
tect producers, manufacturers, and consumers from the un- 
revealed presence of substitutes and mixtures in spun, woven, 
or knitted or felted fabrics and in garments or articles of 
apparel or other articles made therefrom, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MOTT: A bill (H. R. 9910) to extend the times for 
commencing and completing the construction of a dam and 
dike for preventing the flow of tidal waters into North 
Slough in Coos County, Oreg.; to the Committee on Rivers 
and Harbors. 

By Mr. DISNEY: A bill (H. R. 9911) to provide for the 
prevention of soil erosion, for flood control, irrigation, and 
for the purpose of furthering navigation and for the purpose 
of constructing hydroelectric plants in the areas drained by 
the Arkansas, White, and Red Rivers, for the purpose of mar- 
keting any electric power so generated to States, counties, 
municipalities, corporations, and individuals and to provide 
for the reforestation of lands suitable therefor in the water- 
‘sheds of said streams and for the purpose of protecting, pre- 
serving, promoting, and putting into use the natural re- 
sources along said streams and in the areas drained thereby 
and to provide for the economic and social well-being of 
people living in the watersheds of said streams, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Flood Control. 

By Mr. DIMOND: A bill (H. R. 9912) to convey to the 
University of Alaska a tract of land for use as the site of a 
fur-farm experiment station; to the Committee on the Terri- 
tories. 

By Mr. LUECKE of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 9913) to clarify 
the status of custodial employees in buildings operated by 
the Post Office Department; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. WOOD: A bill (H. R. 9914) to amend the Bank- 
head-Jones Farm Tenant Act, to increase the amount au- 
thorized to be appropriated for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1939, from $25,000,000 to $200,000,000 for loans to tenant 
farmers, to carry out the provisions of title I of such act; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. JONES: A bill (H. R. 9915) to amend the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. LEA: A bill (H. R. 9916) to provide for the estab- 
lishment of a Coast Guard station at or near Shelter Cove, 
Calif.; to the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. MEAD: A bill (H. R. 9917) providing for the place 
of prosecution for the offense of depositing or causing to be 
deposited in the mails certain matter declared by law to be 
unmailable; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads. 

By Mr. O'CONNELL of Montana: A bill (H. R. 9918) to 
further amend an act entitled “An act to establish a retire- 
ment system for employees of carriers subject to the Inter- 
state Commerce Act, and for other purposes,” approved Au- 
gust 29, 1935, as amended; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. IZAC: A bill (H. R. 9919) to establish uniform pro- 
cedure relative to proof of age and place of birth; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 9920) to 
amend the act entitled “An act relating to the liability of 
common carriers by railroad to their employees in certain 
cases,” approved April 22, 1908; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 
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By Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT: Resolution (H. Res. 446) to pro- 
vide additional compensation for a minority employee (Frank 
W. Collier) ; to the Committee on Accounts. 

By Mr. WOODRUM: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 623) mak- 
ing available additional funds for the United States Constitu- 
tion Sesquicentennial Commission; to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. DIMOND: A bill (H. R. 9921) for the relief of 
Charles A. Traeger, Frank P. Williams, and A. Polet; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. FITZGERALD: A bill (H. R. 9922) for the relief of 
Manuel L. Clay; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 9923) for the relief of Edward M. Jones; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. FLEGER: A bill (H. R. 9924) granting an increase 
of pension to Caroline Hoffman; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, 

By Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 9925) 
granting a pension to Charles Lycans; to the Committee on 
Pensions. x 

By Mr. McMILLAN: A bill (H. R. 9926) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Jeannette W. Moffett; to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

By Mr. POAGE: A bill (H. R. 9927) for the relief of L. W. 
Marek, Jr.; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SECREST: A bill (H. R. 9928) granting an increase 
of pension to Harriett Morris; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. SHAFER of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 9929) for the 
relief of the A. W. Walsh Co.; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 9930) for the relief of Grace W. Orton; to 
the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. WARREN: A bill CH. R. 9931) granting a pension to 
Jethro H. Midgett; to the Committee on Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were 
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

4484. By Mr. CONNERY: Resolution of the Polish Amer- 
ican Citizens’ Club of Lawrence, Mass., protesting against 
the proposed trade agreement between the United States and 
Great Britain; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4485. Also, resolution of the Italian Republican Club of 
Greater Lawrence, Mass., protesting against the consumma- 
tion of any trade pact with Great Britain; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

4486. Also, resolution of the General Court of Massachu- 
setts, memorializing Congress in favor of a bill providing 
for the granting by the Federal Government of pensions to 
certain blind persons; to the Committee on Pensions. 

4487. Also, resolution of Lawrence Council, No. 67, Knights 
of Columbus, Lawrence, Mass., protesting against any con- 
cessions in the wool schedule in the proposed trade agreement 
between the United States and Great Britain; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

4488. By Mr. CURLEY: Petition of the New York County 
Lawyers’ Association, New York City, recommending disap- 
proval of Senate Joint Resolution 217, restricting the dis- 
cretion of the President in regard to appointments to the 
Supreme Court of the United States; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

4489. Also, petition of the New York County Lawyers’ As- 
sociation, approving House Joint Resolution 536, which would 
increase the measure of discretionary control over embargoes 
upon the exportation of arms; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

4490. By Mr. COFFEE of Washington: Resolution of the 
Roland German-American Democratic Society of Greater 
New York, Inc., pointing out that the Works Progress Ad- 
ministration arts projects have proven that there exists in 
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the United States the potentialities for a great and flourish- 
ing culture which will, if properly developed, enrich the 
Nation with volumes of cultural wealth, and further showing 
that the masses of the people should receive the benefits of 
cultural enlightenment, and therefore urging the Congress 
herewith to pass the Pepper-Coffee bills (H. R. 9192 and 
S. 3296) ; to the Committee on Education. 

4491. By Mr. HAMILTON: Petition of the General As- 
sembly of Virginia, memorializing the Congress of the United 
States to provide for the construction of a highway bridge 
across the York River from Yorktown to Gloucester Point; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

4492. By Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON: Memorial of Ed. 
H. Wilson, Jr., and A. M. Counts, of Hillsboro, Tex., favoring 
amendment of the Wagner-Peyser Act, in order for the 
United States Employment Service to be in a position to re- 
quest adequate appropriations to enable it to supervise State 
employment offices, and to operate the Veterans’ Placement 
Service and the Farm Placement Service; to the Committee 
on Labor. 

4493. Also, petition of Mabel Clare Thomas, College Sta- 
tion, Tex., favoring House bill 9047; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

4494. By Mr. KEOGH: Petition of the Prince Lauten Cor- 
poration, New York City, concerning the Patman bill (H. R. 
9464); to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4495. Also, petition of the Cullen Transportation Co., 
Agents, Inc., New York City, concerning the appropriation 
for rivers and harbors for the next fiscal year; to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 

4496. Also, petition of the Long Island Surf Fishing Club, 
Inc., Long Island City, N. Y., concerning the Cummings bill, 
known as the National Firearms Act; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

4497. Also, petition of the Dykes Lumber Co., New York 
City, concerning the Borah-O’Mahoney Federal licensing bill; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

4498. By Mr. LAMNECK: Petition of W. M. Davis, presi- 
dent, International Union, United Automobile Workers of 
America, Local No. 30, Columbus, Ohio, opposing the May 
bill (H. R. 9391); to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

4499. By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: Petition of the 
General Court of Massachusetts, memorializing Congress in 
favor of legislation requiring all shoes imported from foreign 
countries to have the name of the country of manufacture 
stamped on the outer soles thereof; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

4500. Also, petition of the General Court of Massachusetts, 
memorializing Congress for legislation and for action to pro- 
mote interstate cooperation in respect to the removal of in- 
dustrial establishments from one State to another; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

4501. By Mr. SHAFER of Michigan: Memorial of the City 
Council of Dearborn, Mich., relative to Works Progress Ad- 
ministration regulations; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

4502. By Mr. TINKHAM: Resolutions memorializing Con- 
gress for legislation and for action to promote interstate co- 
operation in respect to the removal of industrial establish- 
ments from one State to another; to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

4503. Also, resolutions memorializing Congress in favor of 
legislation requiring all shoes imported from foreign countries 
to have the name of the country of manufacture stamped 
on the outer soles thereof; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

4504. By Mr. WIGGLESWORTH: Petition of the General 
Court of Massachusetts, favoring legislation requiring all 
shoes imported from foreign countries to have the name of 
the country of manufacture stamped on the outer soles 
thereof; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4505. Also, petition of the General Court of Massachusetts, 
memorializing Congress for legislation and for action to pro- 
mote interstate cooperation in respect to the removal of in- 
dustrial establishments from one State to another; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
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4506. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the State, County, 
and Municipal Workers of America, Los Angeles, Calif., 
petitioning consideration of their resolution dated March 12, 
1938, with reference to the Committee for Industrial Organi- 
zation Maritime Union; to the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

4507. Also, petition of the city of St. Paul, capital of Min- 
nesota, petitioning consideration of their resolution with 
reference to House bill 9738, concerning the use by the Fed- 
eral Government of municipal airports; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 5 


SENATE 
FRIDAY, MARCH 18, 1938 
(Legislative day of Wednesday, January 5, 1938) 
The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m., on the expiration of 
the recess. 
THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. Barxtry, and by unanimous consent, 
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar 
day Thursday, March 17, 1938, was dispensed with, and the 
Journal was approved. 
CALL OF THE ROLL 
Mr. BARKLEY. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 


The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Sena- 
tors answered to their names: 


Adams Connally Johnson, Calif. O'Mahoney 
Ashurst Copeland Johnson, Colo. Overton 
Austin Davis King Pittman 
Bailey Dieterich La Follette Pope 
Bankhead Donahey Lee Radcliffe 
Barkley Ellender Lodge 

Berry Prazier Logan Reynolds 
Bilbo Gerry Lonergan Russell 

Bone Gibson Lundeen Schwartz 
Borah Gillette McAdoo Schwellenbach 
Bridges Glass McCarran Smathers 
Brown, Mich. Green McGill Smith 

Brown, N. H Guffey McKellar Thomas, Okla, 
Bulkley Hale McNary Thomas, Utah 
Bulow Harrison Maloney wnsend 
Burke Hatch Miller ings 

Byrd Hayden Milton Vandenberg 
Byrnes Herring Minton Van Nuys 
Capper Murray ‘alsh 
Caraway Hitchcock Neely Wheeler 
Chavez Holt Norris 

Clark Hughes Nye 


Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Florida 
Mr. AnprEws], the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. DUFFY], 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis], the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. PEPPER], the Senator from Texas (Mr. SHEP- 
PARD], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Truman], and the Sen- 
ator from New York [Mr. WaGner] are detained from the 
Senate on important public business. 

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] is absent because 
of a death in his family. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-six Senators have an- 
swered to their names. A quorum is present. 


REPORT OF UNITED STATES GREAT LAKES EXPOSITION COMMISSION 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a joint let- 
ter from the Secretaries of State, Agriculture, and Com- 
merce, members of the United States Great Lakes Exposition 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, a detailed state- 
ment of expenditures, together with reports and photographs 
concerning the character and extent of Federal participa- 
tion in the Great Lakes Exposition in Cleveland, Ohio, 1936— 
37, which, with the accompanying documents, was referred to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate telegrams 
in the nature of petitions from the American Federation of 
State, County, and Municipal Employees, of Madison, Wis., 
and the International Plate Printers, Die Stampers, and En- 
gravers Union of North America, praying for an amendment 
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to the naval expansion bill to place shipbuilding under the 
provisions of the Walsh-Healey Act, which were referred to 
the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Mr. LODGE presented a resolution adopted by the City 
Council of New Bedford, Mass., protesting against the en- 
actment of legislation imposing a Federal tax on fuel oil, 
which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. HOLT presented a resolution adopted at a mass meet- 
ing of employees of the Wheeling division of the Baltimore 
& Ohio Railroad Co., at McMechen, W. Va., which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce and ordered 
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


The employees of the Wheeling division of the Baltimore & Ohio 
Railroad Co. at a mass meeting held in the city of McMechen, 
W. Va., on March 14, 1938, when the following resolution was 
adopted: 

“Whereas for the past mumber of years the railroads of the 
United States have been and are now in financial difficulties 
brought about by the many competing modes of transportation, 
which is further hampered by duplicated service; and 

“Whereas !t is the policies of the railroads’ management to re- 
quest additional freight and passenger rates to keep pace with the 
loss of volume of revenue, which only tends to drive more freight 
and passenger traffic to other modes of transportation; and 

“Whereas that such requests have become such a burden and the 
financial structure of the railways have become so weak that this 
question is now being given serious consideration by the repre- 
sentatives of the United States Government as to what the proper 
procedude would be in dealing with this gigantic question; and 

“Whereas it is now a foregone conclusion by the best minds of 
the transportation industry that the only sound and permanent 
solution to the railway problem is a consolidation of the railroads 
of the United States into four or five trunk-line system; and 

“Whereas it is further conceded that any further economy in the 
industry must be met by railroad labor up to 80 percent or more, 
which employees number approximately 1,200,000 in normal times; 
and 

“Whereas it is further conceded that if consolidation does take 
place that there will be approximately 400,000 employees relieved 
from the railroad industry, which will increase the unemployed 
burden upon the Nation, State, county, and community, as many 
of these men are beyond the age where other industries are 
reluctant to employ; and 

“Whereas many of these employees have acquired what is known 
as a seniority status that has been recognized by some of the rail- 
roads for a period of 30 or 40 years, which, under seniority rules, 
compel the junior employees to work the undesirable turns and 
at many times to work from the extra list, by which assignments 
reduce these employees’ earnings to as little as 1 or 2 days per 
month, after many years of service these employees remaining 
loyal to their employer and to their Nation when the latter was in 
distress during the World War, answering the caller’s request in 
rain or shine, cold or hot, night or day, with the thought that they, 
too would get up to that point on the seniority roster where they, 
too would be permitted to enjoy a regular turn, which would let 
them have at least a modern livelihood for themselves and their 
families, which is only reasonable to assume, after all of these 
years of scarce and lean work many of these employees have grown 
to be old men in the service, with 20 or 30 years’ seniority, and 
between 45 and 60 years old, which at such age places them in a 
position that employment in other industry as a thousand-to-one 
chance of ever being employed again; and 

“Whereas the policy recognized by many of the labor organiza- 
tions in dealing with the employees under consolidation and co- 
ordination is to use yard-engine hours, man-hours, number of cars, 
amount of tonnige, miles of track, and number of employees in- 
volved to strike a percentage of work to be divided between em- 
ployees in the same class of service where such employees are on 
different seniority districts or different railroads; and 

“Whereas under these conditions the seniority of such employees 
is disregarded, which is considered as a personal property right 
that cannot be bought or sold and is only received by acquiring 
same through years of service; and 

“Whereas under the policies recognized by organized labor in 
dealing with consolidations, and if such policies are adhered to in 
this consolidation, it will be responsible for retaining young men 
in the service and placing upon the streets men between 45 and 
60 years old with very few chances of ever being reemployed in 
another industry, while at the same time through this method of 
consolidation employees’ seniority rights will be disregarded, which 
rights have been recognized by some of the courts of the land as 
personal property rights, and men between 21 and 45 retained in 
service who have many more opportunities of getting replaced in 
other industries than the man between 45 and 60; and 

“Whereas we pray that in the event that a national consolida- 
tion of the railway industry is brought about by the representa- 
tives of the United States Government, the representatives of the 
railway industry, and the representatives of labor, that serious 
consideration be given to the status of the service and the junior 
men released as provided under all policies of seniority rules; and 

“Whereas that this committee who has been appointed by the 
various employees of the Wheeling division of the Baltimore & Ohio 
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Railroad Co. to be instructed to use every effort that is humanly 
possible to bring our pathetic conditions to the attention of the 
United States Secretary of Labor, chairman of Senate Committee 
on Interstate Commerce affairs, chairman, Railway Labor Execu- 
tives Association, the Honorable Senators Rush D. Holt and M. M. 
Neely, and the Honorable Robert L. Ramsay, Congressman: Be it 
“Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the 

Honorable Secretary of Labor, Miss Frances Perkins; the Honorable 
Burton K. Wheeler, chairman of Senate Committee on Interstate 
Commerce Affairs; the Honorable George M. Harrison, chairman, 
Railway Labor Executives Association; the Honorable Senators Rush 
D. Holt and M. M. Neely; and the Honorable Robert L. Ramsay, 
Congressman.” 

W. R. Myers, 

E. E. HAUGHT, 

E. W. EISENBARTH, 

G. OC. FEIST, 

JOSEPH N. LAUGHLIN, 

Committee Appointed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

Mr. SCHWARTZ, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 186) for the relief of Mike Chetko- 
vich, reported it with an amendment and submitted a report 
(No. 1519) thereon. 

Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally 
without amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

S. 2739. A bill for the relief of Virgil D. Alden and others 
(Rept. No. 1520); 

S. 3130. A bill for the relief of W. O. West (Rept. No. 
1521); and 

S. 3227. A bill for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. Chester A. 
Smith (Rept. No. 1522). 

Mr. HUGHES, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 1220) for the relief of Josephine 
Russell, reported it with an amendment and submitted a 
report (No. 1523) thereon. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado, from the Committee on Finance, 
to which was referred the bill (S. 2954), relating to the re- 
tired pay of officers, warrant officers, members of the Nurse 
Corps, and enlisted men of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, 
Coast Guard, Coast and Geodetic Survey, and Public Health 
Service, reported it without amendment, submitted a report 
(No. 1524) thereon, and the bill was ordered to be referred 
to the Committee on Finance. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani- 
mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. McNARY: 

A bill (S. 3682) for the relief of Lofts & Son; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

By Mr. McKELLAR: 

A bill (S. 3683) to amend the Classification Act of March 4, 
1923, as amended, to create a mechanical service, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Civil Service. 

By Mr. NEELY: 

A bill (S. 3684) to provide for the holding of terms of the 
district courts of the United States for West Virginia at Fair- 
mont and Beckley; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DAVIS: 

A bill (S. 3685) for the relief of John A. Auge; to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

AMENDMENT TO INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL 

Mr. HAYDEN submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 9621) making appropri- 
ations for the Department of the Interior for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, which 
was referred to the Committee on Appropriations and or- 
dered to be printed, as follows: 


On page 23, at the end of line 20, to strike out the period and 
insert a colon and “Provided further, That title may be accepted 
subject to a reservation of minerals to lands yet to be acquired 
through purchase or exchange under authority contained in this 
paragraph or in the act of June 14, 1934.” 

REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. GILLETTE, Mr. Brown of Michigan, and Mr. JOHNSON 
of Colorado, jointly, submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by them to the bill (S. 3331) to provide for 
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reorganizing agencies of the Government, extending the 
classified civil service, establishing a general auditing office 
and a department of welfare, and for other purposes, which 
was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. CLARK submitted 16 amendments intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (S. 3331) to provide for reor- 
ganizing agencies of the Government, extending the classi- 
fied civil service, establishing a general auditing office and 
a department of welfare, and for other purposes, which 
were severally ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 


TAX REVISION—AMENDMENT 


Mr. POPE. Mr. President, I submit and ask to have 
printed and lie on the table an amendment to House bill 
9682, which is the revenue bill. 

I also ask to have printed in the Recorp as a part of my 
remarks a copy of the amendment and the comment made 
by the Internal Revenue Bureau, or those who assisted in 
the preparation of the draft of the amendment. 

I will say that the amendment which I submit was drafted 
by attorneys of the Department of Agriculture and the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue at my request; and the state- 
ment which I ask to have printed in the Recorp, commenting 
upon the amendment, is their comment. A portion of it 
is critical; but I desire to have it printed for the informa- 
tion of the Senate and of the Finance Committee, which 
I hope will consider the amendment. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I suggest to the Senator from 
Idaho that if he desires the Finance Committee to give con- 
sideration to his amendment, he should transmit it to the 
committee; and, if it has merit, it might be well for the 
Senator to appear before the committee and explain his 
views regarding the amendment. 

Mr. POPE. Very well; I will ask that the amendment be 
referred to the Committee on Finance. I expect to request 
an opportunity to appear before the committee just as soon 
as possible to present the matter, and to determine whether 
or not the committee desires to hear any further explanation 
than that which I have presented for printing in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the amendment submitted by 
Mr. Pore was referred to the Committee on Finance and 
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


Amendment intended to be proposed by Mr. Pope to the bill 
(H. R. 9682) to provide revenue, equalize taxation, and for other 
purposes, viz: At appropriate place, insert the following: 

“TITLE —. TARIFF EQUALIZATION FEES ON THE MANUFACTURING OF 
COTTON, SYNTHETIC FIBERS, WHEAT, Rice, TOBACCO, AND FIELD 
CORN 
“Sec. 401. Definitions. 

“For the purposes of this title: 

“(a) In the case of cotton: 

“(1) The term ‘manufacturing’ means the spinning of cotton 
into cotton yarn which is not to be further spun by the manu- 
facturer. 

“(2) The term cotton yarn’ means a continuous strand spun 
from cotton fibers and include slubber, intermediate, and fine 
rovings. Cotton yarn containing any noncotton fibers, such as 
silk, rayon, or wool, is included within the term as defined herein. 

“(3) The term ‘count’ means the number of 840-yard hanks of 
cotton yarn contained in a pound of cotton yarn. 

“(4) The term ‘cotton’ includes lint cotton, cotton linters, card 

ps, comber waste and all other kinds of cotton waste. 

“(b) In the case of synthetic fibers: 

“(1) The term ‘manufacturing’ means the amount and degree 
of manufacture of synthetic fibers from the spinnerette up to the 
point where synthetic yarn, producers’ waste, cut skeins, staple 
or cut fibers are produced in form either to be sold or to be used 
5 manufacturer in the processing of a different type of 

cle. 

“(2) The term ‘synthetic fibers’ means the product resulting 
from pressing a cellulose solution or cellulose compound through 
one or more orifices and solidifying it in the form of filaments. 

“(3) The term ‘synthetic yarn’ means a continuous strand more 
than 30 inches long containing two or more filaments made from 
synthetic fibers such as those commonly called rayon and celanese, 
and similar types. 

“(4) The terms ‘producers’ waste,’ ‘cut skeins,’ ‘staple or cut 
fibers’ include those filament products of the manufacturing of 
synthetic fibers 30 inches or less in length. 

“(c) The term ‘manufacturing’ in the case of wheat means the 
milling or other processing (except cleaning and drying) of wheat 
for market, including all custom for toll, as well as all com- 
mercial , and the malting of wheat, but shall not include 
the grinding or cracking thereof not in the form of flour for feed 
purposes only. 
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“(d) In the case of rough rice: 

“(1) The term ‘manufacturing’ means the cleaning, shelling, 
milling (including all custom milling for toll, as well as all com- 
mercial milling), grinding, rolling, or other manufacturing of rough 
rice, but shall not include the grinding or cracking by or directly 
for the producer thereof for feed for his own livestock, cleaning 
by or directly for a producer for seed purposes, and drying. 

“(2) The term ‘rough rice’ means rice in that condition in 
which it customarily is when delivered by the producer to the 
manufacturer. 

“(e) In the case of tobacco: 

“(1) The term ‘manufacturing’ means the fabrication of tobacco 
ved any substitute therefor) into any of the articles listed in section 


“(2) The term ‘tobacco’ includes all regional and market classi- 
fications and types of tobacco. 

“(3) The term ‘manufactured tobacco’ means all chewing and 
smoking tobacco, fine-cut, Cavendish, plug, or twist, cut or granu- 
lated, of every description; tobacco twisted by hand or reduced 
into a condition to be consumed, or in any manner other than 
the ordinary mode of drying and curing, prepared for sale or 
consumption, even if prepared without the use of any machine 
or instrument, and without being pressed or sweetened; and all 
fine-cut shorts and refuse scraps, clippings, cuttings, and sweepings 
of tobacco prepared or put up for sale or consumption. 

“(f) In the case of field corn: 

“(1) The term ‘manufacturing’ means the milling or other 
processing of field corn for market (except cleaning and drying), 
including cutting, grinding, cracking, breaking, by mechanical or 
other means, and all custom milling for toll, as well as all com- 
mercial milling, but does not include cutting, grinding, cracking, 
or breaking not in the form of flour for feed purposes only. 

“(2) The term ‘field corn’ means shelled corn, commonly known 
as field corn, which may be white or yellow or mixed in color, the 
equivalent of 56 pounds per bushel adjusted to a 1514-percent 
moisture basis. 

“Src. 402. Cotton tariff equalization fee. 

„(a) There is hereby imposed on the manufacturing of cotton 
a tariff equalization fee to be paid by the manufacturer, measured 
by the weight of cotton yard (excluding the weight of silk, wool, 
synthetic, and other textile fibers contained therein) resulting from 
such manufacturing, at the following rates: 

“(1) Cotton yarn of a count not exceeding— 

“1, 0.5 cent per pound. 

“2, 0.7 cent per pound. 

“3, 0.9 cent per pound. 

“4, 1.1 cents per pound. 

“6, 1.3 cents per pound. 

“6, 1.5 cents per pound. 

“7, 1.7 cents per pound. 

“8, 19 cents per pound. 

“9, 2.1 cents per pound. 

“10, 2.3 cents per pound. 

“11, 2.5 cents per pound. 

“12, 2.6 cents per pound. 

“For each additional yarn count up to a count of 46, 0.1 cent per 
pound additional. On cotton yarn of a count of 46 or higher, the 
rate shall be 6 cents per pound of yarn produced. 

“(b) Any person who acquires any cotton yarn, with respect to 
the manufacturing of which a fee has been paid or is payable under 
subsection (a) of this section, and who by further spinning of such 
yarn manufactures it into yarn of a higher count, shall for the pur- 
poses of this title be considered a manufacturer of cotton and as 
such liable for fee with respect to the cotton yarn resulting from 
such further spinning. The amount of fee which shall be paid by 
such person shall be the difference between the amount of fee 
or payable with respect to such cotton yarn prior to such f 
spinning and the amount of fee which would have been payable if 
such person had manufactured cotton into the quantity of cotton 
yarn resulting from such further spinning. 

“Sec. 403. Synthetic fibers tariff equalization fee. 

“There is hereby imposed on the manufacturing of synthetic 
fibers a tariff equalization fee to be paid by the manufacturer at 
the rate of 6 cents per pound of synthetic yarn, producers’ waste, 
cut skeins, and staple or cut fibers produced in form either to be 
sold or to be used by the manufacturer in the processing of a 
different type of article. 

“Sec. 404. Wheat tariff equalization fee. 

“There is hereby imposed on the manufacturing of wheat a tariff 
equalization fee at the following rates to be paid by the manu- 
facturer: 

“(a) Where the manufacturing involves cracking or grinding of 


the wheat: 2 
Per pound of article produced 
Whole wheat and graham flour___.______----.------~--. 0.4cent 
All flour (except whole wheat and graham) including bis- 
cuit fiour, self-rising flour, phosphated flour, and the 
products known as first clears, second clears, and low 


grades, regardless of ash content 0. 5 cent 
Semolins and farin Ä————: 8 O. 5 cent 
Prepared flours . 2.2. nnn seen ane 0.5 cent 
PD. . eee O. 8 cent 
D Q ↄ T TCTͤ ͤ S — ee ee 
2 ̃ ̃˙* —B ¶ 0.3 cent 
All other prepared flour ——— 4 0.5 cent 

All ground or cracked wheat not in the form of flour and 
DOS Tor feed purposes... eee 0.4cent 
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Per pound of wheat manufactured 


(b) Where the manufacturing does not involve cracking 
or grinding the wheat (based on the manufacturer's 
purchase weight with no deduction for screenings)... 0.3 cent 


“Sec. 405. Rough rice tariff equalization fee. 

“There is hereby imposed on the manufacturing of rough rice 
a tariff equalization fee at the rate of ½ cent per pound to be 
paid by the manufacturer. 

“Sec. 406. Tobacco tariff equalization fee. 

“There is hereby imposed on the manufacturing of tobacco a 
tariff equalization fee at the following rates to be paid by the 
manufacturer: 

“(a) Cigars of all description, weighing 3 pounds or less per 
thousand, 4 cents per thousand cigars produced. 

“Cigars of all description, weighing more than 3 pounds per 
thousand, 30 cents per thousand cigars produced. 

“(b) Cigarettes weighing 3 pounds or less per thousand, 6 cents 
per thousand cigarettes produced. 

“Cigarettes weighing more than 3 pounds per thousand, 10 cents 
per thousand cigarettes produced: Provided, That for the pur- 
poses of determining the number of such cigarettes (if more than 
6% inches in length), each 2% inches (or fraction thereof) of 
the length of each shall be counted as one cigarette. 

“(c) Manufactured tobacco, 1 cent per pound of product, 

“Sec. 407. Field corn tariff equalization fee. 

“There is hereby imposed on the manufacturing of field corn a 
tariff equalization fee to be paid by the manufacturer at the fol- 
lowing rates per pound of product: 

(1) Corn meal, maize meal, or Indian-corn meal: 


Degermed 0.3 cent 
Undegermed_ 0.2 cent 
(2) Corn starch, hominy grits, corn grits or brewers’ 
grits, corn flour or brewers’ flour, pearl or table 
hominy x 4ĩ„%.! !k! an a cent 
(3) Corn oil 
Crude. nase —. ee eee 0.31 cent 
Refned cent 
(4) Canned field corn cent 
„ Ä—.((—Z—: DV — —— — cent 


“Src. 408. Import compensating tax. 

“(a) In addition to any other tax or duty imposed by law, there 
is hereby imposed a tax upon articles wholly or in chief value of 
cotton, synthetic fibers, cotton and synthetic fibers, rough rice, 
wheat, tobacco, or field corn imported or brought into the United 
States. The tax shall be an amount equal to the amount of the 
tariff equalization fee which would have been payable with respect 
to the commodity or commodities from which such articles are 
processed if the manufacturing of such commodity or commodities 
had occurred in the United States at the time of importation: 
Provided, That in the case of cotton products and articles the 
amount of compensating tax payable shall be determined on the 
basis of the conversion factors and specific rates of tax contained 
in section 410 (b) of this title. 

“(b) Such tax shall be levied, assessed, collected, and paid in 
the same manner as a duty imposed by the Tariff Act of 1930, and 
shall be treated for the purposes of all provisions of law relating 
to the customs revenue as a duty imposed by such act, except 
that for the purposes of section 336 and 350 of such act—the 
so-called flexible tariff and trade agreements provisions—such tax 
shall not be considered a duty or import restriction, and except 
that no preference with respect to such tax shall be accorded any 
articles imported or brought into the United States. The Com- 
missioner of Customs, with the approval of the Secretary of the 
Treasury, shall prescribe such regulations as may be necessary for 
the collection of the tax. 

„(e) All taxes collected under this section upon articles coming 
from the possessions of the United States to which this title does 
not apply shall not be covered into the general fund of the 
Treasury of the United States but shall be held as a separate fund 
and paid into the Treasury of the said possessions, respectively, to 
be used and expended by the governments thereof for the benefit 
of agriculture. 

“(d) No tax under this section shall be levied or collected upon 
any articles—except articles produced from wheat, corn, or rice— 
where the dutiable value of the importation is $100 or less. No 
tax under this section shall be levied or collected on any articles 
contained in a single importation regardless of the dutiable value 
if the amount of such tax on such importation would be $1 or less. 

“Sec. 409. Export refunds. 

“(a) Upon the exportation from the United States to a foreign 
country, or the shipment from the United States to any pos- 
session of the United States, except Puerto Rico, of any article 
processed wholly or partly from a commodity, with respect to which 
article or commodity a tariff equalization fee has been paid or is 
payable under this title, the amount of such fee shall be paid by 
the Commissioner of Internal Revenue to the exporter. For the 

urposes of this section, the consignor named in the bill of lading 
under which the product is exported or shipped to a posession 
shall be considered the exporter: Provided, however, The shipper 
may be considered to be the exporter if the consignor named in 
the bill of lading waives claim in favor of such shipper. If the 
person liable for the tariff equalization fee with respect to such 
articles is the exporter, such person may, in lieu of filing a claim 
for payment under this section, take credit for the amount of 
such payment on his return of fee for any subsequent month. 
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The term “article” includes any article exported as merchandise, or 
as a container for merchandise, or otherwise. 

“No payment under this section shall be allowed with respect to 
any article upon which, through substitution or otherwise, a draw- 
back of any tax paid under section 408 has been or is to be claimed 
under any provision of law made applicable by section 408. 

“(b) No payment or credit shall be allowed under this section 
unless within 1 year after the right to such payment has accrued a 
claim therefor is filed, or credit taken, by the person entitled 
thereto. 

“Sec. 410. Conversion factors. 

“(a) The Secretary of Agriculture is hereby authorized and di- 
rected to establish by regulations definitions of articles processed 
from the commodities subject to tax under this title, and, with 
respect to articles processed from synthetic fiber, wheat, rice, to- 
bacco, and field corn conversion factors applicable to such articles 
which shall be used for the purpose of determining the amount of 
eo payable, or refund or payment allowable, with respect to such 
articles. 

(h) For the purpose of determining the amount of tax payable, 
or refunds, or payments allowable, with respect to products and 
articles processed from cotton, the following conversion factors and 
rates shall be used. 

“1. Conversion factors: 


Twine and cordage: 
Polished 


“To determine the amount of tax payable or of refunds or pay- 
ments allowable per pound, gross weight of cotton content of the 
above products, including noncotton content, except textile fibers 
other than cotton (such as synthetic fibers, silk, or wool): 

“(A) In the case of yarn, thread, twine, and cordage multiply 
the rate of the tariff equalization fee applicable to the cotton yarn 
count of such product on a single-yarn basis by the appropriate 
conversion factor. 

“(B) In the case of woven fabrics over 12 inches wide and narrow 
fabrics 12 inches and under in width, woven or braided, multiply 
the rate of the tariff equalization fee applicable to the yarn count 
of the cotton in the fabric by the appropriate conversion factor. 

“To determine the yarn count of cotton in woven fabrics over 
12 inches wide made wholly from cotton, multiply the total single 
threads per square inch (averaged over the entire area of the cloth 
1 yard long) by 24 and divide the product thus obtained by the 
weight in ounces per square yard, multiplied by 35. 

“To determine the yarn count in woven fabrics over 12 inches 
in width made partly from cotton, multiply the number of single 
cotton threads per inch in combination warp and filling (averaged 
over the entire area of the cloth 1 yard long) by 24 and divide the 
product thus obtained by the weight in ounces of the cotton 
threads per square yard, multiplied by 35. 

“The yarn count in narrow fabrics 12 inches and under in width 
woven or braided shall be determined by actual test. 

“2. Specific tax and refund rates: 


Unbleached) Bleached 


Knit ſabrics -<-s --<.2.>5550n TT 
pa articles other than hosiery.. 
OO. ow ona c „„ 
Articles made from lace: 
(a) In the manufacture of which lace is cut parallel 
and/or at right angles to selvage_-_....._....-.-- 6.3 7.0 
(d) In the manufacture of which the lace is cut other 
than jel and/or at right angles to selvage... 7.1 7.8 
Articles made from fabrics other than knit or lace in the 
manufacture of which the cloth is cut or torn parallel to 
Greer cael naa ie ae 3.5 3.8 
Articles made from fabrics other than knit and lace in the 
manufacture of which the cloth is cut or torn other than 
parallel to the warp and/or weft____...--..-...-.--.._.-- 
BG: eS ae 
Coated products, except pneumatic casings 
Pneumatic casing 
All other cotton products and 
Second-hand articles 


“To determine the amount of the tax payable or of refunds or 
payments allowable with respect to the above-listed products and 
articles for which a rate expressed in cents per pound is enu- 
merated, multiply the gross weight in pounds, including noncotton 
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content, but excluding weight of container and excluding weight 
of textile fibers other than cotton (such as rayon, silk, or wool), 
by the specified rate per pound applicable. 

“Sec. 411. Collection of taxes. 

„(a) The tariff equalization fees imposed by this title shall be 
collected by the Bureau of Internal Revenue under the direction 
of the Secretary of the Treasury. The tariff equalization fees shall 
be treated for the purposes of all provisions of law relating to in- 
ternal revenue as internal-revenue excise taxes. All fees collected 
shall be paid into the Treasury of the United States. 

“(b) All provisions of law (except section 1121 of the Revenue 
Act of 1926), including penalties, applicable with respect to the 
taxes imposed by section 600 of the Revenue Act of 1926, shall, 
insofar as applicable, and not inconsistent with the provisions of 
this title, be applicable with respect to all tariff equalization 
fees imposed by this title. 

“(c) The first return of the tariff equalization fees imposed by 
this title shall not be due until the last day of the second 
month following the month in which this title takes effect. 

„d) If the tariff equalization fees are not paid when due 
there shall be added as part of the fee interest at 6 percent per 
annum from the date the fee became due until the date of 

ent. 

Ne) Any person required to file a return of a tariff equalization 
fee may be required to file such return with, and pay the fee 
shown to be due thereon, to the collector of internal revenue for 
the district in which the manufacturing was done. 

“Sec, 412. Regulations. 

“The Commissioner of Internal Revenue, with the approval of 
the Secretary of the Treasury, shall prescribe such rules and regu- 
lations as may be necessary to carry out all the provisions of this 
title except section 408. 

“Sec, 413. Geographical scope. 

“The provisions of this title shall be applicable to the United 
States, which, for the purposes of this title, shall include only the 
States, the Territories of Hawaii and Alaska, the District of Columbia, 
and Puerto Rico. 

“Sec, 414. Appropriation authorized. 

“There is hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may 
be necessary to carry out the provisions of this title. Such funds 
shall be available for expenditures by the Secretary of the Treasury 
for administrative expenses of the Bureau of Internal Revenue, the 
Bureau of Customs, and other agencies of the Treasury Department, 
for refund of tariff equalization fees and taxes, for the payment of 
export payments, refunds, and draw-backs. The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall transfer to the Department of Agriculture out of the 
funds available for administrative expenses under this title such 
sums as are required to pay administrative expenses incurred by 
such Department in the administration of this title. The adminis- 
trative expenses provided for under this section shall include, among 
others, expenditures for personal services and rent in the District 
of Columbia and elsewhere, for law books, books of reference, trade 

periodicals, and newspapers, for contracting reporting serv- 
„ printing, and paper in addition to allotments under the exist- 
ing law, travel expenses, for mileage and per diem of witnesses, in 
Meu of subsistence, payment of which mileage and per diem may be 
made in advance upon certification of such officer as the Commis- 
sioner of Internal Revenue or Commissioner of Customs or the Sec- 
retary may designate, and such certification shall be conclusive. In 
addition to the foregoing the administrative expenses provided for 
in this section shall include such miscellaneous expenses as may be 
authorized or approved by the Commissioner of Internal Revenue 
or Commissioner of Customs or the Secretary for carrying out the 
ons of this title, including witness fees and mileage for 
experts, notarial fees, or like services, and stenographic work for 
taking depositions. 

“Sec. 415. Effective date. 

“The fees and taxes imposed by this title shall become effective 
at the earliest moment of the first day of Sd 


The statement presented by Mr. Pore was referred to the 
Committee on Finance and ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


GENERAL COMMENT RESPECTING DRAFT OF BILL PROVIDING FOR TARIFF 
EQUALIZATION FEES 
9 draft has been prepared without the benefit of detailed 
dy. 

Subject to improvements in drafting, and some clarification, the 
provisions respecting wheat, field corn, tobacco, and rice are prob- 
ably in good form, and the domestic and import compensating tax 
as to these commodities is of fairly simple administration. As to 
these taxes, considerable administrative experience in the former 
A. A. A. taxes was of benefit in setting up the draft. 

As to synthetic fibers, there has been no administrative ex- 
perience with a tax of this sort. The tax provisions drafted for 
synthetic fibers therefore lack an assurance that would have come 
from administrative experience. It is thought that these provi- 
sions could be improved considerably if submitted for comment, 
criticism, and suggested changes on the part of the rayon industry. 

THE COTTON TARIFF EQUALIZATION FEE 

The proposed cotton tax presents a number of important con- 
siderations. 

The provisions respecting the cotton tax have been drafted to 
meet a request that this tax be measured by the weight of yarn 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


MARCH 18 


produced by the spinner and the tax graduated according to the 
count of the yarn. To support a tax on this theory in cotton, 
there is no administrative experience. The former A. A. A. cotton 
processing tax was measured by the pounds of cotton entering 
processing at a single rate. An elaborate system of conversion 
factors was worked out to determine the tax burden on the 
innumerable forms of finished cotton articles. Both the tax and 
the conversion factor system were simple of administration. 

The new form of cotton tax presents several serious questions 
which are not at this time solved re (a) collection of the 
tax on domestic manufacturing, (b) collection of an import com- 
pensating tax on finished cotton articles, and (c) export refunds 
on finished cotton articles. 

With respect to the domestic tax on cotton manuf: con- 
sidering that the tax will be measured by the weight of yarn 
produced by the spinner and graduated according to the count 
of the yarn, the question arises as to whether it is practicable for 
cotton spinners to report on their tax returns the actual weights 
and counts of cotton yarns produced during the taxable months. 
It is probable that the Bureau of Internal Revenue will have to 
insist on spinners reporting for tax purposes the actual weight of 
the yarn as taken from the spinning frame and also actual counts. 
Some doubt has been expressed as to whether it is practicable for 
spinners to supply this information. If actual weights are not 
insisted upon, some means of computing actual weight at a point 
fairly close to the spinning frame will, no doubt, be insisted 
upon. 

Ini this connection it must be emphasized that the tax on the 
suggested basis is obviously directed at taxing the weight and 
count of yarn as it leaves the sp frame—hence the Bureau 
could with excellent reason insist on actual weights and weighing 
at that point. 

Whether spinners will find it practicable to change their present 
system of determining yarn weights and the quantities of different 
counts of yarn produced to fit a tax of this kind is a question. 

It would appear that the Bureau should not be asked to accept 
estimated weights or weights derived from some processor com- 
puting where, for example, the manufacturer would work back 
from his cloth to determine what quantities of yarns of different 
counts must have been used in making the cloth. 

It will be noted that the rate of tax varies two-tenths of a cent 
per count up to yarns not exceeding 11's and one-tenth of a cent 
per pound for yarns exceeding 11's. It is understood that in spin- 
ning yarns it is difficult to obtain with 100-percent accuracy the 
count of yarn the spinner aimed to produce. That is to say, if the 
spinner is making 30’s he will get a 30 heavy or a 30 light, or may 
get a 28 or 29, 31 or 32, heavy or light. 

Where such a range of results is possible it will be noted that 
a tax variation of four-tenths of a cent per pound of yarn is 
possible, 

The yarn-count basis of measuring the cotton tax presents major 
problems in connection with the import compensating tax and 
rt refunds, both of which affect finished cotton articles. 

t was found most important under the former cotton tax sys- 
tem that an accurate basis for determining the tax burden on 
finished and partly finished cotton articles be devised. Such a 
basis was devised and operated for several years with great success. 
About 800 different conversion factors were in use not only by the 
Government for determining the amount of export refunds and 
the amount of compensating tax but also by the trade in the 
marketing of cotton goods. This system of conversion factors 
used for the former cotton tax cannot be used for the tax on the 
proposed yarn-count basis. 

In simple terms, where a finished article contains a Mi vig of 
counts of yarns each of which takes a different tax rate, it is 
impracticable to find a system which will figure out the kind and 
weight of each count of yarn in the article. Yet some system is 
necessary so that the compensating tax payable on imported cot- 
ton articles may be quickly ascertained and the importation 
cleared. Also, so that in the case of articles exported, the amount 
of refund owing the exporter may be determined and paid him. 
To do this accurately in many cases in the proposed yarn-count 
basis means possible destructive analysis of the articles involved. 

In the draft of the cotton tax there has been set up a system 
of conversion factors and specific rates which are an effort to 
“rough out” the amount of compensating tax or the amount of 
export refund applicable to cotton articles. 

The specific rates and conversion factors are in summary form 
and have been computed rather hurriedly without the benefit of 
detailed study. 

One group of articles to which these rates apply include bags, 
bed sheets, conveyor belts, gauze, mattress ticks, rugs, etc. It is 
obvious that these articles are made from varying yarn counts, 
and any attempt to apply a flat rate per pound for import-tax or 
export-refund purposes would result in inequities. 

In another classification of articles there would be included 
bathrobes, breeches, coats, overalls, powder puffs, union suits, etc. 
It is equally true of this classification that there is such a varia- 
tion of yarn counts that any attempt to use a fiat rate will result 
in inequities. 

Note the following examples: 

Example No. 1. An exporter of overalls made from a denim 
would collect an export refund at the rate of 5.90 cents per pound. 
The manufacturer of a denim 28 inches wide, 69x44x2.20, would 
pay a tax of about 2.20 cents per pound. 
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Example No. 2. The exporter of cotton bags would collect an 
export refund of 3.50 cents per pound. If the bag were made of 
a heavy Osnaburg the tax paid by the manufacturer would be 
about 1.90 cents per pound. 

Example No. 3. An exporter of work shirts would receive a re- 
fund of 5.90 cents per pound and the refund would be the same 
on a dress shirt. The refund on the work shirt is too high and 
that on the dress shirt is about right. 

Example No. 4. In 1937 we imported machine-made laces valued 
at $3,112,854. The import compensating tax would be at the rate 
of 6 cents per pound on the basis that the yarn used in their 
manufacture would be 46’s or higher. If the yarn actually used 
was coarser than 46’s the importer would be taxed inequitably. 

The foregoing discussion resolves itself into the following: 

In the absence of a conversion factor system it is administra- 
tively impracticable and almost a physical impossibility to de- 
termine the amount of compensating tax or export refund pay- 
able with respect to a large class of finished cotton articles. 

If a conversion factor system of the type suggested in the draft 
is used substantial inequities will result. 

Except in rare cases the amount of import compensating tax 
payable on an article would be higher than or lower than the 
tax burden on comparable articles of domestic manufacture. This 
may give rise to tariff difficulties and conflict with the reciprocal 
trade agreements program, and may also give rise to dumping of 
export subsidy issues. It may be considered advisable to discuss 
this feature of the proposed bill with the Department of State. 

Where the compensating tax is lower than the domestic tax 
burden on a like article domestic manufacturers may complain. 

Where the export refund is lower than the actual tax burden 
on the article the exporter would have been damaged. Where the 
export refund is greater than the actual amount of tax the ex- 
porter would receive an export subsidy. 

It is understood that the desire to use a yarn-count basis and a 
graduated rate for cotton is based on a desire to have the inci- 
dence of the tax fall more evenly on cotton articles so that lower- 
value cotton articles will bear a lower tax burden than is borne 
by articles of higher value. 

On the other hand, it should be noted that with the former 
cotton tax the textile industry, the importers and exporters, the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue, and the Bureau of Customs have had 
an experience of about 3 years. It was readily practicable of ad- 
ministration and well understood throughout the industry. 
Whether the new basis of a cotton tax will have the same results 
remains to be seen. 

Perhaps many of the questions raised in this memorandum can 
be solved if hearings are held on the bill and well-advised repre- 
sentatives of the textile industry make constructive criticisms, 
comment, and suggested changes. 

ESTIMATED ANNUAL RETURN 


It is estimated that the annual return from the tariff equaliza- 
tion fees in the attached draft at the rates set out will be approxi- 
mately as follows: 


1. Cotton. — ——— $75, 000, 000 
2. Synthetic flbers . 20,000, 000 
8. Wheat.....-.---.--------.--~---------=--=.-~+----. 80, 000, 000 
4. BCC... ere nen . ———jĩv—ðrr —UyU—ůẽ ae ca 10, 000, 000 
7 ĩͤ b ener n nnn een nan n nn eesne senna 14, 500, 000 
Pe eee nee 12, 500, 000 


COMPARISON WITH THE A. A. A. PROCESSING TAXES 


The tariff equalization fees in the attached draft are similar to 
the former processing taxes in that the act of manufacturing— 
that is, processing—is subject to the tax. In the case of the proc- 
essing tax, the tax was measured by the amount of the commodity 
going into processing, while in the case of the tariff equalization 
fee the measure is the amount of the products produced from 
manufacturing. Futher similarities are that import compensating 
taxes are imposed and export refunds are provided. 

The principal differences between the tariff equalization fees 
and the taxes are that no provisions are contained in 
the present draft for floor stocks taxes, for refunds upon articles 
delivered for charitable use nor for the taxation of competing com- 
modities. The omission of these provisions seems to be justified 
by the fact that the rates in the present draft are much lower 
than those imposed under the A. A. A. (except as to field corn, 
where the A. A. A. rate was very low; that is, 5 cents per bushel). 
In view of these small rates of tax, and in the light of the difficul 
and expense of administering such provision, there seems to be no 
real necessity for imposing floor stocks taxes and taxes on com- 
peting commodities nor for providing for charitable refunds. 

It should also be noted that the administration of the tariff 
equalization fees, import compensating taxes, and refunds is en- 
tirely within the jurisdiction of the Treasury Department. Under 
the present draft the Secretary of Agriculture has no power to 
initiate or suspend the operation of the taxes nor to fix or alter 
the rates as he had with respect to the processing taxes. The only 
connection which the Secretary of Agriculture has with the tariff 
equalization fees is to issue definitions of articles and to set up 
conversion factors, except in the case of cotton, this authority 
being given to the Secretary because of the fact that the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture has the technical information and personnel 
necessary to do this difficult job. 
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PURCHASE OF HOUSE WHERE LINCOLN’S GETTYSBURG ADDRESS 
WAS WRITTEN 

Mr. DAVIS submitted the following concurrent resolution 
(S. Con. Res. 26), which was referred to the Committee on 
the Library: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives con- 
curring), That there is hereby established a special joint con- 
gressional committee to be composed of three Members of the 
Senate, to be appointed by the President of the Senate, and three 
Members of the House of Representatives, to be appointed by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

Sec. 2. The committee is authorized and directed to visit the 
David Wills House at Gettysburg, Pa., in which President Abraham 
Lincoln was entertained on November 18 and 19, 1863, and in 
which he wrote the Gettysburg Address. The committee shall 
make such inquiries and investigations as may be necessary for 
the purpose of determining (1) whether or not it would be in the 
public interest to acquire such house for the purpose of establish- 
ing it as a national shrine dedicated to the memory of Abraham 
Lincoln, and (2) the cost of acquiring such house and restoring 
it to its appearance as of November 18, 1863. 

Sec. 3. The committee shall report to the Senate and House of 
Representatives as soon as practicable the results of its inquiries 
and investigations, together with its recommendations. 

Sec. 4. The expenses of the committee, which shall not exceed 
| , Shall be paid one-half from the contingent fund of the 
Senate and one-half from the contingent fund of the House of 
Representatives. 


ADDRESS BY SENATOR CAPPER BEFORE COLUMBIA HISTORICAL 
SOCIETY 

[Mr. CoPELAND asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Recorp an address delivered by Senator Carrer before 
the Columbia Historical Society at Washington, D. C., March 
14, 1938, which appears in the Appendix.] 

THE IRISH CHAPTER IN PENNSYLVANIA HISTORY—ADDRESS BY 

SENATOR GUFFEY 

LMr. Lonercan asked and obtained leave to have printed 
in the Record an address on the subject, The Irish Chapter in 
Pennsylvania History, delivered by Senator Gurrey before 
the American Irish Historical Society at the Hotel Astor, 
New York City, February 19, 1938, which appears in the 
Appendix.] 

CONNECTICUT OBSERVANCE OF THREE HUNDREDTH ANNIVERSARY OF 
FIRST PERMANENT SETTLEMENT BY THE SWEDES IN AMERICA 
Mr. LONERGAN. Mr. President, on June 11, 1937, the 

General Assembly of Connecticut, in order to enable the 

State to participate in the national celebration in 1938 of 

the three hundredth anniversary of the first permanent set- 

tlement in the Delaware River Valley by the Swedes, enacted 

a law authorizing the Governor to appoint a commission of 

seven members. 

The commission was appointed, and is now actively at 
work on a program that will demonstrate to the people of the 
Nation the great pride Connecticut has in its Swedish resi- 
dents and those living in all parts of the country. 

The first permanent colony was established by the Swedes 
on the Delaware River in 1638. Since then they have estab- 
lished themselves in many States of the Union. Many came 
to Connecticut, where they were received with the same great 
enthusiasm as in the neighboring New England States. 

The United States census of 1930 showed that there were 
1,606,903 people in Connecticut, and of these 382,871, or 23.8 
percent, were foreign-born. In this “cradle of democracy” 
the mother tongue of these people shows us the racial group 
from which those now living there came. The Scandinavians 
of foreign birth numbered 23,700. 

The pronounced influence of the Swedish people in Con- 
necticut has come from cultivated traditions which are typi- 
cal of New England conservatism, ingenuity, and skill in 
economic development, and from their genial personality, 
liberalism, and public-spiritedness in social, charitable, and 
patriotic affairs. To Connecticut the Swedes have brought 
their love of beautiful hand-made materials and their skill 
as artisans. They have distinguished themselves in the busi- 
ness and professional life of the State and in public office. 
The Swedish people of Connecticut are industrious and home- 
loving men and women. All of their attributes blend har- 
moniously with their character. 
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In the homes of the earlier Swedish inhabitants of the 
State has sprung up a new generation of young Swedes, 
handsome young men of stature and personality, and daugh- 
ters of lovely features and of culture. The young men are 
typical of that famous young man of Scandinavian descent 
whom we all know and love as Charles Lindbergh. 

The history of the Swedish people in America is so inter- 
esting and inspiring that I am sure the three hundredth an- 
niversary celebration this year will be observed enthusias- 
tically by people of all extractions, who will come to admire 
and who will learn new facts about the Swedish people that 
will further increase admiration and respect for them. 
Looking backward to the colony formed on the Delaware 
River in 1638 we will learn of a group led by Johan Printz, 
and of a grandson of a member of that group who was 
destined to play one of the stellar roles in the Nation’s 
struggle for independence. That grandson was John Han- 
son, who, history tells us, was the first “President of the 
United States in Congress assembled,” that is, the first 
President under the Articles of Confederation. His life, 
more dramatic in its scope, moving in broad fields of en- 
deavor and perhaps more richly rewarded, was the epitome 
of the stalwartness, courage, and vigor of the lives of those 
who made up that little band of pioneers from the shores 
of Sweden. America has benefited greatly by infusion into 
its life stream of other men and women from that same 
shore. From Hanson to Charles Augustus Lindbergh the 
names of eminent personages of Swedish origin and descent 
have been placed high upon the honor roll of this Nation’s 
great. 

True to their Viking tradition, Swedish officers manned 
not a few of the ships, particularly those flying the flag of 
France, during the Revolution. History, to be sure, gives 
but a scanty account of the naval operations of the period; 
but that they were essential and of great consequence to the 
successful culmination of the war there can be no doubt. 

Incidentally, it was Sweden which, as a neutral nation, 
first recognized the independence of the United States. On 
April 3, 1783, that country signed a treaty of amity and 
commerce with the new nation. 

During the conflict General Washington had under his 
command numerous officers and men who were direct 
descendants of the Swedes of Delaware. From extant rec- 
ords it is concluded that about 70 officers were in the Con- 
tinental Army. Two of these, Count von Fersen, aid to 
Rochambeau, and Colonel von Stedingk, were elected to the 
Order of the Cincinnati, of which Washington was the first 
president. Baron von Fock, Baron Nordenskjold, Magnus 
Daniel Palmquist, Carl Raab, and the distinguished John 
Morton, signer of the Declaration of Independence, were but 
a few of those whose names were indelibly inscribed on the 
roll of honor. 

It was the late President Wilson who, in writing on the 
memorial to Capt. John Ericsson, inventor of the Monitor, 
that “cheese box on a raft” which did so much to turn the 
course of the Civil War, stated: 

It is pleasant to think how the United States has been en- 
riched by the character and services of men of Swedish birth or 
extraction who have made this country their home and the 
object of their loyal service. 

In Philadelphia, on June 5, 1932, at the dedication of the 
John Ericsson room of the John Morton Memorial, John M. 
Morehead, American Minister to Sweden, reminded his audi- 
ence that “more than one-quarter of the Swedish race lives 
in America; and Chicago and Minneapolis are, respectively, 
the third and fourth largest Swedish cities in the world.“ 

Any recital of the contributions of the Swedes to the life 
of America must, of course, include the names of the intrepid 
warriors, General Stolbrand and Rear Admiral Dahlgren, 
who cast their lot with the forces of the North for the pres- 
ervation of the Union during the Civil War. In the World 
War the names of Swedish patriots were legion. 

Not in war alone, however, have the Swedes of the United 
States attained distinction: Their contribution to litera- 
ture and the arts in general has been great. The names of 
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Jenny Lind, Christina Nilsson, and, in our own day, Greta 
Garbo, and Marie Sundelius of operatic fame, at once come 
to mind. In statecraft, too, they are to be found in positions 
of eminence. 

The Swedish people have added their great talents and 
genius to the complex social phenomenon called America. 
Industry in the East has had the advantage of their skill 
and mechanical aptitude. The far reaches of the West have 
been turned into fertile and prosperous lands under their 
patient and caressing hands. Legislative halls, State and 
National, have rung with their glowing oratory in defense of 
those essential American principles to which each and all 
have given their allegiance. From John Hanson to our own 
distinguished contemporaries, they have acquitted themselves 
as a great people. 


REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 


The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 3331) 
to provide for reorganizing agencies of the Government, 
extending the classified civil service, establishing a General 
Auditing Office and a Department of Welfare, and for other 
purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from Montana (Mr. 
WHEELER], as modified. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, I desire to have published 
in the Recor, touching this amendment, a resolution of the 
National Farm Conference adopted at Washington, D. C., 
February 9, 1937, together with the names of the signers of 
the resolution; a resolution of the American Farm Bureau 
Federation, adopted at Chicago, Ill., December 15, 1937; a 
resolution of the National Grange, adopted at Harrisburg Pa., 
November 18, 1937; a resolution of the Farmers’ Union State 
Officers of 10 Middle Western and Eastern States, adopted at 
a meeting held at Kankakee, III., January 28-29, 1938; a reso- 
lution of the General Federation of Women’s Clubs, adopted 
at a meeting held at Washington, D. C., January 12-15, 1938; 
and a resolution of the Izaak Walton League of America, 
adopted at Chicago, III., May 1, 1937. 

I may say, Mr. President, that these are merely samples of 
resolutions which have been adopted by 208 organizations in 
the United States. The purport of the resolutions is largely 
the same. They all insist that all functions involving the pres- 
ervation and reproduction of plant life and animal life on 
the public lands should be and remain in their entirety under 
the Department of Agriculture, and that, in addition, all 
functions pertaining to water conservation and soil conserva- 
tion should also be and remain under the Department of 
Agriculture. 

The resolutions I have presented are from the heads of the 
farm organizations of the country. As I have said, there are 
208 organizations which have adopted resolutions of similar 
import; but as they are practically the same, I am offering 
only these few as samples of the character of the resolutions. 

I ask to have a list of the organizations, but not their reso- 
lutions, published in the Recorp following the six resolutions 
I have presented, to show the number of organizations. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the resolutions and list of organ- 
izations were ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 
[National Farm Conference, February 9, 1937, at Washington, D. C.] 

RESOLUTION 


That the existing program of the Federal Government be en- 
larged and expanded, wherein the submarginal lands of the coun- 
try would be brought back into the public domain, and that the 
utilization of such submarginal lands so withdrawn be directed in 
such manner as to restore natural resources, minimize the dangers 
of floods, control erosion, and provide additional national parks, 
forests, and wildlife refuges. Such a program should be extended 
over a substantial number of years so that the local tax system 
would not be unduly disturbed and wherein the families now liv- 
ing on such lands could gradually move to better land offering 
greater opportunities. We further insist that forestry, conserva- 
tion, and all land-use problems be retained in the Department of 
Agriculture which alone makes possible a continued and integrated 

rogram, 

E N. C. Williamson, 535 Gravier Street, New Orleans, La., vice 
president, National Cooperative Council, American Cot- 
ton Cooperation; Edw. A. O'Neal, 1116 Garland Build- 
ing, 58 East Washington Street, Chicago, II., president, 
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American Farm Bureau Federation; M. W. Thatcher, 423 
East Leland Street, Chevy Chase, Md.; Washington rep- 
resentative, National Farmers’ Grain Corporation, legis- 
lation representative, National Farmers’ Union, member 
tenancy committee; W. F. Whittier; J. E. Winslow, Mun- 
ford Building, Greenville, N. C., president, North Caro- 
lina State American Farm Bureau Federation; Lee M. 
Gentry, 315 North Randolph Street, Champaign, II.; 
Chs. M. Kearney, Morrill, Nebr., Sugar Beet Growers’ 
Association; R. E. Short, Brindley, Ark., National Co- 
operative Council; E. H. Everson, St. Charles, S. Dak., or 
Cavalier Hotel when in Washington, D. C., president Na- 
tional Farmers’ Union; Robin Hood, 1731 I Street NW., 
Washington, D. C., secretary, National Cooperative Coun- 
cil; John Bosch, Minneapolis, Minn., president, National 
Farmers’ Holiday Association; Louis J. Taber, 970 College 
Avenue, Columbus, Ohio, master, National Grange; R. W. 
Blackburn, 1422 Rollins Street, South Pasadena, Calif., 
member, board of directors, Western Region, American 
Farm Bureau Federation, president, California State Farm 
Bureau Federation; George M. Putnam, 3 North State 
Street, Concord, N. H., member board of directors, North- 
eastern Region, American Farm Bureau Federation, presi- 
dent, New Hampshire Farm Bureau; George C. Chance, 
Bryan, Tex., member, State committee; Harold A. Young, 
Little Rock, Ark., member, State committee; Francis 
Johnson, 805 Valley Bank Building, Des Moines, Iowa, 
president, lowa State American Farm Bureau Federation; 
Carl C. King, Albion, Wash., member, State committee; 
A. R. Shumway, Milton, Oreg., president, Oregon Wheat 
Exporting Organization; C. 6. Talbot, Jamestown. N. 
Dak., president, Farmers’ Union of North Dakota; W. L. 
Blackstone, Wynne, Ark., organizer for Southern Tenant 
Farmers’ Union. 


[American Farm Bureau Federation, December 15, 1937, at 
Chicago, II.] 
RESOLUTION 


We favor such reorganization of the departments of Government 
as are needed for economy and efficiency of administration; but we 
will resist any proposed reorganization of departments of Federal 
Government which will take from, divide, or duplicate functions 
properly within the jurisdiction of the Department of Agriculture. 
In any such reorganization, Federal boards heretofore created by 
acts of Congress and responsible to the Congress and wherein their 
maximum efficiency and public service require independent action, 
should have their respective fields of independent action main- 
tained and safeguarded. 


[National Grange, November 18, 1937, at Harrisburg, Pa.] 
RESOLUTION 


In the interest of efficient administration and of a unified agri- 
culture, legislation proposing to reorganize the executive depart- 
ments of the Federal Government should specify that all bureaus 
dealing with land use, soil conservation, the growing of forage, 
wildlife, and timber crops should be in the Department of Agri- 
culture, 

A department of conservation should not be created, because 
conservation is a policy which should apply to all Federal depart- 
ments; and because such a department of conservation as outlined 
in pending legislation would include the administration of fed- 
erally owned lands 1 , timber, and wildlife, while the 
Department of Agriculture would deal with similar functions on 
privately owned lands, thus creating duplication, confusion, and 
extravagance in the expenditure of Government funds. 

Pending legislation proposing to strengthen the merit system 
should make it impossible to remove anyone from civil service for 
political reasons and should not give authority to take policy- 
determining positions out of civil service: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the National Grange, We request our legislative 
Representatives to use their utmost effort to oppose any movement 
to transfer forest service, conservation, and wildlife from the De- 
partment of Agriculture. 


[Farmers union: State officers of 10 Middle Western and Eastern 
, Kankakee, III., January 28-29, 1938] 


GOVERNMENT REORGANIZATION 


Whereas there is now pending before the United States Senate a 
bill proposing to give the President broad and unnecessary powers 
to reorganize certain agencies and expenditures of the Federal 
Government: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That we recommend and advise that the Congress 
make no change whatsoever regarding the tenure of office of the 
Comptroller General or with his responsibility to and 
the system of a preaudit of all expenditures of the Federal 'Gov- 
ernment be continued; be it further 

Resolved, That we consider it unwise and wholly unjustified to 
transfer the Plant, Soil, and Water Conservation Services in the 
Department of Agriculture to other departments; we believe the 
8 welfare will best be served by these being retained in the 

partment of Agriculture, where they now are. 
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[General Federation of Women’s Clubs, January 12-15, 1938, at 
Washington, D. C.] 
RESOLUTION 


At the final business session of the midwinter board meeting 
of the General Federation of Women's Clubs held in Washington, 
D. C., Saturday morning, January 15, the General Federation of 
Women’s Clubs went on record as opposing those provisions of 
Senate bill 2970 which bear upon the Federal Government in rela- 
tion to conservation of natural resources, which are: (1) Renam- 
ing Department of the Interior Department of Conservation; (2) 
transfer of the Forest Service, Biological Survey, or Soil Conserva- 
tion Service from the Department of Agriculture; (3) removal from 
classified civil service of any office or position which is policy 
determining in character. 


[Izaac Walton League of America, Chicago, III., May 1, 1937] 
RESOLUTION 


Resolved, That the Izaac Walton League of America, in con- 
vention assembled in Chicago, May 1, 1937, reaffirms its opposition 
to the transfer of the Forest Service from the Department of Agri- 
culture to the Department of the Interior, and extends this ob- 
jection the transfer of any of those agencies, including the 
Biologie Survey, which have to do with woods, waters, and wild- 
life, and which are very properly placed within the Department of 
Agriculture because of their relation to each other and to agri- 
culture; be it further 

Resolved, That objection is made to changing the name of the 
Department of the Interior to that of Department of Conservation 
as being at once misleading and calculated to increase rather than 
diminish confusion of thought and management. 


ORGANIZATIONS OPPOSED TO TRANSFER OF FORESTRY, WILDLIFE, OR SOIL 
CONSERVATION FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, AND TO 
RENAMING THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR THE DEPARTMENT OF 
CONSERVATION 


American Association for the Advancement of Science. 

American Coalition of Patriotic, Civic, and Fraternal Societies. 

American Farm Bureau Federation. 

American Forestry Association. 

American Legion Post No. 20, California. 

American Nature Association. 

American Paper and Pulp Amociation. 

American Pulpwood Association. 

American Turpentine Farmers Association. 

American Wildlife Institute. 

Angeles Forest Protective Association. 

Appalachian Mountain Club. 

Appalachian Section of the Society of American Foresters, 

Arkansas Farm Bureau Federation. 

Arkansas State Fo: Commission. 

Associated Civic Clubs of South Utah. 

Associated Civic Clubs of North Utah. 

Associated Mountain States Commercial Organization (AMSCOE), 

Associated State Chambers of Commerce (representing 32 cham- 
bers of commerce 

Association of Southern Agricultural Workers. 

Banning (Calif.) Chamber of Commerce. 

Blackfoot Forest Protective Association. 

Boise (Idaho) Chamber of Commerce. 

Boise Valley Water Users Association. 

Boulder County Metal Mines Association, Colorado. 

Buffalo (Wyo.) Commercial Club. 

California State Chamber of Commerce. 

California Farm Bureau Federation. 

Camp Fire Club of America. 

Central Association of Science and Mathematics Teachers. 

Chamber of Commerce, Logan, Utah. 

City of Portland, Oreg. 

Civic associations of 228 cities and counties. 

Clear Creek County Metal Mines Association, Colorado. 

Colorado Chamber of Commerce. 

Colorado Federation of Women's Clubs. 

Colorado Game and Fish Commission. 

Colorado Junior Chamber of Commerce. 

Colorado Mining Association. 

Colorado State Conservation Council. 

Colorado State Forestry Association. 

Colorado State Wool Growers Association. 

Conejos County (Colo.) Sheep and Woolgrowers Association. 

Connecticut Forest and Park Association. 

Conservation Association of Los Angeles County, Calif. 

Contra Costa County (Calif.) Development Association. 

Council for Preservation of Natural Beauty in Pennsylvania. 

County Board of Supervisors, Santa Maria, Calif. 

Dakota Forestation 

Democratic Central Committee, Porterville, Calif. 

Democratic Central Committee, Nevada City, Calif 3 

Denver (Colo.) Chamber of Commerce. 

Dude Ranchers Association. 

Dunsmuir (Calif.) Chamber of Commerce. 

Eldorado County (Calif.) Chamber of Commerce. 

Emery-Carbon (Utah) Fish and Game Association. 

Evanston (Wyo.) Chamber of Commerce. 
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Farm Bureau of Ventura County, Calif. 

Farmers Federation, Inc. 

Farmers’ Union. 

Federated Sportsmen’s Clubs of New Hampshire, Inc, 

Fort Collins, Colo., Chamber of Commerce. 

Forest Advisory Committee, Santa Barbara, Calif, 

Fresno County (Calif.) Chamber of Commerce. 

Fesno County (Calif.) Farm Bureau. 

Fresno County (Calif.) Sportsmen’s Club. 

General Federation of Women’s Clubs. 

Georgia Forestry Association. 

Gilpin County Metal Mines Association, Colorado. 

Grass Valley (Calif.) Chamber of Commerce. 

Idaho State Grange. 

Idaho Falls Chamber of Commerce. 

Idaho State Chamber of Commerce. 

Idaho State Wool Growers Association. 

Idaho Wildlife Federation. 

Illinois State Academy of Science. 

Intermountain Association of Civic Clubs. 

Iowa Farm Bureau Federation. 

Iowa State College Conservation Association. 

Izaak Walton League of America, Inc. . 

Izaak Walton League, Colorado Division. 

Izaak Walton League, Jackson, Wyo., Chapter. 

Izaak Walton League, San Isabel Chapter, Colorado. 

Jackson County, Oreg., Chamber of Commerce. 

Junior Chamber of Commerce of Idaho. 

Kansas Farm Bureau. 

Kansas State Board of Agriculture. 

Kiwanis Club of Los Angeles, Calif. 

Kiwanis Club of Ogden, Utah. 

Kiwanis Club of Logan, Utah. 

LaVerne Chamber of Commerce, LaVerne, Calif. 

Liberty Grange, Burtonsville, Md. 

Lions Club of Aspen, Colo. 

Lions Club of Dunsmuir, Calif. 

Lions Club of Placerville, Calif. 

Logan (Utah) Fish and Game Association. 

Logan (Utah) Rotary Club. 

Lincoln County (Wyo.) Farm Bureau. 

Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce, California. 

Los Angeles County Conservation Association, California. 

Louisiana Farm Council, 

Lumber Manufacturers Association of Southern New England. 

Madera County (Calif.) Chamber of Commerce. 

Madera County (Calif.) Farm Bureau. 

Madera County (Calif.) Sportsmen's Club. 

Massachusetts Conservation Council. 

Massachusetts Forest and Park Association. 

Michigan Academy of Science, Art, and Letters. 

Michigan Association of Municipal, County, and Public Utility 
Foresters. 

Michigan Audubon Society. 

Michigan Forestry Association. 

Michigan State Farm Bureau. 

Mississippi Valley Association. 

Missoula (Mont.) Chamber of Commerce. 

Missouri Farm Bureau Federation. 

Moapa Valley Soil Conservation Service. 

Montana Wool Growers Association. 

Moscow Chamber of Commerce, Moscow, Idaho. 

Mount Shasta (Calif.) Chamber of Commerce. 

Mountain Advisory Board, San Bernardino, Calif. 

Muddy Valley Irrigation Co., Overton, Nev. 

Museum of Natural History, San Diego, Calif. 

National Cooperative Council. 

National Council of State Garden Clubs, Inc. 

National Grange. 

National Lumber Manufacturers Association. 

National Retail Lumber Dealers Association. 

National Rivers and Harbors Congress. 

National Wool Growers Association. 

National Hardwood Lumber Association. 

Natural Science Club of Manchester, N. H. 

Nebraska State Grange. 

Nederland Fish and Game Club. 

Nevada City (Calif.) Chamber of Commerce. 

Nevada County (Calif.) Board of Supervisors. 

Nevada Farm Bureau Federation. 

Nevada State Cattle Association. 

Nevada State Farm Bureau. 

New Hampshire Farm Bureau Federation. 

New York Farm Bureau Federation. 

New York State Chamber of Commerce, 

North Carolina Forestry Association. 

North Dakota Chamber of Commerce. 

North Idaho Forestry Association. 

Northern Federation of Chambers of Commerce, 

Ohio Farm Bureau. 

Ohlo Forestry Association. 

Ohio State Chamber of Commerce. 

Orange County (Calif.) Coast Association. 

Oregon Wildlife Federation. 

Orofino Commercial Club, Orofino, Idaho. 

Ogden Chamber of Commerce, Ogden, U 
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Ogden (Utah) Junior Chamber of Commerce. 

Ogden (Utah) Lions Club. 

Ogden (Utah) Rotary Club. 

Pacific Northwest Regional Planning Conference. 
Pacific Forest Industries. 

Pacific Logging Congress. 

Pennsylvania Forestry Association. 

Pittsburg (Calif.) Chamber of Commerce. 

Pocatello (Idaho) Chamber of Commerce. 
Porterville i; Business and Professional Women's Club. 
Porterville (Calif.) Chamber of Commerce. 

Portland (Oreg.) Chamber of Commerce. 

Price (Utah) Rotary Club. 

Provo (Utah) Water Users Association. 

Provo (Utah) Conservation Association. 

Provo (Utah) Chamber of Commerce. 

Preston (Idaho) Chamber of Commerce. 

Providence Garden Club. 

Pueblo County (Colo.) Stockgrowers Association. 
Pueblo (Colo.) Chamber of Commerce. 

Railway Tie Association. 

Randolph, Utah, Cattle and Horse Growers Association. 
Restoration and Conservation Federation. 

Riverside County (Calif.) Board of Supervisors. 

Salt Lake City Chamber of Commerce, Utah. 

Salt Lake City Rotary Club, Utah. 

Salt Lake City (Utah) City Commission. 

San Bernardino County Chamber of Commerce, Calif. 
San Diego Society of Natural History. 

San Bernardino City (Calif.) Chamber of Commerce. 
San Bernardino County (Calif.) Board of Supervisors. 
San Diego County (Calif.) Board of Su 

San Diego County (Calif.) Chamber of Commerce. 
San Diego Shriners, California. 

San Joaquin Council of State Chamber of , California, 
San Juan County Wool Growers Association, New Mexico. 
Santa Barbara County Board of 

Sevier County (Utah) Fish and Game Commission. 
Sheridan (Wyo.) Chamber of Commerce. 

Society of American Foresters. 

Society for the Protection of New Hampshire Forests. 
South Cache (Utah) Woolgrowers Association. 
Southern Regions, American Pulpwood Association. 
Shoshone County Sportsmen’s Association. 

Smithfield (Utah) Rotary Club. 

South Dakota Farm Bureau Federation. 

South Dakota Planning Board. 

Southern Cypress Manufacturers Association. 
Spokane Chamber of Commerce, Washington. 
Springfield (Mo.) Chamber of Commerce. 

Tahoe Livestock Association, California. 

Tennessee Federation of Sportsmen. 

Tulare County Farm Bureau. 

Tuolumne County Chamber of Commerce. 

Union of Biological Societies. 

Upper Peninsula Development Bureau of Michigan. 
Utah State Woolgrowers’ Association. 

Utah State Farm Bureau. 

Utah Federation of Women’s Clubs. 

Utah Wildlife Federation, Salt Lake City. 

Utah State Cattle and Horse Growers Association. 
Virgin Valley Soil Conservation Association. 

Virginia Wild Life Conservation Council. 

Wasatch (Utah) Woolgrowers Association. 
Washington State Conference, 

Weber County (Utah) Fish and Game Association. 
West Coast Lumbermen’s Association. 

Western Slope Wool Growers Association, New Mexico. 
West Virginia Affiliated Sportsmen's Association. 
Western Pine Association. 

Wisconsin Farm Bureau Federation. 

Wisconsin Wildlife Federation. 

Woman’s National Farm and Garden Association. 
Women’s Civic Improvement Club, Nevada City, Calif. 
Woolgrowers Associations for Southern Idaho. 
Wyoming State Woolgrowers Association. 


Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, during the debate I have 
referred to a committee amendment which I intended to offer, 
but which I did not offer because the amendment of the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER] was pending. It is 
one of the amendments carrying out the intention of the 
committee to eliminate from the bill any power either to en- 
large or to contract the functions of a department. I ask 
unanimous consent to have it considered at this time, so that 
the section may be perfected. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I ask that the amendment be 
read. We may never see it if we vote on it today. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amend- 
ment will be read. 
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The CHIEF CLERK. On page 4, line 9, it is proposed to strike 
out “or” after the semicolon; and, on page 4, line 12, after 
the word “act”, it is proposed to insert a semicolon and the 
following: 

Or (8) to abolish any function transferred to any agency or 
agencies. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I can explain the amend- 
ment to the Senator from Idaho. 

This is the amendment which some days ago I advised the 
Senate, and particularly the Senator from Idaho, had not 
been offered at the time the other three amendments were 
offered and adopted, perfecting this section, providing that 
nothing therein contained should be construed as authorizing 
any change in functions. It is an amendment which the 
Senator from Idaho was anxious to have adopted, and it was 
to be considered along with three other amendments. I did 
not offer it at the time, and wish to have it considered now, 
but only if there is no objection. If there is, I shall with- 
draw it. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I do not think I shall have 
any objection to the amendment; but I should like to examine 
the amendment, to see its effect. 

Mr. BYRNES. I remember that the Senator from Mon- 
tana stated that he was in favor of it at the time. 

Mr. WHEELER. I think I am, if I correctly understand it. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I think I favor the amend- 
ment, but, as I understand the amendments which have been 
adopted, if this amendment also is adopted there will be re- 
moved from the bill the power of the President first to 
abolish any bureau or institution, and second to change the 
functions of any bureau, 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, this amendment applies 
solely to functions, preventing any change in the functions 
of any organization before or after transfer, eliminating 
entirely the power. 

Mr. BORAH. And we have already adopted an amend- 
ment which prevents abolishing any institution or bureau. 

Mr. BYRNES. Oh, no, Mr. President. Under the first 
three amendments the functions cannot be increased in any 
way. The amendment to which the Senator has reference 
provides that no agency can be abolished unless its functions 
have been previously transferred to some other agency. 

Mr. BORAH. That amounts to the same thing. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I have been in New York 
for 2 or 3 days. Perhaps it may not be amiss if I report to 
the Senate what the feeling of that part of our country is 
about a few matters. 

There is great distress in the New York business world. 
There is increasing unemployment. When I speak about 
distress in the business world” I am not referring to Wall 
Street. In Wall Street they have distress on the slightest 
provocation. They are having it this very day. I am speak- 
ing about the distress of the average small-business man in 
New York. Naturally there is great unhappiness, too, with 
the large manufacturing and industrial concerns. 

A few days ago the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
Harrison] spoke about his desire to have repealed the capi- 
tal-gains tax and the undivided-profits tax. That statement 
is the one present-day gleam of hope of business. On my 
visit home I heard high praise for the Senator from Missis- 
sippi on all sides. 

On a number of occasions on the floor of the Senate I 
have spoken of the possibility of a speedy return of pros- 
perity if certain things could be accomplished. Not alone 
did I believe those statements when I uttered them on sev- 
eral occasions during the past few months, but I can say the 
same thing today. If there could be held out a helping 
hand, not a helping hand in the sense of offering funds from 
the Government, but if there could be an assurance to in- 
dustry that industry would not be burdened or imposed upon 
or unduly restricted during the next year or two; if the 
burdensome taxes on business could be adjusted as suggested 
by the House of Representatives and publicly endorsed by 
the chairman of the Committee on Finance; if these two 
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things were done, I say again, as I have said before, I be- 
lieve that in a period of 6 weeks we would be on the way 
to a return of prosperity. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
New York yield? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Whatever may be the individual views 
of the Members of Congress with respect to the extent to 
which tax laws should be revised, modified, or repealed, I 
think it is certain that within the next 30 days tax legisla- 
tion will be enacted and sent to the President which will 
very materially readjust the tax structure, and which will 
be beneficial to industry and business generally in this 
country. 

There is a very natural and legitimate difference of opin- 
ion as to the extent to which there should be a modification 
of the tax laws, with due regard to the necessities of reve- 
nue. I understand the Senate Committee on Finance will 
close its hearings tomorrow, and it may take another week 
to consider the bill in committee, with the hope of getting 
it on the floor of the Senate week after next. In the ab- 
sence of any undue delay, we can look forward confidently 
to a substantial modification of the tax laws, which will go 
a long way toward accomplishing the objects of which the 
Senator has spoken. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I thank the Senator 
from Kentucky. I know the statement he has just made, 
when carried to the country, will have a very beneficial 
effect. We differ, of course, as to how far we should go in 
the modification of the taxes. I assume from what the 
Senator has said that we will go just as far as we are jus- 
tified in going, with the thought in mind of the necessity 
of raising a sufficient amount of revenue to run the coun- 
try. I hope what the Senator has predicted will come to 
pass, and the assurance of my leader indicates the very 
great probability that it will. 

I cannot say to the Senator from Kentucky how much 
what he has said means. If the press carries the statement, 
as I have no doubt it will, since it comes from so authori- 
tative a source, it will be an encouragement to business, 
which is seriously depressed. 

Mr. President, I would not speak here this morning on 
this particular subject if I had not been so deeply stirred 
during the past 2 days. I sat in my office in New York yes- 
terday, the first day I have been there since Christmas, 
and a stream of people went through my rooms. One 
would have thought I was a country doctor with a big 
practice. It was known that I was in town, because I hap- 
pened to make a speech the night before, and businessmen 
came to see me. They are discouraged as I have never 
before seen businessmen discouraged. 

What the Senator from Kentucky has just said will give 
distinct encouragement to many distracted businessmen. Of 
course, there are other branches of business besides those 
that will be directly benefited by the statement of the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky. There are small-business men, who 
have no undivided profits and no capital gains in their re- 
spective treasuries, but who are affected by the general con- 
ditions of unemployment and depression. The small busi- 
nessmen realize now, I think, as never before the intimate 
relationship between little business and big business. 

I have here an article, which I cannot endorse in its en- 
tirety; there is too much bitterness in it to suit me. But it 
speaks so forthrightly of the attitude of certain persons in 
authority that I think I may well occupy the time of the 
Senate a few minutes to read it. It is written by a woman. 
The title is, “Who is the Small Businessman?” 

Let me say once more that there is too much bitterness 
in this article quite to please me; but it reflects the atti- 
tude of the writer. Frankly, from my contacts with persons 
in New York, I know it expresses the feeling of many others 
in my section. The article reads: 

Recently the small businessmen were invited to Washington to 


“confer” with the President and other Government officials and 
committees. To the general public, these small-business men were 
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just a bunch of clowns who made themselves ridiculous in various 
ways, did a great deal of “running off at the mouth,” and went 
back home to boast of their own clever remarks and to cry over 
their apparent failure to impress the Government with the na- 
tional significance their personal problems seemed to them to 
Possess. 


I am not surprised the small-business men felt that way 
about their appearance here. The reception they received 
and the public comments made about their visit justified 
them in feeling as this writer has indicated. I continue 
reading: 


We have been told, through newspapers, pictures, news maga- 
zines, Sunday rotogravures, and every other disseminating source 
of news, the names of these men. But we were not told why any- 
one should believe that they really represented a cross-section of 
small business in this country. Nor were we told what had deter- 
mined each man’s eligibility to the Washington conference. True, 
cond tery all businessmen. But why were these particular men 

Having arrived in Washington, how were they received? Every 
Washington correspondent said to himself, “Boy, is this going to 
be good. These guys, who handle fifty or a hundred people in 
their own plants, are coming down here to tell the Government 
how to handle 120,000,000. These guys who have one secretary, a 
couple of bookkeepers, half a dozen stenographers, and maybe an 
extra two or three underdogs in their offices, are all set to tell 
F. D. R. what is wrong with business and with Government—but, 
10 to 1 they won’t any of them have a workable solution,” 


That is the end of what the writer thinks might have been 
said, and perhaps some of the things that were said, about 
this group. The article continues: 

The Washington correspondents were undoubtedly right. Right 
or wrong, however, the “small-business men” were not given much 
chance to voice either their criticisms or their solutions. 

True, their invectives were carefully noted (because they made 
good “copy”), and the public was not left in ignorance of their 
overzealousness, which made for confusion (this not only made 
good “copy” but excellent material for every “pic” in the country). 

Not only did these men fire invectives at the President and his 
cohorts, not only did they become overzealous and unruly, but 
they practically refused to consider the issues F. D. R. had in- 
structed them to consider. 

What an embarrassing position for the President! His guests 
all but threw his genial hospitality in his face. Of course, every- 
one knows that when one accepts an invitation one should expect 
to at least be amenable to the suggestions made by the host. Not 
so these guests. When F. D. R. told them, quite plainly and with 
little room for doubt as to his meaning, that he wanted them to 
consider extended credit for business they laughed at him. They 
might be accused of jeering, too. 


Small business neither wants nor needs extended credit. Small 


business has felt the noose placed over its head. The knot is being 
tightened. Will a longer rope make death any easier? 

I think that is a truthful suggestion. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
New York yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. BORAH. Because of the noise in the Senate Chamber 
it is somewhat difficult to hear the Senator. As I under- 
stand, the Senator is now presenting the views of persons 
who have urged upon him the necessity for repealing the 
undistributed-profits tax? 

Mr. COPELAND. No; the Senator is wrong. I had com- 
pieted my statement on that subject. I was reassured by 
the leader on this side, who stated that in all human proba- 
bility within a week we would have in the Senate a bill 
which would go far toward doing what the Senator has 
suggested—not so far, perhaps, as big-business men would 
like. What I am presenting now is a paper prepared from 
the standpoint of the small-business man, the man who has 
no surplus and no undivided profits. 

Mr. BORAH. And what is the writer’s desire with ref- 
erence to taxation? 

Mr. COPELAND. What is her desire with reference to 
taxation? I think we have strayed a little from that sub- 
ject. Let me repeat. The President or someone else sug- 
gested that there might be the extension of credit to small- 
business men, and the reply to it is: 

Small business neither wants nor needs extended credit. Small 
business has felt the noose placed over its head. The knot is 
being tightened. Will a longer rope make death any easier? 
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The writer goes on to say: 


Small business wants, needs, and must have reduced taxation. 


Small business, wants, needs, and must have a decent break 
with labor. 


Small business wants, needs, and must have the confidence of 
the public. 

That is the thesis of this discussion. $ 

Mr. BORAH. I am interested because of the fact that 
the Senator started out discussing the question of the repeal 
of the undivided-profits taxes. 

Mr. COPELAND. I spoke of what I heard on my return 
to New York, where I have been for a couple of days. 

Mr. BORAH. This special division of our taxation has 
been pushed to the front and greatly accentuated. I wish 
to ask the Senator if he has consulted his constituents or 
those for whom he is now speaking with reference to the 
proposal to lower the exemption in the income-tax law? 

Mr. COPELAND. Does the Senator mean the lower 
brackets? 

Mr. BORAH. Yes. 

Mr. COPELAND. No; I have not discussed that. I will 
say for myself that it is a good thing for the country to 
become tax conscious. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, is there a man or a woman 
in this country outside the insane asylums who is not tax 
conscious? Everyone is fully informed daily of his taxes. 

Mr, COPELAND. Our asylums are very large, but there 
are a few who are not in them. 

Mr. BORAH. I doubt if there is anyone who reflects upon 
the subject at all that is not wholly tax conscious, and the 
lower people are down on the economic ladder the more 
taxes they are paying in proportion to their ability to pay. 

Mr. COPELAND. Of course, the Senator is referring par- 
ticularly to special taxes. There is no doubt about their be- 
ing tax conscious with respect to special taxes, and the mat- 
ter of special taxes has gone so far that my State, rich as 
it is, is having difficulty to know what to do in the way of 
getting essential income. 

Mr. BORAH. What is proposed to be done is to place 
more and more of the burden of government upon the very 
small incomes, and at no distant date in all probability we 
shall have a proposal for a Federal sales tax. It is proposed 
to repeal the taxes which are supposed to be in contraven- 
tion to the interests of business, and to place the burden— 
because the burden must be carried by somebody—upon 
those who are less capable of paying taxes, rather than on 
those from whom we are taking the taxes today. 

Mr, COPELAND. I think the Senator is entirely correct. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr, President, will the Senator yield at 
that point? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Supplementing what the Senator from 
Idaho has said, there may be many people in this country 
who are not federally tax conscicus because they do not earn 
sufficient income to pay an income tax to the United States 
Government. Millions of them are locally tax conscious, 
because every little thing they have, their home, their prop- 
erty, their automobile, if they have one, is taxed locally for 
county, State, city, and District expenses. So it is not the 
picture of the whole situation to say that there are many 
people in this country who are not tax conscious because 
they may not be paying income taxes to the United States 
Treasury. Nearly all of them are tax conscious in some 
form or another. I agree with the suggestion of the Senator 
from Idaho that the very people who are at least locally tax 
conscious are paying more in proportion to their ability to 
pay than are those in the higher brackets under our Federal 
tax laws or even State tax laws. 

Mr. BORAH. It should not be forgotten also that a vast 
amount of the taxes which are supposed to be levied upon 
business and of which business complains is passed on to 
the consumers in some form or other, and the consumers are 
not only paying the local taxes to which the Senator from 
Kentucky refers but they are paying more than their propor- 
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tion by reason of the transfer of the taxes which are sup- 
posed to be levied elsewhere. 

Mr. COPELAND. There is no question that the Senator is 
right. 

Take the matter of the Federal debt. I recall very well 
when the Speaker of the House, years ago, in answer to the 
criticism that for the first time in history the appropriations 
made by Congress had amounted to a billion dollars, said, 
“This is a billion-dollar country.” 

This coming year it will be a billion-dollar interest-paying 
country! That money comes out of the common people. 
When a rich man is taxed he does not go out and dig up a 
pot of gold to find the money with which to pay his taxes. 
He passes it on to the public, collecting higher rent, higher 
costs for foodstuffs, and clothing, and so forth. There is no 
doubt of that. The whole subject of taxation must be re- 
vised at some time. 

I sat next to the mayor of New York last night at a dinner 
in New York City. We do not always agree politically, but 
there is no question about the brains and alertness of Mayor 
LaGuardia. He told me he was very tired. I said, “Why are 
you tired?” He replied, “Because of being worried over how 
to get sufficient money to run the city.” 

There is no doubt at all that from necessity we have gone 
to extreme lengths in the States in the way of special taxes, 
gasoline taxes, and other taxes, and, in the city of New York, 
a sales tax. When that tax was imposed the excuse was 
given to the people of the city of New York that it was to be 
used exclusively for relief purposes, so everyone felt when 
he paid the sales tax that he was being charitable, that he 
was doing something for the poor. 

Of late we hear about the purchase of the public utilities. 
I do not wish to be offensive at all in what I say. I do not 
know much about the T. V. A. situation. In order to have 
peace down there, perhaps it may be wise to buy the utilities. 
I do not know. I am not competent to pass upon that mat- 
ter; but I do know that when those private utilities are taken 
over by the Government there will no longer be local and 
State taxes coming in from those utilities to help pay the 
local and State bills. 

This morning I read in the newspaper that there may be a 
compulsory merger of the railroads. If that is a step in the 
direction of ultimate Government ownership of the railroads, 
what will be the effect of such action? Between Washing- 
ton and New York, for example, where would the money 
come from for the States of Maryland, Pennsylvania, Dela- 
ware, New Jersey, and New York if the railroad properties 
became Federal properties and no longer paid taxes to States 
and localities? State lines then would surely be wiped out, 
and the States would have to pass the hat to Washington to 
get money from the Federal Government in order to pay the 
expenses of State organizations, if they still existed. 

I am not an authority on taxation. It takes great wisdom 
to work out plans of taxation, but I am convinced that some- 
body must doit. Otherwise our distress will be much greater 
than it is at present. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. DAVIS. Does the Senator know that a proposal has 
been submitted to the Federal Government to purchase the 
anthracite mines of the State of Pennsylvania; and that the 
people in the counties where the anthracite mines are located 
are wondering where they are going to get the money with 
which to operate the local governments if the National Goy- 
ernment is going to take over the mines? 

Mr. COPELAND. With all respect to my friend from 
Pennsylvania, I can quite understand why there has been 
more or less ill feeling toward the owners of those mines. 
My State and my city are large users of anthracite coal. 
When we come to understand how cheaply anthracite coal 
can be brought to the surface and handled, compared to the 
price paid by the consumer, we can understand the ill feeling. 
But that is one matter. The question presented by the 
Senator from ‘Pennsylvania is another. I do not know what 
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the proposal! is, but if the anthracite mines should be taken 
over by the Federal Government, the State of Pennsylvania 
could no longer tax them. 

Mr. DAVIS. That is correct. 

Mr. COPELAND. Such taxes are a very large factor in 
paying the bills of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. DAVIS. As I understand, the proposal has been made 
to the Federal Government. 

Mr. COPELAND. I think it would be going very far for 
the Federal Government to take over properties which are 
purely intrastate, as are those mines. However, I suppose, 
since anthracite coal enters into interstate commerce, in 
these liberal days a way could be found to buy them. 

But when that time comes, even so rich a State as Penn- 
sylvania will be on its knees without the income from the 
taxation of those mines. 

No matter where we go, up and down the land, we find 
not only that the matter of taxation is a burden to the 
common man, and every other man. But the very life of 
our various municipalities and States depends upon the con- 
tinuance of private ownership if for no other reason than to 
preserve sources of taxation. 

I suppose if a proposal were made to the security holders 
of the railroads to take over their stocks, bonds, and other 
holdings, and substitute Federal Government bonds for those 
holdings, the security holders would jump up and click their 
heels together in great joy. But to my mind it would be a 
calamity to the country. 

I believe in the very strictest sort of regulation of public 
utilities. I suppose I might even be accused of being a 
Fascist in that respect, although if I were called one, I should 
resent it. Public utilities should operate within bounds of 
decency; but unless we revise our social order and adopt a 
new system of government, we cannot go to the lengths pro- 
posed in connection with the public ownership of great 
public-service utilities. 

To continue the reading of this article, let me repeat 
three sentences: 

Small business wants, needs, and must have reduced taxation. 

Small business wants, needs, and must have a decent break 
with labor. 

Small business wants, needs, and must have the confidence of 
the public. 

Does Mr. Roosevelt propose to consider these needs? Has he 
ever considered them? Has he ever shown the slightest intention 
to study these needs and make an honest attempt to do some- 
thing about them? 

Let me say again that the bitterness of this article does 
not appeal to me. Candor compels me to say, however, that 
the bitterness written here is the bitterness expressed by 
many, many persons whom I meet. So, while I myself 
should undertake to use more tactful language, yet it may 
not hurt us to know exactly what is being said along these 
lines. I make this statement in order that it may be clear 
the language of the writer is not mine, even though the idea 
may be. 

The writer goes on to say: 

Mr. Roosevelt has never made any secret of his antagonism to 
business. Quite definitely he is not interested in business at all 
except as a tax source to add an increasing number of sheckels 
to the coffers of Government that he might continue his spec- 
tacular spending. 

I do not endorse that. Of course, Mr. Roosevelt takes an 
interest in business. He may not take the same view of 
business as I take, and, according to this writer, he does 
not take the view that she takes. But this is the state- 
ment, and it expresses the thought of others. I could pick 
out a thousand persons in New York who would say exactly 
these things. I hear them in the cloak rooms. The great 
majority of them voted the Democratic ticket the last time, 
and many of them would vote it again. Nevertheless, there 
is great bitterness and great discord, great unhappiness, and 
great resentment because of conditions existing today. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. McNARY. Who is the writer of this article? 
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Mr. COPELAND. The article is written by a woman who 
was one of the small-business women who came to Wash- 
ington at the time of the small-business conference. These 
are her reactions; and I am trying to interpret to the Sen- 
ate, through these words what the attitude of many in small 
business is today. Continuing the reading: 


Why does the President propose extended credit for small busi- 
ness? Because it is the only manner of financing of which he 
has any knowledge. He has never tried to run a business at a 
profit. He has never had to put his brain to work to devise 
Ways and means of putting over an original idea with only him- 
self as a starting asset. Disregarding his background up to the 
time he took over the duties of President (and it’s a shame to 
disregard it, because it is so rich in good examples of his appal- 
ling inadequacy to dictate to business), what has he shown to be 
his theories of finance since becoming President? Extended 
credit. 


Mr. President, my origin was humble. I was born on a farm 
and was brought up in a very small village. All through my 
early life I saw the struggles made by little business. Those 
small business concerns looked like big business to me then. 
I now know the initiative, the energy, the capacity, the intel- 
ligence, and the force required to make a business pay in a 
small place. 

It may be said that the experience of one of these-small- 
business men would limit his horizon. I do not believe it. I 
know country people. The farmer reads the newspaper, and 
he reads every word of it, advertising and all. It may not be 
a daily newspaper. It may be Capper’s Weekly or the Michi- 
gan Farmer or some other publication. But he reads it all. 
In these days of rural free delivery, very likely he reads a 
daily newspaper, and reads it all. 

Believe me, there is no lack of understanding, no lack of 
intelligence, and no lack of foresight on the part of the hum- 
ble people on the farms and in the villages of America. They 
know what is going on. When the farmer goes out to plow 
his fields, he has time to think. At times he is distracted, 
particularly when the plow hits a rock and the handle of the 
plow strikes him in the ribs; but he has time to think. He 
does straight thinking and clear thinking; when his conclu- 
sions are reached they are very likely to be just and proper 
conclusions. We are familiar with the old saying that The 
voice of the people is the voice of God.“ I think that is true; 
when we get the concensus of the humble people of America, 
the conclusion must be so near perfect, generally speaking, 
that it is almost the voice of God. 

I know that these small-business men think matters 
through, reaching just and logical conclusions. 

The writer goes on to say: 


Let us consider what happens to business when it is operated 
according to the President’s theory. John Worth has a family 
who have not been eating very well for a few years because of 
unemployment. He decides that something should be done about 
it. He gathers round him half a dozen men whom he has heard 
expounding theories (they have never really accomplished any- 
thing, but they have theories). He says to them: “Gentlemen, my 
family must eat. How do you suggest we make that possible?” 
They put their heads together, each offering his own pet theory. 
It is decided that in order to eat, one must have money. In 
order to get money, one must either work or borrow. They decide 
to work. But there is no work, so they decide they must start a 
new business. They organize, each one selecting an important 
function in the organization for himself. 

Then they realize that in order to start a business it is neces- 
sary to have an idea and some money. They finally conjure up 
an idea. Then they consider whence they will get the money. 
They find that, by putting up certain personal possessions as 
security, they can borrow enough to start. They get started 
manufacturing ladies. They find the market is small. Those who 
want ladles can’t afford them, and those who can afford them 
don’t want them. Our John Worth and his cohorts are stuck, 
until one of them has the brilliant idea to give the ladles away 
(ladies being very useful and adding to the public good). Giving 
the ladies away, however, raises more problems. They must have 
money to carry on. The original loan is gone, the money has not 
been repaid to the lending company, our friends are in danger 
of losing their shirts. 

“We must do two things,” they say. “We must find some 
means of making the rich people pay for our ladles which we have 
given to the poor; we must borrow additional money.” This 
business being operated like the Government, they go to a bank 
and say, “We have these assets—a manufacturing concern estab- 
lished, and an inventory.” On their promise to pay, the bank 
lets them have a few thousand dollars. 
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To solve the problem of making the rich pay for the ladles 
they give to the poor, they decide not to manufacture something 
the rich can use and for which they would be glad to pay a 
high price, but to take the easier way of sneaking into the homes 
and business places of the rich and claiming as their own (it’s 
known as stealing in criminal circles) sufficient money and valu- 
ables to repay the lending companies and to continue business. 

There comes a time, however, when they look in the coffers and 
find them again empty. John Worth calls his cohorts together 
and says, “My friends, we have spent all our money. Where it 
has gone we are not quite sure, but it seems we have not used 
it as we originally intended. The bank called this morning and 
informed me that, though we have paid the interest, we have not 
repaid the loan. This is a deplorable situation. Isn't anyone 
around here keeping books?” 

“Mr. Worth,” they answer, “we have tried to keep books, but 
when we do we find that we are too much hampered by figures 
and balances to conduct this business according to our theories. 
Therefore, we have given up the whole idea. And anyway, we got 
money in the first place by borrowing; why not just borrow some 
more from another bank to pay the loan we now have; being care- 
ful, of course, to borrow enough so that we have sufficient money 
left for operating expenses?” 

This, they do, but soon find that the loan was not quite large 
enough. It would have been more than sufficient, but about the 
same time they had some perfectly splendid ideas which they just 
had to try out. The ideas didn’t work, and the money was gone, 
but they had the satisfaction of trying them. And they gave up 
the ideas with a serious conviction that the fault did not lie 
with the ideas, but with those other “punks” (anyone outside 
their immediate circle) who were mixed up in them, 

They consider relieving the rich of larger amounts of their valu- 
ables, but decide against that because they are afraid the rich will 
finally rebel and lock their doors, making all collections impossible. 
There is only one thing to do. Our friends must begin to take 
things from the small-business men—the middle classes. Once 
they accept this idea, our friends see unlimited possibilities in this 
new project. The very rich are fairly well knitted together in their 
interests and so are powerful. The poor are well organized into 
labor unions and so, too, are powerful. The middle classes, however, 
have neither sufficient wealth nor organized power to put up a 
good fight; if they don’t like the way they are treated, there is 
nothing they can do about it. Eureka! The ideal solution to a 
difficult problem of finance. 

So the filching starts. The sums brought in by this appropria- 
tion of valuables from the middle classes are not large individually, 
but the field is much larger than any other one field (it is, in fact, 
practically unlimited), and the totals are more than our friends 
ever dreamed possible. 

Mr. Worth and company are now rolling in dough. For some 
reason quite beyond their understanding, however, they don't seem 
able to pay back any of their loans. As fast as the money comes 
in they breed new theories which seem too novel and interesting 
to cast aside. Thus there is never quite enough money to fill all 
their needs. The borrowing and the filching continue indefi- 
ee u they have exhausted both the banks and the public, 
that is. 

Eventually Mr. Worth and company will have to declare bank- 
ruptcy. But what fun they are having now. Do they have to 
worry? Of course not. When the set-up gets too top-heavy, they'll 
simply shove it off on someone else’s shoulders or just let it topple. 
They will have had their fun and got what they wanted out of it. 

A lovely picture— 


The writer says: 


It paints the possibilities of unlimited extended credit, as vis- 
ualized by F. D. R. and his advisers. 

What do F. D. R. and his professors know of business? What 
does labor know of business? Who are they, and by what author- 
ity do they criticize business, big or small? 

Have they ever lain awake night after night, dreaming out an 
idea to its logical conclusion; considering the ways and means of 
making an idea workable on a sound basis, to earn them a profit? 
Have they ever wrecked their nervous systems, their digestion and 
their lives in an honest effort to make an honest profit from any- 
thing? Do you suppose one of them ever walked the floor all night 
long trying to figure out how to pay higher wages and still realize 
some compensation for themselves—for the time, effort, and hard 
work they have put into a business? 

The small-business man is he who came up from the ranks of 
labor. He knows, because he has been one of them, the problems 
of labor. How many laborers have ever been businessmen? What 
does labor know of problems? If the businessman had no greater 
worry than how to feed, shelter, and clothe his own family, his lot 
would be most enviable. But his problems do not limit themselves 
to his own family. His problems include the problems of every 
person in his employ. His problems include even those of a large 
number of his customers. 


Mr. President, let me interrupt the reading there for a 
moment to say that in my youth in the rural village to 
which I have referred the businessman, the grocer, the shoe 
merchant, the dry-goods merchant and others were the ones 
who knew the integrity of their neighbors who were pur- 
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chasing from them. They were the ones who carried the 
charge account of the nearby farmers, and others, until the 
crops came in and income could be derived therefrom. That 
is what this writer means when she says that the problems 
of the small-business man “include even those of a large 
number of his customers.” 

His problems include those of government. He must keep him- 


self informed of Wall Street fluctuations, even though he may not 
be active in the market himself. 


That is so because market fluctuations in the case of 
wheat and other farm products have to do with local prices. 
I have seen my father many a time climb up on a farmer’s 
wagon and open a bag of wheat to test its quality, and then, 
perhaps, tell the farmer the disappointing truth that The 
Chicago grain market is down today; I cannot pay you as 
much as I paid you yesterday.” That is the reason why the 
small-business man must study the fluctuations of the mar- 
ket, because he does not buy for his own use; he buys for 
the purpose of shipping, and he can only ship and sell what 
he buys when he follows the market fluctuations. 

To continue: 

He must study the tax situation thoroughly. He must know 
in advance what to expect general business conditions to be. 
He must, in most cases, be familiar and often active in the af- 


fairs of his community. He must be willing to work four times 
as hard and twice as many hours as any of his employees. 


That is what the little-business man does. When a new 
church is to be built, or a Masonic lodge, or when there is a 
drive for some charity, it is the little- business man who takes 
the lead. He not only assumes the leadership, but he con- 
tributes liberally, and he must, because unless that neigh- 
borhood relationship can be maintained, the very founda- 
tions of our system of life are gone. 

I am not ashamed to say that I lived in the horse-and- 
buggy age. It was not a bad age. When I go to some of 
the old cemeteries back in my native part of the country, 
and read the inscriptions—names, perhaps, which are merely 
memories to me, because the persons lived so long before 
my time, but memories made dear to me by what my parents 
and grandparents have told me about them—I realize that 
they made America. They made this country. This coun- 
try was not made by Wall Street. It was not made by the 
big-business men. They helped; I do not doubt that; but the 
little men made America. Read Kenneth Roberts’ books, 
Rabble in Arms, and Northwest Passage, his stories of the 
sea, and you will realize that America was made by little 
men, small investments, and hard work. Those were the 
things that made America. 

So it is true, as this writer says, that the little-business man 
must be willing to work four times as hard and twice as 
many hours as any of his employees. 

The writer goes on to say: 

The small-business man is, beyond all doubt, the most abused in- 
dividual in the country. The abuse comes, not in the worrying 
and hard work he must do but in the attitude of the Government, 
of labor, and of the general public toward him. 

Who is the small-business man? He is the fellow who, starting 
with a good idea, had the guts to set up a business. He is the 
fellow who, having set up his business, insists on making his 
books balance, on a fair profit. He is the fellow who em- 
ploys most of the labor of this country. He is the fellow who pays 
most of the taxes of the State and Nation. 

I go back once more to that little place in the country. 
The little-business man had in his home what, perhaps, we 
would now call a maid, one of the servants. In those days 
they called her the hired girl. They had a hired girl. They 
had a man about the place. He did not mow the lawn; he 
scythed the lawn. He currycombed the horse. He did the 
odd jobs. There were two persons employed in that house- 
hold. In the little store he had perhaps three clerks. He 
was a substantial, valuable, solid pillar of society. He was 
the man who made the wheels go around; and, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I am convinced that it is just as important today to 
take care of the little-business man as it was to have the 
little man in the early history of our country. 
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The Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boran] a little while ago 
spoke about the special taxes. Of course, we are past the 
horse-and-buggy age now. The little men have cars, Ford 
cars, made in my native State of Michigan. They have 
to pay a tax on those cars to operate them. They have to 
pay for license tags. They have to pay a heavy tax on 
gasoline, because the Federal Government and the State 
governments have made that a source of income. There 
are many special taxes, even on soap. Of course, the little- 
business man is tax-conscious, but he is not tax-conscious 
of what is going on in Washington. He has not yet found 
that out. 

How long can we continue on this course? I read the 
other day that over $19,000,000,000 has been added to the 
national debt in 5 years. How long can we continue to do 
that? How long can we go on with these various projects 
which cost so much money? 

If the Government had the money, I should like to see it 
expended for all these great social advances. I am in great 
sympathy with them. I voted for them—retirement for rail- 
road men, social security, various things—but, Mr. President, 
I do not care how rich a man is; he cannot borrow money 
indefinitely. He may be a gentleman farmer, and he is the 
richest man in the world. He may, as a fad, start a mink 
farm on his mountain top. He may put in a water supply. 
He may improve the drives through the mountains and over 
his place, make highways for his saddle horses, and so on. 
He may do all these things if he has the money, but if he 
goes to the bank to borrow the money and must pay 
interest on the money and continue to pay interest on the 
money, the time will come when he will crash. 

Why should a nation expect any different end than that? 
We cannot do it. There must be retrenchment. I have been 
as prodigal, perhaps, as anybody in the Senate, but I see now 
what these people are talking about. I know we cannot go 
on as we have done. Neither can we go on to new fields and 
take out of private hands, because of the need of preventing 
competition with our Government projects, transportation 
and the other things that it might be desirable to take over. 
I can understand how mergers are attractive, even though we 
do not ultimately have the properties taken over by the 
Federal Government, but when there are two railroads in a 
town, each road has its own station, its own yardmen, its 
own section hands, its conductors and engineers and brake- 
men. When we have mergers, just as surely as we live we 
shall have more unemployment, and, with more unemploy- 
ment, more distress; We cannot talk about mergers sanely 
and wisely unless we give consideration to what the ultimate 
effect of those mergers may be. 

The writer goes on to say of the little-business man: 

He is not the hard-hearted slave driver of the sweatshops as 
labor has painted him. He is not the grasping, selfish miser Goy- 
ernment has painted him. 

He is a human being, like yourself. He started life with as few 
advantages as any other man. He worked for someone else for 
several years. But—and here’s the catch—he worked just a little 
harder, did just a little more thinking and p than his fel- 
low workers. He did not say, after an 8-hour workday, “I’m tired 
out. No more work for me until tomorrow morning. Im go 
home and get some rest.“ When his work was finished at the fac- 
tory, store, office, or wherever he was employed, he went home to 
study; he went to the library to read; he went out to line up a 
better job; talked to other men who could give him ideas; he 
worked in his basement tool shop; or perhaps he only did some 
constructive thinking. At any rate, he didn’t quit trying to ac- 
complish something when the whistle blew. He didn’t wait for a 
„break.“ He didn't “wish someone would give him a million dol- 
lars.“ He didn't say, I'd like to get into something where I could 
make some money, but nothing ever comes my way.” 

The small-business man is the backbone of the country—break 
him, abuse him beyond endurance, and the country will be dead. 

Mr. President, I believe every word of that sentence, every 
word of it. The small-business man is just as much in need 
of our sympathetic assistance and cooperation as is the big- 
business man. I read the last paragraph: 

So let Mr. Roosevelt call him to Washington on a pretense of 
good will. Let the ne and magazines ridicule his be- 


havior in the Nation's Capital. Let them ruin him by overtaxa- 
tion. Let them pour the public full of propaganda. Let labor 
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drive him insane with absurd demands. It doesn’t matter, because 
Mr. Roosevelt and his friends obviously don’t care what happens 
to the country. 


Of course, I must put in a disclaimer. I am quoting: 


And if the heads of government see fit to disregard all thought 
of the future conduct of practical government, why should any 
of us “common folks” bother our heads about it? Perhaps Mr. 
Roosevelt has discovered that the old ideas of balancing income 
and outgo are fallacies. Perhaps Mr. Roosevelt is endowed with 
powers of making something out of nothing and of keeping alive 
something from which all life has been deprived. 


Mr. President, I was in Vienna immediately after the 
World War on my way to the Russian border to study 
health conditions. I went into a bank in Vienna to get some 
money for my trip through Czechoslovakia—a country soon 
to be absorbed—on my way to Warsaw and then into Russia. 
I had a letter of credit, and I thought I would need $500 for 
the trip, as I was taking a man with me. I went into the 
leading bank in Vienna with my letter of credit and said, 
“I want $500 in currency.” They said, “We will have to 
call up the stock exchange to see what the exchange is 
today.” After half an hour they passed me out the money, 
and I got a small market basket to take the money away— 
printing-press money. In my hand I hold a bill that was 
worth 100,000 marks once—$25,000 It is worthless today. 
How long can we go on with any process of government or 
operation of government which may lead ultimately to fiat 
money or to repudiation of our securities? 

The writer of the remarkable letter I have read has ex- 
pressed thoughts which we may well ponder. It is time for 
us in the Congress to assert ourselves. The public tells me 
that there is the same responsibility resting upon Members 
of the Senate as upon the President, and the question asked 
by the small-business men and by everyone else is, “Why do 
you not in the Senate say these things and express your 
feelings, reassert yourselves as Senators, and resume your 
old-time function in the administration of government?” 

Mr. President, these are some of the things which I heard 
yesterday and the day before in my city and from the 
farmers out on my farm. There is great stress of mind in 
the country, as well as distress of the pocketbook, and it is 
time we exerted ourselves perhaps more forcefully and use- 
fully than in the past. It was because of this fresh impres- 
sion which I have received from contact with my people 
that I ventured to say these things this morning. 

I apologize to the Senate for taking this hour and a half, 
but I felt I must say and reflect here what I found to be 
in the hearts and minds of the citizens of New York. 

Mr. McNARY. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Sena- 
tors answered to their names: 


Adams Connally Johnson, Calif. O'Mahoney 
Ashurst Copeland Johnson, Colo. Overton 
Austin Davis King Pittman 
Bailey Dieterich La Follette Pope 

Donahey Lee Radcliffe 
Barkley Ellender Lodge Reames 

er Logan Reynolds 

Bilbo Gerry Lonergan Russell 
Bone Gibson Lundeen Sch 
Borah Gillette McAdoo Schwellenbach 
Bridges Glass McCarran Smathers 
Brown, Mich. Green McGill Smith 
Brown, N. H. Guffey McKellar Thomas, Okla. 
Bulkley Hale McNary Thomas, Utah 
Bulow Maloney Townsend 
Burke Hatch Miller dings 
Byrd Hayden Milton Vandenberg 
Byrnes Herring Minton Van Nuys 
Capper i Murray ‘alsh 
Caraway Hitchcock Neely Wheeler 
Chavez Holt Norris 
Clark Hughes Nye 


The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-six Senators having an- 
swered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I intend to take only a 
few minutes of the time of the Senate, but I desire to call 
attention to a few statements which have been made with 
reference to the pending bill. 
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In the first place, during the discussion a few days ago 
the junior Senator from Indiana [Mr. MINTON] called at- 
tention to the fact that when we delegate power to the 
Interstate Commerce Commission to fix rates, and when we 
delegate power to the Federal Trade Commission, or to the 
Federal Communications Commission, or to some other simi- 
lar body, it is comparable to the power we would be dele- 
gating under the bill. Of course it is entirely different, be- 
cause in the case of the Federal Trade Commission, the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, and all of the other com- 
missions which we have created, they are arms of the Con- 
gress itself. They are the representatives of the Congress, 
and we delegate our power to them under the strictest rules 
and regulations as to how they shall carry on. Of course 
the Congress of the United States has it within its power to 
fix rates for railroads. We have it within our power to fix 
rates in interstate commerce, and to fix tariff rates, but, by 
reason of the fact that we appreciate that details cannot 
be worked out by us, we delegate the power under strict 
rules and regulations. 

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. MINTON. Is it not true that we are seeking now to 
give the President the power to do a thing which Congress 
itself has the power to do? 

Mr. WHEELER. That is correct. 

Mr. MINTON. Which is a legislative power? 

Mr. WHEELER. Yes. 

Mr. MINTON. And we are going to let the President do 
it under certain circumstances rather than have a board or 
commission do it What is the difference? 

Mr. WHEELER. The difference is that we are asked to 
delegate power to the executive branch of the Government 
rather than to instrumentalities of the legislative branch, 
and to give the President indiscriminate power. 

Mr. MINTON. It is the Senator’s position, then, that we 
cannot trust the President of the United States as we can 
trust the Interstate Commerce Commission or the Federal 
Power Commission or any of these other commissions to 
which we delegate our power? 

Mr. WHEELER. I knew the Senator from Indiana would 
try to indicate that I did not trust the President of the United 
States. 

Mr. MINTON. The Senator does not, does he? 

Mr. WHEELER. Just a moment; let me answer the ques- 
tion. I know a great many people have been circulating the 
story that I do not trust the President of the United States. 
But let me say here and now that I was for the President of 
the United States when many others in this body were not 
for him, and I fought for him at a time when it was not 
popular to fight for him. I fought for him and spoke for 
him from one end of the country to the other when there 
were not more than two or three men in this body who stood 
up and fought for him in the convention and on the floor of 
the Senate. I resent the implication from the Senator from 
Indiana or from anyone else that I do not trust the Presi- 
dent of the United States. 

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. No; I refuse to yield until I finish my 
statement. 

The Senator, of course, has just come from the committee 
investigating lobbying. I wish to give him something more 
to investigate while he is at it. I want him to investigate 
those Governors who have called up certain Senators and 
asked them to vote a certain way upon this bill. I want 
him to investigate the department heads that have called 
up Senators. I want him to investigate those who have 
given assurances to Senators that certain things will happen. 
I want him to investigate the American Farm Bureau Fed- 
eration. And, while he is at it, I want him to investigate 
the American Federation of Labor. I want him to inves- 
tigate the Veterans’ Bureau. I want him to investigate 
these organizations, because each and all of them—the 
American Farm Bureau Federation, the American Federa- 


1938 


tion of Labor, the Veterans’ Bureau, the organization of 
the 

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, will the Senator include the 
social lobby? 

Mr. WHEELER. Just let me finish my statement, and 
then I will yield. If we are to have a kangaroo court that 
is going to take people in before it and browbeat them just 
because they say they are opposed to this legislation, then we 
ought to go the limit, and we ought to call to appear before 
the committee each and every one of those who have ex- 
pressed an opinion one way or the other upon this measure. 

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, would the Senator include 
the social lobby? The Senator gave a list. I do not know 
whether he included that lobby. 

Mr. WHEELER. The Senator is talking about the social 
lobby. I do not know them. 

Mr. MINTON. Well, I saw the Senator dining with them 
in the restaurant of the Senate. 

Mr. WHEELER. Oh, what nonsense! 

Mr. MINTON. Of course, I do not know who they are. 
If the Senator will furnish me with the list, I will subpena 
them. 

Mr. WHEELER. What silly nonsense! To show Senators 
the type of mind that is speaking, I will say that I had lunch, 
yes, with Alice Roosevelt, and I am proud of the fact that 
she asked me to lunch. Is there any Senator who would 
refuse to have lunch with her and her friends and a news- 
paperman in the Senate restaurant? If there is anyone who 
is ashamed of it, I am not ashamed of it. I am rather proud 
of the fact that she asked me to lunch with her. She never 
mentioned this bill in any way, shape, or form to me. That 
is the social lobby. Talk about seeing things! 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. In just a moment. Talk about seeing 
things! Bless my soul, there have been many imagining 
that things were going on, but if it has come to such a pass 
in the Senate of the United States of America that I cannot 
trust myself to have lunch with someone, or I cannot go out 
to dinner some place without being contaminated, then I 
want to quit the Senate of the United States, because I do 
not have any business here. I have more confidence in 
myself apparently than the Senator from Indiana has in 
himself. 

Mr. MINTON. I will say that the Senator gained that 
confidence recently. 

Mr. WHEELER. No; I have had it for a long time. I 
had it when I was in the house of representatives in Montana. 
I had it when I was United States district attorney. I had it 
when I started the investigation that drove Harry Daugherty 
from the Department of Justice, when it took a little courage 
to stand up in the Senate and demand that investigation, 
when most of the Democrats were opposed to me, when the 
Democratic leaders were opposed to me—then I had confi- 
dence in myself. I have had confidence in myself at all 
times when my conscience told me I was right. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. HOLT. I want to know if the Senator from Indiana, 
when he spoke of the social lobby, referred to the party held 
at the Mayfiower for Mr. McNutt, and how that was financed. 
(Laughter.] 

Mr. WHEELER. That was a social lobby, certainly. I am 
told, however, that most of those who were invited did not 
come, and those who went to it crashed the gate. 

Mr. MINTON. I will tell the Senator from West Virginia 
how it was financed if he wants to know. 

Mr. WHEELER. I am not interested. 

Mr. MINTON. Perhaps the Senator from West Virginia, 
who asked the question, would be interested. 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, a point of order. In order 
for a Senator to gain recognition, is it not necessary that he 
address the Chair, and be yielded to by the Senator who has 
the floor? 

Mr. WHEELER. I refuse to yield further. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. It is a kind of free-for-all 
debate, the Chair will say. It is running pretty freely. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I refuse to yield to any- 
one to go into the candidacy of Mr. McNutt. I have not any 
interest in it one way or the other, and I refuse to be drawn 
into it at this particular time. 

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President—— 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Montana 
yield to the Senator from Indiana? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. i 

Mr. MINTON. The Senator would not mind telling us 
whose candidacy he is interested in, would he? 

Mr. WHEELER. I am not interested in McNutt’s can- 
didacy. 

Mr. MINTON. Or WHEELER’s? 

Mr. WHEELER. No; and I am not interested in mine. 
I am not a candidate, and I am not interested in the Sen- 
ator’s candidate either. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MINTON. That is fair enough. 

Mr. WHEELER. So I am not interested in anybody’s 
candidacy. When I am interested in somebody else’s candi- 
dacy I will have the courage to stand up and say in whose 
candidacy I am interested, just exactly the same as I stood 
on the floor of the Senate and said I was interested in the 
candidacy of Mr. Roosevelt at a time when there were only 
three Members of the Senate, so far as I know, who had 
any interest in it. When I am interested in a candidacy I 
will not be giving cocktail parties, I will not be giving big 
dinners, and I will not be fiying from Manila to the United 
States in order to get a lot of cheap advertising. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Will the Senator agree with me that 
we have now about reached the point when we should vote 
on the Wheeler amendment and stop talking about it? 

Mr. WHEELER. I know that the Senator from New Jer- 
sey, who is a new Member of the Senate, probably does not 
like to hear me speak, but, after all, I propose to say a few 
words, whether or not it is agreeable to the Senator from 
New Jersey. 

Mr. President, I wish to come back to a discussion of the 
measure before us. It has been stated that the reason some 
Senators are voting for it is because they trust the President 
of the United States, and the implication is that those who 
do not vote for it do not trust the President. I would be 
opposed to the proposed legislation if my amendment were 
omitted from it. The reason I am for the amendment, and 
the sole reason I am for it, is because I do not want to see 
the Senate of the United States delegating the authority 
given to it under the Constitution to the executive branch 
of the Government. 

I want to call the attention of the Senate to a bill which 
was introduced in the House of Representatives. The purpose 
of the bill is to regulate the air service of the United States. 
Another bill providing for the regulation of air service passed 
the Senate but died in the House. A bill has now been intro- 
duced in the House. Among other things, it provides for set- 
ting up an authority for the purpose of regulating the air 
service and to determine whether or not a certificate of con- 
venience and necessity should be issued. What do Senators 
suppose this bill provides further? Among other things, it 
provides as follows on page 74: 

TITLE VII— Or ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCIES 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES 


Sec. 801. (a) The exercise and performance of the powers and 
duties of the Authority which are not subject to review by courts 
of law shall be subject to the general direction of the President. 

(b) The issuance, denial, transfer, amendment, cancelation, sus- 
pension, or revocation of any certificate authorizing an air carrier 
to operate in overseas or foreign air transportation or air transporta- 
tion between places in the same Territory or possession, shall be 
subject to the approval of the President. 

(c) The terms, conditions, and limitations contained in any 
certificate authorizing an air carrier to operate in overseas or for- 
eign air transportation or air transportation between places in the 
PP ᷣ 
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(d) The issuance, denial, transfer, amendment, cancelation, sus- 
pension, or revocation of any permit shall be subject to the approval 
of the President. 


(e) The terms, conditions, and limitations contained in any 
permit shall be subject to the approval of the President. 


The bill is House bill 9738. Here is an example of the drift 

in the Congress of the United States. Because Senators say 
they trust the present President of the United States they 
want to turn over to him the legislative power that belongs 
to the Congress of the United States under the Constitution. 
That is the thing that I am interested in. I say that the 
Congress has already vested too much power in the hands of 
the executive branch of the Government. So far as I am 
concerned, I shali refuse to vote at any time to turn over 
the legislative power of Congress any further to any Presi- 
dent of the United States, whoever he may be. 
I have before me a letter from the American Farm Bureau 
Federation. Certainly the American Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion has confidence in the President. The Farm Bureau 
Federation and Mr. O’Neal have supported the President of 
the United States and the Democratic Party from time im- 
memorial. I know the part that the American Farm Bureau 
Federation have played in Democratic politics and in Demo- 
cratic conventions. 

I am not criticizing the American Farm Bureau Federation, 
but I am calling attention to the fact that the American 
Farm Bureau Federation have always been most sympathetic 
to practically all New Deal legislation. What do they say?— 

Manch 16, 1938. 
To all Members of the Senate: 

I want to take this opportunity to advise you of the recommenda- 
tions of the American Farm Bureau Federation with respect to the 
pending measure for governmental reorganization. 

At the last annual meeting of the federation in Chicago, III., De- 
cember 13, 14, and 15, 1937, the following resolution was adopted: 

“We favor such reorganization of the departments of Govern- 
ment as are needed for economy and efficiency of administration.” 

Nothing in this bill will produce any economies, according 
to the advice we have from the proponents of the bill. I 
shall not stop to discuss that matter. Nothing has been 
shown in the way of increased efficiency. But I am not com- 
plaining about that. Let me read further from the resolu- 
tion of the American Farm Bureau Federation: 

But we will resist any proposed reorganization of departments of 
the Federal Government which will take from, divide, or duplicate 
functions properly within the jurisdiction of the Department of 
Agriculture. In any such reorganization, Federal boards heretofore 
created by acts of Congress, and responsible to the Congress and 
wherein their maximum efficiency and public service requires inde- 
pendent action, should have their respective fields of independent 
action maintained and safeguarded. 

Mr. O’Neal and the American Farm Bureau Federation 
cannot be said to be afraid of the President. It cannot be 
said that they do not trust the President of the United 
States. 

Let me read further from the letter of the American Farm 
Bureau Federation: 

On January 11, 1938, our executive committee met here and out- 
lined a legislative program to carry out the resolutions adopted by 
our annual meeting. Included in this were the following 

c recommendations to carry out the objectives outlined: 

“Concentration of all agricultural agencies dealing with organic 
resources in the United States Department of Agriculture. 

“Oppose the change in name of the Department of Interior to 
the Department of Conservation. 

“Independent governmental agencies created by Congress and 


exercising semijudicial functions such as Federal Trade 
sion, Farm Credit Administration“ 


Under this bill the Farm Credit Administration may be 
transferred— 
“Interstate Commerce Commission”— 


First it was proposed to leave the Interstate Commerce 
Commission in such a situation that it might be trans- 
ferred— 

“Federal Reserve Board and the United States Tariff Commission 


should be exempted from Executive transfer in any reorganization 
of Government“! 


There is no exemption for the Federal Tariff Commission in 
this bill— 
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“and approval by Congress of Executive orders modifying the status 
of other independent agencies should be required.” 

We hope the pending reorganization bill (S. 3331) can be modi- 
fied in line with these recommendations. 


As I have said, every time I happen to disagree with the 
administration it is immediately suggested in the press, or 
whispered around, that “the Senator from Montana is op- 
posed and does not trust the President of the United States.” 

What I have to say to the President of the United States I 
say to him. What I have to say to the people of this country 
I say upon the floor of the Senate. I do not go into the 
cloakrooms and say one thing and vote differently on the 
floor of the Senate. I know only one language. I speak the 
same language in the cloakrooms that I speak on the floor of 
the Senate; and I speak the same language to the President 
of the United States that I speak on the floor of the Senate. 
If other Senators would speak the same language on the floor 
of the Senate that they speak in the cloakrooms, this bill 
would not have a ghost of a chance to pass. But I know, Mr. 
President, the pressure which has been brought to bear—not 
by Mr. Gannett’s organization. I do not know what help or 
what harm could come to this body from certain individuals 
who think the whole world rests upon their shoulders. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Montana yield to the Senator from Vermont? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 


Mr. AUSTIN. I ask the Senator from Montana whether 
the proposed act is one which we can trust. In the discus- 
sions on the floor of the Senate we find Senators looking for 
immunity for particular activities from the effect of the 
power being transferred from the Congress to the Chief Ex- 
ecutive. Is it possible for us to carry on and properly dis- 
charge our duty as Senators if we support a measure which 
raises the question whether we can trust the act itself, with- 
out going further and obtaining immunities from the effect 
of the proposed act by some sort of assurance? 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I am in a difficult position, 
because I cannot give assurances. Others can. Others tell 
me they have received assurances. It seems to me it is a 
rather sad state of affairs when legislation in this body is to 
be controlled by assurances being given to individual Sen- 
ators. Any assurances which are given ought to be given 
to the whole membership of the Senate and to the country 
at large and not to individual Senators. 


I have talked longer than I intended to speak upon this 
subject. I have even gone so far as to suggest that so far 
as I am concerned, I should be perfectly willing to limit to 5 
days instead of 10 days the period within which legislative 
action must be taken. I have gone so far as to say that, so far 
as I am concerned, I should be willing that the Executive 
orders should go into effect unless a joint resolution should 
be introduced, and that when a joint resolution was intro- 
duced the Executive orders should be automatically held up. 
But the proponents of the bill have not agreed to it, and 
will not agree to it. 


To repeat, my only interest in the whole thing is to say 
to the Senate that my attitude is not that I do not trust the 
President. It is not because we do not trust the President as 
distinguished from a President, but because of the fact that 
it seems to me Congress itself is in duty bound to pass upon 
these questions as a fundamental proposition of government. 

Some bureaus have been exempted. I called attention the 
other day to the T. V. A. The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Norris] corrected my statement when I first told him that 
the T. V. A. could be transferred under the provisions of the 
bill. He said I was wrong; but he very properly stood up on 
the floor day before yesterday and said I was right and he was 
wrong. We all know, however, that if the Senator from 
Nebraska thought for one moment that the T. V. A. was going 
to be put under any executive branch of the Government, he 
would vote against the bill unless it had this kind of an 
amendment in it. The reason he is voting for it is because 
he says he trusts the President, and he cannot conceive of 
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the President doing such a foolish thing—to use his langu- 
age—as transferring the T. V. A. 

I cannot conceive of it. I cannot conceive of the President 
making such changes, and I do not believe he is going to do 
many of the things that have been mentioned. I think he 
probably will not make as many transfers and he will not do 
as much as ought to be done. 

This morning my attention was called to a proposal to 
have a committee on reorganization appointed by this ad- 
ministration. It was proposed, under that reorganization 
plan, to transfer some portion of the Navy Department to 
the Treasury Department. I have misplaced the statement. 
At any rate, there was a quarrel between the Departments, 
and the transfer never was made. It was calculated that 
great savings could have been effected in that instance if the 
transfer had been made. But it was not made by the Presi- 
dent because of the controversy between the two Depart- 
ments. So political pressure and departmental pressure can 
be brought to bear upon the President just the same as upon 
the Congress. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator will recall that at the last 
session of Congress a name came before the Senate for con- 
firmation. It was argued here on the floor that certain ex- 
aminations and information should be had before the Senate 
finally passed on the matter. Without going into the details, 
when certain facts afterward came out, numerous Senators 
rushed into print to say that if they had only known the 
facts subsequently disclosed they would have voted differ- 
ently. If this bill is enacted into law without providing for 
the reference back to Congress of Executive orders, I cer- 
tainly hope those who support it will not for the second time 
put up the weak excuse that if they had only known about 
what would be done they would have supported the Wheeler 
amendment. 

Mr. WHEELER. How many Senators today would give 
the executive branch of the Government power to enter into 
the so-called reciprocal treaties affecting wool, hides, shoes, 
and many other commodities? If I had made a speech against 
the measure authorizing them, it would have been said, 
“You do not trust the President of the United States.” Now 
a Senator must go to the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment with his hat in his hand and say, “Please protect my 
people and my State.” When the people write to a Senator 
and say to him, “Why did you give the Executive that 
power?” what is the Senator going to say to them? He is 
going to say to them, “I delegated my power to the executive 
branch, and I cannot do anything to help you.” 

It seems to me ridiculous to make the argument to this 
body that unless a Senator votes as he is told to vote by 
the executive department of the Government he does not 
trust the President of the United States. So far as Iam con- 
cerned, I am getting weary of hearing that kind of argu- 
ment presented to those who are supposed to be intelligent 
men in the Senate of the United States. 

I have not any interest in this matter in any way what- 
soever, except that I feel it is the duty of the Senate of the 
United States to retain at least a minimum of power to have 
an opportunity to vote upon proposals for reorganization 
which may be submitted. 

Now I am told that the Senate may change its rules and 
that the House may change its rules when it comes time 
to act on an order which may be sent to the Congress. Per- 
haps they will; but I do not believe it. I do not believe 
that the moral standards of the House of Representatives 
and the Senate of the United States have reached such a 
low point that when they have enacted a piece of legislation 
and have said to the President of the United States, “Go 
ahead and reorganize the Government bureaus and we will 
vote on the plan submitted by you within 10 days,” they 
will go back upon their word. I do not believe it; I refuse 
to believe it. 

Perhaps some things that have happened recently with 
reference to certain matters of legislation have justified the 
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opinion on the part of some person that we have reached a 
pretty low ebb; but certainly I do not believe that we have 
reached such a low ebb that the Congress would violate its 
moral duty, and what I would deem its legal duty, to stand 
by a measure which it had enacted into law and placed upon 
the statute books. Perhaps that might be done in some 
States, but certainly no one could do it in my State and get 
away with it. 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield there? 

Mr, WHEELER. I yield to the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. BURKE. It has been suggested that those who sup- 
port the amendment of the Senator from Montana show by 
that act that they do not trust the President. What should 
be said of those who oppose the provisions of the Wheeler 
amendment on the ground that the Congress would not abide 
by the agreement but would change its rules and indefinitely 
postpone consideration? Do they not show a surprising lack 
of trust in the body to which they belong? 

Mr. WHEELER. Of course, what the Senator says is true. 
What the opponents of the amendment are saying to the 
President of the United States and what they are saying 
to the country is, “Yes; we trust the President, but we do 
not trust ourselves; we have not any confidence in either our 
honesty, our integrity, or our capabilities; because if we 
adopt this amendment, we are going to turn around and 
violate it at the next session of Congress.” So, when fear is 
mentioned, the fear is coming from the other side. The fear 
is that the Congress will not keep its word; the fear is that 
we have not sufficient intelligence or sufficient ability to act 
within 10 days upon a reorganization proposal that may be 
sent to Congress by the President of the United States. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
there? 

Mr. WHEELER. I am glad to yield to the Senator from 
Kentucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator has drawn a comparison 
between those who oppose his amendment as not trusting 
Congress and those who favor it as not trusting the Presi- 
dent, or something of that kind. It is a well-known fact 
that no Congress can bind any other Congress, not only 
with respect to its rules but with respect to an act of that 
Congress. It does not involve any lack of trust in a future 
session of Congress, to assume if it thought, under its con- 
stitutional right, it had the power to change its rules that 
it would proceed to do so. 

Mr. WHEELER. I cannot agree with the Senator in that 
respect. 

Mr. BARKLEY. But to oppose the Senator’s amendment 
does not imply any lack of confidence in any future session 
of Congress which may be assumed to pursue its constitu- 
tional duties, not only with respect to the repeal of a rule 
but even to the repeal of a statute itself. 

Mr. WHEELER. I cannot subscribe to the Senator’s view- 
point at all, for the simple reason that we are saying by a 
solemn vote of the Senate and of the House of Representa- 
tives that we are willing to go, and do go, on record in saying 
to the President that when he sends an order down we will 
vote on it in 10 days’ time. Does the Senator mean because 
we have the power to do certain things that we would have 
any right to do them? A jury, for instance, in a criminal 
case has the power to turn a criminal loose, regardless of 
the evidence, but it has not the right to do so. In this in- 
stance, while some Senators differ with the Senator from 
Kentucky with reference to his interpretation of that mat- 
ter, I am inclined to agree with his interpretation. But, 
assuming that his interpretation is correct, I say that the 
Congress of the United States would be morally bound to 
abide by the law which it enacted, and I cannot conceive 
of any Congress of the United States doing otherwise. Cer- 
tainly I know the men upon this side, every one of them, it 
seems to me, would have to vote on the question submitted. 
Why should they change the rules upon a particular meas- 
ure affecting an Executive order? They would not have to 
change their rules in order to defeat it; all they would have 
to do would be to vote it down. So there would not be any 
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necessity of changing the rules at all. If they had a ma- 
jority to change the rules with reference to a particular 
order, they would have a majority to vote it up or down, 
whichever way they wanted. So that argument fades into 
thin air, it seems to me. 

Mr, President, I merely wish to say a word to those who 
say that this is a Utopian idea or a lovely idea but that it 
will not work. I hope that I shall ever be found fighting 
for ideals even though at times they may be impracticable. 
This, however, is one time, Mr. President, when it is not 
only an ideal but it is an ideal that was written into the 
Constitution by the fathers of this land. Furthermore, it is 
a practical suggestion as well. 

It is said that there may be 150 reorganization orders. 
One may draw on his imagination and say that there may be 
300 transfers or 500 transfers, because, under this bill, parts 
of a bureau may be transferred to some other bureau. So 
there may be a thousand or there may be 10,000; one may 
draw on his imagination if he wants an excuse to give power 
to the President of the United States; but it cannot be justi- 
fied, in my judgment, in the conscience of the Members of 
the Senate, and I do not believe that they can go before their 
people and say to them, “We did not have sufficient confi- 
dence in the Congress of which we are Members to believe 
that they would not violate a moral, and, in my judgment, 
a legal duty which they would owe to the President of the 
United States, and not only to the President but which they 
would owe also to their constituents and which they would 
owe to the people of this country as a whole. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the 
amendment, as modified, of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. WHEELER]. 

Mr. McNARY. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, I do not 
want this debate to close without saying a word of com- 
mendation of the Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER]. 
With a courage that is rare indeed in parliamentary bodies 
he has stood here firm for the right, and I wish to say what 
little I can in praise of his attitude. 

Mr. President, what confronts us here? Men all over the 
Chamber say that if we do certain things it will be possible 
to apply them in a certain way. Men all over this Chamber 
speak not in terms of advocacy of a particular proposition 
but in terms of a contingency as to what might ultimately 
be done in its application. 

This question, sir, transcends in importance the mere 
wording of the particular proposal; it transcends in impor- 
tance, sir, almost any question that has been before the 
Senate. It is, sir, a fundamental proposition submitted 
to the law-making body, the Senate of the United States, 
and they are to say whether when a particular reorganiza- 
tion proposal is presented they will accept it. When some- 
one asks, “Do not you trust the President of the United 
States?” that is apart from the whole discussion and apart 
from the question involved here. Here, sir, is presented a 
simple proposition of whether or not we will be parties to 
an emasculation of the right that is ours, a duty that is 
ours; and if we believe that that duty cannot be performed 
except in one way, if we believe that that right cannot be 
asserted except in one way, then, of course, we will have to 
vote for this particular amendment, and we will see to it that 
it is ultimately put in force. 

We are here, sir, with a duty to perform that is as great as 
is the President's duty. I am not caring and I am not con- 
sidering what he may ultimately do. That is not the propo- 
sition which is involved. The proposition involved is, upon 
our consciences, what should we do? We ought to be men 
enough, strong enough, brave enough, courageous enough, we 
ought sufficiently to measure up to the stature of Senators 
to see that we perform our duty fearlessly and courageously, 
and according to the right. 

Mr. President, if we do not trust ourselves, then, of course, 
we should transfer this duty to somebody else to perform. 
If we are doubtful of our own integrity and of our own cour- 
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age, then let some bureaucrat do the job for us. But if we are 
men, and if we stand with heads up, believing in ourselves and 
believing in the right of the Senate of the United States to 
do its duty; if, sir, we are here as legislators, not as pawns 
of a particular part of the Government of the United States, 
then let us do what we ought to do to perform the duty of 
legislators as it should be performed. 

I appeal to the highest that there is in human nature; I 
appeal to the highest that there is in you as United States 
Senators; I appeal to that which made us come here and gives 
us the pleasure of serving in a body of this sort; I appeal to 
your sense of justice, fairness, decency, to stand here for the 
amendment of the Senator from Montana, and to see that 
the Senate justifies its worth, if it has any, justifies its posi- 
tion. 

Mr. President I should be wanting in the performance of 
my duty if I did not say these few words, because they are 
indeed words that ought to be uttered in this body. I am not 
going to serve here, perhaps, very long. Some of you are 
here for just a short period. Some of you, perhaps, have 
upon you today the finger that marks the end of human 
existence. I say to you, as I say to myself, let us stand here 
as sentient human beings, as men who desire to do the right, 
as men who do not fear power wherever it exists, and let us 
see that the amendment of the Senator from Montana is 
adopted. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment of the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
WHEELER], as modified. The yeas and nays having been de- 
manded and ordered, the clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. WHEELER’s amendment, as modified, proposes, on page 7, line 
3, to strike out “effective date” and insert “approval”, and on page 
7, line 6, beginning with the words “and shall”, to strike out all 
down to and including line 14 in the following words: and shall 
not become effective until after the expiration of 60 calendar days 
after such transmission, unless Congress shall by law provide for an 
earlier effective date of such Executive order: Provided, That if 
Congress shall adjourn before the expiration of 60 calendar days 
from the date of such transmission such Executive order shall not 
become effective until after the expiration of 60 calendar days from 
the opening day of the next succeeding regular or special session" 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: “but shall not become 
effective until after the enactment of a joint resolution specifically 
approving such Executive order. Any such joint resolution shail 
provide for the approval of such Executive order as a whole, with- 
out modifications, and shall contain no other provisions. If any 
such joint resolution providing for the approval of any such Execu- 
tive order is introduced in either House, it shall at once become 
the special order therein and that House shall proceed to its con- 
sideration, without reference to a committee; and, not later than 
1 hour after that House meets on the tenth calendar day (Sundays 
excepted) after the day on which such joint resolution was intro- 
duced, a vote shall be taken in that House on the question of the 
passage of a joint resolution approving such Executive order. If 
any such joint resolution is passed by one House, it shall be sent 
to the other House, and that House shall immediately proceed to 
its consideration, without reference to a committee. Not later 
than 1 hour after that House meets on the tenth calendar day 
(Sundays excepted) after it has received such joint resolution, a 
final vote shall be taken in that House on the question of the 
passage of such joint resolution. No notice or motion to reconsider 
the vote shall be in order.” 


The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. NYE (when his name was called). I have a pair with 
the junior Senator from Florida [Mr. Pepper]. I find that I 
can transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Minnesota 
Mr. SurpsteaD]. I do so, and will vote. I vote “yea.” 

I desire to announce that the Senator from Minnesota is 
detained by illness and that he would vote “yea” if present. 
I am advised that if the Senator from Florida were present 
and voting he would vote “nay.” 

Mr. RUSSELL (when his name was called). On this ques- 
tion I have a pair with the senior Senator from Florida [Mr. 
Anprewsl]. I understand that if the Senator from Florida 
were present he would vote “nay,” and if I were at liberty to 
vote I should vote “yea.” I withhold my vote. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah (when his name was called). On 
this question I have a pair with the junior Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. Truman]. If he were present, he would vote 
“nay,” and if I were at liberty to vote I should vote “yea.” 
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Mr. VAN NUYS (when his name was called). On this 
question I have a pair with the junior Senator from New 
York (Mr. Wacnerj. If he were present, he would vote 
“nay.” If I were at liberty to vote, I should vote “yea.” I 
withhold my vote. 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. HALE. On this question my colleague [Mr. WHITE] 
has a pair with the senior Senator from Texas [Mr. SHEP- 
PARD]. If present and voting, my colleague would vote “yea,” 
and I understand that the Senator from Texas would vote 
“nay.” 

Mr. MINTON. I am authorized to announce that the 
senior Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], who is absent 
because of a death in his family, is paired with the senior 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis]. If present and voting, 
the Senator from Georgia would vote “yea,” and the Senator 
from Illinois would vote “nay.” 

I also announce that the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
Anprews], the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Durry], the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis], the Senator from Florida 
(Mr. Perper], the Senator from Texas [Mr. SHEPPARD], the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Truman], and the Senator from 
New York (Mr. WacNEeR] are detained on important public 
business. 

Mr. COPELAND. I have a pair with the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Durry]. I have tried to obtain a transfer, 
but I cannot do so. I am sorry. If I were at liberty to vote, 
I should vote “yea,” and if present and voting the Senator 
from Wisconsin would vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 39, nays 43, as follows: 


YEAS—39 
Adams Burke Glass Maloney 
Austin Byrd rer ang 
Baile Capper (e) ye 
Berry Clarke Johnson, Calif. Pittman 
Bone Davis Johnson, Colo. Townsend 
Borah Donahey King Tydings 
Bridges Frazier Lodge Vandenberg 
Brown, Gerry Lonergan Walsh 
Bulkley Gibson McCarran Wheeler 
Bulow Gillette McNary 

NAYS—43 
Ashurst Green Logan Overton 
Bankhead Guffey Lundeen Pope 
Barkley Harrison McAdoo Radcliffe 
Bilbo Hatch McGill Reames 
Brown, N. H Hayden McKellar Reynolds 
Byrnes Herring Milton Schwartz 
Caraway Hill Minton Schwellenbach 
Chavez Hitchcock Murray Smathers 
Connally Hughes Neely Smith 
Dieterich La Follette Norris Thomas, Okla, 
Eliender Lee O'Mahoney 

NOT VOTING—14 

Andrews Lewis Shipstead Wagner 
Co! Pepper Thomas, Utah White 
Duffy Russell Truman 
George Sheppard Van Nuys 


So Mr. WHEELER’s amendment as modified was rejected. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I move to reconsider the 
vote by which the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move to lay the motion of the Senator 
from South Carolina on the table. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the 
motion of the Senator from Kentucky to lay on the table 
the motion of the Senator from South Carolina. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill is before the 
Senate and open to further amendment. If there be no 
further amendment, the question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I send an amendment to the 
desk, which I ask to have stated. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I thought we had an agree- 
ment first to consider committee amendments. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair was informed 
there were no further committee amendments. 

Mr. BYRNES. I have sent a committee amendment to the 
desk, which I should like to have disposed of. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Will the Senator from 
Colorado withhold offering his amendment? 
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Mr. ADAMS. Certainly. I offered the amendment be- 
cause I understood the Chair to say there were no further 
committee amendments to be considered. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will state the 
amendment offered by the Senator from South Carolina on 
behalf of the committee. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 4, line 9, it is proposed to 
strike out the word “or” after the semicolon, and on page 4, 
line 12, after the word “act”, to insert a semicolon and the 
words “or (8) to abolish any function transferred to any 
agency or agencies.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will state the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Colorado. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 39, line 23, after the word 
“Senate” and the period, it is proposed to insert the fol- 
lowing new sentence: 

At least two of the members of the Board shall be citizens 
and residents of States west of the Mississippi River. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I hope the amendment will 
not be agreed to. I do not believe that in the appointment 
of a commission or a board we should provide that one 
member or two members should be citizens of States north 
of the Mason and Dixon line or south of that line or east of 
the Mississippi River or west of that river. I hope the Sen- 
ator from Colorado will not press his amendment, because 
we have not been following that procedure in legislating as 
to commissions. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, the Senator from South 
Carolina points out that we have not followed the prece- 
dent of providing membership on boards from divisions of 
the country. If my recollection is not in error, it was only 
a few days ago when there was an agreement that there 
should be a division upon a board according to party rep- 
resentation. The section to which my amendment applies 
deals with the National Resources Planning Board, which 
has to do with the West more than any other section of 
the country, and it has seemed to some of us from the 
western section that there was no impropriety in pointing 
out to the administration that that vast section of the 
country in which the great developments were to take place 
ough to be represented at least by a minority of the mem- 
bers of the Board. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I agree that a great section 
such as that referred to by the Senator should have repre- 
sentation on the Board, but I really doubt the advisability 
of making a division with the Mississippi River as the 
dividing line or providing that members shall come from 
the South Atlantic coast or the Pacific coast. It is true that 
in many acts we have provided, under a universal pro- 
cedure, when a commission is appointed, that not more 
than three or four, depending on the number on the Board, 
shall be of the same political party. We have been doing 
that because of our political system. But we have not been 
dividing the country into sections and providing that two 
or three or more members should come from one section. I 
would have no objection if three came from west of the 
Mississippi River, so far as I am concerned, but I do not be- 
lieve in providing by legislation regarding a board, which is 
merely a planning board, a research board, which has no 
power really to carry into execution any recommendations 
that it shall be so constituted. I do not think the Senator 
should urge that we divide the country into sections in a 
matter of that kind. 

As I gather the Senator’s view, he wants to have the great 
section of the country from which he comes represented, I 
should like to see it represented. There is no reason to fear 
that it will not be represented on the Board, which is merely 
to be a research board, authorized to make recommendations, 
but with no power to carry them into effect. Congress must 
provide the funds with which to carry the Board’s recom- 
mendations into effect, and Congress is made up of repre- 
sentatives from every section. I think the Senator has not 
had time to consider the section of the bill to which his 
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amendment applies, and if he reads it he will see that the 
Board would have no power except to make recommenda- 
tions. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I wish the Senator 
would speak so that we could all hear. 

Mr. BYRNES. I shall be glad to do so; I did not know 
anyone could not hear what I was saying. I was merely urg- 
ing upon the Senator from Colorado that the Board would 
have no power to carry out its recommendations; that they 
must come to Congress finally to determine any project of 
any kind, and in Congress every State has representation, I 
contend that it would not be wise legislation to provide what 
is proposed as to a board which is to be merely a research 
board. 

THE WEST SHOULD BE REPRESENTED 

Mr. O")MAHONEY. Mr. President, that is exactly the rea- 
son why in my opinion the amendment ought to be adopted. 
We are dealing with a research board, and the action of Con- 
gress upon any recommendation which may be made by the 
Board will be dependent upon the results of the Board’s re- 
searches. It is, therefore, of the utmost importance that, in 
the first instance, the whole country shall be represented. 

It is perfectly well known to everyone that a very large pro- 
portion of the resources of the United States are in the area 
west of the Mississippi River. 

Mr. BYRNES. I agree. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. All of the public domain that is left 
is west of the Mississippi River. Practically all of the min- 
eral resources of the United States are west of the Mississippi 
River. 

I hope the Senator will not resist the amendment. It is of 
the utmost importance to more than half of the United 
States. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I really object more to the 
method of legislating. I agree heartily with what the Sen- 
ator has said. I would not complain if three came from 
west of the Mississippi, but I do not like to provide in legis- 
lation that any particular number of the members of a board 
should come from a certain section. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. We have just concluded a debate last- 
ing for 3 or 4 days upon the question of whether the power 
to reorganize should be delegated to the President. We have 
rejected an amendment requiring congressional review on 
the ground, largely, that no real question of legislative power 
was involved. We were careful to provide that no functions 
should be abolished. The provision now under consideration 
actually deals with the initiation of functions and policies. 
It is of the utmost public importance. It is a question of 
what an executive agency shall recommend with respect to 
the disposition of the public resources of the country, most of 
which are in the West. For my part, I should think there 
would be no hesitation whatever in making a declaration 
that the people of the West shall be represented upon a 
board which will necessarily deal with the fundamental re- 
sources of their area. 

Mr. BYRNES. Does the Senator think it wise to provide 
by law that three of the members of the Board should come 
from east of the Mississippi? I am in the best of humor ask- 
ing the Senator, because I really object only to the method 
of legislating. I am only wondering whether that is the 
Senator’s idea. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I see no unwisdom in it, because the 
Mississippi River divides the country in two. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, the Senator is a member of 
the committee, and I have no right to speak for the entire 
committee. I do not believe in this method of legislation, but, 
so far as I am concerned, I will agree to accept the amend- 
ment if the members of the committee themselves feel it is 
proper; and certainly in conference we can discuss the matter 
with the Senator from Colorado and others interested. I 
have no objection to the amendment. I withdraw my 
objection. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Wyoming yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 
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Mr. BARKLEY. I appreciate and sympathize with what 
the Senator from Colorado is endeavoring to do, and I appre- 
ciate fully the interest of the Senator from Wyoming, and as 
a member of the committee I have no objection to the amend- 
ment going into the bill. I am a little perturbed about the 
power of the Congress to limit geographically the President 
in making appointments. 

Mr. OMAHONEY. Will the Senator permit me to inter- 
rupt him? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Has the Senator looked into that matter 
so as to satisfy his own mind about it? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I have no doubt about the matter. We 
are constantly dividing the country into districts for the pur- 
pose of affording proper representation to the interests of 


various sections. In the Federal Reserve Act we divided the 


country into several districts. The National Resources Com- 
mittee is already recommending that the country be divided 
into districts. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, in those cases, however, 
the appointee represents the district. He does not represent 
the whole country, except in the respect that we represent the 
whole country by our action in the Senate. I merely ask the 
Senator whether he has satisfied himself with respect to a 
board which is national in scope—not a board the members 
of which represent particular districts in the same sense that 
we represent States—that we have the constitutional power 
to Umit the President in his appointment of members of the 
board. 

Mr. OMAHONET. What possible constitutional objection 
could there be to such a suggestion? 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I suggest to the Senator 
from Kentucky that I have no objection to the amendment. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have no objection to it. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. It has been pointed out to me by the 
distinguished Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass! that the 
Federal Reserve Board represents the country as a whole 
but that only one member may come from one district. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; but the Federal Reserve System is 
made up of several Federal Reserve districts. I am not 
making any point on the matter at all. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. GLASS. In the Federal Reserve System the only 
thing relating to districts is the provision that no two mem- 
bers of the Board shall be appointed from any one district. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. McNARY. As a member of the joint committee and 
the committee of which the Senator from South Carolina 
is chairman, I favor the amendment. 

Let me say to the Senator from Kentucky that several 
precedents cover this situation. One I recall very graph- 
ically. That was the old Shipping Board Act, which pro- 
vided that two members should come from the Pacific Coast, 
two from the Atlantic Coast, one from the Gulf section, one 
from the Great Lake States, and one from the interior. 
That is exactly parallel with the present situation. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I know the pending amend- 
ment is going to be agreed to. I have no particular objec- 
tion to it. However, I think the principle is wrong. Prece- 
dents have already been established, I concede. I think 
they are wrong. I wish to go on record principally because 
in the future, 25 years from now, when I am still serving in 
the Senate, I do not want anyone to be able to show by the 
Record that I wanted to narrow the appointments to men 
representing certain districts, or something of that kind. 

I concede, Mr. President, that there are men east of the 
Mississippi River who are just as much interested in the 
natural resources of the country as there are west of the 
Mississippi. Even though the natural resources may mostly 
be west of the Mississippi River, I think the principle of 
confining the appointments to particular localities or to par- 
ticular States is wrong. The question is a national one. 

Mr. President, I remember quite a number of years ago 
when the Farm Board question was before the Senate for 
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consideration, Senators became almost hysterical over the 
proposition of putting a dirt farmer on the Board. If that 
Board were composed of 1,000 men, and the requirements 
was that only dirt farmers were to be placed on the Board, 
we could have gotten a thousand dirt farmers, whose 
conception of their duties would have been just the oppo- 
site to what was in the minds of those who were advocating 
the appointment of dirt farmers to the Board. 

It does not follow that because a man comes from west of 
the Mississippi River he has a broader and better knowl- 
edge of the resources of the country than a man coming 
from the eastern section of the country. 

It has been advocated that membership on the Supreme 
Court ought to be divided among different sections of the 
country. I think there is more reason for such division of 
membership on the Supreme Court than there is in the case 
before us, but I would not favor an amendment to the Con- 
stitution which would make such provision. 

I simply wanted the Recorp to show that, so far as I am 
concerned, I do not believe in this kind of legislation. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, a few years ago when I was 
making a visit to Yellowstone National Park with a view to 
selecting, if possible, a reservoir site within the park, in 
what is known as the Belcher Meadows, a great swamp in 
that portion of the park, there came out to go with us into 
the park a gentleman from the East. In traveling with him 
during the day he advised me that this was the first time 
he had ever been in the West, but he was there in op- 
position to our plan. I said to him, “Is it your first trip to 
the West?” He said, “Yes.” I said, “How often have you 
been to Europe?” He said, “Fourteen times.” And I said 
something to him which I will not put in the Recorp with 
reference to his fitness to pass upon the question which 
pertained to the West. 

Mr. President, I trust the President to perform executive 
duties. The appointing power is an executive power. A 
majority of the Senate has just trusted him to perform leg- 
islative duties. I hardly think it wise to distrust him in the 
performance of executive duties. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, my first duty is to assure 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] of my ap- 
preciation of the skillful and courteous way in which he has 
managed this bill. He has shown such broadmindedness 
and such fairness, that I hope he will permit this amend- 
ment to go into the bill. 

I pass no opinion as to the amendment being constitu- 
tional, but it is institutional,“ and the Senator from Wyo- 
ming [Mr. O’MaHoney], the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
Boran], and the Senator from Colorado [Mr. Apams] have 
advanced such strong arguments that it would be a work 
of supererogation for me to say anything. This may not be 
a good precedent. But in matters of necessity, where we 
perceive the drift of affairs, we are without remedy unless 
we do this. 

My opinion is that any President would be inclined to 
respect such a suggestion in a bill. A man may be a great 
scholar; he may even be a peripatetic philosopher, and a 
useful man, but if he knows nothing of a proposition and 
approaches it in original ignorance, it cannot be expected 
that he will easily reach conclusions and results approaching 
accuracy. 

I recall the circumstance alluded to by the able Senator 
from Idaho. I well remember the gentleman who came out 
from a State in the East to instruct as to Yellowstone. If 
Senators will pardon me, I will say that I asked the newly 
arrived one the question: What is your business?” He said, 
“T am making narrow-gage engines.” I replied, “I have no 
doubt of that.” [Laughter.] i 

Mr. President, since one of our ablest Senators—and upon 
whose sagacity I frequently rely—the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. Norris], has seen fit to refer to the Supreme Court of 
the United States, let me say that of the nine Justices of the 
Supreme Court not one comes from the West at this time, 
unless we count Mr. Justice Butler, who comes from Minne- 
sota. 

LXXXII ——231 
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What did they originally know of what is a hanging wall 
in a mining claim? What did they originally know about 
irrigation? Not that they would fail to learn and absorb 
such knowledge; but the situation is so critical with respect to 
the Supreme Court that I have received many letters urging 
me to write to the President asking him in the next appoint- 
ment, if there should be one, to nominate a man from the 
West. 

Owing to the particular position I temporarily hold as 
chairman of the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, it would 
be improper for me to make any suggestion to the President 
as to who should be nominated for any Supreme Court judge- 
ship. Therefore I have never suggested, and do not expect 
to suggest, to the President or to anyone else, who should be 
nominated for Justice of the Supreme Court. If the Presi- 
dent should send in another nominee for Justice of the Su- 
preme Court, we could not reject his nomination simply 
because the nominee did not come from the West. We could 
not on our consciences do so foul a thing. Therefore, the 
only thing left for us to do is, as we are doing now in the 
appropriate forum, in the proper place, to make known our 
views in the interests of our country. 

The able Senator from Colorado has done a wise and states- 
manlike thing in urging this amendment. I hope the able 
Senator from South Carolina will agree to the amendment. 
It is no reflection upon the President. It is nothing more 
than a suggestion to the President as to what we think of the 
matter. i 

Mr. McADOO. Mr. President, I wish to have the RECORD 
show that I strongly favor the adoption of this amendment. 

I do not think it is important to discuss the constitutional 
features. For my own part, I believe an amendment of this 
character, or a provision of this character in legislation, 
within certain reasonable limits, is entirely constitutional. 
We have ample precedents for provisions of this character in 
bills, notably in the case of the Federal Reserve Board, to 
which my distinguished colleague from Virginia [Mr. Grass] 
has referred. 

But when it is considered, Mr. President, that we have 
3,000 miles of territory, vast not only in expanse but also in 
the great diversification of its resources, and when we con- 
sider that the National Resources Planning Board is to make 
plans upon which the Executive is to act, and as a result of 
which future legislation is to be enacted vitally affecting the 
welfare of that great section of the country, I do not think it 
is at all unreasonable, but, on the contrary, I think it is wise, 
to include in the bill a provision requiring that two of the 
members of this Board, at least, shall be residents of the 
section of the country west of the Mississippi River. 

I know it is not necessary for me to argue the matter at 
this time. I merely desire to record my own view about the 
matter, and to express the hope that when the bill goes to 
conference, if this amendment is adopted, the Senate con- 
ferees will not yield the point. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McADOO. I yield the floor. 

Mr. HOLT. I desire to ask the Senator a question. Why 
does the Senator fear to allow the President to have the 
power to make these appointments? 

Mr. McADOO. I do not fear the President. 

Mr. HOLT. Then why should we limit him by legislative 
action? 

Mr. McADOO. Because while the President has a perfect 
right to appoint anybody he chooses if there is nothing in 
the bill to the contrary, and the Senate could protect other 
sections of the country by rejecting nominations if, in the 
opinion of the Senate, they did not give representation to the 
entire country, it is not likely that the Senate would do so. 

This is a suggestion to the President—not the present 
President but any President who may appoint this Board— 
that at least it is the opinion of Congress, even though that 
opinion should not have constitutional or legislative effect, 
that it would be wise and politic to give the great section 
of the country west of the Mississippi River representation 
on the Board. 
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Mr. HOLT. In other words, the Senator feels that this 
amendment does not take any power away from the 
President? 

Mr. McADOO. I do not think it takes any power away 
from the President. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I do not believe this amend- 
ment is unconstitutional. I have said that it does not lack 
precedent. It probably will be adopted. I have not any par- 
ticular objection to it. I suppose there will not be a roll call 
on it. I simply want to state for the Recor that I do not 
believe in this kind of legislation. 

At one time in the distant past I was a member of the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. The Congress passed 
a farm-loan bill, introduced by a former Senator from New 
Hampshire, which provided for setting up machinery for 
making loans through the Federal land banks, The nomina- 
tions to the Board came to the Senate and were referred 
to the Senate Committee on Banking and Currency. I was 
on the subcommittee which considered the nominations. 

The law provided that not more than three members of 
the Board should belong to any one political party; so three 
Democrats and two Republicans were to be appointed to the 
Board. 


I myself had opposed that part of the law on the floor of 
the Senate. I considered that on any board of that kind it 
did not make any difference whether the members were all 
Republicans or all Democrats, or whether any of them be- 
longed to either party. I think the best way to obtain a good 
board is to disregard partisan politics. 

However, the provision to which I refer was put in the 
law; and to my astonishment, when the subcommittee met 
in the committee room, it devoted nearly the entire fore- 
noon to discussing the politics of the men who had been 
nominated by President Wilson to be members of the Board. 
The Democrats were not satisfied with the three Democrats, 
and the Republicans were not satisfied with the two Re- 
publicans. Nothing was said about their ability to perform 
the functions of their office. That was admitted. There 
was no objection to them on that ground. They were good 
men, able, and competent to carry out the work of the 
Board; but they were not sufficiently strong politicians. 

Before I went to the committee meeting I was lectured 
in the cloakroom by the leader of the Republican side, who 
said he was dissatisfied with the Republican nominees. He 
said, “There is only one question involved that you ought to 
consider when you go to the subcommittee meeting. We do 
not care who the Democrats are, but will the Republican 
members see to it that we get our share of the jobs? That 
is the thing to be passed on.” 

I concede that this particular amendment is not the same 
as the provision to which I refer, but it seems to me it 
belongs to the same class. Two Senators, both of whom 
are now absent from the Chamber, told about an English- 
man, or at least some man from the East, who went with 
them on a trip through Yellowstone Park. Do they fear 
that he is going to be appointed on this Board? Is there 
any danger that such a thing will occur? 

If there is an outstanding man who is recognized by the 
Nation as a leader in the particular work of this Board, 
shall he be disqualified because he happens to live east of 
the Mississippi River? I think such reasoning is illogical. 
I realize that I am talking to men who do not agree with 
me and who never have agreed with me on the matter of 
setting up bipartisan boards. I think such boards ought 
to be nonpartisan rather than bipartisan. It was the idea 
of my leader years ago that the duty of bipartisan boards 
was to see that patronage was properly divided between the 
two parties. 

Does this amendment involve the question of being against 
the President, or failing to trust the President? I thought 
we had sufficiently discussed that question in connection 
with the other amendment. I do not suppose the President 
cares from what section of the country the members of the 
board come. I have not heard that he does. It does not 
make any difference in my stand on the matter whether he 
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does or not. I do not feel that every time an amendment 
is offered, whether we are for or against the amendment, we 
ought to say, “Are we afraid to trust the President?” I do 
not charge my colleagues who favor this amendment—and 
that means practically all of them—with being afraid to 
trust the President. I myself should not make such a foolish 
argument. I am dumbfounded that anyone has such an 
idea in connection with this particular amendment. That 
question has nothing to do with the case, any more than the 
flowers that bloom in the spring. 

I rose in the first place only to say that I do not believe 
this is a logical way in which to legislate. 

A week or so ago a high official in Congress talked to me 
about a certain amendment. He was very courteous, and I 
am not finding fault with him at all. But it was known that 
such an amendment was to be offered in connection with this 
bill. He thought there was a chance to get a job for a man 
who lived in my State. He said, “That is where the job is 
going, I think. That ought to settle the matter with you. 
Don't you want to get another job for your State?” I said, 
“Everything else being equal, I would just as soon have it 
there; but I am not going to consider that. I would not be 
in favor of giving the job to the man whom you have 
suggested, even though he comes from my State. I have 
nothing against him; but I do not think he is as well quali- 
fied as the other men who have been mentioned. They do 
not happen to come from my State; but it is a national prop- 
osition, and I do not want to consider it on a narrow basis.” 

I should like to see the appointing authority given complete 
power to appoint the most available and most efficient men 
for this particular job, regardless of where they live. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, there is one phase of this 
matter which it seems to me has not been properly empha- 
sized, and which will determine my vote. I refer to the 
question of sectionalism against nationalism. 

When I was elected to the Senate, both in my campaign 
before the election and in my addresses subsequent to the 
election, I emphasized the fact that if I came to Washington 
as a United States Senator, although I was elected by the 
State of Rhode Island, and I would do all I could for Rhode 
Island, I would be an official of the United States, and that 
my first duty would be to America, my second to Rhode 
Island, and my third to my party. I think that any legisla- 
tion of this sort which emphasizes sectionalism should be 
avoided. 

I sympathize with the purpose of the amendment. I hope 
the President will, and I have no doubt that he will, appoint 
two members from the section of the country west of the 
Mississippi. My objection is on principle and that it would 
constitute an undesirable precedent. If we can provide that 
two members must come from the region west of the Missis- 
sippi, why not provide that three members shall come from 
that section or four members or all the members? If so, 
if legislation affecting the East particularly, say, banking 
legislation or legislation relating to manufactures, should 
come before the Congress, should we say that the East should 
have one or two or three or all the members of a commis- 
sion appointed to deal with such subjects? I think any leg- 
islation which emphasizes the difference between North and 
South or East and West should be avoided. We should 
deprecate sectional feeling and emphasize national feeling. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment offered by the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. Apams]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill is still before the 
Senate and open to amendment. 

TREASURY AND POST OFFICE DEPARTMENTS APPROPRIATIONS— 

CONFERENCE REPORT 
Mr. GLASS submitted the following report: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
83S on Ihe'amendmeania C (H. R. 
8947) making 8 for the Treasury and Post Office 
Departments for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1039 and for 
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other purposes, having met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to their respective Houses 
as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 1, 6, 11, 
16, 21, 24, and 30. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendments 
of the Senate numbered 4, 5, 9, 10, 13, 20, 23, 27, and 29, and 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 2: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 2, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the sum 
proposed insert $1,050,000"; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 3: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 3, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the sum 
proposed insert “$485,000”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 7: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 7, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the matter 
inserted by said amendment insert the following: “Construction 
of public buildings outside of the District of Columbia:”; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 12: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 12, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert 8230, 000“; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 14: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 14, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert “$2,284,000"; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 15: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 15, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert “$6,950,000"; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 17: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 17, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert “$1,542,500”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 18: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 18, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the sum 
proposed insert “$138,750,000"; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 19: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 19, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the sum 
proposed insert “$3,150,000”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 22: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 22, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the sum 
proposed insert “$16,650,000”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 25: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 25, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the sum 
proposed insert “$635,000”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 26: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 26, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the sum 
proposed insert “$15,300,000”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 28: That the House recede from is dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 28, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter inserted by said amendment insert the following: “or a 
person in the service of the United States on the date of the 
approval of this act who being eligible for citizenship has filed a 
declaration of intention to become a citizen or who owes allegiance 
to the United States”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

The committee of conference report in disagreement amendment 
numbered 8. 


H. STYLES BRIDGES, 

Managers on the part of the Senate. 
Lovis LUDLOW, 
JOHN J. BOYLAN, 
EMMET O'NEAL, 
Gro. W. JOHNSON, 
J. Burrwoop DALY, 
JOHN TABER, 
J. W. DITTER, 

Managers on the part of the House. 


The report was agreed to, 
REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 
The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 3331) 
to provide for reorganizing agencies of the Government, ex- 
tending the classified civil service, establishing a General 
Auditing Office and Department of Welfare, and for other 
purposes, x 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


3649 


Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I send to the desk another 
committee amendment and ask for its adoption. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment offered 
by the Senator from South Carolina on behalf of the com- 
mittee will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK, After line 23, on page 32, it is proposed 
to insert the following subsection: 

(k) The Auditor General shall have authority to prescribe the 
manner in which public accounts and information accompanying 
such public accounts shall be submitted to him for audit. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment submitted by the Senator from South 
Carolina on behalf of the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill is still before the 
Senate and open to further amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask the clerk to state an 
amendment which has heretofore been presented by me on 
behalf of the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Bartey], the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Burke], and myself. The 
amendment provides for an additional declaration of stand- 
ard, namely, a reduction of 10 percent in Federal expendi- 
tures. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment proposed 
by the Senator from Virginia will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2, after line 15, it is proposed 
to insert the following: 

(t) To reduce the regular expenditures of the Government for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1940, by an amount not less than 
10 percent of the regular expenditures of the Government for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1939. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I claim no originality in sug- 
gesting that the expenditures of the Federal Government 
could and should be reduced by 10 percent. I think that 
suggestion first came from the distinguished Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes], the author of this bill, when 
he said in a speech made on May 3, 1937: 

When the appropriation bills have been passed by Congress they 
will total $7,000,000,000. I urge that the Congress, by an amend- 
ment to the last appropriation bill considered at this session, pro- 
vide for a reduction of 10 percent in the appropriations for each 
Department, with the provision that the 10-percent cut should 
not apply to the so-called fixed charges. 

Mr. President, I submit to the Senate that there is no 
economy whatever in this proposed legislation. I call at- 
tention to the fact that the President of the United States 
on two occasions has frankly stated to Congress and to the 
people of the country that no substantial savings can be 
affected by the passage of this bill. In a-press conference 
about a year ago he stated that the sayings he estimated 
would be about $30,000,000, which is one-third of 1 percent 
of the expenditures of the Federal Government. And in his 
message to the Congress in transmitting this proposed leg- 
islation and in recommending it he stated that, in his judg- 
ment, no substantial economies could be effected. 

Mr, President, the popular impression is that the Federal 
Government is now spending less than during the peak of 
the depression, and some have attributed the present reces- 
sion in business to this cause. To the contrary, excluding 
the payment of the soldiers’ bonus, which was to discharge 
a debt already recognized by the Federal Government, we are 
spending more in 1938 than in any previous depression year. 
We are spending more in 1938 than we spent in 1937 after 
deducting the amount for the payment of the soldiers’ bonus. 
In round figures, exclusive of the soldiers’ bonus and appro- 
priations for recoverable loans, our expenditures since 1930 
are as follows: 

1930, 3 billions 300 millions. 

1931, 3 billions 600 millions. 

1932, 3 billions 900 millions, after deducting 500 millions 
subscription to the R. F. C. 

1933, 3 billions 400 millions. 

1934, 5 billions 100 millions, 

1935, 6 billions 400 millions. 

1936, 6 billions 870 millions, after deducting 1 billion 700 
millions for the soldiers’ bonus. 
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1937, 7 billions 400 millions, after deducting 556 millions 
for the soldiers’ bonus. 

For the year ending July 1, 1938, the revised Budget an- 
nounced as of October 19, 1937, totaled $7,345,000,000. Since 
then an additional relief appropriation of $250,000,000 has 
been passed, making a total of $7,600,000,000. If we then 
add the other additional appropriations enacted and to be 
enacted by Congress for this fiscal year the expenditures 
for the year 1938, exclusive of debt retirement, will amount 
to about $8,000,000,000, and this is $600,000,000 more, exclu- 
sive of the soldiers’ bonus, than the next largest fiscal year, 
the year of 1937. For 1939 the outlook for spending is 
equally gloomy. The appropriations for 1939, I predict, will 
equal or exceed the appropriations for 1938, taking into con- 
sideration the recommendations already made by the Chief 
Executive. 

So we continue to spend progressively more and more, 
although we began the emergency spending to continue only 
through the period of the acute crisis. 

Excluding the soldiers’ bonus, the deficits are as follows: 

1931, 480 millions. 

1932, 2 billions 700 millions. 

1933, 2 billions 600 millions. 

1934, 3 billions 600 millions. 

1935, 3 billions. 

1936, 2 billions 500 millions (after deducting 1 billion 700 
millions for soldiers’ bonus). 

1937, 2 billions 150 millions (after deducting 556 millions 
for the soldiers’ bonus). 

1938, the actual deficit from July 1, 1937, to March 10, 
1938, is 1 billion 150 million dollars. 

Due to the deficiency appropriations made by Congress and 
the decreased revenue by reason of the business depression, 
I confidently predict that the deficit for the year 1938 will 
not be much less than $2,000,000,000, notwithstanding the 
fact that for this current year we anticipate the largest tax 
collections in the history of our country. These deficits have 
not been due to the failure to impose on the people of 
America greatly increased taxes, as is shown by the follow- 
ing table of tax revenue: 

1932, 2 billions 5 millions. 

1933, 2 billions 79 millions. 

1934, 3 billions 115 millions. 

1935, 3 billions 800 millions. 

1936, 4 billions 115 millions. 

1937, 5 billions 200 millions. 

1938, 6 billions 300 millions (estimated). 

To balance the Budget on the present basis of spending 
would require $2,000,000,000 dollars more revenue than was 
obtained for the fiscal year 1938. In other words, we must 
increase taxes by one-third, and even then no provision 
would be made for debt retirement. The Federal Govern- 
ment alone is now exacting 10 percent out of our national 
income. No one, I think, will contradict my statement when 
I say that to attempt to increase Federal taxation one-third 
will result not only in diminishing returns but will still 
further depress business conditions and make recovery more 
difficult if not impossible. 

I desire today to reply to those who would deny the econ- 
omy with efficiency should not or cannot be the chief objec- 
tive of any program of Federal governmental reorganization. 

At the outset I submit to the Senate that if the reor- 
ganizers set about their task sincerely under a bill which 
leaves no uncertainty about economy being an objective, 
it will not be difficult to find numerous possibilities for con- 
solidation, elimination, and abolition of duplications and over- 
lapping activities now existing. 

Investigations are convincing that very large and substan- 
tial savings can be effected in the vast and costly Federal 
bureaucracy which has existed for a long time and which 
has been greatly aggravated in the past 5 years by the crea- 
tion of new agencies of the Government at a rate unparal- 
leled in our history. 

Let us found this case upon the facts of the record. 
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Before the World War we were spending $800,000,000 a 
year for Federal Government. In the prosperous period 
from 1920 to 1930 we spent an average of about $3,000,000,000 
a year, while paying a billion dollars a year on the war debt. 

In the past 5 years we have spent the incredible sum of 
nearly thirty-nine billions, an average of about eight billions 
each year. In that period we have added nearly eighteen 
billions to the direct public debt. But the direct debt is 
only part of the debt story; for to be added to more than 
$37,000,000,000 which the Treasury shows on its debt state- 
ment we have incurred an additional contingent liability of 
five billions by guaranteeing the obligations of more than a 
score of Government corporations, 

Thus, we have a total of debts and guaranteed obliga- 
tions in excess of $42,000,000,000. We are in the eighth con- 
secutive year of great deficits, and the Budget submitted for 
1939 makes the ninth. The longest previous period of suc- 
cessive substantial deficits was 2 years, and today we are as 
far away from a balanced Budget as at any time since the 
emergency spending began. 

The overlapping and complexity of the Federal bureau- 
cracy have been the subject of public discussion for years. 
President Roosevelt recognized the condition in July, Sep- 
tember, and again in October 1932, when he said: 

We must abolish useless offices. We must merge; we 
must consolidate subdivisions of Government * * * and give 
up luxuries we can no longer afford. 

We are not getting an adequate return for the money we are 
spending in Washington, or, to put it another way round, we are 
spending altogether too much money for Government services 
which are neither practical nor necessary. In addition to this, we 
are attempting too many functions, and we need a simplification 
of what the Federal Government is giving to the people. 

I shall approach the problem of carrying out the plain precept 
of our party, which is to reduce the cost of current Federal Goy- 
ernment operation by 25 percent. Of course, that means a com- 
plete realinement of the unprecedented bureaucracy that has 
assembled in Washington in the past 4 years. 

Here we are with a reorganization bill frankly admitted to 
effect no substantial savings. The country, we are told, may 
count itself fortunate if savings of one-third of 1 percent 
result, a saving of $30,000,000 only, when we are spending 
$14,000 every minute of every day and night, including Sun- 
days. I say the country may count itself indeed fortunate if 
costs are not greatly increased by the bill we have before us. 
I believe expenditures will be increased by its passage in its 
present form. 

When President Roosevelt made those speeches, the ex- 
penses of the Federal Government were about three and a 
half billion dollars a year. Now the expenses are more than 
twice as much. The opportunity for savings is correspond- 
ingly increased. 

During the past 4 years, 50 new agencies of Government 
have been established, and that figure does not include many 
new bureaus and divisions within the Departments. 

In the city of Washington the number of Federal employees 
has been doubled during the past 5 years. Reflect upon the 
magnitude of the floor space owned and rented by the Fed- 
eral Government when it is realized that it is equivalent to 
that of more than 50 Empire State buildings. 

A mere regrouping and shuffling of bureaus, divisions, agen- 
cies, committees, commissions, boards, authorities, adminis- 
trations, and what not will not necessarily mean increased 
efficiency or economy. 

A reorganization should not merely be a reorganization of 
names on doors behind which the same old bureaus and the 
same old bureaucrats operate in the same old way at the 
same old addresses. 

On two public occasions the President has frankly stated 
that the powers he desires for reorganization will not result 
in large savings. The President’s Committee on Executive 
Management offered similar testimony. Indeed, one member 
of the President’s committee predicted that the expenses of 
Government would increase under their proposals. 

In his message at the convening of the special session of 
Congress last autumn the President said: 


The experience of States and municipalities definitely proves that 
reorganization of government along the lines of modern business 
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administrative practice can increase efficiency, minimize error, du- 
plication, and waste, and raise the morale of the public service. 
But that experience does not prove, and no person conversant with 
the management of large private corporations or of governments 
honestly suggests, that reorganization of government machinery in 
the interests of efficiency is a method of making major savings in 
the cost of government. 

Mr. President, it is true that some States and municipalities 
have not saved by reorganization, but there are others that 
have saved. In proof of that statement I cite the reports of 
at least one member of the President’s Committee on Admin- 
istrative Management. That is precisely the point I make. 
There have been reorganizations without savings, and there 
have been reorganizations with savings—savings in per- 
centages which, if applied to Federal expenditures, would 
result in long strides toward returning this Government to a 
pay-as-you-go basis, so urgently necessary. What I am try- 
ing to do is to provide for assurance that this will be a re- 
organization with savings; not a reorganization without sav- 
ings, such as the proponents of the bill would have us adopt. 

I say without fear of successful contradiction that condi- 
tions in no State or municipality were ever comparable to the 
swollen and inflated bureaucracy which exists in the Federal 
Government. Expenses of no State or municipality have 
ever increased two and a half times in such a brief period. 
No State or municipality ever has had such an opportunity 
for profitable reorganization resulting in savings to be applied 
to reducing the deficit. But savings will be made only when 
there is a will to save. Economy at best is difficult to attain. 
Retrenchment will come only by a resolute determination to 
eliminate all overlapping activities and duplicated efforts, a 
resolute determination to reduce personnel, and a resolute 
determination to reduce every expenditure not necessary to 
vital functions of government. 

I challenge any man with a sense of responsibility to an- 
alyze progressive increases in regular Federal expenses— 
excluding completely the emergency and relief expenditures, 
if desired—without feeling deep disturbance. I cite them, in 
summary, taken from Government records. They show that 
regular Federal expenditures—exclusive of recovery and re- 
lief—in 1934 totaled $2,700,000,000. In 1935 the total, still 
confined to regular expenses, increased half a billion dollars 
to $3,200,000,000. In 1936 the total, still confined to regular 
expenses, increased another hundred million dollars to 
$3,300,000,000. In 1937 the total, still confined to regular ex- 
penses, increased $1,100,000,000 to $4,400,000,000. In 1938 
the total, still confined to regular expenses, has increased a 
round billion dollars to $5,400,000,000. And expenditures 
are still mounting. At the moment expenditures for the 
fiscal year 1938 are far ahead of those of a year ago. The 
Treasury notes that the total expenditures for the period 
July 1, 1937, to March 10, 1938, were $5,163,660,456, as com- 
pared to $5,027,196,491 for the same period last year. 

Economy and sound methods of government, efficient and 
economical, are essential in order to preserve the Nation’s 
solvency, which is threatened by the prolonged spending of 
more than its income. 

I repeat that reorganization for economy as well as effi- 
ciency should result in great savings, and in this reorganiza- 
tion legislation it is the clear duty of Congress to declare 
economy to be a paramount objective. 

Public spending grows by what it feeds on. 

Once Federal employees, on W. P. A. rolls and elsewhere, 
believe they have a vested right to their jobs, or to relief for 
that matter; once new departments, bureaus, and agencies 
are established and allotted public funds and extended public 
privileges, including the free use of the mails for propaganda 
to prevent the loss of their standings and the jobs that are in 
them; once emergency spending is continued beyond the 
emergency, the stream of expenditures becomes an over- 
whelming flood which only heroic measures can keep from 
engulfiing the Nation. Yet we now are asked to establish 
new departments and make permanent emergency activities. 

I am only a farmer and businessman. 

I do not believe in destructive economy, as my public record 
will substantiate. 
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I favor adequate support for necessary functions of govern- 
ment. 

I readily agree that activities of the Government must ex- 
pand in times of emergency, and that in normal times the aid 
of the Government can be profitably and wisely used to 
improve the condition of all the people. 

But a mandate for progress and welfare without a man- 
date for solvency is a mandate impossible of fulfillment and 
most likely a mandate for disaster. 

That is to say, there is no happiness in store for the man 
why buys more than he can pay for. 

A program to spend billions in an effort to increase social 
justice will bring only grief and disappointment if it falls 
down of its own weight and the failure to meet obligations. 
Any program undertaken by the Government is limited by 
the ability of the Nation to pay and still maintain our system 
of government. 

Certainly, human values must be conserved and promoted 
by better health, better housing, and better living. Cer- 
tainly these are of far greater importance than any property 
values; yet social and economic justice built upon debts are 
houses built upon the sands. I say that by way of warning 
that true liberalism diminishes in direct proportion to im- 
pairment of resources. 

I have no hesitancy in talking very frankly of the serious 
significance of huge Government spending, but I do it in a 
spirit of constructive criticism. I do it because we must 
realize that we cannot say there will never be another na- 
tional emergency; but we must all agree that we need to con- 
serve our resources to meet another national crisis if such 
should occur. I speak frankly because I am a member of a 
political party many of the leaders of which actually boast 
of the expenditures of the last 4 years. Those on the other 
side of the aisle, too, cannot escape responsibility for five 
billions of our present debt created under the Hoover ad- 
ministration; they cannot deny that a majority of the 
Republicans in both the Senate and the House of Repre- 
sentatives voted for most of the appropriations that made 
possible our present spending program and created the bulk 
of the new indebtedness. It is only fair to recall that many 
businessmen and others urged spending as a panacea for the 
depression. The “prime the pump and spend ourselves back 
to prosperity” became exceedingly and almost universally 
popular a few years back, and in some quarters it is still 
with us, and the Congress was urged on all sides to enact 
bigger and greater appropriations, and that we did. 

So much for the responsibility for the spending. The 
fact remains that we did spend and that we are still spend- 
ing as much or more than ever. Who is here to say that 
we can continue to spend more than we collect and avert 
disaster? Who will not say that excessive taxation is not a 
barrier against future progress, social or any other? 

I am thoroughly conscious of the great financial resources 
of America. But let me say here that in the past 6 years 
we have increased the national debt by an amount more 
than four times the total and complete wealth of my own 
State of Virginia—a wealth the people of that State have 
been accumulating by their frugality and industry for more 
than 300 years. Virginia, I may say, is an average State in 
wealth and population, so in 6 years we have piled up new 
debts totaling the equivalent of the value of all property of 
every character owned by all the citizens in four sovereign 
States of average wealth and population. 

We cannot safely dissipate so much of our resources in 
this brief period of 5 years. We must face the facts; we 
must realize that expenditures are increasing; that revenue 
is not keeping pace; and we should take advantage of every 
opportunity for economy. 

I cite the President’s own admirable and eloquent expo- 
sition of October 19, 1932, on the subject of maintaining 
sound fiscal policies. At that time he said: 

We all know that our own family credit depends in large part 
on the stability of the credit of the United States. The credit 


of the family depends chiefly on whether that family is living 
within its income, and so it is with the Nation. 
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Continuing, in those darkest days of the depression, Mr. 
Roosevelt said: 
If in some crisis it (the Nation) lives beyond its income for a 
8 two, it can usually borrow temporarily on reasonable 
But if, like a spendthrift, it throws discretion to the winds, 
is willing to make no sacrifice at all in spending, extends its 
taxation to the limit of the people’s power to pay, and continues 
to pile up deficits, it is on the road to bankruptcy. 


The President was right, and it is in accordance with his 
own advice that I appeal that the ways of the spendthrift 
be stopped, and stopped now; that we see to it that discre- 
tion is no longer thrown to the winds; that we call a halt 
to spending at least upon governmental luxuries and ex- 
travagances and lend a helping hand to the end of keeping 
taxation within the limit of the people’s power to pay; that 
we break the steady sequence of deficits and reverse the 
road to bankruptcy. 

The President was right when he said that the credit of 
the United States is the foundation upon which our system 
of credits must rest. Destroy faith in the credit of the 
Nation, and our whole system of credits will collapse. The 
Federal Government has no power to create wealth. It can 
merely print on paper what we call money. Real wealth 
cannot be created by fancy theories in finance or banking. 
We cannot create real wealth by ingenious legislation. 

It is a dangerous thing to spend wealth faster than we 
are capturing new wealth from God’s eternal granary. Yet 
that is what we have been doing in this decade of deficits. 

For at least 6 years, Federal expenditures have annually 
exceeded the combined gross value of all agricultural prod- 
ucts and all the products of the Nation’s mines, even after 
inflating the farm income by Government payments. 


I know we justified this vast public spending by con- 
vincing ourselves it was necessary to overcome conditions 
created by the depression, which Mr. Roosevelt inherited 
through no fault of his own. I was here in most of those 
trying days of 1933. I know what the conditions were, and 
I give full credit to the President and to the Congress for 
the brave manner in which the emergency was met. 

Five eventful years have passed since then—5 years of 
emergency Government and 5 years of emergency spending. 
The result has been that the waning depression reversed its 
course and again overtook us, and, indeed, overran us, and 
our resources to meet the new crisis are diminished by the 
greatest debt in all history. Priming the pump and spending 
ourselves into prosperity has been a colossal failure. 

How much longer can we take our condition so passively? 
I call attention again to the debt. In 1930 the gross debt of 
the Federal Government stood at sixteen billions. It had 
been, as I have said, reduced from the World War peak of 
twenty-six billions at the rate of a billion dollars a year 
during the twenties. Today the direct gross debt of the 
Federal Government stands at the perilous pinnacle of 
thirty-eight billions, an increase of twenty-two billion. In 
addition to that, I say again, for emphasis, this Government 
has guaranteed in full the obligations of 25 wholly Govern- 
ment-owned corporations, and partially guaranteed the ob- 
ligations of 10 semi-Government corporations, some of which 
have some of the characteristics of holding companies, 
These guaranteed contingent liabilities total approximately 
five billions. 

It is true that this debt is subject to such credits as may be 
represented by recoverable assets. I ask Senators to appraise 
the recoverable assets—appraise them on the basis of fact— 
appraise them on the basis of action so recently taken by 
this very body upon the recommendation of one of the best 
of the emergency Government agencies. 

I say that an examination of these numerous Government- 
guaranteed corporations will disclose a ramification of liabili- 
ties and assets that would confuse the most experienced eco- 
nomic experts. I predict that years on end will pass before 
the recoverable values can be appraised, and the actual credit 
on the present Government indebtedness of 842,000, 000, 000, 
including the contingent liabilities, can be determined. 
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Credits and recoverable assets which have been appearing 
on Treasury reports have been grossly overestimated. 

Without mentioning the name, I referred a moment ago to 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. The Government 
has put $500,000,000 into the stock of that universally praised 
Corporation. In addition to the stock, the Government has 
put approximately $4,000,000,000 in R. F. C. notes. 

I remember in the Senate more than a year ago stating 
that two and a half billion dollars of Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation assets—so-called on Treasury statements— 
were constituted of diversions for relief expenditures and 
regular governmental expenses, none of which was recover- 
able, and to that extent, at least, so-called recoverable assets 
of the Government were worthless. 

I said a year ago—and I have repeated during the year 
that has elapsed and without contradiction—that R. F. C. 
stock was valueless and its notes were not worth more than 
50 cents on the dollar in recoverable assets. 

The Senate recently passed a bill canceling $2,600,000,000 
of R. F. C. assets and $30,000,000 in interest upon the recom- 
mendation of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, 
which explained to the Senate that these recoverable assets 
were not recoverable. 

Meanwhile Government financial records had been car- 
rying these items totaling two and a half billion dollars as 
recoverable assets and had been showing a Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation surplus of $150,000,000. 

Let those who would calculate recoverable asset credits 
against the debt be cognizant of such devious methods of 
those whose duty it is to keep the Government’s fiscal 
records. 

To return for a moment to the subject of contingent lia- 
bilities. The financial reports of the Government should be 
an example of clear and candid statements such as the 
Government requires by law of its citizens, whom it punishes 
by imprisonment if they violate the laws which require 
truthful statements made in the most straightforward and 
concise manner. 

Mr. President, a full and detailed discussion of the com- 
plexity of the contingent liabilities of the Government and 
the difficulties of liquidating many of the so-called recover- 
able assets would require an exhaustive inquiry and investi- 
gation. Yet we should realize that losses in guaranteed 
obligations—and such losses are certain to be large—must 
be met some day as a Government expense, just as we 
recently met the loss of two and one-half billions in R. F. C. 
recoverable assets. They must be added to the direct debt 
or they must be paid out of current revenue. The Federal 
Government has endorsed with fuil recourse the notes of 
these numerous corporations, and like any other endorser 
must pay, with taxpayers’ money, if the maker of the obli- 
gation fails to pay. 

I cite the Senate to recent statistics of the Twentieth 
Century Fund, an independent fact-finding agency, in which 
it is shown that total Government debts, Federal, State, 
and local, of $56,000,000,000 are the largest any nation 
ever had. 

This authority, Mr. President, calls this debt a great 
potential peril and recommends that in the next fiscal year 
at least a billion dollars be paid out of current fiscal revenue 
in debt retirement, and instead we are daily and steadily 
adding huge sums to the debt. 

Here is the tax burden which today is being borne on the 
backs of every single American family. In 1913 the per capita 
income of this Nation was $350; in 1936 it was $469, an in- 
crease of 34 percent. In 1913 total Government expenditures 
equaled $30 per capita; in 1916 it was $134 per capita, an in- 
crease of 347 percent. In 1913 total Government expenditures 
represented 8 percent of the national income; in 1936 these 
expenditures represented 28 percent of the national income. 
In 1913 the public debt equaled $59 per capita; in 1936 it was 
$430 per capita. 

At the moment about one-third of every person’s income 
would be required to meet Government expenditures if we 
paid as we spend. 
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In 1936 deficits of all governments in the United States 
totaled seven billions. Of that total, the Federal Government 
accounted for nearly five billions. 

I appeal to the Senate to hearken to the earnest prayer that 
echoes across this wilderness of spending. It is a prayer for 
stability—stability of the foundations upon which the results 
of all our labor for social and economic justice must rest and 
grow. It is a prayer to bulwark the progress we have made 
with sound government within our means, in order that we 
may go forward from here unmolested and unobstructed by 
the follies of our past which are certain to plague our future 
and generations of Americans to come. 

Surely I am familiar with the wailing chorus of those who 
chronically cry, “What; would you deny relief to human suf- 
fering?” There is not a Member of this body, or any other 
decent American who would not go with all possible haste to 
the aid of any and all in distress. But simply look about in 
almost any direction and see where and to whom relief 
money is going. As a matter of fact, great chunks of the 
ravenous bureaucracy which would be made permanent by 
the pending bill have been thriving for years upon the hard- 
earned dollars of taxpayers who thought they were contrib- 
uting to the assistance of their more unfortunate fellows. 
Take a look at the appropriations Congress has made for the 
bureaus and other agencies of this Government and compare 
them with expenditures. Trace back to the source of the 
difference. It is not difficult to see the situation of which I 
am speaking. It is not difficult to see what we are buying 
in the name of relief. 

Mr. President, I have been talking about the terrifying 
figures that actually confront us, and about the devious 
methods of hiding them from the plain view of all. Now, let 
us consider one of the most confusing methods of them all. 
I am talking about the double budget. I saw at the outset 
that these budgets are twins of the Siamese extraction. 
They are just as mysterious and complicated as they sound. 
Senators must read both budgets to discover that our expen- 
ditures are being leveled off on a seven to eight billion dollar 
basis. 

How many times has this Nation been told of reductions 
in expenditures for recovery and relief? Count the times 
you have heard that heartening news since the double- 
budget system was introduced in 1934. Then place these two 
budgets—the emergency Budget and the regular Budget— 
side by side. It will be seen that all reductions in the emer- 
gency Budget are offset by increases in the regular Budget, 
and today we are spending as much or more than in the 
depths of the depression. As a matter of fact, we have jug- 
gled expenditures back and forth from one Budget to another 
in a manner that defies untangling. There can be no denial 
of the fact that while we have two budgets we have only one 
Treasury. We may have two budgets, but the taxpayers foot 
the bill of both. 

In 1934 when we started this double budget the Presi- 
dent’s Budget estimate for regular expenses totaled $2,700,- 
000,000. After 5 years of it the regular Budget in 1938 is 
$5,400,000,000—a regular Budget increase of 100 percent. 

I know some reduction is shown in the emergency Budget 
figures. But look at the regular Budget. We have slid 
items out of the emergency Budget and into the regular 
Budget, where they now wear a cloak of permanence. 

Only a major surgical operation upon these expenditures, 
fearlessly to effect strict economy, will enable us to continue 
with the burden of sustaining the annual cost of this Gov- 
ernment and commence to retire our emergency debt. I be- 
lieve that now is the time and this bill is the place for the 
declaration that the Congress wants such economy and 
reduction of costs. 

Returning again to the difficulties of ascertaining the true 
expenditures of the Government, I should add that the bar- 
riers are made even greater by the practice of deducting from 
current expenditures the excesses of loans collected over loans 
made. In that particular manner the combined expenditures 
in 1937 were reduced in total by $243,000,000. I do not need 
to explain that by all orthodox rules of the financial account- 
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ing the excesses of collections on capital loans should be 
applied to reduction of the public debt. 

Look again to the Budget for 1938, and it will be seen that 
$230,000,000 of social-security taxes are used for regular ex- 
penses. The effect of this, of course, will be to reduce the 
deficit in current expenses this year to the deficit of those for 
whom the taxes were collected. They were collected specifi- 
cally for the purpose of providing old-age security. 

Imagine the denunciation the Government would heap 
upon the corporation which stooped to indulge in such im- 
proper financial practices. I ask Senators to think of this 
Government using for current expenses the income dedicated 
by law to a trust fund to be held for the security of the aged. 

Nothing Congress has done, Mr. President, has contributed 
to extravagance and done more to destroy our Budget system 
than the practice of making lump-sum appropriations. Such 
appropriations amounting approximately to $15,000,000,000 
have been made in the past 4 years, as compared to one and a 
half billion dollars of lump-sum appropriations in all pre- 
vious history. 

These lump-sum appropriations have been the equivalent 
of blank checks, From them great sums have been diverted 
for the expenditure by regular departments and agencies of 
the Government. With it these regular agencies have ex- 
8 their activities by transfers of funds under Executive 
order. 

I know something about the waste involved in lump-sum 
appropriations. I cite to the Senate an example of what 
has happened virtually in my own back yard, under my 
own eyes, and despite all that I as a Member of Congress 
could do to prevent it. 

An allocation from a lump-sum appropriation was made 
for the construction of houses in Virginia to be rented to 
mountain people. The cost of that project complete aver- 
aged $8,000 per family unit. I had no opportunity to vote 
on the appropriation. I had no voice in what the Federal 
Government spent, certainly so far as this project was con- 
cerned, within the State of the people who chose me to rep- 
resent them here. A competent builder offered to reproduce 
these houses for $900 each. I appealed unavailingly to the 
Federal agency involved to stop its wasteful extravagance. 
In the same manner the same agency has built some 15,000 
homes throughout the country, some of them costing more 
than $16,000 per unit, for rental to low-income groups. In 
some instances the overhead has been officially fixed at 40 
percent of the cost. 

This is an example of one kind of waste and extravagance 
of which I speak. There are others which may be brought 
to light by those who will stop to look; and not all of them 
are within the emergency bureaucracy. 

At the same time we have been creating these deficits we 
have been collecting the largest revenue totals in history. 
But the deficits have been moving on, continuously onward 
and upward, without the first move, outside of talk, to stop 
them. 

If we were maintaining a balanced Budget, even painful 
exaction of enormous taxation might be justified as a pa- 
triotic imposition necessary to meet the costs of repulsing a 
temporary national economic peril. But we are paying 
those taxes without balancing the Budget. Actually, we are 
piling up more and more debt, despite the enormous tax 
impositions. 

Extreme action is necessary at times to meet extreme con- 
ditions. There are times when the use of morphine is justi- 
fiable in relieving extreme acute pain. But who would 
prescribe a steady diet of morphine? 

Here we are working under the load of the most stu- 
pendous debt any nation has ever carried; with taxes at a 
point of diminishing returns, at a point where they are an 
evident factor in the high costs of living; with more than 
half of the taxes collected by the Federal Government com- 
ing from invisible taxation paid by the housewife, paid by 
the laborer, paid by everyone who eats and buys the necessi- 
ties of life; having a government which is spending at a 
tate which would consume, in operating costs for only 3 
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days running, all the income of all the Nation’s millionaires 
with annual incomes of a million dollars or over; with the 
terms of statutory debt retirement suspended; and yet we 
are told that no economy of consequence will result from a 
reorganization of the bloated bureaucracy of the Federal 
Government! 

I hear it said that the Federal Government is now paying 
on its obligations a low interest rate because money is cheap. 
Look ahead to the date when these obligations come due. 
Fifteen billion dollars of them come due in the next 5 years. 
We must discount a likelihood then of an increase in rates. 

Consider the obligations given by the Government to 
social-security trust funds. Under the law, they bear 3 
percent, interest, an increase of one-half of 1 percent over 
the average rate now paid. An increase in interest rates 
will remain for a long time as a potential new burden on 
the Treasury. An increase of 1 percent means $400,000,000 
more to be paid annually by taxation. 

We have been told many times that a balanced Budget is 
on the way; many times that there will be a layman’s 
balance. What is the situation today? A deficit of nearly 
$2,000,000,000 is probable on June 30. 

This bill provides no assurance of a reduction in costs. 
On the contrary, it specifically provides for additions to the 
number of spending departments, committees, and personnel. 

For years I have advocated reorganization of the bloated 
Federal bureaucracy for reasons of economy and efficiency. 
Others feel as I do; and we are given this bill upon which 
to vote! I am for reorganization, but I am for a reorgani- 
zation worthy of the name and effort. 

As certainly as the sun shines, the passage of this bill in 
its present form will result in increased expenses of the 
Federal Government. The bill gives no assurance that a 
single department, bureau, commission, committee, board, 
authority, administration, or activity will be abolished, con- 
solidated, or coordinated, or that the expenses of any of 
them will be reduced. Even if there should be abolition, 
consolidation, or coordination, there is no mandate for econ- 
omy. However, the bill specifically provides for six new 
assistants to the President; specifically provides for a great 
new department with all of the departmental overhead 
expenses that go with a department; specifically provides for 
a great new committee to delve into everything imaginable; 
specifically provides for an additional civil service advisory 
board; and, finally, specifically provides for a new congres- 
sional committee. Certainly there is no reason to expect 
any savings in the kind of reorganization proposed. 

Surely the Congress provided Federal relief and aid for 
recovery during the period of acute emergency, but certainly 
many of us in the Congress were under the impression that 
those liberal provisions were only for the period of the emer- 
gency. That stipulation was written into the bills. The laws 
were so designated, formally and informally. We wrote ex- 
piration dates directly into the law. Those laws are on the 
statute books bearing witness to what I am saying. The 
Federal Emergency Relief statutes definitely branded relief 
“emergency” in both name and substance. The bills defined 
relief functions as emergency functions, and called them so 
by name. 

But here we are with a bill creating a new department, 
with a Cabinet member at its head. Among its stipulated 
functions—permanent functions, if you please, and I em- 
phasize the fact that when we create this department we are 
giving recognition of permanency—are those stipulated in 
the emergency relief bills. 

I know that the bill lines this great new department with 
such admirable activities as public health and sanitation. 
But who can say that relief, on the scale to which this emer- 
gency function has been developed, will not swallow up all 
of the public-health functions, social-security functions, edu- 
cational functions, vocational rehabilitation functions, and 
other functions which the bill assigns to what it calls the 
new department of public welfare? 
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I call the attention of the Senate to the fact that the Con- 
gress has not yet determined what its permanent relief policy 
is, or whether it will have one. 

I submit that under any answer which the proponents of 
the bill may make to that question, the recognition that 
these are permanent Federal functions—as this bill recognizes 
them—will make it more difficult to work out joint responsi- 
bility, financial and otherwise, with the localities and States, 
and therein lies the opportunity to correct abuses which are 
already recognized as existing. 

I ask the Senate to become thoroughly aware of the crea- 
tion of another new permanent agency, to be known as the 
national resources planning board. In passing, it may be 
mentioned that this is another agency to be changed by the 
bill from a temporary to a permanent status. See what the 
bill says. It provides for five members, who may receive as 
much as $9,000 a year. It authorizes the board to employ 
all necessary assistants and other employees to perform the 
work imposed upon it. Look at the work imposed upon it! 
The board may pry into the affairs of all citizens and busi- 
ness interests. 

I have said before, and I repeat, that such a bill as this 
comes with poor grace to the American people, who are to- 
day laboring under the most costly Federal bureaucracy in 
history; the highest tax bill in history, twice as great as in 
1932; the greatest peacetime Budget in history; and the 
greatest national debt in history; all exclusive of local and 
State tax burdens. It comes with poor grace at a time when 
the greatest opportunity in history is presented for retrench- 
ment and economy through a reduction in administrative 
overhead and wasteful expenditures. 

The bill comes to us with definite possibilities of greatly 
increased costs. It comes on the heels of promises of a bal- 
anced Budget; yet it comes at a time when a balanced 
Budget is as far from reality as it has been since the spend- 
ing orgy began. 

The bill comes here with its provisions for making perma- 
nent many of the temporary functions of the Government, 
adopted as temporary measures during a crisis; functions 
which have demonstrated their responsibility for high costs 
of government, and for inefficiency, abuse, waste, and ex- 
travagence. It comes with its new permanent agencies and 
personnel to freeze the costs of government, if not at the 
present level, then at a higher level. 

The bill might have been a means toward balancing the 
Budget and paying as we go, but it comes to us in such 
form as to make impossible any reduction of expenses. 

The bill comes to us under a tax burden, which amounts 
to a full 10 percent of our national income, exclusive of 
State and local taxes. These taxes, I may add, are already 
a factor in the existing depression; and to increase taxes 
would still further depress business. 

The Democratic Party is under a solemn covenant with the 
people of America to reduce governmental extravagance, 
largely through the elimination of waste, extravagance, over- 
lapping activities, and duplicated effort. Our party came 
into power in 1932 under a promise to reduce expenses at 
least 25 percent. 

Public economy, like private economy, is not spectacular, 
and it is not attractive. I can testify that it is a steady, 
hard, unpopular grind. I can testify that the home-town 
band will not turn out for the returning economized. But I 
can also state that in our present perilous situation, the 
longer we defer economy, unpopular as it may be, the greater 
and more terrible will be the penalty we shall pay. 

In 1936 the Democratic Party again renewed in its plat- 
form its pledge for economy and efficiency in government. 
I was present in New York on November 10 last when the 
Secretary of the Treasury said he regarded it as imperative 
that the cost of government be reduced by $700,000,000 as 
compared to the expenditures current at that time. We 
should not and cannot delay the fulfillment of these pledges to 
save the country from the evils and burdens of greatly in- 
creased taxation, and perhaps from financial insolvency. 
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Mr. President, I make the point of no quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. O’Manoney in the chair). 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Adams Connally Johnson, Calif. O'Mahoney 
Ashurst Copeland Johnson, Colo. Overton 
Austin Davis King Pittman 
Bailey Dieterich La Follette ope 
Bankhead Donahey Lee Radcliffe 
Barkley Ellender Lodge ames 
Berry Frazier Logan Reynolds 
Bilbo Gerry Lonergan R 

Bone Gibson Lundeen Schwartz 
Borah Gillette McAdoo Schwellenbach 
Bridges Glass McCarran Smathers 
Brown, Mich Green McGill Smith 
Brown, N. H. Guffey McKellar Thomas, Okla. 
Bulkley Hale McNary Thomas, Utah 
Bulow Maloney Townsend 
Burke Hatch Miller dings 
Byrd Hayden Milton Vandenberg 
Byrnes Herring Minton Van Nuys 
Capper Hill Murray alsh 
Caraway Hitchcock Neely Wheeler 
Chavez Holt Norris 

Clark Hughes Nye 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-six Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I shall consume but a very 
few minutes. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] is correct in saying 
that on the floor of the Senate last year, in the discussion 
of the relief question, I stated that I had in mind offering 
later in that session an amendment seeking to bring about 
a reduction of 10 percent in the expenditures of the Gov- 
ernment. The first day the pending bill was under con- 
sideration I referred to that statement, and said that after 
investigation I found that that was impossible, and there- 
fore I did not offer the amendment; and I so stated during 
the consideration of the bill in committee. The fixed charges 
of the Government are such that upon investigation I soon 
concluded that there could be no such reduction of the ex- 
penditures of the Government without crippling the De- 
partments of the Government. I stated that what I had in 
mind was that that should be done, if at all, by offering an 
amendment for the consideration of the Appropriations 
Committee, providing for whatever reduction should be 
made. 

The amendment offered by the Senator from Virginia, 
however, is an entirely different thing. It is not a proposal 
to reduce appropriations by any percentage, but it is a 
proposal to include in the standards of the bill a declara- 
tion that among the other purposes of the bill is the re- 
duction of the regular expenditures of the Government for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1940, by an amount not less 
than 10 percent of the regular expenditures of the Govern- 
ment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939. 

Mr. President, I, of course, am opposed to the amend- 
ment, because I would not have anyone believe that by the 
enactment of the bill it would be possible under any cir- 
cumstances to bring about a reduction of 10 percent of the 
regular expenditures of the Government. The term, “regu- 
lar expenditures of the Government,” is an unusual one. In 
seeking to ascertain what is meant, I have looked at the 
Budget. In the Budget there is a classification “Regular 
operating expenditures,” which is the nearest approach to 
the language, “regular expenditures.” Assuming that the 
Senator’s amendment has reference to regular operating 
expenditures, the regular operating expenditures for the 
fiscal year 1937 amount to $4,472,000,000. Ten percent of 
that amount would be approximately $447,000,000. 

Under no circumstances could $447,000,000 be saved by 
the enactment of this measure. I do not see how it could 
be saved at all. Taking into consideration first national 
defense, we must be frank and admit that just at this time 
we cannot save $447,000,000 by reducing the expenditures for 
national defense, because we are going to increase those 
expenditures. We certainly cannot cut down on the pay- 
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ments to veterans. We cannot cut down by 10 percent the 
amount paid by way of interest on the public debt. That 
leaves, of the regular operating expenditures, not more than 
a billion and a half dollars out of which a saving could 
be effected. 

To save approximately $500,000,000 out of the billion and a 
half dollars, which is the approximate amount of the pay roll, 
would mean that one out of every three employees would 
have to be separated from the Government service. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRNES. Yes; I will. 

Mr. BYRD. I call the attention of the Senator to the fact 
that we are now spending $8,000,000,000 annually. In the 
prosperous period between 1920 and 1930 we spent $3,000,- 
000,000 annually. We are now spending each year two and a 
half times as much as we spent at the time when America 
was more prosperous than at any other time in its history. 

I concede that the Senator from South Carolina has some 
grounds for his objection to my amendment in its present 
form; but I desire to ask him if he would agree to the state- 
ment, merely as a declaration of policy, that it is the 
sense of Congress that the Budget prepared for 1940 shall 
be on a basis of 10 percent less for regular expenses than it 
now is. I will say to the Senator that Secretary Morgenthau, 
who spoke for the President on November 10 in New York, 
advocated a reduction of $700,000,000 in Government ex- 
penditures. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I think perhaps I have 
sometimes been a little too active in showing my desire to 
bring about a reduction in many of the expenditures of the 
Government; but I cannot agree that the declaration of 
standards in this measure of reorganization has any rele- 
vancy at all to a resolution such as the Senator has suggested 
and to which I certainly should be willing to give serious con- 
sideration, taking into consideration the things to which it 
should be applied. I should not want, however, to have the 
bill declare that one of its purposes is to accomplish a 10- 
percent reduction in the regular operating expenditures of 
the Government, 

That is my objection to putting into the declaration of 


‘standards for bringing about a reorganization of agencies 


any statement with reference to the appropriations for the 
next fiscal year. I think it is an entirely different thing. If 
we put a declaration of that kind in the bill, I think those 
of us who voted for it would be met a year and a half from 
now with an argument along this line: I can hear the Sena- 
tor from Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG] declaring on the stump 
and over the radio throughout the country, not that one indi- 
vidual said there would be a reduction, but that “the Con- 
gress of the United States, in passing this bill, declared as 
its purpose that it would accomplish a reduction of 10 
percent.” 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRNES. No; not right now. I am making the 
speech of the Senator from Michigan, and I do not want 
him to be interrupted. I do not mind interruption of my 
own remarks. I can hear the Senator from Michigan mak- 
ing that speech. A Senator might interrupt him, of course; 
but when a Democratic Senator interrupted him, the Sena- 
tor from Michigan would say, “Well, an overwhelmingly 
Democratic Congress put into the bill a legislative declara- 
tion that it would accomplish a saving of 10 percent, or 
$500,000,000. Now, let us see what they did accomplish by 
it.” Every Senator would have to meet that argument—and 
it could not be met. 

As a separate resolution, or on any appropriation bill, I 
shall be glad to join the Senator in any reasonable effort to 
bring about reform; but I do not want to give the Senator 
from Michigan an opportunity to make such a speech. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President—— 

Mr. BYRD. Is the Senator making a Republican speech? 

Mr. BYRNES. I am going to let the Republican continue 
the speech. I yield to the Senator from Michigan. 
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Mr. VANDENBERG. Inasmuch as the Senator from 
South Carolina has been referring to me with great kind- 
ness, let me suggest that I do not see why a 10-percent 
promise should embarrass the Senator at all, inasmuch as he 
has an outstanding 25-percent promise yet to be liquidated. 

Mr. BYRNES. Yes, Mr. President; all over the country 
the Senator from Michigan talked a great deal about the 25- 
percent reduction promise, and he may have gotten a good 
deal of pleasure out of it. I do not know that the Senator 
from Michigan helped to bring about any 25-percent reduc- 
tion, however, and I do not know that anybody in his party 
did. I have no recollection of any great, outstanding serv- 
ice having been rendered in the Appropriations Committee 
to bring it about; but, having a recollection of campaign 
speeches of that kind, I do not want this Congress to go on 
record and put into this bill a declaration that the bill can 
accomplish a saving of $500,000,000 when I know it cannot 
do so. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRNES. I yield to the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. With reference to the 25-percent prom- 
ise referred to by the Senator from Michigan, I desire to 
say that, regardless of its liquidation or nonliquidation, the 
American people passed upon that matter in a very certain 
and definite way in 1936. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, that is all I have to say 
about the matter. I do not believe we ought to put into 
the bill a declaration of purpose which would not be possible 
of accomplishment. 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRNES. I yield. 

Mr. BURKE. As I recall, in the early stages of the debate, 
something like 3 weeks ago, the Senator from South Caro- 
lina stated, when we were considering the matter of possible 
savings, that it was his judgment that if he were in charge 
of the reorganization which would be made possible if the 
bill were enacted he could make very substantial savings. 
Do I quote the Senator correctly? 

Mr. BYRNES. Substantially correctly. That is my view. 


Mr. BURKE. Is the Senator from South Carolina still 


of the opinion that very substantial savings could be made 
under the provisions of the bill? 

Mr. BYRNES. I am. 

Mr. BURKE. Will the Senator interpret “very substan- 
tial” in relation to 10 percent, as to whether it is above or 
below that? 

Mr. BYRNES. I have just stated that I think it would 
be utterly absurd to state that as a result of any reorganiza- 
tion of governmental agencies made possible by the meas- 
ure before us we could save $500,000,000. I have no such 
idea. 

Mr. BURKE. When the Senator said “very substantial” 
savings could be made, he did not mean they would approach 
a saving of 10 percent? 

Mr. BYRNES. I had no idea as to it. If the Senator 
thinks that by asking me that he will induce me to say that 
it will amount to one-fourth, or one-tenth, or one-third, the 
Senator is wasting his time, because I am not going to say it. 
I at least have had sufficient experience with appropriations 
and with the Government to know that the judgment of any 
man who attempted to say how much he could save by 
reason of reorganization before he made an investigation 
and before he looked into it would not be worth anything. 
Certainly I have no idea, and the Senator from Nebraska 
could never induce me to make a statement that by this bill 
there could be a saving of $50,000,000, or $100,000,000, or 
$150,000,000, because I do not know, and I would not know 
unless I were in charge of the work of reorganization. 
From what I know of the Government, if I had my way I 
could make substantial savings. And whenever we talk 
about millions, I think that is substantial. 

Mr. BURKE. I would like to have the Senator give us 
just a little indication as to what is in his mind when he 
says “substantial,” 
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Mr. BYRNES. I knew the Senator would ask that ques- 
tion, because he would like to have me commit myself on 
that point, but I told the Senator he was but wasting his 
time if he thought he could induce me to make a statement 
that I believed the President could save any specific amount 
of money. He could ask the question from now until a 
motion to adjourn was made and he would get the same 
answer. I would never know what savings could be made 
unless I could make an investigation. 

Mr. BURKE. Has not the Senator investigated the de- 
partments? Is he advocating a bill without having made 
any investigation as to what could be done under it? 

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator knows the answer without ask- 
ing the question. If he is under the impression that members 
of the committee ever investigated the departments to see 
which ones could be abolished and which ones could be trans- 
ferred, he is informed now that no such investigation was 
made. That is the investigation the President is directed to 
make. 

Mr. BURKE. I understand the Senator’s position to be, 
then, that substantial savings can be made, but that he 
refuses to define or elaborate, or is unable, I should say, to 
define at all what he means by substantial savings, whether 
it is one one-hundredth of 1 percent, or perhaps as much as 
1 percent. We will have to use our imagination. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I think the Senator ought to 
exercise his imagination if he has not anything else to do 
this afternoon. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Senator from South Caro- 
lina stated that there should be a reduction of the Govern- 
ment expenditures, 

Mr. BYRNES. Yes. 

Mr. BYRD. I call his attention to a radio speech he made 
in May 1937, in which he stated that the expenses of the Gov- 
ernment were seven billion. As a matter of fact, they are 
now eight billion. He said he would urge Congress to adopt 
amendments to the appropriation bills to cut all the expenses 
of the Government 10 percent, except the fixed charges. My 
contention is that the pending bill would greatly increase the 
cost of government, and I am so anxious to get some declara- 
tion of policy that will prevent that that I ask the Senator if 
he will accept an amendment providing that the policy is to 
make the reduction 5 percent. 

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator is not reading the speech quite 
correctly. 

Mr. BYRD. The speech was exactly as I read it. I have 
a verbatim copy of it. 

Mr. BYRNES. No, Mr. President, I think if the Senator 
will look at the verbatim copy 

Mr. BYRD. I took it out of the CONGESSIONAL RECORD. 

Mr. BYRNES. I recall the statement very clearly. It was 
that the expenditures. of the Government for the last fiscal 
year were $8,000,000,000. The expenditures of the Govern- 
ment based upon the estimates up to this month are $7,447,- 
000,000. That is the best estimate for the current year. 

Mr. BYRD. I will read to the Senator what the CONGRES- 
SIONAL Recorp shows he said in a radio speech on May 3, 
1937: 

When the appropriation bills have been passed by Congress they 
will total $7,000,000,000. I urge that the Congress, by an amend- 
ment to the last appropriation bill considered at this session, pro- 
vide for a reduction of 10 percent in the appropriations for each 
department with the provision that the 10-percent cut should not 
apply to the so-called fixed charges. 

That is taken from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. and is a 
verbatim statement of what the Senator said. 

Mr. BYRNES. That is entirely different from what the 
Senator from Virginia said a few moments ago, because the 
statement shows that it was made on May 3, 1937, speaking 
about bills then pending before the Congress. 

Mr. BYRD. I did not say the Senator had made an erro- 
neous statement about the appropriations. I said that when 
he made that statement the appropriations were $7,000,- 
000,000. They are $8,000,000,000 for this year. 

I am anxious to obtain some declaration that the expenses 
of the Government will not be increased by the pending bill, 
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because I believe they will be greatly increased, and I ask 
if the Senator will accept an amendment stating that the 
economy of the Government will be as much as 5 percent of 
the regular expenses, not of the total expenses, but 5 percent 
of the so-called regular expenses of about $4,000,000,000, 
which would mean only $200,000,000. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, the Senator uses a phrase 
which is not justified by language he can find anywhere. He 
speaks about the “regular expenditures” of the Government. 
As I have stated before, there is no such designation. It 
would be difficult for anyone to tell exactly what he is talk- 
ing about, because there is no such classification. The near- 
est approach is the regular operating expenses of the Gov- 
ernment. Regular operating expenditures is one classifica- 
tion in the Budget. That amounts to $4,472,000,000 for the 
fiscal year 1937. 

Mr. President, as to the speech I made on May 3 of last 
year, I have stated today, and stated when this measure was 
first introduced, that I had the idea in mind that it would 
be possible, eliminating fixed charges, to bring about a 10 per- 
cent reduction. When I looked into it I found it could not 
be done, after getting the Director of the Budget to furnish 
me with a statement, and for reasons satisfactory to me 
then I did not offer the amendment. 

As to putting into the pending measure a statement of 
purpose, I would not do it. The bill states in the first dec- 
laration that the purpose of the bill is to reduce expendi- 
tures to the fullest extent consistent with .the efficient op- 
eration of the Government. I would not know to what 
extent the expenses could be reduced consistent with the 
efficient operation of the Government. I think that is a 
sufficiently definite standard. I would not be willing to vote 
for 5, or 4, or 3, or 2, or 1 percent. 

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator agree to put in a declaration 
that the expenses of Government shall not be increased by 
the reorganization? 

Mr. BYRNES. I would have no objection to the Senator 
offering any amendment he might have for that purpose; but, 
so far as I am concerned, I am content with the declaration 
that the bill is in the interest of economy, and economy does 
not mean an increase of expenditures. I am not in favor of 
putting into the standards of the bill any declaration which 
will mislead anyone into believing that at this time there has 
been such an investigation by anybody as would make it 
possible to state definitely or specifically how much money 
can be saved by the operation of the bill. If the Congress 
wants to save money, it can save money; it can save it on 
the appropriation bills. It can reduce the amount that is 
spent for the departments of the Government. But it can- 
not be stated in this bill, as I have repeatedly said, that func- 
tions are not to be abolished, and then say that we are going 
to save hundreds of millions of dollars when we continue 
functions. If we want to be fair and frank and want to save 
hundreds of millions of dollars, let us abolish functions. We 
are not going to save half a billion dollars by merely re- 
arranging agencies. 

Mr. KING addressed the Senate. After having spoken 
for a little over an hour, 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KING. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I have conferred with 
various Members in an effort to agree to a limitation of 
debate after today. 

I ask unanimous consent that following the conclusion of 
the address of the Senator from Utah [Mr. Kine] on the 
next day when the Senate shall meet, and during the re- 
mainder of the consideration of the pending bill, no Senator 
shall speak oftener than once or longer than 30 minutes 
on the bill, and no Senator shall speak more than 15 minutes 
in the aggregate on any amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. New amendments, however, may be offered? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Oh, yes; new amendments may be offered. 
The agreement, of course, is not to apply to any motion to 
recommit. It would not apply anyhow, but I am willing to 
make that reservation. 
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Mr. KING. The agreement refers to any amendment 
which may be tendered as well? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Any amendment, whether it has hereto- 
fore been offered or whether it may be offered in the future. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I think the proposed 
agreement meets the approval of the Republican Members. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
unanimous-consent request proposed by the Senator from 
Kentucky? The Chair hears none, and the agreement is 
entered into. 

Mr. KING resumed his speech. After having spoken for 
about 30 minutes, 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KING. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator will not be able to finish 
his remarks tonight; will he? 

Mr. KING. I shall not be able to conclude my address 
tonight. 

ne BARKLEY. Then I think we might suspend at this 
poin 

Mr. KING. That is agreeable to me. 

Mr. Krne’s speech is published in its entirety on p. 3718.1 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to 
the consideration of executive business. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

Mr. LOGAN, from the Committee on the Judiciary, re- 
ported favorably the nomination of William Thomas Dowd, 
of North Carolina, to be United States marshal for the 
middle district of North Carolina. 

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads, reported favorably the nominations of sundry 
postmasters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Brown of Michigan in 
the chair). The reports will be placed on the Executive 
Calendar. 

If there be no further reports of committees, the clerk 
will state, in their order, the nominations on the Executive 
Calendar, with the exception of the one passed over. 

POSTMASTERS 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read sundry nominations of 
postmasters. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask that the nominations of post- 
masters on the Executive Calendar be confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the nom- 
inations of postmasters are confirmed en bloc. 

IN THE ARMY 


The Chief Clerk proceeded to read sundry nominations in 
the Army. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask that the nominations in the Army 
be confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the nom- 
inations are confirmed en bloc. 

That completes the calendar. 

RECESS TO MONDAY 

The Senate resumed legislative session. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate take a recess 
until 11 o’clock a. m. on Monday next. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 o’clock and 54 min- 
utes p. m.) the Senate took a recess until Monday, March 21, 
1938, at 11 o’clock a. m. 


CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 18 
(legislative day of January 5), 1938 
PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR ARMY 
Fredrick Clifford Rogers to be colonel, Infantry, 
Robert Clifton Garrett to be colonel, Coast Artillery Corps. 
Burton Ebenezer Bowen to be colonel, Infantry. 
Robert Ross Welshmer to be colonel, Infantry. 
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Otto Harry Schrader to be colonel, Coast Artillery Corps. 
William M. Cravens to be lieutenant colonel, Coast Artillery 
Corps. 
Frederick Joseph de Rohan to be lieutenant colonel, In- 
fantry. 
Frederick Schoenfeld to be lieutenant colonel, Quarter- 
master Corps. 
Arthur Paul Thayer to be lieutenant colonel, Cavalry. 
Maj. Paul Joseph McDonnell to be lieutenant colonel, In- 
fantry. 
Howard Foster Clark to be major, Corps of Engineers. 
Howard Clay Brenizer to be major, Field Artillery. 
Morris Handley Forbes to be major, Finance Department. 
Dorsey Jay Rutherford to be major, Coast Artillery Corps. 
Reynold Ferdinand Melin to be major, Ordnance Depart- 
ment. 
Carl Henry Starrett to be major, Infantry. 
Arthur Richardson Baird to be major, Ordnance Depart- 
ment, 
Robert Grier St. James to be major, Infantry. 
Robert Elton Guthrie to be colonel, Coast Artillery Corps. 
John Boone Martin to be lieutenant colonel, Coast Artillery 
Corps. 
Eustis Leland Poland to be lieutenant colonel, Infantry. 
John Virgil Lowe to be major, Chemical Warfare Service. 
William Reuben Hazelrigg to be major, Infantry. 
APPOINTMENTS TO TEMPORARY RANK IN THE AIR CORPS IN THE 
REGULAR ARMY 
Romeyn Beck Hough, Jr., to be lieutenant colonel. 
Kenneth Campbell McGregor to be major. 
POSTMASTERS 
ARIZONA 
George C. Wright, Clifton. 
HAWAII 
Joseph Alves, Wailuku. 
MICHIGAN 
Janet C. White, Essexville. 
Glenn O. Donner, Garden City. 
Leo W. Arnestad, Marenisco. 
Mary E. Devins, Michigamme. 
George D. Mason, Montague. 
Peter Trudell, Jr., Negaunee. 
Lyman Woodard, Peck. 
Victoria Jesionowski, Posen. 
Louis J. Braun, South Range. 
Bessie May Pomeroy, Sterling. 
NEW JERSEY 
C. Melvin Johnson, Jr., Highlands. 
NORTH DAKOTA 
William Texel, Ross. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
FRIDAY, MARCH 18, 1938 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., 
offered the following prayer: 


Gracious art Thou, O Lord, and full of compassion for the 
children of men. We pray that we may be duly sensible of 
Thy merciful providence toward us and faithfully live ac- 
cording to Thy holy will. Look down with Thy infinite 
wisdom upon our President, his Cabinet, and both Houses 
of Congress. Be mercifully inclined toward them and endow 
them with just and willing minds. We entreat Thee that 
they may be guided in every way in the preservation of the 
ideals and standards of our glorious Republic. Give vigor to 
Thy truth in other lands which are struggling with darkness 
and oppression; by Thy mercies and teaching soften all 
hearts. In Thy light may all come to the truth and be better 
men and better citizens. Let the spirit of the only true and 


living God lift us above all passion from which the cruelties ` 
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of war have sprung and save this world from the inhumanity 
of paganism. Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. St. Claire, one of its 
clerks, announced that the Senate agrees to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
9181) entitled “An act making appropriations for the gov- 
ernment of the District of Columbia and other activities 
chargeable in whole or in part against the revenues of such 
District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for other 
purposes.” 

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to the 
report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to 
the bill (H. R. 8947) entitled “An act making appropriations 
for the Treasury and Post Office Departments for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1939, and for other purposes.” 

REVENUE RECEIPTS 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 2 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TABER. .Mr. Speaker, I believe the House and the 
country will be interested in knowing the situation that has 
developed as a result of the Roosevelt depression. From Jan- 
uary 1 to March 15 the income-tax collections have increased 
over the same period the year before by $24,000,000, miscel- 
laneous revenue receipts have decreased $19,000,000, and 
customs receipts have decreased $44,000,000, or a net decrease 
in the revenue of the country since the Ist of January of 
$39,000,000. This is an indication that the House and the 
country ought to be thinking about some measures which will 
encourage business and private employment and not dis- 
courage them. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my own remarks in the Recorp and include therein the exact 
figures of collections on each of the items to which I have 
referred, together with the total since the 1st of January. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TABER. I submit the following data showing the 
complete detail of the receipts on the three main items of 
Treasury receipts: 

Increase or 


Income tax: decrease 
Jan. 1, 1938-Mar. 15, 1938. $293, 747, 886 
Jan. 1, 1937—Mar. 15, 19387 269, 612, 025 
— +4 $24,135, 861 
Miscellaneous internal revenue: 
Jan. 1, 1938—Mar. 15, 1038. 407, 205, 833 
Jan. 1, 1937-Mar. 15, 1937 426, 093, 701 
— 138, 787, 868 
Customs: s 
Jan. 1, 1938-Mar. 15, 1938--..----- 62, 338, 694 
Jan, 1, 1937-Mar. 15, 1937 106, 910, 615 
— —44, 571,911 


— — 
39, 223, 918 


On the basis of this, our revenue situation is critical. Day 
by day it grows worse. Because of the temporary increase in 
business in early 1937, corporation income taxes are larger, 
but miscellaneous taxes and customs taxes, which reflect 
current business volume, are much lower. 

In the month of March 1938, for 15 days, the customs re- 
ceipts were only $12,000,000 as against $26,000,000. They are 
less than 47 percent of what they were a year ago. Of the 
$18,700,000 decrease in miscellaneous revenue, $15,400,000, or 
80 percent, comes in the first 15 days of March. 

INDUSTRIAL HOME SCHOOL FOR COLORED CHILDREN 

Mr. MITCHELL of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 

consent to address the House for 1 minute. 


Net decrease in revenue, 1938 under 1937. 


1938 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MITCHELL of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I rise to call 
the attention of the House to a matter which, in my judg- 
ment, is very serious. 

On the first day of February there was considered in the 
House a bill which provided for the transfer of 50 or more 
delinquent colored girls from the National Training School 
to the institution at Blue Plains that has been designed, 
equipped, and maintained for the care of boys. I understand 
this transfer is to take place July 1. There are absolutely 
no facilities at the Industrial Home School for Colored Chil- 
dren at Blue Plains to take care of these girls. The institu- 
tion is already crowded and could not furnish accommoda- 
tions for 50 boys. It certainly cannot furnish accommoda- 
tions for any number of girls. No girls should be sent there 
until the proper arrangements and improvements are made. 
In my judgment, if this transfer is carried out in accordance 
with the law that has been enacted, it will result in a national 
scandal at the institution. I have visited the institution and 
know whereof I speak. I raised the question of facilities, 
and so forth, on the floor of this House on February 1, and 
the Recorp will show that I was assured that if the facilities 
were inadequate they would be made adequate, but nothing 
has been done in the way of improvements. I am not sure 
that any member of the committee recommending this change 
has visited the school at Blue Plains. I do not believe this 
committee and this House would authorize this change before 
first providing for the proper and necessary buildings, equip- 
ment, and so forth. If you knew as I do the real lack of ac- 
commodations and equipment at this Blue Plains school, I 
want it known that I oppose this transfer for the reasons 
already given and for the following reasons: 

First. At the present time the National Training School 
for Girls has over 50 colored girls in it, and the number is 
steadily increasing with the resumption of court commit- 
ments and the return of girls who were placed out on parole 
during the period of rebuilding of the institution. The 
Industrial Home School for Colored Children has been con- 
tinually full to its capacity of approximately 190 ever since 
last summer and will doubtless continue to be full to ca- 
pacity, with boys committed by the juvenile court to the 
care of the Board of Public Welfare and for whom there is 
no other facility. 

Second. Obviously, therefore, the Industrial Home School 
for Colored Children could not accommodate 50 or 60 more 
persons of either sex. Additional facilities ought to be pro- 
vided to provide for the pressure of population against the 
present facilities. 

Third. If the Industrial Home School for Colored Children 
could not take 50 more boys, it obviously could not take 50 
more girls. The institution is developed for the care of 
boys. The toilet and washroom facilities are those which 
are required for boys rather than for girls. It is an out 
and out boys’ institution, built for boys’ activities. 

Fourth. Even if there was room for 50 more inmates, 
which there is not, it would be unwise to endeavor to mix 
the girls from the National Training School for Girls with 
the boys of the Industrial Home School for Colored Children 
for the following reasons: 

(a) The girls at the National Training School for Girls 
are incorrigible, with whom all other measures have failed. 
The boys at the Industrial Home School for Colored Children 
are of the mildly delinquent type of behavior problems. The 
more seriously delinquent colored boy is sent to the National 
Training School for Boys. It is obviously unwise to mix 
boys and girls of these two different types. No responsible 
authority would want to be responsible for the possible 
consequences. 

(b) Most of these girls are under treatment for venereal 
disease, and there are no facilities at the Industrial Home 
School for Colored Children to provide adequately for 
such treatment which, as you know, requires special treat- 
ment. 
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(c) There is no medical staff at the Industrial Home 
School for Colored Children to provide treatment for vene- 
really infected girls. 

(d) The institutional staff is almost entirely male and not 
adapted to handling 50 or more delinquent girls. 

(e) The school building for classroom work is already 
overcrowded and could not add 50 girls to the nearly 200 
boys who are now being taught there. The problems of 
discipline, through mixing in school, are self-evident. 

(f) There are no facilities at the Industrial Home School 
for Colored Children for continuing the excellent vocational 
program which has been developed at the National Training 
School for Girls. The Industrial Home School equipment 
and program are entirely for boys. There are no facilities 
there for continuing the teaching of such activities as do- 
mestic science, home economics, dressmaking, laundry work, 
beauty-parlor work, and similar activities which the National 
Training School for Girls has developed to train these girls 
to get jobs and make good when they leave the institution. 

(g) The Industrial Home School for Colored Children has 
not enough personnel to handle 50 additional inmates, as 
the staff is already inadequate. It could not handle, satis- 
factorily, 50 more boys. To expect it to handle 50 girls of 
the type now at the National Training School for Girls is 
obviously impossible. 

(h) The appropriation for maintenance for the Industrial 
Home School for Colored Children is inadequate to main- 
tain a proper standard for the care of the approximately 
200 boys who are expected in the institution for the year 
ahead. Fifty persons of either sex could not be added, to 
say nothing of 50 girls with their special needs for clothing 
and other supplies. 

To sum it up, there is no way in which, with the present 
equipment, the present personnel, the present buildings, the 
Industrial Home School for Colored Children could take the 
colored girls from the National Training School for Girls. 
The situation which would result would be one which would 
be impossible administratively, which would be unjust to the 
girls and boys thus thrown miscellaneously together, and 
would probably result in rioting and other behavior which 
might well become a scandal in the eyes of the community 
and of the Nation. 

Because of the fact that these girls are to be transferred 
to the institution at Blue Plains July 1, 1938, there is not 
ample time to make the permanent arrangement and to 
provide the proper facilities and accommodations for the 
care, treatment, and training of these people. It seems to 
me that the most that can be done in this matter is to 
engage in a vigorous effort to make temporary arrangements 
so that there will be sleeping quarters, dining-room facilities, 
bathing facilities, medical or clinical facilities for treating 
the diseases with which many of these people are infested, 
and to prepare some sort of temporary workshops and 
recreational facilities so that the work can go on in some 
sort of way. 

I do not think it is difficult for any well-meaning person 
to see the utter impossibility of making ample preparation 
within the time set for the transfer of these girls. I should 
like to remind the Members of the House that very fine work 
is now being done among the 170 or more inmates, young 
boys; but even they do not have the proper facilities to do 
the work as it should be done. Their workshops are inade- 
quate and their room for education is simply an improvised 
basement. The recreational facilities are far from what 
they should be. With an addition of 50 boys the place would 
be so crowded that this work would be seriously handicapped. 
With the addition of 50 or more girls in the institution de- 
signed and equipped solely for boys it would be impossible 
to do any effective work, and it will not surprise me if the 
whole thing should result in a national scandal. 
AMENDMENT OF THE AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1938 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent for the present consideration of the bill (S. 3655) 
ne section 312 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938. 
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The SPEAKER. The Chair has been informed there will 
be no opposition to this measure. 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. There will be no opposition, Mr. 
Speaker. The bill simply gives the burley growers the right 
to hold a referendum as to quotas this year, and that is all. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. SNELL. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
as I understand, this measure affects only certain States and 
certain growers of certain grades of tobacco, and there will 
be no opposition to the consideration of this measure? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. The gentleman is correct. The bill 
passed the Senate unanimously. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 312 of the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment oe aE 1938 is hereby amended by adding the following new 
Bubsec 2 

“(f) Notwithstanding any other provisions of this act, the Sec- 
retary shall, within 15 days after the enactment of this subsection 
(f), proclaim the amount of the total supply of burley tobacco for 
the marketing year therefor begi: October 1, 1937, and a na- 
tional marketing quota shall be in effect for burley tobacco mar- 
keted during the marketing year for such tobacco beginning 
October 1, 1938. The Secretary shall also determine and specify 
in such proclamation the amount of such national marketing 
quota in terms of the total quantity of such tobacco which may 
be marketed, which will make available during the marketing year 
beginning October 1, 1938, a supply of such tobacco equal to the 
reserve supply level. The referendum with respect to such quota, 
pursuant to subsection (c) of this section, shall be held and the 
results thereof proclaimed within 45 days after the enactment of 
this subsection (1).“ 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, and was read 
the third time and passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 

A similar House bill (H. R. 9817) was laid on the table. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that leave of absence may be granted to my colleague the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BLAND] on account of illness, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

NATIONAL BITUMINOUS COAL COMMISSION 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

INVESTIGATE THE NATIONAL BITUMINOUS COAL COMMISSION 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I presume the Members of the 
House have noticed the statement made by the Chairman 
of the National Bituminous Coal Commission, Mr. Hosford, 
in which he blames disgruntled politicians—for what? For 
doing things that are indiscreet and unjustifiable. For cir- 
culating “false reports.” 

When the Congress passed the bill giving $3,000,000 for ex- 
penses of operation of this Commission it did the wrong 
thing. You gave them too much money to spend. You set 
up an organization not to function for the interest of the 
coal miners and operators, but an organization for political 
patronage, to waste Government funds for political plums, 
and the politicians went to the Commission and insisted on 
putting politicians on the pay roll whom the Commission 
did not want or need. Needless jobs for needless politicians 
to drain the United States Treasury. The taxpayers must 
suffer for this bad set-up, also the miners. You Members of 
Congress must be economical in the expenditure of funds in 
setting up these various organizations, or they are going to 
fall, and the Congress will be to blame for it. And rightfully 
so. Now, the Coal Commission is and has been at loggerheads 
with each other, they have trouble within their own council 
chamber, they cannot agree, they played politics, they have 
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not functioned as they should; the Commission have indi- 
cated that themselves within their own council chamber. 
We need a thorough investigation of the National Bitu- 
minous Coal Commission and you will disclose inefficiency, 
political graft of patronage, and disorder in proper func- 
tion of the Commission. No wonder the members of the 
Commission want to resign. They cannot stand it longer 
and keep their self-respect. 
NAVAL AUTHORIZATION BILL 


Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I move that the 
House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union for the further consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 9218) to establish the composition of the United 
States Navy, to authorize the construction of certain naval 
vessels, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H. R. 9218, with Mr. O'CONNOR of 
New York in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. 

I wish to talk seriously about two points. One is the speech 
on yesterday of Secretary Hull and the other is section 9, 
which will be considered this afternoon. 


WHY NOT INVITE SECRETARY HULL TO SPEAK ON FLOOR? 


With regard to Mr. Hull’s speech, I cannot see anything to 
it except that he made a speech in favor of collective security 
and for this Nation being involved in world politics. The 
reason I mention this is that I do not see any reason Secre- 
tary Hull should not be invited to make a speech on this floor, 

He said to the press, “Upon you, the representatives of the 
press, rests a heavy responsibility in keeping our people cor- 
rectly informed.” 

Very well. 

But a practice has grown up among the Cabinet, and 
among the executive officers of the Government, whenever 
they wish to discuss a policy, not to say anything to Con- 
gressmen about it, but to have a press conference where a 
direct appeal to the people over the heads of Congress is 
made. I do not criticize, I state the fact. But an appeal 
made simultaneously to the people and Congress would be 
more efficient. 

I believe Secretary Hull is one of the ablest men in our 
administration, but I am presenting to the Congress the fact 
we ought to invite Mr. Hull to come up here and address the 
House. I say this because in his speech he refers to the war 
in China, at one place, as “a conflict,” at another place as 
“a controversy,” and at another place as “that situation,” 
when I believe we can reasonably say that a war is going on. 

I believe he, as well as other Members of the Cabinet 
should be invited on the floor of Congress to explain what 
they are doing. Eventually, we should have the “question 
hour.” 

WE SHOULD STRIKE OUT SECTION 9 


The second point I make is an appeal to Democrats, Re- 
publicans, Progressives, and Farmer-Laborites. Section 9 of 
this bill is a very bad thing. I am going to make a point of 
order against it, and if that is not sustained I am going to 
offer a motion to strike it out. 

I make this appeal in an absolutely nonpartisan way. 
Whether you agree with me on battleships or airplanes, this 
section 9 turns foreign policy over to the Navy, and is an 
extremely dangerous section, and I say to you that this sec- 
tion ought to be cut out, and this should be done by the 
entire House of Representatives. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for 
a question? 

Mr. MAVERICK. I yield to the distinguished minority 
leader. 

Mr. SNELL. As I understood the gentleman’s statement 
he was rather taking to task the present Secretary of State 
for the statement he made yesterday. Who is responsible 
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for our foreign policy and who is the spokesman of the 
administration on our foreign policy if it is not the Secre- 
tary of State? 

Mr. MAVERICK. I think the Secretary of State is, and 
I think he is doing a very good job, and I believe he has a 
right to talk to reporters whenever he wants to. 

Mr. SNELL. I agree with the gentleman about that. I 
think he made a pretty good statement. 

Mr. MAVERICK. But I think the Secretary of State is 
subject to the laws of the Congress, and I think we ought 
to take a deep interest in foreign affairs. 

If he would make his talk here on the floor it would be 
much more effective. 

It would give America, I might say, a much more cohesive 
government if he made it on the floor here. Does the gen- 
tleman see any objection to having him do that here? 

Mr. SNELL. Under our form of government, I do. We 
would have to change the whole basic system, if we allow 
Cabinet members the privilege of the floor. 

Mr. MAVERICK. We would not have to change it in the 
slightest. 

Mr. SNELL. You certainly would. 

Mr. MAVERICK. It is absolutely constitutional, there is 
no question about it. This practice was recommended by 
President William Howard Taft and Chief Justice Charles 
Evans Hughes; and the gentleman from New York, being 
a good Republican, cannot find fault with those men. 

Mr. SNELL. I do not know that I find fault with them, 
but I do not always agree with them; and I still believe we 
must change our fundamental form of government if we 
are going to make a practice of having our Secretaries come 
here on the floor of the House and make their statements. 

Mr. MAVERICK. They would not be here all the time. 

Mr. SNELL. But if you start it you have got to go through 
with it, and you have got to make a fundamental change 
in our system of government to do that. 

Mr. MAVERICK. It would not change our system in any 
way whatsoever for members of the Cabinet to have the 
privileges of the floor any more than it would change our 
form of government to have the Alaskan and Puerto Rican 
Delegates on the fioor. They are not Congressmen—but 
we can let them come on the floor just as we can let mem- 
bers of the Cabinet come on the floor. 

Here the gavel fell.J 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I regret I did not hear the entire state- 
ment of the gentleman from Texas. I understand he criti- 
cized the Secretary of State, either directly or indirectly, 
for making his speech either over the radio or at the Press 
Club yesterday instead of in Congress or elsewhere. 

It seems obvious to me that it is the right of the Secretary 
of State to make a speech on foreign policies at any time 
and at any place he desires, without any restrictions what- 
soever. Furthermore, as the gentleman and the rest of us 
know, for years this question has come up of whether a 
member of the Cabinet should appear on the floor of the 
House, and it has always been voted down after deliberation. 

I rise, however, to take exception to the remarks of the 
Secretary of State. I admit it was a beautiful and high- 
sounding alleged peace talk, filled with glittering generalities 
from one end to the other, but without a single constructive 
suggestion to solve the peace problem. All he did was to 
speak of armament and more armament and greater arma- 
ments as the road to peace, when in reality it is the road 
to bankruptcy and war and possibly the end of democracy 

and of this civilization of ours. Not one word about a peace 
conference, not one word about calling a limitation of arma- 
ment conference, to try to do away with this mass folly 
that is leading us to a disastrous naval competition with 
Japan and Great Britain and creating suspicion and hatred 
and eventuating in war. I defy anyone to find in that 
speech beyond these glittering generalities and high-sound- 
ing phrases of alleged peace one constructive suggestion to 
solve the world difficulty. He attacks those of us who 
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believe in the fundamental and traditional American policies 
of neutrality and nonintervention, and calls us isolationists. 
We are not isolationists. We would welcome a peace con- 
ference. We would welcome a limitation of naval arma- 
ments conference. Yet the Secretary of State and this 
administration have hitherto blocked it. 

We are not isolationists. However, we want to keep this 
country isolated from all foreign intrigues, blood feuds, 
boundary disputes, and all foreign wars. That is where 
we are isolationists. We are opposed to the new policy laid 
down by the Secretary of State in his speech yesterday when 
he came out in favor of an entirely new policy to take this 
country of ours into parallel action with other nations. It is 
just another interpretation of the now famous Chicago 
speech of the President, when he urged collective action and 
concerted action to police and quarantine the world. The 
response of the American people to that speech was over- 
whelmingly unfavorable. They were opposed to that highly 
provocative, hysterical, inflammatory, and alarming speech, 
so much so that the administration has dropped its open 
advocacy of concerted action, and now has adopted a program. 
of subterfuge and camouflage, which amounts to almost the 
same thing advocated by the President in Chicago, under the 
phrase parallel action”—a mere quibble on words. That is 
all you can find in Secretary Hull’s speech, outside of the 
mass barrage of glittering generalities, beautifully phrased, 
and an appeal to the American people along just one line— 
arm, arm, arm to the teeth and go into parallel action with 
the other nations to police and quarantine the world. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 


CORDELL HULL IS ONE OF THE GREATEST OF AMERICAN SECRETARIES 
OF STATE 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that if an 
archangel were to come down from heaven and make an 
observation in the interest of peace, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Fıs] would criticize it. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. Frs] continues daily 
attacks upon the President and every member of the Cabinet, 
with statements which strike me as “sound and fury signi- 
fying nothing.” His charges are empty ones; his statements 
ridiculous. 

It is not necessary that I defend the speech made yester- 
day by Secretary Hull nor the speech made at Chicago by 
the President. They both gave clear summaries of deplor- 
able foreign conditions, and were intended to be deterrents 
to militaristic nations. Both warned against a continued 
belligerency against small, peaceful, independent nations and 
the killing of innocent women and children, and carried to 
the peaceful democracies of the world an assurance of our 
deep interest. 

It is to be regretted that there are other Members here 
who find it convenient for political purposes continually to 
criticise the efforts of our great President, and also today 
to criticize our great Secretary of State, the Honorable Cor- 
dell Hull. I had the honor and distinction of serving here 
with Secretary Hull many years. I have served here during 
the tenures of many able Secretaries of State, and Presidents, 
and I can honestly say that I never have met a more honor- 
able, a more sincere, and a more devoted American, or a 
greater statesman than our present Secretary Hull. 
Applause. ] 

Also unwarranted is the criticism by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Maverick] that the Secretary of State yesterday 
appealed to the press for fair play. Instead of being criti- 
cized, Mr. Hull should be commended for his effort to obtain 
from the press fair treatment of the administration and the 
cause of peace. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SABATH. Yes. 

Mr. MAVERICK. I did not criticize the Secretary of 
State. I said specifically that was all right, but I hoped the 
day would come when the Secretary might be able to make 
his speeches here. 
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Mr. SABATH. I am pleased with the gentleman’s ex- 
planation. Unfortunately, as has been stated by the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. SNELL], under present law the 
Secretary of State or any other member of the Cabinet can- 
not address the House. It might be well, perhaps, if we 
were to change the rules and make such a procedure possible. 

WHY I AM SUPPORTING PENDING NAVAL BILL 

Heretofore, Mr. Chairman, I have been against militarism 
and especially great battleships; but the conditions con- 
fronting the Nation today are such that I cannot help but 
follow the advice of this great Secretary of State; and for 
that reason I shall vote for and support the bill that is be- 
fore us today. As I stated before, I have been for years 
against the construction of these great expensive battle- 
ships. I remember when the late distinguished gentleman 
from Alabama, Admiral Hobson, a Member of the House, 
pleaded incessantly for battleships, pointing out the dangers 
that confronted us from Japan; I then ridiculed the idea, as 
I believed it was unwise to spend millions and millions on 
what I then designated as cowardly battleships that needed 
many auxiliaries, such as cruisers, destroyers, and minelayers 
to protect themselves at sea. 

I feel, however, that I am not possessed of either the 
experience, the ability, or the technical knowledge pos- 
sessed by the men who have devoted their lives to national 
defense. I do not feel that I am qualified to say to them 
that my judgment is better than theirs and should be fol- 
lowed. I have confidence in these men, believing they are 
just as loyal, just as patriotic, and just as desirous of pro- 
tecting our Nation and our flag as any of us. [Applause.] 

HAVE ALWAYS OPPOSED MILITARISTS AND WAR PROFITEERS 

Mr. Chairman, I have the highest regard for the thou- 
sands of sincere, honest, peace-loving, well-meaning men 
and women of America. 

I myself have, as I have said, at all times opposed mili- 
tarism in all its forms—the ambitions of the professional 
militaristic gentlemen and the unconscionable war profiteers. 
I never have lined up with their ambitious schemes; but 
I am for proper national defense. 

In this connection I should like to call attention to the 
warning of Robert Morss Lovett, professor emeritus at the 
University of Chicago and a member of the editorial board 
of the New Republic magazine, that trying too hard not to 
be ready for war might be the easiest way for us to be drawn 
into war, whether we wish it or not. 

Said the Washington Post, editorially, only yesterday: 

To be weak and defenseless in a world of gangsterism is to 
invite aggression. Ethiopia was weak, and it has disappeared. 
China was weak, and is now suffering the horrors of ruthless 
invasion. Spain was weak, and when that weakness was accentu- 
ated by an internal division it became a prey to foreign conquest. 
Austria was weak, and has ceased to exist. 

Although I did not actively participate in the World War, 
yet during the trying days of 1917 and 1918 I endeavored, to 
the best of my poor ability, to alleviate the sufferings and 
heartaches of the mothers, wives, brothers, and sisters of our 
soldiers and abundantly to provide for our forces abroad and 
at home. 

Subsequent to the war I was a staunch advocate of the 
League of Nations, which, I firmly believe, would have pre- 
vented international lawlessness or at least minimized all 
future danger of war. 

Not until 1912, when I had the pleasure of obtaining the 
privilege of the House floor for Count Luetzow, ex-Austrian 
statesman who visited the United States to warn of the dan- 
gers of the approaching European war and advocate meas- 
ures tending to universal peace, and shortly thereafter, when 
I heard the late President of the Republic of Czechoslovakia, 
Professor Masaryk, lucidly explain the aspiration of Ger- 
many to acquire by any means necessary not only control of 
middle western Europe and the countries of the Danube 
but also another outlet to the sea, did I really begin to give 
serious thought to the danger of the then approaching war. 
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EXPRESSED BELIEF IN SECRET CONSPIRACY 3 YEARS AGO 

Three years ago I voiced belief that a secret or tacit agree- 
ment existed between Hitler, Mussolini, and Japan, but my 
warning went unheeded. The strategy practiced by those 
countries conformed exactly to that predicted by Professor 
Masaryk, who was intimately aware of Germany’s ambitions. 

In the Orient Japan pursued a course toward domination 
of the yellow races, apparently with preassurance that Italy 
and Germany would so engage the attention of the European 
democracies that interference in China would be impossible. 

In Ethiopia Mussolini’s war machine grinded to its conquest 
while Hitler’s silence gave approval. 

Internal dissent in Spain, nourished by the dictator coun- 
tries, finally flamed into civil war, and the legions of Italian 
and German soldiers took stand in battle against the estab- 
lished government. 

Hitler, demanding the return of Germany’s lost colonies, 
only cloaked his purpose of European aggression, and it was 
long ago clear that he would one day climax the years of 
planned propaganda in Austria by an invasion of that coun- 
try. His seizure of Austria is but a prelude of more ambitious 
plans. Peace- and liberty-loving Czechoslovakia, Rumania, 
Hungary, and the other small independent nations now see 
his shadow across their lands—Memel, Danzig, and the 
Polish Corridor, Alsace-Lorraine, and the much-desired 
Ukraine. 

For the time being, engaged in consolidating his gains, he 
may utter reassuring words to Poland and Yugoslavia. But 
they have only to recall his utter disregard of treaties, and 
his oft-repeated statements as to his ultimate aims, to realize 
how necessary it is that they prepare to resist invasion, for 
invasion is bound to come. 


IL DUCE MAY BE MAKING SAD MISTAKE IN TRUSTING HITLER 


Whether Il Duce is as smart as he thinks he is in co- 
operating with the imperialistic-minded Hitler only the 
future will tell. But there are many sapient observers who 
have their doubts. They believe that Hitler will not hesi- 
tate to throw his now comrade, Il Duce, overboard when 
and if he becomes strong enough to be able to get along 
without him. 

Says an editorial in the Washington Star of March 16: 

A DOUBLE-CROSSED DUCE? 


Most popular of current wisecracks on Rome’s Corso concerns 
the telegrams exchanged between Hitler and Mussolini following 
Der Fuehrer's triumphal entry into Vienna. The German chan- 
cellor had wired he would “never forget” the Italian dictator’s 
attitude toward the annexation of Austria. According to the 
Corso, a disillusioned Duce should have replied: “Neither shall I.” 

Behind this grim witticism lurks the truth which the Fascist 
nation and its proud leader are only beginning to realize—that 
chief among the victims of the Nazi coup on the Danube is Italy. 
For 5 years the Brenner Pass, the gateway which separated decrepit 
Austria from her former Tyrolean province and 300,000 residents of 
German blood, has symbolized Italy’s “watch on the Alps.” As 
long as Austria remained independent the Brenner insured Italy 
against the military menace of a stronger Germany. Italian divi- 
sions were mobilized when Dollfuss’ assassination in 1934 paved 
the way to this week’s supreme tragedy in Austria. The principal 
virtue of the subsequent Rome-Berlin axis, in Mussolini’s eyes, was 
its supposed guaranty that Nazi power would never be pushed 
to the Brenner. 

That rosy dream has vanished. The colossus of Berlin and his 
war machine now not only sit astride the Pass, but within shoulder 
brush of those “oppressed national comrades” in the Tyrol, who 
have just been promised the “ruthless” protection of the wings 
ol the Goering's air armada, like the 3,000,000 Sudeten Germans 
of Czechoslovakia and other lost Teutonic tribes. Small wonder 
that, despite official acquiescence in the Austrian annexation, 
Italy feels in fact that Mussolini has been tricked by Hitler. She 
has discovered that there is no honor among thieves. Il Duce now 
has Der Fuehrer an unwelcome neighbor not only on the west, at 
the door of the Tyrol, but on the east, adjacent to Austria's 
ancient port of Trieste, on the Adriatic. There are “national, 
comrades” there, too, who may some day enlist the pan-German 
Reich’s attention. 

Will or can Italy take things lying down? I Duce’s journal- 
istic mouthpiece, Virginio Gayda, writing in Giornale d'Italia, in- 
dicates she will not. “Our reply,” he thunders, “will be prompt 
and clear.” The extremities in which the Fascist state finds itself 
demand tangibles to prove that the dictatorship is not bankrupt. 
National economics are at the breaking point. The Ethiopian 
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and Spanish adventures are proving unendurably costly. Britain’s 
determination to check Italian pretensions in the Mediterranean 
has cooled Mussolini’s ardor in that direction. It may be that 
the “prompt and clear reply” he is preparing for his double-cross- 
ing pal across the Brenner will be a British deal. It will hardly 
be as stiff a bargain as might have been driven before the Rome- 
Berlin axis began creaking—and cracking—this week. 


AMERICA MUST TAKE NOTE OF WHAT IS GOING ON IN THE WORLD 

One may properly ask how does all this affect America? 
Who knows? In this fateful hour, with all the civilized 
world well nigh breathless, I do not feel that we should 
follow the vascillating policy of Great Britain, who, in the 
opinion of many well-qualified students of international af- 
fairs, may be the next prey of the remorseless triumvirate. 
Many ripe scholars feel that the suppression of Great Britain 
will mean the consummation of a plan to form three great 
powers outside of North and South America. I doubt very 
much that France, which is fighting domestic problems with 
her back to the wall, and Russia, despised by the capitalistic 
groups of the world, could, after the disappearance of the 
other countries I have named, long withstand being dis- 
membered also. There is not the slightest doubt in my mind 
but that Hitler, Mussolini, and the raving-mad Japanese war 
lords are in a conspiracy to divide the entire world among 
themselves, or at least as much of it as they can manage to 
grab. 

POLISH LEADERS SHOULD NOT FORGET TREATMENT ACCORDED POLES IN 
PRUSSIA 

Great Britain, rather late, is commencing to realize its 
danger. Does Poland realize her danger? 

The leaders in Poland might well hearken back to other 
days, and consider the former treatment of Poles in Prus- 
sia. I remember in 1908 how Prussia prohibited, by edict, 
the teaching of the Polish language in their own schools, and 
how they proposed in their Parliament a compulsory dis- 
-possession of the homes of Polanders. For 2,000 years the 
Poles and their fathers before them had occupied this land, 
but notwithstanding and in contravention of the Congress 
of Vienna of 1815, and in violation of Prussia’s organic laws 
prohibiting distinctions between citizens of the Kingdom, 
that Kingdom’s Parliament even then showed its prejudice 
and discrimination against the Polish. 

At the time I speak of, Congressman Arthur L. Bates, of 
Pennsylvania, was impelled to introduce into this House a 
resolution extending good wishes and sympathy to the Poles 
in Prussia in their efforts to maintain their property rights. 

Recalling this, and viewing the present prejudice which 
governs in Germany, Poland should properly estimate the 
future insofar as her relations with that country are con- 


cerned. 
AMERICA MAY NOT BE AS SAFE AS SHE FEELS 


Up to about 12 years ago we confidently believed ourselves 
properly protected against possible attack from any and all 
quarters; but in view of the increased and ever-increasing 
knowledge of aviation and mammoth airplane carriers, are 
we really free from military danger? 

If this nefarious triumvirate should effect the dismember- 
ment of the great British Empire, what would become of 
Canada? Could we still feel free and at ease without present- 
day Canada? 

Only a little while ago I read in the public press about 
concessions that had been or were contemplated to be 
granted by Mexico to Japan in Lower California. That re- 
called to my mind the tentative offer by Germany in 1917, in 
the Zimmerman note, to give Mexico a part of the United 
States if Mexico would join Germany, and the offer to Japan 
of the Philippine Islands in return for military aid. When 
those audacious offers were first brought to light it was 
thought they were sheer allied propaganda, but we were con- 
vinced of the authenticity of these reports by documentary 
evidence that came into possession of our Government. 

In view of all this and our enemies within, I feel that it 
behooves us adequately to protect ourselves against even the 
remotest eventuality. I have heard it said with plausibility 
that if England had stated her position unequivocally in 
the early days of 1914, and if America had been prepared 
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in 1916, these acts would have had a most salutary effect, 
and it would not have been necessary to send millions of our 
young men across the sea and expend billions of dollars. 
Consequently, and repeating, I feel that we owe it to our- 
selves to prepare for any, even the most imaginable possi- 
bility. Therefore, I am ready to vote for the construction 
of a navy and an air force that will be unmistakably ade- 
quate for our proper defense. 

DO NOT CLAIM TO BE MORE PATRIOTIC THAN THOSE WHO DISAGREE 

It is not my aim to try to make anybody believe I am more 
patriotic than those who do not favor this increased naval 
plan. We all recognize among that group a highly patriotic 
impulse. They, too, think their judgment would be better 
for the country. The only interest I have in the problem of 
national defense is the welfare of our whole country, to which 
I owe much and for which I am ready to give everything 
I possess. This great country of my adoption has been kind 
to me, and if I leave behind only one legacy, I want it to be 
a contribution, weak though it be, to the defense, not offense, 
and the promotion of the welfare of the land that made me 
whatever I am and gave me whatever I have. 

Let me say that I feel a grave mistake was made by some 
of the political leaders of 20 years ago, who, for purely 
political purposes, prevented the United States from joining 
other peace-loving nations in a hopeful effort to outlaw war 
and all its frightful consequences by the League of Nations. 
That failure unquestionably weakened the League at the 
outset, and it has in no small measure destroyed its useful- 
ness. 

I well remember when President Wilson returned from 
his first trip to Paris and invited the members of the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations and the members of the 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs to the White House to 
hear his explanation of the League plan, because I was at 
the time a member of the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
The only sitting members of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations are Senators Prrrman and Boram. I am the only 
sitting Member of the House who participated in that his- 
toric meeting. 

Mr. Wilson made a confidential report to the members of 
these two committees, and in a 3-hour session he endeavored 
to obtain the advice and consent of those present. All pres- 
ent were asked to question the President on each and every 
provision, which many, as I recall, did, and all were appar- 
ently satisfied by the President’s lucid and masterly exposi- 
tion of the infinite possibilities of that great humanitarian 
plan. In addition to securing the advice and consent of the 
members of those two committees, Mr. Wilson consulted such 
eminent Americans and Republicans as former President 
Taft, former Secretary of State Elihu Root, and others, all 
of whom acquiesced in the President’s conclusions. I espe- 
cially remember that the chairman of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of that time, Mr. Lodge, of Massachusetts, 
propounded to President Wilson many questions and ap- 
peared satisfied, yet a few months later, unfortunately, the 
same Senator Lodge who had given unmistakable assurance 
of accord with the plan, became, in his important official 
position, the spearhead, largely for political purposes, of the 
opposition to the League plan. It is a fact that there was 
opposition to the League of Nations, simply because it was 
the only issue Republican leaders of that day could evolve 
in opposing the Democratic Party. In this opposition they 
were aided by the disgruntled, vitriolic Jim Reed, then a 
Senator from Missouri. 

It was alleged that the League Covenant provided for 
sending our boys across the sea; while in fact there was 
nothing in the League Covenant that justified such a con- 
clusion. I maintained then, and I repeat, that the underly- 
ing opposition to the League, aside from the political con- 
sideration, was the objection of industrial leaders of the 
Nation to the international labor provisions, which provided, 
in article 20 of the Covenant of the League, that— 

The high-contracting parties will endeavor to secure and main- 


tain fair and humane conditions of labor for men, women, and 
children, both in their own countries and in all countries to which 
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their commercial and industrial relations extended, and to that 
end will agree to establish as part of the organization of the League 
@ permanent bureau of labor. 


BELIEVE AMERICA’S MEMBERSHIP OF THE LEAGUE WOULD HAVE BEEN 
BENEFICIAL 

I am confident today, beyond all doubt, that had the 
United States joined the League of Nations it would have 
strengthened and preserved the League in full vigor and 
effectiveness and we would not have present-day conditions, 
with all democracies of Europe either destroyed or on the 
verge of destruction. I still believe that under the terms 
of the League Covenant we could have precluded the mad 
rearmament race by close adhesion to and renewal of the 
provisions of the Washington Arms Conference after the 
10-year limit, to the lasting benefit of all civilization. At 
the conclusion of the Washington Arms Conference the 
United States felt fairly easy; and it was only our absence 
from membership in the League that led first Germany, then 
Italy, and, shortly thereafter, Japan to withdraw from mem- 
bership in the League. Then trouble began. The plot 
thickened. Now we have the fruit. 

Moreover, I feel that if Great Britain and France had 
taken a firm stand against the initial rearmament of Hitler, 
Mussolini, and Japan, and had not been lulled to sleep by 
undependable peace assurances, they would have been in 
position 2 years ago to stop Mussolini and Hitler in their 
mad rush toward a menacing world conquest. Should we, 
then, follow the vacillating and always unloading policy of 
Great Britain or should we be ready to properly defend our- 
selves and our possessions against any and all? 

I LIKE TO FEEL THAT I CAN CHANGE MY VIEWPOINTS IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH CHANGED CONDITIONS 

And so, in conclusion, let me say that in view of the 
alarming world conditions to which I have alluded, I shall 
vote and work for the passage of the pending bill. This may 
be surprising to some of the critics who have accused me of 
being a pacifist, charging that I was against adequate na- 
tional defense; but let me say to them it is not they who 
have changed my view. I was just as conscientious when I 
opposed large Army and Navy appropriations in past years 
as I am conscientious today in supporting this bill. I have 
changed my views because and only because world conditions 
have changed. When I get so old or so benumbed of brain 
and character that I cannot change my view in accordance 
with changing conditions and a changing world, it is time for 
me to be carried out feet first, and I want to be. 

I have criticized conditions and things at times, and I 
shall do so again whenever I see anything that I think 
merits criticism. But I love this country. I will vote any 
amount of money necessary to protect it from enemies either 
within or without. Today, perhaps more than at any other 
time in its history, the United States of America stands out 
against the dark and stormy seas of racial persecution, in- 
trigue, conspiracy, and jealousy as the one and only enduring 
beacon light of hope. 

I am grateful to the people of my district for having per- 
mitted me for so many years to be a Member of this great 
American Congress, the greatest democratic legislative body 
on earth, wherein every man is accorded the unfettered right 
to say what he pleases. Let us strive to preserve and pro- 
mote this priceless heritage for ourselves and posterity. I 
do not expect to be here forever, but I do want the Stars 
and Stripes and a democratic form of government to endure 
here forever. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I shall not take the 5 
minutes in answer to the gentleman from New York. I 
merely want to call attention to a portion of Secretary 
Hull’s speech. Among other things Secretary Hull said: 

We have never entertained, and we have not the slightest 


intention to entertain, any such notion as the use of American 
armed forces for policing the world. 
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Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Src. 3. The President of the United States is hereby authorized 
to acquire or construct additional naval airplanes, including patrol 
planes, and spare parts and equipment, so as to bring the number 
of useful neval airplanes to a total of 3,000. 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Maas: Page 3, line 1, after the words 
“total of”, insert “not less than.” 


Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I accept the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Minnesota. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Terry: Page 2, line 24, after the 
comma following the word “equipment”, strike out the remainder 
of the section and insert in lieu thereof the following: “in such 


numbers as will be commensurate with the Navy of the increased 
proportions authorized by this act.” 


Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I offer this amendment be- 
cause it is the language that is used in the Vinson-Trammell 
Act, which gives the naval authorities the power and the 
authority to determine the number of airplanes that are 
necessary, commensurate with the number of naval ships 
with which to operate. It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that 
we should not go wild on the question of increasing the cost 
of the Navy at this time. You must remember that aircraft 
and air defense are among the most expensive things we 
have. I am in favor of an adequate Navy, I am in favor of 
an adequate Army; but I do not want to see the cost unneces- 
sarily increased at this time. 

Mr, Chairman, when we make this authorization to in- 
crease to 3,000 the number of aircraft we must realize that 
for every airplane authorized, the expense of maintenance 
and operation increases manyfold. It is said that every 
plane requires 10 men to maintain and operate it. Why 
should the Navy at this time ask for 3,000 planes? Why 
should it not be left to the naval authorities and the Army 
authorities to say what is the proper number of airplanes? 
Why should not the Navy and Army air forces be more 
coordinated than they appear to be at this time? 

Do you realize, Mr. Chairman, that if we put this program 
through, if we authorize 3,000 planes for the Navy, that we 
shall probably have the largest air force in the world today 
with the exception of Great Britain? 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. TERRY. I yield. 

Mr. COLE of New York. If the gentleman’s amendment 
be adopted, will it not be true that the same proportionate 
increase in airplanes will take place as there is increase in 
the number of battleships and other war vessels? 

Mr. TERRY. Les; that would be true. All I am asking, 
Mr. Chairman, is that we leave it to these experts, the naval 
authorities and the joint board of control between the Army 
and the Navy, to say what shall be the proportion of air- 
planes in connection with this increased Navy program. 

Mr. MAAS, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TERRY. I am sorry, I cannot yield; I have not the 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, last year when the air force—and I am not 
criticizing the air force; I think it is one of the best things 
that we have and that we should promote it to the fullest 
extent necessary—but do you realize that last year on the air 
force we spent the sum of $196,000,000? Of this amount the 
Army spent $109,000,000 and the Navy spent 887,000, 000 plus. 

Why should we, with oceans on each side of us, build up at 
this time the greatest air force in the world? Why should 
we not rely to some extent upon our geographical location? 

All I ask is that it be left to these naval authorities. I am 
not, of course, even an amateur strategist, as was said of some 
other Members, and I am perfectly willing to leave it to the 
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Navy men themselves, under the language of the Vinson- 
Trammell Act, subject, of course, to the judgment of the 
Appropriations Committee, to say what is a proper air force 
for us to have. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of this amendment. 
[Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I rise to make a 
brief statement in opposition to the amendment. 

The Committee has already adopted the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Maas] that 
there should not be less than 3,000 airplanes. I assume the 
pending amendment was offered in the nature of a substitute 
for the amendment offered by the gentleman from Minne- 
sota; otherwise it would not have been in order. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I yield. 

Mr. CHURCH. Assuming that the Navy can go up to 
2,000 planes now by way of authorization, and then consider- 
ing the Maas amendment for not less than 3,000, is there not 
danger of an authorization here restricting the admirals or 
the board to asking for an appropriation of, say 1,000 at a 
time; nothing more or nothing less? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Not at all. 

Mr. CHURCH. I believe the Terry amendment is much 
more in accord with the intentions of the chairman of the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Not at all. I thoroughly under- 
stand what the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Arkansas means. The Appropriations Committee will have 
absolute control of the amount of money which may be 
made available, whether it is for a number commensurate 
with the ships authorized here or whether the number may 
be 3,000, In view of the fact that we have a provision in 
this bill for a board to make a survey throughout the 
country with reference to the establishment of additional 
air bases for patrol work, I think the amendment which 
has been offered by the gentleman from Minnesota and 
agreed to is preferable to the amendment just offered by 
the gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. CHURCH. I believe the gentleman is in error. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Arkansas would have the effect to nullify the amend- 
ment which the Committee has just adopted; that is, that it 
shall be our policy to have not less than 3,000 airplanes. 
My amendment does not mean they will all be acquired in 
any one year. It does state a policy as to the minimum num- 
ber of airplanes, but places no top limit. 

Mr. Chairman, this is based upon the recommendation 
made to the committee by the Navy Department. The pro- 
vision in the bill bringing the number up to 3,000 airplanes 
is exactly the advice of the admirals and the Bureau of 
Aeronautics, and concurred in by the Chief of Naval Opera- 
tions. We do not want to place a top limit, because the re- 
lationship of aviation to other elements of defense change 
from day to day. But at the present time it should not be 
less than 3,000 airplanes. 

Mr. CHURCH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAAS. I yield to the gentleman from Illinois, 

Mr. CHURCH. Will the gentleman read section 3 with his 
amendment? 

“The President of the United States is hereby authorized to ac- 
quire,” etc., “naval airplanes,” etc., “to a total of not less than 
8,000.” 

Mr. MAAS. Correct. 

Mr. CHURCH. I believe you are endangering the author- 
ity. The language of the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Arkansas [Mr. TERRY] is much more adequate. It 
is not so restrictive and is in compliance with the intention 
of the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The bill provides for so many 
hundreds of thousands of tons of destroyers. It does not 
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make it mandatory on the part of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee or the Congress that these destroyers be built at one 
time. The same thing is true with reference to airplanes. 

Mr. MAAS. The effect of the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Arkansas would be to limit us to acquiring 
some four-hundred-odd airplanes, while the Navy feels it needs 
an additional thousand planes. At the present time we have 
2,000, and the bill provides for a 20-percent increase. There- 
fore, the maximum that could be acquired would be 400. 
The Navy needs 1,000 additional airplanes and, in my opin- 
ion, we had better provide these planes, if we are to provide 
an adequate and balanced defense. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAAS. I yield to the gentleman from Maine. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think the situation should be made 
clear to the House. If I do not state it correctly, I will be 
happy to be corrected by the chairman of the Committee on 
Naval Affairs or the ranking minority member thereof, 
There is under the Vinson-Trammell Act no limit on the 
number of airplanes. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. That is in accordance with the 
amendment just agreed to. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Except such number as the President 
and the admirals shall find is necessary. I will read the 
language of the Vinson Act: 

The necessary naval aircraft for vessels and other naval pur- 
poses in numbers commensurate with the treaty navy. 

Under this authorization it has been determined up to 
the present time that 1,950 airplanes are commensurate with 
the Navy which was authorized under the Vinson-Trammell 
Act. For the first time in the pending proposal the number 
of naval aircraft is definitely limited to 3,000. I trust that 
the chairman of the Committee on Naval Affairs and the 
ranking minority member will pay at least slight tribute to 
the minority report for pointing that out for the first time. 

Mr. MAAS. Iam very glad to do that. 

Mr, VINSON of Georgia. We are trying to correct that. 
Now, will the gentleman go along and help us correct it? 

Mr. MAAS. The effeet of the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Arkansas will be to place a restriction upon 
the procurement of aircraft hereafter, the very thing to 
which the gentleman from Maine objects. 

Mr. TERRY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAAS. I yield to the gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. TERRY. Does the gentleman realize, if this amend- 
ment is adopted, we will have 5,320 brand-new project 
planes? 

Mr. MAAS. No; not at all. That is incorrect. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The gentleman is in error. 

Mr. TERRY. The Army has 2,320. 

Mr. MAAS. No. The Army only has 1,600 plus. 

Mr. TERRY. The Navy has 1,910 now and the gentleman 
seeks to make it 3,000. You will have in this country, which 
is surrounded by water for 3,000 miles, the second to the 
largest air force in the world. The only air force greater 
would be that of Great Britain, and we will never be up 
against them in any war. 

Mr. MAAS. The situation has changed greatly in regard 
to naval aviation needs. The Vinson-Trammell Act author- 
ized the planes necessary for a treaty fleet. Even the num- 
ber of airplanes as a proper complement to battleships and 
their supporting auxiliaries changes as aviation is advanced 
and further developed. But, in addition to this change, we 
need a substantial number of naval patrol planes that will 
not necessarily be ship-based at all. Naval needs, when the 
surface ships authorized in this bill are constructed, will 
require a total of not less than 3,000 ship- and shore-based 
Navy planes. 

When and if the Navy will require a larger proportion of 
planes they will be authorized to request appropriations for 
them under the language of this amendment. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the pro forma amendment. 
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Mr. Chairman, I feel my position in this matter is en- 
tirely clear. I am very much interested in air development. 

I do not know the origin of this authorization which 
limits the number of naval airplanes; that is, I do not know 
who wrote it into the bill originally. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield to the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. There was never any intention 
to limit the number. We believe we need at least 3,000. 
Just as soon as it was pointed out that there was a limitation 
I agreed to the amendment. I may say it was pointed out 
by the gentleman from Maine. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I thank the gentleman. Under the 
law as it existed, the number of naval airplanes would be 
commensurate with whatever the President and the Navy 
Department decided was necessary for the Navy as it existed. 
In my judgment, this was the best way in which to leave 
the matter, because the Army is supposed to handle air- 
craft for land defense. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield to the gentleman from Wis- 
consin. 

Mr. BOILEAU. The gentleman states that under the 
present law the number of naval aircraft is dependent upon 
the admirals and the President? 

Mr. BREWSTER. The gentleman is correct. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Is that the situation, or does this power 
reside in Congress? 

Mr. BREWSTER. As to what number, the President and 
the admirals shall decide what is necessary for the Navy? 

Mr. BOILEAU. Does the law specifically state the Presi- 
dent and the admirals? 

Mr. BREWSTER (reading) : 

The President is hereby authorized to procure the necessary naval 
aircraft for vessels and other naval purposes in numbers commen- 
surate with a treaty navy. 

I quote from the language of the Vinson-Trammell Act 
which is now the law. 

Mr. BOILEAU. After all, this is merely an authorization 
for him to procure them, but Congress by appropriating the 
money determines how many naval aircraft are necessary 
commensurate with our fleet. Under the existing law Con- 
gress is the one to determine how many planes we need com- 
mensurate with the size of the Navy. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I am sure the gentleman understands 
the only thing we are discussing here is an authorization, not 
an appropriation. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I appreciate that. The existing author- 
ization is broad enough so we can provide any number of 
planes we want, and we do not have to ask the President about 
it, either. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The difference between the sub- 
stitute amendment and the amendment that was agreed to 
by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Maas] is that the 
latter provides for 950 more airplanes whereas the substitute 
will limit it to approximately 450. 

Mr. BOILEAU. How does the gentleman justify that state- 
ment? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I believe the gentleman will have great 
difficulty in supporting that proposition, because it seems 
to me evident that if the admirals decided we now need 
3,000 planes, the Committee on Appropriations could appro- 
priate the money for 3,000 planes. Is that correct? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Absolutely correct, provided you 
need that number to support the present Navy. 

Mr. BREWSTER. That is right. In other words, all you 
need is for the admirals to come in and say, “We believe 
we need 3,000 planes,” and automatically the Committee on 
Appropriations could appropriate that money. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. If Congress could be convinced 
that a treaty Navy required 3,000 planes. 

Mr. BREWSTER. But no question of authorization is 
involved? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. No. 

Mr. BREWSTER. That is right. 
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Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield to the gentleman from Arkan- 
sas. 
Mr. TERRY. The gentleman realizes that under the 
recommendations of the Baker board the division of the air 
force as between the Army and Navy was 60 percent for the 
Army and 40 percent for the Navy. This was the duly con- 
sidered and recommended proportion. It seems that the 
Navy is now taking over all the functions of the land air 
force. If we adopt this amendment authorizing 3,000 planes 
we are entirely disrupting the recommendations of the Baker 
board that the division be 60 percent for the Army and 40 
percent tor the Navy. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Which tends to throw further out of 
balance cur entire national defense. 

Mr. TERRY. The gentleman also recognizes that in all 
the great countries of the world the larger proportion of the 
air force is with the Army and not with the Navy. I believe 
about 400 of Great Britain’s air force of over 5,000 planes 
are in the Navy, and the balance in the Army. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Great Britain now contemplates an air 
force of 12,000 planes with an appropriation of $500,000,000, 
equal to the appropriation for the Army or the Navy. It is 
also to be remembered that Great Britain has a separate 
department for aerial defense which avoids some of the 
problems with which we are presented as a result of dis- 
agreement among the various branches in the service, and 
the possible prejudices against newer instruments of war- 
fare. 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last two words, in order that I may briefly ask the chairman 
of the committee how he justifies his statement that under 
the amendment proposed by the gentleman from Arkansas 
the Navy would be limited to 450 additional planes. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The amendment proposed by 
the gentleman from Arkansas carries out the present law, 
which makes the number of airplanes commensurate with 
the Navy. If you restrict it to exactly the 46 ships that are 
being built here, you would have to have approximately 450 
to be commensurate with that, and this does not take into 
consideration the 1,910. The reason we go beyond that is 
that we carry a provision in here for air bases to be estab- 
lished in the insular possessions and in Alaska, after in- 
vestigation has been made to see whether or not we need 
patrol planes. In the very next section we provide for air- 
plane tenders to accommodate these additional airplanes 
if it becomes necessary to build them. 

Mr. BOILEAU. It is merely a question of construction of 
the language regarding having the number of ships com- 
mensurate with the size of the fleet. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Exactly. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I cannot see how the gentleman can put 
that interpretation on that language. If the Congress of 
the United States should determine by the appropriation of 
funds in the Navy Department appropriation bill 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Of course, they determine that 
every year. 

Mr. BOILEAU. If Congress should appropriate $5,000,000 
additional for airplanes, would not the present authorization 
be sufficient to enable the carrying out of that project? 

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I will yield in just a minute. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Under the present law there is 
no limit. Whatever additional sum the Committee on Ap- 
propriations recommended and Congress approved you could 
add. It is based on the needs of the fleet. If you follow 
the amendment of the gentleman from Arkansas, you would 
have 450, because that is approximately the number com- 
mensurate with the increase of 46 ships. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Who determines whether it is commen- 
surate or not? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The Navy Department. 

Mr. BOILEAU. When it comes to making the appropria- 
tion Congress determines that matter and we do not have 
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to listen to the admirals. One thing we can do is appro- 
priate money without listening to the admirals. 

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I yield. 

Mr. STARNES. I want to ask a question with respect to 
the effect of this bill. Will not this reverse the entire avia- 
tion policy of our country? By July 1, 1940, we hope to have 
2,320 planes in the Army. Why is it the Navy should have 
such a tremendous number of land-based planes, and is not 
that a reversal of policy? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I submit that so far as this authorization 
bill is concerned, in my judgment, the language in the bill, 
as amended by the Maas amendment or by the language 
proposed by the gentleman from Arkansas, Congress is free 
to appropriate for as much aircraft as it wants to, and the 
authorization in either event would be quite broad enough. 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I yield. 

Mr. MAAS. There is a restriction under the amendment 
of the gentleman from Arkansas because this bill is a 20- 
percent increase in the number of present planes for the 
fleet. We have come to the point where we must build 
planes for Navy purposes in addition to the fleet, and that 
is why we are asking for 1,000 instead of 450. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I submit to the gentleman from Minne- 
sota that the language in the authorization bill or the 
language in the Terry amendment is broad enough so that 
if Congress should determine in its wisdom that it is neces- 
sary to construct an additional 1,000 or 2,000, in order to be 
commensurate with the fleet, they could go ahead and do it. 

Mr. MAAS. The Terry amendment limits the number 
to the needs of the fleet, but we must build airplanes for 
naval air bases which are not part of the fleet at all. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Technically speaking, I maintain that if 
the Congress decided it was necessary to have 5,000 more 
planes for the fleet, they could go ahead and do it. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I yield. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I would like to ask the chairman of 
the Naval Affairs Committee whether he is perfectly clear 
that under the Maas amendment the President is authorized 
to acquire planes to bring the total up to a number not 
less than 3,000? Is the gentleman perfectly clear that he 
would be authorized to acquire planes to bring the total 
to a number not less than 3,000? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Congress would control the 
matter. If they were not justified in going to 3,000, Con- 
gress would not appropriate the money. 

Mr. BREWSTER. How does the gentleman interpret the 
language that authorizes a number not less than 3,000? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Congress is going to control 
with respect to the number they need. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Why not be fair enough to strike out 
3,000 and authorize as many ships as the Appropriations 
Committee wants? 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. TERRY]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. LORD. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Lorp: Page 3, line 2, strike out 
“three” and insert “four.” 

Mr. LORD. Mr. Chairman, I am proposing this amend- 
ment to increase the number of aircraft to 4,000, for I 
believe that we can do much more in case of a conflict with 
& large battery of planes than we can do with battleships. 

A plane can go from the Atlantic to the Pacific coast, 
or visa versa, in the course of 24 hours. They can go from 
the Pacific coast to the Hawaiian Islands in less time than 
this. Should it be necessary to protect the Monroe Doctrine 
they can go to Mexico or Central America in a very short 
period of time. I think it has been demonstrated in the war 
in China that had the Chinese been well equipped in planes 
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they could have destroyed the Japanese Navy and stopped 
the Japanese in their invasion of Chinese territory. 

To my mind fighting units of aircraft are in their infancy 
today. We have much to do in experimenting with this 
craft, and I believe we will be building planes that can go 
by air or water across our oceans. In the past we have not 
been limited in the number we could construct. This bill 
seeks to limit the number; I am opposed to their being 
limited as to the number we may construct. 

We are witnessing new achievements by aircraft almost 
daily, and while we are authorizirg their construction we 
should not limit it to any small number of planes. While 
we may perhaps have 3,000 planes in the Army and Navy 
combined, that is little compared with England, that has 
just presented an air program of 12,000 planes. To my 
mind the United States should be first in the number of 
planes available, so that in case a foreign foe attacks us in 
some of our outlying possessions we can in the course of a 
few hours land our planes there to protect our citizens. In 
case we are attacked by warships from another nation we 
could destroy their strongest naval vessels in a short period 
of time, long before we could reach them with our Navy. 

I hope that this amendment will prevail and that we will 
give Congress authority to construct as many aircraft as we 
can use in protecting our Nation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. LORD]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

SEC. 4. The President of the United States is hereby further 
authorized to acquire or to undertake the construction of the 
following auxiliary vessels: 

(a) Five destroyer tenders, a total of 45,000 tons light displace- 
ment tonnage; 

(b) Three submarine tenders, a total of 27,000 tons light dis- 
Placement tonnage; 4 

(c) Four large seaplane tenders, a total of 33,200 tons light dis- 
placement tonnage; 

(d) Seven small seaplane tenders, a total of 11,550 tons light 
displacement tonnage; and 

(e) Three repair ships, a total of 28,500 tons light displacement 
tonnage. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Michigan 
yield for a parliamentary inquiry? 

Mr. MICHENER. I yield, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. CHURCH. Just a while ago the chairman accepted 
the Maas amendment. The committee did not act on that. 

The CHAIRMAN. That amendment was agreed to by the 
committee. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, I am going to vote against 
this bill, and I have no apologies to offer. I am not in 
sympathy with those who would have “peace at any price.” 
I am absolutely opposed to war, yet I can think of things that 
are worse than war. I do not believe that there is anything 
on the world horizon today that would justify this country 
in getting into war. I am not unmindful, however, of the 
fact that taxation without representation and kindred in- 
dignities, heaped upon a liberty-seeking and liberty-loving 
people, made the Revolutionary War neceessary. Neither 
have I forgotten that it became necessary to settle the ques- 
tion of human freedom within our own country with the 
sword as the arbiter. 

I do not go along with that group of our citizens who 
call themselves pacifists. There is not a person in the 
country who will go further and proceed more willingly to 
provide an adequate defense for our country, and if I were 
convinced that the enactment of this huge naval building 
program is essential to national security, I would be in the 
front ranks of the proponents of this measure. Few votes 
in the House in recent years have been fraught with so 
much difficulty on my part, and the action I am about to 
take is deliberate and considered. My conclusion may not 
be the correct conclusion, yet it is the expression of a 
sincere and patriotic judgment. 
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If we confine ourselves to fact and not emotion, then I 
do not believe that anything is to be gained by authorizing 
additional battleships and other implements of warfare 
now. In short, I do not believe this legislation is necessary 
at this time. Again, I cannot escape the conclusion that 
this action is most inopportune. 

In arriving at this verdict, I have found it necessary to 
give consideration to two primary propositions: 

One. What is meant by the expression, “adequate national 
defense” for the United States? 

Two. Is the enactment of this naval building program 
necessary to provide adequate national defense? 

I take it that every red-blooded American wants adequate 
national defense, but what constitutes adequate national 
defense depends entirely upon the foreign policy of our 
country. If that policy contemplates the protection of con- 
tinental United States and its territorial possessions from 
invasion only, that is one thing. If the United States wants 
to be so equipped from a naval standpoint that it may in- 
vade foreign territory, then a greater degree of armament is 
necessary. The formulation of our foreign policy rests 
largely with the President of the United States. Section 9 
of this bill contains many words, but the whole meaning of 
the section can be summed up in the following quotation: 

It is declared to be the fundamental naval policy of the United 
States to maintain a Navy in sufficient strength * in 
both oceans at one and the same time * * * to 108805 our 
commerce and citizens abroad. 

If our Navy is to do this thing, then it must be superior 
to any Navy in the world in any one of the seven seas where 
American commerce is found. As a practical matter, such 
a Navy is a financial and physical impossibility. It is out 
of the question to have a Navy to protect the Standard Oil 
interests in the Yangtze River in China and at the same 
time have an adequate Navy to protect our commerce in 
European waters. That means two navies. A point of 
order will be made against this section 9, and if this sec- 
tion is eliminated, then the only immediate information 
the Congress has as to what constitutes the present foreign 
policy of the administration is the President’s Chicago 
speech wherein he laid down his “quarantine” policy, and 
the recent speech of Secretary Hull wherein he is quite spe- 
cific. The real trouble is that President Roosevelt’s declara- 
tion in Chicago is diametrically opposed to Secretary Hull’s 
pronouncement within the last few days. We must not 
forget, however, that both the President and Secretary Hull 
were firm believers in, and advocates of, the League of 
Nations, and without questioning their integrity or sin- 
cerity, it is at least fair to presume that if it had not been 
for the protests of a large majority of our people, the pres- 
ent administration would unhesitatingly have pursued the 
policy announced by the President in his Chicago speech. 
That policy, and what it implies, is almost as far-reaching 
as the League of Nations itself, and while Secretary Hull 
may now renounce any such policy, yet if he had had his 
way, this country would at this time be engaged in the 
policing of the world, provided we had joined the League of 
Nations. 

Answering the second question, we must be guided largely 
by the report of the Naval Affairs Committee before which 
the hearings on this bill were held. The majority com- 
‘mittee report summarized the building program herein pro- 
posed as follows: 

(1) The construction of 46 combatant ships as follows: 3 battle- 
ships, 2 aircraft carriers, 9 cruisers, 23 destroyers, and 9 submarines 
at an estimated cost of $731,095,000. 

(2) The construction of 22 auxiliary vessels as follows: 5 de- 
stroyer tenders, 3 submarine eae 4 seaplane tenders (large), 
7 seaplane 3 (small), and 3 repair ships at an estimated 
cost of $246,451, 

(3) Acquiring ‘oso airplanes at an estimated cost of $106,000,000. 

(4) Authorization for uipment and facilities at navy yards 
for building ships at an est ted cost of $8,000,000. 

(5) An expenditure of $15,000,000 for experimental purposes, 
including one lighter-than-air craft, and $15,000,000 for contract 
authorization, 

The total estimated cost to carry out the provisions of this bill 
is $1,121,546,000. 
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In short, we are authorizing the expenditure of $1,121,- 
546,000 for additional naval implements of war. 

The minority committee report calls attention to the 
fact that under the act of 1934 a $4,000,000,000 program of 
naval building was authorized; that there is plenty of 
authority in that act to build more battleships than the 
physical facilities of the entire United States will permit at 
this time. The program lags far behind. Under that pro- 
gram, there is authority to build three additional battleships 
at a cost of $75,000,000 each. Why then should we au- 
thorize in this bill three additional like battleships at like cost, 
when we know that it will be years before we could even 
start the building? It is asserted that in the next 5 years, 
there is authorization now to build nine battleships of vari- 
ous sizes and as powerful as the Navy experts deem neces- 
sary for our national defense. Do not forget that two dread- 
naughts are now being built. In addition, the present pro- 
gram authorizes 34 destroyers, 11 submarines, and numerous 
other facilities more particularly described in the minority 
report. 

Within the last 60 days the House has passed the largest 
annual naval appropriation bill the American people have 
ever been asked to pay; that is, $552,000,000, with $143,- 
000,000 of that amount for new construction. If the Navy 
could build, and if the administration wanted the country to 
build as in this bill provided, then why does it not ask for 
the money to bring the present program up-to-date? It is 
interesting to note what Admiral Leahy, Chief of Opera- 
tions, says about what will happen if this bill becomes a 
law. I quote: 


A very small part of this program could be even started within 
the next 24 months. 


Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHENER. Yes. 

Mr. MAAS. The statement of Admiral Leahy is that we 
could not start laying them down, but the plans must be 
drawn and it takes a year to draw the plans for a battle- 
ship, and if we delay for another year we delay the whole 
program another year. 

Mr. MICHENER. I am relying upon Admiral Leahy’s 
statement because Admiral Leahy is at the head of naval 
operations, knows more about the Navy than any living 
man, and is the one on whose testimony the committee must 
rely if this bill is to be sustained. It is true that it takes 
time to make blueprints and prepare details for naval con- 
struction, and possibly that is one reason why the present 
authorized building program is so many years in arrears. 
The entire engineering and construction force of the Navy 
will be taxed to capacity during the next 2 years if any ef- 
fort is made to meet the requirements of existing law. Why, 
therefore, the haste in passing this legislation, when we all 
know that there is no possibility of accomplishing anything, 
so far as actual results are concerned, for months if not 
years to come? The world is topsy-turvy at this time and 
Congress will be in session in January next year and in far 
better shape and with much more information on which to 
base a long-time naval building program. 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHENER. For a short question. 

Mr. MAAS. Does the gentleman know whether that state- 
ment is correct that they may build as large and as power- 
ful as they want? Does the gentleman know what the leg- 
islative authority for building these ships is, and that it re- 
stricts them to 35,000 tons? 

Mr. MICHENER. The gentleman from Minnesota is a 
member of the Naval Affairs Committee, and the members 
of that committee are not in agreement as to this matter. 
Therefore, the rest of us can but hear their conclusions and 
then reach our own conclusions based upon the debate and 
the statements of the experts as found in the printed hear- 
ings. I have great respect for the gentleman from Minne- 
sota [Mr. Maas]. He is a great aviator, has a wonderful 
World War record, is entirely fearless, and surely does not 
lack in patriotism. Yet as a colonel in the Reserve Officers’ 
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Air Corps, of the Marine Corps attached to the Navy, he 
becomes an advocate for the service to which he belongs, and 
I regret that I cannot follow his judgment as an expert. 
No one doubts his sincerity or his courage—he usually is most 
tenacious in representing his district, but I feel sure that 
in the days that are to come he will not be as enthusiastic 
about building so powerful a navy—on paper. 

It has been hinted here that it is never intended to build 
all of these craft, but that this is a “diplomatic” navy, a 
“bluff” navy, to be set up on the statute books in order that 
the administration may have plenty of “chips on the table” 
if and when a naval disarmament conference is held. That 
sounds all right, but for one I am not ready to give to the 
President of the United States the authority to commence 
laying keels of battleships, and placing additional tax burdens 
on the people of our country whenever, in his judgment, such 
action seems advisable. Let us make our legislative enact- 
ments say what they mean. Some may say that before any 
such action is taken, the President will have to come back to 
Congress and get the money. 

We need but recall Passamaquoddy Bay, the Florida Ship 
Canal, and other projects requiring the eventual spending 
of billions of dollars, which were started by the President 
out of money given him to spend in such way as he might 
think advisable for emergency purposes. We should not 
authorize the building of any naval armament unless we 
contemplate building such armament under specific condi- 
tions laid down in the law. As much power as possible 
should be retained in Congress, as little discretion as pos- 
sible should be lodged in the President. A more auspicious 
hour could not have been selected for the consideration of 
this bill in the Congress. With the beating of drums and 
the rattling of sabers dominating every activity in the Old 
World; with Japan at China’s throat in the Orient; with 
Hitler and Mussolini stalking about Europe paying little 
attention to boundary lines; with many of our own people 
in mortal fear of aggression on the part of some designing 
dictator, we are apt to vote our emotion rather than our 
reason. The psychology of the time does not make for 
sound, long-time legislation. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. WapswortH] has 
pictured our first naval battle for the defense of our country 
as, possibly, in Brazilian waters. The other gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Bacon] has told us that a decisive battle 
against foreign aggression might well be fought 3,000 miles 
away from our own shores. Others have stressed the neces- 
sity of protecting our commerce in the utmost parts of the 
world. 

As against this line of reasoning, we have heard those 
who have little use for a navy other than to patrol our 
own shores, and possibly not beyond the 3-mile limit. 
All of these are extremes. For my part, I believe that we 
should take advantage of the 3,000 miles of water to our 
east, and the thousands of miles of water to our west. We 
must not forget our friend and neighbor, Canada, on the 
north, and surely we have nothing to fear from Mexico on 
the south. If the Monroe Doctrine is to be sustained, 
possibly the burden is largely ours so far as a navy is con- 
cerned, but I cannot imagine a Hitler or a Mussolini de- 
stroying our Government by the invasion route. Our Navy 
today is the most powerful we have ever had. Oh, no, if 
this country ever does capitulate, it will be by another route. 
Fascism and communism may overtake us but it will be 
from within. So long as we have true Americanism in the 
hearts of all of our people and a reasonable navy and ade- 
quate military facilities, there is no possibility of attack 
from without. 

It is admitted by all that any navy loses at least 40 per- 
cent of its efficiency when operating 3,000 miles from its 
homeland. If this is true, just think of the size of the navy 
we would have to have to be efficient in Japanese waters, and 
conversely, think of the size of the navy Japan would be 
compelled to support to function successfully against our 
Navy in American waters. Think again of the size of a navy 
necessary to function successfully in European and far 
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eastern waters simultaneously. ‘These are all questions 
worthy of calm deliberation. Jingoism has no place in this 
discussion. 

Now if section 9, enunciating our foreign policy, is elimi- 
nated from the bill, and if the three battleships, at $75,000,- 
000 each, are eliminated from the bill, then I am asked to 
name the principal objection to the bill. It seems to me the 
answer is easy. If this bill in no way attempts to fix our 
foreign policy, then it in no way affects existing law and is 
useless. That is all there is to that. 

If the three dreadnaughts are eliminated from the bill, 
then there is nothing left but millions of dollars to be ex- 
pended for auxiliary complements to the battleships we are 
not going to build. This has been made very clear by every- 
one advocating the passage of this bill. We are told that 
these three battleships are to be the backbone of this addi- 
tion to our Navy. If the backbone is removed, according to 
their argument, there is nothing in the bill worth preserv- 
ing. If the bill passes in such emasculated form, it will just 
be a case of the king marching up the hill only to march 
down the hill again. 

This bill has been heralded as the administration’s naval 
program and was prepared, as I understand it, in the De- 
partment in compliance with the President’s recent message 
to Congress, and if these eliminations are made, it can be 
at the most a face-saving gesture. The bill, as presented to 
the House, represents the objectives of the administration, 
and if changes are agreed to in the program, the bill only 
goes to the Senate for another day, where an effort will be 
made to reinstate the eliminated portions. With the knowl- 
edge as to what is hoped for in the Senate, I am opposed 
to being a party to starting this bill on its way. 

In 1921 this country brought together around the council 
table the representatives of the leading nations of the world, 
there to hold communion, in an effort to stop the mad con- 
test for naval supremacy. Every one of these nations was 
at that time attempting to outdo the other in naval build- 
ing. Like conditions exist today. The adjournment of that 
conference brought 15 years of peace in the world, so far 
as navies were concerned. In 1930 further consideration 
was given to the same subject in the London Conference. 
Those two conferences indisputably saved the taxpayers of 
our country more than $4,000,000,000. 

With a national debt of $38,000,000,000, with the inherent 
desire of our people for peace, with our sincere nonaggres- 
sion policy, with our fervent hope that there may be peace 
throughout the world, I cannot justify myself in voting for 
this measure which is not presently necessary and which 
can be given more considered attention at a later date and 
without in any way imperiling our national defense, present 
or future. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mich- 
igan has expired. 

Mr, CREAL. Mr. Chairman, I am for the bill as is and I 
am against all amendments. In my brief remarks I shall use 
a few homely illustrations so that my own people, if they 
read what I say, can understand what I am talking about. 
I am told that the people of the country spend a large 
amount of money on night locks and bolts and keys and 
night watchmen, hired night watchmen—and for what? For 
protection against the outside. As I drive across this coun- 
try I see blue-coated men with badges on at every little 
cross-roads village, producing nothing to increase the wealth 
of the country, but drawing money from the taxpayers, 
simply for the protection of the individual. The police pro- 
tection, internally in the cities of the land and in the 
country and in the sheriff’s office and the G-men, costs an 
enormous amount of money, and for what? For protection. 

I am told that a large amount of money is spent for insur- 
ance by the people of this country, insurance upon houses that 
never burn. The same piece of property for three or four gen- 
erations will be insured to the limit, and finally rot down and 
never have a dollar’s worth of damage done to it by fire. If 
our foresight were as good as our hindsight, look at all the 
money that we could save by not taking insurance, if we 
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just knew the house would not burn. Yet who could afford 
to be without insurance? And yet every time anything is said 
in the way of national defense, which is just along the same 
line as an industrial plant that pays a hired guard to patrol 
the premises at night, and in the same manner that cities 
and villages all over the land hire police, and also as money 
spent for insurance and for locks and keys and bolts, objection 
is heard. The sums spent for the protection that I have 
enumerated must be an enormous amount of money. If that 
be necessary, why is it not necessary for protection against the 
outside? 

There are but two questions in this matter. One asks, “Do 
we need so large a navy? and the other question is, “If we 
have that large navy, will it be more conducive to getting 
us into war or keeping us out of war?” Take all of the argu- 
ments that have been made, and those that I have not heard 
I have read at night, and every one centers around those 
two questions. Question No. 1, “Do we really need that large 
a navy?” and question No. 2, If after we have gotten it, will 
it take us into war or keep us out?” There is wisdom in a 
multitude of counsel, and the gentleman who preceded me 
speaks of public opinion. The latest poll taken shows that 
public opinion thinks that a larger navy will keep us out of 
war. 

I have confidence in the wisdom of that opinion. That is 
the latest poll. The majority of the American people say 
that it will help keep us out. 

There is no danger in giving firearms to the right kind of 
men, who want to use them defensively. All over this coun- 
try in isolated sections, in the farming sections, a vast sum 
of money is spent on firearms and on defense. It may be 
a bulldog that is being fed for no other purpose than that of 
protecting the house at night. A vast sum of money is 
spent on firearms for no other purpose except that of de- 
fense. But give those firearms to a gangster, and the only 
appreciation he gets out of the value of a gun is whom he 
can kill, whom he can hijack. That is the difference between 
Germany and America on that viewpoint. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to present at this time a summary 
or digest of the debate upon this greater navy bill, to which 
we have been listening for several days, and particularly of 
the comprehensive and scholarly address by the gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. Luckey], and some conclusions thereon. 

A DIGEST OF THE GREATER NAVY BILL 

Mr. Chairman, the following is a summary or digest of the 
House debate on the greater navy bill, and especially of the 
very comprehensive and scholarly address of the gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. Luckey], with conclusions drawn from 
the facts presented. 


SOME IMPLICATIONS OF THE BILL 


Mr. Chairman, the bill would authorize appropriations 
amounting to $1,120,000,000 to be spent for increasing the 
strength of our proposed Vinson-Trammell navy by 20 per- 
cent. This is a very different proposition than a proposal to 
increase our present Navy by 20 percent. The Vinson- 
Trammell Act of 1934 authorized an expenditure for Navy 
construction of some $4,000,000,000 over a period of 10 years 
in order to build our Navy up to the 5-5-3 ratio agreed upon 
in the 1930 Naval Treaty. If carried out, the Vinson- 
Trammell Act would give us a navy second to none. 

If this bill that is now before us becomes a law, it will mean 
the appropriation of not only the amount specified in the bill 
but it will also make necessary further appropriations for 
Navy upkeep, operation, and replacement of approximately 
$150,000,000 per year over and above our present annual 
appropriation of $550,000,000. ‘This act really proposes to 
translate the President’s Chicago quarantine recommenda- 
tions into legislative actuality, and supply the necessary naval 
strength to carry out his recommendations for concerted 
action to police the world and quarantine aggressor nations, 
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A PERTINENT QUESTION ASKED BUT NOT ANSWERED 

Mr. Chairman, we are 400,000 tons behind in Navy con- 
struction authorized by the Vinson-Trammell Act. Building 
at the utmost capacity of our present navy yards, we cannot 
hope to do more than construct the tonnage called for in 
the Vinson-Trammell Act by 1944. Any additional authori- 
zation at this time will be only a paper authorization, a 
paper addition to our fleet, to bluff with in the international 
poker game now going on. Why authorize a 20-percent 
increase in our authorized Navy until we have completed 
the navy expansion already authorized? 

Another very pertinent question is, Do we need a larger 
navy than the one provided for in the Vinson-Trammell 
Act?” Every navy expert without exception will testify to 
the fact that a fleet loses part of its strength or efficiency 
when away from its base of supplies. A Japanese fleet in 
American waters, 7,000 miles from its base of supplies; would 
have only 50 percent of its full strength. An American fleet 
in Japanese waters would have only 60 percent of its full 
strength—we have a naval base at Pearl Harbor, some 3,500 
miles from Japan. From the well-established fact that a 
fleet operating in foreign waters loses a certain amount of 
its full strength, the 5-5-3 ratio was worked out and agreed 
upon. On this basis, five American ships in Japanese waters 
are only equal to three Japanese ships in their home waters. 
In reality, therefore, Japan was granted full parity with 
either England or the United States, insofar as possible navy 
action in the Orient is concerned. For the same reason, the 
5-5 ratio between England and the United States means that 
neither fleet could hope to cross the ocean and engage the 
other fleet successfully. This 5-5-3 ratio, therefore, abso- 
lutely prevents any one of the three signators from using 
its navy for aggression against either of the other two 
nations that signed the treaty. There is full agreement 
among navy experts upon this well-known fact that governs 
navy strength or efficiency. 

A third pertinent question bearing upon the problem be- 
fore us is, What danger of invasion exists that must be 
guarded against at this time? All the testimony presented 
to the committee went to prove that no nation on earth, 
nor any probable combination of nations, would be able to 
mobilize a fleet large enough to carry an army strong enough 
to effect a foothold upon our shores. According to all the 
testimony before the committee that feat is an absolute 
impossibility. Our own experience in the World War in 
transporting troops across the Atlantic Ocean with the help 
of Allied fieets, landing upon a friendly shore, controlled and 
guarded by our Allies, is the best proof of this undisputed 
statement. Why, then, call this proposed 20-percent addi- 
tion to the Vinson-Trammell authorized navy a defensive 
program? I am afraid, in view of all the evidence given, this 
proposed expansion in our Navy program cannot be con- 
sidered as a defensive program, but must be considered a 
program needed for diplomatic purposes, an expansion 
needed only for the purpose of carrying out a new foreign 
policy, a policy that means acting in the capacity of world 
policeman. Why not confine ourselves to the Vinson-Tram- 
mell Navy authorizations, which would give us a Navy sec- 
ond to none, and then if we want or need additional de- 
fense, rebuild and modernize our coast defenses, increase our 
air fighting strength, and add to our submarine fleet? Each 
of these three types of war machinery js strictly and solely 
a defensive weapon and cannot be used for aggression. By 
such a program we could materially strengthen our national 
defense and do so at one-third the cost of this greater 
Navy program. 

Mr. Chairman, I think a proper defense policy for America 
is best summed up in the words of General Johnson Hap- 
good, found in his recent book, “We Can Defend America.” 
Here is his defense policy in a nutshell. I heartily subscribe 
to the same: 

First, the world’s best navy—in our own waters. 


Second, the world’s best air corps—in our own air. 
Third, the world’s best army—on our own land, 
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Under the Vinson-Trammell Act and the present Army 
modernization program, we have these three specific re- 
quirements for adequate defense already authorized, and 
also guaranteed, if we will but carry out the program of de- 
fense already provided for. Why then pass this additional 
authorization? According to all the testimony it is an au- 
thorization absolutely unnecessary unless we are to assume 
the role of international policeman. If I am not mistaken, 
the American people want a strong navy for adequate de- 
fense, but the American people do not want any more for- 
eign entanglements. This bill should be voted down. 

Mr. VOORHIS. Mr. Chairman, in my brief career in this 
body I have never yet confronted a question that caused me 
as much difficulty and mental anguish as this question has 
caused me. 

In the course of this debate we have heard it emphasized 
over and over again that the purpose of this bill was to en- 
able the United States to be able to tell the world that we 
propose not to permit any interference with the self-deter- 
mination, the freedom, and the opportunity to have democ- 
racy on the part of any nation in this Western Hemisphere. 

I have been unable to avoid a growing feeling as recent 
events have taken place that the actions of the German 
dictator may very possibly presage a new dark age in Europe. 
I want to keep it out of America. 

I have come to the conclusion that I shall vote for the 
bill, although I shall support certain amendments to it, in- 
cluding one to limit profits to 6 percent and one to strike out 
section 9 and substitute for it the so-called Kniffin amend- 
ment. I shall vote for it on just one ground, and that is the 
ground to which Member after Member, including members 
of the committee, have pledged themselves, that the purpose 
of this bill was for defense of the Western Hemisphere. I 
interpret that to mean that, on the other hand, we do not 
intend that commercial interests shall draw us into war out- 
side of that hemisphere. Only the future can tell whether 
my position about this matter has been right. Only the 
future events can determine that, only the question whether 
the United States in future follows a really constructive for- 
eign policy, or whether we permit wild, unsound talk to sway 
the country and make the people think that Hitler is in the 
Bermudas already, and that other things are happening so 
that we must immediately prepare for not merely the defense 
of the Western Hemisphere but for much more far-reaching 


things. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VOORHIS. I yield for a very brief question, because 
there are many other things I want to touch upon. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I want to express my sympathy with 
what the gentleman has said. Does the gentleman find in 
the doctrine of quarantine the danger of which he speaks? 

Mr. VOORHIS. I do not believe I want to discuss that 
right now. 

Mr. BREWSTER. And the statement of Secretary Hull 

Mr. VOORHIS. I have made my own statement of my 
own position. Please let it go at that. 

We have heard a lot about patriotism, we have heard a 
lot about defense, but have we heard of any steps having 
been taken to see to it that the passage of this bill does not 
result in the making of hundreds of millions of dollars by 
the munition interests of this country? We have not. And 
therefore we have not guarded against the possibility that 
our country in the future may be held up as it was in the last 
war by people who will tell the United States that she must 
pay their price before she gets the equipment which she 
needs. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. VOORHIS. I yield. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The profit is regulated by the 
bill to not more than 10 percent, which is a carrying out of 
the present law. 

Mr. VOORHIS. I understand; but I think that is a pretty 
big profit—certainly a whole lot more than most businessmen 
are able to make today. 
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The last thing I want to say is that when we speak about 
the defense of democracy, this bill will not do the job. It 
may be a necessary sacrifice on the part of the Nation to 
protect democracy. But the real defense of democracy is 
going to come when this Congress gets down to the business 
of dealing with the most fundamental thing before us today, 
namely, the problem of unemployment. [Applause.] There 
are people in this country right now who are hungry and 
in distress and who do not have to be. There are three or 
four big, fundamental measures that could be taken if we 
were willing to get down to brass tacks and take them. One 
of them is the establishment of a sound, scientific system 
of money and credit; another is the passage of a general 
Federal old-age pension; another is provision for employment 
of all our unemployed people on public works, so far as pos- 
sible self-liquidating. Unless we do those things we cannot 
offer to the dictatorships of the world the kind of challenge 
we ought to offer. To take these measures is part of our job 
of defending democracy, and the most fundamental part of 
all. {Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
two words. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe the first line of defense in this 
Nation is a satisfied people in good homes. Unless you have 
Satisfied people in good homes you will not need any Navy 
or Army, because you will not have anything worth while 
defending. I want it understood at the outset that I intend 
to vote for this bill because I believe in national defense, 
but I would like to have a few things understood before I 
cast that vote. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe this defense is necessary and we 
should have it. If we are going to have it, let us have it 
without profit. Let us be sincere with ourselves. Let us 
protect our shores, but not have any aggression. Defense is 
a blessing, aggression a curse. May I call the attention of 
the Members of this House to a little clipping which I took 
out of the last page, securely hidden in the advertising sec- 
tion, of a newspaper on March 8 of this year, which reads 
as follows: 

TWENTY THOUSAND UNITED STATES AIR BOMBS ARE SHIPPED TO BREMEN 

PHILADELPHIA, March 8.—The German freighter Kellerwald, with 
clearance papers for Bremen, was ready to sail today with a cargo 
of 20,000 American-made airplane bombs. An employee of a ship- 
ping firm declined to reveal the ultimate destination. 

May I ask the Members of the House or anyone in charge 
of this bill whether any one of them know of any bomb fac- 
tory other than the Government airplane-bomb factory in 
the city of Philadelphia? Were these bombs manufactured 
in a Government factory? I know of no other factory in 
Philadelphia. I would like to know where those bombs were 
manufactured. I would like to know whether we are ship- 
ing bombs into foreign countries and then building up an 
army and navy to defend ourselves against those bombs, 
which may be brought back to destroy our battleships and 
airplanes or to be dropped upon our defenseless people. Is 
it consistent with common sense that we should manufacture 
bombs, ship them to foreign governments, and build a de- 
fense so that we will not be destroyed by our own bombs? 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to have a member of the 
committee answer this question: Under section 10 (a) it is 
provided that a board of naval officers go into the purposes 
of national defense. If they must go into the purposes of na- 
tional defense, why did they not go into the matter before 
this bill was brought to the House for consideration? Is it 
proposed to come before this House again and ask for a larger 
Navy, more cruisers, and more destroyers? 

Mr. Chairman, I hope when I cast my vote for this bill that 
I will have cast it in favor of a bill providing for adequate 
defense without further armament. We are told that we 
will then have set up a defense against any invading force 
I am willing to vote for millions for defense but not 1 cent 
to send any American troops to foreign soil. 

Mr. MAAS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOOK. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota. 
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Mr. MAAS. I think the gentleman misunderstands the 
section. It does not appoint a board to inquire into the pur- 
poses of national defense. It says, “For purposes of national 
defense to inquire into bases for additional ships”; not in- 
quire into the ships at all. 

Mr. HOOK. Iam glad the gentleman makes that explana- 
tion, but I hope that we will not be called upon again to vote 
more money for naval defense. I do hope that when we who 
are interested in taking care of the unemployed come before 
this House asking for more appropriations that the hue and 
ery of economy will not be raised. If we are going to have 
a defense program, let us take care of the lives, health, and 
living conditions of our people. Let us put the unemployed 
to work. 

Mr. Chairman, until last night I was undecided whether I 
would vote for this bill or not. But I heard the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Fisu] yesterday afternoon criticize the 
text of the statement made by the Secretary of State and he 
only quoted a couple of lines of that statement for the pur- 
pose of misleading this House and its Members. I read the 
statement of the Secretary last night. I was convinced that 
there were many misleading statements made on the floor of 
the House by the gentleman from New York. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 2 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman from New 
York had explained to this House that it was the policy of 
the Secretary of State and the President of the United States 
to maintain peace, and not endeavor to lead the Members 
of the House to believe the words “proceed along parallel 
lines” meant an alliance with Great Britain and France, the 
gentleman would have done his duty fairly and honestly 
but he did not, and therefore I am forced to discount all 
the rest of his arguments. 

The Secretary of State said: 

The maintenance of these principles that are of concern to all 


nations alike cannot and should not be undertaken by any one 
nation alone. 


What principles did he mean? The principles of estab- 
‘lishing peace in this and other nations. Not by alliances 
but by discussing the problems with nations whose object is 
peace and not war. 

Further he said: 

Where this and other nations have common interests and com- 
mon objectives, we should not hesitate to exchange information 
and to confer with the governments of such other nations and, in 
dealing with the problems confronting each alike, to proceed along 
parallel lines—this Government retaining at all times its inde- 
pendence of judgment and freedom of action. For nations which 
seek peace to assume with respect to each other attitudes of 
complete aloofness would serve only to encourage, and virtually 
invite on the part of other nations lawlessly inclined, policies and 
actions most likely to endanger peace. 


Then he goes on: 

We have scrupulously followed and we intend to follow the tra- 
ditional policy of our country not to enter into entangling 
alliances or involvements with other countries. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. THOM. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, there has been much discussion in this de- 
bate about the President’s speech in Chicago and his use of 
the word “quarantine.” It has been alleged that he has in 
contemplation the policy of policing the world and interfer- 
ing unduly in foreign situations. May I ask those critics to 
listen to me while I refer to the 1932 platform of the Re- 
publican Party which I submit is 100 times more militant 
than anything that was stated by the President in his 
Chicago speech. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to read the 
Republican platform of 1932. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. THOM. I now read from that platform: 


Events in the Far East, involving the employment of arms on a 
large scale in a controversy between Japan and China, have 
caused world-wide concern in the past year and sorely tried 
the bulwarks erected to insure peace and pacific means for the 
settlement of international disputes. The controversy has not 
only threatened the security of the nations bordering the Pacific, 
but has challenged the maintenance of the policy of the open 
door in China and the administrative and political integrity of 
that people, program which upon American initiation were adopted 
more than a generation ago and secured by international treaty. 
The President and his Secretary of State have maintained through- 
out the controversy the just balance between Japan and China, 
taking always a firm position to avoid entanglement in the dis- 
pute but consistently upholding the established international 
policies and the treaty rights and interests of the United States, 
and never condoning developments that endangered the obliga- 
tion of treaties or the peace of the world. Throughout the con- 
troversy our Government has acted in harmony with the govern- 
ments represented in the League of Nations, always making it 
clear that American policy would be determined at home and 
always lending a hand in the common interest of peace and order. 

In the application of the principles of the Kellogg Pact the Ameri- 
can Government has taken the lead, following the principle that 
a breach of the pact or a threat of infringement thereof was a 
— of international concern wherever and however brought 
about. 


Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. THOM. No; Ido not yield. 

As a further step— 


Says the Republican platform— 


the Secretary of State, upon the instruction of the President, 
adopted the principle, later enlarged upon in his letter to the 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate, 
that this Government would not recognize any situation, treaty, 
or agreement brought about between Japan and China by force 
and in defiance of the covenants of the Kellogg Pact. This prin- 
ciple, associated as it is with the name of President Hoover, was 
later adopted by the Assembly of the Nations at Geneva as a rule 
for the conduct of all those governments. The principle re- 
mains today as an important contribution to international law 
and a significant moral and material barrier to prevent a nation 
obtaining the fruits of aggressive warfare. It thus opens a new 
pathway to peace and order. 


Now, listen to the last paragraph: 
We 


The Republican Party 


favor enactment by Congress of a measure that will authorize our 
Government to call or participate in an international conference 
in case of any threat of nonfulfillment or article 2 of the Treaty 
of Paris (Kellogg-Briand Pact). 


I submit in all fairness that the declaration of the Repub- 
lican Party in 1932 went a hundred miles farther than any- 
thing you can read into the speech of the President at 
Chicago. [Applause.] 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 5. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of 
any money in the Treasury of the United States not otherwise 


appropriated, such sums as may be necessary to effectuate the 
purposes of this act. 


With the following committee amendment: 


Page 3, line 20, after the word “act”, insert the following: 
“which purposes shall include essential equipment and facilities 
at navy yards for building any ship or ships herein or heretofore 
authorized.” 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

Mr, BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. 

Mr. Chairman, in reply to the gentleman who has just 
spoken, I may say that the doctrine enunciated in the plank 
which he has read did not seem to make a profound appeal 
to the American people. If the gentlemen want to write 
that plank in their platform and try it out on the American 
people, I believe they will get the same result. 
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Mr. COCHRAN. We are not following the Republican 
Party after what you got. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I understand the gentleman who just 
spoke was declaring the Republican plank of 1932 supported 
their present somewhat uncertain position. 

Mr. THOM. I said the plank was 100 times more militant 
than anything you can read into the President’s speech in 
Chicago. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I do not agree with the gentleman on 
the 100 times. 

Mr. THOM. I will agree to 98, then. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I will agree it looks in the same direc- 
tion. I will agree that the Secretary of State, Mr. Stimson, 
who was guiding our foreign policy at that time, developed 
the Hay policy of the open door into the so-called Man- 
chukuo policy of not recognizing any territory acquired by 
force. That gentleman has just been rewarded by designa- 
tion by the President as a member of an international tribu- 
nal. I believe he abundantly deserves that accolade at the 
hands of the gentleman’s administration because of the dis- 
tinguished service he has rendered toward involving us con- 
stantly more deeply in problems in foreign lands. 

Mr. THOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, BREWSTER. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. THOM. Then the gentleman admits his party's plat- 
form of 1932 was a mistake? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I do not believe the American people, 
nor, I trust, the Republican Party, will continue along the 
course which was charted in the Manchukuo policy of Secre- 
tary Stimson. That seems almost certain to involve us in 
Asia, and I believe also now in Europe. May I ask the gentle- 
man how he reconciles the theory of quarantine and the 
words of the Secretary of State yesterday with regard to 
“contagion” with our staying out of trouble in either Europe 
or Asia? 

Mr. THOM. If I may be permitted to answer, the facts 
have shown that the President has not gone into the situa- 
tion. After the Panay incident an adjustment was made. 
Further, the troops are being removed from China at the 
present time. The Fifteenth Infantry has been removed. 
Therefore, the gentleman has no reason to point to any such 
situation as indicating a desire to enter the foreign situation. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The gentleman believes that is the rea- 
son? 

Mr. THOM. Yes; I do. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The gentleman would like to see us 
withdraw to that extent from Asia and Europe? 

Mr. THOM. I believe the retirement of the Fifteenth In- 
fantry was proper. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I thank the gentleman. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to proceed for 2 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Maine?- 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia. 

Mr. SCOTT. Does the gentleman take the position the 
United States now is totally unconcerned with the develop- 
ments in Europe and the developments in the Far East? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I am quite ready for the United States 
to take a neighborly interest in troubles anywhere in the 
world so long as it involves no imptication that we will use 
armed force in undertaking to straighten out those affairs. 

Mr. SCOTT. Would the gentleman define those steps? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I believe that is perfectly clear. I 
think the sooner the rest of the world understands we are 
not going to war over difficulties in Asia or Europe the 
sooner not only America but the world itself will have peace. 

Mr. SCOTT. Lou would oppose, then, any kind of action 
by the United States in understandings among nations, 
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even to the simple extent of the statement that spread of 
aggression at the present time is endangering the peace of 
the world and therefore threatening our security. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I said nothing of the kind. I said 
“anything short of the use of armed force.” 

Mr. SCOTT. Is it not pretty difficult to say what a foreign 
policy would be, or is it not pretty dificult to adopt a 
foreign policy of attempting to prevent the spread of aggres- 
sion and war and at the same time saying always that we 
will do this until something happens? 

Mr. BREWSTER. And I think that is just the dilemma 
into which the gentleman is working himself, because there 
is no other conclusion to the course you are advocating, 
and which I believe the administration is following, than 
the ultimate use of armed force both on the Yangtze and 
the Danube. 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last two 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman who read the Republican 
platform on foreign affairs for the year 1932 has raised an 
issue before the House that is very pertinent to the legisla- 
tion with which we are confronted. That platform was 
written by former Secretary of State Henry Stimson, a sup- 
porter of the League of Nations, one who believes in determin- 
ing and punishing the aggressor nations, whose policies in 
that platform were repudiated overwhelmingly by the people. 
If the Democrats want to take that platform, upon which 
the Republican Party was repudiated, they have that privi- 
lege at the present time, so far as we are concerned. 

Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. I cannot yield in 5 minutes. 

I personally opposed this policy, when advocated by Mr. 
Stimson, when he was Secretary of State, and the Republican 
Party repudiated it in the 1936 platform. 

We are opposed to entrance into the League of Nations; 
we are opposed to determining and punishing the aggressor 
nations; and I honestly and sincerely believe—I have made 
the statement before, and this is the last time I propose to 
make it—I honestly believe that the main purpose of this bill 
is not for national defense. If it were, I would vote for it 
gladly; but the purpose is to give the power to the President, 
not only what he asked in his Chicago speech but long before 
he made the Chicago speech, when he made the demand upon 
this House of Representatives for the power to determine the 
aggressor nations, which the Congress refused to give him 
several years ago. It is that power he wants in this bill; it is 
that power that he will have in this bill if we give him a 
supernavy to go along in parallel action with any other 
nation in the world. 

This is the main fault I find with the speech of Secretary 
of State Hull yesterday, when he discussed this new policy, 
never heard of before, that we will now and henceforth go 
into parallel action either with Great Britain or with some 
other nation or with the League of Nations to punish the 
aggressor nations. 

This is what is behind the bill, and let me say to the gen- 
tleman from California [Mr. Scorr], who asked the question 
as to what our party would do in regard to certain difficulties 
throughout the world, that we are not isolationists. We are 
ready at all times to go into any conferences in behalf of 
peace. We believe in arbitration, conciliation, and media- 
tion. We believe in the Kellogg Pact, which renounces war 
as an instrument of national policy, and we agree to enter 
into arbitration in all difficulties. As far as I am concerned, 
I would be ready now to enter into an agreement with every 
nation in the world not to go to war but to mediate and 
arbitrate before going into war. This is the principle in- 
volved, and we repudiate this demand to take us into war to 
settle the disputes of the world. 

In view of the fact that the platform of 1932 has been re- 
ferred to, let me read you what former President Hoover had 
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to say within the last 30 days as to his foreign policy, defi- 
nitely repudiating the foreign policies of former Secretary of 
State Henry Stimson: 

We should limit our arms solely to repel aggression against the 
Western Hemisphere. We should not engage ourselves to use mili- 
tary force in an endeavor to prevent or end other people’s wars. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 1 additional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FISH. I quote further from President Hoover's 
speech: 

We should not join in any economic sanctions or embargoes 
or boycotts in an endeavor to prevent or end other people's war. 
We in America should cease raising hopes of other nations. 

As far as I am concerned, as I have said before, if these 
other nations of the world want to go stark, raving mad 
and arm to the teeth and go to war, it is their war and 
not our war. We are ready on this side to vote millions for 
national defense but not one dollar to send an American 
ship or an American soldier to foreign lands to fight other 
people’s battles. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. KOPPLEMANN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend- 
ment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. KOPPLEMANN: Page 3, line 22, at the end of 
section 5, strike out the period, insert a comma and the following: 
“and each Federal income-tax payer shall be informed annually 
by the Treasury of the United States of the proportion of every 
dollar of his tax which is spent on all military and naval expendi- 
tures including disbursements of every nature resulting from 
past wars, military and naval engagements.” 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I make the point 
of order against the amendment that it is not germane. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. 

Mr. KOPPLEMANN,. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
reserve the point of order? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the 
point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KOPPLEMANN. Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
ought to receive the approval of the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs instead of his objection in the form 
of a point of order to defeat it. This amendment can be 
voted for by every Member of this House, regardless of his 
or her position, whether he wants a navy for attack pur- 
poses or a navy for defense purposes. I heard a gentleman 
this afternoon on the floor of this House talk about paying 
for police protection, likening it to protection against ag- 
gressors upon this country, and he called that insurance. 
It has been variously estimated that the cost of wars past 
and preparing for future ones is from 60 to 80 cents out of 
every tax dollar received by the Treasury. I had a letter 
less than 2 years ago from the Budget Department advising 
me that it was more than 60 cents out of every tax dollar. 
If a businessman or the head of a family were taxed for one 
item of protection for his business or the family from 60 to 
80 cents out of every dollar, then that businessman or head 
of a family would want to know why there was such a huge 
charge for insurance. He would demand of the one who 
charged that rate of insurance an accounting to discover 
whether or not he as a businessman or as the head of a 
family was paying too much for real insurance. The people 
of America, who are crying out against taxes, are not 
audible on this question, insofar as it relates to the taxes 
they pay. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KOPPLEMANN. Yes. 

Mr. DONDERO. This bill, if it costs $1,250,000,000, will 
add $9.61 per capita to every man, woman, and child in the 
United States. 

Mr. KOPPLEMANN. I thank the gentleman for the in- 
formation, and, carrying his point to a conclusion, since sta- 
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tistics show that the average family has four and one-half 
persons, this bill puts a tax of $43.24 on each family in the 
United States. But since only 4 percent of the people of 
this country pay income taxes, it means that each income- 
tax payer will be saddled with the paying of this Navy bill; 
or, in other words, an average of $237.75 will be made against 
each and every income-tax payer because of the items in this 
one bill alone. How long will this 4 percent of our income- 
tax payers remain acquiescent to this sort of tax arrange- 
ment? I prophesy here and now that the great masses of 
our people who compose the 96 percent not now paying 
income taxes will, through legislation in the near future, be 
forced to pay for this and similar measures. 

If the people of America knew what proportion of their 
tax dollar is going for this one item they would cry out, 
“Stop, look, listen! Why do we need so much of our money 
for that purpose?” There would immediately from through- 
out the land come to the Congress a demand for an investi- 
gation as to what is honestly needed for defense purposes. 
They would demand an answer to the question raised here 
by almost every speaker, as to whether this is a bill for de- 
fense or a bill for aggression and wars in foreign lands and 
waters. Such information, made available to the people by 
my amendment, would put an end to the heyday of the 
looters of the United States Treasury under the guise of 
so-called defense bills. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Con- 
necticut has expired. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. 
point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut offers 
an amendment at the end of section 5 on page 3. That sec- 
tion contains principally a provision for essential equipment 
and facilities at navy yards for building any ships authorized. 
The amendment offered by the gentleman from Connecticut 
provides that each Federal income taxpayer shall be in- 
formed annually by the Treasury of the United States what 
proportion of every dollar of his tax is spent in military and 
naval expenditures, and so forth. 

475 KOPPLEMANN. Mr. Chairman, will the Chair per- 
mit? 

The CHAIRMAN. Certainly. 

Mr. KOPPLEMANN. The second line of section 5 speaks 
of the Treasury and of money. 

The CHAIRMAN. There is a reference to the Treasury in 
that section. The gentleman’s amendment introduces an 
entirely new subject and refers more to taxes or revenues, 
over which another committee of the House has jurisdiction, 
so that the matter would not be within the jurisdiction of the 
Naval Affairs Committee at all. The amendment offered by 
the gentleman is not germane to the section, and the Chair 
sustains the point of order. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
out the last three words. My purpose is to call the attention 
of the House to the committee amendment which has been 
agreed to. If it becomes necessary to construct a larger 
amount than 50 percent of these ships in the navy yards of 
the country, then the figures that the committee used in its 
report are not accurate. It would cost $8,000,000 to get the 
yards in condition. It is to be hoped that at least 50 percent 
of the ships will continue to be built in the industrial yards, 
and therefore the cost would not be much more than what 
the report of the committee indicates. I ask unanimous 
consent to insert in the Recorp at this point a letter from 
the Secretary of the Navy with reference to what additional 
cost will be required in the Navy in the event that more than 
50 percent of the ships are constructed in the navy yards. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, March 8, 1938. 
To the CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 
My Dear Mr, CHAIRMAN: In connection with the committee’s 


report on H. R. 9218, it is noted that the bill has been amended 
in section 5 to include the following words: “which purposes shall 


Mr. Chairman, I insist upon the 
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include essential equipment and facilities at navy yards for bulld- 
ing any ship or ships herein or heretofore authorized.” 

The above-quoted provision conforms to the desires of the Navy 
Department to have legislative authority that would permit going 
to the Appropriations Committee to obtain such funds as may be 
required to provide equipment and facilities at navy yards as neces- 
sary for building authorized ships. It is noted, however, that the 
report of the committee in connection with the bill states, on 


— 
Pa bill provides for the authorization of (1) * * *; (2) 
. *; (3) „; (4) authorization for equipment and 
facilities at navy yards for building ships at an estimated cost of 
$8,000,000." 

The amount of money required to provide equipment and facili- 
ties at navy yards for building ships is not $8,000,000 but a much 
larger sum, depending upon the exact work assigned to any par- 
ticular navy yard and the extent of the additional facilities that 
must be provided to permit undertaking the assigned construction. 

While no final decision has been reached by the Navy Department 
as to the cost of the additional facilities required at navy yards to 
permit battleship construction, approximate figures as a result of 
the study made so far indicate the following: 

To provide equipment and facilities for battleship construction 
at the following navy yards: 


enn. exanecinepclno E $6, 000, 000 
e dd — 7,000,000 
r a EER Ste he ee ee 8, 000, 000 


In addition to the above sums, to permit undertaking battleship 
construction, additional sums of less amount will be required at 
Portsmouth, N. H., Boston, Mass., Charleston, S. C., Puget Sound, 
Wash., and Mare Island, Calif., to provide additional facilities re- 
quired for present or contemplated other new construction, and 
to permit more expeditious and economical construction. Just 
what these additional sums will amount to is now being given con- 
sideration by the Navy Department, and at a later date definite 
information will be made available to Congress. 

The Navy Department is of the opinion that it would be inad- 
visable to include in the bill itself any definite amount as a limit 
of money to be appropriated to provide the additional facilities. 
It would be preferable to leave the bill as at present, with authori- 
zation for the necessary appropriations, and leave the Navy Depart- 
ment free to request and Congress free to make appropriations to 
fit demonstrated needs as may be later presented. If, however, it 
is desired to amend the bill so as to include a definite limit of 
amount to be appropriated for providing equipment and facilities, 
the Navy Department considers that the sum should be not less 
than $30,000,000. 

When it is considered that we are embarking upon a program of 
shipbuilding estimated to cost $1,100,000,000, in addition to the 
replacements previously authorized, and that approximately 50 per- 
cent of the ships will be built in Government plants, the $30,- 
000,000 approximate estimate for equipment and shipbuilding facili- 
ties is quite modest. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLAUDE A. SWANSON. 


The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 6. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of 
any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum 
of $15,000,000 to be expended at the direction of the President of 
the United States for the construction of /experimental vessels, 
none of which shall exceed 3,000 tons standard displacement. 


With the following committee amendment: 


Beginning on page 3, line 23, strike out all of section 6 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“Sec. 6. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of 
any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of 
$15,000,000 to be expended at the direction of the President of 
the United States for purposes of experimenting with surface craft, 
lighter-than-air craft, heavier-than-air craft, aerial bombs, aerial 
mines, torpedoes, and other inventions and material develop- 
ments for the national defense, of which sum $5,000,000 shall be 
expended for the construction of experimental vessels, none of 
which shall exceed 3,000 tons standard displacement, and $3,000,- 
000 of which shall be expended for the construction of a rigid 
airship of American design and American construction of about 
3,000,000 cubic feet capacity to be used for training, ntal, 
and development purposes: Provided, That the Secre of the 
Navy is hereby authorized to enter into contracts with inventors 
and manufacturers for experimental work, models, plans, materials, 
and the development of projects useful to the national defense 
to the extent of $15,000,000 in addition to the sum authorized by 
this section to be appropriated.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the committee 
amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WEARIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee has just adopted an 
amendment which struck out all of section 6. There is, 
therefore, no place where the gentleman could offer an 
amendment. 
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Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I think the gen- 
tleman, by consent, should at least be permitted to offer his 
amendment. As I understand, the Committee has already 
adopted the new section 6 which the committee proposed. 
I have no objection to permitting the gentleman from Iowa 
to offer his amendment, and also to permitting the gentle- 
man from Michigan to offer his amendment, 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will report 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Iowa. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Wan: On page 4, in line 9, strike 
out the words “lighter-than-air craft.” 


Mr. WEARIN. Mr. Chairman, the committee will recall 
that I discussed yesterday this particular matter and indi- 
cated to the committee that I would offer an amendment 
today to strike this section of the committee amendment 
suggesting the construction of one lighter-than-air craft at 
a cost of $3,000,000 which is to follow this amendment. 
The one now under discussion is with respect to experi- 
mental work in that field. 

I set out the reasons I thought these amendments ought 
to be adopted. Through the past few years since the war 
we have spent in America what will probably run to 
$100,000,000 in the matter of dirigible construction, and we 
have scarcely one dime to show for it, except an obsolete 
ship that is unable to take to the air. At this point I would 
like to ask the chairman of the Committee on Naval Affairs 
whether or not the Navy Department itself approves of 
further construction of lighter-than-air craft. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I may say to the gentleman 
from Iowa that the Assistant Secretary of the Navy 

Mr, WEARIN. I mean the Navy Department. Now, does 
the Navy Department approve of the construction of 
lighter-than-air craft? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Let me answer the gentleman’s 
question. The Assistant Secretary of the Navy appeared 
before the committee and urged that experimental work of 
this character as set forth in this section be carried on. 
The Chief of the Bureau of Aeronautics also appeared. 

Mr. WEARIN. But has the Navy Department approved 
this program? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The Navy Department has not 
yet reached a decision as to whether or not lighter-than-air 
experimentation should go on. 

Mr. WEARIN. That is right. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. But the committee, after long 
hearings, reached the conclusion that it should be carried on. 

Mr. WEARIN. In other words, in this particular case, the 
committee saw fit to oppose the admirals in the Navy De- 
partment. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Not at all. 

Mr. WEARIN. Because they did not agree with them; 
but whenever the committee is in agreement with the ad- 
mirals in the Navy Department, then it is perfectly all 
right. This particular section ought to be stricken out. We 
have spent $100,000,000, squandered it, on this program. 
We do not have a thing to show for it. They talk about 
the necessity for dirigibles. It costs the United States Gov- 
ernment and the taxpayers of this country approximately 
$10,000,000 for every ship that is lost, for the ship and the 
pensions to the widows of the men who go down with it. I 
would like to know what forces are at work in Washington 
trying to bring about further experimentation with this pro- 
gram of lighter-than-air construction. 

Mr. McFARLANE. If the gentleman will yield, the an- 
swer to the gentleman’s question is the Goodyear-Zeppelin 
Corporation, for that is the only one that manufactures 
these ships. 

Mr. WEARIN. That is the only company that manufac- 
tures lighter-than-air ships of any size; and they manu- 
facture them out of duralumin, which in turn is manufac- 
tured by the Mellon aluminum interests. That is why there 
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is this anxiety for further experimentation in lighter-than- 
air craft, that is why they make these recommendations to 
us to spend another $10,000,000 or so for another ship which 
eventually will land where the Akron, the Macon, the Shen- 
andoah, and the Roma landed for us, the Hindenburg for 
Germany, and the Italian Diæmude, that we purchased. 
Why waste the taxpayers’ money? If we want national de- 
fense, let us have it without spending it for such fu- 
tile purposes. These ships are unable to ride out a storm, 
they cannot operate in a storm area. I say to you that 
when we are fighting a war we cannot fight that war only 
in sunshine, we have got to fight it in rain and bad weather 
as well. Why, the very idea of urging upon Congress the 
spending of another $3,000,000 for one of these ships and 
experimenting with lighter-than-air craft is an insult to the 
taxpayers, it is an insult to the American Government, it 
is an insult to the people of the country. The only nation 
that is carrying on experimentation with this type of ship 
is Germany, with her Count von Eckener, and they have got 
a bear by the tail. Germany said they were not successful 
because they needed a gas that would not explode and are 
negotiating for helium to try to keep the things in the air. 

They say the only reason the Hindenburg went down was 
because it was not inflated with helium. I say the ships 
which have been floated in this country in the past and 
which were subsequently wrecked were inflated with helium. 
One of them is at the bottom of the Atlantic Ocean, the 
other is at the bottom of the Pacific Ocean, and there are 
many more wrecks which have cost millions of dollars and 
hundreds of lives. 

This ought to be stricken out of the bill. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, it is not my intention to appear here as an 
expert on lighter-than-air craft, but I do want to say that 
what has been said in opposition about airships generally 
does not apply, even in the remotest sense, to the service- 
ability or the airworthiness of the metal-clad ship, the 
ZMC-2, the original and the only one of its kind in the 
world. This ship was built in the city of Detroit, and inci- 
dentally the concern which built it is no longer in existence 
because further anticipated orders were not forthcoming. 
Therefore, I cannot be suspected of advocating the construc- 
tion of a metal-clad ship because of the possible interest of 
any corporation or promoter in my district, city, or any- 
where else for that matter. This ship was launched in the 
face of prognostications which were most unfavorable and 
discouraging, yet it has been flown successfully for more 
than 9 years, most of the time the controls in the hands of 
students in training who give it the hardest kind of usage. 
Experts who have examined this ship say it is today, after 
9 long years of hard, everyday use, far above the maximum 
requirements in effect at the time it was launched. 

The ZMC-2 is at Lakehurst now and is just as good as 
new. It has never fallen, it has never had any crack-up, 
and whatever might be said against any other type of lighter- 
than-air ship cannot be said against the metal-clad ship. 
It is the oldest rigid airship in the world today. The Graf 
Zeppelin and the Hindenburg and the Macon and Akron and 
the Los Angeles are all out of service or dismantled or 
wrecked, but the “tin blimp,” as the ZMC-2 was facetiously 
referred to, continues to fly and puts to shame all critics 
who predicted her failure. It seems to be the only thing in 
this type of ship today that withstands any and all criticism. 

It was said at the time this ship was launched that a tin can 
filled with gas will not fly, regardless of how much gas may 
be pumped into it; yet before this ship was two-thirds in- 
flated the builders had to add extra sandbags to keep it 
down on the ground. 

One of the terms and conditions of acceptance by the 
Navy was that it be flown from Detroit to Lakehurst. This 
was a rather severe test for a new and untried type of ship 
and was a condition imposed in the early days of long-dis- 
tance flights. But the ship was flown to Lakehurst under 
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its own power without any mishap other than that in pass- 
ing over Pennsylvania it was fired upon by some hillbillies 
and the hull punctured in several places. This was not dis- 
covered, however, until several days after the ship arrived in 
Lakehurst. In flight the ship behaved perfectly, giving no 
indication of loss of buoyancy or disclosing any other weak- 
ness or impairment. 

Each year the hull is examined. Pieces taken out of the 
ship when sent to the Bureau of Standards are found to be 
in perfect condition. The ZMC-2 is being flown every day. 
How many sets of motors it has used up I do not know. It 
has been flown in all kinds of weather more than a hundred 
thousand miles, which is a greater distance than four times 
around the earth and, as I said at the outset, the ship has 
been in the hands of students all the time and has been 
taking the hardest possible kind of knocks. 

I want to make it clear that in my advocacy of an amend- 
ment which I propose to present to the committee, I am not 
interested in where the ship will be built. As a matter of 
fact, and to be candid, I want the committee to know that 
as matters stand at the present time it cannot be built in 
my city. It may be built or assembled in Akron, Lakehurst, 
Cape May, Langley Field, Scott Field, Sunnyvale, or any- 
where else where a large hangar is available. It may, how- 
ever, be fabricated in part in Detroit. I appeal to the Mem- 
bers of the House to give every possible consideration to the 
amendment which I offer and which is on the Speaker’s 
desk which provides that the Navy Department continue fur- 
ther with this kind of all-metal experimentation. I will 
bring out in more clearness to the Members the features of 
this type of ship; however, I want to point out here and now 
that the special committee of experts appointed by the 
Science Board of the Navy at the request of the Secre- 
tary of the Navy has unanimously recommended con- 
tinued experimentation with all-metal lighter-than-air craft. 
I will ask permission of the House to insert this report 
signed by the experts, as well as other pertinent data, fol- 
lowing my own remarks. May I make it clear now that 
while I advocate lighter-than-air craft of the metal-clad 
type, I am not in any sense berating nor in any way trying 
to head off continued experimentation with the fabric- 
covered ship. 

Mr. KNIFFIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. KNIFFIN. Does not the gentleman feel we have not 
examined thoroughly into the availability of lighter-than-air 
craft for purposes of military defense, and does he not be- 
lieve further that the rigid type of lighter-than-air craft 
might be very helpful in time of war for the purpose of 
establishing a station in the air from which directions might 
be transmitted to forces below, and many other useful 
purposes? 

Mr. DINGELL. Iam in entire agreement with the gentle- 
man from Ohio. I may say that the admirals and the 
Navy experts, including Commander Rosendahl, will agree 
that for offshore patrol there is nothing that can quite 
equal the lighter-than-air ship, and it can do the patrol 
work more effectively and at only a fraction of the cost 
necessary to maintain a fleet of patrol boats and destroyers. 
The question is always being asked, “Why a metal-clad 
airship?” Here is my answer: 

For those who have studied into the subject, there is 
no question of the unique qualifications of the airship for 
certain purposes, especially naval work. Present conditions 
and general national policies do not apparently demand 
airships of tremendously large size. Yet it must be re- 
membered that our long coast line, outlying possessions, and 
large adjacent ocean stretches introduce serious problems of 
defense. For such purposes, the airship should be compared, 
not with airplanes, but with surface types of vessels, like 
cruisers and aircraft carriers. An airship cannot begin to 
compete with airplanes in speed or direct fighting qualities; 
but for any scouting, cruising, or carrying purposes, it can 
do almost anything that a surface vessel can at far greater 
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speed and with the important ability to navigate in three 
dimensions, 

Trying to get speed on the water is known to be terrifically 
expensive in power and material. The Hindenburg carried 
passengers across the Atlantic at double the speed of the 
Queen Mary, but at about one-third of the horsepower and 
fuel per passenger trip, and with about one-thirtieth the 
weight of vehicle per passenger trip. Our big cruisers and 
surface aircraft carriers are similarly and inherently ex- 
pensive; for many of their functions airships would be both 
cheaper and better. 

The Navy needs airships; but, more than that, they need 
airships that are fireproof, economical in use of expensive 
helium, reliable in structure, and capable of taking all reason- 
able punishment due to sharp maneuvering and unfavorable 
weather. These important needs were made the foundation 
of the metal-clad development 15 years ago, before any of 
the great disasters from Shenandoah to Hindenburg. Since 
that time a group of Detroit engineers, scientists, and busi- 
nessmen has defrayed the major part of the expense leading 
to the development of this improved type of airship, having 
an all-metal hull, commonly known as the metal-clad. 

In 1926, after 4 years of intensive study and laboratory 
research, an order was obtained from the Navy for one small 
experimental metal-clad airship, at a price covering a small 
part of the total cost. After 3 more years of detail design, 
working out manufacturing facilities, and actual construction 
the world’s first successful metal-clad airship, the ZMC-2, 
was launched in 1929. 

Since the subsequent receivership of Detroit Aircraft Cor- 
poration, who built the ship, further research in the same 
direction has been financed jointly by the Navy Department 
and an association of individuals under the name of Metal- 
clad Airship Corporation, and in close cooperation with the 
Bureau of Standards and the National Advisory Committee 
for Aeronautics. This work points to many decided advan- 
tages, particularly with respect to strength, weathering, and 
fire-resisting qualities that would pertain to a larger ship, 
as compared to the already outstanding successful ZMC-2. 

In recommending for the next step a size of approximately 
one and a half million cubic feet, the Navy Science Board 
Commission is in substantial agreement with other groups 
who have studied the subject. That the time has come to 
take this step is urged by the following compelling reasons: 

First. The metal-clad airship is the logical counterpart to 
modern development in all-metal steamships, rail cars, air- 
planes, and so forth. 

Second. The metal-framed Zeppelin, a significant advance 
in its time, should now be carried further and be made sub- 
stantially all metal. 

Third. The metal-clad airship is the only real American 
development in the lighter-than-air field. 

Fourth. It is in no sense a new or untried idea, intensive 
work having been started on it over 15 years ago. 

Fifth. A practical demonstration unit, the ZMC-2, has now 
been in active service for about 8 years, and has more than 
lived up to every promise made for it. 

Sixth. The proposed next ship is still relatively small, about 
twice the length and diameter of the ZMC-2. 

Seventh. It is no more than a logical step forward in what 
has been a continuous program of development. 

Eighth. Its adoption is urged, not by high-power lobbying 
but by actual achievements and results. 

Ninth. In the size proposed it offers substantially in- 
creased strength for the same weight and greater assurance 
of that strength. 

Tenth. In either Alclad or stainless steel, it will be defi- 
nitely more durable than fabric. 

Eleventh. It is a better gas container, both initially and 
in service. 

Twelfth. It is far more fireproof, irrespective of the gas 
used for inflation. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
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Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the gentleman may proceed for 2 additional 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Will the gentleman give the 
committee the benefit of his amendment? I did not catch it. 

Mr. DINGELL. My amendment simply provides, if and 
when presented, that in line 16 the following words shall be 
added: “A capacity not to exceed 3,000,000 cubic feet”, and 
adding the further words, “either fabric covered or metal 
covered.” I discussed these changes with the gentleman. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The gentleman would leave it 
entirely with the Navy Department as to wether they will 
build a metal-clad ship or a fabric ship? 

Mr. DINGELL. Yes, 

Mr. WEARIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. WEARIN. Of course, the gentleman’s amendment is 
not now pending. The amendment pending before the 
House is my amendment to strike the lighter-than-air fea- 
ture entirely out of the experimental program? 

Mr. DINGELL. The gentleman is correct. 

Mr. HARTER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL, I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. HARTER. Is it not a fact that all scientific boards 
and members that have been appointed to investigate avia- 
tion and aircraft and all those who have looked into the 
matter of lighter-than-air craft have recommended the con- 
tinuation of experimentation in lighter-than-air craft? 

Mr. DINGELL. So far as I know, that is true. It is par- 
ticularly true as applicable to the metal-clad ship. I will 
paren in the Recorp the Science Board’s report on the 
subject. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to include in my 
remarks a statement of the Board along these lines. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to 
object, has the gentleman read the various reports of the 
Navy Department in which it recommends specifically against 
continuation of lighter-than-air craft? 

Mr. DINGELL. No; I did not; and the gentleman from 
Texas did not see any such report directed against the metal- 
clad ship. 

Mr. McFARLANE. If the gentleman will place those re- 
ports in the Recorp, I shall not object; otherwise I will object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair may say that permission 
cannot be given in Committee of the Whole to insert such 
matters in the RECORD. 

The matter referred to above is as follows: 

Navy DEPARTMENT, 
— on ae 26, 1937 
Hon. JOHN D. DINGELL, ara j 


House of n Washington, D. C. 

eid DEAR eee e $ accordance with your request, a blue- 
print copy e Durand special committee on airships re 
metal-clad type of construction is forwarded herew: 7 iia 

Sincerely yours, 
. B. COOK, 
Rear Admiral, United States Navy, 
Chief of the Bureau of Aeronautics. 


Navy DEPARTMENT, 
BUREAU OF AERONAUTICS, 
Washington, May 26, 1937. 
Hon. Jonn M. O'CONNELL 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dran Mr. O'CONNELL: I have your letter of May 22, 1937, 
enclosing a pamphlet entitled “The Value of Dirigible Airships for 
the Extension of American Commerce,” and being your 
remarks on that subject made in the House of Representatives 
on Monday, May 10, 7. 
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I appreciate your kindness in bringing your views on airship 
matters to my attention, 
Sincerely yours, 
A. B. Coox, 
Rear Admiral, United States Navy, 
Chief of the Bureau of Aeronautics. 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AIRSHIPS—REPORT ON METAL-CLAD TYPE OF 
CONSTRUCTION 
STANFORD UNIVERSITY, August 11, 1936. 
Hon. CLAUDE A. SWANSON, 
Secretary of the Navy, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear MR. SECRETARY: The committee appointed at your re- 
quest by the Science Advisory Board of the National Academy of 
Sciences to consider matters relating to airship design and con- 
struction has, at the request of the Bureau of Aeronautics, given 
attention to the so-called metal clad” type, of which the Navy 
has an example in the ZMC-2 at Lakehurst, N. J. This ship is 
now about 7 years old and has principal characteristics as follows: 
Length of hull, 149 feet 5 inches. 

Diameter of hull (maximum), 52 feet 8 inches. 

Fineness ratio, 2.83. 

Displacement of hull, 202,200 cubic feet. 

Thickness of skin, 0.0095 inch. 

Total fin area, 440 square feet. 

Total elevator area, 190 square feet. 

Total rudder area, 95 square feet. 

Engines (Wright Whirlwind J-—5), 2. 

Power at 1,800 revolutions per minute, 440 horsepower. 

Gross lift (100-percent inflation with 92 percent pure helium at 
60° F. and 29.92 in. Hg.), 12,242 pounds. 

Weight empty, 9,115 pounds, 

Useful load, 3,127 pounds. 

Range with 250 gallons (cruising speed), 680 miles. 

Maximum speed at 440 horsepower, 62 miles per hour. 

Cruising speed at 220 horsepower, 50 miles per hour. 

Static ceiling, 9,000 feet. 

Members of the committee have visited Lakehurst and have seen 
and examined this ship in the airship hangar. We have, further- 
more, given careful attention to the record of the periodic ex- 
amination of samples of material taken from this ship from year 
to year and tested at the Bureau of Standards. We have noted 
“in particular the character and extent of the surface deterioration 
of the outer skin of-this ship and the apparently satisfactory con- 
„dition, in general, of the material structure of this ship after 7 
years of life. 

On the occasion of the meeting of our committee on April 30, 
1936, at Washington, Mr. C. B. Fritsche, accompanied by his engi- 
neer, appeared at our request before us and made a general state- 
ment regarding the features of the metal-clad type of construction, 
followed by a general discussion of the advantages claimed, and 
comparisons in various respects with the Zeppelin type of con- 
struction. 

This conference was followed by a conference with representa- 
tives of the Bureau of Aeronautics, in which their views regarding 
the same points were discussed at some length. 

Members of the committee have also, from the first, been gen- 
erally familiar with this type of construction and have followed 
with interest the service of the ZMC-2 since her completion in 
1929. 

With these opportunities for contact with and study of the fea- 
tures of this type of airship construction, we are of the opinion 
that any plan of future airship development in the United States 
should include recognition of the possibilities of this type of con- 
struction. We base this opinion on the following considerations: 

(1) The ZMC-~2, now 7 years old, has a record of effective service 
in the air of 1,744 hours’ time and about 80,000 miles distance. 

(2) The present condition of the structure shows a surprising 
and indeed a wholly unexpected small degree of corrosion. The 
surfaces in contact with helium show no corrosive loss whatever 
(as indeed might be expected), while the so-called al-clad treat- 
ment seems to have protected the outer surface in contact with the 
air to a degree which has reduced the corrosion thus far to an 
amount practically negligible in comparison with the remaining 
thickness of the sheet. 

(3) Aerodynamic advantage is claimed in the reduction of drag 
by the maintenance of a smooth metal surface, devoid in flight, of 
ripples, waves, or flutter, as compared with the somewhat less 
smooth surface of fabric with some degree of instability of form 
under flight. To the extent to which such instability of surface 
form can be reduced or eliminated, this claim is well founded, 
though it does not seem likely that any corresponding increase of 
speed could become a major factor by itself in favor of this type 
of construction. 

(4) The same aerodynamic advantage claimed in (3) would also 
increase the endurance or the range, though in neither case, in 
our opinion, would the increase be of large order. 

(5) Advantage is claimed on the score of maintenance due to 
the absence of much of the secondary wiring systems found in the 
Zeppelin type of construction and in the long life of the outer 
envelope. There seems to be reasonable ground for this claim. 
The amount of such advantage, however, can only be determined as 
a result of experience. 

(6) In general, the small ship ZMC-2 has demonstrated the prac- 
ticability of this type of construction for airships of small size 
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and computation along familiar lines of structural design indi- 
cates that the same general type of constructon may be extended 
with equal apparent safety to ships of larger size and with in- 
creased economic advantage. 


We consider, in brief, then, the metal-clad type of airship con- 


‘struction as a type alternate to the Zeppelin and with character- 


istics which justify its further development in order that the 
possibilities of this type of construction in larger sizes may be 
learned and the potential fields of service for airships may thus 
te at their disposal the possibilities of these two contrasting 


es. 

With regard to the extent of the next step forward in the con- 
struction of airships of this type, we ma 
5 ype y note the following 

(1) The distinctive feature of the metal-clad t of construc- 
tion, especially in the present smaller sizes, is that the stresses 
due to aerodynamic pressure and due to bending moments in the 
structure as a whole are carried largely by the outer metal skin 
maintained in operative condition by a moderate excess of pressure 
within the envelope over that of the air without, 

(2) Examination by well-established principles of mechanics in- 
dicates that these conditions can be realized in structures similar 
to the ZMC-2 but of greater size. Pure theory does not serve to 
indicate any specific limit. There are; however; in all complex types 
of structure, conditions which cannot be fully determined by theory 
alone, and there are also conditions affecting the economic use of 
see sees 553 and the economic use of the completed 

ructure, of W can only be determin basis 
5 1 or 

r these reasons we believe that for the next step in the furt 
development of the possibilities of the metal-clad type of Bro ra 
construction, the increase in size should not go beyond dimensions 
which can be justified as a conservative step in an experimental 
arate paced e with the ZMC-2 and on the careful 
anal ve: ons which have been made struct io 
of greet in larger sizes. as ae. 
er factor which will naturally enter into the final choi 
of oe size of 5 arger £ 8 i oe type of construction 3 
e prospective s ce w ht be anti 
weer B nb g cipated from such 
garding this latter point, we do not attempt to ress an 
judgment, and, basing our conclusion 555 tecnica] iha 
engineering considerations, we are of the opinion that an increase 
in linear dimensions of the order of twofold or of volume of the 
raae eee see pu constitute a proper and desirable present 
ep e further development of the possibilities of airshi) - 
struction of the metal-clad type. R Bera 

We therefore recommend consideration of a step of this order 
of magnitude and, for the time being, against any step of an 
order of magnitude markedly greater than this. 

Respectfully submitted. 


FIREPROOF GAS OR FIREPROOF AIRSHIPS 
(Lecture delivered by Ralph H. Upson at Wayne University, Detroit, 
Mich., May 13, 1937) 

Once more a terrible disaster raises the question as to the future 
of lighter-than-air craft. Although, as usual, we hear the quit- 
ters’ advice to abandon airships—kill the patient to cure the 
disease—it is assumed here that sane counsels will prevail and 
that the problem will resolve itself into the choice of specific 
remedies. 

SEVERAL DANGEROUS ELEMENTS 

First, I propose to show that the danger which constantly ac- 
companies the hydrogen-filled zeppelin must be considered in 
relation to a combination of several different elements, the most 
important of which are: 

1. The highly inflammable, though not initially explosive, gas. 

2. The very light fabric—about 5 ounces per square yard—that 
contains the gas. z 

3. The insulating layer of fabric forming the outer cover. 

4. The relatively dead air space between the two fabric layers. 

5. The metal framing within the same air space. 

Although there are several possible explanations of what ig- 
nited the Hindenburg, the general nature of the danger is suf- 
ficiently illustrated by merely assuming a plausible origin of the 
fatal spark. Exactly what happened will always be in doubt and 
would be of little value if it were known, as the preventive measures 
are practically the same in any case. 

: THE FATAL SPARK 


Let us assume then the ever-threatening atmospheric electricity. 
Again the precise origin is immaterial; it is enough that differ- 
ences of electric potential exist between the airship structure 
and the surrounding air. A metal structure can be struck by 
lightning with great frequency, but is never damaged as long as 
the electric charge is free to spread equally over the entire sur- 
face. The most perfect examples of this are steel gasometers, 
steamships, all-metal airplanes, the metal housings erected over 
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stores of explosives, and, in general, any structure that is prac- 
tically sheathed in metal. So far as seems to be known any 
such structure is completely lightning proof. But a Zeppelin is 
far from being in this class: First, because of the localized position 
of the metal flanges and wires; second, because the electric charge 
cannot freely spread out over the surface; and, third, because to 
get to the metal parts at all the charge must first penetrate the 
outer cover, and this often means a definite spark. 
HOW IT ACTS 


Under the above conditions, as confirmed by competent electro- 
static authorities, a directly damaging discharge can readily occur, 
especially if the ship is grounded and partakes of the ground 
capacity. But such discharge need not be of directly damaging 
magnitude. A tiny, insignificant spark, or excessive heating of a 
single wire, will destroy the ship if it occurs in a gas-air mix- 
ture in which the gas volume is anywhere from about 10 to 
80 percent. Such a mixture does not exist inside the gas cells; it 
cannot exist more than momentarily in the outer air; but gas is 
very likely to escape from the gas cells into the space within the 
outer cover, where it rises and mixes with the air in the very 
place where the static spark is also most likely to occur. 

A FIRE THUS STARTED—-HOW IT CAN BE STOPPED 
A metal-clad. airship with the gas, even hydrogen gas, con- 
tained directly by metal plating (like a steel gasometer) can 
never develop a condition such as described; first, because a 
spark cannot penetrate the metal surface (as demonstrated by 
very severe tests); second, because even if it did, it would find 
nothing there but pure, nonexplosive gas. Lighting the kitchen 
range does not explode the gas in the gas main. But, if the gas 
main were made of light fabric, carried on poles 300 feet in the 
air, with a metal frame to attract electric sparks, and then with 
an outer fabric cover to confine any escaping gas and create an 
explosive mixture at the very location where the sparking must 
occur; early, swift, and complete destruction would be no mystery 
to a gas or electrical engineer. And serious damage would be 
readily possible even without inflammable gas. 
FIREPROOF GAS VERSUS FIREPROOF AIRSHIP 

It is quite true that hellum gas would have saved everyone 
on the Hindenburg; but it is equally true that metal-clad con- 
struction would have saved them; and a combination of the two, 
with the heavy oil engines already in use, would extend the range 
of fire protection to a degree approaching the absolute, like a fire- 
proof house with fireproof furnishings. Of these two principal 
remedies, metal-clad construction seems by far the most com- 
prehensive, because it permits a general improvement in the 
structural and operating efficiency, whereas the advantage of 
helium is in its fireproof quality alone; in other important re- 
spects its use is highly disadvantageous to economy; efficiency, 
and even safety. 

An alternative solution has often been proposed, in which the 
fabric construction is retained, and hydrogen furnishes the prin- 
cipal lift, but is protected by a surface layer of helium or other inert 
gas. This is at best a half-way compromise, unless the hull surface 
can be made conducting as well as permanently fireproof. 


THE ZEPPELIN RECORD 


With all the splendid achievements of Zeppelin type airships, the 
record in respect to safety is not an encouraging one. Statistics 
show that a substantial majority of all the Zeppelins ever used have 
come to a violent end; and many of these were not by direct enemy 
fire during the war. Here is the list of Zeppelins that have been in 
active use since the war and what happened to them: 

R-33; Copy of the German L-33; burned in hangar. 

R-34: Copy of the German L-33; crashed. 

R-38: Zeppelin of British design; collapsed structurally and 
burned. 

R-101: Zeppelin of British design; crashed and burned. 

lenge apse Improved copy of German L-33; collapsed struc- 
turally. 

—.— German design; lost at sea (evidence pointing to struc- 
tural collapse) 

Macon: German design; collapsed structurally. 

Dizmude: German built; lost at sea (evidence pointing to fire). 

Hindenburg: German built; destroyed by fire. 

Bodensee: German built; burned in hangar (Italy). 

R100: Zeppelin of British design; scrapped after a few flights. 

Nordstern: German built; scrapped after a few flights (France). 

Los Angeles: German built; ruled unfit for further use. 

Graf Zeppelin: German built; temporarily out of service. 

Total, 14 ships; casualties 10 (71 percent of total). 

THE METAL-CLAD RECORD 

Back in 1922, a group of farseeing Detroit engineers, scientists, 
and businessmen came to the conclusion that all-metal construc- 
tion must be developed for both airplanes and airships. This 
was the origin of the Stout Metal Airplane Co. and the Aircraft 
Development Corporation, the latter being the lighter-than-air 
unit. In 1926, after 4 years of intensive study and laboratory 
development, an order was obtained from the Navy for one small 
experimental metal-clad airship, at a price covering a small part 
of the total cost. Immediately was heard the usual chorus 
“It can’t be done,” the view most commonly held being that 
although a large metal-clad might be teasible, we could never 
succeed with a small one. After 3 more years of detail design, 
working out manufacturing facilities, and actual construction, 
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the world’s first successful metal-clad airship, the ZMC-2, was 
launched in 1929. It is still in operation. 

Eight years have passed; the great depression has come, and 
gone; the company that built the ship is itself near death; all 
the other rigid airships but one have been wrecked or retired; 
but the ZMC-2 goes on and on, now on its second complete set 
of inside fabric parts, wearing out its third set of engines, and 
generally about obsolete except for its material and structure 
which at its last yearly overhaul called forth the following com- 
ment in the Bureau of Standards report (approximately quoted): 
“It appears too early as yet to predict what the structural life 
of this ship may be.” And yet we are editorially asked “Why 
can’t America produce successful airships?” Allow me to return 
the question thus: 

WHY CAN'T AMERICANS APPRECIATE A GOOD THING WHEN THEY HAVE IT? 

Perhaps there is at least one answer. Routine achievement is 
tame com to sudden catastrophe. It was not so much the 
initial su but the appalling disasters that followed which 
united the German people behind Count Zeppelin and largely made 
possible the intensive effort that has launched over a hundred 
fine ships, to accomplish seeming wonders, at the expense of 
continued disaster. 

WHY, THEN, DOES THE “GRAF ZEPPELIN” SEEM IMMUNE? 


It has been operated with great care and skill by the same 
people that built it, and who have behind them 40 years of Zep- 
pelin experience. They know the limitations as well as the possi- 
bilities in that type of construction. Commercial operation can 
be much better safeguarded than military service. Most of the 
Gras operation has been in climates far more lenient than in 
our land of weather extremes. Then, finally, there is the matter 
of luck, of which the Hindenburg got the wrong kind; and one 
apparent success out of two ships in operation is hardly proof 
that God specially favors the Germans. Although the two ships 
have averaged nearly 2,000,000 passenger-miles per fatality, it 
should be realized that our own air-transport lines, with all their 
accidents, are doing five times better than that. Airships with 
flotation independent of their engine power should be almost 
ideally safe, but they will never in the world attain that status 
as long as inflammable, perishable, unpredictable fabric is used 
in their vital parts. 

Lest there should be any misunderstanding, let it be said, with 
all due credit, that such airships have come a long way, and stand 
today among the highest examples of engineering refinement. In 
spite of their faults, they would still probably be worth while 
for certain purposes, such as long-range naval duty, if there were 
no alternative in sight. But there is that alternative: Metal-clad 
construction. The question may now be asked: If the existing 
experimental metal-clad is so good, why not build another of larger 
size? 


Why not indeed? Because sensible businessmen do not indefi- 
nitely sink money in a project unless it is really wanted; because, 
although the Zeppelin authorities themselves have long and seri- 
ously considered the change, they are still undecided. Conserva- 
tism and tradition are strong forces, even among aeronautical en- 
gineers. It looks as if the final appeal would have to be made to 
the court of last resort; it is now up to the people of this country 
to say whether this important and wholly American development 
shall be continued. If competently handled, the rest is inevitable. 

When finally the fabric airships are no more, much of the ro- 
mance and glamour will doubtless be gone with them, gone with 
the wooden-surface ships that hung on long after they were 
proved obsolete, gone with the old wooden railway coaches that 
splintered and burned, and fabric-covered airplanes that are even 
now in process of extinction. But some consolation for the loss 
will perhaps be found in an honest answer to the question: What 
is it that people really want in their home-grown engineering 
products? Do they want spectacular failure, or safe, unobtrusive 
success? 


— 


Tue FUTURE OF LIiGHTER-THAN-AIR SHIPS 


(Broadcast by Commander C. E. Rosendahl at radio station of 
WOR, Friday, June 11, 1937) 

Just about a month ago a waiting ground crew stood on the 
landing field at Lakehurst and watched a majestic merchantman 
of the sky sail serenely overhead, then circle and head into the 
wind to land and complete the first trip over the North Atlantic. 
The Hindenburg had established a very excellent record in 1936, 
when she had carried out with precision and safety 10 round trips 
over the North Atlantic and several to South America; her 1937 
schedule was to continue or even eclipse that of the previous year. 
There still is no decision as to what type of heavier-than-air craft 
will eventually fly the North Atlantic commercially; perhaps they 
will be landplanes, flying boats, or strange craft flying in the 
reaches of the stratosphere—perhaps all of them may eventually 
fly ocean expanses, but there is still room for the airship also. 
While others were and still are talking about flying the North At- 
lantic commercially, the dirigible has stolen the march, for even 
today not a single paying passenger has yet been carried commer- 
cially over the North Atlantic except by lighter-than-air ships. 

Without any warning, 4 minutes after the landing lines had been 
dropped, a small burst of flame appeared on top the ship near the 
stern like a brilliant flower bursting into bloom. Within a minute 
the fire had spread the length of the ship and she had settled to the 
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ground ablaze and aglow from the flercest, hottest flame that man 
knows. Yet out of 97 persons aboard this giant air liner, 61, or 
two-thirds of them, have survived. Excited chroniclers of the event 
were quick to call it the worst accident in aviation history; yet, 
tragic and spectacular as it was, there have been several worse 
aviation accidents. For example, in Europe not long ago, in one 
single airplane crash alone, 48 persons were killed. 

Immediately following the loss of the Hindenburg there were, 
of course, the calamity howlers and quitters who advocated that 
all airship construction be abandoned immediately. However, I 
am happy to relate that of all the editorial and public comment 
which has come to my attention, a very high percentage has 
analyzed the situation calmly and fairly, and it seems agreed that 
we should go on with airships, but, of course, with the employment 
of the safe helium gas instead of the potentially dangerous 
hydrogen. . 

It must be realized that the Hindenburg was not destroyed 
through any basic fault of the airship as a type of aircraft; the 
Hindenburg was the victim of a fire in which her inflation medium, 
hydrogen, practically consumed the ship. Whether we shall ever 
know the real cause of the Hindenburg fire remains to be deter- 
mined, for the deliberations of investigating bodies are still con- 
tinuing. Here was the very latest product of the world’s pre- 
eminent airship builders, operated by the most widely experienced 
personnel, arriving without incident and in a perfectly normal 
manner at the end of another long oceanic voyage and after a 
previous year's highly successful operation, and then without 
warning set afire by some cause as yet undetermined. There is 
indeed a strange element of mystery surrounding this totally 
unexpected accident. 

But the weakness in the airship situation as indicated by the 
Hindenburg fire is entirely susceptible to correction, and that is 
the simple substitution of a perfectly safe and efficient lifting 
medium called helium, of which man has been aware for many 
years. The reasons why the Hindenburg was not using helium are 
too involved for such a brief broadcast. But suffice it to say that 
there is available in the United States alone a supply of helium 
adequate for all the airships that we can possibly visualize in the 
world for generations. Just as in the case of making automobiles 
and other everyday devices available at a reasonable price for the 
benefit of all mankind through the medium of production in great 
quantities, so the production of helium in quantity will reduce its 
price to where its use is an entirely economic feasibility. 

Now, just a further word about helium itself. Helium gas exists 
in a mechanical mixture with certain other natural gases and is 
found in produceable quantities practically only in certain gas wells 
in the United States. It is next to the lightest gas known, and 
because of its extreme unsociability with other elements it is 
entirely immune to burning or explosion. The process of obtaining 
helium is simply that of separating it from the other natural gases 
with which it is found. ‘The lift or buoyancy derived from helium 
is about 92 percent of that of hydrogen under similar conditions. 
But of course when we use it in airships on a practical basis we 
find that the performance, expressed in useful load-carrying ca- 
pacity of a helium-filled airship, as compared with one inflated 
with hydrogen, is somewhat less than the theoretical difference 
of 8 percent in the two types of lifting gas. But here we must 
remember that nowhere in Nature do we get something for nothing, 
and the price we pay for this incomparable safety is a slight reduc- 
tion in performance. 

For several years a group of hard-headed American businessmen 
have been attempting to secure legislation which would recognize 
the American helium-filled airship as a common carrier; certainly 
they would not have done so had they not been entirely convinced 
of the feasibility of helium-filled airships. I share this opinion. 
And it is no secret whatsoever that airship operators 
knew that they must eventually come to the use of helium. 

There will be those who point to the fact that since the World 
War there have been half a dozen or so major airship accidents 
from various causes. Were the time available I could show you 


those which have afflicted other means of transportation through- 
out their respective histories. Regardless of the origin of the 
Hindenburg fire, the ship itself had proven a sound instrument of 
transportation. And now that reports from official circles in 
Washington indicate that we are going to share our bounteous 
helium supply with those who require it for legitimate purposes, 
it is entirely safe to say that all airships from now on must and 
will be filled with helium gas. 

should be remembered that the airship itself is still sus- 
to improvement and refinement. Why, in the entire his- 
the whole world, only 157 rigid airships have ever been 
t; only 11 of those were built since the World War. Compare 
number with the thousands of airplanes and steamers that 
e been built in the corresponding period and you will under- 
why the airship has not made such fast progress as the 
types. Yet the long and efficient record of the Graf Zeppelin 
then the year’s successful operation of the Hindenburg are 
ence that the airship is a proven type of carrier; and this type 
become even more efficient when proper effort and time are 
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spent on it. 
As to its safety record, it is probably not generally known that 
until the Hi fire not a single passenger had ever been lost, 


or even injured, in commercial rigid airship travel, and that out of 
the 300,000 passengers who have been carried in all commercial 
lighter-than-air transportation, never a single one had been harmed 
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‘until the fire aboard the Hindenburg. It is a significant fact, which 
must never be lost sight of, that had the Hindenburg been inflated 
with helium, such a disaster could never have occurred, and it is 
entirely probable that not a single soul would have been lost, or 
even injured, 

Now, a word about the military or naval employment of airships. 
While Dr. Eckener was recently in this country, he was questioned 
at great length as to whether Germany had any intention of using 
giant zeppelins for any possible military purpose in today’s scheme 
of things. His answer was that in Europe today large dirigibles 
are no longer of military value, but that they are useful in the 
defense of such a country as the United States. With that answer 
I agree entirely. Let it not be forgotten that the national-defense 
problems of any country are peculiar to that country itself, and 
consequently it must shape its own national-defense arms accord- 
ingly. In Europe, where countries and potential enemies are so 
close to one another, great swarms of airplanes can come quickly 
from land bases in every direction to attack not only an airship 
but any kind of enemy aircraft. But our own situation, with two 
enormous coast lines to patrol and with two enormous oceans to 
guard, is an entirely different matter. From my study of the situ- 
ation, and in spite of all the marvelous advances that have been 
made in heavier-than-air craft, it is my opinion that lighter-than- 
air ships can be a decided asset to the United States Navy. Noth- 
ing has yet been found that can take the place of the lowly blimp 
or nonrigid airship for coastal patrol and their search for mines and 
submarines. 

Large airships still have the great advantage of much longer 
cruising range and much greater load-carrying capacity as well 
as other inherent advantages that entitle them to a definite 
place in our national defense. For example, what other type of 
aircraft or surface craft could carry on such effective scouting as 
that of which an airship is capable wherein the airship itself 
remains completely hidden in clouds above and lowers an ob- 
server in an observation basket thousands of feet below the ship 
itself? No type of surface craft or of aircraft has in itself any 
crystal-gazing powers; it only carries human beings and human 
eyes to do the scouting over great ocean expanses, Had this type 
of observation basket been in accepted use at the time of the 
battle of Jutland where the conditions were so suitable for its 
employment, I cannot help but feel that its employment with 
such a Zeppelin as the L-11 might have changed the entire course 
of the only major naval battle in modern history, with a possibly 
enormous effect on the outcome of the whole World War. Just 
as is every other nation, the United States is doing everything 
possible to round out the efficiency of its national defense. Why 
shouldn’t we then give the modern airship a fair opportunity to 
prove or disprove its value therein? 

Reverting to the commercial phase, in considering the cost 
factor we must realize that the airship is the bulk and quantity 
aerial carrier over long nonstop oceanic distances, and that in 
view of such considerations the cost of establishing and operating 
airship lines is not out of order in any respect. Few people 
probably realize that in the last 9 fiscal years the foreign air- 
mail service conducted by American heavier-than-air lines has 
cost Uncle Sam four times as much as the mail revenues derived 
therefrom and that the average subsidy over this period has been 
nearly four and a half million dollars per year. The taxpayers 
have been willing to do this to develop American flag heavier- 
than-air commerce on an international scale; surely they must 
be willing to do something comparable for the airship. Recent 
indications from Washington are that Uncle Sam intends to go 
ahead and develop a modern surface merchant marine capable 
of holding its head up with the magnificent foreign vessels now 

lying the rich trade of oceanic expanses. The American airship, 
, can take its place in this scheme of things if only given a fair 
opportunity. 

Fate and nature have placed the United States in a dominating 
position in airships. The future of the dirigible is exactly 
what we in the United States choose to make it. If we go ahead 
and develop it now, it will always be to our credit; if we drop 
the project and cringingly quit because there have been set-backs 
we shotild forever hang our heads in shame. 
experience is readily available to us. 


No matter what comes along in the development of airplanes 
and flying boats, I for one am satisfied that we shall also see 
dirigible lines operating over the Atlantic, the Pacific, and even to 
South America. Let us hope that many of them are under our 
own American flag. The possibilities of airship travel are so great 
that, whether we go ahead now or later, they are sure to mate- 
rialize some time. Even the greatest of modern ocean liners have 
not eradicated seasickness; the most modern and largest heavier- 
than-air craft have not put airsickness out of the question. Yet 
it is a matter of record that there has never been a case of air- 
sickness in commercial oceanic dirigibles. For comfort, travel by 
airship is the acknowl best means yet devised. It is most 
unf o te that it took such a tragedy as the Hindenbu 
make the world, and particularly the United States, 
— mas nous, but I am satisfied that that has now come 
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Once more I say that in spite of all the marvelous advances that 
have been made in the development of bigger and better oceanic 
steamers and in stretching the ability of heavier-than-air craft to 
fly oceanic distances with a slight pay load, I feel that the airship 
is bound to occupy an intermediate position, due to its inherent 
virtues, which cannot be discounted or denied by mere words. 
The very successful German commercial operation of airships had 
in it one weak link, hydrogen. We know what the proper remedy 
is for that, and now let us hope that we cure that disease instead 
of killing the patient entirely. 

The United States stands at the crossroads in its airship policy, 
and it appears that we hesitate as to which way to turn. If we 
set about it seriously we can dominate the commercial airship 
world, and we can utilize airships effectively in our national 
defense. In my opinion the time has come for a show-down. 
Either the United States must give up this potentially useful type 
entirely or it must lay down a serious policy supported by a 
program which will enable a final determination of the real use- 
fulness of the dirigible to American commerce and to our American 
Navy. The only way in which this can be brought about is to lay 
out in the open all the facts of airships and survey the situation 
dispassionately and open-mindedly. Let us hope that this will 
be done before long and that we shall soon arrive at some definite 
conclusion. 

I have talked with every one of the surviving members of the 
Hindenburg crew. Without exception, and including even those 
who now lie in hospitals recovering from their burns, the gallant 
Captain Preuss and each and every one of his men has told me 
that the one event toward which he is now looking forward is his 
return to the United States this fall in the new airship LZ—130 
inflated with helium. If men who have been through such a 
grueling incident as the Hindenburg fire can still see the useful- 
ness of airships, how can we Americans whose interest and knowl- 
edge of airships—when everything is considered—has been only 
largely academic, fail to make a decision to pursue the airship 
project actively to a final and fair determination. Let us hope 
that the spirit of American pioneering has not yet decayed to the 
point where we are willing to quit our airship efforts when we 
know or can learn how to correct the defects and when nature 
has given us such preeminent initial advantages, 

The future of the dirigible the world over is exactly what the 
United States chooses to make it. 


Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, this is a very 
important amendment, and I am very anxious that the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union 
settle this issue, at least for the time being. I would like 
to see if we can agree on some limit on debate, and I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on this section and all 
amendments thereto close in 35 minutes. 

Mr. WEARIN. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Chair- 
man, and I shall not object, the gentleman understands we 
have two amendments to consider, this amendment striking 
out the lighter-than-air feature and second, the amendment 
striking out the $3,000,000 specifically provided for the con- 
struction of a dirigible. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I modify my 
request and ask unanimous consent that the debate on this 
section and all amendments thereto close in 45 minutes. 

Mr. FADDIS. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Chair- 
man, I should like to ask the gentleman if his request would 
include 5 minutes for everyone who wishes to speak on the 
amendment? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I further modify 
my request and ask unanimous consent that all debate on 
this section and all amendments thereto close in 1 hour. 

Mr. DINGELL. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Chair- 
man, does that mean that if 40 minutes is consumed in a 
discussion of the striking out or the retention of this amend- 
ment 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I may say to the gentleman I 
am willing to accept his amendment. 

Mr. DINGELL. I thank the gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O’CONNELL of Rhode Island. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the remarks of the advocate of this amend- 
ment remind me of a story that is told and told truly that over 
100 years ago the Director of the Patent Office informed the 
President of the United States that the best thing they could 
do was to close up the Patent Office because there was noth- 
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ing else for them to do. I hope we are not of that mind 
today. 

Yesterday the great improvements and advances made in 
airplanes were mentioned. If we had not continued the de- 
velopment of airplanes after the disasters they have had, how 
far would the Government of the United States be in the 
progress of airplanes today? We would not hold the position 
we now hold. I have prepared and put into the Recorp val- 
uable data as a reference for those who consider the design, 
construction, and operation of American airships. When I 
speak of American airships I refer to those that shall be de- 
signed and constructed by American engineers upon Ameri- 
can engineering principles, and not to airships constructed 
with Government funds on the principles of the German 
Zeppelins or airships built in Germany. It is not my thought 
to censure the great work and the fine accomplishment of the 
German Zeppelin organization, which for 30 years has con- 
centrated its efforts upon the improvement, design, construc- 
tion, and operation of airships. They have demonstrated 
the fact that the large airships are practical and useful as a 
means of air transportation. Improvement as a result of their 
effort cannot decrease the honor of originating the airship, 
and history will record the distinction to them for their work. 

As to the construction of the airships the gentleman so 
much condemned, may I say they are built upon an em- 
pirical formula, and by this phrase I mean they are built by 
actual construction, from which the builders get their ideas. 
Prior to the building of the Akron and the Macon the Ger- 
man Government wanted to build a larger ship. They 
wanted to build one the size of the Hindenburg, but they had 
no formula to follow, so it has been stated that when Ger- 
many believed it would win the war looked about for someone 
to pay the bill. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 5 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time has been fixed at 1 hour. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Chairman, there is no restriction that 
would prevent the gentleman’s obtaining unanimous consent 
to proceed for an additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I may say to the gentleman 
from Illinois the time has been divided among the Members 
who indicated to the Chair they wanted to speak 5 minutes, 
and an agreement was reached to limit debate to 1 hour. I 
am perfectly willing to give the gentleman 2 minutes of my 
time. 

Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island. Mr. Chairman, the 
reason I take the floor today is that I have been an advo- 
cate of the lighter-than-air ship for the last 6 years. It is 
due largely to my efforts, through speeches that have been 
put into the Recorp, and so forth, that this provision has 
been brought forth. I believe the American Government can 
do a great deal not only for the commerce of America but 
for the transportation of mail in America as well as for mili- 
tary distress, by aiding the development of lighter-than-air 
ships. The airship, when properly built and properly con- 
structed, can be used as an airplane carrier. It can carry 
anywhere from 12 to 25 airplanes, according to the size you 
are building. Why not have an airplane carrier on land 
as well as on sea? 

I believe we should help private capital to invest. Private 
capital is waiting for the Government to give some induce- 
ment for it to go into the manufacture of lighter-than-air 
ships. For the last 17 or 18 years the Government has 
turned thumbs down on the development of such aircraft 
in America, and this is why private capital has not been 
invested in the development of the lighter-than-air craft. 
If this amendment is defeated, we will find there will be a 
great many industries that will build and demonstrate the 
value of the airship not only in commerce and in carrying 
the mails but in war. 

[Here the gavel fell. 

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. 
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Mr. Chairman, I have no inclination to disagree with 
those who believe there is a legitimate field for lighter-than- 
air craft in relation to commercial matters, but it should 
be well understood in the Committee this afternoon that 
this is a matter pertaining to national defense and it is 
not a matter pertaining to commerce. I do not believe the 
lighter-than-air craft has any legitimate place in a meas- 
ure for national defense, because throughout their entire 
history they have clearly proven themselves to be impotent 
as related to any matters of national defense. 

Mr. SUTPHIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FADDIS. I am sorry I have not the time to yield. 
We all know, because it is in the memory of everyone in this 
Toom, the terrific disasters which have occurred in our 
attempt to handle lighter-than-air craft. 

Mr. HARTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FADDIS. I am sorry I cannot yield. The gentleman 
can get his own time. 

When you come to applying these airships to national de- 
fense I want you to take this into consideration. You can- 
not endow these craft with any of the attributes of protec- 
tion, you cannot endow them with speed, you cannot endow 
them with maneuverability, you cannot endow them with 
any of the elements of concealment, and you cannot give 
them any protection by their own fire power, and you cannot 
armor them to any appreciable degree. Lou will have, at 
tremendous expense, a component of the Navy which is 
exceedingly vulnerable, and throughout their entire history 
they have proven to be not only vulnerable to fire but they 
have also proven to be exceedingly vulnerable to the action 
of the elements. How in the world can you ever expect to 
utilize such craft in national defense when you cannot 
handle them in peacetime in fair weather, let alone in war- 
time or in foul weather? 

I do not say that lighter-than-air craft do not have a 
legitimate field, and I believe money should be devoted to- 
ward experimentation in them, but I do not believe this 
item should be charged to national defense. This is some- 
thing that should come through the Department of Com- 
merce or some other agency of this Government where there 
may be a legitimate field for the use of lighter-than-air 
craft. Their entire history has been too costly, too sad, and 
too disastrous for us to embark upon any more problems 
in connection with the development of lighter-than-air 
craft, especially in view of the fact that so many of the 
officials of the Navy themselves have repudiated their use. 
I hope this amendment will carry. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. IZAC. Mr. Chairman, the only reason I am inter- 
ested in this is because it is an experimental thing. We 
have not been very successful so far in the development of 
lighter-than-air craft. Germany has. 

Here is something that I believe we should consider before 
we once and for all decide to do away with this type of 
craft. We have three methods by which we can scout in 
time of war—naval scouting. We may send cruisers and 
aircraft carriers and then let loose the planes, and they 
have a certain radius of action out in the middle of the 
ocean. We may send the planes from shore bases, and they 
have a certain radius of action. The only other method is 
with lighter-than-air craft acting as cruisers of the air, 
unloosing planes after they get into the theater of war. 
The advantage of that is simply this: We want to know the 
size of the enemy fleet, we want to know its course and 
speed, and we want to know the disposition of its forces. 
All we need is 30 seconds if we can see that fleet. Imme- 
diately the report comes back, and our commander in chief 
is in possession of information that he must have in order 
to be sure of success. 

The Zeppelin type of ship has proved itself very valuable 
in this way. I shall not mention the commercial value of 
it, because this country has never engaged in the building 
of these ships for commercial purposes. 

Mr. WEARIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. IZAC. I yield. 
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Mr. WEARIN. What the gentleman states with reference 
to the usefulness of dirigibles in spotting a fleet would, of 
course, be more true of heavier-than-air machines that can 
operate effectively off of the battle cruisers themselves? 

Mr. IZAC. No; for this reason: If the aircraft carrier or 
cruiser is out there, it can send out the planes but that 
surface ship can never make more than 30 knots. I would 
put it as the maximum at about 30 knots. Your Zeppelin 
type can make, anyway, 80 knots, and should make 125 
knots when we have it developed. After the mother ship, 
let us call it, gets out there, it lets loose its planes. They 
soar around, cover a corner of the ocean, and come back 
and light, or are picked up by the Zeppelin. This is the 
only real reason for having this type of ship with the fleet. 
They cannot drop bombs because they cannot carry that 
much weight; but let us have just that one look at the 
enemy fleet, and it is worth $1,000,000,000, not $3,000,000. 
It is worth more to us to have the knowledge that that ship 
can give us because of its ability to go over fog and clouds 
and launch its planes out over the ocean than any other 
one thing I know of. 

Mr. WEARIN. The gentleman is speaking of operations 
in midocean. 

Mr. IZAC. Yes. 

Mr. WEARIN. We cannot expect to operate a dirigible 
at that great distance from shore without a base and main- 
tain its operations over the fleet. The gentleman under- 
stands that? 

Mr. IZAC. Oh, I do not agree with that at all. 

Mr. WEARIN. Will the gentleman yield further? à 

Mr. IZAC. No; let me first answer that question. In the 
first place, your base would be at Sunnyvale, let us say. 
That ship would have a cruising radius of perhaps 6,000 
miles, sufficient to take it any place in the Pacific Ocean. 
It does not have to have a base in the ocean. It will have 
a base on shore, and with development it will go farther 
afioat than any airplane heavier than air that has ever yet 
been built or conceived. I believe this development should 
be continued. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia has expired. 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, this section, including the 
airship, was put in largely to speed up naval-experimental 
development, particularly of aircraft. The testimony before 
our committee was that foreign countries are spending as 
much as 10 times more than we do for the experimental 
development of aircraft. The committee authorized in this 
section $30,000,000 to be expended for the development and 
experiment in heavier-than-air craft, including $3,000,000 
for lighter-than-air and for small boats, torpedoes, aerial 
mines, and so forth. It is intended, of course, that the bulk 
of this is to be used by the Bureau of Aeronautics, for the 
development of aircraft, but the committee felt that we 
should not at this time abandon further lighter-than-air craft 
development. I think the well-recognized situation is that 
we have not carried the development of lighter-than-air craft 
far enough to have as yet exhausted a study of its possibili- 
ties. I have had some experience with lighter-than-air 
craft. I have even had some training as a pilot in lighter- 
than-air craft, and I have cruised with all of our airships, 
from the largest to the smallest. I would not attempt to say 
whether or not lighter-than-air craft is of great military 
value, but neither am I prepared to accept the verdict that 
it is not. It has many possibilities that ought to be studied 
exhaustively. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAAS. Yes. 

Mr. DONDERO. I have discussed with the gentleman 
four points regarding the lighter-than-air ships, that they 
are too vulnerable, to slow, that they cannot protect them- 
selves, and that they cannot hide themselves. 

Mr. MAAS. I am going to briefly analyze those objec- 
tions. In the first place, as to their being too slow. As a 
matter of fact, these ships that we are talking about will 
have a cruising speed of 80 miles per hour. It is true that 
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that would be comparatively slow, if you compared it with 
airplanes, but we have not carried this development far 
enough to know whether you would really treat the airship 
more in relation to surface craft than aircraft, and if you 
are going to treat it in relation to surface craft, then it 
is very fast, for it is twice as fast as the fastest battleship 
that we have, so there is a probability that it adds an ele- 
ment of great speed to the fleet. 

As to its being able to hide itself, it is the one craft that 
you can take up into the air in foggy weather or amongst 
clouds, where it can let down a small car on a cable which 
cannot be seen. An observer in this concealed car can 
telephone up to the airship and direct its movements and 
bombing. Under these circumstances an airship can do 
terrific damage without even being seen. 

As to their vulnerability, there is nothing that is less vul- 
nerable than an airship of modern construction You can 
riddle it with machine-gun bullets and it will not be seri- 
ously affected. It might slow it down somewhat, but you 
could not bring it down with machine-gun bullets. What is 
the next objection? 

Mr. DONDERO. That it could not carry armament. 

Mr. MAAS. That it could not carry armament to protect 
itself? In answer to that, let me say that it is probably as 
capable of self-protection as any craft there is. The top 
of the airship will have a number of emplacements for 
antiaircraft guns of 50 caliber, and can even carry 1-pound 
guns. The ship will also have machine guns down below, 
and it is in fact practically invulnerable because of effective 
_self-protection. It has great possibilities as a scout and as 
a possible bomber, as well as a plane carrier. My point is 
that we have not exhausted the possibilities, and we ought 
not to abandon lighter-than-air, certainly as yet. Most 
important of all at the present moment in this connection 
is the question of trained airship personnel. Over a period 
of years we have built up one of the finest trained lighter- 
than- air craft personnels in the world. Unless we keep this 
organization together, lighter-than-air development will be 
set years back, as it will take years to train another group. 
We went into the construction of too big ships too fast. We 
are now going back and starting over with a reasonable 
increase in size over proven types, and if we are going to get 
anywhere with this development we must keep together this 
personnel that we have trained for this purpose. 

But the rigid airship provided here is only 10 percent of 
this item. The evidence is that unless we immediately be- 
gin to very materially increase our whole aircraft research 
and experimental development, the United States is going to 
rapidly fall behind the rest of the world in aviation. 

The obvious experimental needs can be discussed only in 
general terms because of the necessarily confidential nature 
of many of the projects and because it is impossible to predict 
with accuracy the courses and possibilities of developments 
and their necessary expenditures in their early stages. 
Major fields for experimentation and development are: The 
need for more experimental aircraft of various types, and 
particularly of the very large patrol-plane type, which offers 
enormous possibilities in range, speed, and carrying power; 
the urgent need for expediting exploration of the possibilities 
of new types and increasing powers in aircraft engines, to- 
gether with the need for encouragement, by experimental 
aircraft-engine developments, of additional manufacturers to 
become established in the aircraft-engine field so that the 
present serious situation, whereby only two aircraft engine 
manufacturers supply the great majority of aircraft engines 
in the United States and are located so close to the Atlantic 
seaboard as to be exposed to coastal attack, may be improved; 
the need for extensive improvement and development in our 
present methods and equipment for structural tests and 
vibration investigations of aircraft, their parts, and their 
propellers; the need for stressing the development of various 
important items of aircraft equipment, particularly those as- 
sociated with the navigation of aircraft, so that our naval 
aircraft may make full and effective use of the ranges which 
they are capable of flying; the highly important development 
of special means for assisting the take-off of heavily loaded 
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airplanes so that they may, when once in the air, exceed by 
a phenomenal amount the performance to which they are 
limited without such assistance; the need for special atten- 
tion to naval aviation ordnance developments, including air- 
craft guns, bombs, torpedoes, and so forth, which must be kept 
abreast of aircraft developments and whose superiority is es- 
sential if the superiority of aircraft performance is to have 
full value; the need for further expenditures toward the 
development of various special features of aircraft design 
such as engine arrangements, high-lift devices, armament 
installations, and so forth, on which depends to a large ex- 
tent the over-all improvement of aircraft performance; the 
need to prosecute further the extremely promising field of 
development and control of pilotless aircraft. 

It is largely for the foregoing reasons that the committee 
provided the additional $15,000,000 for contract authoriza- 
tion in section 6, with the thought that the Bureau of. Aero- 
nautics might thus be enabled to carry on adequate and ex- 
tensive research and experimental development in heavier- 
than-air craft; and, further, that the Bureau of Ordnance 
might be in a position to keep abreast of aircraft design 
developments in aviation ordnance, including aircraft guns, 
bombs, torpedoes, and so forth. 

It is intended that most of this sum will be expended by 
the Bureau of Aeronautics for aircraft experimental de- 
velopment. [Applause.] 

Mr. SUTPHIN. Mr. Chairman, in the early stages of any 
development the American public is frequently very reluctant 
to recognize its benefit. Immediately after the Civil War the 
Navy issued an order that they were going to abandon steam 
and go back to sails. I have in my possession an article from 
a Cleveland paper of January 17, 1938. 

I shall ask permission to insert this in the RECORD. 


TODAY 


Glaring example of mistaken Judgment printed in the old Cleve- 
land Herald on January 17, 1880: 


“The Menlo Magician 


“A gentleman of Cleveland says: The great incandescent light 
with which Mr. Edison, the great magician of Menlo Park, was going 
to startle the world, with which he was going to astonish the world, 
with which he was going to light private houses so gorgeously and 
so cheaply that a poor man could not afford the expense of burning 
tallow, has turned out about as I predicted. 

„The wizard of the park talks too much and promises too much 
before he knows what he has, and the consequence is disappoint- 
ment is felt the keener.’ 

“This gentleman, while on his way from Philadelphia to New 
York recently, became desirous of seeing the great horseshoe light 
and he stepped from the train at Metuchen, a station some 2 miles 
distant from Menlo Park. Procuring a horse and buggy in the 
evening, he was driven to Menlo, The road being very straight, 
he could see two lamps, one on either side of the street, for almost 
the whole distance, giving out a yellowish-colored light. 

“On nearer approach it was seen that one of the lights was 
slightly more brilliant than the other; and, gaining a closer view, 
it was discovered that the stronger one was a common oil lamp, 
much the same as those used in lighting the outskirts of Cleveland, 
and the other was one of the great Edison horseshoe carbons. 

“In the office Mr. Edison was found conversing with the president 
of the Chicago Gas Co. The ‘magician’ was seated on a table with 
a plug hat, rather the worse for wear, placed upon the extreme 
back of his head, with the brim lovingly resting on the back of his 
coat collar. A soiled white cotton handkerchief surrounded his 
neck in place of a necktie, and the pantaloons were so tight as 
to cause a great strain on the buttons, making them plainly 
visible. A stub of a cigar was in his hand, and there were evi- 
dences at the corners of his mouth that it had been in recent use. 

„The whole effect,’ said the gentleman, ‘was to give him the 
appearance not of a man who was simply careless in the matter of 
dress, as the lamented Horace Greeley was wont to be, but more 
of a rowdyish cast, as a person wholly without refinement or 
culture.“ 

Persons who have known Mr. Edison for the past 15 or 20 years 
will recognize this picture instantly. 

He was filling the mind of the Chicago man with visions of what 
was going to be some day when he got all his “minor details” of 
his invention “fixed out.” The Chicago man, on his way to the 
depot, expressed the opinion that the exhibition of Menlo Park 
indicated a complete and hopeless failure of the light. 

He said, “The light is not near so good as ordinary gas, and not 
better than a first-class oil lamp. There is little danger that 
people nowadays will take up an inferior light even if it cost 
nothing.” 


That article stated that the oil lamp was much superior 
to the Edison light. That has been the course of practically 
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every outstanding development. In the case of the airplane 
what happened? The first planes built were all lost or 
destroyed and had great difficulty in keeping in the air for 
even a short time. Adverse criticism met the development 
of the submarine and the development of the locomotive; 
but where are these things today? The criticism is gone 
and so it is turning out in the case of lighter-than-air ships. 
Are we going to say that American engineering ingenuity is 
not the equal of that of foreign nations? Other nations 
have been able to build lighter-than-air craft. The fastest 
time in carrying passengers around the world was made by 
a lighter-than-air ship; and today the only ship that was 
able to fly the Pacific carrying passengers was a rigid air- 
ship; the heavier-than-air craft makes but one overnight 
hop to Hawaii. The other hops are made during the day- 
time. 

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SUTPHIN. I yield. 

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Did the gentleman say it was the 
United States Navy? 

Mr. SUTPHIN. I did. If the gentleman was listening 
he heard it. 

We have the finest trained lighter-than-air personnel, a 
small group of men who for years have been interested in 
developing lighter-than-air. We have these small nonrigid 
ships which are in operation today; but the question is 
whether we are going to abandon this worth-while project. 
I am sure those who have preceded me have convinced you 
that it is worth while. These craft can be used as scout 
cruisers in time of war. Bear in mind in this connection 
that the fastest surface craft today can make only about 35 
knots an hour while the lighter-than-air ship can make 80. 
This certainly is of benefit to any arm of national defense, 
to say nothing of their possibility of carrying heavier-than- 
air craft. Many of you present today flew with me on the 
Akron and on the Macon when those ships were carrying 
five heavier-than-air craft. They did it successfully. Why 
should we at this time abandon this project because of the 
failures of those two ships? We benefited by our failures 
and our experiences, and I am sure that our construction 
engineers today are much better able to build stronger and 
finer ships than they were at the time the Akron, the 
Macon, and the Shenandoah were built. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this amendment should be voted 
down. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. HARTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe in aviation, I believe in heavier- 
than-air craft, and I believe in a continuation of experi- 
mentation with lighter-than-air craft. The section to which 
the gentleman’s amendment is directed carries an authoriza- 
tion for an appropriation amounting in all to some $30,- 
000,000. The authorization he would strike out is for one- 
tenth of that sum, or $3,000,000, for further experimentation 
with lighter-than-air craft. 

Let me call the attention of the Committee to the fact that 
our development in scientific knowledge and the progress we 
have made in science has been due very largely to our stick- 
to-itiveness, our desire to perfect what we started. We have 
made strides in lighter-than-air craft. They are of practical 
value. You heard the speech of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, a former naval officer, who pointed out to you their 
practicability as airplane carriers. I say that there has 
been a lot of information given to the Committee in the 
debate upon this subject, figures that I do not believe will 
stand the light of day. There has been no spending of 
$100,000,000 by the United States upon lighter-than-air craft. 
The total amount which was expended is about $40,000,000, 
and a great part of this is invested in ground facilities which 
are in use and which can be made of use to the Navy. So 
far as heavier-than-air craft is concerned, we continue 
our experiments with it, despite the fact that we have had 
many accidents and that many lives have been lost. None of 
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us expect that heavier-than-air craft—airplanes—will be 
given up either from a commercial standpoint or a defense 
standpoint. This Government has expended, since the World 
War, not including the expenditures during the World War, 
about $2,000,000,000 on heavier-than-air craft. 

This is not the time to give up our experimentation in 
lighter-than-air craft. 

I want to read a statement made by Admiral Leahy: 


That is one reason which appeals to me for a continued naval 
interest at the present time in lighter-than-air rigids. We have 
developed a personnel capable of handling those ships. We have 
no ship in commission at the present time for them to work 
with, This trained personnel will be dissipated in the reasonably 
near future unless there should be rigid airships in this country 
for them to operate. 


Mr. Chairman, it has been stated here that there is only 
one nation that has done anything in recent months or 
years with lighter-than-air craft. It is not generally known, 
but Russia has been carrying on large-scale experimentation 
with lighter-than-air craft. It has a fleet of 15 or 16 
medium-sized rigid airships at the present time. 

There is nothing to the contention that the airship is a 
fair-weather voyager. The regularly scheduled flights of 
the Graf Zeppelin and the Hindenburg refute this. The 
Graf in its world flight crossed the Pacific in far less time 
than the scheduled trips of the China Clipper, a heavier- 
than-air plane. As a matter of fact, lighter-than-air ships 
can and do operate during adverse weather conditions when 
all heavier-than-air is grounded. 

We have gained a great fund of information regarding 
lighter-than-air ships in this country, and despite our mis- 
fortunes with them this is not the time to give up. We should 
continue our experiments and see what may be accomplished 
by further research and development. This course is dic- 
tated by all agencies which have been asked to study airships 
and recommend a policy to be pursued by the United States. 
CApplause.] 


The following are a few recent recommendations: 


1936—The Durand Airship Committee (investigation for the 
Navy): “* it is the unanimous opinion of this committee 
that the best interests of the services in which airships give 
promise of useful and effective service, both commercial and naval, 
require a continuing program of construction and use. 

“And in pursuance of this opinion it is our recommendation that 
the Navy Department should continue with a positive carefully 
considered program of airship construction.” 

1936—Business Advisory Council for the Department of Com- 
merce: “* * * As a course for immediate action we recommend 
that the national policy toward airships should be to undertake 
further construction and operation of rigid airships in commercial 
and naval service, and this policy should be immediately publicized, 
recognized, and vigorously prosecuted. 

“That the Department of Commerce, which is now charged with 
shipping and air commerce, be also with the execution of 
the commercial phases of the above policy.” 

1937— Senate investigation of air safety (Copeland committee): 
“Our own deliberations on the matter and our studies of testimony 
and the record indicate that airships can be built safely and oper- 
ated safely, and that they may be of use to our world trade, to our 
commerce, and to our national defense. 

“+ + Pending the detailed investigation and recommenda- 
tion which the Maritime Commission has been so directed to make, 
your committee has not deemed it advisable to make specific or de- 
talied recommendation other than the above as to the application 
of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, to airplanes or airships engaged 
be foreign commerce or as to other possible legislation in regard 

ereto." 

1937—United States Maritime Commission: The pending amend- 
ment to the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, is a direct result of the 
Maritime Commission’s recommendation which they made upon 
their conclusion of the studies they were instructed to make under 
the 1936 act. The following extracts from the Maritime Commis- 
sion’s ‘Economic Survey of the Merchant Marine—November 10, 
1937,’ summarize their findings: 

“The addition of aircraft to the fleets of shipping companies now 
seems to be justified. Just as sail gave way to steam, so may the 
steamship give way to aircraft for fast express service. The ocean- 
going flying boat or dirigible is really another vessel—a much 
faster vessel and one that is likely to be cheaper to operate. Not to 
make use of this new kind of equipment may prove short-sighted 
to express shipping companies.” 


[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, there may be Members 
who, like myself, feel that except for this matter of lighter- 
than-air craft the provisions of the bill before us are abso- 
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lutely essential and yet who agree that the question of lighter- 
than-air is largely a matter of opinion at this time and, 
needless to say, highly controversial. 

May I at the outset address my remarks in rebuttal of 
the statement made by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
WEARIN]? As I recall his statement, and I respect the gen- 
tleman very highly and generally agree with him, he prac- 
tically stated that all of us who may be in favor of this 
lighter-than-air proposition have some interest somewhere, 
either in the Aluminum Co. of America or the Goodyear- 
Zeppelin Co. or some other particularly and specially inter- 
ested corporation of that kind. I say that I have no interest 
in the Aluminum Co. of America, and in a great many ways 
during the past, and right now, I have been absolutely against 
that company. As for the Goodyear Co., which built dirigi- 
bles in the past, I understand that particular company is 
partially German-owned; therefore I am absolutely against 
it. I was one of those members of the Naval Affairs Com- 
mittee who helped write into this bill the proposition that 
if we go into lighter-than-air experimentation it shall be by 
American designed and built craft. 

May I make just a few remarks about lighter-than-air 
craft? We have had three crashes of dirigibles, the Akron, 
the Macon, and the Shenandoah. Would anyone in this 
House have stopped building airplanes after the original air- 
planes had three or four crashes, unfortunate as these may 
have been? The proposition is parallel. Regarding dirigi- 
bles, may I refer to the remarks of The Assistant Secretary 
of the Navy, whom you all know. You also know from 
which distinguished family he comes. If there is one man in 
America who ought to know something about the question 
of encouragement of practical inventions, it is The Assistant 
Secretary of the Navy, Mr. Edison, the worthy son of a dis- 
tinguished father. What did Assistant Secretary Edison say 
before the Naval Affairs Committee? He said first, “I be- 
lieve we should go into lighter-than-air further.” Secondly, 
he stated that lighter-than-air could be used as aircraft 
carriers, and, therefore, in his opinion, would be a valuable 
addition to the fleet. He also stated that lighter-than-air 
craft would be no more vulnerable as aircraft carriers than 
aircraft carriers on the water. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish I had the time to go into the possi- 
bility of this addition to the fleet and expand my remarks 
further on the subject of lighter-than-air craft. I wish I 
had time to point out that instead of appropriating 
$3,000,000 we ought actually to appropriate about double 
this amount. However, it would be a new start toward con- 
tinuing and perfecting this art—the building and flying of 
lighter-than-air ships. I wish I had time to point out the 
possibilities over and above naval use, which would include 
good-will flights to South America and other places where 
our policy might be helped by lighter-than-air craft. I 
hope that the lighter-than- air provision passes and that the 
amendment to strike it out will be defeated by this Com- 
mittee. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Chairman, some of our American 
people, and possibly some Members of this House, have been 
discouraged concerning lighter-than-air activity because of 
the loss of the Akron and the Macon. Regrettable as these 
losses were, no one has suggested that heavier-than-air activ- 
ity should be stopped because of disaster after disaster in the 
early days of aviation; nor, even today, is the same thing 
suggested because of the unfortunate series of passenger- 
airplane losses. According to Admiral Leahy, previous exper- 
imentation with the use of lighter-than-air craft has been 
confined to scouting duties in connection with the fleet, but 
other fields, especially the use of lighter-than-air ships as 
carriers for bombing planes, remains to be developed. A 
surface airplane carrier costs a minimum of $50,000,000. At 
approximately the same cost we could construct 10 lighter- 
than-air dirigibles, each capable of long-range movement at 
double the speed of a surface carrier, and in all probability 
adding exceedingly to the effectiveness of our fleet. This rel- 
atively small authorization for lighter-than-air will enable 
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our Navy to develop lighter-than-air craft and to determine 
whether or not the genius of American inventors and Ameri- 
can design can do for this field of transportation what they 
have done for the airplane and the automobile. 

Mr. Chairman, Commander Rosendahl, of Lakehurst, pos- 
sibly the best-posted man on lighter-than-air in America 
today, came before our committee last year and made the 
statement that one airplane carrier cost $50,000,000. This 
airplane carrier would take care of 80 planes. He stated 
further that 10 rigid ships, or dirigibles, can carry 8 
bombing planes apiece and these dirigible ships would cost 
$5,000,000 each. He stated that these rigid ships can become 
fighting units of the fleet. He stated further that the dirigi- 
ble, or rigid airship, has not been tried out at all. 

The Los Angeles, built in Germany many years ago, is still 
over at the hangar in Lakehurst. The Hindenburg would be 
fiying still if it had been using helium instead of inflammable 
gas. Some few years ago, while the German-built ship was 
cruising off the coast of South America, specifically off the 
coast of Chile, Captain Eckener held his ship off that coast for 
8 days while a revolution was going on in Chile. When the 
revolution was over he brought the ship in. How can you 
compare that with heavier-than-air ships? The German ship 
flew a million miles without scratching a single passenger. 
We have not given lighter-than-air half a chance. I ask that 
you grant this $3,000,000 authorization and give American 
lighter-than-air ships and American design a chance. 
CApplause.] 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, $15,000,000 is involved in this bracket for 
experimental purposes, $15,000,000 that should be used for 
the development of. experimental boats and real heavier- 
than-air craft that can be of use in national defense. No- 
where is there any legitimate argument that these airships 
have any value whatever for the purpose of national defense. 
On the contrary, one ordinary fighting airplane can com- 
pletely cripple one of these dirigibles. Of course, the gas 
bags are in separate compartments, but the crippling of two 
of these would probably result in the explosion of the whole 
craft. 

I was on the Naval Appropriations Subcommittee for 10 
years. My study of these craft leads me to the conclusion 
it is a waste of money for us to develop these airships from 
the standpoint of making them an arm of the military 
service. 

Mr. HARTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. HARTER. Does the gentleman seek to leave with the 
Committee the impression that $15,000,000 is to be used in 
experimentation with lighter-than-air ships? 

Mr. TABER. No; but I seek to leave with the Committee 
the impression that there is included in the bracket for ex- 
perimental work only $15,000,000, and this amount is needed 
for real experimental work that can be effective—experi- 
mental work upon small boats and upon heavier-than-air 
craft. If we waste $3,000,000 upon lighter-than-air craft, 
there will not be enough left to do the experimental work 
that is necessary. This is the impression I seek to leave with 
the Committee. I am satisfied this impression is absolutely 
sound and correct. 

I am appealing to the membership of the Committee to 
make this $15,000,000 for experimental work effective for 
national defense, and not waste it upon a branch of the 
Air Service that can be used only for commercial purposes. 
I do not see any possible excuse for attempting to incor- 
porate in a naval defense bill such an item as this. We 
ought to be somewhat responsible to our constituents back 
home when we make such suggestions as this. When we 
make appropriations for defense we should make appropria- 
tions that will be used for defense and not be frittered away 
on something which has been proven beyond question vul- 
nerable, dangerous, and a waste. 

Mr. COCHRAN and Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts rose. 

Mr. TABER. I yield first to the gentleman from Missouri. 
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Mr. COCHRAN. What concerns me is that after years of 
experimenting the War Department discontinued its activi- 
ties along this line. Why? 

Mr. TABER. Because it could see no value in them. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Only 15 miles from St. Louis the Army 
had an excellent lighter-than-air field, where millions of 
dollars were spent in equipping it, and experiments went on 
year after year. Then, on the motion of the War Depart- 
ment itself, the Committee on Appropriations discontinued 
the appropriations for lighter-than-air development. I will 
admit I endeavored at that time to continue the appropria- 
tion, but as time went on, with the recommendation of the 
War Department, the appropriation was eliminated entirely. 

Mr. TABER. Because they did not believe these ships had 
any military value. That is the reason we should not go 
ahead and waste our money on something when we need 
every dollar of the experimental funds for real defense 
activities. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure for me 
to find myself in accord with a majority of the committee 
in believing that in this instance we should carry on this 
experimental work. As one always interested in aircraft 
development, it seems clear to me the entire lack of utility 
of this type has not been demonstrated. Certainly the Navy 
Department has not indicated any adverse conclusions. 
They have held the matter in abeyance. I can get a certain 
degree of satisfaction out of the fact that in this instance 
the committee has not taken entirely the advice of the 
higher-ranking experts, but has been guided by the advice of 
the one expert who really knows something about lighter- 
than-air, and he is Commander Rosendahl, at Lakehurst. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Just a moment. I want to finish this 
statement. 

He is the one for whose opinion I have very great respect. 

Mr. SUTPHIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I will yield to the gentleman, who is a 
member of the committee. 

Mr. SUTPHIN. I believe the gentleman was present when 
Admiral Leahy and Admiral Cook testified before our com- 
mittee that they thought we should continue experimental 
work with the lighter-than-air ships. The Assistant Secre- 
tary also testified to that effect. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The gentleman is correct. When I re- 
ferred to the experts it was to draw attention to the fact 
that the Navy Department as a formal matter had not come 
forward with approval, but to me the evidence was entirely 
adequate that we were fully warranted in this experiment. 

I now yield to the gentlewoman from Massachusetts. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Does the gentleman 
know what Germany is expending in experimentation with 
lighter-than-air? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I do not. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I understand it is a 
very large sum. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I am quite sure of that. 
| Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. HARLAN. The gentleman who preceded the gentle- 
man from Maine on the floor stated in reference to the 
Army’s abandonment of lighter-than-air that it was because 
a lighter-than-air ship had no military value. The fact, 
as developed before the gentleman’s committee, is that 
its value is wholly a navy value, if it has any value. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I believe the gentleman is correct. 

Mr. HARLAN. The Army was justified in abandoning 
it because it was really a navy proposition. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Clearly, the field for the lighter-than-air 
is over the water. With the vast expanses of the Atlantic 
and Pacific Oceans on either side of us, there is real reason 
to believe there may be a definite place for these airships. 
Certainly, no one was ready to say that was not so. They 
were not ready to come forward with entirely affirmative 
support, but they clearly indicated they were not ready 
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to put their opinion against that of Commander Rosendahl 
that it did have a real future, and it seems to me the con- 
clusive thing is this: This is the only way we can conserve 
the existing experience and personnel. Unless we take action 
now, this is going to be dissipated. I have been up there 
each year with the gentleman from New Jersey, and I know 
they are right at the ragged edge. Unless we take action 
pretty soon everyone who knows anything about lighter- 
than-air is going to be transferred to other fields. 

I say there is no evidence to warrant the statement that 
we should abandon this until we have tried it out thoroughly. 
Certainly the amount here involved compared with the rest 
is infinitesimal. I hope we are going to see a more balanced 
defense. This is why I am for the airplanes, for the lighter- 
than-air, the heavier-than-air, and why I am for the sub- 
marines, the destroyers, and for the whole program of naval 
construction that can be used for nothing else than national 
defense. If this program did not contain the extremely 
dangerous proposed amendment as to foreign policy with 
all its sinister implications and if it did not provide an 
entirely unnecessary authorization for three battleships that 
there is at this time no intention to construct, then there 
would be little occasion for concern. I have some qualms 
about certain other aspects which I shall not discuss here, 
but I do hope the committee is going to be sustained in 
what I believe is their well-warranted recommendation in 
conserving the knowledge that America now possesses. 
LApplause.!] 

(Here the gavel fell.) 

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, I think this propo- 
sition, as the gentleman from California [Mr. Izac] has 
argued, has a function. I think it has a function in the 
fact that it can be used for visibility purposes, and that is 
very important at times. 

However, the matter that is on my mind, and I believe 
on the minds of a great many here today, more than any 
little incident about the make-up of the Navy, is the speech 
made yesterday which evidently changes our entire foreign 
policy. I believe this is really on our minds today more 
than the details of this Navy bill, and it is tremendously 
important. 

I am wondering if the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
WADSWORTH], who spoke so ably here the other day in sup- 
port of the bill, would speak in the same way today. If we 
pass this Navy bill, we are backing up the policy enunciated 
yesterday by the Secretary of State, whereby we are going to 
meet them at their shores and not ours. This is the policy 
enunciated yesterday, and if we vote for this Navy bill we 
are voting for a new foreign policy and one that we have 
never participated in or embarked upon before. 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAMBERTSON. I yield for a short question. 

Mr. MAAS. If we are forced into a war, does the gentle- 
man want it fought on our shores or on the shores of the 
country that forces us into war? 

Mr. LAMBERTSON. We are not going to be forced into 
any war. We are going to join the first war that happens 
under this new policy of Mr. Hull, whether we are attacked 
or not, and my prophecy is that before the election of 1940 
we will be in an international war. We will not have any 
referendum of the people, either. They did not want the 
Ludlow resolution and they are not going to wait or post- 
pone this until next January in order to have a referendum of 
the people on this question, just the same as they would not 
let the people have anything to say about the Court proposal, 
That was proposed after an election and it was planned to 
be consummated before another election. So it is with this 
naval expansion program and this policy to meet them at 
their shores and not ours. This is the new policy of the Goy- 
ernment, and if you vote for this Navy bill you are voting to 
sustain the speech of the Secretary of State which was made 
yesterday. They go hand in hand. He knew when he made 
the speech yesterday what this House was going to do. He 
knew this Naval Affairs Committee. Nineteen of the 25 mem- 
bers live on the seashore and 4 of the other 6 live on the 
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Great Lakes. If ever a committee in this House was plugged, 
it is this Naval Affairs Committee. Nineteen of them live on 
the seashore and have shipyards in their districts, four-fifths 
of them 

Mr. THOMPSON of Illinois, Mr. MAY, and Mr. HARLAN 
rose. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I have not any in mine. 

Mr. LAMBERTSON. If I can get 5 minutes more, I will 
enumerate where all these places are, but 19 of the 25 mem- 
bers live on the seashore and 4 of the other 6 on the Great 
Lakes. SHANNON, from Kansas City, and JACOBSEN, from up 
on the Mississippi River, are the only two that do not live 
either on the Great Lakes or on the seashore. 

Mr. DINGELL. Is the reason the gentleman is opposed to 
the bill the fact he lives in Kansas? 

Mr. LAMBERTSON. No; not because of that fact, but 
because we do not need it for national defense—that is the 
reason, It has been demonstrated now that it is not for na- 
tional defense. 

Mr. DINGELL. And you would be the first to squeal when- 
ever the enemy comes. 

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Listen—I am speaking now. The 
speech Mr. Hull made yesterday is the same speech Hitler 
made for 3 years guaranteeing to his people peace—peace. 
If you vote for this Navy bill you are voting to support him, 
you are voting for a new national policy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Kansas 
has expired. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I sincerely trust 
the Committee will vote down this amendment. Twenty- 
three members of the Naval Affairs Committee are unani- 
mously in support of this section of the bill. They feel 
that this experiment should go along with reference to the 
lighter-than-air craft. I have had something to do with the 
construction, so far as legislation is concerned, of the Macon 
and the Akron, and I had the honor of serving, being ap- 
pointed by President Coolidge, on the board that made 
inquiry with respect to the destruction of the Shenandoah. 
I do not know whether these lighter-than-air ships have 
much military value or not. But I do know that unless you 
vote to carry on this experiment now the personnel who 
can man these ships will soon be dispersed, and there will 
be no one in the country qualified to navigate this kind of 
ship. It is nothing but right and proper for this Govern- 
ment out of its national budget of some $10,000,000,000 to 
set aside the paltry sum of $3,000,000 to carry on this experi- 
mental work, and I hope this Committee will go along with 
the Naval Affairs Committee, go along with The Assistant 
Secretary, Mr. Addison, and with Commander Rosendahl, 
who has done more with lighter-than-air ships than any 
other officer of the Navy, and with the Chief of the Bureau 
of Navigation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Iowa. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. WEARIN) there were—ayes 13, noes 68. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. DINGELL: Page 4, line 16, strike out 
the word “about” and insert in lieu thereof “a capacity not to 
exceed”, and in line 17, strike out the word “capacity” and 
insert “either fabric covered or metal covered.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Michigan. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WEARIN. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment at 
the Clerk’s desk which I offer. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Weartn: Page 4, line 14, after the 
word “displacement”, strike out “and $3,000,000 of which shall 


be expended for the construction of a rigid airship of American 
design and American construction of about 3,000,000 cubic feet 
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capacity to be used for training, experimental, and development 
purposes.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Iowa. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 7. The allocation and contracts for construction of the 
vessels herein authorized and the replacement thereof, as well as 
for the procurement and construction of airplanes and spare 


parts, shall be in accordance with the terms and conditions pro- 
vided by the act of March 27, 1934 (48 Stat. 503), as amended. 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MAGNUSON: Page 5, line 4, after the 
word be“, strike out the remainder of the line and all of lines 


5 and 6, and insert “in the navy yards of the United States 
Government,” 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that, if 
we are to embark upon an armament program, this House 
ought to begin to pay attention to ome phase of that 
problem which has not been brought up in this committee. 
I do not suppose there is a man or woman in this House 
who would spend 1 cent for armament if he or she thought 
it would not be needed, and I also suppose there is not a 
man or woman in this House who wants to spend any more 
than need be spent. We hope that portions of this bill 
will not be needed. All this amendment of mine does is 
to provide that all these ships shall be built, not in private 
yards but in navy yards, and I think it is high time that 
we commence to do something about taking the profits out 
of war materials and instruments of war. That is all it 
does. 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Just a moment and then I shall, and 
I shall ask for 5 minutes more because I think this is im- 
portant. I need not point out what happened during the 
last war. You all know what the private shipyards did in 
the last war. If you Members of Congress want to make 
money, let me give you a little tip. I will bet that on 
Monday afternoon when this bill passes this House, and it 
will, that the shares of the Electric Boat Co., of the Bath 
Iron Works in Maine, and these other private shipyards, 
the New York Shipbuilding Corporation, will all go up; 
because they will then know they are going to build some 
of these ships and make a profit out of them. 

What happened when we asked for bids about 6 months 
ago for the battleships authorized in 1937? And this same 
group is operating now as operated during 1917, when they 
built all warships at a profit and we scrapped them. We 
called for bids on two battleships. I have not the exact 
figures, but the private shipbuilding concerns bid from 
$10,000,000 to $15,000,000 more than the navy yards. I know 
that the chairman of the committee will oppose my amend- 
ment by saying that the navy yards cannot handle all the 
ships in a $1,000,000,000 program, but this amendment, 
knocking out profits, would save anywhere from $80,000,000 
to $100,000,000. That would be the profit elements, including 
these ships. The testimony before the committee is that it 
would take only from $8,000,000 to $10,000,000 to put the 
navy yards of the United States in such shape that they 
could proceed in an orderly and cautious way with this 
program. Such is the only purpose of the amendment. 

The chairman will point out, undoubtedly, that the Presi- 
dent of the United States today has the authority to place 
all these ships in navy yards if he wishes to. This amend- 
ment makes it mandatory. I saw the distinguished chair- 
man of the Committee on Military Affairs a few minutes 
ago, which reminded me that I have received a lot of letters 
about a certain bill, and I have heard a lot of talk around 
here about taking the profits out of the instruments of war. 
The time to do it is not in time of war, but in time of peace. 
That is what a battleship is in the last analysis, or for that 
matter, all naval vessels. If the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Naval Affairs wants to begin taking the 
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profits out of the instrumentalities of war, he can start right 
here by supporting this amendment, [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, I say it is bad enough to have to ask the 
American taxpayers to give up tax dollars for instruments 
of war, but I say it is doubly bad when the taxpayer is also 
asked to add to it profits to some shipbuilder or to any 
person who manufactures instrumentalities of war in time 
of peace. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the gentleman may have 5 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 

Mr. MAAS. Does the gentleman have any evidence at all 
that it would cost any less to build these ships in Govern- 
ment yards than in private yards, including the profit? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. There is plenty of evidence. The gen- 
tleman from Minnesota knows we have gone into that in 
detail. The figures show—and you can show anything by 
figures—and some Navy Department figures vary, some say 
cheaper, some say it may cost a little more; but I do know 
that every time a private yard bids on a ship in competition 
with a navy yard that the navy-yard bid is way under the 
private bid; and the best example is the case of the last two 
battleships on which we asked bids, and further that every 
private yard must of necessity make a profit, which is paid 
for by the taxpayer. 

Mr. MAAS. Does not the gentleman know that in the 
case of every ship built in the Government yard that the 
final costs exceed the bid by the yard? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. We have not built any battleship in 
navy yards. Other ship costs are less in navy yards. 

Mr. MAAS. Can the gentleman point to any instance? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. You can build destroyers in the Nor- 
folk Navy Yard and Puget Sound Navy Yard cheaper than 
they can be built in the private yards. 

Mr. MAAS. The gentleman is in favor of this bill, is he 
not? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 

Mr. MAAS. And the gentleman knows that we cannot 
carry out this bill by doing the building only in navy yards. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I will answer that by saying that I 
think if we used the money represented by the profits to 
the private yards for enlarging facilities in our navy yards 
that the navy yards could take care of the whole program. 
That is what I think. [Applause.] 

Mr. MAAS. The gentleman would have the navy yards 
duplicate the private yards, would he; the gentleman would 
build more navy yards? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. We would not have to build more navy 


yards. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Is it not true that in order to carry out 
the program authorized in this bill the private yards must be 

? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The private yards will have to be en- 
larged to take care of the program, just as much as the navy 
yards would have to be. 

Mr. McFARLANE. But the navy yards are not allowed to 
do that under this bill. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Navy Department came down and 
asked for authority to do it for private yards and navy yards. 

Mr. McFARLANE. But it is not in the bill, is it? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. We turned them down as to private 
yards. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 

Mr, DONDERO. Is not the difference in the price sub- 
mitted by the Navy and the price submitted by private indi- 
viduals or corporations due to the difference in the investment 
in the yards which they must establish in order to build the 
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ships? In the case of the navy yards the facilities are owned 
by the Government of the United States. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That may be true; still we are spending 
the taxpayers’ money for profits, The private yards have got 
to operate at a profit or they cannot keep going. I do not 
blame them, I agree with them, for realizing a profit as long 
as we allow it. 

I agree with you. They have to make a profit or they 
cannot stay in business. But I say the Government should 
be made able to build these ships and we should take the 
profits out of all these instruments of war. [Applause.] 

Mr. MAY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield to the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky. 

Mr. MAY. The gentleman mentioned a certain bill which 
proposes to take the profits out of war. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I understand that is its purpose. 

Mr. MAY. The gentleman now says that anyone who 
builds these ships has got to have some profit? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. A private yard. 

Mr. MAY. Is it the idea of the gentleman that the Gov- 
ernment of the United States can build these ships any 
cheaper than private industry can build them? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Absolutely, because you eliminate that 
one element. I asked an admiral this question: “Is it not 
true, regardless of the accounting and cross figures, if you 
build them in navy yards as against private yards, the ele- 
ment of profit would have to be added on to the private 
yards and the cost to the taxpayer?” And they all agreed 
to that statement. 

Mr. MAY. Did the gentleman develop the various charges 
that private industry has to pay in the way of taxes, interest 
and so forth, which the Government does not have to pay? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 

Mr. MAY. Did the gentleman develop all of that in the 
hearings? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. We did. We have pages of that. 

Mr. COFFEE of Washington. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield to the gentleman from Wash- 
ington. 

Mr. COFFEE of Washington. Is it not true that the Sen- 
ate Munitions Committee in its report recommended the 
Government construction of all munitions of war? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct, and I thank the gen- 
tleman for his contribution. 

Mr. COLLINS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield to the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi. 

Mr. COLLINS. Does the gentleman know that the Army 
manufactures clothing at the Philadelphia, Pa., Army 
depot, and that it cost the Government of the United States 
anywhere from 33% percent to more than 100 percent to 
manufacture clothing there than at private plants operated 
with union labor and paying union wages? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not know anything about that, but 
I know what we can build ships for in navy yards. 

[Here the gavel fell.) 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, the underlying 
thought that prompts the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Washington [Mr. Macnuson] is, evidently, an 
idea that private or commercial shipyards charge and re- 
ceive for the construction of naval vessels prices that are 
unreasonable, unfair, and unjust. In other words, that pri- 
vate companies take advantage of the Government when- 
ever they build a warship. 

The facts, however, do not sustain this charge. In the 
first place all bidding is upon a competitive basis. Every 
shipyard throughout the country is entitled to submit a bid. 
At the present time no shipyard anywhere in the country is 
operating at even 50 percent of its capacity. In most cases 
it is far less. In some cases it is not more than 15 or 20 per- 
cent. I can illustrate this by the case of the New York 
shipyard at Camden, N. J. On Saturday last, after the 
launching of the cruiser Phoenix, 2,500 men out of a 4,800 
working force were laid off. That plant has a capacity to 
employ as many as 22,000 workers. But, it has not done so 
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since the war, when the plant was expanded to meet the re- 
quirements created by the war and the need to have ships, 
more ships, and more ships. 

The result of this condition of lack of work in private 
yards makes every yard anxious to obtain work. Some have 
flippantly charged that collusion exists between the yards in 
fixing prices. Such is not the case. No proof has ever been 
submitted to sustain such a charge. In fact, it would be 
against human nature to have such a condition exist under 
present conditions. Self-preservation is the first law of 
nature. These yards, all of them, throughout the country 
have been face to face with a condition for several years 
past that has seemed likely to destroy their very existence. 
A few years ago one of the oldest shipyards in the country 
located on the Delaware River for over 100 years closed its 
gates and went out of business. It is a similarly severe 
situation that has faced every other shipyard. For years 
they have been fighting with their backs to the wall. There 
is no possibility of arrangements of a collusive character 
being made. The work that has been available has been 
so limited and the need for work so great that competition 
has been and is keener in this industry than any other in 
the Nation. 

The desire for work in the last few years has not been based 
upon the desire for profit. There has been little if any 
thought of profit. The thing of prime importance was work 
to keep the personnel or working force together as a working 
unit. It is no easy matter to build up a trained working 
force ina shipyard. It takes years and years of effort. There 
are more trained men in a shipbuilding plant and a greater 
variety of trades than in any other industry. These men 
cannot be gathered together overnight or in a hit-or-miss 
fashion. They must be specially trained and experienced 
workers. The effort to keep these trained workers together as 
a unit is what causes the shipyards to go out and bid for the 
construction of ships at prices far below the usual profit basis. 
Permit me to illustrate by the last contracts given out by the 
Navy Department. The New York shipyard was the success- 
ful bidder on a bid that was far below in amount what the 
Navy Department had estimated would be a proper charge. 
The Government got the benefit of this low bid because of 
the necessity of that shipyard to obtain work or else close the 
gates of the yard. That contract by the Government to that 
yard a few months ago saved that yard from folding up en- 
tirely, with the consequent loss of its finely trained corps of 
workmen. If it had closed it would not only have been a 
loss to the country, the men it employed, and the community 
in which it is located, but also to the Government in the 
loss of one of its important agencies in our system of national 
defense. 

Furthermore, it must not be overlooked that under the 
Vinson-Trammel Act of 1934 no private shipyard can receive 
more thah 10-percent profit on any contract with the Gov- 
ernment, no matter what the contract price might be. There 
is therefore a direct limitation to the amount of profit that 
can be taken. All over and above that amount must be 
turned back into the Treasury of the United States. There 
is no other industry that does business with the Government 
of the United States that is placed under any such restric- 
tion. And to see that this law is not circumvented the Gov- 
ernment has inspectors and cost accountants from the Treas- 
ury Department in daily and constant contact with the work 
as it progresses. It should also be noted that while there is 
a fixed limit of profit that the private company may take 
on the construction of naval vessels, yet there is no limit on 
the loss they may be called upon to assume in case conditions 
under which they bid should change to the detriment of the 
company before it has completed its contract. But if con- 
ditions change so that the profit is greater than 10 percent, 
then the Government Treasury becomes the beneficiary for 
all above the 10 percent allowed by law. For the Govern- 
ment it is, “Head I win and tail you lose.” 

Another advantage enjoyed by the Government is that 
which permits the Navy Department to use the Government 
navy yards as a check on the price that a private yard can 
charge. The right and authority of the President to order 
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construction at any time in a Government navy yard when- 
ever in his opinion the public interest so requires is a con- 
stant deterrent to any private company to charge more than 
would be proper. To do so is to run a risk of losing all 
opportunity to get the work and to see it given to one of the 
Government yards. This, together with the 10-percent-profit 
limitations, constitutes a system of check and double check” 
that absolutely insures to the Government the construction 
of ships by private yards at fair and reasonable prices. 

Contrary to what may be the general opinion, the fact is 
that the profits of the private shipbuilding industry over a 
period of years has been low. It has been shown by an 
analysis of information obtained from six of the seven ship- 
yards engaged in the building of naval vessels that on a vol- 
ume of business approximating $2,200,000,000 over a long 
period of years and including wartime construction, and, 
after State and Federal taxes had been paid, that the aver- 
age net profit to the shipbuilding industry, including both 
commercial and naval work, has been less than 5% percent. 

These profit figures include Newport News Shipbuilding & 
Dry Dock Co. and the Bethlehem Shipbuilding Corporation 
for a period of 21 years, New York Shipbuilding Corporation 
for a period of 22 years, the Federal Shipbuilding & Dry 
Dock Co. for 17 years, Bath Iron Works Corporation for 
about 7 years, and the Electric Boat Co.’s wartime naval 
contracts of approximately $84,000,000. And this record 
does not include the heavy losses sustained by the Cramps 
Shipbuilding Co. after the war and whose shipyard has since 
been closed. 

Frequently a comparison is made between the construc- 
tion cost of vessels by private companies and Government 
yards. When such is made it is usually done to indicate 
that construction cost in Government yards is less than in 
private yards. But such comparisons, when made, do not 
present the situation on a comparable basis. For instance, 
there is failure in such comparisons to recognize the complete 
divergence between the accounting methods of the two types 
of yards, and that navy-yard costs do not include anything 
for Federal, State, or local taxes, social security, unemploy- 
ment, or workmen’s compensation taxes, insurance of any 
kind, performance bond, depreciation, interest on invest- 
ment, cost of plans, nor any charge for supervision or in- 
spection. There are also many other items of overhead in- 
cluded only in part or not at all in the return cost of Gov- 
ernment-constructed ships. There is no instance where it 
has cost more to construct a ship in a private yard than in 
a Government yard when the construction costs are placed 
on a proper comparable basis. 

It is not my intention to argue in behalf of one as against 
the other but merely to indicate that if the cost is placed 
on an actual and proper comparable basis there will not be 
found any justification for discontinuing private construc- 
tion. 

After a careful study of the entire matter I am convinced 
that there is a place for each type of yard, and that each 
should receive that degree of encouragement as will continue 
each as an important asset of our national defense. I am 
equally certain, judging from the experience of the past that 
private yards cannot exist without help from the Government 
in the form of contracts for construction of naval vessels. 
The construction of merchant ships alone has not and never 
will be sufficient to maintain private shipbuilding upon a 
basis that would justify their continuance. Other nations 
have recognized this fact the same as our own. The only 
difference has been that other nations have given a larger 
proportion of the Government work to private yards than 
our own Nation has done. Under existing law it is limited to 
one-half. 

In conclusion, I wish to emphasize the fact that by award- 
ing naval contracts to commercial shipyards, the United 
States Government maintains an essential industry at no 
additional cost to itself, but rather at a saving, and preserves 
the organization of skilled and experienced executives, engi- 
neers, draftsmen, and workmen, which are necessary’to form 
the nucleus for the rapid expansion of the industry in an 
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emergency. The necessity and the usefulness of private 
yards during the World War caused them to be termed “our 
second line of defense.” The important part they played in 
winning the last war should be sufficient to establish them 
as an integral and lasting part of our national-defense 
system; and, to sever the natural affiliation between naval- 
and merchant-ship construction in private shipyards, as pro- 
posed by the pending amendment, would weaken the ef- 
fectiveness of the United States Navy and deprive it of the 
valuable research and construction experience of private 
industry, which has had an important part in promoting the 
efficiency and progressive development of naval vessels. The 
record of the past gives no justification for the passage of 
the amendment that seeks to strip or curtail private ship- 
yards of a fair portion of Government work and the best 
interests of our Nation require that it be defeated. [Ap- 
plause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the gentleman may proceed for 5 additional 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SUTPHIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLVERTON. I yield to the gentleman from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. SUTPHIN. I have some comparisons which the gen- 
tleman may be interested in looking over. These compari- 
sons will prove that in the case of many types of ships the 
private contractor has built them much cheaper than they 
could be built in the Navy yard. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. I know the record will bear out what 
the gentleman has just stated. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. WOLVERTON. I yield to the gentleman from Wash- 
ington. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I wish the Recorp to show I have both 
private and navy yards in my district, as has the gentleman. 
The gentleman has more private yards than he has navy 
yards. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. I assume the gentleman is then in a 
position to agree with me in the statement I am making, that 
the shipbuilding industry requires more trained workers than 
any other industry in this country. 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLVERTON. I yield to the gentleman from Min- 
nesota. 

Mr. MAAS. Would it not be very embarrassing, if not 
tragic, in the event of hostilities if every Government yard 
was filled up with construction and we had no other 
facilities? 

Mr. WOLVERTON. It would. Both private and Govern- 
ment yards have a necessary place in providing adequate 
national defense. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I may say I have placed in the 
Record this afternoon in explaining section 7 figures show- 
ing that if more than 50 percent of construction goes into 
@ navy yard it will cost over $30,000,000 to put the navy 
yards in condition to build these ships. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. The distinguished chairman of the 
Naval Committee knows the situation and, I assume, has ex- 
pressed it fully and accurately. 

Mr. SUTPHIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
for a question? 

Mr. WOLVERTON. I yield to the gentleman from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. SUTPHIN. I call attention to the cost of the con- 
struction of submarines. These are the latest figures sub- 
mitted by the Navy Department. The Perch, the Pickerel, 
and the Permit were built by the Electric Boat Co., a private 
contractor. The first two cost $3,777,000 and the third cost 
$3,'781,000. 
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The Plunger and the Pollack were built at the Portsmouth 
Navy Yard. The first one cost $4,445,000 and the second 
cost $4,475,000. These submarines are all the same model. 

The Pompano, built at Mare Island Navy Yard, a Govern- 
ment yard, cost $5,215,000. There are the comparative costs. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman read 
a little further? There are all kinds of figures. 

Mr. SUTPHIN. I am talking about submarines. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Is the gentleman going to put the 
other figures into the Recorp? 

Mr. SUTPHIN. I am going to put some of them in; yes. 

Mr, WOLVERTON. I call to the attention of the House 
the fact there is no industry in this land of ours that is so 
carefully restricted by law from making unreasonable profits 
out of the Government as the shipbuilding industry. The 
future of the shipbuilding industry in this country depends 
upon assistance from the Government. It does not ask a 
subsidy or anything other than work to keep its gates open 
and thereby enable its thousands of trained workers to con- 
tinue in their chosen work. Furthermore, to require the 
construction of all naval vessels in Government yards will 
result in closing private yards and thereby the loss of this 
important agency as a part of our national defense. We 
cannot afford to place our Nation in any such position, and 
therefore the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. Macnuson] should be defeated. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, I was interested in the 
confidential communications the gentlemen from New Jersey 
who represent districts in which are located different private 
ship-construction companies mentioned, but I could not hear 
just what they were. 

Mr. SUTPHIN. I should be pleased to tell the gentleman. 

Mr. McFARLANE. However, I do know that for 4 years, 
1933-37, I had the honor of serving on the Committee on 
Naval Affairs—and I do not have any naval establishment 
in my district—and at least 99 percent of the time I found 
myself differing with the gentlemen who represent the naval 
establishments in their districts. In not one single, solitary 
instance was this matter ever called to the attention of the 
members of that committee in that period of time. I do not 
know what information the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. SuTPHIN] has. 

Mr. SUTPHIN. The gentleman can obtain the same in- 
formation if he will consult the Navy Department. 

Mr. McFARLANE. While I was on the Naval Affairs Com- 
mittee, in no instance did we find we had any figures con- 
cerning ships of the same size built during the same period 
of time under the same contractual requirements as ships 
concerning which contracts were let and on which we had a 
fair chance to compare the figures, that showed the private 
shipbuilders were building ships more cheaply than the 
Government navy yards. 

If the chairman of the committee can point out an in- 
stance where two ships exactly alike were built at the same 
time, one of them under contract with a private shipbuilder, 
and where the private shipbuilder built his ship more 
cheaply than it was built in the navy yard, I pause to let 
him give me the information. 

Mr. SUTPHIN. I just put the information in the RECORD. 

Mr. McFARLANE. I should like to know exactly what 
those facts are, because we did not have them at any time 
while I was on the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Such figures are most difficult 
to obtain, but the gentleman from New Jersey has the correct 
information, which he just read to the Committee. 

Mr. McFARLANE. If that is true, I want to know what 
was the construction and what the full particulars of the 
background of the Navy were, and where the gold-bricking 
was going on that permitted that kind of a record to be made. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McFARLANE. I yield to the gentleman from Wis- 
consin. 

Mr, BOILEAU. The gentleman pointed out it is very im- 
portant that you have figures showing construction at the 
same time. For instance, last summer the gentleman from 
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Georgia came in here and said the estimated cost of a battle- 
ship was $50,000,000. A couple of weeks later when the bill 
got over to the Senate it was $60,000,000, and a couple of 
months later it was $70,000,000. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Oh, the gentleman is clearly in 
error. 

Mr. BOILEAU. The gentleman will recall that in the 
matter of just a few months the cost went from $50,000,000 to 
$60,000,000 and then to $70,000,000 as the estimate of the cost 
of a battleship. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. McFARLANE. No; the gentleman would not give me 
a minute of time during the 12 hours of debate. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The gentleman should have 
asked the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Maas.] 

Mr. McFARLANE. No; I should not have asked the 
Republicans for time, and the gentleman knows that to be 
true. Democrats are supposed to get their time from their 
own party. I do not know what private conversation the 
gentleman may have had with the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. Wotverton], but I challenge the statement with 
respect to ships of equal size, on an equal comparison, being 
constructed at identically the same time in the private 
yards, being built cheaper. I would want to know exactly 
what those figures show, and I think the Congress is en- 
titled to know the whole background of those comparisons. 
I know I have talked with the admirals and I have talked 
with those in the navy yards in charge of these matters, 
and not once have I been able to get an exact comparison, 
but, above all that, Mr. Chairman, I know that there is this 
fundamental question involved here: This everlasting and 
eternal war scare that comes from those who profit most by 
the manufacture of munitions. If we will build these ships 
in Government yards and take the profit motive out of this 
matter, I venture the assertion that we will take away the 
most important motive for these war scares we are having 
from time to time in this country. The war scares we 
should know by now are trumped up by those who profit 
from the sale of these munitions. [Applause.] This is 
more important to us than the filthy millions of dollars 
involved, because human life is involved in this question and 
you cannot estimate that in dollars and cents. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McFARLANE. I yield. 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to proceed for 3 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota. Is it not true that one of 
the most important things in the President’s message to 
this Congress about the naval program was the request for 
a guaranty against profits being taken out of this program? 

Mr. McFARLANE. That is exactly right. There is a 10- 
percent limitation mow on naval ship and naval aircraft 
construction, and the Members of the House are entitled to 
know how it is being administered. The 10-percent profit 
limitation on naval ship construction and aircraft construc- 
tion has been on now for nearly 4 years, but it is under the 
operation and administration of the Navy Department and 
the Treasury Department and under the rules and regula- 
tions they have written they have turned it all over to the 
shipbuilders’ combine and the Aircraft Trust with the result 
the Government has realized less than $10,000 in revenue 
under the regulations they have made, and yet the ship and 
aircraft companies’ records show they are making large 
profits. The record shows they are making the profits, but 
we are not getting any tax money as a result of this 10- 
percent limitation into the Treasury of the United States. 
But, beyond that, Mr. Chairman, look at the profit of these 
large concerns. 
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The United States Steel Corporation, between 1914 and 
1918, during the World War, declared dividends amounting 
to more than $350,000,000. Standard Oil, in the year 1918 
alone, made a profit and declared dividends of more than 
$450,000,000. You can go through the entire category of 
these corporations and see that they all made similar or 
comparable profits. The Du Ponts, on an investment of 
$74,000,000, had increased that investment at the end of 
the war to more than $300,000,000 from net profits they 
made during the war, and that is the way these profiteers 
are going. If you want to deal seriously with this proposi- 
tion, you should consider this phase of it. We have not 
been able to put any limitation in any of these laws that 
would take the profits out of or limit the profits on any 
of these war-material manufacturers, and I frankly say to 
you that these matters were seriously considered while the 
President of the United States was Assistant Secretary of 
the Navy, and the records show that he could not deal 
with the matter and take the profits out of war, and no 
Congress has been able to do this. Let us seriously consider 
this matter and see if we cannot accomplish the purpose by 
building all these ships under the supervision of the Gov- 
ernment of the United States. I want to commend this 
seriously to your consideration. I believe this is the only 
answer to these war scares we are everlastingly having 
every year when the private shipbuilders and the aircraft 
manufacturers insist on increasing the appropriations for 
this purpose. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that all debate on this amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto close in 35 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia asks 
unanimous consent that all debate on this amendment and 
all amendments thereto close in 35 minutes. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I am very glad that some 
of the gentlemen who have preceded me have brought up 
the subject of taking the profits out of war. I yield to no 
man in this House when it comes to support of that propo- 
sition. However, Mr. Chairman, the bill in front of us is for 
national defense. It may be that if you write this amend- 
ment into this bill, the Government yards have not and 
cannot and will not in case of emergency have the capacity 
to build these ships. Therefore, unless you allow private 
shipyards also to build a proportion of these ships, accord- 
ing to existing law, you may be putting this Government, 
every part of it, and actually your own wives and children 
into jeopardy from foreign attack. 

May I say that I have no Government shipyard in my 
district; I have no private shipyard anywhere near it, ex- 
cept a few small boat yards for small craft, and these could 
not possibly be converted into yards for building big ships. 
I have no private or official ax to grind. I am in favor of 
taking profits out of war, but I plead with the members of 
this Committee not to write this amendment into this bill, 
because it may be putting us in jeopardy with respect to our 
national defense. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in oppo- 
sition to the amendment of the gentleman from Washington. 

In my judgment the preservation and proper development 
of both private yards and Government yards in this country 
is absolutely essential. It is essential from the point of 
view of national defense. It is essential from the point of 
view of an adequate merchant marine. 

In my judgment, both types of yard are essential, but 
it is not necessary to rely on my judgment. The same 
opinion has been held by every Secretary of the Navy with 
whom I have ever talked and by every naval officer of experi- 
ence and position that I can think of with whom I have 
discussed this question. I believe that no other conclusion 
can be fairly reached in the light of our experience, espe- 
cially that during the World War. 
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During that war the navy yards did their part and did 
its splendidly, but they could not do the whole job, and the 
private yards of the country made a magnificent contribu- 
tion to the Nation. They built great programs of destroy- 
ers and submarines. They built many ships for the Emer- 
gency Fleet Corporation. What is more, they did millions 
and millions of dollars’ worth of repair and reconditioning 
work for the Navy which the Government yards of the 
country were unable to cope with at the time. Read the 
record of wartime ship construction and I am confident 
that the vital importance of both types of yard will be 
apparent. Now, Mr. Chairman, if both types of yard are to 
be preserved each must receive its fair share of construction. 
Construction is the very lifeblood of the private yards. 

There should be no fear of any exorbitant war profits in 
this connection. We have a 10-percent limitation in the 
law now. On top of that we have competitive bidding. On 
top of that we have the right of the President to assign a 
ship to a Government yard if the private yard bids are 
excessive. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. I yield. 

Mr. MAY. As I understand the program as outlined by 
the committee in this bill, it will consume some 3 or 4 years 
in the construction of the proposed ships; and if we confine 
it strictly to the Government yards, then we bar the Presi- 
dent from being able to go out and give private industry an 
opportunity to build, and we might slow down the program 
to the extent of endangering the national defense. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. That is correct. Furthermore, 
we deprive thousands of ship workers of employment in these 
difficult times. 

The adoption of this amendment, Mr. Chairman, would 
mean the difference between the preservation and the wiping 
out of a technical staff in our private yards, which takes years 
to develop and which is a national asset of the greatest pos- 
sible value. It would mean the difference between a job and 
no job at all for thousands of skilled workers in the industry, 
who have given their lives to this type of work and made a 
great contribution to the life of the Nation. It would proba- 
bly mean the difference between life and death for the pri- 
vate yards concerned. I cannot believe that its adoption by 
this Committee is possible. I urge the Committee with all the 
force at my command to vote down the amendment in the 
interest of national defense and in the interest of the thou- 
sands of workers and their families dependent on the ship- 
building industry for their livelihood. 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Les. 

Mr. MAAS. Can the gentleman see any reason to pass this 
bill at all, if we are going to so limit the construction of the 
vessels that we could not build them anyway? Are the two 
not inconsistent? 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. It seems to me they are highly 
inconsistent. 

Mr. DONDERO. If you allocate what the private concerns 
must pay in taxes, and their overhead and depreciation, then 
is there very much difference as between the private yard 
and the public yard? 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. In my experience the cost in 
Government yards has usually exceeded materially the cost 
in the private yards. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts has expired. 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, when I first came to Congress 
within the first week a question came up as to taking profits 
out of war. A question was asked about the Government 
owning its own munitions plants. I believe it was the general 
accord throughout the Congress at that time that the Gov- 
ernment should own its own munitions plants, and I do not 
believe there is a man or woman on the floor of the House 
who could say that the Government of the United States 
should not control the manufacture of war munitions. If it 
applies to war munitions, why should it not apply to the 
building of navy ships? I heard the question asked, If you 
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are stopped from building these ships in private yards what 
would be the use of passing the bill?” Iam just wondering 
whether or not we are passing this bill for national defense, 
or passing the bill to place millions of dollars in the pockets 
of private individuals. 

I studied day and night the hearings on this bill, and I 
have listened to practically every argument, and as I say, 
finally last night I came to the conclusion that I should 
vote for the bill, but now when I hear men get up on the 
floor and plead for profits for individuals, profits to be made 
out of the construction of these battleships, I am wonder- 
ing whether or not I shall vote for the bill. I believe we 
should take the profits out of war, and if takes money to 
build additional Government navy yards, let us build them. 
The information I have is that it will take $21,000,000 to 
enlarge the Government navy yards to carry on this pro- 
gram, and that the private profits would be about eighty 
million. Let us save $59,000,000. If we are going to take 
the profits out of war, let us start somewhere and let us 
start here. It is up to you men and women right here to 
declare yourselves on this amendment as to whether or not 
you are in favor of taking the profits out of war, or will 
vote for a program that will put profits into the pockets 
of individuals who are in favor of war. 

They talk about adding the taxes paid by these private 
corporations who would build the ships called for in this 
program. They say they must pay taxes, that they must 
take care of their overhead. Why, then, should we add a 
profit for the purpose of paying their taxes? If the Gov- 
ernment of the United States can build these ships, the 
taxpayers will be protected. I say it is up to us to build 
them. If the Government yards and the officials in charge 
of this program cannot build these ships cheaper than they 
can be built in private yards, then I say it is about time 
that we had an investigation as to why it cannot be done, 
because then there is something wrong somewhere if it 
cannot be done. If there is something wrong, if the officials 
are so inefficient in the Government navy yards that they 
cannot compete with private individuals, then it is about 
time that we straighten that thing out. The only way to 
straighten it out is to force upon those Government navy 
yards the fact that they shall build these ships and do it 
efficiently. If it is done efficiently, then we will find out 
that the profits are taken by the Government, and there- 
fore all incentive to have war will be gone. 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in favor of the amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Washington is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I have on the Speaker’s desk 
an amendment similar to the amendment offered by my 
colleague from Washington. I am glad I can agree with 
him on this one thing. 

Profits of war! I do not have a navy yard in my district, 
either private or public, nor do I have an Army post. But 
I have in my district the men and women who are going to 
pay the taxes and pay the bill for building this increased 
Navy, the ones who will suffer if we go into a world war. 

I was rather amused at my friend, the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. PHILLIPS], who says, “I am opposed to 
foreign war,” yet he is in favor of a great big navy. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
right there? 

Mr. HILL. I will if I have time. If the gentleman will 
get me more time I will yield. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I will gladly ask for more time. 

Mr. HILL. He also said, “I am against profits in war.” 
Here is a chance to vote against profits in war, yet he is 
against doing that when the opportunity offers. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Will the gentleman yield right there? 

Mr. HILL. Yes; if the gentleman will ask his question 
very quickly. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I will say that I am certainly against 
the women and children of the gentleman’s district being 
shot down at their own doors. 
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Mr. HILL. So am I. But we do not need $80,000,000 
battleships to keep an enemy away from our shores. Mr. 
Chairman, I refuse to yield further. 

Mr. Chairman, during the World War that we knew— 
those of us who lived during the World War—it cost us 
$50,000,000,000, and about 15,000 millionaires were made 
during that war. If we want to take the profits out of war 
the right time to do it is during peacetimes and not to wait 
for war to come. [Applause.] Now is the time to do it. 
They say they can build ships more cheaply in private yards 
than they can in public yards. I do not know about that. 
Power companies said the same thing about electric power. 
I do know that electricity generated in publicly owned 
plants can be bought for fifteen times less than it can be 
bought from private corporations; and that probably is true 
of naval construction. The Senate munitions investigation 
certainly disclosed outrageous profits by munitions makers, 

I believe it was my good friend from Kentucky [Mr. May] 
who said at a Reserve officers’ banquet that we are going to 
forge plowshares into swords. I just want to tell him and 
all of you to remember that the Good Book says: “He who 
takes the sword shall perish by the sword.” 

They say we must do this in order to prepare for a pos- 
sible war, to prepare to defend ourselves. If you see a man 
putting on a golf suit, is he going to Sunday school? Of 
course not; he is going out to play golf; and if you build 
warships you are going out to use those warships on the 
seven seas. 

Preparedness! That was the idea of Alexander the Great; 
yet he died in disgrace, shedding tears because there were 
no more worlds to conquer. Preparedness! That is what 
Caesar believed in; and he was stabbed by his own friend, 
Brutus. Preparedness! That was Napoleon’s creed; yet he 
died in disgrace on St. Helena. Preparedness! Who was 
better prepared during the World War than the Kaiser? 
And where is he now? I repeat, where is he now? Prepared- 
ness! That policy has never in the world’s history been a 
guarantee of peace. It inevitably leads to war. “Thou shalt 
not kill” should apply to nations as well as individuals. Let 
us think, talk, and act peace. This will lead to peace. 
Applause. ] 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, the amendment that 
is under consideration provides that naval vessels shall be 
constructed in the Government navy yards. This might be 
a good way to begin to do one of the things we talk so much 
about but do little about, and that is take the profits out 
of war. 

Those who oppose the amendment say that the present law 
provides for a limitation of 10-percent profit. This was in 
the law during the World War and yet, in spite of it, the 
munitions makers made their fortunes at the expense, not 
only of the taxpayers, but of the boys who used those 
munitions. If it is possible, let us see to it that the munitions 
makers shall not again be permitted to reap exorbitant profits 
as they have in the past. 

I take the floor at this time in particular just to say a few 
words concerning this bill. First of all, I want to say that I 
was interested in the remarks of the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. SasatH] who said, as I understood him, that it was not 
for us, as Members of Congress, to place our judgment against 
that of the distinguished Secretary of State. I want to com- 
mend our Secretary of State as being a great man. He is 
familiar with the affairs of state. He should know far more 
about our relationship with foreign countries than we do. 
But I believe it is our right as citizens, as well as Members of 
Congress, to differ with him in our opinions with reference 
to governmental policies if we see fit to do so. 

Nearly every Member who has spoken on the bill—either 
for or against it—has expressed himself as being in favor of 
an adequate defense program for the United States. I be- 
lieve we all subscribe to that policy. There is a difference of 
opinion as to what constitutes a program of adequate de- 
fense. I regret that I cannot agree with Members of the 
House who believe it is necessary to provide a further ex- 
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penditure of one and one-quarter billion dollars for warships 
and other naval armaments as provided by this bill. 

Our Navy is now practically built up to what is known 
as its treaty strength. Furthermore, our Government has a 
naval-building program under way right at the present time 
that will cost approximately $4,000,000,000. This program 
provides, among other things, for the building of 13 additional 
big battleships. It will take about 3 years to complete this 
program. 

Only 5 weeks ago we authorized $550,000,000, being the 
largest peacetime appropriation of its kind, to help carry on 
that program. A large part of it is for the immediate con- 
struction of two big battleships. 

It is my judgment that so far as the Navy is concerned, 
this Congress has made sufficient provision for adequate de- 
fense purposes. I regret I cannot agree with the majority 
Members of the House that it is necessary to pass this bill 
at the present time. I share the view of some of my col- 
leagues who have suggested that, whether in favor of this 
measure or not, it would be to the best interests of the 
country, as well as of Congress, if the consideration of the 
bill could be postponed until the first of January. Such 
postponement is not deemed procrastination. It would give 
the Members more time to deliberate on it, and would give 
the people of the country at large time to crystallize opinion 
as to whether or not they are in favor of a super-Navy such 
as is provided by the terms of this measure. Congress will 
be in better position 9 months from now to decide whether 
or not it wants to carry out such a program. 

I want to call your attention to a provision in section 9 
of this bill, that provides among other things: 

It is declared to be the fundamental naval policy of the United 
States to maintain a Navy sufficient in strength to guarantee our 
national security * to protect our commerce and citizens 
abroad, to insure our national integrity, and to insure our national 
policies, 

This clause is a broad statement and is subject to a broad 
interpretation. 

Mr. Chairman, the passage of this bill is going to place our 
country on record as a leader in a race of armaments. Our 
Navy is one of the largest and finest. Our naval policy 
should be governed by our foreign policy. It is unfortunate 
that the authorization of this enormous expenditure should 
be submitted to Congress during a time of chaos in the Far 
East and in Europe. 

Before I close let me also state that the Navy alone does 
not constitute all the armaments of this country. Within a 
very few days we are going to consider one of the largest 
Army authorizations that has ever been submitted to 
Congress. 

Our foreign problem deserves the most serious considera- 
tion of Congress. It deserves the very sober consideration 
and deliberation of every thinking man and woman in this 
country. This Congress may also well remember that we 
have problems within our own borders that demand our care- 
ful attention. With a depression or recession, as you may 
be pleased to call it, on our hands, with millions of men 
unemployed and on relief, with a debt of more than $37,000,- 
000,000 on the people of this country, with a Budget that 
has been out of balance for years and with little chance of 
balancing that Budget within the near future, it would be 
well for the Members of this Congress to think very care- 
fully before voting for a measure of such importance as this 
one. 

Let me suggest again that we ought to clarify and inter- 
pret our statement of foreign policy before we vote this 
stupendous program upon the American people. 

I do not believe it is for the best interests of our country to 
authorize this administration to immediately proceed with 
the construction of a supernavy, especially in view of the lib- 
eral interpretation that may be given to a policy of “parallel 
action,” as well as the interpretation that may be given 
to our policy as interpreted under the terms of this measure. 
Such authorization could create a serious situation. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield to the gentleman from 
Missouri. 

Mr. COCHRAN. The gentleman said this administration 
should not be given an opportunity to construct a supernavy. 
The gentleman certainly realizes that the present administra- 
tion will be out of office a number of years before the ships 
authorized in this bill can possibly be constructed? This is 
but an authorization. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I hope the gentleman is correct in 
that statement. I hope the present administration will not 
have a chance to administer this bill. 3 

If this House wants to consider the further authorization 
of a billion and two hundred fifty million dollars, as provided 
by this bill, it will be much wiser, in my opinion, for the Con- 
gress, and better for the country, if such consideration is 
postponed at least until the first of next year. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I, like the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. HILL], had an amendment 
providing for complete nationalization of the manufacture 
of munitions in the United States for this very important 
single reason: The Members of this Congress, members of 
patriotic organizations, and members of business associations 
have been making great salaams and obeisances to the pro- 
gram of the American Legion and the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars, which organizations have for the past 15 years, since 
1923, adopted resolutions or planks to take the profits out 
of war. Of course, this Congress followed suit by backing 
the Nye investigation. The Senate of the United States has 
spent hundreds of thousands of dollars conducting the most 
exhaustive investigation ever conducted by the Congress in 
the history of the Nation. The recommendation of that com- 
mittee was that ships should be built in the Government 
navy yards. Then the President of the United States in his 
message to the House and Senate on this very program also 
salaamed to the taking of profits out of war. He asked this 
House in drawing the bill to bear this in mind. But when 
you get up against the guns, when you have the opportunity 
of doing that, then the committee brings in a bill leaving it 
entirely out. Another committee of this House has drafted 
a bill that does everything but take the profits out of war. 
It creates a dictatorship in the United States, but the ques- 
ion of profits is very, very sacred. You took the profits out 
of war as far as the doughboy was concerned when you gave 
him 30 bucks a month and sowbelly and beans. 

You took the profits out of war as far as the seamen were 
concerned. But when you talk about shipbuilding con- 
tractors, the gentleman from Connecticut wants to protect 
the women and children on the doorsteps of the homes of 
his community. About 6 months ago bids were received for 
two battleships and the private bids on those two battleships 
were $11,000,000 over the navy-yard bid. This bill will 
involve an appropriation of $1,120,000,000. On the basis of 
those bids alone we could save a quarter of a billion dollars, 
but you do not seem to want to do that. 

Do not talk any more about backing the American Legion 
program to take the profits out of war. Do not talk about 
backing the Veterans of Foreign Wars program to take the 
profits out of war. Go ahead with the same old racket. 
When you go to the ballot box, run on the issue of private 
contractors versus Government construction of munitions 
and the accoutrements of war and see where you will head 
in at at the next election when the ballots from those boxes 
are counted. I am firmly convinced if there is one issue 
on which the people of this Nation are joined today it is the 
issue that if we are going to prepare for war let us do it 
not on a profit basis but on a nationalistic, profitless basis, 
wherein we get 100-percent defense for every penny spent 
on the program. [{Applause.] 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

TAKE PROFITS OUT OF MUNITIONS MAKING 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am in favor of the pend- 
ing bill and expect to vote for it whether this amendment is 
adopted or not. At the same time I am in favor of taking 
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profits out of munitions making in time of peace. I think it 
is more important than taking the profits out of war after 
war has commenced. William Shearer a few years ago sued 
the principal shipbuilding companies for $300,000. 

There was a settlement in the case. He claimed he attended 
the Geneva Disarmament Conference in 1927 as a representa- 
tive of the shipbuilders of America, and did so for the sole 
and only purpose of breaking up that conference. The ship- 
builders had $53,000,000 at stake. He admitted he was em- 
ployed by these companies, that he went there, and that he 
did succeed in breaking up the conference. For that reason 
he claimed the shipbuilders should pay him $300,000, accord- 
ing to contract. 

There is plenty of testimony indicating that war scares are 
gotten up for the sole and only purpose of permitting certain 
munitions makers in time of peace to make big profits. Per- 
sonally, I would rather the Government would pay out more 
money and build these battleships and other war equipment 
than pay this money to people who have an incentive and 
desire to get this country involved in trouble for the purpose 
of receiving a profit themselves. We want to remove this in- 
centive and the best way to remove it is to remove the profit. 
When you remove the profit they will have no incentive to go 
to South America for the purpose of stirring up rebellion, as 
they have, and then furnish ammunition and arms to the 
other side to resist that rebellion. We have plenty of testi- 
mony along that line, so why should we hesitate to take a 
step that is more important than taking the profit out of war; 
that is, taking the profit out of munitions making in time of 
peace? 

I hope this amendment is agreed to. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I sincerely trust 
this amendment may be voted down. 

This bill provides that one-half of these ships shall be 
constructed in private yards and one-half in navy yards, and 
places discretion in the President to build all of them in navy 
yards provided the contracts offered by private yards are not 
satisfactory. 

When they were letting the contracts for the building of 
the last two battleships, the private-yard contracts were not 
satisfactory to the Navy Department, so the Secretary of the 
Navy and the President awarded the contracts to the two 
navy yards based upon their estimates. 

This bill carries the present law and makes it applicable 
as it refers to the allocation of the ships and to the profits. 
If by this amendment you force the Navy Department to 
build all of these ships in the navy yards and take away from 
the Navy the opportunity of having these ships constructed 
in private yards, you will have to spend at the very outset 
$6,000,000 at the Norfolk Navy Yard, $7,000,000 at the Phila- 
delphia Navy Yard, and $8,000,000 at the New York Navy 
Yard. These figures are in a letter from the Secretary of the 
Navy under date of March 8, 1938, which I put in the Recorp 
this afternoon. There are only three navy yards in the 
United States where it is contemplated to build these battle- 
ships, but it is the hope of the Department that at least one- 
half of the ships can be built in industrial yards. If you 
allow that, you will not congest the navy yards. Nothing 
would be more harmful to national defense in this troubled 
time than to put all your building into the navy yards and 
congest them. What would happen if a national emergency 
arose? Where would you repair your ships? You would have 
no navy yards in which to repair them because the yards 
would be full of the shipbuilding program. It is absolutely 
essential for the national defense of this country that there 
be both private shipyards and navy yards to do this work. 

Mr. MAY and Mr. HOOK rose. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I do not yield at this time. 

This law limits the profit an industrial yard can make. 
Something was said by the gentleman from Texas as to the 
profits that have been made. I hold in my hand a statement 
from the Navy Department showing every ship that has been 
built in a private yard. Up to March 15, 1937, of the 41 
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ships subject to profit limitation, 9 have been delivered to 
the Navy. Think of it. Since 1934 we have been building 
ships, but only nine have been completed. Up to this time 
the Treasury Department has not been able to determine 
whether any profit has been made, and just as soon as a de- 
cision is reached it will be ascertained whether or not the 
shipyards owe anything to the Government. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. No. 

The law today states that no industrial yard may make 
over 10 percent. 

I sincerely trust this amendment and all similar amend- 
ments will be rejected. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield now? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. No. 

Mr. McFARLANE. That is under the profits-limitation 
law the gentleman wrote. 

{Here the gavel fell.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Washington [Mr. Macnuson]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Macnuson) there were—ayes 37, noes 86. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. SAUTHOFF. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment 
which is at the Clerk’s desk, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. SaurHorr: On page 5, line 6, strike 
out the period, insert a colon, and add the following: “Provided, 
however, That all contracts for the private construction of the 
vessels authorized in sections 1 and 2 of this bill shall provide 
that the total cost to the Government of the construction in such 
private yards shall not exceed the cost of construction of such 
vessels in naval yards by more than $2,000,000 per battleship, 
$1,500,000 per airplane carrier, $1,000,000 per cruiser, or $300,000 
per destroyer or submarine.” 

Mr. SAUTHOFF. Mr. Chairman, when we opened the 
discussion on this bill last Monday, I characterized it as a 
munition maker’s dream. I still adhere to that opinion. 

My colleague the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BOILEAU] 
pointed out how rapidly the price of warships has risen 
since we discussed this matter a year ago. The assertion 
was made about 17 months ago that the price of a battle- 
ship was $40,000,000; and now, in spite of the fact there has 
been a rapid decline in employment, the price has gone up 
to $70,000,000, according to the discussions here on the floor. 

This bill will cost, apparently, $1,200,000,000 in round num- 
bers. What does this mean? Our distinguished friend and 
colleague, the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DONDERO], has 
pointed out that it means $9.61 tax to every man, woman, and 
child in the United States. I have just received some fig- 
ures to show that it will mean to every taxpayer in the 
United States who pays an income tax. In 1937 the esti- 
mated pophlation of this country was 128,916,000. The num- 
ber of individuals who paid income taxes was 5,447,000. On 
that basis, this bill costs each taxpayer of Federal income 
taxes $250 additional in taxes. Now, he is interested in 
knowing where his money is going. I can cite you a few 
examples that I gave last Monday. The ship Augustine that 
is now over in Chinese waters showed a profit of 35 percent in 
its construction. The same thing applies to the ship Houston. 
In regard to the aircraft carrier Ranger the profit was 23.1 
percent. It is a remarkable thing that since April 1917, when 
we made the serious blunder of getting into the World War, 
somehow or other the Congress has been trying to take the 
profits out of war and many earnest-minded people outside 
of Congress are making the same effort, yet we never can get 
a bill even considered on the floor that will take profits out 
of war. We have a bill, the so-called profits elimination bill, 
which I call the Japanese mobilization bill, that will prob- 
ably be in here before we adjourn. It used to be known as 
the Hill-Sheppard bill, now known as the May bill, which 
holds out the pretense that one of its purposes is to take the 
profits out of war. Does it? We have challenged members 
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of the committee, we have challenged those who advocate it 
to point out the section in that bill that taxes the profits of 
war one single, solitary cent, and no one as yet has met that 
challenge by producing the section. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SAUTHOFF. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. SNELL. If the gentleman’s amendment is adopted, 
how can it be administered? How can it be told how much 
these battleships or other ships cost in a navy yard? 

Mr. SAUTHOFF. Of course, that is one of the tragedies 
that I appreciate as well as the gentleman from New York, 
because in the munitions investigation it was revealed that 
in spite of the fact we had a 10-percent limitation and in 
spite of the fact that there was evidence that as high as 35 
percent was made, yet not one single, solitary dollar has been 
paid back to the Government in excess of 10 percent. I would 
say it is up to the Department of Justice to start some prose- 
cutions. [Applause.] 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I move that all 
debate on this amendment and all amendments thereto close 
in 5 minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, the question pro- 
pounded by the distinguished minority leader, which was 
answered by the author of the amendment, clearly shows the 
fallacy of the amendment. It is based upon the idea that you 
would have to have a sister ship running in a navy yard at 
the same time. 

Of course, Mr. Chairman, the object or purpose of this 
amendment is identically the same as the purpose of the 
amendment offered by my colleague the gentleman from 
Washington. 

I have had a careful analysis made of this amendment, and 
under no condition is it workable. 

It would, in my opinion, result in having to build all the 
ships authorized by the bill in navy yards. This would de- 
feat the purpose of the bill. By the time the navy yards were 
expanded to handle all the ships in this supplementary pro- 
gram, plus 50 percent of the replacement tonnage under 
the Vinson-Trammell Act, the beginning of the program 
would be so far in the future as to be of little use in con- 
nection with any emergency which may be visualized at 
this time. 

My reasons for believing that it would render impracticable 
the placing of contracts with private builders are, briefly: 

One or more sister ships of the vessel under construction 
at a private yard would have to be constructed in a navy 
yard. This is not the case many times where but one vessel 
of a type is being built. 

There is no legal or generally accepted definition of what 
navy-yard construction cost is. . 

The actual cost of navy-yard construction could not be 
determined finally until after the navy-yard vessel had been 
completed, which might well be many months or even a year 
or more after the date of completion of the privately con- 
structed ship. 

The ships under construction in the private yard and the 
navy yard would have to be identical so as to determine a 
fair basis of cost comparison. Even in the case of so-called 
sister ships this is rarely the case, as in the actual installa- 
tions of machinery and other parts there are material dif- 
ferences between ships built at a navy yard and in a private 
yard, thereby making it impossible to get fair cost com- 
parisons. 

The practice of the Navy Department in making awards 
of sister ships to a private yard and a navy yard is to require 
the plans to be prepared by the private yard and then sent 
to the navy yard for adaptation for use in constructing the 
naval vessel. The estimated cost of preparing the plans for 
the battleships North Carolina and Washington varied from 
$2,055,000 to $4,139,000. The actual costs of preparing these 
plans must, of course, be included in the shipbuilder’s cost. 
The navy-yard cost for adapting these plans for their own 
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use would probably be in the order of $1,000,000, or a differ- 
ential between navy-yard plan costs and private shipyard 
plan costs of $2,000,000 to $3,000,000. It is evidently not in 
the interests of economy to prepare two or more independent 
sets of plans. 

The geographical factor in costs of labor, material, and 
transportation may in many cases cause legitimate differ- 
ences in cost in excess of those given in the proposed 
amendment. 

The differences in cost as given in the amendment would 
not represent profit to the contractor, as they would have 
to include costs to the private builder which are not re- 
fiected in navy-yard costs, such as bonds and insurance, as 
required by the Government; local, State, and Federal taxes, 
including social security, interest on borrowed money and 
investments; legal fees, postage, travel, and so forth. 

The proposed amendment, taken in conjunction with other 
legislation, possible and probable legal and administrative 
decisions, Navy cost-accounting methods, Treasury decisions, 
contract penalties, and other intangible factors, would render 
the final compensation paid to the contractor so completely 
beyond his control that no financially responsible private 
contractor could possibly accept such a contract. 

Major shipbuilders feel that the financial responsibilities 
under a battleship contract involving forty millions or more 
are of such magnitude, and that the uncertainties of further 
legislation affecting all costs of production are so great, that 
they are extremely doubtful of their ability to undertake such 
a contract. This amendment would beyond a doubt be the 
straw which breaks the camel’s back. 

All of these facts show absolutely the fallacy and the lack 
of wisdom of the Committee approving this amendment. I 
therefore sincerely trust the Committee will reject the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from 
Georgia has expired. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment: 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Dirksen: Add a new section to be 
designated as section 8: 

“The Comptroller General of the United States is authorized and 
directed to make a thorough investigation of the accounting sys- 
tem employed by the Navy Department in securing compliance 
with the act of March 27, 1934, and to submit a special report 
to Congress not later than March 15, 1939, embodying the findings 


of the Comptroller General, together with his recommendations 
for enforcing compliance with that act.” 


Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I make the point 
of order against the amendment. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
reserve the point of order? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I reserve the point of order. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, in addition thereto I 
should like to be heard on the point of order when the ques- 
tion comes up. The amendment submitted simply authorizes 
the Comptroller General to make an investigation of the 
accounting methods of the Navy for the purpose of deter- 
mining whether the act of March 27, 1934, is substantially 
complied with and then to report back to the Congress his 
findings by March 15, 1939, together with any recommenda- 
tions for the enforcement or compliance with the act which 
limits the profits to 10 percent. 

I shall add no argument except that which appears in the 
hearings on page 2615. The chairman of the committee [Mr. 
Vinson] asked Admiral DuBose whether any ships had been 
constructed under the act of 1934 which limits profits, and 
the admiral says that he will insert in the record the names 
of the ships. Then he says: 

I stated that no ships that had been constructed under the pro- 
visions of that act had as yet had final cost figures passed upon 
by the Treasury Department, for the purpose of determining 
whether or not they had made a profit. 
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There are 34 ships listed on page 2615 of the hearings that 
were manufactured in five different shipyards, which is 4 
years from the date of the act of 1934. Yet there has been 
virtually no accounting. The chairman said to Admiral 
DuBose: 

The figures submitted to the Department show what 


‘Treasury 
profits the private shipyards made in accordance with the act of 
March 27, 1934. 
Admiral DuBose. That is correct. There have been no figures 
submitted to the Treasury Department. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under that "act they were limited on the profit. 
Admiral DuBose. Ten percent. 


The CHAIRMAN. When do you think you will be able to get that 
information? 


Admiral DuBose. I have not the slightest idea. The matter is 


entirely in the hands of the Income Tax Bureau of the Treasury 
Department. 


The CHARMAN, As soon as the information is obtained it will 
be sent to the Navy Department, and the Navy Department will 
know what profits have been made on each one of the ships. 

Admiral DuBose. We can obtain the information from the 
Treasury if they make a statement. 

If that is not an indictment of the accounting system 
being used down there, I do not know how you will impeach 
them or indict them with words in the English language. 
Do you not think it is time to add this amendment to the 
bill, to authorize an investigation and have the Comptroller 
report what is necessary in order to force compliance with 
the act of March 1934? 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. 

Mr. McFARLANE. The Treasury Department wrote the 
rules and regulations under the law passed by the Naval 
Affairs Committee, and it was pointed out by myself and 
others at the time that it was not worth anything, and his- 
tory now records such amendment has proven worthless. 
Less than $10,000 has been reported in profits since 1934 
to date. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I am letting the words of the admiral 
state the case. That is the best and most persuasive argu- 
ment that I know of for the amendment now pending. 

Mr. McFARLANE. There is only one effective answer to 
this situation, and that is to build the ships in our own 
yards. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Vinson] that put 
this 10-percent-profit amendment in the law there naturally 
is against that and yet we have not a chance to stop this 
profit unless we do that. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. We will let the record speak that was 
made before the committee, and in connection with that 
testimony, I shall insert the table showing the names of the 
ships, the type of vessel, and the name of the builder. 


Ships laid down in private yards under authority of Vinson- 
Trammell Act, approved Mar. 27, 1934 


Type No. Builder 


Federal S. B. & D. D. Co. 
Do. 


Bethlehem, Fore River. 
0. 

United Shipyards, Inc. 
Do. 


Electric Boat Co. 
Do. 


Do. 
Bethlehem, Fore River. 
Bath Iron Works, 

Do. 

Do. 


1,500-ton: 
Benham op eee DD397 Federal S. B. & D. D. Co. 
1 ESAS PE eae 3 DA 
McCall____- Bethlehem, Union Plant. 

ES a” 0. 

Submarines: 
Salmon. Electric Boat Co. 
Begin So eee Do. 
F 88184 Do. 
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Ships laid down in private yards under authority of Vinson- 
Trammell Act, approved Mar. 27, 1934—Continued 


Builder 


— — 


e Works. 
0. 
* S. B. & D. D. Co. 
0. 
eee News 8. B. & D. D. 


Do. 
Electric Boat Co. 
Do. 


Destroyer 


Do. 
Bethlehem, Fore River. 
— 40 D 


0. 
Bath Iron Works. 
Do. 


Nothing more is necessary than this statement from the 
hearings to show the immediate and pressing need for an 
examination into the accounting and supervisory systems 
now employed to determine how the act of 1934 is enforced. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I insist upon 
the point of order. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to be heard 
upon the point of order. Section 7 of the act deals entirely 
with allocations and contracts for construction of vessels in 
the pending bill. It relates to the fact that these vessels 
must be built in accordance with the act of March 27, 1934. 
The amendment seeks only to make effective and to secure 
substantial compliance with the act of 1934 that is stated in 
the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois offers an 
amendment to section 7 of the bill on page 5. The amend- 
ment in substance directs the Comptroller General to in- 
vestigate the accounting system used by the Navy Depart- 
ment in carrying out the provisions of the act of March 27, 
1934. While that act is referred to in the proposed bill, 
the amendment brings in another branch of the Govern- 
ment than the Navy Department, namely, the Comptroller 
General, and directs him to perform certain duties. For 
that reason the amendment is not germane to the bill or 
to the section, and the Chair sustains the point of order. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. HILL: Section 7, page 5, line 6, add 
the following: “Provided, That no contract for construction au- 
thorized by this act shall be made by the Secretary of the Navy 
for the construction or manufacture of any naval vessel or any 
portion thereof in excess of $10,000 unless the contractor agrees 
to pay into the Treasury all profits in excess of the actual cost, 
such amount to become the property of the United States.” 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this amend- 
ment, of course, is to take the profits out of war. 

The chairman of the committee told us a short time ago 
that it would take $28,000,000 to improve three shipbuilding 
yards we now have. The gentleman from Washington told 
us, I think, that $80,000,000 would be saved by building these 
battleships in our own yards; so we would save money under 
this plan. 

I want to speak to you about two or three other things. 
They say that there is an emergency before us, that the war 
in Europe is threatening us. If this be true, I submit that 
the world will be completely lost in that holocaust before 
we can build our battleships by 1940 or 1947, in accordance 
with the provisions of this bill. If a house is afire, a long- 
range plan for fire engines and hook and ladders will not 
save it. It is not an emergency, it seems to be a bluff; and 
that is what I am afraid it is going to be used as—a bluff. 
They tried to bluff Mussolini a year ago. It did not work. 
They now try to bluff Dictator Hitler. It will not work. I 
tell you, Mr. Chairman, this bluffing business today in the 
world will not work at all. I think we can leave this matter 
of Hitler and Mussolini to a kind Providence. Providence 
took care of Alexander, Caesar, Napoleon, and the Kaiser; 
and Providence will take care of Hitler in its own good 
time. 
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The next thing I want to mention is that my friend the 
gentleman from Michigan IMr. Hook! said, “I am afraid I 
will have to vote on another Navy bill before the year is 
over.” Was he not here yesterday when our very genial 
and fine floor leader, and we all love him, said that he would 
not be surprised if we would be back before January 1 to 
vote for another Navy bill; and that is the program. I am 
here to tell you that if we go on with this plan, we will come 
back before January 1 to vote on another war, that is what 
it is going to result in. Certain causes are bound to bring 
certain results. 

Another thing, we are told we must not criticize the Secre- 
tary of State, Mr. Hull; yet we must submit to criticism by 
him because we voted for the Ludlow amendment to submit 
the question of foreign wars to the people of the United 
States. I wonder if we, as Members of this House, have 
not the right to criticize members of the Cabinet when they 
in turn criticize us for doing our simple duty? 

Mr.McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. Briefly. 

Mr. McFARLANE. The gentleman is familiar with the 
fact that Secretary Hull was the chairman of the Demo- 
cratic National Convention that wrote a provision similar 
to the Ludlow resolution into the 1924 Democratic platform. 
I wonder why he has changed his mind? 

Mr. HILL. We would all like to know the answer to that 
question. 7 

It is also said that we must leave it to the discretion of 
the President. We left it to the discretion of the President 
to determine when to apply the neutrality law we passed. 
He was to determine whether there was a war in China. I 
ask you men and women: Has there been a war in China 
during the last few months or not? And has he used his 
discretion to recognize that fact? 

Last of all, we say we want a big Navy, the biggest Navy 
in the world; we want America first. All right; I want 
America first. I want, however, to read you a statement by 
Bishop G. Ashton Oldham showing in what respect he wants 
America to be first; and that is my sentiment: 

AMERICA FIRST 

Not merely in matters material, but in things of the spirit. 

Not merely in science, inventions, motors, and skyscrapers, but 
also in ideals, principles, character, 

Not merely in the calm assertion of rights, but in the glad 
assumption of duties. 

Not flaunting her strength as a giant, but bending in helpful- 


ness over a sick and wounded world like a Good Samaritan. 
Not in splendid isolation, but in courageous cooperation toward 


peace. 

Not in pride, arrogance, and disdain of other races and peoples, 
but in sympathy, love, and understanding. 

Not in treading again the old, worn, bloody pathway which ends 
inevitably in chaos and disaster, but in blazing a new trail, along 
which, please God, other nations will follow, into the new Jeru- 
salem where wars shall be no more. 

Some day some nation must take that path—unless we are to 
lapse once again into utter barbarism—and that honor I covet 
for my beloved America. 

And so, in that spirit and with these hopes, I say with all my 
heart and soul, “America first.” 


And so, in that spirit and with these hopes, I say with all 
my heart and soul, “America first!” [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I move that all 
debate on this section and all amendments thereto close in 
5 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia moves 
that all debate on this section and all amendments thereto 
close in 5 minutes. 

The question is on the motion. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Ricu) there were—ayes 72, noes 16. 

So the motion was agreed to. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I have always 
been of the opinion that a laborer is worthy of his hire. The 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Washington 
would prohibit a shipbuilder who has a contract from the 


3698 


Government from receiving any profit for his labor. The 
object of the amendment is the same as the other two amend- 
ments offered; that is, force the construction of these ships 
into the navy yards. I trust the Committee will continue to 
be consistent and reject this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Washington [Mr. HILL]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 8. The act of August 29, 1916, as amended by section 1 of 
the act of July 22, 1935 (U. S. C., Supp. —; title 34, sec. 2), is 
hereby further amended to read as follows: 

“That the total authorized number of commissioned officers of 
the active list of the line of the Navy, exclusive of commissioned 
warrant officers, shall be equal to 6 percent of the total authorized 
enlisted strength of the active list, exclusive of the Hospital Corps, 
prisoners undergoing sentence of discharge, enlisted men detailed 
for duty with the Naval Militia.” 


With the following committee amendment: 
Beginning in line 7, page 5, strike out all of section 8. 
The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 9. For the purposes of this act, the term “under age“ shall 
be construed in accordance with the terms of the treaty signed 
at London, March 25, 1936. 


With the following committee amendment: 
Line 18, strike out “9” and insert in lieu thereof “8.” 


The committee amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 10. That in the event of international agreement for the 
further limitations of naval armament to which the United States 
is signatory, the President is hereby authorized and empowered 
to suspend so much of its naval construction as has been author- 
ized as may be necessary to bring the naval armament of the 
United States within the limitation so agreed upon, except that 
such suspension shall not apply to vessels actually under con- 
struction on the date of the passage of this act. 


With the following committee amendment: 


Page 5, line 21, strike out all of section 10 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“Sec. 9. It is declared to be the fundamental naval policy of the 
United States to maintain a Navy in sufficient strength to guar- 
antee our national security, not for aggression, but to guard the 
continental United States by affording naval protection to the 
coast line, in both oceans at one and the same time; to protect 
the Panama Canal, Alaska, Hawaii, and our insular possessions; 
to protect our commerce and citizens abroad; to insure our na- 
tional integrity; and to support our national policies. 

“It is further declared to be the policy of the United States that 
an adequate naval defense means not only the protection of the 
Canal Zone, Alaska, Hawaii, and our insular possessions, but also 
a defense that will keep any potential enemy many hundred 
miles away from our continental limits. 

“The United States looks with apprehension and disfavor upon 
the general increase in naval building throughout the world, but it 
realizes that no single nation can reduce its naval armament 
without jeopardizing its national security, except by common 
agreement. 

“That, in the event of an international treaty for the further 
limitations of naval armament to which the United States is 
signatory, the President is hereby authorized and empowered to 
suspend so much of its naval construction as has been author- 
ized as may be necessary to bring the naval armament of the 
United States within the limitations so agreed upon, except that 
such suspension shall not apply to vessels and aircraft then 
actually under construction.” 


Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order 
against section 9. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I have an amendment to offer 
to the section. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, I desire to make a point 
of order against section 9 also. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, how far did the reading 
proceed? 

The CHAIRMAN. Down through line 8, page 7. The gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. SNELL] will state his point of 
order. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order to 
the committee amendment designated section 9 on the ground 
it is new legislation put into this bill in contravention of sec- 
tion 7, rule XVI, of the Manual, which states that— 


No motion or proposition on a subject different from that under 
consideration shall be admitted under color of amendment, 
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Of course, an amendment presented as a committee 
amendment is subject to the same test of germaneness and 
otherwise as an amendment offered on the floor of the 
House. This has been definitely settled in a great many de- 
cisions, and I will not take the time of the House to call atten- 
tion to many of them. However, I would direct attention to 
one decision that is on all fours with this amendment. 

To a provision for erecting a building for a mint in New 
York City, an amendment to change the coinage law was 
offered. Several years ago when that proposition was pend- 
ing before the House, the gentleman from Missouri offered 
a general amendment to change the coinage laws of the 
United States. After a very long and sharp discussion, the 
point of order was sustained by the chairman, and the 
decision made that this was new legislation not provided for 
by the rule and not in accordance with the provisions of 
section 7, rule XVI. 

The section before us at this time is exactly on all fours 
with that decision. There is not a single word in this bill 
that pertains to anything else but the building of various 
types of ships for the Navy. That is the entire purpose as 
far as the pending bill is concerned. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an entirely new subject brought 
forward in the form of an amendment which has for its 
purpose the definition of a naval policy for the United 
States. I have some doubt whether this would even come 
under the jurisdiction of the Committee on Naval Affairs; 
but whether it does or not, it is an entirely new subject 
and one that cannot be offered as an amendment to the 
bill we are considering at the present time. I therefore 
make the point of order as stated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Maverick]. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, yesterday and today I 
stated that I would make a point of order against section 9. 
I realize that you have properly recognized the minority 
leader first, but I desire to offer additional arguments con- 
cerning the point of order. 

The point that I make is that the amendment of the 
committee is not germane to this bill; in fact, it does not 
concern it in anyway whatever. The amendment claims to 
concern naval policy, but it concerns foreign policy. 

Let me read the jurisdiction of committees from the book 
of House rules and Manual it says “To the relations of the 
United States with foreign nations, the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs.“ Since this amendment concerns foreign af- 
fairs, it is therefore out of order. 

But let me read some of the explanatory footnotes ex- 
plaining the jurisdiction of the committee, all from Hinds’ 
Precedents. It shows that among matters that concern 
foreign affairs are bills to determine the naval strength, to 
regulate bridges and dams on international waters, for the 
protection of American citizens abroad, and expatriation. 
Two others concern intervention abroad, which might be 
done by the Navy, and a declaration of war, which is done 
by Congress; but both are shown to be in the jurisdiction 
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

The rules further provide that those things that have to 
do with the Naval Establishment, the reduction or increase 
of commissioned officers and enlisted men, their pay and 
allowances, as well as an increase in ships or vessels of all 
classes, are within the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 

The amendment submitted by the Committee on Naval 
Affairs is not in any way germane and I should like to show 
in detail some of the wording. 

For instance, section 9 says, among other things: 

To protect our commerce and citizens abroad. 


The trade and right of our citizens abroad in foreign 
countries always involves a foreign government, and the 
amendment, therefore, concerns foreign affairs. 

Then it says: 

To insure our national integrity. 

That is the duty of all departments of the Government, 
not just the Navy. 
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Then the amendment states: 
To support our national policies. 


In foreign lands our national policies become foreign af- 
fairs. More, the Navy has no monopoly on protecting 
national or any other policies. 

Hinds’ Precedents, volume 4, page 766, states specifically 
that all matters that concern the protection of citizens in 
foreign lands go to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. It 
further states that a resolution relating to the violation of 
neutrality laws, and so on, goes to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. The purpose of this amendment is to amend the 
neutrality law; under no reasoning can the amendment be 
the province of the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Mr. Chairman, since this matter is wholly without the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Naval Affairs, since it 
does not concern naval policy, since it is not germane, since 
foreign affairs are turned over to the Navy which has no 
such jurisdiction, it should be stricken from the bill. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, section 9 is no 
more than a restatement and a clarification of the present 
naval policy that has existed in this country from time im- 
memorial. Without any further discussion, Mr. Chairman, I 
am perfectly willing to concede the point of order is well taken 
and that the amendment is not in order at this point in the 
bill or in the bill at all. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. 

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit a 
proposition. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman desire to be heard 
on the point of order? 

Mr. CROSSER. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Chairman, this amendment makes a 
statement which is equivalent to this, “That we hereby au- 
thorize the building of ships to protect a certain coast or 
coasts of the United States.” This is done time and again in 
other committees. For instance, the gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Mr. Mares] and I have both reported measures from 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce author- 
izing the building of Coast Guard cutters for the protection 
of shipping, first in Lake Michigan and, secondly, in Lake 
Erie. Certainly we would have a right to say, if this lan- 
guage does so state, that we are hereby authorizing the build- 
ing of ships for the protection of shipping on this side of 
certain parallels. Is it possible the Congress of the United 
States cannot do this under the power given it by the Consti- 
tution of the United States to regulate the land and naval 
forces? It seems to me it is a far-fetched contention that 
you cannot say what is the purpose of the naval activities. 

Mr, BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman—— 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman desire to be heard 
on the point of order? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, I should like simply to 
clarify the situation. I want to be clear about the history of 
this amendment, if the Chairman will confirm it, that this 
amendment came up as a result of the very great concern 
that was expressed about the matter of foreign policy. I 
ask the gentleman from Georgia if that is not correct? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I cannot say that is correct. 
This amendment originated in my own mind. I had some 
doubts all the time as to its germaneness, but I thought it 
was all right to put in the bill. After further investigation 
I find it is not germane, so I concede the point of order. 

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. In just a moment; I should like to 
finish my statement. 

I wanted simply to clear the record, because, as I believe 
the Chairman of the Committee will confirm, a very great 
deal of the time of the committee was spent, properly or 
otherwise, in the discussion of the question of foreign policy, 
and there was a good deal of criticism within the committee 
in regard to whether we ought to talk about it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair feels that none of this dis- 
cussion goes to the point of order. 
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Mr. BREWSTER. Iam simply trying to clear up this mat- 
ter. I am not criticizing, I just want to get it clear. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, following the suggestion 
of the Chair, I make the point of order that this discussion 
is out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. O'Connor of New York). 
Point of order is well taken, and the Chair sustains it. 

So that the record may be clear, the Chair desires to make 
a formal ruling on the matter, despite the fact the chairman 
of the Committee on Naval Affairs has conceded that the 
committee amendment is not germane. 

The Chair has given considerable study to the question. 
It was not clear at first impression or, in fact, until late 
today that the amendment is not germane. The sole ground 
upon which the Chair sustains the point of order is that this 
amendment, being the matter printed in italics, beginning 
at line 6, on page 6, and including the first eight lines on 
page 7, is not-germane to section 10, for which it was sub- 
stituted. 

The Chair does not believe it is necessary to pass upon the 
question of whether the matter is germane to the whole bill 
or upon the question of jurisdiction of committees of the 
House. Also the Chair can see no pertinency in the point 
made by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Crosser]. Section 
10 provided for the suspension of construction of ships in 
the event of a treaty for disarmament. The new section 9 
is an amendment to that section, and the first three para- 
graphs bear no relation whatever to the provisions of section 
10 as it stood when the committee put in its amendment. 
The last paragraph of new section 9 is substantially old sec- 
tion 10. The Chair sustains the point of order; and because 
the point of order was made against all of new section 9, 
all of section 9 is eliminated. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment offered by Mr. Vinson of Georgia: Page 
5, beginning in line 21, strike out all of section 10 down to and 
including line 5, on page 6, and insert the following: 

“Sec. 9. That, in the event of an international treaty for the 
further limitations of naval armament to which the United 
States is signatory, the President is hereby authorized and em- 
powered to suspend so much of its naval construction as has been 
authorized as may be necessary to bring the naval armament of 
the United States within the limitations so agreed upon, except 
that such suspension shall not apply to vessels and aircraft then 
actually under construction.” 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I may state to 
the Committee that the amendment I am offering is the 
exact verbiage found on page 7, from line 1 to line 8, which 
was perfected in committee and agreed to by the committee. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend- 
ment to the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Georgia. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Cote of New York to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Vinson]: Strike out 
the word “that” in the first line and insert “The United States 
would welcome and support an international conference for naval 
limitations and”. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I will accept the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Chairman, I would like to be 
heard just briefly on the amendment. 

I realize we have been discussing this whole subject for a 
great length of time and the nerves and minds of most of 
us are pretty well shattered, but in order that there may be 
no misunderstanding concerning the meaning of this amend- 
ment, I presume upon your generosity for just a minute 
or two at this late hour. 

Naturally, it gives me a good deal of pleasure to find that 
the chairman of the Committee on Naval Affairs has seen 
fit to accept this amendment, and by accepting it to endorse 
the principles enunciated by the President when he said 
that he, too, favors a disarmament conference. Yesterday 
when this subject was before the Committee the objection 
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which seemed to be in the minds of most Members to the 
amendments that were offered was that all of them required 
or demanded that a conference be called by the President, 
and some of them suspended the operations of this act until 
a conference should be called. This amendment, you will 
see, does not do that. It does not require the President to 
call a conference, it does not direct that he shall call a con- 
ference; but even though it does not do that, it still is not 
meaningless. It is not an empty gesture. This amendment 
states that “the United States would welcome and support 
a disarmament conference” whenever it is called and by 
whomsoever it may be called. The amendment announces 
to the world that we are ready to sit with them at the 
conference table. Even though it does not specify the time 
within which a conference should be called, as it is worded 
it means that we support the idea of an international con- 
ference tomorrow or a year from tomorrow if other nations 
of the world are ready to sit down and treat with us. 

Although it does not direct that the United States shall 
initiate the proceedings of the call for a conference, it is my 
firm belief that unless the United States does initiate the 
call there will be no call at all. We need not expect that 
Japan, with all that is going on in the Orient, is going 
to ask for a conference, nor will any of the countries of 
Europe now so engrossed with such serious disturbances 
make the first move toward a conference. If the United 
States fails to assume the responsibility of leadership in 
the world which she has held in the past and still holds and 
fails to call a conference, then there will be no limitation 
conference at all, and she must expect the direful conse- 
quences of a great naval race. All the vast wealth and 
resources of the country must be commanded to build for us 
ships, ships, and more and larger ships. Millions upon mil- 
lions of dollars will have to be spent for bigger and bigger 
dreadnoughts, for we cannot afford to be inferior to any 
nation in naval armament. The disastrous consequences of 
an international naval race such as is now imminent are 
so tremendous that we can now well afford any embarrass- 
ment that may come in an attempt to prevent it by assum- 
ing the leadership in the call for a conference. I repeat 
that a naval armament race must inevitably end in a great 
international conflict, of which we will be a part or it will 
result in our sinking millions of dollars’ worth of battleships 
in the Atlantic when a disarmament treaty is agreed upon 
at some future time, all at the expense of an overburdened 
taxpayer and at a time when our resources are so vitally 
needed to rebuild our economic structure. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup- 
port of the amendment to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to take the time of the House 
at this late hour. On yesterday I offered an amendment to 
section 1, which amendment had as its object the very pur- 
pose of this committee amendment and more nearly now 
the amendment to the amendment. 

While there is much I would like to say in regard to this, 
I will say little now other than to agree with my colleague 
who has just spoken that we must give some leeway here to 
show our good faith, at the same time we propose to show 
the world we are going to be prepared. 

As I look at the great American eagle as the emblem 
on our coins and on our shields and elsewhere, I find that 
that eagle holds in one clasp a bunch of arrows and spear- 
points and in another an olive branch. I presume this signi- 
fies to all the world that the American eagle is offering war 
or peace, and all comers may choose. I do not know but 
what this is a pretty good policy. Only my inclination 
would be to hold the emblem of peace out in the foreground 
and the means of war handy in the background. 

I am going to have some difficulty bringing myself to vote 
for great naval armament, for I do so deeply regret the 
need for it. However, I can come nearer doing it with 
this amendment added. Having taken out the naval policy 
provision, which would have taken our ships all over the 
seven seas on police duty, by these substitute provisions we 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


MARCH 18 


show that we really mean this increase for defense only. 
Further than that, by the amendment to the amendment, we 
hold out an alive branch of invitation to a parley before 
starting as a last resort to build this fleet. 

The measure before us is but an authorization. Before 
this larger navy can be built Congress must appropriate the 
necessary money. Even so, the consideration of this bill is 
a momentous step. I do not want my vote on this bill to 
be considered a guarantee of how I shall vote on an appro- 
priation bill to follow it to carry out the provisions of this 
bill, although ordinarily if a thing requiring money is 
needed the need is the same for an authorization and also 
for the appropriation. If our country needs this increased 
navy for defense—and it seems to me now at this critical 
moment in world affairs that our country does need an 
enlarged navy—then I am wiling to vote this authorization 
as the requisite step for a subsequent appropriation. How- 
ever, I fondly hope that the second step, that of appropriat- 
ing the vast sum of money, may not be necessary after a 
few weeks, if the world situation changes, as I believe it 
could change and as I hope it will change. God grant that 
our rivals in this mad naval armament race may accept our 
welcome to an effective limitation conference! Have we not 
done our best when we extend the hand of welcome? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment to the amendment. I appreciate the compli- 
ment of being seated by the majority leader. I never had 
thought I was worthy of so much attention because of any- 
thing that I might say. I think, however, it is important 
that we should keep the record straight. As many of you 
know, for the past 6 weeks we have conducted hearings in 
the Naval Affairs Committee on this matter. Within 3 days 
after the hearings opened the question of foreign policy 
became paramount, and our distinguished chairman offered 
the section which we have been discussing here today as a 
declaration of foreign policy. That has within it the germ 
of getting America into foreign wars, as many of the com- 
mittee believed and as many in the country believe. That 
led to a very considerable scope being given the hearings 
as shown in the volumes here. There was a good deal of 
criticism of certain members who were presumptuous enough 
to ask questions along these lines and who addressed them- 
selves to the question of foreign policy. The minority re- 
port, about which we have heard much here, was attacked 
upon that ground, though most of that report was addressed 
to the very serious implications of this section as bearing on 
the possible use of this great navy that we were to create. 
It is, therefore, extremely gratifying that in some measure 
the position of that minority has been recognized by the 
action of the chairman today in agreeing that his own pro- 
posal is not germane and in having it stricken from the bill. 
Certainly it brings us much nearer to the realities of the 
situation. 

Whatever latitude still remains to the President and the 
Secretary of State is certainly not the immediate responsi- 
bility of this body under the legislation here. I trust that the 
historic policy of America for 150 years is going to have its 
influence more persuasively felt in days to come with the 
Secretary of State and the President than some of the novel 
doctrines of recent years. I commend the handling of the 
Panay incident. I commend the statement of the Secretary 
of State that he does not intend to intervene on the Danube. 
I hope he will soon say that of the Yangtze. I am happy to 
learn that the chairman is ready to accept the amendment 
which he and his colleagues rejected in the committee that 
this Congress should express our attitude in welcoming a 
disarmament conference. 

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, there is noth- 
ing that I can say at this time which will change the final 
vote on this bill. I am constrained, however, to raise my 
voice against the war hysteria and panic that seems to have 
gripped this body. If ever there was a time when we should 
keep our heads cool and exercise good common sense, it is 
now. We are more panicky in this country than they are in 
England. 
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I hold in my hand a clipping from yesterday’s papers an As- 
sociated Press dispatch from London dated March 17, which 
states: 

Hopes for European peace brightened in financial circles today 
and the stock market recovered partly from its precipitous decline 
on yesterday’s rush to convert securities into cash. 

And from Paris it was reported— 

The market held to the upgrade in late dealings, and final prices 
were around the best of the day. 

When the stock market broke in New York last fall there 
was very little reaction in London. The stock market is con- 
sidered a very good barometer to indicate the public mind 
as to future prospects. I still believe that the present war 
scare in this country is being fanned to bring about bigger 
and better appropriations for this armament race on which 
we are now embarking. 

Oh, could we but call back to these halls a former Mem- 
ber of this Congress who at one time represented the First 
Congressional District of Nebraska, which I now have the 
distinct honor and privilege to represent. This man was, 
for a third of a century, the leader of a great party founded 
by Thomas Jefferson. Tomorrow, March 19, is the birthday 
anniversary of this great Democrat, who believed and 
preached that if world peace was to come, it must come 
through justice and not by force. I refer to the Great 
Commoner, William Jennings Bryan. 

We can well afford to pause for a few moments to pay 
homage to one of America’s great sons. When the World 
War was raging and we launched on a policy of prepared- 
ness, he considered such a policy not only a menace to our 
peace and safety but a challenge to the spirit of Christianity. 
The race in armaments he deemed a false philosophy—one 
which inevitably must lead into difficulties, 

Were Mr. Bryan to address us today to speak on this bill 
I am confident he would repeat what he said then. May I 
quote: 

The enlightened conscience of our Nation should proclaim as the 
country’s creed that “righteousness exalteth a nation” and that 
justice is a nation’s surest defense. 

If there ever was a time to put God's truth to a test, it is now. 
With an ocean rolling on either side and a mountain range along 
either coast that all the armies of the world could not climb, we 
ought not to be afraid to trust in “the wisdom of doing right.” 

Bryan condemned imperialism. His second campaign was 
fought against our embarking on an imperialistic policy in 
the Pacific. Today we are acquiring additional islands in 
the far Pacific and the retention of the Philippines is urged. 
This preparedness race can have only one meaning, namely, 
to continue our meddling in the Orient. Bryan would con- 
demn such a policy. He believed that the greatness of a 
nation consisted not in the expanse of its territory but in 
the moral strength of its citizens. The achievement of so- 
cial justice was his aim. He saw the futility of war. He 
realized that the mad armament race could have only one 
outcome—the ultimate conflict resulting in the annihila- 
tion of our present civilization. 

May the calming voice and the spirit of the great cham- 
pion of peace help us at this time to reach the correct solu- 
tion in the problem before us. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New York to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Georgia, 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is now on the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Georgia. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. KNIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. KNIFFIN: Add two new paragraphs to 
section 9, as follows: 

“In order to further effectuate the nonaggressive naval policy of 
the United States, the naval frontier of the United States is hereby 
defined as extending from Bering Strait to the western end of the 
Aleutian Islands, to the Hawaiian Islands, to American Samoa, to 
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Panama, to the Virgin Islands, and to the eastern extremity of 
the State of Maine. 

“It is further declared to be the naval policy of the United States 
that the naval forces of the United States shall be employed to 
maintain said frontier inviolate against any foreign foe, but in 
their operations shall not go beyond the limits of that part of the 
Western Hemisphere which lies west of the meridian running 
through the twentieth degree of west longitude, reckoning from 
Greenwich as the zero point, excepting when on friendly visits, 
except in the event of military attack upon the United States or 
any of its possessions, and except in case of the violation of the 
historic policy of the United States as expressed in the Monroe 
Doctrine.” 

Mr. KNIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, I intended to offer this 
amendment as an amendment to section 9 of the bill; but 
since section 9 has been eliminated on a point of order, I 
offer it at this place in the bill. 

The succession of alarming events taking place in Asia and 
Europe should not be permitted to blot out of our vision the 
avenues that are open to American peace and security. A 
goar and honest naval policy is the principal avenue to which 

er. 

I am offering this amendment because we are without a 
definite naval policy. It is an American peace and security 
amendment because it embraces the sphere of America’s in- 
terests. What the United States needs more urgently than 
a larger Navy is a clearly defined naval policy in such direct 
and simple language as to enable the entire world to under- 
stand it. If we have a naval frontier, our people will know 
what the Navy is for. The world will know what it is for. 

A defense navy is one capable of defending our coasts and 
possessions on our side of the Atlantic Ocean and on our side 
of the Pacific Ocean. Any other kind is strictly an offense 
navy. 

I want to vote for this bill on the theory that at a time like 
this it might be provident to do so, or that it is better to risk 
having too much naval strength than not enough, but I am 
fully convinced that the pending measure should be amended 
so as to foreclose the possibility of any further use of our 
great naval strength in support of American and European 
commercial traders in dangerous places abroad. 

If we possess and can exercise the common sense, patience, 
and firmness of purpose to stay out of conflict, this great 
Republic will continue to be the hope of all rational human 
beings for centuries to come. 

If we adopt this policy and thereby remain at peace, such 
a plain and obviously earnest course will challenge the atten- 
tion of other peoples and may establish the basis for a re- 
versal of the present perilous trend. 

We must act in a manner that is consonant with the real- 
ities of the situation. The presence of our fighting ships in 
China and Spain stands as a constant menace to the people 
of this country. We went too far from home to fight the 
last time. Nearly all of the Members of this body recall the 
fierceness of that unnecessary struggle. They remember 
that the Central Powers threw terrible thunderbolts that 
tattered the tillage of France and Belgium and made the 
London towers tremble. 

Today I appeal to those who want to preserve America’s 
peace and security; to those who believe in strong home de- 
fense; to those who stand for nonaggression; to those who 
prefer freedom as against imperialism; and to those devoutly 
interested in the future of the human race. 

As for the munitioneers and all others who attempt to 
again usher the United States into the red-hot blaze of 
battle, I would that their consciences pursue them like hell 
hounds of revenge panting in their tracks. 

The way to avoid war is to avoid the incidents that lead 
to it. Now, shall we again mix in with European intriguery? 
Do you want to continue meddling in the Orient? Be it re- 
membered that ours is destined to be the last rampart of free 
government and that it is conceivable that we should be 
more concerned about what would happen to us following 
war than while we might be engaged in it. If you want to 
give understandable assurances to the American people and 
to the world that this gigantic Navy is not being built for 
offense purposes beyond the limits of our own Western 
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Hemisphere, I appeal to you to support this amendment. 
LApplause.] 

Mr.SUTPHIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNIFFIN. I yield. 

Mr. SUTPHIN. Is that the amendment we endeavored to 
incorporate in the bill in the committee? 

Mr. KNIFFIN. It is. 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 10 minutes in support of the Kniffin amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair calls attention to the fact 
that a point of order is pending. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I further reserve 
the point of order to permit the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
CROSSER] to address the Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Ohio that he may proceed for 10 minutes? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Chairman, if I have an unwavering 
conviction and enthusiasm at all, it is about democracy. I 
speak, of course, of democracy as a principle and not in the 
varying party sense. The expression of the spirit of 
democracy is civilization itself. 

Under a truly democratic government it is the right and 
duty of every individual to think, speak, and act according to 
his highest intuitions. Each individual must, however, rec- 
ognize the same right in all others, and hence must refrain 
from interfering with anyone. 

Democracy is the antithesis, the very contrary of egotism, 
and autocracy is egotism seemingly vested with momentary 
power. Egotism is the darkest, the most abysmal of all igno- 
rance. It is the belief, the hypnotic state which gives a 
human being the notion that he is a creator, a cause, instead 
of being the creature, the effect. Democracy recognizes the 
existence of one cause, infinite intelligence and power called 
principle, and expects the individual not to fix the laws of 
life and justice, but instead to bring himself into harmony 
with the law of action, of infinite cause, intelligence, and 
power. 

Shakespeare stated the fundamental truth to which I refer 
when he said: 

Man, proud man, 

Dress'd in a little brief authority, 

Most ignorant of what he’s most ae 

His glassy essence, like an angry a 

Plays such fantastic tricks before high heaven, 
As makes the angels weep. 

Democracy intends men to think and work in accordance 
with principle and not to glorify personality. 

Jefferson sensed this broad principle when he said that he 
believed in a government of law and not of persons. 

As I have said, men should not only be allowed but be 
encouraged to think and speak freely, for thus they bring to 
the world ideas of immeasurable value. Every individual, in 
the true sense, is a channel through which infinite mind con- 
stantly expresses itself. We must not only permit the chan- 
nels to be open but help in every way to keep them open, for 
then is democracy in action. 

Just as the freedom of the individual is the very essence 
of a truly democratic government, so governments, which are 
merely aggregations of individuals, must recognize in other 
governments the right to freedom of judgment and action as 
to what is for their greatest good. We cannot justly force 
other governments to accept our ideas of good. According to 
the principles of democracy, the desire for the systems and 
advantages of others is due to the recognition of the value of 
the same, and not to the use of force to compel their ac- 
ceptance. 

Upon the establishment of the United States Government, 
the peoples of the world noted its advantages and began to 
insist upon the principle of democracy as the basis of their 
governments. Oh, but we are told that the other peoples of 
the world no longer enthuse about the American Government 
and so have rejected democracy. Mr. Chairman, if we have 
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ceased to inspire others to strive for democracy, it is because 
we have not adopted the fundamental principles of economic 
justice and have not established a truly democratic mecha- 
nism of government. 

Well has it been said that the cure for the ills of democracy 
is more democracy. Do not denounce as a failure what we 
have never really established and have not practiced. 

Ordinarily it would be hard for me to advise others to vote 
for this naval bill, but we can add language which will har- 
monize the measure with the principles discussed and give 
fuller expression to the spirit of democracy. This Nation 
is an individual Nation among the others. It has the right to 
develop according to its chosen standards. That means that 
other nations must not molest us and if they do so, America 
will certainly give its effective answer. America, likewise, 
must not interfere with others. It is one thing to justify 
true defense; we cannot justify offense or aggression. 

Argument might go on indefinitely as to whether or not a 
proposed increase in naval power is too great or too little, 
and I would not dispute the sincerity of any Member dis- 
cussing the subject. Those, however, who believe in the 
principle of democracy, should have no doubt as to our duty 
to refrain from aggression or attack. Almost everyone agrees 
that only defensive warfare is justifiable, but as to what is 
meant by defense there are as many opinions as there are 
people. I believe, however, that the overwhelming majority 
of the American people understand defense to mean defense 
of the country—of the land in which our people live. Be- 
lieving that to be the right principle, I think that we should 
Say exactly what we mean by the term “defense.” We should 
establish a naval frontier far enough from our coasts to give 
our Navy ample space in which to repel an invader. The 
American people will not complain about the size of the 
Navy if they are assured that our naval forces will be used 
only in defense of a properly described naval frontier. 

The amendment proposed to the bill by the distinguished 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Knirrin] describes what out- 
standing military men regard as a naval frontier sufficiently 
removed from our coasts to enable the naval forces of the 
United States to be used to the greatest possible advantage 
in defending our country. 

According to the philosophy of democracy, we have no 
moral right to force our ideas of government on any other 
country and even if we should try to do so, the best military 
authorities say that we could not defeat a first-class naval 
power in the waters of either Europe or Asia, any more than 
could a European or Asiatic nation successfully attack us in 
our own waters. Both reason and justice, therefore, clearly 
require the adoption of the Kniffin amendment. 

To those who tell us that such a course would be shirking 
our part in the establishment of justice in other parts of 
the world the answer, in the clarion tones of democracy, is 
that example speaks louder than words. If we will give full 
expression to the principles of democracy in our country, and 
demonstrate its advantage to humanity, the peoples in other 
parts of the world will insist upon pursuing our course. 
Remember, when you are speaking of tyrants, that no tyrant 
can continue long when the people see clearly that another 
kind of government would be better for them. 

When we shall have made the Kniffin amendment the law 
of the land we shall not again send our boys off to foreign 
wars. 

The young men of this country will then not be sent like 
sheep to slaughter on foreign battlefields. Not again will the 
bodies of American boys fertilize the fields of other lands. 
The people of other nations, in their anguish and suffering 
from war, will look through their tears toward this land of 
ours and see that our youths are free from the threat of 
death on the fields of other countries because we war only 
for the homeland and go not on journeys of conquest while 
we still speak of fighting only in defense. 

Then will the people of other nations rise in their wrath 
and demand that their governments also clearly state to 
the world that they will not cross their borders to attack 
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another nation. They will point their so-called rulers to 
the shining example of the American people whose policy 
of defense only shall have saved their sons from slaughter. 

They will refuse also to suffer longer because their govern- 

ments have been allowed to engage in wars beyond their 

borders. Men distrust those who talk much about their 
. peaceful intentions, while at the same time they toy with 
Weapons. Intentions are shown by one’s actions and men 
suspect the genuineness of words which mean the contrary 
of such conduct. 

The adoption of the Kniffin amendment will be a recogni- 
tion of the truth and the wisdom of the saying, “By their 
works ye shall know them.” 

Make no mistake about it my friends, the people of this 
country feel the inherent justice of this proposal. I cannot 
believe that any here, who will consider the matter carefully, 
can do other than support the Kniffin amendment. 

We have talked much in the past about the Monroe Doc- 
trine, a doctrine which gave world-wide fame to the man 
who announced it, but when the pending amendment be- 
comes the law of our country, my honorable and distin- 
guished colleague from Ohio (Mr. KvNIFFIN] will be the 
author of a doctrine which, in importance and public benefit, 
will transcend the Monroe Doctrine, and will also far sur- 
pass in value any policy heretofore adopted in connection 
with the conduct of our international affairs. On the mor- 
row, throughout all this land, with my mind’s eye I can 
see a thankful people joyously acclaiming the author of this 
amendment, and generations yet unborn will in their day 
rise to call the name “Kniffin” blessed. [Applause.] 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp at this point on the Kniffin 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, I recognize the laudable de- 
sire behind this proposal. We all want to assure not only 
the peoples of the world but the people in this country that 
we have no aggressive intentions. But I am very appre- 
hensive of the ultimate results of such a proposal as this. 

In -the first place, it is designed apparently to meet a 
specific situation. But, unfortunately, the proposal is a 
general policy. If what we want to do is to bring the Navy 
home from China, we ought to say so directly and bring 
the Navy home from China. But we ought not to put our- 
selves in a position to limit the United States in unknown 
situations in the future. 

We just got into that difficulty with our neutrality policy. 
It was designed largely to meet a specific situation in Spain. 
But after enactment there arose an entirely new and unan- 
ticipated situation in the Orient. To invoke the Neutrality 
Act now would be to go into partnership with the aggressor 
nation, and it would simply mean the crushing of China, 
which was in no one’s mind wher the neutrality law was 
passed. 

Aggression feeds on aggression. If we assist the aggres- 
sor in such a manner, even by announcing to the world that 
by legislation we set up a “no man’s land” which we will 
never enter, it will be the greatest possible encouragement 
to aggressors. If we permit ourselves to be put in this 
Position by this amendment we shall be driven ultimately 
off the seas everywhere. The only thing the American flag 
means, whether it is flying on a ship of the Navy or flying on 
a ship of commerce, is the integrity and honor of the United 
States. That flag will come to mean nothing. Our com- 
merce will not be safe. We will be driven out of all the 
markets of the world. If we do this thing we will become 
an agrarian state within a short time and fall into a con- 
dition of peasantry. We will lose all of our industrial 
development in this country. 

We are not a self-sufficient nation. We must import, 
regardless of whether we export. There are essentials to 
our very industrial existence that require importations, and 
those importations cannot continue except upon the implied 
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protection of the United States Government, which would 
mean the Navy. 

Now, no one need have any apprehension, Mr. Chairman, 
of aggressive intentions upon our part until we prepare to 
raise an enormous expeditionary army. Our Navy is not 
a threat to the peace of the world. Our Navy is not an in- 
strument of aggression in itself. It is merely an auxiliary 
to the whole military machine, the basis of which is troops. 
No military authority anwhere in the world, no matter 
what they say, seriously views our Navy with apprehensicn. 
They never will until we begin to raise an army for expedi- 
tionary duty. Even Japan’s Navy was not a serious threat 
to China. It is her armies that are invading China. What 
right have we to arrogate to ourselves half the seas of the 
world, and to put up a keep-out sign on waters which we 
do not control, and over which we have neither a claim nor 
a right to control. This proposal would forbid the navy 
of any other country to cross this line, 1,800 miles from our 
coast. This is arrogant and impudent upon our part. Noth- 
ing I can conceive of would be more provocative, nor more 
likely to embroil us in war. It would be resented by every 
nation, friendly and otherwise. It would be putting a chip 
upon our shoulder, and daring anyone to knock it off, with 
almost a certainty that someone would try to do so. While 
the Constitution gives to Congress the power to make laws 
for the government of the Navy, it does not give to Congress 
the right to operate the Navy. In the clear intent to sep- 
arate the functions of the three branches of Government, 
Congress was to provide for the executive branches, pre- 
scribe regulations for the conduct, but not to actually engage 
in the operations of the executive departments. This pro- 
posal to establish operating limits of the Navy is a clear 
invasion of the functions of executive responsibility. 

We prohibit the Army and Navy from any participation 
in determining matters of civilian national policy. It is 
clearly the intention that the Congress is not to participate 
in the military operations of the Army and Navy. Dictators 
do that, but not democracies, or they do not long remain 
democracies. Our Navy must be free to go to the source 
of any danger to our national security, wherever that may be. 

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that we 
have reached the crucial point in the consideration of this 
bill. While the debate has been in progress we have heard a 
thousand protestations, uttered over and over again in ad- 
ministrative quarters and on the floor of this House, that 
what we are creating here is a navy of defense and nothing 
else. Administration officials and the gentleman from 
Georgia who is so ably conducting this bill through the 
House have been equally emphatic on that point. 

If we are earnest, if we are sincere, why not put in the 
bill a provision that will definitely make the navy we are 
creating what we all say we want it to be—a navy for 
defense. 

I am for a strong and adequate navy for defense and for 
nothing else. In the present condition of the world we 
must have a strong navy. But a navy is a dangerous 
Weapon in its political implications and potentialities as 
well as in its capacity to kill. If we would preserve world 
peace and avoid strained relations with other countries that 
may lead to war we should keep it in our own holster until 
we are attacked and not flourish it around the world. If 
you rub a man’s chin with the butt of a revolver he prob- 
ably will react by deciding that you do not like him and he 
may get angry or scared and want to fight you. That is 
human nature. It is the same way with nations. We 
should keep our defense Navy at home and not send it to 
far-away Singapores. We shoud keep our Navy in the zone 
of defense defined in the Kniffin amendment and not send 
it roaming around the word, because if it goes roaming to 
every scene of feverish disturbances created by foreign quar- 
rels it is going to get us into trouble. 

In the name of common sense, if we are to have a navy of 
defense, where should it operate in peacetimes except in de- 
fense waters? Adoption of this amendment would definitely 
establish the character of this bill as a defense measure. It 


3704 


would carry out the idea of the American people who, if 
I interpret their thought correctly, are in favor of billions 
for defense but not a cent for aggression. 

I see no reason in the world why the gentleman from 
Georgia could not accept this amendment and I plead with 
him yet to do so. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I now make the 
point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Ohio desire 
to be heard upon the point of order? 

Mr. KNIFFIN. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman 
briefly. 

Mr. KNIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, this authorization bill is a 
naval policy bill throughout, because by its language it com- 
mits the United States to a big-navy policy. I submit, Mr. 
Chairman, that section 8 of article I of the Constitution, 
which is a series of limitations, presupposes that the Execu- 
tive is an administrative officer and that rules for the govern- 
ing of naval affairs shall be prescribed by the Congress. The 
Congress, therefore, can state the purpose for which this 
authorization is being made. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. 

The Chair is constrained to hold that the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KNIFFIN] is not in 
order for the reasons announced by the Chair in ruling on 
the new section 9 of the bill, the matter in italics on page 6 
and the first paragraph of page 7. The amendment now 
offered, in both paragraphs, contains the clause “naval 
policy,” and so forth, and is likewise not germane to the 
preceding section and not germane at this point in the bill. 

The Chair therefore sustains the point of order. 

The Clerk will report the committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 7, line 9, insert: 

“Sec. 10. (a) The Secretary of the Navy is hereby authorized and 
directed to appoint a board consisting of not less than five officers 
to investigate and report upon the need, for purposes of national 
defense, for the establishment of additional submarine, destroyer, 
and naval air bases on the coasts of the United States, its terri- 
tories and possessions. 

“(b) The Secretary of the Navy is further directed to cause 
the report of the board authorized by this section to be trans- 
mitted to the Speaker of the House of Representatives during the 
first session of the Seventy-sixth Co: 

“Sec. 11. That the Navy Department shall construct upon the 
Pacific coast of the United States such vessels as the President 
of the United States may determine to be necessary in order to 


maintain shipyard facilities upon the Pacific coast ni and 
adequate to meet the requirements of national defense.” 


Mr. SAUTHOFF. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. SaurHorr to the committee amend- 
ment: At the end of section 11, add the following: 

“Sec. 12. This act shall not become effective until confirmed 
by a majority of all votes cast thereon in a Nation-wide refer- 
endum. Such referendum shall be held not later than Novem- 
ber 1938 and subject to such rules and regulations as the Secre- 
tary of State shall prescribe as necessary or appropriate in pro- 
viding for such referendum. Any individual qualified to vote for 
the election of Members of Congress in the State of which he is a 
resident shall be entitled to vote at such referendum.” 


Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I make a point 
of order against the amendment as not being germane to 
the bill under consideration. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Wisconsin 
desire to be heard? 

Mr. SAUFHOFF. Mr. Chairman, I want to point out to 
the Members of the Committee that this is the second time 
within a few months that there has been offered to the 
House a general referendum amendment by which the people 
might have a voice or at least the opportunity to express 
themselves. Through pressure applied against the Ludlow 
amendment to the Constitution, giving the people the right 
of a referendum on the question of war abroad, that measure 
was not even given a hearing on the floor of the House. 

Today, on the question of naval expansion, which, judg- 
ing from a speech made by the Secretary of State, is being 
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promulgated for the carrying forth of parallel action with 
the British Government on the seven seas, our people are 
again to be denied the right of a referendum on that question. 

When it comes to the furnishing of their sons to fight the 
wars which this program will take us into, when it comes to 
the time they will have to pay the taxes to carry forth the 
purposes of the war, then the people will be given the oppor- 
tunity to produce their sons and their money to carry out 
the wishes as expressed through this kind of legislation. 

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. MOTT. Did the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. VIN- 
son] make a point of order or did he reserve it? 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I made a point 
of order and the gentleman from Wisconsin addressed the 
Chair on the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin offers an amendment at 
the end of the bill providing that before this measure shall 
become effective a Nation-wide referendum shall be held, 
and then the amendment proceeds to set forth how such 
referendum shall be held and states that it shall be subject 
to such rules and regulations as the Secretary of State shall 
prescribe as necessary or appropriate in providing for such 
referendum. 

In the first place, such a proposal may not be within the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Naval Affairs. Nowhere 
in the bill is the Secretary of State or the Department of 
State referred to in any way, nor does any provision of the 
bill relate to that Department or its head. 

A mere postponement of the effective date of an act for 
one reason or another might be germane, if nothing further 
was required to be done affirmatively. See Hines Precedents, 
section 3030. But particularly because of the part of this 
amendment which refers to the Secretary of State, the Chair 
rules that the amendment is not germane and therefore sus- 
tains the point of order. 

Mr. IZAC. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment, which I 
send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Izac to the committee amendment: 
Page 7, line 7, after the word “destroyer”, insert the word “mine.” 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I accept the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Izacl. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from California [Mr. Izac l. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding that there will be 
a motion offered to recommit this bill to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs with instructions to strike out lines 1, 2, and 3 
on page 2, and report back forthwith, which in effect would 
strike from the bill the authorization for the three battle- 
ships. Of course, this was the amendment which I offered 
and which was defeated by a vote of 98 to 63 in committee. 
I trust the Members of the House prior to their final vote 
on this question will reconsider their earlier action and will 
see to it that this bill is sent back to committee. Such 
action, in my opinion, will serve the best interest of national 
defense and the public welfare. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the committee 
amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Jounson of Minnesota: Page 7, line 
24, after section 11, add section 12, as follows: 

“Sec. 12. (a) That it shall be unlawful for any person, firm, 
8 corporation, or association to manufacture, sell, im- 


port, export, barter, or trade in any of the munitions, pone 
or accouterments of war, as hereinafter more precisely defined, 
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any of the States of the United States or in any of the territory 
over which the United States maintains a protectorate as a result 
of treaty rights. 

“GOVERNMENT MONOPOLY FOR THE MANUFACTURE OF MUNITIONS 


“(b) From and after the enactment of this act, the Government 
of the United States shall exclusively manufacture all munitions, 
armaments, and accouterments of war for all its armed forces, in- 
cluding the Army, Navy, and air services; and it shall be the duty 
of the Congress to enact such laws and to make such appropria- 
tions as in its considered Judgment will encompass the intent and 
purpose of this act. 

“DEFINITIONS 


“(c) The term ‘munitions’ as used in this act shall include 
all terms in this act plus firearms of every description, such as 
cannons, projectiles, bombs, gas intended for war purposes, powder, 
dynamite, battleships, torpedo boats, airplanes for war purposes, 
sea mines, or other contrivances used for the destruction of life 
and property. The term ‘armaments’ shall mean the guns and 
munitions of a fortification or vessel. The term ‘accouterments 
of war shall mean equipment, apparel, dress, and trappings of 
the armed forces. The term ‘ordnances’ shall mean the miscel- 
laneous and sundry weapons and appliances used in war, espe- 
cially artillery. The term ‘war supplies’ shall mean gun forgings, 
projectiles, armor plate, facilities adequate for the production of 
powder, rifles, pistols, machine guns, naval vessels of all classes, 
military aircraft and engines, gas containers, bombs, powder, dyna- 
mite, chemicals, and disease germs, all for military purposes, The 
term ‘aircraft equipment’ shall mean parachutes, motors and en- 
gines, balloons and dirigibles, and the means for manufacture and 
maintenance of such equipment. The term ‘factories’ shall mean 
necessary manufacturing establishments where raw materials are 
processed and converted into completed armaments, munitions, 
accouterments of war, war supplies, aircraft and aircraft equip- 
ment as will carry out and make effective the purposes and intent 
of this act. The term ‘drydock’ shall mean place or places where 
vessels can be built for war purposes. The term ‘yards’ shall be 
such place where ordnances and munitions of war are processed 
and manufactured. 

“THE GOVERNMENT SHALL HAVE POWER TO ACQUIRE PLANTS AND YARDS 

d) The United States may acquire munition plants, factories, 
drydocks, and yards that are now in existence by purchase, lease, 
or grant or may construct or acquire new munition plants, dry- 
docks, or yards for the manufacture of munitions, armaments, 
accouterments of war, ordnance, war supplies, aircraft, and air- 
craft equipment. There is hereby created a United States Com- 
mission for the Control of Munitions to be composed of five Com- 
missioners, all of whom shall be named by the President by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate of the United States, 
whose terms shall run concurrently with that of the President. 
The Commission may purchase, lease, or acquire by grant muni- 
tion plants, factories, drydocks, and yards now in existence from 
private owners at a price that shall represent a fair going value 
as established by a board of arbitration appointed by the President 
and composed of three members whose terms shall run concurrently 
with the President’s term. 

“LICENSES FOR COMMERCIAL USE AND SALE 

“(e) The United States Commission for the Control of Munitions 
shall have power to issue licenses and regulate the sale of com- 
mercial firearms and ammunition. The Commission shall have 
power to release such munitions as are necessary for the commercial 
welfare of the United States. 

“PENALTIES FOR VIOLATIONS 

“(f) Any person violating any of the provisions of this act shall, 
upon conviction thereof, be sentenced to the Federal penitentiary 
for a term of not less than 1 year nor more than 10 years for 
each offense, and in addition thereto shall forfeit the subject mat- 
ter of the violation. The term “person” shall be construed to 
mean an individual, firm, corporation, partnership, association, 
cooperative, or membership association, and in the case of a firm, 
corporation, partnership, association, cooperative, or membership 
association shall include the officers and/or directors.” 


Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I make a point 
of order against the amendment, that it is not germane to 
the pending bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Minnesota 
LMr. JoHnson] desire to be heard? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I know the 
Members of the House are weary, but the question of profit- 
eering on war materials was brought to this Congress 
through a message of the President of the United States. 
This amendment goes to the crux of the situation. It sets 
up a munitions board consisting of five members, which 
board shall have the right to barter, to lease, obtain by grant 
or by purchase, all the necessary equipment to manufacture 
all of the vessels and all of the necessary equipment to carry 
on defense by the United States. 
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It also sets up a board of arbitration to consist of three 
members, all of whose terms shall run concurrently with 
that of the President of the United States, to obtain the 
means for this production. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment in short is a nationaliza- 
tion of the munitions industry. It carries out the program 
advocated by the American Legion and the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars. The bill will not be complete until this 
amendment has been offered because of the criticism in 
the country generally of the May-Hill-Sheppard bill as being 
deficient in removing the profits of war. 8 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. O'Connor of New York). The 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Jonnson] offers an amend- 
ment the prime purpose of which is to establish “a Govern- 
ment monopoly for the manufacture of munitions,” a sub- 
ject in no way related to this bill. The Chair sustains the 
point of order. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to insert in the Record at this point a page from the 
committee hearings on this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will have to get that 
permission in the House. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my own remarks in the Record at this point in 
connection with the fortification of Attu Island in the 
Aleutian chain. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, as a patriotic and peace- 
loving American citizen, I have for many years and on 
numerous occasions studied means and methods of preserv- 
ing the inviolability of every foot of our American territory. 
In the study of the situation I have naturally scanned the 
horizon of possibilities as to the direction from whence a 
foreign foe may strike. While there is no definite certainty 
as to the safety and sanctity of our eastern coast, there is 
more assurance of peace from the friendly European na- 
tions than ordinarily might be expected from the nations of 
Asia, and particularly warlike Japan. l 

It is upon the theory of possibilities involving the United: 
States and Japan that I have studied a counter offensive 
move in the event of hostilities involving the Land of the 
Rising Sun. 

When the Panama Canal was built the argument was ad- 
vanced that it would double the effectiveness of the United 
States Navy, and it was further argued that it would be far. 
cheaper to build the Canal, which would be useful for the 
merchantmen of the world and available for national de- 
fense purposes, than to build an additional navy for the 
protection of the west coast. The same argument of the in- 
creased effectiveness of our Navy should be applied in ad- 
vancing the desirability of fortifications in the Aleutian 
chain, which I want to discuss very briefly. 

At the extreme west end of the Aleutian Archipelago is to 
be found a small island, roughly, 25 by 35 miles in area, far 
enough away from the Alaskan mainland to cause a dis- 
tention of the international date line. \ 

I am not so familiar with the topography or the natural 
make-up of the island to say definitely that it could be devel- 
oped as a naval base or as an air base even if it could be 
properly fortified, or that it would be desirable for the United 
States of America to do so even if conditions were such that 
the naval fleet could be based or an aerial fleet successfully 
operate therefrom and fortifications constructed. But allow- 
ing for the sake of proper illustration that Attu Island could 
be used as a proper base for the Navy and that atmospheric 
conditions are such as to promote the landing and the take- 
off of land and naval planes and that it could be strongly 
and properly fortified, my contention is that it would be 
wise for the Army and the Navy to thoroughly examine the 
possibilities of completing the Pacific triangle involving 
Panama, the Hawaiian Islands, and Attu Island, as the 
defense line of protection for Alaska, the continental United 
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States and the nations of the Western Hemisphere included 
for American protection under the Monroe Doctrine. 

Predicating the basing of the Pacific Fleet and the for- 
tification of Attu Island upon a sound premise of national 
defense, I suggest it would be economically good business to 
expend the necessary moneys to make of this Pacific promon- 
tory another Oahu and a Pearl Harbor. 

A study of the north Pacific Ocean strengthens my convic- 
tion that no Asiatic nation would dare to strike at any part 
of the western coast of the United States because the Ameri- 
can fleet would be, if based on Attu Island, approximately 
1,700 miles closer to Yokohama and Tokyo than a fleet which 
is based at Pearl Harbor. Hawaii is approximately 3,400 
miles from Yokohama. Attu Island is about one-half the 
distance, or approximately 1,700 miles away. Some of the 
populous cities and towns in Japan are less than 6 flying 
hours remote from Attu Island and with the aid of airplane 
carriers a fleet of bombing planes could descend upon the 
principal cities of Japan in and about the same amount of 
flying time. The great circle from Asia to the United States 
is bent within striking distance of many of the islands in 
the Aleutian chain. Shipping of an enemy nation would be 
carried on between the Asiatic and American coasts at great 
risks to merchantmen, if the commerce of such unfriendly 
nation was not entirely paralyzed, should such plan of fortifi- 
cation be adopted as sound and desirable. 

America has great wealth stored and undeveloped in 
the Territory of Alaska—coal, iron, precious metals, timber, 
sealing, and fisheries, together with countless other valuable 
products—which might some day be tempting to the “have- 
nots” who would desire to take them away from the United 
States, which has been referred to as one of the nations who 
have. 

It may be well to suggest to the Army and to the Navy 
high commands that they make a careful study of possibil- 
ities of Attu Island. 

The distance from Attu Island to Seattle is not much 
greater than the distance from Oahu to San Francisco. 
No nation would dare to venture very far in the direction 
of the United States with the idea of attacking the western 
coast. The Pacific Ocean from Panama to the Bering Sea 
would become an impenetrable moat surrounding the castle 
of the United States, within which we could safely follow 
our peaceful pursuits and maintain our friendly intercourse 
with the peace-loving nations of the world. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, during the 
several days of debate on the pending Navy bill, I have heard 
practically every speech that has been made, both by the 
sponsors of this measure and by those who strenuously are 
opposing it. Up to now I have not participated in this de- 
bate with the exception of asking a number of questions 
mainly of those sponsoring this bill. It has been disap- 
pointing to me that some of the sponsors of this legislation 
have assumed the attitude from the beginning that anyone 
who dared ask questions is a so-called pacifist and therefore 
opposed to legislation for national defense. 

May I state here that during my several years in Con- 
gress, I have consistently supported legislation for national 
defense, not only upon land and sea, but especially for ade- 
quate defense in the air. I have repeatedly stated that I am 
a strong believer in reasonable and adequate defense against 
any or all foreign foes, actual and imaginary. But I say to 
you frankly that I am absolutely unwilling to embark upon 
a program or a policy of policing the whole world. [Ap- 
plause.] Nor am I at all satisfied with the pending bill. 
I do not pose as a naval expert. But there are some things 
that even a layman knows about national defense. 

Mr. Chairman, it does not take an admiral, a general, or 
a naval expert to know that America needs more and better 
coast defense, more and better bombers, fast cruisers, air- 
plane carriers, and submarines. The weakness in this bill, 
as I see it, is too many capital battleships that will take 
5 years to build, and too little consideration given to our 
neglected air force that we must strengthen in case of future 
hostilities, which God forbid may never come to blight our 
land. [Applause.] 
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I hold in my hand this afternoon’s paper announcing that 
1,000 civilians, including women and children, were killed 
yesterday in Spain in the one city of Barcelona, not by bat- 
tleships or cruisers, but by airplanes that dropped death 
bombs upon their helpless victims. On the front page of 
the same newspaper is a six-column picture which speaks 
for itself. It shows one of the modern Spanish ships sinking 
off the coast of Spain a few days ago in which 600 human 
beings lost their lives. Under the picture it says: 

This picture, one of the most dramatic ever taken of a war-vessel 
bombing, shows the 10,000-ton cruiser Baleares, Spanish insurgent 
vessel, going to the bottom March 6. 

The story says that one torpedo also struck this ship, 
which was one of the best and most modern in the insurgent 
navy. But the picture plainly indicates that the bombers 
were primarily responsible for the sinking of this ship. This, 
in spite of the so-called expert advice that was given the 
committee over and over by the admirals assuring the com- 
mittee that such a thing could not possibly happen. This 
instance of the sinking of a ship has occurred in spite of the 
loudly proclaimed expert advice given on the floor of this 
House during this lengthy discussion assuring us that such 
a thing is preposterous. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, we must not close our eyes to the 
fact that a major part of the war in Spain, in which more 
than 600,000 people have lost their lives, has been waged in 
the air. Even some of the self-admitted naval experts on 
this floor admit that in no far distant future the scene of 
warfare will shift from land and sea to the air and that 
capital battleships will become useless. Both sides of the 
conflict in Spain are demanding more and faster bombers, 
not battleships. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, 
yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Yes; I yield to the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Is it not a fact that Barcelona is the 
largest city of Spain, and, more than that, is the largest 
seaport of Spain? This city is being laid waste today not by 
a navy, although it is a seaport, but from the air by bombers. 

Tennyson, with prophetic words, visioned almost a century 
ago what is happening in modern warfare when he said: 

gc the Heavens fill with shouting and there rained a ghastly 

ew 

From the nations’ airy navies grappling in the central blue. 

That is the kind of navy we should be providing for and 
not out-moded battleships. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I thank the gentleman for 
his forceful contribution. Again I say that this picture of the 
sinking of the Spanish ship speaks louder than mere words 
of any naval experts. 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Not right now; my time is 
short. 

Mr. MAAS. That is not a battleship. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Oh, you experts on mili- 
tary and naval affairs may not call it a battleship, but one 
thing is certain, it was one of the best and most modern 
ships of the rebel forces. But what makes the difference 
whether it is a battleship or a cruiser? It is now at the 
bottom of the ocean. 

Mr. SUTPHIN. It is a 10,000-ton cruiser. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I think we all understand 
that. But bear in mind that a 10,000-ton ship is nearly 
one-third as large as any battleship ever proposed under 
this bill. 

But so much for battleships and cruisers. During this 
discussion I have expressed my opposition to the advisability 
of section 9, the so-called policy section of the bill. Never 
before, so far as I recall, has the Naval Affairs Committee 
ever even proposed to write into a bill of this nature carte 
blanche authority to the admirals to protect property as 
well as American citizens abroad. I have repeatedly said 
I could not for a moment consider supporting this legislation ' 
with section 9 in the bill. I feel very keenly that when 
American citizens prefer to live abroad, whether it is in 
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order to make more money or for any other reason, that 
they should take up such residence at their own risk. Espe- 
cially do I feel that it is not incumbent upon this Nation to 
protect the property of such citizens who may choose to 
reside on the other side of the globe. [Applause.] I have 
stated that section 9 is far more objectionable to me than 
the enormous amount of money involved to be authorized 
under the terms of the pending bill. With section 9 elim- 
inated, as is now the case, I must say in all fairness that 
the bill is much less objectionable. 

Mr. MOTT and Mr. LEAVY rose. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I regret that I cannot yield 
now. Much has been said on this floor during the past sev- 
eral years, and especially during the past several days, about 
taking the profits out of war. But where, may I ask, in the 
pending bill is any reasonable effort to take the unreasonable 
and unjustified profits out of battleship building? The fact 
that this, like naval bills in the past, contains the 10-percent- 
profit clause means absolutely nothing to the private ship- 
builders. They have failed and refused to make any account- 
ing or return to the Federal Treasury of their surplus profits. 
That is inexcusable. I regret very much the Dirksen amend- 
ment, to require a strict accounting and return of surplus 
profits on the part of the private shipbuilders, was not 
adopted. It went out on a point of order. Let me say that 
I give notice now as a member of the Committee on Appro- 
priations that when that committee is called upon to consider 
the appropriations for the ships authorized in the pending 
bill I propose to prepare and offer a limitation on the ap- 
propriation to prevent such enormous and unconscionable 
profits in the construction of battleships. There is no excuse 
or reason for a profit of $11,000,000 being made on one bat- 
tleship. The fact that some of the greedy private shipyards 
have disregarded the law and made profits of 30 to 35 per- 
cent is outrageous. It is disgraceful. As a member of the 
Committee on Appropriations, I say that when this Congress 
is called upon to make the appropriation to carry out this 
legislation, which undoubtedly will be very soon, we are going 
to write into the bill a limitation so there will be no such 
disgraceful profiteering in the future on the part of the 
private shipbuilders of the country. (Applause.] 

Mr. LEAVY and Mr. McFARLANE rose. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I yield first to the gentle- 
man from Washington. 

Mr. LEAVY. On yesterday Secretary Hull announced to 
the world a foreign-policy program. We took out of this 
bill section 9, which was a foreign-policy program. Is it 
the gentleman’s view that any Member of Congress who 
votes for this bill as it is now written is approving the 
foreign-policy program of Secretary Hull, or disapproving 
it? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I may say to the gentleman 
from Washington that I have a profound respect for our 
distinguished and able Secretary of State, Mr. Hull; but in 
answer to the gentleman’s question, it is obvious that since 
section 9 has been stricken, the question of either approv- 
ing or disapproving the foreign policy of Secretary Hull 
could not possibly enter into consideration of this discussion. 

In closing let me say that I supported the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. Ran- 
DOLPH] to eliminate three $75,000,000 battleships from this 
bill. Aside from these three capital ships, I can give my 
enthusiastic support to the balance of the bill. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order a 
quorum is not present. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Will the gentleman withhold 
the point of order? 

Mr. SNELL. If you are going to complete the considera- 
tion of this bill tonight I will withhold it; but if you are 
not, I insist on the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. There is an amendment at the Clerk’s 
desk offered by the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. We want to consider this 
amendment, and then we will be through. 
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Mr. SNELL. If you are going to complete the considera- 
tion of the bill, I withdraw the point of order. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Crosser: After section 11 add a new 
section, as follows: 

“Sec. 12. The naval forces of the United States shall be em- 
ployed to maintain inviolate the frontier against any foreign foe, 
the naval frontier of the United States being defined as extending 
from Bering Strait to the western end of the Aleutian Islands, to 
the Hawaiian Islands, to American Samoa, to Panama, to the Virgin 
Islands, and to the eastern extremity of the State of Maine, but in 
their operations shall not go beyond the limits of that part of the 
Western Hemisphere which lies west of the meridian running 
through the twentieth degree of west longitude, reckoning from 
Greenwich as the zero point, excepting when on friendly visits, ex- 
cept in the event of military attack upon the United States or any 
of its possessions, and except in case of the violation of the historic 
policy of the United States as expressed in the Monroe Doctrine.” 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I make the point 
re eg against the amendment that it is not germane to 

e 5 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. 

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Chairman, this is not the same 
amendment that was offered a short while ago. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair is well aware of that fact. 
Does the gentleman desire to be heard on the point of 
order? 

Mr. CROSSER. I want to get my views stated on this 
matter. I say it is perfectly silly to talk about building 
any number of ships unless you state for what purpose they 
are being built. This is all the amendment does. We say 
this is for the purpose of defending our frontiers and say 
nothing about establishing any policy whatever. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Crosser] offers an amendment somewhat similar to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Knir- 
FIN]. The amendment, in effect, attempts to define the 
naval frontiers of the country or some boundary lines in the 
oceans. The bill under consideration is one pertaining to 
the building of warships. There is nothing in the bill which 
goes to setting any boundary lines pertaining to the country. 
The amendment is therefore not germane to the bill, and the 
Chair sustains the point of order. 

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Chairman, I had intended to make 
some remarks on the Kniffin amendment, which went out on 
the point of order. I ask unanimous consent that I may 
insert my remarks in the Recorp at that point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, the Committee 
has completed its consideration of the bill, and I move that 
the Committee do now rise. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule the Committee auto- 
matically rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. O'Connor of New York, Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, 
reported that the Committee having had under consideration 
the bill (H. R. 9218) to establish the composition of the 
United States Navy, to authorize the construction of certain 
naval vessels, and for other purposes, pursuant to House 
Resolution 432, he reported the same back to the House with 
sundry amendments adopted in the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule the previous question is 
ordered on the bill and all amendments thereto to final 
passage. 

ADJOURNMENT OVER 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that when the House adjourns today it adjourn to meet on 
Monday next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the further consideration of the bill H. R. 9218 may 
be in order the first thing on Monday next. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

TREASURY AND POST OFFICE DEPARTMENTS APPROPRIATION 

BILL, 1939 

Mr. LUDLOW submitted a conference report and state- 
ment on the bill (H. R. 8947) making appropriations for 
the Treasury and Post Office Departments for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1939, and for other purposes. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. SMITH of West Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my own remarks in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GAVAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my remarks in the Recorp by inserting a speech 
I made yesterday in Youngstown, Ohio. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that I may be permitted to insert in the Recorp in connec- 
tion with my remarks having to do with metal-clad airship 
construction a report of the special committee on airships, 
and certain other pertinent, informative matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to insert in the Recorp at this point a colloquy that occurred 
in the hearings of the committee between Mr. SUTPHIN and 
Admiral DuBose, which shows forcefully the comparative 
costs of the building of destroyers. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 

Mr. SUTPHIN. In those fiscal years now I notice the Gridley, a 
1,500-ton destroyer, which was built by the Bethelhem Co., costing 
4,559,000, a similar ship of the same class; the Dunlap, built at 
the United Yard, cost $4,200,000; while the Bagley, built at Norfolk, 
a ship of the same type, cost $4,110,000, and the Patterson, built at 
the Puget Sound Navy Yard, cost $3,800,000. They are all the same 
type of ship, I believe, sir. 

Admiral DuBose. They are all the same type of ships, and in no 
eg are the final cost figures in. The figures that you have read 
are the approximate costs as indicated by our records of actual 
costs where we have them, together with an allowance for the addi- 
tional cost to complete; but the difference in prices will be roughly 
the same even when the final costs come in. 

Mr. CURLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
insert in the Recorp in connection with my remarks a table 
from the hearings. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


FOREIGN POLICY DEBACLE 


Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Speaker, the abrupt capitulation 
of the chairman of the Committee on Naval Affairs this 
afternoon on the momentous issue of foreign policy after 
6 weeks of sometimes heated consideration of this matter 
in the extended hearings before the committee is gratifying 
in the extreme to those who have feared the implications 
of this declaration upon the dread issue of peace or war. 

This proposed amendment on foreign policy was sug- 
gested by the chairman within 1 week after the hearings 
opened as a result of the storm of protest over the aggressive 
implications of this greatly increased naval program. 

The proposal sought to quiet the storm by declaring the 
increase was solely for defense and not for aggression, and 
the chairman advised the committee that the proposed 
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amendment had received the personal consideration of 
the President and certain phraseology had been written into 
the amendment by the President himself. 

Among other things, the amendment declared the pur- 
pose of the Navy was to protect our commerce and citizens 
abroad and to support our national policies, which the 
chairman stated were declared by the President. 

This proposal with all its implications of involvement in 
foreign strife gave very serious concern to many thoughtful 
citizens throughout the country. 

A storm of protest arose but the committee at the end 
of the hearings voted to insert the proposed amendment in 
the bill as section 10, and it was printed in the bill which 
was submitted to the House. 

Now, at the eleventh hour the proposed amendment on 
foreign policy is suddenly eliminated by its sponsor, the 
chairman of the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

This is certainly most gratifying to those who have 
feared its implications, and seems, in substantial measure, 
to justify the action of the minority in seeking to awaken 
the Congress and the country to the far-reaching problems 
that might be presented by certain constructions of its terms. 

THREE PROPOSALS OF MINORITY ADOPTED 

Certainly the bill has been vastly improved by its elimina- 
tion. If the authorization for battleships, which it is not 
proposed now to build, were eliminated there would be little 
in the bill to give one concern from the standpoint of possible 
aggressive action in Asia or Europe on parallel lines. No one 
needs to fear the use of any other craft than battleships in 
any aggressive action overseas. 

The views of the minority as to the elimination of this sec- 
tion on foreign policy have been completely vindicated, and 
also their criticism of the bill as to the limitation it placed, 
for the first time, by its terms upon the construction of 
naval aircraft. 

The insistence of the minority that Congress should give 
expression to the overwhelming urge for a disarmament con- 
ference has also been recognized. 

AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY UNSETTLED 


The fact remains that American foreign policy, which this 
billion-dollar increase in our present $4,000,000,000 naval- 
building program is designed to implement, remains still 
unclarified. 

If quarantine and contagion mean anything, they mean 
war anywhere is a matter of American concern. Yet we are 
also assured that the difficulties on the Danube are none of 
our concern. This denial, however, is significantly not ex- 
tended to the Yangtze. 

Either we are going to take steps to maintain world peace 
and security, as clearly intimated in the President’s message 
asking for the billion-dollar increase in naval armament or 
we are not. 

It is to be hoped that the Senate, with its broader responsi- 
bilities and experience in such matters, may be more success- 
ful than the House in finding out whether this naval bill is 
designed to implement any crusades to quarantine aggressor 
nations or maintain world peace. 


MINORITY VIEWS 


The following excerpts from the minority views seem pecu- 
liarly appropriate at this point, as the House adjourns over 
the week end, to consider whether or not the remaining prob- 
lem of the bill shall be solved by the elimination of the battle- 
ships that it is not now proposed to build: 

I 


Why sheuld Congress authorize three more $75,000,000 battleships 
when the Navy is not ready to build three battleships that are 
already authorized? 

II 

In the next 5 years there is authorization to build nine battle- 
ships as large and as powerful as the naval experts deem necessary 
to defend America—besides the two now building. 

III 


Whenever this authorization is inadequate for the construction 
deemed necessary by the Navy Department, the Congress may prop- 
erly and wisely consider an increase in the authorization. 
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IV. THE Program Nosopy Knows 


Under the Vinson-Trammell Act of 1934, a $4,000,000,000 program 
of naval building was authorized. At no time has the Navy Depart- 
ment found it advisable to keep their construction program up to 
that authorization. Today it lags far behind. 


V. REPLACEMENT 


“Replacement” is a misnomer, since no old ship need be scrapped. 
Ten battleships have been modernized into first-class fighting 
weapons. New battleships need bear no relation to their prede- 
cessors, and their predecessors are not now scrapped. 


VIII. Drptomatic, Nor Nava, PROGRAM 


Everything indicates that this billion-dollar increase in the 
present $4,000,000,000 program is not a naval program but a 
diplomatic program. The Navy developed its program for this 
coming year and presented it to the Committee on Appropriations. 
The committee and the House have adopted that program sub- 
stantially as submitted. It carries $552,000,000—the largest sum 
since the war—and of that amount, $143,000,000 is for new con- 
struction on the 72 ships now building or the ships to be com- 
menced this coming year. 

IX. Present $4,000,000,000 Procram 

Under the Vinson-Trammell Act in 5 years there have been 
added to the Navy or are now being built 141 ships which it is 
estimated will cost the sum of $1,443,643,280. The 72 ships now 
bullding will require $586,107,367 to complete. 

In addition, there are already authorized additional ships which 
will certainly cost more than $2,000,000,000 more. The 11 new 
battleships alone, already authorized, will cost in excess of $1,000,- 
000,000 at the present rate of increased cost. 

These ships may be as large and as powerful and as heavily 
armed and armored as the naval authorities may deem advisable. 

These ships may be commenced as promptly as the naval experts 
have indicated it would be possible to prepare the necessary ship- 
building facilities in public or private yards. 

X. THE AMERICAN Navy Is SUPREME IN THE WESTERN HEMISPHERE 

The evidence before our committee indicated that no navy afloat 
today can challenge the American Navy in American waters. Most 
Americans do not desire the American Navy to challenge any other 
navy in Asiatic or European waters. Everyone concerned vigorously 
disa vows any such intent. 

A 2-TO-1 RATIO TO ATTACK 

A 2-to-1 superiority in naval power would be necessary, according 
to Admiral Leahy, for the United States to send an overseas expedi- 
tion to Asia or Europe with any reasonable prospect of success. 

Any other nation likewise would require nearly the same su- 
periority of 2 to 1 to cross the seas and attack the United States 
with any reasonable prospect of success. 

XI. No Nation Can ATTACK Us 

The carrying out of the already authorized $4,000,000,000 pro- 
gram of naval construction will guarantee that no nation can 
approximate to any such ratio of superiority. 

No nation other than England will even equal our naval power 
if we simply proceed in an orderly manner to carry out our 
present program and build battleships already authorized of such 
size and power as the naval experts deem advisable to match 
those of any other nation. 

XII. BRITISH Navy 

The Congress may constantly bear in mind that we are build- 
ing a navy to guard the Western Hemisphere while Great Britain 
is building a navy to guard a world empire. This necessarily 
affects the character and quantity of ships that each will require. 

OVERSEAS AGGRESSION 

All authorities agree that there is a loss in efficiency of at least 
40 percent in carrying on the operations of a fleet overseas 3,000 
or more miles from home, 

This factor has been strangely ignored in considering the defense 
of America, 

If we are going overseas we come under a similar handicap. 

XIII. QUARANTINE 

Admiral Leahy emphasized repeatedly that the addition of three 
more battleships to our fleet would not make it possible for us to 
carry out an offensive operation overseas. 

This was cited to prove this proposed increase could not indicate 
an intent to proceed by any action in the nature of a quarantine 
of so-called aggressor nations. 

No challenge of Admiral Leahy’s sincerity is required, however, 
for the Congress to recognize certain other factors. 

XIV. “PARALLEL” ACTION 

There has been much said in recent days of parallel“ action. 
American cruisers have just participated in the dedication of one 
of the greatest naval bases in the world built by Great Britain at 
Singapore. This is conveniently located to the great Dutch oil 
reserves in the Dutch East Indies, which the British are under 
obligation to protect. 

XV. JOINT FLEETS 


Admiral Leahy testified that if six British capital ships with the 
necessary complement of other vessels were to be joined with the 
American Fleet at Singapore or elsewhere the combined fleets 
would then be in a position to carry out an aggressive operation 
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in Asiatic waters where Great Britain has a stake of a billion 
dollars in China and all the wealth of the Indies. 


XVI. COLLECTIVE SECURITY 


Collective security means exactly that if it means anything at 
all. Any Mediterranean adjustment will almost certainly liber- 
ate the necessary British ships to move to Singapore for a collec- 
tive survey of the Asiatic situation. : 

The United States Navy now has 42 ships in Asiatic waters, in- 
cluding six submarines, “to evacuate our nationals.” 


XVII. PRESIDENTIAL POWERS 


In these troubled times it is well for the Congress and the 
country to have definitely and clearly in mind the present au- 
wer of the President as the Commander in Chief of the Army 
and Navy. 

These Presidential powers were most dramatically illustrated in 
the case of Veracruz. 

President Wilson asked Congress for authority to seize Veracruz. 
Congress had the temerity to pause for discussion and debate. 

The President became impatient and ordered the Navy to seize 
Veracruz while the Congress was still debating. 

No question was raised as to the Presidential power to act. 

Veracruz was bombarded and 500 Mexicans were killed. 

The one who is now President is thoroughly familiar with the 
episode as he was at the time the Assistant Secretary of the Navy. 


XVIII. Is CHINA WORTH a War? 


The Congress may well consider whether auth a billion- 
dollar addition to our Navy at this time is calculated calm the 
troubled seas of international diplomacy. 

Evacuating our nationals from China in accordance with the 
Presidential proclamation of last September and bringing out our 
fleet of 42 naval vessels and the troops would seem a 
much more promising way to avoid trouble in China, if that is 
the object of American diplomacy. 

A prudent citizen does not lose caste by leaving Donnybrook 
Fair when trouble starts. 

Our total American investment in China is not equal to the cost 
of two battleships. 


XX. Wey LIMIT AIRCRAFT? 


Into the current controversy as to the relative advantages of 
battleships or aircraft the minority cannot enter, since the com- 
mittee refused to secure even in executive session the pertinent 
information as to the results of bombing tests. 

There is no suggestion that every naval power on earth does not 
know approximately the accuracy with which battleships may be 
hit by bombs dropped from airships at various heights. 

The Inskip report (p. 170), prepared in November 1936 by a 
civilian commission appointed by the British Parliament, is the 
most widely quoted study of this subject. This report seemed to 
recognize the very great possibilities of land-based aircraft for de- 
fense purposes but definitely determined on the continuance of the 
battleship because of the necessity of the British Navy operating 
in the seven seas to preserve the British Empire. 

What the Inskip committee would have considered their studies 
of the relative advantages of aircraft and battleships to indicate as 
desirable naval policy for a nation with the continental isolation 
of the United States is not clear. 

The evidence before our committee emphasized the extreme flexi- 
bility of aircraft in the defense of the American Continent where 
aircraft can be available in either ocean within 24 hours. 

The Congress may also most profitably read the evidence before 
the committee as to the advances in aircraft even in the 
past 2 years since the Inskip report was published. Each day wit- 
nesses new achievements by aircraft. 

The disconcerting t of the proposed legislation in regard to 
aircraft is its imposition for the first time of a limit on the number 
of aircraft the Navy may possess. 

Insofar as aircraft are concerned, this legislation limits the ex- 
isting authorization. 

Under the Vinson-Trammell Act it is provided that “the President 
is hereby authorized to procure the naval aircraft for ves- 
sels and other naval purposes in numbers commensurate with a 
treaty navy.” 

The Navy decided that this meant 2,050 planes, but this limit 
rested solely in Executive discretion and could be altered at will. 

The authorization was unlimited so far as Congress or treaty 
was concerned. 

3 legislation now for the first time imposes a limit 
of 3,000. 

Yet England has just presented an air program providing 12,000 
planes and placed air defenses on a parity with the Army and the 
Navy in the amount of the appropriations. This is in startling 
contrast to the American allocation although America seems ideally 
adapted to emphasize air defense. 

XX. Tuts Is Nor a RELIEF PROGRAM 

Admiral Leahy testified that “a very small part of this program 

could be even started in the next 24 months” (p. 151). 
XXI. Way Nor CONFER? 

A disarmament conference would seem to be urgently required 
if civilization is to be saved. That is the first thought that comes 
to everyone. 

Yet the committee declined to incorporate an amendment that 
would have expressed the sentiment of Congress that a disarma- 
ment conference would be welcome. 
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Great Britain is now conferring with all the European and pre- 
sumably all the Asiatic powers as to an accord. But the Congress 
of the United States, if the views of the committee are followed, 
will not even be allowed to express a pious hope that disarmament, 
not rearmament, is the demand of people everywhere. Yet these 
people after all must pay the bills. 

Japan indicates its readiness to abandon battleships and aircraft 
carriers as instruments of national policy. Such action would prac- 
a guarantee America against any possibility of attack on the 


Land-based aircraft will certainly soon be supreme against any 
attack within 500 miles of the Western Hemisphere if battleships 
and aircraft carriers are eliminated. 

Yet our State Department spurns discussion and great influence 
is brought to bear to discourage even the suggestion by the Con- 
gress to the President of a disarmament conference. 

MILLIONS For DEFENSE BUT Nor ONE CENT FOR TRIBUTE TO FOREIGN 
ADVENTURES IN COLLECTIVE SECURITY 
I. NOT NATIONAL DEFENSE 

This Navy bill is not a national-defense bill. It does not repre- 
sent the defense plans of the Navy Department as independently 
formulated. The circumstances indicate that it originated in the 
White House for the purpose of putting into the hands of the 
President the power to implement his foreign policies. 

Il. COLLECTIVE SECURITY 

The President’s quarantine or collective security policy is known 
to the country and has been repudiated by popular protests. Since 
he announced it in his Chicago speech and in his armament mes- 
Sage of January 28, 1938, it has also been repudiated for Europe 
by the Government of Great Britain, which was supposed to coop- 
erate in the quarantine business. 

II. POWER POLITICS IN ASIA 

The President’s policy in Asia as a separate sphere is not so well 
known, but it is clear. It is not to evacuate American citizens 
from war zones. It is to intervene in Asia and to protect the right 
of American citizens and interests to continue their operations in 
War zones contrary to the accepted rules of international law and 
practice long upheld by the United States itself. It is to pursue 
“power politics” in Asia. 

IV. QUARANTINING ASIA 

The technical nature of the naval message and of the bill show 
that the bill, if enacted, may be used to implement the quarantine 
policy and the policy of intervention in Asia. 

v. NAVAL POLICY AMENDMENT 

The amendment of the naval bill declaring naval policy for the 
United States reveals the designs of the universal-quarantine 
policy and the interventionist policy in Asia and upholds the 
obsolete British-Mahan sea-power doctrine. 

VI. THIS BILL Is A BLANK CHECK 

If this bill is passed the President will have a blanket authoriza- 
tion, after Congress adjourns, to apply the universal-quarantine 
policy and Asiatic interventionist policy. 

MINORITY VIEWS VINDICATED 

The minority views concluded as follows: 

VIII. THE PROPOSED LEGISLATION IN ITS PRESENT FORM IS UNWAR- 
RANTED FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS 


1. This bill authorizes three more battleships when there is no 
proposal as yet to build three already authorized. 

2. This bill limits naval aircraft when the importance of air- 
craft for defense is increasing with revolutionary rapidity and 
other nations are spending 10 times what we are for experimen- 
tation in aircraft development for defense, 

8. This bill authorizes the Navy to be used in the practically 
unlimited discretion of the President “for world peace and se- 
curity” and to follow American commerce and travelers even 
though they may wander at their own sweet will into the heart 
of a war zone in violation of both international practice and 
American precedents. 

4. The bill should give congressional expression to the universal 
desire for a disarmament conference. 


The last three of those proposals have now been adopted 
by the House. 

The first remains for determination on Monday next in 
the recommittal motion. The evidence amply warrants and 
the discussions on the fioor clearly vindicated the refusal of 
Congress at this time to authorize three $75,000,000 battle- 
ships which it is not now proposed to build. 

WAR REFERENDUM 


Mr. MeFARLANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to insert in the Record at this point a portion of the Demo- 
cratic platform of 1924, at which time Secretary Hull was 
chairman of the Democratic National Convention and of 
which convention Senator Prrrman and Attorney General 
Cummings were members of the platform and resolutions 
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committee, embracing a resolution or provision in the plat- 
form which in effect is similar to the Ludlow resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Speaker, on yesterday Secretary 
Hull delivered an address to the National Press Club in Wash- 
ington on our foreign policy. This speech, according to the 
press, was broadcast throughout the Nation. You will find 
this speech in the Appendix of the Recorp, on page 1065. 
In the course of his remarks Secretary Hull made this 
statement: 

What warrant is there, in reason or in experience, for the assump- 
tion—which underlies such proposals as the plan for a popular 
referendum on the subject of declaring war—that the Chief Execu- 
tive and the Congress will be at any time more eager and more 
likely to embark upon war than would be the general body of 
citizens to whom they are directly responsible? 

Yet the above-named gentlemen were all apparently very 
much interested in prohibiting even the consideration by the 
House of Representatives of the Ludlow resolution, which 
proposed an amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States to provide for a referendum on war. 

The Ludlow referendum joint resolution reads as follows: 

SECTION 1. Except in the event of an invasion of the United 
States or its territorial possessions and attack upon its citizens 
residing therein, the authority of Congress to declare war shall not 
become effective until confirmed by a majority of all votes cast 
thereon in a Nation-wide referendum. Congress, when it deems a 
national crisis to exist, may by concurrent resolution refer the 
question of war or peace to the citizens of the States, the question 
to be voted on being, Shall the United States declare war on ——? 
Congress may otherwise by law provide for the enforcement of this 
section. 

In view of the question above mentioned, Secretary Hull 
now raises What warrant is there in reason or in experi- 
ence”? let me refer him to the war referendum resolution 
contained in the Democratic platform of 1924, of which ba 
was chairman: 

DISARMAMENT, WAR REFERENDUM, AND NATIONAL DEFENSE 


We demand a strict and sweeping reduction of armaments by 
land and sea, so that there shall be no competitive military pro- 
gram or naval building. Until international agreements to this 
end have been made, we advocate an Army and Navy adequate for 
our national safety. 


Our Government should secure a joint agreement with all na- 
tions for world disarmament and also for a referendum of war, 
except in case of actual or threatened attack. 

Those who must furnish the blood and bear the burdens im- 
posed by war should, whenever possible, be consulted before this 
supreme sacrifice is required of them. z 

Yet, according to the action of Secretary Hull and others, 
they bitterly opposed even the consideration of the Ludlow 
resolution and insisted upon its being defeated before it was 
even debated and discussed upon the floor of the House. 
Perhaps Secretary Hull can tell us what reason and what 
experience he and his platform and resolutions committee 
had when they wrote the above plank in the Democratic 
platform. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. Cask of South Dakota was granted permission to 

extend his remarks in the RECORD. 
LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to 

Mr. Gray of Indiana, for 3 days, on account of illness. 
ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. RAYBURN. I move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 
35 minutes p. m.) the House, in accordance with the order 
heretofore made, adjourned until Monday, March 21, 1938, 
at 12 o’clock noon. 


COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON PATENTS 


The Committee on Patents will hold hearings at 10 o’clock 
a. m. on Monday, March 21, 1938, to continue for a period of 
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10 days: H. R. 9259, to provide for compulsory licensing of 
patents; H. R. 9815, to provide for the granting of licenses 
under patents brought within a single control by competitors 
to dominate an industry; H. R. 1666, to provide counsel for 
the defense and prosecution of rights of indigent patentees. 


COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 


The Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce will 
resume hearings on S. 69, train-limit bill, at 10 a, m. on 
March 18, 1938. Rebuttal witnesses. 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m. Tuesday, March 22, 1938. 
Business to be considered: Continuation of hearing on H. R. 
9738, civil aeronautics. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. Matongey’s subcommittee 
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 
10 a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Continuation of hearing on S. 1261—through routes. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. BuLWINKLE’s subcommittee 
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 
10 a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Hearings on H. R. 9073—to extend services of the Cape Fear 
River. 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m. Tuesday, April 12, 1938. 
Business to be considered: Hearing on H. R. 9047—control 
of venereal diseases and other kindred bills. 


COMMITTEE ON THE POST OFFICE AND POST ROADS 


There will be a hearing before subcommittee No. 1 of the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads at 10:30 a. m. 
Tuesday, March 22, 1938, on bills in behalf of post-office 
substitutes. Room 213, House Office Building. 

There will be a hearing before subcommittee No. 1 of the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads at 10 a. m. 
Wednesday, April 6, 1938, on bills in behalf of custodial 
employees in the Postal Service. Room 213, House Office 
Building. 3 

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 


The Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee will hold 
hearings at 10 a. m. in room 219, House Office Building, on 
the following bills on the dates indicated: 

Special hearing, Tuesday, March 22, 1938: 

Considerable interest has been manifested in the aircraft 
provisions of the merchant marine bill, 1938, recently re- 
ported to the House (H. R. 9710, sec. 4). 

There also appears to be considerable conflict over just 
what provision should be made for the aircraft industry, 
and for this reason a special hearing has been scheduled 
for 10 a. m. Tuesday, March 22, 1938. 

Wednesday, March 23, 1938: 

S. 992. To make electricians licensed officers after an ex- 
amination. 

Thursday, March 24, 1938: 

H. R. 6745. To require a uniform manning scale for mer- 
chant vessels and an 8-hour day for all seamen. 

H. R. 8774. To amend the Seamen Act of March 4, 1915, 
as amended and extended, with respect to its application to 
tug-towing-vessel firemen, linemen, and oilers. 

H. R. 9588. To provide for an 8-hour day on tugs on the 
Great Lakes. 

Tuesday, March 29, 1938: 

H. R. 9765-S. 3595. To authorize the purchase and distri- 
bution of products of the fishing industry. 

Wednesday, March 30, 1938: 

H. R. 8840. To amend section 6 of the act approved May 
27, 1936 (49 Stat. L. 1380). 

S. 1273. To adopt regulations for preventing collisions at 
sea. 

Tuesday, April 5, 1938: 

S. 2580. To amend existing laws so as to promote safety at 
sea by requiring the proper design, construction, mainte- 
nance, inspection, and operation of ships; to give effect to 
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the Convention for Promoting Safety of Life at Sea, 1929; 
and for other purposes. 

Tuesday, April 12, 1938: 

H.R.6797. To provide for the establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more fish-cultural stations in 
each of the States of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. 

H. R. 8956. To provide for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary in- 
vestigations, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking 
operations for these purposes. 

S. 2307. To provide for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary in- 
vestigations, surveys, and stream improvements and stocking 
operations for these purposes. 

Thursday, April 14, 1938: 

H. R. 8533. To amend section 4370 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 46, sec. 316). 

Tuesday, April 19, 1938: 

H. R. 5629. To exempt motorboats less than 21 feet in 
length not carrying passengers for hire from the act of 
June 9, 1910, regulating the equipment of motorboats. 

H. R. 7089. To require examinations for issuance of motor- 
boat operators’ license. 

H. R. 8839. To amend laws for preventing collisions of ves- 
sels, to regulate equipment of motorboats on the navigable 
waters of the United States, to regulate inspection and man- 
ning of certain motorboats which are not used exclusively 
for pleasure and those which are not engaged exclusively in 
the fisheries on inland waters of the United States, and for 
other purposes. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communications 
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

1152. A letter from the Secretary of War transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated March 12, 1938, submitting a report, together with 
accompanying papers and illustrations, on studies and in- 
vestigations of beach erosion at Santa Barbara, Calif., made 
by the Beach Erosion Board, in cooperation with the city 
and county of Santa Barbara, Calif., acting through the 
board of harbor commissioners and the city engineer of 
Santa Barbara, as authorized by the River and Harbor Act 
approved July 3, 1930, and the act of Congress approved 
June 26, 1936 (H. Doc. No. 552); to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be printed, with illus- 
trations. 

1153. A letter from the United States Great Lakes Exposi- 
tion Commission transmitting a detailed statement of ex- 
penditures, together with other reports and photographs 
concerning the extent of Federal participation in the Great 
Lakes Exposition; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1154. A letter from the Acting Secretary of War, trans- 
mitting a copy of a resolution passed by the World War 
veterans of the insular force of the United States Navy; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1155. A letter from the Secretary, Interstate Commerce 
Commission, transmitting a copy of the decision by division 
3, dated March 4, 1938, in air-mail docket 4, National Air- 
ways, Inc., rate review 1934-36; to the Committee on the 
Post Office and Post Roads. 

1156. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated March 4, 1938, submitting a report, together with ac- 
companying papers, on a preliminary examination of St. 
Croix River, Minn., and Wis., authorized by the Flood Con- 
trol Act approved June 22, 1936; to the Committee on Flood 
Control. 
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1157. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting 
a letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated March 4, 1938, submitting a report, together with ac- 
companying papers on reexamination of Salmon Falls River, 
Maine and New Hampshire, requested by resolution of the 
Committee on Flood Control, House of Representatives, 
adopted March 27, 1936; to the Committee on Flood Control. 

1158. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated March 4, 1938, submitting a report, together with ac- 
companying papers on a preliminary examination and survey 
of New York State Barge Canal from Three Rivers Point to 
the city of Syracuse, N. Y., authorized by the River and 
Harbor Act approved August 30, 1935; to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 

1159. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, dated 
March 5, 1938, submitting a report, together with accompany- 
ing papers on a preliminary examination of Memphis, Tenn., 
with a view to submitting comprehensive plans for flood pro- 
tection to Congress, and Mississippi River and tributaries in 
Memphis and Shelby County, Tenn., authorized by the Flood 
Control Act approved August 28, 1937; to the Committee on 
Flood Control. 

1160. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, dated 
March 5, 1938, submitting a report, together with accom- 
panying papers on a preliminary examination and survey 
of Port Austin Harbor, Mich., authorized by the River and 
Harbor Act approved August 30, 1935; to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 

1161. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, dated 
March 4, 1938, submitting a report, together with accom- 
panying papers on a preliminary examination of Big Blue 
River, an affluent of the Kansas River, and its tributaries, 
Kansas, authorized by the Flood Control Act approved June 
22, 1936, and act of Congress approved June 4, 1936; to the 
Committee on Flood Control. 

1162. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, dated 
March 4, 1938, submitting a report, together with accom- 
panying papers, on a preliminary examination of and review 
of reports on, Penobscot River, Maine, authorized by the 
Flood Control Act approved June 22, 1936, act of Congress 
approved June 25, 1936, and requested by resolution of the 
Committee on Commerce, United States Senate, adopted 
March 28, 1936; to the Committee on Flood Control. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, 

Mr. SMITH of Washington: Committee on Pensions. H. R. 
6289. A bill granting a pension to certain soldiers, sailors, 
and marines, for service in the War with Spain, the Philip- 
pine Insurrection, and the China Relief Expedition; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1976). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. FLETCHER: Committee on the Census. H. R. 9659. 
A bill to amend an act entitled “An act authorizing the 
Director of the Census to collect and publish statistics of 
cottonseed and cottonseed products, and for other purposes”, 
approved August 7, 1916; with amendment (Rept. No. 1977). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. WOODRUM: Committee on Appropriations. House 
Joint Resolution 623. Jcint resolution making available ad- 
ditional funds for the United States Constitution Sesquicen- 
tennial Commission; without amendment (Rept. No, 1978). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. McGEHEE: Committee on Claims. H. R. 8683. A 
bill to provide funds for cooperation with School District No. 
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2, Mason County, State of Washington, in the construction of 
a public-school building to be available to both white and 
Indian children; without amendment (Rept. No. 1979). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington: Committee on Pensions. H.R. 
8763. A bill to provide pension benefits at wartime rates on 
account of disability or death incurred in line of duty in the 
armed forces of the United States resulting from the bomb- 
ing of the U. S. S. Panay incident to the conflict in the Far 
East, and for other purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 
1980). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota: Committee on Claims. H. R. 
1141. A bill for the relief of J. W. Beams; with amendment 
2 No. 1966). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 

louse. 

Mr. EBERHARTER: Committee on Claims. H. R. 7855. 
A bill for the relief of Frieda White; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 1967). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr.SMITH of Washington: Committee on Claims. H. R. 
7987. A bill for the relief of Ben L. Kessinger and M. Car- 
lisle Minor; with amendment (Rept. No. 1968). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota: Committee on Claims. H. R. 
8193. A bill for the relief of the Long Bell Lumber Co., 
Ponca City, Okla.; with amendment (Rept. No. 1969). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota: Committee on Claims. H. R. 
8375. A bill for the relief of Roscoe B. Huston; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1970). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. McGEHEE: Committee on Claims. H. R. 8567. A 
bill for the relief of Margaret B. Nonnenberg; with amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1971). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. McGEHEE: Committee on Claims. H. R. 8683. A 
bill for the relief of Gus Vakas; with amendment (Rept. No. 
1972). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey: Committee on Claims. 
H. R. 8744. A bill for the relief of J. G. Bucklin; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 1973). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Maryland: Committee on Claims. 
H. R. 9200. A bill for the relief of Filomeno Jiminez and 
Felicitas Dominguez; without amendment (Rept. No. 1974). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Maryland: Committee on Claims. 
H. R. 9214. A bill for the relief of C. O. Hall; with amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1975). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. SANDERS: A bill (H. R. 9932) to provide that the 
United States grant $2 for each $1 paid from State funds 
for old-age assistance; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. WELCH: A bill (H. R. 9933) to authorize the 
United States Golden Gate International Exposition Com- 
mission to produce and sell certain articles, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. O’NEAL of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 9934) amend- 
ing sections 1 and 4 of an act of Congress approved June 18, 
1930, entitled “An act authorizing the Commonwealth of 
Kentucky, by and through the State Highway Commission 
of Kentucky or the successors of said commission, to acquire, 
construct, maintain, and operate bridges within Kentucky 
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and/or across boundary line streams of Kentucky”; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 9935) to exempt publicly owned inter- 
state highway bridges from local taxation; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CRAVENS: A bill (H. R. 9936) to provide for an 
examination and survey of the Cossatot River in Sevier 
County, Ark., to determine the feasibility of cleaning out 
the channel and leveeing the river and the cost of such im- 
provements with a view to the controlling of floods; to the 
Committee on Flood Control. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 9937) to provide for an examination and 
survey of the Little Missouri River in Pike County, Ark., to 
determine the feasibility of cleaning out the channel and 
leveeing the river and the cost of such improvements with 
a view to the controlling of floods; to the Committee on 
Flood Control. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 9938) to provide for an examination and 
survey of the Petit Jean River in Scott and Logan Counties, 
Ark., to determine the feasibility of cleaning out the channel 
and leveeing the river and the cost of such improvements 
with a view to the controlling of floods; to the Committee on 
Flood Control. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 9939) to provide for an examination and 
survey of Big Mulberry Creek in Crawford County, Ark., 
from the point where it empties into the Arkansas River up 
a distance of 8 miles, to determine the feasibility of clean- 
ing out the channel and repairing the banks, and the cost 
of such improvement, with a view to the controlling of 
floods; to the Committee on Flood Control. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 9940) to authorize an examination and 
survey of Red and Little Rivers, Ark., insofar as Red River 
affects Little River County, Ark., and insofar as Little River 
affects Little River and Sevier Counties, Ark., to determine 
the feasibility of leveeing Little River and the cost of such 
improvement, and also estimated cost of repairing and 
strengthening the levee on Red River in Little River County, 
with a view to the controlling of floods; to the Committee on 
Flood Control. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 9941) to provide for an examination 
and survey of the Six Mile Creek in Logan County, Ark., with 
a view to flood control and to determine the cost of such 
improvement; to the Committee on Flood Control. 

By Mr. GIFFORD: A bill (H. R. 9942) to authorize the 
conveyance of the Mattapoisett (Ned Point) Lighthouse 
Reservation at Mattapoisett, Mass., to the town of Matta- 
poisett; to the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. CARTWRIGHT: A bill (H. R. 9943) granting a 
pension to the regularly commissioned United States deputy 
marshals of the United States District Court for the Western 
District of Arkansas, including the Indian Territory, now the 
State of Oklahoma, and to their widows and dependent 
children; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GREEN: A bill (H. R. 9944) to provide that 
national-bank examinations shall be made by the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation; to the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency. 

By Mr. HENDRICKS: A bill (H. R. 9945) to increase 
and equalize the pensions of the disabled ex-service men 
of the Regular Establishment whose disabilities were service 
incurred; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. WHELCHEL: A bill (H. R. 9946) to provide sick 
and annual leave to substitutes in the Postal Service; to the 
- Committee on the Civil Service. 

By Mr. TEIGAN: A bill (H. R. 9947) to provide for propor- 
tional representation and preferential voting in the election 
of Senators and Representatives in Congress; to the Com- 
mittee on Election of President, Vice President, and Repre- 
sentatives in Congress. 

By Mr. COLLINS: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 624) pro- 
posing an amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States fixing the terms of office of Representatives in Con- 
gress; to the Committee on Election of President, Vice Presi- 
dent, and Representatives in Congress. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


3713 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CROWTHER: A bill (H. R. 9948) for the relief of 
ee Lyman S. Frasier; to the Committee on Military Af- 

8. 

By Mrs. HONEYMAN: A bill (H. R. 9949) for the relief 
of Lyle W. Foster; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. HAMILTON: A bill (H. R. 9950) to confer juris- 
diction upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine, and 
render judgment upon the claim of Warren S. Walmsley, 
sometimes known as Warren Watson, for overtime labor per- 
formed at the Norfolk Navy Yard, Portsmouth, Va., in ex- 
cess of the legal day of 8 hours; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. MAPES: A bill (H. R. 9951) granting a pension to 
Anna J. Russell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. McGEHEE: A bill (H. R. 9952) for the relief of 
G. W. Netterville; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. O’NEAL of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 9953) for the 
relief of A. M. Marret, administrator and trustee of the 
estate of W. F. Woodruff, deceased; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

By Mr. PATTERSON: A bill (H. R. 9954) granting a pen- 
sion to May Merrick; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. PIERCE: A bill (H. R. 9955) for the relief of Lofts 
& Sons; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. RAYBURN: A bill (H. R. 9956) for the relief of 
sire Jenkins and Mabel Daugherty; to the Committee 
on C 8. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were 
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

4508. By Mr. KENNEDY of New York: Petition of the 
Babcock & Williams Co., New York City, N. Y., concerning 
the compulsory licensing bill (H. R. 9259) ; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

4509. Also, petition of Schroeder & Tremayne, Inc., New 
York City, concerning the anti-chain-store legislation; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

4510. Also, petition of the American Communications Asso- 
ciation, New York City, opposing the consummation of the 
proposed merger between the Postal Telegraph and the West- 
ern Union; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

4511. Also, petition of the Legislature of the State of New 
York, urging an amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States to permit taxation of income derived from securities 
issued by the United States or any unit or agency of the 
Government within the United States; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

4512. Also, petition of the Legislature of the State of New 
York, urging ratification of an amendment to the Consti- 
tution of the United States which will remove existing exemp- 
tion from taxation on personal income derived from any sal- 
ary, wage, or emolument paid by the United States or any 
unit or agency of Government within the United States by 
any State; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

4513. Also, petition of the Cullen Transportation Co., 
Agents, Inc., New York City, urging increased appropriation 
for the inland-waterways program; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

4514. Also, petition of the Hauck Manufacturing Co., 
Brooklyn, N. Y., concerning the Borah-O’Mahoney Federal 
licensing bills (S. 3072 and H. R. 9589); to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

4515. Also, petition of the Gotham Advertising Co., New 
York City, concerning the executive reorganization bill; to 
the Committee on Government Organization. 

4516. Also, petition of the Association of Highway Officials 
of North Atlantic States, urging the Boston-Washington link 
in the system of arterial transcontinental highways; to the 
Committee on Roads. 
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4517. By Mr. BARRY: Resolution of the Columbia Demo- 
cratic Club of Queens County, Inc., Whitestone, N. Y. 
adopted at their regular meeting, urging the President to 
set aside some day as a national holiday, other than a 
national holiday, to be known as Democracy Day, so that we, 
the people, may show our respect for our Government; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

4518. By Mr. BATES: Memorial of the General Court of 
Massachusetts, memorializing Congress in favor of legisla- 
tion requiring all shoes imported from foreign countries to 
have the name of the country of manufacture stamped clearly 
on the outer soles thereof; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

4519. Also, memorial of the General Court of Massachu- 
setts, memorializing Congress for legislation and action to 
promote interstate cooperation in respect to the removal of 
industrial establishments from one State to another; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

4520. By Mr. COFFEE of Washington: Resolution of the 
Neuwaukum Home Grange, No. 622, R. H. Hewitt, resolutions 
committee, Enumclaw, Wash., pointing out that there is a 
proposal pending in Congress providing for the admittance 
of the Territory of Hawaii into statehood; stating that the 
native Hawaiian population is less than 20,000, but that 
orientals resident within the islands total in number more 
than 250,000, three-fourths of whom are Japanese and Fili- 
pinos not eligible to citizenship; and therefore emphatically 
disapproving the admittance of such Hawaiian Territory to 
statehood within the United States; to the Committee on the 
Territories. 

4521. By Mr. CURLEY: Petition of the Association of High- 
way Officials of North Atlantic States, urging that supervision 
of the planning and construction of any highways be invested 
in the Bureau of Public Roads, Department of Agriculture; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

4522. Also, petition of the New York County Lawyers’ 
Association, New York City, recommending approval of Senate 
bill 3256, in regard to loans to executive officers of any bank 
and extending the period for which such loans were made; to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

4523. By Mr. HANCOCK of New York: Petition of residents 
of Cortland County, N. Y., in opposition to the Patman bill 
(H. R. 9464) ; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4524. By Mr. JACOBSEN: Resolution of Federal Labor 
Union, No. 18619, of Cedar Rapids, Iowa, endorsing the pas- 
sage of a bill in Congress to place an excise tax on tapioca, 
sago, and cassava flour as provided in House bill 5931; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4525. By Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON: Memorial of F. B. 
Peyton, of Fairfield, Tex., favoring amendment of the 
Wagner-Peyser Act, in order for the United States Employ- 
ment Service to be in a position to request adequate appro- 
priations to enable it to supervise State employment offices, 
and to operate the Veterans’ Placement Service and the 
Farm Placement Service; to the Committee on Labor. 

4526. Also, petition of Mrs. A. B. Conner, of College Sta- 
tion, Tex., favoring House bill 9047; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

4527. Also, petition of J. M. Speed, of West Los Angeles, 
Calif., favoring House bill 8948, to liberalize the laws pro- 
viding pensions for veterans and the dependents of veterans 
of the Regular Establishment; to the Committee on Pensions. 

4528. Also, petition of J. M. Speed, of West Los Angeles, 
Calif., favoring House bill 8782, to adjust the pay of enlisted 
personnel of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, etc.; to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

4529. By Mr. LAMNECK: Petition of Mrs. E. S. Decker, 
unit secretary, American Legion Auxiliary, Columbus, Ohio, 
urging the passage of House bill 6704; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

4530. By Mr. McCORMACK: Memorial of the General 
Court of Massachusetts, memorializing Congress in favor of 
a bill providing for the granting by the Federal Government 
of pensions to certain blind persons; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means, 
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4531. Also, memorial of the General Court of Massachu- 
setts, memorializing Congress in favor of legislation requir- 
ing all shoes imported from foreign countries to have the 
name of the country of manufacture stamped on the outer 
soles thereof; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4532. Also, memorial of the General Court of Massachu- 
setts, memorializing Congress for legislation and for action 
to promote interstate cooperation in respect to the removal 
of industrial establishments from one State to another; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4533. By Mr. MEAD: Petition of the citizens of Buffalo, 
N. X., urging changes in revenue legislation; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 


SENATE 
MoNDAY, MARCH 21, 1938 
(Legislative day of Wednesday, January 5, 1938) 
The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m., on the expiration of 
the recess. 
THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent, 
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calen- 


dar day, Friday, March 18, 1938, was dispensed with, and 
the Journal was approved. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages in writing from the President of the United 
States were communicated to the Senate by Mr. Latta, one 
of his secretaries. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 


Mr. BARKLEY. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Sen- 
ators answered to their names: 


Adams Connally Hughes O'Mahoney 
Andrews Copeland Johnson, Calif. Overton 
Ashurst Davis Johnson, Colo. Pittman 
Austin Dieterich King pe 
Bailey Donahey La Follette Radcliffe 
Bankhead Duffy Lee es 
Barkley Ellender Lodge Reynolds 
Frazier Logan Russell 
Bilbo George Lonergan Schwartz 
Bone Gerry Lundeen Schwellenbach 
Borah Gibson McAdoo Sheppard 
Bridges Gillette McCarran Smathers 
Brown, Mich. Glass McGill Smith 
Brown, N. H. Green McKellar Thomas, Okla, 
Bulkley Guffey McNary Thomas, Utah 
Bulow Hale Maloney Townsend 
Burke Harrison Miller Tydings 
Byrå Hatch Milton Vandenberg 
Byrnes Hayden Minton Wagner 
Capper Herring Murray Walsh 
Caraway Hill Neely Wheeler 
Chavez Hitchcock Norris 
Clark Holt Nye 


Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. Lewrs], the Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER], the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Troman], and the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. Van Nuys] are detained from the Senate on 
important public business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Ninety Senators haye answered 
to their names. A quorum is present. 


NATIONAL AIRWAYS, INC., RATE REVIEW 1934-36 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the Secretary of the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, to the Secretary of the Senate, 
a copy of the decision by Division 3, dated March 4, 1938, in 
Air Mail Docket No. 4, National Airways, Inc., Rate Review 
1934-36, touching the profits being derived by or accruing 
to National Airways, Inc., contractor of air-mail route No. 27, 
from the rate of compensation paid to it for the transporta- 
tion of air mail by airplane on that route, which, with the 
accompanying docket, was referred to the Committee on 
Post Offices and Post Roads. 
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AMENDMENT OF ORGANIC ACT OF VIRGIN ISLANDS 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the Secretary of the Interior, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation to amend sections 7, 14, and 20 of the 
Organic Act of the Virgin Islands of the United States (49 
Stat. 1807), which, with the accompanying paper, was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Territories and Insular Affairs. 


AMENDMENT TO CIVILIAN CONSERVATION CORPS ACT 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the Director of the Civilian Conservation Corps, trans- 
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to amend the act 
entitled “An act to establish a Civilian Conservation Corps, 
and for other purposes,” approved June 28, 1937, which, with 
the accompanying paper, was referred to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 


PAYMENT OF ADJUSTED COMPENSATION TO INSULAR FORCE 
PERSONNEL 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the Acting Secretary of War, transmitting a resolution 
adopted by the World War Veterans Insular Force, at 
Manila, P. I., favoring the enactment of legislation authoriz- 
ing payment of adjusted compensation to the War Veterans 
Insular Force personnel, which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on Finance. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate resolutions 
adopted by the General Court of Massachusetts, favoring the 
enactment of House bill 4199, to provide for the payment of 
annuities to all persons over 60 years of age who thereafter 
retire from gainful employment, which were referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

(See resolutions printed in full when presented today by 
Mr. WALSH.) 

The VICE PRESIDENT also laid before the Senate the 
following joint resolution of the Legislature of the State of 
California, which was referred to the Committee on Agricul- 
ture and Forestry: 


Whereas the livestock industry is the basic industry of Modoc 
County, Calif.; and 

Whereas the ranchers of Modoc County depend entirely upon 
the allocations allowed them for the grazing of their livestock on the 
Modoc National Forest as well as on the public domain lands for the 
spring and summer feeding of their livestock, and this has been 
the practice since the year 1873; and 

Whereas in December 1937 the United States Forest Service noti- 
fied stockmen who graze animals on the Modoc National Forest 
that an intensive grazing survey made during the past few years 
indicated overstock: of allotments to stockmen, that reductions in 
the number of animals on said forest must be made; that 
the reductions would not exceed 10 percent for the year 1938; and 

Whereas reports issued by the United States Department of Agri- 
Perlis and the California Department of Agriculture show the 
following: 

1. That on March 1, 1938, the average pasture and range con- 
ditions for Modoc County were 93 percent of normal, as compared 
to 75 percent on March 1, 1937, 

2. That the average condition of all pastures and ranges in the 
State of California on February 1, 1938, was 88 percent of normal, 
as compared to 43 percent in February 1937, and 75 percent in 
February 1936, and 72 percent as the February average for the 
past 10 years; and 

Whereas it thus appears that the survey conducted by the 
United a Forest Service represents conditions in subnormal 
years; an 

Whereas the county of Modoc depends principally on the live- 
stock industry to raise revenues by taxation to meet its annual 
expenses, and any curtailment of the livestock industry would 
directly curtail revenues of the county and of business organiza- 
tions therein and would cause serious financial hardship to stock- 
men; 

Resolved, That we urge the Secretary of Agriculture not to make 
any reductions in the number of livestock grazed on the Modoc 
National Forest until a proper survey is made to determine the 
normal carrying capacity of said forest, and, further, that we 
urge that surveys made under subnormal conditions be disre- 
garded; further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to Hon. Henry 
A. Wallace, Secretary of Agriculture; to F. A. Silcox, Chief of the 
United States Forest Service; to United States Senators Hiram W. 
Johnson and William G. McAdoo; to all California Congressmen; 
to Hon. Frank F. Merriam, Governor of California; and to the 
Governors of the States of Oregon, Washington, Idaho, Montana, 
Nevada, Wyoming, Colorado, Arizona, New Mexico, and Utah. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT also laid before the Senate the 
following joint resolution of the Legislature of the State of 
California, which was referred to the Committee on 
Commerce: 


Whereas the United States Government is initiating the policy 
of strengthening the Naval Establishment of this Nation; and 

Whereas, because of the geographical situation of the States of 
California, Oregon, and Washington, it is necessary to the proper 
naval defense of those States that regular lines of passenger steam- 
ships between ports on the eastern seaboard and ports on the 
Pacific coast of the United States be maintained at all times; and 

Whereas the operators of various steamship lines now and here- 
tofore engaged in such intercoastal transportation business have 
indicated their intention of discontinuing certain of such pas- 
senger lines, as aforesaid, because of the high cost of operating 
such ships passing through the Panama Canal, including the cost 
of paying tolls therefor, and on account of the additional reason 
that the Maritime Commission of the United States has allegedly 
offered certain inducements to the managements of such steam- 
ship lines to engage in the business of transporting passengers and 
freight between eastern of the United States and South 
American countries, all to the detriment of the people of the three 
Pacific Coast States and on business and labor and industry 
therein, and to the detriment of the national defense: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and the Assembly of the State of Cali- 
fornia jointly, That the President and Congress of the United States 
take all action necessary or convenient to assure the continuance 
of regular intercoastal steamship lines between the Atlantic sea- 
board and the Pacific coast, including the construction of addi- 
tional passenger steamships for such purposes and be it further 

Resolved, That the secretary of the senate transmit copies of this 
resolution to the President and Vice President of the United States, 
to the Speaker of the House of Representatives, to each Senator 
and Member of the House of Representatives from California in 
the Congress of the United States, to the Secretary of the Navy, 
and to the Chairman of the Maritime Commission, and that all 
of such persons be urged to support a program consistent with 
the premises. 


The VICE PRESIDENT also laid before the Senate the 
following joint resolution of the Legislature of the State of 
California, which was referred to the Committee on Finance: 


Whereas the economic growth and well-being of California has 
been built on tariff protection openly arrived at by Congress; and 

Whereas this policy has made possible the production and distri- 
bution of California’s quality products in the home market at prices 
which permit American standards of living; and 

Whereas the production of wool, woolen fabrics, and other agri- 
cultural products is a major California activity; and 

Whereas reciprocal trade agreements, secretly arrived at, threaten 
to destroy this American standard of living and keep business in a 
condition of uncertainty and retard recovery; and 

Whereas reciprocal trade agreements affecting the tariffs on wool, 
woolen fabrics, and other agricultural products have been proposed 
and considered; and 

Whereas these secret negotiations are un-American and will be 
disastrous to business recovery: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of the State of California 
jointly, That the State of California be recorded as being in oppo- 
sition to any reciprocal trade agreements with England or any other 
country in which wool, woolen fabrics, or other agricultural prod- 
ucts are concerned; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies hereof be sent to the President of the 
United States, the President of the Senate, the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, the Senators from California, and all Members 
of the California delegation in the House of Representatives, 


The VICE PRESIDENT also laid before the Senate the 
following joint resolution of the Legislature of the State of 
California, which was referred to the Committee on Military 
Affairs: 


Whereas the Honorable CHARLES J. Cotpen, Representative of the 
Seventeenth California Co onal District, has introduced a 
bill designated H. R. 8430 in the House of Representatives, which 
directs the Secretary of War to make a survey of the proposed “T” 
tunnel as a means of communication and transportation connec- 
tion between San Pedro, Wilmington, and Terminal Island, Calif., 
including a survey of the route and the cost and benefits of a 
direct line of connection between San Pedro, Wilmington, Terminal 
Island, and Long Beach, which comprise the harbor district of, 
and are contiguous to, the city of Los Angeles, Calif.; and 

Whereas the enactment of that bill will be of great importance 
to the State of California, and particularly to the city of Los An- 
geles, the Los Angeles Harbor district, and the national defense: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the California Legislature (the as- 
sembly thereof concurring), That the President and the Congress 
of the United States are hereby respectfully urged to enact H. R. 
8430 authorizing the Secretary of War to make a survey of the 
proposed T“ tunnel as a means of communication and transporta- 
tion between San Pedro, Wilmington, Terminal Island, and Long 
Beach, Calif.; and be it further 
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Resolved, That the secretary of the senate is hereby directed 
to prepare and transmit copies of this resolution to the President 
and Vice President of the United States, to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives, and to the Senators and Representatives 
from the State of California in Congress. 


The VICE PRESIDENT also laid before the Senate a reso- 
lution adopted by the City Council of the City of Minne- 
apolis, Minn., favoring the enactment of legislation which 
would place the special-delivery messengers under the classi- 
fied civil service on the same basis as other postal employees, 
which was referred to the Committee on Civil Service. 

Mr. WALSH presented the following resolutions of the 
General Court of Massachusetts, which were referred to the 
Committee on Finance: 

Resolutions memorializing Congress for the enactment of legisla- 


tion to promote the general welfare of the United States by 
alleviating the hazards and insecurity of old age 


Resolved, That the General Court of Massachusetts hereby urges 
the Co of the United States to enact into law the substance 
of a bill entitled “A bill to provide for and promote the general 
welfare of the United States by supplying to the people a more 
liberal distribution and increase of purchasing power, retiring cer- 
tain citizens from gainful employment, improving and stabilizing 
gainful employment for other citizens, stimulating agricultural and 
industrial production and general business, and alleviating the 
hazards and insecurity of old age and unemployment; to provide 
a method whereby citizens shall contribute to the purchase of and 
receive a retirement annuity; to provide for the raising of the 

revenue to operate a continuing plan therefor; to pro- 
vide for the appropriation and expenditure of such revenue; to 
provide for the proper administration of this act; to provide pen- 
alties for violation of the act; and for other purposes,” being 
H. R. 4199, Seventy-fifth Congress, first session; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of these resolutions be transmitted forth- 
with by the secretary of the Commonwealth to the President of 
the United States, to the presiding officers of each branch of 
Congress, and to the Members thereof from this Commonwealth. 


Mr. LODGE presented resolutions adopted by the General 
Court of Massachusetts, favoring the enactment of House 
bill 4199, to provide for the payment of annuities to all per- 
sons over 60 years of age who thereafter retire from gainful 
employment, which were referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

(See resolutions printed in full when presented today by 
Mr. WaALsH.) 

Mr. LODGE also presented a resolution adopted by the 
City Council of the City of Everett, Mass., protesting against 
the enactment of a Federal tax on fuel oil, which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Board of 
Aldermen of the City of Everett, Mass., favoring the enact- 
ment of House bill 4199, to provide for the payment of an- 
nuities to all persons over 60 years of age who thereafter 
retire from gainful employment, which was referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

Mr. CAPPER presented a petition of sundry citizens of 
- Chanute, Kans., praying for the enactment of legislation to 
prohibit railroad companies from working employees in ex- 
cess of 26 days per month except in cases of extreme emer- 
gency, which was referred to the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce. 

Mr. COPELAND presented memorials of sundry citizens 
of the State of New York, remonstrating against the enact- 
ment of the bill (H. R. 9464) providing for an excise tax on 
retail stores, which were referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Petroleum 
Industries Committee of Westchester County, N. Y., favor- 
ing the repeal of Federal taxes on gasoline and lubricating 
oils, which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Building Con- 
tractors’ and Mason Builders’ Association of New York City, 
N. V., favoring repeal of the capital-gains and undistributed- 
profits taxes, which were referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Rich- 
mondville, N. Y., praying for the repeal of the undistributed- 
profits and capital-gains taxes, which was referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 
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He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of the 
State of New York, praying for the enactment of the bill 
(H. R. 1620) to provide for the general welfare by establish- 
ing a method for permanently sustaining the primary pur- 
chasing power of the Nation, in order to sustain an effective 
demand for the largest production of the products of in- 
dustry and agriculture; to induce employment in private 
enterprise; to provide employment for those unemployed in 
private enterprise; to provide revenue; and for other pur- 
poses, which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented resolutions adopted by the American 
Household Storage Co., the National Furniture Warehouse- 
men’s Association, the Niagara Storage Co., all of Buffalo; the 
National Furniture Warehousemen’s Association and the Al- 
lied Van Lines, Inc., of Far Rockaway and Utica; the Byrnes 
Bros. Warehouses, Inc., of New York City; Rocco Van & 
Storage Co., Inc., of Long Island, and Richmond Storage 
Warehouse & Van Co., of Staten Island, all in the State of 
New York, and the National Furniture Warehousemen’s As- 
sociation, of Santa Barbara, Calif., favoring an amendment 
to the Social Security Act so that pay-roll taxes, equally 
divided between employers and employees, remain at the 
present level, which were referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the annual 
meeting of the New York State Branch of the Women’s In- 
ternational League for Peace and Freedom, protesting against 
the enactment of the proposed naval expansion program, 
which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations, 

He also presented a resolution adopted at a business 
meeting of members of Caton (N. Y.) Baptist Church, pro- 
testing against the enactment of legislation that would per- 
mit the shipment of intoxicating liquors through the mails, 
which was referred to the Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Association 
of Highway Officials of North Atlantic States, favoring the 
enactment of legislation for the construction of arterial 
transcontinental highways, with the first link to be located 
between Washington, D. C., and Boston, Mass., which was 
referred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Young Men’s 
Board of Trade, of New York City, N. V., favoring postponing 
of Federal wage and hour legislation until further investi- 
gation, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Willard 
Woman’s Christian Temperance Union, of Waverly, N. Y. 
praying for the enactment of Senate bill 153, to prohibit 
the trade practices of block booking and blind selling in the 
motion-picture industry, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

Mr. LOGAN, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 3242) to aid in providing a 
permanent mooring for the battleship Oregon, reported it 
with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 1525) 
thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred 
the bill (S. 3629) to authorize attendance of Philippine Army 
personnel at service schools of the United States Army, re- 
ported it without amendment and submitted a report (No. 
1526) thereon. 

Mr. NYE, from the Committee on Commerce, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 3081) authorizing the Secretary 
of Commerce to grant to the city of Fargo, N. Dak., an 
easement over a certain tract of land owned by the United 
States, reported it with amendments and submitted a report 
(No, 1528) thereon. 

Mr. MILTON, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 2895) for the relief of Leona 
Draeger, reported it with amendments and submitted a re- 
port (No. 1529) thereon. 


ADDITIONAL UNITED STATES COURT JUDGES 


Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, on behalf of the Senator 
from Arizona (Mr. AsHursT] and myself, from the Com- 
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mittee on the Judiciary, I report for the calendar an original 
bill, relating to additional judges in the courts of the United 
States, and I submit a report (No. 1527) thereon. 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 3691) to provide for 
the appointment of additional judges for certain United 
States district courts, circuit courts of appeals, and certain 
courts of the United States for the District of Columbia, was 
read twice by its title, and ordered to be placed on the 
calendar. 


AMENDMENT OF AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1938 


Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, from the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry I report back favorably with 
amendments the bill (S. 3668) to amend the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, and I submit a report (No. 1530) 
thereon. 

While I am on my feet, Mr. President, I may say that 
there are certain features of this bill which are very essen- 
tial for the administration of the act. Time is of the es- 
sence, because the planters are now getting ready to put 
their crops in the ground, and the amendments proposed 
by the bill are vitally necessary to the proper adjudication 
of allotments. I hope that at some time in the immediate 
future our leader will aid us in having the bill considered 
and passed. The amendments proposed to the act are very 
essential. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the report 
will be received and the bill will be placed on the calendar. 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani- 
mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. LA FOLLETTE: 

A bill (S. 3686) to amend the Railroad Retirement Act of 
1937; to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

By Mr. McGILL: 

A bill (S. 3687) to amend the Veterans’ Regulation No. 10 
pertaining to “line of duty” for peacetime veterans, their 
widows and dependents, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. 

By Mr. SMATHERS: 

A bill (S. 3688) to authorize credits to taxpayers against 
the 1936 tax under title IX of the Social Security Act for 
contributions to State unemployment funds for the year 1936 
paid before January 31, 1938; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. DAVIS: 

A bill (S. 3689) for the relief of Herbert H. Lauer; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. BERRY: 

A bill (S. 3690) for the relief of Joseph E. A. Goodkey; to 
the Committee on Civil Service. 

(Mr. Harck (for himself and Mr. AsHurst) reported an 
original bill from the Committee on the Judiciary (S. 3691), 
which was ordered to be placed on the calendar and appears 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. BAILEY: 

A bill (S. 3692) to authorize and direct the Comptroller 
General of the United States to allow credit for all outstand- 
ing disallowances and suspensions in the accounts of the 
disbursing officers or agents of the Government for payments 
made to certain employees appointed by the United States 
Employees’ Compensation Commission; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

By Mr. COPELAND: 

A bill (S. 3693) to amend section 4401 of the Revised 
Statutes with respect to the operation of private yachts on 
inland waters; to the Committee on Commerce. 

A bill (S. 3694) to provide for the issuance of a license to 
practice the healing art in the District of Columbia to Dr. 
Sigfried Speyer; to the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

By Mr. HILL: J 

A bill (S. 3695) granting an increase of pension to Rosalie 
Hood; to the Committee on Pensions. 
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By Mr. ASHURST: 

A bill (S. 3696) to authorize the temporary appointment 
of a special judge for the District Court of the Virgin Islands; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

METHOD OF APPOINTING POSTMASTERS—MOTION TO DISCHARGE 

COMMITTEE 

Mr. OMAHONE NT. Mr. President, Calendar No. 1348, Sen- 
ate bill 3022, is a bill reported by the Committee on Post 
Offices and Post Roads amending the law relating to the 
appointment of postmasters. The report was accompanied 
by minority views in which there was a recommendation that 
there be substituted for the bill reported by the committee a 
House bill which has passed the House and which is now 
pending before the Committee on Civil Service. 

In order that the matter may be in a proper parliamentary 
status when and if the bill reported by the Committee on 
Post Offices and Post Roads shall be called up, I desire now 
to enter a motion to discharge the Committee on Civil Service 
from the further consideration of House bill 1531, extending 
the classified civil service to include postmasters of the first, 
second, and third classes, and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The motion will be entered and 
go over under the rule. 

REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS—AMENDMENT 

Mr. MALONEY submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (S. 3331) to provide for reor- 
ganizing agencies of the Government, extending the classi- 
fied civil service, establishing a General Auditing Office and 
a Department of Welfare, and for other purposes, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 

TRIBUTE TO OUR IRISH HERITAGE—ADDRESS BY SENATOR WALSH 

[Mr. Lonercan asked and obtained leave to have printed 
in the Recorp an address entitled “A Tribute to Our Irish 
Heritage,” delivered by Senator Walsh at a commemorative 
celebration of St. Patrick’s Day at Springfield, Mass., on 
March 13, 1938, which appears in the Appendix.] 

ADDRESS BY SENATOR MALONEY BEFORE FRIENDLY SONS OF ST. 
PATRICK 

(Mr. Bartey asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Record an address delivered by Senator Matonery before 
the Friendly Sons of St. Patrick at the Hotel Astor, New 
York, on Thursday, March 17, 1938, which appears in the 
Appendix.] 

THE SPIRIT OF THE IRISH IN AMERICAN HISTORY—ADDRESS BY 
HON. JAMES A. FARLEY 

[Mr. SMATHERS asked and obtained leave to have printed 
in the Recorp an address delivered by Hon. James A. Farley 
before the Friendly Sons of St. Patrick at Elizabeth, N. J., 
March 17, 1938, on the subject of The Spirit of the Irish in 
American History, which appears in the Appendix.] 

PHILIPPINE INDEPENDENCE 

(Mr. Boran asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Recorp an article by Gen. Hugh S. Johnson, published in 
the Washington Daily News of March 17, 1938, relative to 
Philippine independence, and an editorial on the same sub- 
ject published in the Chicago Daily Tribune of March 17, 
1938, which appear in the Appendix.] 

LIFE MEMBERSHIPS IN ARMY AND NAVY UNION 

[Mr. Reynotps asked and obtained leave to have printed 
in the Recorp a news release of March 21, 1938, under the 
heading “Army and Navy Union Honors Disabled Buddies; 
More Than 550,000 Life Memberships Voted to Former Sery- 
ice Men and Women,” which appears in the Appendix.] 

REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 3331) 
to provide for reorganizing agencies of the Government, 
extending the classified civil service, establishing a General 
Auditing Office and a Department of Welfare, and for other 
purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Prior to taking a recess on 
Friday last, the Senate entered into a unanimous-consent 
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agreement limiting debate after the conclusion of the re- 
marks of the Senator from Utah [Mr. Kal, who then had 
the floor. The Chair will recognize the Senator from Utah 
to finish his remarks. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, did the Chair state that 
there is a unanimous-consent agreement limiting debate? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is. 

Mr. NORRIS. Does it apply only to the pending amend- 
ment, or does it have further application? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The unanimous-consent agree- 
ment will be read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Ordered, by unanimous consent, That after the conclusion of 
the address of the Senator from Utah [Mr. Kro] no Senator shall 

ak more than once nor longer than 30 minutes on the bill 
S. 3331, the Reorganization Act of 1938, nor more than 15 minutes 
in the aggregate on any amendment proposed thereto: Provided, 
oa this agreement shall not apply to a motion to recommit the 

[Mr. Kine resumed and concluded the speech begun by 
him on Friday last. His speech follows in its entirety.] 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I regret that I was denied the 
privilege of hearing the greater part of the debate upon the 
pending bill owing to the fact that meetings of committees 
of which I am a member have been held and are being still 
held during hours when the Senate is in session. 

I am opposed to the bill and shall vote against it. Some 
of its provisions I believe to be unconstitutional and others 
harmful if not dangerous. It seeks to increase the power of 
the executive department at the expense of the legislative 
branch of the Government, and confers power upon the 
Chief Executive which in my opinion may not be justified. 
I shall refer to the report of the President’s Committee on 
Administrative Management in the Government of the 
United States, which prepared the bill, and the modifications 
not vitally important, that have been made in the measure 
recommended by the President’s commission and trans- 
mitted to Congress. Those modifications are exhibited in 
the several bills which have been considered by the com- 
mittee reporting this bill to the Senate, and I shall refer to 
it and point out such changes as were made in the various 
bills following it. 

First, I desire to pay a tribute to the Senator from Virginia 
LMr. Byrd] for his patriotic and earnest efforts to effect 
economies in the administration of the Government, and to 
bring about a reorganization of the various bureaus and 
Federal agencies to the end that the Government may be 
more efficient and the expenses of the Government materially 
reduced. In my opinion his efforts have not received the 
support from officials of the Government to which they were 
entitled, and that his views have not received that considera- 
tion which their merits demanded. 

On the 24th day of February 1936 a select committee of 
the Senate was appointed to investigate the executive agen- 
cies of the Government. It was created under Senate Reso- 
lution 217, which required the committee to study the activi- 
ties of all of the Departments of the Government with a view 
to determining whether consolidation, changes, and coordi- 
nation in the various executive agencies of the Government 
economies might not be effectuated and the personnel 
reduced. 

In order to carry out these instructions it retained the 
Brookings Institution, in conjunction with the President’s 
Committee on Administrative Management and the Commit- 
tee on Reorganization of the House of Representatives, to 
make a functional and fact-finding survey of the agencies 
of the Government, and submitted the results of its work in 
the form of a report consisting of more than 1,000 printed 


The report of the Brookings Institution contains a wealth 
of information and should prove valuable to those interested 
in reducing the expenses of the Government and in securing 
administrative reforms. However, the special committee or- 
ganized under Senate Resolution 217 was superseded by the 
committee which has reported the pending bill. 
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The President, in 1936, appointed a Committee on Ad- 
ministrative Management, to examine the whole problem 
and to suggest for the President’s guidance a constructive, 
comprehensive, and balanced program in dealing with over- 
head organizations and management of the executive branch 
of the Government. The committee consisted of Louis 
Brownlow, chairman; Charles E. Merriman; and Luther 
Gulick. This committee, on January 7, 1937, submitted its 
report together with a bill, to the joint congressional commit- 
tee on Government reorganization in order to carry into 
effect its recommendations. This bill contains some rather 
extraordinary provisions but has been somewhat modified in 
the various bills which have been from time to time reported 
by the select committee on governmental reorganization. 
However, it constitutes the basis of the various bills sub- 
mitted, including the one under consideration. So that it 
may be said that it is the product of the President’s com- 
mission headed by Mr. Brownlow. 

As I have indicated, the select committee created under 
the resolution offered by the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Byrp] was superseded by or merged into the select Commit- 
tee on Government Organization which reported the bill now 
before us. 

Mr. President, in my opinion, more satisfactory results 
would have been obtained if the select committee, proceed- 
ing under the resolution offered by the Senator from Vir- 
ginia, had been permitted to go forward. However, as 
stated, it had been swallowed up or merged into the com- 
mittee reporting the bill now before us. 

Mr. President, I had the pleasure of hearing the addresses 
of the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], and the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG], the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. Boram], and the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
Battey]. Their addresses present facts and arguments 
which seemed to me not only persuasive but unanswerable 
in opposition to the bill in its present form which we are 
now considering. 

As I came into the Chamber a few moments ago the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] was speaking and 
he was interrogated by the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Byrp]. The Senator from South Carolina was defending 
the bill, but in my opinion he did not fully meet the ques- 
tions propounded by the Senator from Virginia and the ques- 
tion submitted by the Senator from Michigan [Mr. VAN- 
DENBERG]. 

Mr. President, I have upon a number of occasions stated 
that all efforts to reduce Federal expenses and to reduce the 
number of Federal agencies had been unavailing and that 
there was every indication that future efforts would prove 
equally futile. 

The increase in the number of governmental bureaus and 
agencies cannot, in my opinion, be defended, and there 
seems to be no disposition to prevent the creation of fur- 
ther Federal agencies. Many persons indulge in loud dec- 
lamations in favor of economy, but no serious efforts are 
made to accomplish that result. Our gestures in the direc- 
tion of economy are idle and no longer are regarded as 
important. Notwithstanding our talk in favor of economies, 
we vote for additional bureaus and agencies and multiply 
the number of employees, and of course vote larger appro- 
priations to meet the situation. 

Mr. President, I look for no reduction in expenses of the 
Government under the provisions of the bill before us, or 
for that matter any bill that will receive consideration at 
the hands of this Congress. 

There will be appropriated for the next fiscal year by the 
Federal and State Governments at least more than 25 per- 
cent of the gross income of the people of the United States. 
This is an oppressive burden to place upon the American 
people. To exact this huge sum from the earnings of the 
people—rich and poor—cannot be justified, and obviously 
must result in preventing business expansion and in de- 
laying the return of prosperity. It is evident that capital 
investments are essential if the country is to move forward 
out of this depression, and needed capital investments may 
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not be made when such enormous exactions are levied upon 
the gross earnings of the people. I know there are some 
who would destroy the capitalistic system and impose the 
hateful system of state socialism upon the country. 

Unfortunately, there are some who would impose upon the 
American people a form of government the antithesis of 
democracy; some preach the totalitarian philosophy; others 
praise the ideology of socialism. This Republic has grown 
from a narrow strip along the Atlantic inhabited by a very 
limited number of people, some of whom were refugees from 
foreign lands, until today it may be said without boasting 
that it is the strongest and certainly the freest Government 
in all the world. With all of the imperfections incident to 
democratic institutions, the greatest degree of liberty and 
the greatest intellectual, moral, and spiritual triumphs are 
obtained under democratic institutions, such as those which 
have been given to us by the founders of this Republic. We 
may depart from them, but if we do there will be penalties 
that we and our children will be compelled to suffer. We 
were wise if we thought more of the spirit and principles of 
genuine democracy, and less of alien political governmental 
systems. 

In periods of depression fertile fields are often found in 
which are sown, not the seeds of progress, but the tares and 
the seeds of discontent, and not infrequently of destructive 
forces. In my opinion we should strengthen the pillars of 
the Republic and adopt policies under which industry and 
economic progress will be protected and democratic principles 
and policies find full opportunity for realization. 

Mr. President, I was speaking of the enormous appro- 
priations required to meet the expenses of the State and 
Federal Governments. They are greater, as I believe, than 
those in many other countries, and as the Federal Govern- 
ment enters into the fields of private endeavor and engages 
in activities not within the concept of the duty or the 
province of a democratic government, obviously the ex- 
penses of the Government will be increased. The criticism 
is sometimes made that the cost of the Government of the 
United States exceeds that of any other government and 
that the number of persons who are receiving gifts, subsidies, 
compensation, and bounties from the Federal Government 
exceed that of any other government. At any rate the per- 
sonnel has largely increased during the past few years and 
there is no evidence of a reduction in the number of em- 
ployees of the Government or in the number of Federal 
organizations. 

The bill before us, in my opinion, will increase Federal ex- 
penses and add thousands if not tens of thousands to the 
Federal pay roll. The Democratic Party for years prided 
itself upon its support of economy in government, and in its 
State and national platforms avowed its devotion to econ- 
omy and condemned the Republican Party for its extrava- 
gance in the administration of State and National Govern- 
ments. I feel that we are not living up to the professions of 
the Democratic Party and we will come vis-a-vis with the 
criticisms which we have leveled against our poltical oppo- 
nents, 

In 1933 the Chief Executive declared in favor of a 25-per- 
cent reduction in the cost of government. I know that the 
President was sincere in his determination to reduce the 
expenses of the Government and to inaugurate policies that 
would make for an efficient administration. The depression 
which overwhelmed the Nation thwarted the plans which 
would have brought the results desired. However, Congress 
and the people have not been willing to support policies that 
would reduce governmental expenses, but, upon the contrary, 
have made demands for increased expenditures; and even 
now from all parts of the United States requests are made 
for large appropriations for activities which are outside of 
the functions of the Federal Government. The Federal Gov- 
ernment is importuned to engage in enterprises that belong 
exclusively to individuals or local communities or States. 
There seems to be a growing disregard of the philosophy of 
this Republic the States are being regarded by many as 
mere administrative units in a powerful and omnipotent 
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National Government, and local communities are being per- 
suaded to look to the Federal Government for bounties and 
contributions to aid them in the discharge fo responsibilities 
purely domestic and local in character. It cannot be denied 
that the centripetal forces operating in the Republic have 
assumed almost irresistible strength during the past few 
years, and legislation is sought which is hostile to our form 
of government but which in its very nature tends not only 
to the weakening but to the destruction of the States and the 
aggrandizement of the Federal Government. 

Many American citizens are urging the Federal Govern- 
ment to exert greater authority and power, to transgress con- 
stitutional limitations, and to carry out policies which 
ultimately would merge the States into one colloidal mass. 
It will be a task for the American people, one requiring 
courage and a high degree of patriotism, to maintain our 
dual form of government, the States and the protection of 
individuals. And, as the demands for increased appropria- 
tions are made and granted, more and more the States and 
the people rely upon Federal contributions for local and 
State purposes. The view is entertained by many that the 
Federal Government should supply all the monetary as well 
as the material needs of the people. The view is entertained 
by some that the Federal Government has unlimited re- 
sources, and funds to loan to all who desire to be borrowers, 
and grants to be made to all who may desire financial or 
other help. 

I have upon a number of occasions during the past few 
years challenged attention to the fact that our indebtedness 
had reached what I believed to be alarming proportions; that, 
notwithstanding the enormous increase in taxes, it had not 
kept pace with the appropriations. The appropriations for 
the next fiscal year, which will be made before this Congress 
adjourns, will probably exceed $8,000,000,000. Indeed, the 
statement has been made that it will pass the $9,000,000,000 
mark. Only a few years ago the entire cost of the Govern- 
ment was less than a billion dollars a year. If this great 
flood of appropriations is continued, it will not be long be- 
fore the Federal indebtedness will be $40,000,000,000. The 
indebtedness of States also has increased, and the political 
subdivisions of the States have, during the past few years, 
materially added to their public debt. I have not seen the 
figures of late, but I think I am safe in saying that the 
indebtedness of the States and their political subdivisions 
would be in excess of $20,000,000,000. 

There is a limit to public credit, and it were well if the 
American people appreciated the imperative necessity of 
limiting their appropriations and adopting sound and ra- 
tional policies which will maintain National and State credit 
and bring about important reductions in the public debt. 
Inflation is a deadly enemy. It is a vice which has de- 
stroyed communities and governments. And governments 
may not indefinitely continue a spending policy without 
adopting provisions to keep in balance expenses and receipts 
without ending in bankruptcy. 

I believe that Congress should insist upon a policy that 
will compel reductions in expenditures and effect a balancing 
of the Budget. Unfortunately we now hear but little about 
balancing the Budget. Two years ago, and even 1 year ago, 
we often heard the statement that steps were being taken or 
had been taken to balance the Budget. But that is a lost 
chord today, and the music that we hear now with so much 
delight is that which proclaims the dispensing of funds and 
credit to all parts of the land. This music may be satisfac- 
tory today, but it will end in raucous sounds and horribly 
discordant notes. 

As stated, however, a few moments ago, the futility of 
appeals for economy and for sound, rational, and effective 
reorganization in the departments of the Government which 
would result in the elimination of bureaus and agencies and 
the separation from the public service not only of thousands, 
but of tens of thousands of Federal employees, has been 
demonstrated. 

Mr. President, I have so often called attention to the 
mounting costs of government, to profligate expenditures 
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that were being made, that I have perhaps subjected myself 
to criticism. Upon various occasions, I have moved to re- 
commit appropriation bills with instructions that they be 
reduced from 5 to 10 percent. These motions have always 
failed for lack of support; and yet, as I have stated, the 
Democratic Party has avowed with great earnestness its 
devotion to economy, and pledged the party to material re- 
ductions in expenses and to reforms and reorganizations in 
the administrative service of the Government. 

Mr. President, hope eternal springs in the human breast, 
and yet I have but little hope that, if this bill shall be 
enacted into law, Government expenses will be reduced. 
Upon the contrary, in my judgment it will increase the num- 
ber of employees, and the appropriations for the next year, 
enormous as the appropriations are for this coming fiscal 
year, will exceed the same. There must be a change in our 
views, in the present psychology of the party in power, and 
a grim determination to inaugurate economies in harmony 
with sound economic and governmental policies, if there 
shall be a halt in this apparently unrestrained torrent of 
governmental expenditures. Have we not often been guilty 
of opportunism, of expediency? And have we not treated 
with contumely pleas for the adoption of economies and the 
destruction of useless branches upon the governmental tree? 
Why should not the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
Byrnes] consent to a modification of the bill under con- 
sideration? Why create another Federal department, and 
perpetuate bureaus and agencies which should be abolished? 
Why should the Congress of the United States abdicate its 
functions and delegate to the Executive power and authority 
which, under the Constitution, exclusively belongs to it? 
Why should the Civil Service Commission be abolished, and 
great power conferred upon one person—to determine the 
administrative activities of that branch of the Government? 

I am told that there are nearly 900,000 men and women 
now under civil service. That is a great army. With their 
families, they can exercise great influence and power in 
State and Federal elections. In addition, there are more 
than 600,000 persons upon the Federal pay roll; there are 
more than a million and a half American citizens who derive 
compensation from the Federal Government. This does not 
include, of course, the several million persons who are con- 
nected with various relief or similar organizations. And, as 
I have indicated, the Federal pay rolls are being added to, 
and the National Government is more and more enlarging its 
functions, and embarking upon activities which are not 
governmental in character. To enumerate the enterprises 
and business activities of a private character operated by the 
Federal Government would, I feel sure, fill several pages. In 
other words, the functions of the National Government are 
being expanded so that, more and more, the business of the 
country—business which belongs essentially under our form 
of government to individual initiative and individual effort. 
is being drawn within the influence, if not the direct control, 
of the National Government. Obviously this policy, if not 
checked, will increase in momentum and volume and power, 
until it will be the dominating force in the industrial and 
business life of the people. 

Corporative states in other lands have taken the place of 
governments more or less democratic, or in which the capital- 
istic system prevailed. When a government becomes the 
creditor of most of the people, more and more will the resist- 
ance of the people to governmental encroachments be weak- 
ened, and more and more will the people look to the govern- 
ment to be a benevolent father if not a benevolent despot. 
A situation of this character inevitably leads to the under- 
mining of the morale of the people and a subsidence of that 
fine spirit of individualism essential to individual growth and 
development. 

The strength of democracy rests upon the individual, and 
if he loses his initiative, his confidence in himself, his regard 
for local self-government, and his desire to participate in 
the same, then the path to centralized authority is broad- 
ened. Jefferson’s philosophy, and it was also Lincoln’s, rests 
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upon the proposition of the competency of the individual to 
govern himself, his ability to participate in governmental 
activities, and share the responsibilities of governmental 
authority. He stated that— 

Every government degenerates when trusted to the rulers of the 
people alone. The people themselves, therefore, are its only safe 
depositories * * * agriculture, manufactures, commerce, and 
navigation, the four pillars of our prosperity, are the most thriv- 
ing when left free to individual enterprise. 

But I fear we are departing from that concept and are 
subordinating ourselves, as individuals, to bureaucratic au- 
thority and control. Too many are accepting bounties and 
gifts and the extension of Federal authority, all of which 
tend to weaken the individual and to undermine his confi- 
dence in his capacity to be a successful factor in the indus- 
trial, economic, political, and spiritual life of the community. 

I recall reading the words of Hilary Belloc, in his book 
entitled “The House of Commons and Monarchy.” He 
stated— 

Men eager for freedom and dignity of living in the individual 
rightly demand the separation of the various powers in sover- 
eignty. They insist on an independent judiciary; on a legislature 
uncontrolled by the Executive. But men who are concerned 
rather with the strength of the state, and especially with its 
action abroad * * * rejoice to recognize a high and successful 
centralization of sovereignty, however masked, or under whatever 
name. 

Chief Justice Marshall, with his federalistic views, looked 
with concern upon any movement that would undermine 
the States. He said that— 

No political dreamer ever was wild enough to think of breaking 
down the lines which separate the States and of compounding 
the American people into one common mass. 

I fear that the bill before us tends to that end. It pro- 
vides for a new department of public welfare, which, it will 
be contended, is to take over many of the functions and 
responsibilities of the States. It will lead the people to be- 
lieve that the Federal Government is a huge eleemosynary 
institution designed to provide bounties and gifts and chari- 
ties and support for the people. Into this new department 
is to be thrown, or deposited, education; and that will lead 
many to believe that the Federal Government is to take 
over the public schools and to control the educational sys- 
tem, the educational thought, and the educational policies 
of our country. Nothing could be more dangerous to dem- 
ocratic institutions than the control of education by the 
Federal Government. The public schools belong to the 
people and to the States, and the Federal Government must 
keep its hands off from public education and from the 
fountains that pour forth the clear waters of democratic 
thought. But, as I have indicated, the morale of the people, 
by reason of the Federal Government’s intrusion into the 
States and local communities, is by some believed to be 
weakened, resulting in increased demands, as I have stated, 
and a growing insistence that Washington with its bureaus 
and agencies and thousands of employees shall supervise 
and control individual action and local governments. 

It has been said by a writer of eminence that the growth 
of National Government with the consequent strengthening 
of its sovereign character leads to an increase of centraliza- 
tion. The problem that nations have to solve is to make 
local life real. It requires revivification here. An interest 
in local problems will have to be aroused, not less keen and 
vivid than the interest in national problems. Unfortunately, 
local life is being sacrificed to the absorptiveness of a central 
government, and thus the creativeness and independence of 
the people are being undermined, if not destroyed. 

Mr. President, these observations are prompted by the 
obvious movements of the Federal Government to increase its 
authority and power, and that purpose is manifested in the 
bill before us. The bill does not make for democracy, does 
not make for individual initiative, but, rather, it strengthens 
bureaucracies and tends to impress upon the people the view 
that the Federal Government is a fairy godfather or god- 
mother and exists for the purpose of meeting all their wants 
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and needs. Moreover, it tends to emphasize the view that 
the executive department should be strengthened, even at the 
hands of the legislative branch of the Government. 

I referred a few moments ago to the huge tax burden and 
the increased expenditures of the Government. I notice that 
the able Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass! has just come 
to the floor, and I take the liberty of calling attention to his 
warnings upon a number of occasions of the dangerous, if 
not deadly, course which governments, pursue that persist in 
creating deficits and piling up national debts of great mag- 
nitude. I fear that we have become indifferent to his wise 
and safe counsels—perhaps as indifferent as some of the 
Israelites of old were to the prophecies of their inspired 
leaders. Those who read that great Book remember the 
warnings of prophets against impending dangers, and the 
disregard of the people of Israel of their importunities and 
pleadings and their persistence in following false gods. 

Mr. President, one of the dangers of a strong central gov- 
ernment is the influence, openly or covertly, which it exer- 
cises over communities and individuals. The people instinc- 
tively look to it, particularly in periods of distress and dis- 
aster, and little by little its agencies, bureaus, and officials 
exercise increased influence and authority in every part of the 
land. They represent the Central Government. They are 
regarded as the agents of the political leaders and political 
rulers of the country, and, as the economic and political life 
of the country becomes more and more intertwined, they and 
the Central Government are looked to to ameliorate eco- 
nomic conditions or to minister to the wants of the people 
when economic or other problems are presented. 

No one can deny that there is a gravitational force operat- 
ing in the political and economic life in our country which 
draws from the States, communities, and individuals their 
authority and power and transfers it to the National Govern- 
ment. More and more the Federal Government, as designed 
by the fathers, is becoming a National Government, with a 
“big N,” and the States, more and more, are undergoing a 
process of devitalization. 

Efforts have been made by some, including the distinguished 
Senator who now occupies the chair [Mr. O’MaHonery], to 
maintain the integrity of our judicial system. The attempt 
to deny the power of judicial review and to weaken the au- 
thority of the Supreme Court was, in my opinion, a mani- 
festation of some of the tendencies toward the centralization 
of unconstitutional power in the Federal Government. 

Mr. President, I regret that the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. Byrnes] has given his splendid ability to the sup- 
port of the bill which we are considering. He comes from the 
Democratic South. He is acquainted with the history of 
democracy and knows the philosophy upon which the great 
party of Jefferson rests. He should be in the ranks of those 
opposing this bill, in view of his training and of the fact that 
he comes from a great State whose leaders, from the begin- 
ning of our Government, were among the foremost champions 
of democracy and the ablest defenders of States’ rights and 
individual liberty. 

If I may be pardoned a personal allusion, I derived my 
political faith from the great Democratic leaders of the 
South—from Jefferson, Jackson, Calhoun, and scores of 
others. From the time that I was able to understand the 
principles and policies of the two great parties, I gave my 
allegiance to the Democratic Party. I believed that the great 
men of the South were the truest exponents of the philosophy 
of government. When I attended college I read the Courier- 
Journal, which breathed the spirit of Henry Watterson, and 
he, and Morgan, and Vest, and Harris of Tennessee, and 
White of Louisiana, and other prominent men of the South- 
ern States, proclaimed the principles of the Democratic 
Party; and the views which I formed in my youth concerning 
our form of government have guided me in my political life. 
I am a Democrat, accepting the philosophy of Jefferson, and 
the doctrine that ours is a dual form of government, that the 
States are sovereign and indestructible, and that the Federal 
Government is one of enumerated and delegated powers, and 
that when it transcends the limited authority given it in the 
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Constitution it commits a grievous assault upon the States 
and upon individuals. 

Mr. President, I appeal to my friend from South Carolina 
[Mr. Byrnes] to lift his voice in behalf of democratic prin- 
ciples, and in protest against this bill, which, in my opinion, 
will increase the authority of the Federal Government and 
strengthen the hands of bureaucratic forces, and augment 
the costs of government. 

Mr. President, under the terms of this bill, we are sur- 
rendering authority belonging to the legislative branch of 
the Government. This bill is a confession by Congress that 
it is willing to abdicate some of its authority and remit to the 
Executive responsibilities which rest upon it. Do we not 
confess our impotence or lack of ability or courage to deal 
with an important question, which is within our jurisdic- 
tion, when we delegate the authority to the executive branch 
of the Government, as this bill does? If Congress is un- 
willing to discharge its duties and perform its legislative 
functions, then our tripartite form of government is at an 
end. 

In many countries, past and present, the legislative 
branches of governments have not infrequently surrendered 
their authority, with unfortunate results to the people. 

Mr. President, we must not confess that we are incom- 
petent to legislate upon the question of the organization of 
the Federal Government and the duties and functions and 
responsibilities which are to be exercised by such Federal 
agencies. Congress is not so impotent that it may not draw 
the line between executive and legislative authority and 
power. It controls, or should control, the purse; it should 
determine what Federal agencies and departments and bu- 
reaus shall exist; it should define their duties, limit their 
authority, consolidate where required, and abolish where 
needed. Those are functions of the Federal Government. 

There is no authority in the Constitution to support some 
of the provisions of the bill before us. Nor can we find justi- 
fication in the Constitution for the transfer of legislative 
authority to the executive branch of the Government. There 
may be no parallel between our countries and nations be- 
yond the seas, but we do find—in Poland, in Germany, in 
Italy, as well as other countries—the weakening of the par- 
liamentary system, the degradation of legislative branches of 
governments, and the assumption by executive leaders— 
whether presidents or military commanders or Reich- 
fuehrers—of practically unlimited legislative and executive 
authority. 

May I add that Great Britain, be it said to her everlasting 
credit, stands like a rock amid the storms and tempests with 
which she is beset. She is maintaining democratic institu- 
tions—the authority of the Parliament, and the integrity of 
democratic institutions. 

Even in South and Central America, the paths of democ- 
racy are uncertain. Indeed, at times they are very devious. 
Legislative branches are not infrequently overthrown, and 
the reins of power seized by presidents, who exercise dic- 
tatorial authority. It should be said that most of the South 
American states attempted to frame their constitutions 
along the lines of our Constitution; but, as I have indicated, 
they did not always follow the terms of their fundamental 
law, and military chieftains not infrequently ignored consti- 
tutional government, and assumed dictatorial authority. 

Mr. President, there is no promise of immortality to this, 
or to any other nation or government; but this Republic, 
notwithstanding the fact that writers of eminence have 
pronounced all republics to be fragile, possesses elements of 
strength and permanency not found in any governmental 
structure ever devised by man. But great treasures call for 
great courage and constant protection. Indifference to prin- 
ciples that make for liberty and justice and the happiness 
and peace of the people will have corroding effects. Our 
fathers, by their blood and suffering, provided for us a jewel 
beyond price. We must protect it, and defend it against all 
foes, whether from without or from within. The inhabitants 
of this Republic have come from many countries. They 
have made material contributions to the development of the 
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Republic. It may be that there are some who were born 
here and some who came from beyond the seas, who are 
not living up to the high percepts of democracy. There are 
evidences that some Americans are inoculated with alien 
ideas of government, and would willingly change our dem- 
ocratic government for a socialist state. There are some 
who, as I have indicated, would merge the States into a 
powerful central government, whose authority would not be 
restrained by constitutional limitations. There are some 
Americans who come with hat in hand, begging the Fed- 
eral Government to take over functions which belong to 
their local communities or to their States. Apparently, they 
are willing to surrender their State governments and, as I 
have stated, merge their local and State governments with 
the Federal Government. 

Mr. President, I believe that there should be a renaissance 
of democracy. Those who love our country, its traditions, 
and believe in its mission should be aroused to every en- 
croachment upon the liberty of individuals or the States and 
should resist every effort to change our form of government 
and surrender to the Federal Government power not con- 
ferred upon it, but reserved to the States and to the people, 
respectively. I am not an alarmist, but human nature is 
much the same. People are caught by the glamour of au- 
thority and power. They are swept from earnest convic- 
tions by contributions and benefactions and subsidies from 
the hand of authority and power. 

Mr. President, what I have said has been prompted by the 
colloquy between the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] and 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes]. It had been 
my intention to participate earlier in the debate upon the 
bill, but, owing to engagements in various committees, the 
opportunity to follow the debates and to express my views 
concerning the bill under consideration has been denied me. 

I have, however, made an analysis of the various bills 
which have been prepared since the President’s Committee 
on Reorganization submitted its bill and will submit some 
remarks concerning them. There have been some changes 
in these bills, but the measure now before us contains most 
of the important provisions of the President’s committee's 
bill. The thread of the so-called Brownlow bill runs through, 
like a scarlet thread, the various measures which have been 
submitted, including the one under consideration. 
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE VARIOUS REORGANIZATION PROPOSALS 

The President’s Committee on Administrative Manage- 
ment, in its report to the President January 8, 1937, made 
the basic recommendations which are embodied in the va- 
rious reorganization bills which have been submitted to the 
Senate. The original report of the committee sought to 
delegate to the President vast powers, as will be seen from 
a study of that report, together with the various measures 
which have attempted to reduce the report to legislative 
form. 

As stated, the President’s committee appended to their 
report a bill which is also attached to the report submitted 
by the Senator from Virginia, in order, of course, that we 
might learn what the President’s recommendations were so 
far as the recommendations of his committee were. 

As I have stated a number of bills have been framed based 
upon the report of the President’s committee and are known 
as— 

(a) S. 2700, introduced by the late Senator Robinson, 
June 23, 1937; 

(b) S. 2969, introduced by Senator Byrnes, August 14, 
1937; 

(e) S. 2970, introduced by Senator Byrnes, August 16, 1937, 
and reported by the Select Committee on Government 
Organization without amendment; 

(d) S. 3331, introduced by Senator Byrnes, January 27, 
1938; and 

(e) S. 3331, as it was reported by Mr. Byrnes from the 
Select Committee on Government Organization, with 
amendments. 

It is not a long step from the report of the President’s com- 
mittee to the latest draft known as S. 3331, which is now 
before us. 
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In order to show the relation between the first measure 
submitted by the President’s committee and the interven- 
ing bills and the one under consideration, I shall attempt 
to analyze them. 

In passing, an inquiry might be made as to what came of 
the investigation which was authorized by the resolution 
offered by the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrn]. Evidently 
it has been cast aside and the committee, headed by the 
late Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Robinson], and the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] proceeded to make 
some investigation which culminated in S. 3331, now 
before us. 

Title I of the bill deals with the reorganization of the 
executive branch and the delegation of power to the Presi- 
dent to accomplish this reorganization. 

A. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE PRESIDENT’S COMMITTEE 


The committee recommended 12 major executive depart- 
ments, by adding to the existing 10 a department of social 
welfare and a department of public works. The President 
was given power to regroup all the 133 agencies of the Gov- 
ernment—and there are more than that, by the way—so 
that every agency would be under some one of the 12 
executive departments. He had power to abolish any 
agency he saw fit, to regroup, transfer, retransfer, consoli- 
date, and coordinate the various functions of any agency, 
without limit. 

This power was to be given to the President without limi- 
tation as to time, and was to be a continuous administrative 
reorganization. Thus, if this plan were carried out, Con- 
gress would forever delegate all its powers in regard to the 
organization of the Government. Any President could abol- 
ish any function or any agency, even though it had been 
created by Congress to perform a specific designated task. 
He could change personnel and functions from one Depart- 
ment to another as experiments, and there was no restric- 
tion placed upon this power. He could make some Depart- 
ments gigantic in structure, and others mere shells, without 
duties or personnel. 


Furthermore the power was extended to the administra- 
tive functions of the so-called independent agencies, the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, the Federal Trade and 
Power Commissions, and so forth, the agencies which Con- 
gress set up with a view that they should be specifically in- 
dependent of the Executive, in view of the quasi-judicial and 
legislative character of their work. The President's com- 
mittee would separate the judicial aspect from the adminis- 
trative aspect of these Commissions, and under this proposed 
plan, the regulatory agency would be set up, not in a govern- 
mental vacuum outside the executive departments, but within 
a Department. There it would be divided into an administra- 
tive section and a judicial section. This administrative sec- 
tion would be a regular bureau or division in the Depart- 
ment, headed by a chief with career tenure and staffed un- 
der civil-service regulations. It would be directly responsi- 
ble to the Secretary and through him to the President. The 
judicial section, on the other hand, would be in the Depart- 
ment only for purposes of administrative housekeeping, 
such as the Budget, general personnel administration, and 
material. The first bill drafted, S. 2700, which was intro- 
duced by our deceased friend, the late Senator Robinson, 
of Arkansas, contained this provision: 

The President is authorized by Executive order to transfer to 
an executive department any of the routine administrative and 
executive functions of any independent establishment which are 
common to other agencies of the Government, such as the prep- 
aration of estimates of 7 the appointment of per- 
sonnel and maintenance of personnel records, the procurement of 
material, supplies, and equipment, the accounting for public 
funds, the rental of quarters, and related matters. (Sec. 2, 
subsec. c.) 

It is clear that the President’s committee desired to bring 
these Commissions under the control of the President, for 
they state that— 

As they (the Commissions) r his (the Presi- 
dent’s) stature is bound to diminish. He will no longer be in 
reality the Executive. 
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In such a provision Executive control is given over agencies 
which must be essentially independent of the Executive if 
they are to perform the work for which they are created. 
If independent agencies having quasi-judicial authority are 
dependent upon the will of the Executive, then they will be 
unable to function and accomplish the purposes for which 
they were created. We are all familiar with the famous 
Humphreys case involving the Federal Trade Commission. 
The Supreme Court of the United States unanimously af- 
firmed the independence of that body and denied the right 
of removal of one of its Commissioners except as for such 
cause as was prescribed by Congress. 

May I say in passing that there is nothing in either of the 
bills submitted that will effect economies in the administra- 
tion of the affairs of the Government. Indeed a fair and 
impartial examination of the bill submitted by the Presi- 
dent’s committee as well as the ones following it, and the one 
under consideration would, if enacted into law, increase the 
operating expenses of the Government. So that the claim 
that one of the purposes of the reorganization of the Gov- 
ernment was to reduce expenses and promote economy is 
found to be without merit. 

A few moments ago the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
Byrnes], in response to the questions propounded by the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrn], as to the agencies or 
Departments or organizations that would be eliminated and 
what economies would result, declined to make any state- 
ment indicating that the expenses of the Government would 
be reduced. He declined to concede that there would be a 
reduction of 5 percent in the enormous cost of the Federal 
Government or in the more than $8,000,000,000 of Federal 
appropriations for the next fiscal year. We were led to 
believe that one of the principal purposes of the reorganiza- 
tion of the Federal Government was to abolish numerous 
agencies and to materially reduce the expenses of the Goy- 
ernment. We have increased the taxes several hundred per- 
cent and are now collecting more than $5,000,000,000 and, as 
I have stated, appropriating approximately $8,000,000,000. 
Indeed the appropriation for the next fiscal year may reach 
the stupendous sum of $9,000,000,000. 

It is evident from a cursory examination of the bill now 
before us, as well as of the preceding measures, out of which 
this one has grown, that there will be no reduction in the 
expenses of the Government and the question of economy 
may relatively be treated to mean that there will be no 
relief from the burdens of taxation. 

I think we should be frank and say to the American 
people that the measure before us is not to be regarded as 
one which will result in economies and that no changes or 
shuffling in the agencies of the Government will make any 
contribution to the reduction of expenses of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. Indeed, as I read the report of the President’s 
committee, there is a confession that economy was not the 
object. I think it is pertinent to inquire what is the object? 
The bill before us promises no economy. Evidently then the 
purpose was to increase the departments of the Government 
and to shuffie and rearrange the various agencies, bureaus, 
and organizations now sheltered under the Federal Govern- 
ment. I should add that the bill before us fails to follow 
the recommendation of the President’s committee that two 
new departments be created, and provides for but one new 
department. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] in his minority 
report, states that— š 

* » * Economy and efficiency should be the chief object of 
any program of governmental reorganization. * . 

I regret that we are not by this bill adopting the sound 
and patriotic views in this respect submitted by the Senator 
from Virginia. We do not approve his statement that “the 
chief objective of any program of governmental reorganiza- 
tion should be economy and efficiency” if we give support 
to this bill. 

On two public occasions the President stated that the pow- 
ers he desires for the reorganization will not result in large 
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Savings. One member of the President’s committee pre- 
dicted that the expenses of government would continue to 
increase. The hearings before the Joint Committee on Gov- 
ernment Reorganization indicate that the proposed reor- 
ganization is not for the purpose of economy. That state- 
ment is found on page 7. We may then inquire: What is the 
purpose of this bill? Is not the answer that it is to abolish 
the General Accounting Office and the Comptroller General, 
and the Civil Service Commission as now constituted, and 
confer additional power upon the executive department? 

Let me read from the hearings of the committee. The 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNary] propounded the follow- 
ing question: 


You do not anywhere propose any retrenchments or lessening 
of the costs of government, do you? 


Mr. Brownlow, of the President’s committee, replied: 


We believe that the organization itself would have some effect 
in economy, but we were not concerned with policy. 

May I ask, what were they concerned with? They did not 
reduce the number of departments, but recommended an 
increase; and they deny that they were concerned with the 
question of economy. 

Mr. President, I fear this bill will prove a delusion, and be 
regarded as an imposition upon a credulous community. 

Representative WARREN, on page 230, of the hearings, 
asked the following question of Mr. Buck who was a member 
of the President’s committee: 


Have you attempted to estimate the increased cost of your pro- 
posed system over the present system? 


Mr. Buck replied: 


I think I stated the other day that I did not think the costs 
should be any greater, or very little greater. 


Here is a confession by this important consultant that 
the costs might be greater. 

In January of last year, in a press interview, the Presi- 
dent estimated the savings by reorganization at about one- 
third of 1 percent of present expenditures. In his message 
at the convening of the special session of Congress, in again 
emphasizing that large savings cannot be expected as a 
result of reorganization, the President said: 

The experience of States and municipalities definitely proves 
that reorganization of government along the lines of modern 
business administrative practice can increase efficiency, minimize 
error, duplication and waste, and raise the morale of the public 
service. But that experience does not prove, and no person con- 
versant with the management of large private corporations or of 
governments honestly suggests that reorganization of government 
machinery in the interest of efficiency is a method of making 
major savings in the cost of government. 

It would appear from these statements that there will be 
no decrease in governmental expenditures; indeed, one of 
the witnesses referred to stated he thought there would be 
an increase. I repeat, this bill, if enacted into law, will 
prove disappointing to many patriotic citizens who believe 
the costs of government are too great, and that many, in- 
deed, several score of Federal agencies should be abolished. 
They expect that a proper reorganization measure will be 
effected. Learning, as they have, that scores of new Federal 
agencies have been created during the past few years, largely 
based upon the claim that the depression necessitated their 
creation, they have expected the abolition of many of these 
Federal agencies and that material reductions would be made 
in the operating expenses of the Government. But the bill 
before us calls for a department of welfare, having a secre- 
tary with a salary of $15,000 yearly, an under secretary with 
a salary of $10,000 a year, two assistant secretaries at 
$9,000 each, a solicitor at $10,000, and such other employees 
and officials as may be necessary. There is also provided 
a permanent national resources planning board, of five 
members, whose compensation is to be $50 each per day, plus 
transportation costs, with a limit of $9,000 each per year. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 


Mr. KING. I yield to the Senator from New York. 
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Mr. COPELAND. I have been worried about the proposed 
welfare department, for the reason that the bill as it is now 
before us includes education. I have always been very un- 
willing to have the Federal Government take over any rigid 
control of education. If there is one thing the States have 
done well, it is in the matter of education. If we were to be 
required to adapt our educational systems at home to the 
overlordship of the Federal Government, we do not know 
what might be the end. There is the possibility of indoctri- 
nation with all sorts of ideas which are foreign to our original 
educational views in this country. 

The Senator recalls the University of Michigan, where so 
much has been made of the early teachings of Thomas Jeffer- 
son, as well as his later teachings. So I am glad the Senator 
has mentioned the department of welfare, because, as the 
bill is now written, it includes the transfer to that depart- 
ment of all the functions of the Government related to 
education. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I am glad to have the view of 
the Senator from New York upon this matter. I am opposed 
to the creation of this new department. It will increase the 
expenses of the Government many millions of dollars 
annually. 

Obviously it will materially add to the expenses of the 
Government and furnish jobs for a large number of deserv- 
ing or undeserving Democrats. I make the prediction that 
within 5 years, if this bill becomes a law, this department 
will have more than 5,000 employees. I am opposed to the 
creation of this new department. It will grow and expand 
until it will occupy a high place in the Federal organization. 
May I say in passing, one effect will be that the people will 
more and more look to the Federal Government for every 
form of relief. The States will assume, be led to assume, that 
relief in its various forms is a duty or task or burden resting 
upon the Federal Government, or that it is assumed by the 
Federal Government. More and more the feeling will be de- 
veloped that the Federal Government exclusively is to deal 
with every form of relief, including public health and every 
form of human infirmity. In other words, when the Federal 
Government creates a public welfare department, State 
agencies and organizations and charitable institutions will 
limit their activities and rely upon the Federal Government 
to enter and, indeed, exclusively control the broad fields in 
which they have operated with important and beneficent re- 
sults to their respective States and communities. 

It is natural that when the Federal Government enters a 
field which under our theory of government belongs to the 
States and in which the States have effectively operated, 
local activities will be more and more restricted and the 
Federal Government, with its propensity to expand its power 
and authority, particularly under the pressure of its em- 
ployees, will soon assume complete control over such fields, 
and the local agencies will be destroyed or absorbed. By way 
of analogy, permit me to call attention to the question of 
prohibition. 

Before the eighteenth amendment was adopted many of the 
States had prohibition laws, which they enforced, but when 
the Federal Government under the Volstead Act took over the 
control of intoxicating liquors many of the States withdrew 
from the field of law enforcement and devolved the responsi- 
bility upon the Federal Government. There are other exam- 
ples which demonstrate that when the Federal Government 
undertakes the control of matters which are rightfully within 
State cognizance the States and local communities relax their 
efforts and encourage further Federal interposition, until 
finally the National Government exercises practically abso- 
lute control over the same. 

The contention is made that the States are limited in their 
resources, whereas the Federal Government is powerful and 
is in a position to make larger expenditures, and therefore, 
as indicated, examples are not infrequent of the States com- 
pletely surrendering their jurisdiction over essentially domes- 
tic concerns. 

I repeat that the assumption by the Federal Government of 
control of domestic affairs leads to the atrophy of the States 
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and to the development of a philosophy dangerous to our form 
of government, viz, that all governmental authority is found 
in the National Government, and that to Washington all may 
look for gifts and bounties and subsidies and grants and 
finally protection and control over individual, local, and State 
activities. 

The provision to which the Senator from New York [Mr. 
COPELAND] referred, I fear, if this bill becomes a law, will 
ultimately lead to the control of our public-school system by 
the Federal Government. We all know that our public-school 
system is the product of democracy and must be maintained 
if democratic institutions are to survive. 

Thomas Jefferson laid the foundations of our public school 
system, and he was unwilling to surrender to the central 
government the control of public schools. We are told that 
one of the effective means of promoting absolutism is the 
control of the schools. It is said that Bismarck strengthened 
the power of the Kaiser by subsidizing the public schools in 
the various states of Germany. The promise of contributions 
from the central treasury influenced teachers and they more 
and more became amenable to the suggestions and desires 
of the central government. And the German states, being 
partially relieved of the cost of maintaining educational in- 
stitutions, looked with more favor upon the government in 
Berlin, and were less concerned with its encroachments upon 
their authority and of the gradual absorption and molding 
of the German states into a powerful German Empire. 

Many liberty-loving Germans, among them Carl Schurz, 
and others, viewed with deep concern the expanding power 
of the Kaiser and the central government and they departed 
from their home lands. Those who come to the United 
States made important contributions to the economic and 
political development of our country. 

We recall that when the World War broke upon the world 
the effects of controlled education by the Empire were seen 
in the complete unanimity of the professors, teachers, and 
students in the support of the imperialistic policies of the 
Empire. 

Mr. President, we must preserve the integrity of our 
public school system; we must defend it against Federal en- 
croachment or usurpation. Measures are being framed, as 
I am advised, to bring the public school system of the 
States within the periphery of Federal influence and con- 
trol. The dogma of uniformity and standardization in 
thought and in public education is being asserted. The 
view of some persons is that the public school system should 
be standardized, so that the children in every part of the 
Union would think alike and grow up under one system of 
philosophy. Standards are one thing, but standardization 
in too often a curb upon progress and leads to mental stag- 
nation and intellectual and moral impotency. 

The Senator from New York interrupted me as I was 
reading one of the sections of the bill, and I had reached 
the provision for a national resources planning board of 
five members, the members to receive $50 a day, up to $9,000 
per year, plus transportation fees. 

A director is also to be appointed, six assistants to the 
President at $10,000 annually each, and under section 501 
authority is given to hire any number of experts and con- 
sultants in this work, and to pay them any salary desired. 
It would appear that a reorganization bill such as this, 
which creates new departments, bureaus, and offices, gives 
little promise of simplification, but gives assurance of in- 
creased expenditures. 

I now invite attention to the provisions of Senate bill 2700 
in regard to title 1. The bill contains many of the provi- 
sions recommended by the members of the President’s com- 
mittee; that is to say, the first bill introduced by Senator 
Robinson, the chairman of the committee at that time, em- 
bodied practically all of the recommendations of the Presi- 
dent’s committee. 

First, it specified no time limit within which the President 
could perform the duties delegated to him in the bill. 

Second, it provided that an Executive order should be sub- 
mitted to the Congress for 60 days before it would become 
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effective. That provision does away with the principle of 
the rule of a majority in Congress. In order to override the 
action of the President in any transfer or consolidation, a 
two-thirds vote of both Houses of Congress would be re- 
quired in order to overcome a Presidential veto of legislation 
passed with a view to defeating any Executive order. It 
should be noted that this provision is present in the bill we 
are considering. 

I regret that the Senate refused to support the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER]. 

I am amazed that the Senate should be so willing to abdi- 
cate its functions, amazed first that it would give the author- 
ity, and secondly, that it was unwilling to reclaim it or to 
reserve to itself the right to reclaim it and to assert its 
legislative authority in respect of a matter which the Con- 
stitution confers exclusively upon the Congress of the United 
States. In my opinion, there have been very few instances 
in the history of this country when there has been such com- 
plete abdication of legislative power by the Congress. I won- 
der if it is symptomatic of an organic change taking place 
in our Government. 

Recently there was an effort, as many believe, to limit judi- 
cial power. It is obvious that the Federal Government, 
which has but limited authority and power, is exercising 
authority over matters which are not, under the Constitution, 
within its jurisdiction. We forget historic examples of the 
trend of governmental and political thought in many parts of 
the world, Congress, in my opinion, fails in its duty when it 
yields to the executive branch of the Government power 
which belongs to it exclusively. 

Mr. President, the bill presented by Senator Robinson, 
which embodied the recommendations of the President’s 
committee, embraced the recommendations in regard to the 
independent regulatory commissions, giving the President 
power in section 2, subdivision (c), to transfer the adminis- 
trative and executive functions of the commissions to any 
executive department. 

Senate bill 9969 contained a provision which is in the latest 
print of the pending bill, namely, that the Executive order 
shall also make provision for the transfer or other disposition 
of the records, property, personnel, and unexpended balances 
of appropriations of any agency or function that is trans- 
ferred, giving unlimited authority to make any transfer of 
property and other things, together with functions. 

This does not require the President to transfer the per- 
sonnel with the work. He may transfer the function of an 
agency, but make other disposition of the personnel, such 
disposition as he sees fit. It seems only just that those who 
have been doing certain work, insofar as the performance of 
the work must continue in the future, should be transferred 
to whatever agency is to perform the work so transferred. 
Yet the bill does not guarantee this. On the contrary, the 
President can make other disposition of the personnel, trans- 
fer it as he sees fit, transfer the employees to activities with 
which they are not familiar. 

Although under Senate bill 2700 the President could not 
abolish any independent establishment, he could so transfer 
all of its activities and functions to other agencies as to make 
it a mere shadow. However, S. 3331 provides that none of 
the functions of any independent establishment shall be 
transferred to any other agency. 

That is a proper concession. Such independent establish- 
ments are: Legislative courts, Board of Tax Appeals, Federal 
‘Communications, Power, and Trade Commissions, Interstate 
Commerce Commission, National Bituminous Coal Commis- 
sion, National Labor Relations Board, Securities and Ex- 
change Commission, and United States Maritime Commis- 
sion. 

Sixth. The President is given power by S. 2700 to abolish 
any functions of government authorized by Congress, and to 
transfer activities of Departments so that merely a vestige or 
shell of such Departments will remain. He may transfer 80 
percent, or 90 percent, or 99 percent of the functions and 
activities and personnel of a Department, and leave but 1 
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percent or one-half of 1 percent under the agency in the 
Department. That may be done under the provisions of the 
bill now under consideration. 

Mr. President, Senate bill 3331 is one of the progeny of 
the original bill and one of the chickens hatched under the 
President’s commission. The bill imposes no limit on the 
number of changes that can be made as affecting any agency. 
Nor do any of the subsequent bills impose such a limitation. 

PROVISIONS OF S. 3331, TITLE I 

The provisions of title I were changed slightly in each of 
the succeeding bills until they have reached their present 
status in S. 3331, as reported with amendments. The mate- 
rial provisions of S. 3331 are as follows: 

SECTION 1. DECLARATION OF STANDARD 

There are 133 departments and agencies in the executive 
branch of the Federal Government, and under the bill the 
President is authorized “to investigate the organization of 
the various agencies of the Government, and shall determine 
what changes therein are necessary to accomplish various 
purposes.” 

He may group, coordinate, consolidate, reorganize, and 
segregate agencies and functions, or any part thereof. He 
may reduce the number of agencies by regrouping, consoli- 
dating, and abolishing such agencies or functions, or any 
part thereof, as may be necessary for efficiency, and to elimi- 
nate overlapping and duplication of effort. 

The President, after investigation, to accomplish any of 
the declared purposes, may by Executive order, until July 1, 
1940: 

First. Transfer, retransfer, regroup, coordinate, consoli- 
date, reorganize, segregate, or abolish the whole or any part 
of any agency or functions thereof. 

Second. Prescribe the name and functions of any agencies 
affected by such Executive order, and the title, powers, and 
duties of its executive head. 

This is a vast grant of power to the President. He is 
given almost unlimited powers over Government agencies, 
with but a few exceptions to be noted later. He can con- 
stantly arrange or rearrange all agencies until July 1, 1940, 
inasmuch as the word “retransfer” indicates that a continu- 
ing process is contemplated, the President having power to 
shuffle and reshuffle the various agencies and personnel of 
the Government. Thus, he is empowered to conduct ex- 
periments with the personnel of the Government, shifting 
them back and forth from one department to another; he 
can transfer and retransfer functions from and to various 
agencies, reducing some to mere shells of organizations, and 
making others gigantic and unwieldly. 

The President is given this power, without restraint. His 
discretion is absolute. He need only find that his orders 
will increase efficiency; and he is made the sole judge of 
what increased efficiency means. The indefiniteness of such 
a standard to guide Presidential action, in a field which 
will so closely affect the lives and happiness of the hundreds 
of thousands of Government personnel, is demonstrated by 
the controversies which rage on all sides, even between ex- 
perts on the subject, as to what will tend to produce effi- 
ciency in governmental matters. 

In the light of such a vague and debated standard, it is 
submitted that this vast power should not be delegated to the 
President in such an unlimited fashion. Such a course 
would deprive Congress of all practical power in such 
matters. 

Further, although the President’s power is to exist until 
July 1, 1940, there is nothing in the bill to prohibit him 
from providing that the transfers and retransfers shall take 
effect 5, 10, 15 years hence. 

I hope I am wrong in my interpretation of this provision. 

Nothing in subsection (a) of the section under considera- 
tion shall be construed to authorize the President to do 
certain things. This subsection contains limitations upon 
the power granted to the President, which may be sum- 
marized as follows: 
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First. To abolish an executive Department, although he 
may transfer some, but not all, of the functions of an execu- 
tive Department to any other agencies. 

Second. He cannot abolish nor transfer any of the func- 
tions of the following agencies: Any independent establish- 
ment (see sec. 5, par. 2, below), the municipal government 
of the District of Columbia, the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System, the General Accounting Office, the 
Bureau of the Budget, the Engineer Corps of the Army, 
or the Mississippi River Commission, relating to rivers and 
harbors and flood control. 

Third. Nor can the President authorize the performance 
of any functions not expressly authorized by law at the date 
of the enactment of this law. 

Fourth. He can internally reorganize all agencies except 
the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, the 
General Accounting Office, and any independent estab- 
lishment. 

Thus, under these limitations, while the President may 
not abolish the District of Columbia municipal government, 
nor transfer any of its functicns to another agency, still 
there is nothing to prohibit him from rearranging the entire 
operation of such municipal government. He could regroup, 
consolidate, and so forth, the internal functioning of the 
District government. 

Also, under these limitations, although the President can- 
not abolish any one of the 10 major executive departments, 
there is nothing to prohibit him from transferring nine- 
tenths of the functions of any Department to any other, 
thereby leaving the former a mere shadow as a Department 
and powerless. 

The bill provides in subsection (c) any Executive order 
shall make provision for the transfer or other disposition of 
the records, property, including office equipment, personnel, 
and unexpended balances of appropriations of the agency or 
agencies affected by the order. 

Under this provision any agency may be built up to gigantic 
proportions and others left mere shells of their former selves. 
Also, when a function is transferred, it is not necessary under 
the bill that the personnel, which has been performing the 
function, must be transferred with the function and continue 
to perform the function, due to the power given to the Presi- 
dent “to make other disposition of such records, property, and 
personnel.” The bill should, in all justice, provide that the 
personnel which has been performing certain duties shall be 
transferred with the duties, so far as such personnel is 
required. 

Section 4 provides in subsection (a) that an order shall 
become effective upon the expiration of 60 calendar days after 
it shall have been transmitted to Congress by the President, 
and, in case of adjournment, 60 days after the opening of the 
next regular or special session. 

This provision is severely criticized in the minority report 
in that it would destroy the “rule by majority” so far as an 
order is concerned. When an order is submitted to Con- 
gress, it can be altered or changed only by congressional 
action, and if such action were vetoed by the President it 
would require a two-thirds vote of each House in order to 
alter any provision of any Executive order submitted. Since 
we may presume that the President would veto any legis- 
lation altering his own Executive order, the two-thirds vote 
would be required, and, therefore, the “rule by majority” 
disappears. The Congress in reality would be surrendering 
its control in this matter to the President until July 1, 1940; 
and inasmuch as the Congress has created and specified the 
tenure of most of the agencies which would be affected by the 
action of the President, it seems to me it is improper for the 
Congress to part with this power in such a sweeping manner. 

Subsection (b) provides that no Executive order shall be- 
come effective unless transmitted to Congress prior to July 
1, 1940. 

The junior Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrn] in the 
minority report expresses the view that the vast powers dele- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


MARCH 21 


gated to the President by this bill should not continue in 
effect for such a long period. He states: 

It is my belief that reorganization should be expedited and that 
the duration of this power should be curtailed. 

Also, as has been shown, this provision does not prohibit 
the submission of an order to become effective 5 or 10 years 
hence so long as it is submitted within the allowed period. 

First, the term “agency” means any executive department, 
independent establishment, independent agency, commission, 
board, bureau, service, office, administration, authority, divi- 
sion, or activity in the executive branch of the Government, 
and any corporation the majority of the stock of which is 
owned by the United States. 

Second, the term “independent establishment” means the 
legislative courts, the Board of Tax Appeals, the Federal Com- 
munications Commission, the Federal Power Commission, the 
Federal Trade Commission, the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission, the National Labor Relations Board, the Securities 


and Exchange Commission, and the United States Maritime 


Commission. 

The definition of the term “agency” gives an indication 
of the wide powers granted to the President by this bill. It 
would seem to include every organization carrying on func- 
tions of government other than Congress itself and the con- 
stitutional courts. 

The term “independent establishment” furnishes the list 
of bodies which, under section 2, subsection (b), cannot be 
abolished or their functions transferred by Executive order. 
These independent establishments are the quasi judicial, 
quasi-legislative bodies which have been created with an 
intent to make them somewhat independent of the executive 
branch of Government. However, it should be remembered 
that even though the President cannot abolish such offices or 
transfer their functions to other agencies, a later provision— 
section 205—authorizes the President to remove any em- 
ployee in such independent establishments from the civil- 
service registers on the ground that such employee occupies 
a “policy determining” position. 

I submit that the chief objections to title 1 in its present 
form are that the bill will not effect reforms or reduce ex- 
penses, but, on the contrary, it will increase the number of 
departments and increase the expenses of the Government. 
Moreover, the Congress will lose control over the functioning 
of such agencies and organizations as fall within the reor- 
ganization system until July 1, 1940, and the power which it 
surrenders will be lodged in the President, who will have the 
official and political welfare of more than 800,000 persons 
entrusted to such civil-service agency as he may provide. It 
seems that the rule by the majority in Congress with respect 
to this measure is to be supplanted by the rule of two-thirds. 

I submit, Mr. President, by way of summary of what I have 
stated, that this bill is intended to increase the power of 
the executive department, to add another department 
within which will be bureaus and agencies and organizations 
calling for thousands of additional employees. It will result 
in the creation of many additional agencies and add many 
thousands of names to the Federal pay roll; it will not re- 
sult in economies or in a decrease in the enormous demands 
for appropriations to meet Federal expenses. There is no 
evidence that in the executive department economies are 
to be introduced, or the costs of departments diminished. I 
submit that under this bill we must reconcile ourselves to 
the thought that bureaucratic government is to become more 
pervasive, and that any expectation of balancing the Budget 
or of lifting the heavy burden of taxes from the people must 
be abandoned. The bill might properly be labeled, “A meas- 
ure to weaken the power of the legislative branch of the 
Government and to increase the authority of the executive 
branch of the Government, and to increase the costs of the 
Federal Government.” I respectfully submit that the re- 
port of the President’s committee, together with the hear- 
ings which preceded this bill, are confirmatory of the views 
just expressed. 


1938 


I think we would be dealing more frankly with the people 
if we were to state just what the effects of this bill will be 
and just what is implied in its provisions. This bill is re- 
ceiving some support under the belief and under the theory 
that it will limit the authority of the executive department, 
reduce the number of Federal agencies and Federal em- 
ployees, and reduce the burdens of taxation from which the 
people now suffer. 

As I have indicated in my remarks, the obligation rests 
upon the Congress to reorganize the Federal agencies, de- 
partments, and bureaus, to consolidate and abolish scores of 
Federal agencies, many of which are unnecessary, which 
now find a place in our governmental organization. 

It is the legislative department of the Government that 
is charged with the duty of providing the necessary ma- 
chinery to carry out the functions of the Federal Govern- 
ment. It may not delegate this authority to the executive 
department. 

It seems to me that Congress is derelict in its duty when 
it fails to create the necessary machinery to provide by 
legislation the needed agencies to perform Government 
functions. Is Congress so timid that it is afraid to abolish 
Federal departments, bureaus, and organizations which have 
grown so numerous and so powerful? Are they beyond the 
reach of Congress? Congress could well afford to address 
itself earnestly and seriously to overhauling the Federal 
machinery, and it is not performing that duty by delegating 
the authority to another branch of the Government. 

Mr. President, I shall now consider the recommendations 
of the President’s committee with respect to civil service 
and the provisions of the bill now under consideration deal- 
ing with this subject. 

Title IZ deals with civil service and classification, and is 
an important provision in the bill. I was amazed when I 
read the recommendations of the President’s committee with 
respect to civil service. The report of the committee, and 
the various bills, which I have stated are its progeny, are 
attacks upon a sound and effective civil-service system. If 
the philosophy of civil service is to prevail it must rest upon 
sound and honest foundations. It must be free from the 
taint of partisanship or bureaucracy. An honest civil-service 
system has received the support of sincere students of gov- 
ernmental organizations and governmental activities. 

The spoils system, so-called, has been condemned by stu- 
dents of government and by those who have sought to 
eliminate errors and mistakes in government organizations. 
Great Britain has been pointed to as an example of an effec- 
tive and honest civil-service system. There are other coun- 
tries, as I am advised, which have set up and maintained 
reasonably efficient and honest civil-service policies. The 
so-called spoils system prevailed for many years in our Gov- 
ernment and exists in many countries today. Governments 
in which there are frequent changes, some of which are 
brought about by revolutionary movements, regard with but 
slight interest, and indeed too often with contempt, any rea- 
sonable system of civil service. The government which 
comes to power by revolution or by some extraordinary de- 
velopment seeks to reward those who have contributed to its 
success by giving to them important positions with large 
emoluments. Indeed it has been said that revolutions often- 
times are precipitated by malcontents who do not have office 
and who covet positions which call for large rewards taken 
from the treasuries of the governments. That an honest, 
fearless, and independent civil-service system contributes to 
improved governmental administration, I think, will be con- 
ceded by students of government. A civil-service system 
which is a mere screen behind which illicit and illegal pro- 
ceedings are carried on is an evil which ought to be excised 
from all honest administrations. Upon a number of occa- 
sions I have stated that a dishonest or inefficient civil service 
was perhaps not to be preferred over the so-called spoils 
system. If, where a civil-service system prevails, it is used 
as a cover to protect the inefficient or perpetuate in office 
politicians, instead of honest public servants—if, in other 
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words, it is a screen to aid favorites of political parties, then 
it develops sinister factors and conditions. 

If a civil-service system is under the control of politicians 
or political favorites or is amenable to party demands and 
party policies then it should be abolished. A civil service 
which is controlled by inefficient individuals, by political 
parasites who seek to perpetuate themselves in office and to 
maintain in office persons who are incompetent or who if 
competent are slackers in their work is bound to bring the 
civil service into disrepute and to lead to demands for its 
abolition. Some criticisms have been leveled against the 
system as it is in operation not only in the Federal Gov- 
ernment but in departments in State governments. It has 
been stated not infrequently that some persons who have a 
civil-service status regard themselves as enjoying a life 
tenure of office and are therefore not required to zealously, 
earnestly, and effectively work in the various positions which 
they occupy. In other words the claim is made by some 
that the system makes for automatons rather than dynamic, 
active, and aggressive Government employees. 

Be that as it may, a genuine and honest civil-service sys- 
tem, which affords opportunities for promotion and ad- 
vancement and encourages intellectual development, and 
which makes for loyalty and devotion upon the part of em- 
ployees, is an important contribution to effective, econom- 
ical and good government. Instead of destroying the civil- 
service system, or impairing its usefulness, it should be 
strengthened, and more efficient tests should be applied and 
persons of outstanding ability placed in positions where the 
system might be strengthened and improved. 

We are asked to abolish the Civil Service Commission and 
to confer upon one individual, to be known as administrator, 
almost unlimited authority. He is to be appointed by the 
President and removable by the Executive. The President’s 
committee recommended that the merit system should be 
extended “upward, outward, and downward” to include all 
Government positions, except a very small number of high 
executive and policy-forming positions. Their conception of 
“upward, outward, and downward” apparently is to abolish 
the Civil Service Commission, root and branch, and, as I 
have stated, to confer almost unlimited authority upon one 
person, under the President, who will control the organiza- 
tion and determine its activities. 

The President’s committee further state there are some 
40,000 positions in the executive branch subject to direct ap- 
pointment by the President, and this large number of 
appointments which the President must make interfere 
somewhat with important Presidential duties. Many of these 
should be placed under the merit system. It must be noted, 
however, that the present form of the bill does not accom- 
plish this result but, on the other hand, gives the President 
power to place even more positions under his direct appoint- 
ing power. 

The recommendation of the President’s committee, as 
stated, is to the effect that— 

The Civil Service Commission should be abolished and be re- 
placed by a one-man civil-service administrator, who will be 
appointed by the President and subject to removal at the pleasure 
of the President. 

Substantially the same provision is found in the bill under 
consideration. 

I wonder what will be the view of many of the brilliant 
and efficient women of the United States with respect to 
this recommendation. As is known, under the bipartisan 
civil-service system now existing, one of its members is a 
woman. With the abolition of the bipartisan Commission, 
I think we may assume that the administrator named will 
be a man. 

I submit that the plan proposed is objectionable. It re- 
places the present bipartisan Commission with a one-man 
administrator subject to the head of a political party and 
who will hold his position during the pleasure of the Chief 
Executive. I am making no criticism of any administration 
but am directing my remarks to the principle—to what I 
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perceive to be the unwisdom of abolishing a bipartisan Com- 
mission and setting up a one-man system. In the merit 
system of government politics should not enter. With the 
destruction of the bipartisan system and the conferring of 
all the authority upon one man, appointed by the Chief 
Executive and responsible in part to him, will there not be 
greater opportunity for political influence and control? 

A few days ago during a discussion respecting the civil 
service the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] earnestly 
and forcefully declared for an independent and honest civil- 
service system. His views met with general approval. There 
was a demand for honest civil service and for the extension 
of it to all branches of the Government. I wonder if those 
Senators who spoke so eloquently in behalf of civil service 
will find any comfort in the plan before us to abolish the 
bipartisan Civil Service Commission. If the head of the 
civil service is the subject of political bias and pressure, 
politics will inevitably manifest themselves in the admin- 
istration of the system. Perhaps that will lead to a spoils 
system more pervasive than many contemplate. 

Another objectionable feature of the provision is that it is 
humanly impossible for one man to perform the tasks which 
under the present procedure three men have a difficult time 
in performing. Charges of bias would inevitably be made, 
whereas they are not so potent when leveled against a bi- 
‘partisan commission of three persons. That seems so ob- 
vious that no argument is needed in support of the thesis. 

The President’s committee recommends: 

A civil-service advisory board should be created composed of 
seven nonsalaried members, with staggered terms, who will meet 
four times a year, to assist and advise the administrator, being 
reimbursed for the actual cost of their services.. This board is to 


be purely advisory, with no power or authority, and will not 
diminish the burdens placed upon the administrator. 


Rather, in my opinion, they will augment, and their activi- 
ties will result in bickerings and strife and confusion and in 
interference with perhaps legitimate and proper policies and 
regulation formulated and being carried into effect by the 
administrator himself. 

Mr. President, in view of the gestures toward economy, I 
call attention to the fact that the President’s committee 
further recommends that— 


The salaries in the Government should be raised in order to 
induce more capable men to serve in the Government. 


Is it assumed that the present Secretaries, heads of De- 
partments, and the numerous officials, lawyers, and others 
are incompetent? Do they want to get rid of heads of De- 
partments and their assistants and solicitors, hoping or ex- 
pecting to have more competent men? Is it their view that 
larger salaries will give the President more competent assist- 
ants? Lawyers remember that a number of years ago Fed- 
eral judges received but $5,000 a year. Without indulging 
in any invidious comparisons, I think I may say that the 
judges 25, 30, 40, and 50 years ago measured up to the stand- 
ard set by judges of the present. In my humble opinion, the 
increase in salaries has not resulted in an increase in eff- 
ciency or ability or knowledge of the law in the judicial 
branch of the Federal Government. 

The President’s committee recommends that Secretaries 
should receive $20,000 a year; Under Secretaries of the exec- 
utive departments should receive $15,000; Assistant Secre- 
taries should receive $12,000; salaries of heads of the various 
other agencies should be raised from $12,000 to $15,000; 
and career officials in the next lower grade should receive 
annual salaries ranging from $8,000 to $10,000. 

The foregoing statements concerning civil service are the 
main recommendations of the President’s committee upon 
that subject. They are the suggestions essential to have the 
merit system expanded “upward to include all permanent 
positions in the Government service except a very small num- 
ber of high executive and policy-forming positions; outward, 
to include permanent or continuing positions not now under 
civil service, whether located in new or emergency agencies or 
in the older Departments of the Government; and down- 
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ward”—and I am using the words of the committee “to 
include skilled workmen and laborers in the regular Gov- 
ernment service.” 

It will be seen, therefore, that the recommendations of 
the President’s committee “upward, outward, and down- 
ward,” mean increasing the number of employees, increas- 
ing the salaries, and multiplying the burdens which rest 
upon the American people. 

The President’s committee recommends that all civilian 
positions in regular Departments and establishments now 
filled by Presidential appointment should be filled by the 
heads of such Departments or establishments, without fixed 
terms, except as to Under Secretaries and officers who report 
directly to the President, or whose appointment by the 
President is required by the Constitution. 

I cannot believe that all Senators are familiar with these 
extraordinary recommendations contained in the report of 
the President’s committee, and appearing in the bill now 
under consideration. Under these recommendations, and 
under the bill before us, the President could exclude from 
the civil service any position which he deemed to be policy 
determining. It should be noted that this provision has been 
in all the drafts of the bill, and is present in Senate bill 
3331. It is one of the most objectionable features of the 
title under consideration, in that there are over 800,000 em- 
ployees under the civil service at the present time, and I 
am told that the number exceeds 900,000, and it is impossible 
to estimate the large number of that group. who hold what 
might be termed “policy-determining” positions. The term 
“policy determining” has never been defined in any of the 
bills, and the fact that the President’s decision that a cer- 
tain office is policy determining is conclusive, indicates the 
extraordinary nature of this recommendation. 

This section is highly inconsistent with a strictly inde- 
pendent merit system. It would substitute for the present 
bipartisan Commission, with its mandatory minority repre- 
sentation, a one-man administrator, appointed and removed 
by the President. This would introduce a political element 
at the head of a commission which is supposed to be en- 
tirely nonpolitical and based upon merit alone. 

The bill provides that “political affiliations” shall not 
enter into consideration in appointing the administrator; 
but that provision is no guaranty against such a happen- 
ing. Indeed, it is difficult to see how political affiliations 
could fail to enter into the choice in some aspect or other. 

It is hardly likely that under any system set up in our 
political life in America the party in power would permit 
some person selected by the opposition to control the per- 
sonnel matters of the Government. That would be the case 
under this bill. Politics would inevitably creep into the 
administration of the merit system of the Government. 
That, Mr. President, is one of the evils which it is alleged 
prompted, in part at least, the policy suggested in the 
recommendation of the President’s committee. 

The principle of bipartisan personnel administration has 
been well received by the public. To change to a one-man 
administrator appointed by the head of a political party 
would be to change the spirit of the civil-service purposes. 

The administrator would of necessity be of one sex. The 
other sex would not be represented; and criticism, if not an- 
tagonism, would inevitably result. Charges of partiality 
would be made against one man, regardless of the course he 
chose to pursue. Citizens naturally have more confidence, 
I believe, in a bipartisan board of three than in a one-man 
set-up. Nor could one man perform all the duties efficiently. 

Section 202 of the bill before us provides that in addi- 
tion to the functions vested in the administrator by section 
201, the administrator shall prepare and recommend to the 
President plans for the development and maintenance of a 
career service in the Federal Government. This section 
further illustrates the dependence of the head of the civil- 
service system upon the President. The administrator’s 
plans for a career service shall be merely a recommendation 
to the President. The bill vests the power in the President 
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to reform the entire merit system, and makes the adminis- 
trator a mere agent in his hands. 

Those who support the bill so far as the civil-service 
aspect is concerned undertake to defend their course upon 
the ground that it extends the civil service outward, down- 
ward, and upward; but a study of the bill, as I have indi- 
cated, shows that there is no provision requiring such ex- 
pansion. There is no assurance that such an object would 
be accomplished. Anything which could be dene would be 
left entirely within the discretion of the President; and in 
a later section of the bill he is given power to decrease the 
civil-service system. The passage of the bill might just as 
easily result in the curtailment of the merit system in the 
Government as in its expansion. It seems that any bill the 
purpose of which is to expand and improve the civil service 
should contain provisions requiring such expansion, and 
in such definite terms as to indicate that the civil service 
would not be impaired or ultimately destroyed. 

Under the provisions of the present bill an advisory board 
is established, composed of seven members appointed by the 
President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
no more than four members to be of the same political 
party. The bill provides that the members of the advisory 
board shall be appointed for terms of 7 years, with one term 
expiring each year. The bill also provides that the Presi- 
dent shall annually designate one of the members to be 
chairman, and one to be vice chairman. The members of 
the board shall be paid $50 each day for the time spent in 
attending and traveling to and from meetings, plus trans- 
portation costs. However, no member shall be entitled to 
receive more than $1,500 per annum. 

These provisions, Mr. President, make clear the fact that 
the present three-member Commission is sought to be re- 
placed by a one-man administrator, inasmuch as the advis- 
ory board which is to assist him will be composed of men who 
cannot devote more than 30 days a year to the work of the 
administration, since they may not receive more than a 
given sum at the rate of $50 per day. This means that the 
entire merit system of the Government will be placed in 
the hands of one man who owes his tenure of office to the 
President, who has the power to appoint him; and under the 
terms of the bill the President may remove the administra- 
tor at any time, inasmuch as the bill provides no conditions 
upon which such removal must be based. It has been held 
by the Supreme Court that any officer, regardless of how 
independent of the Executive he may be, may be removed by 
the President alone, unless Congress specifies the condition 
upon which such removal shall be predicated. In other 
words, the head of the merit system of the Government, the 
one man who would be in control of the civil service of the 
country, could be removed by the President without cause. 
No one will contend that politics might not enter into such 
a situation. The advisory board will be of little practical 
use, and will have no authority in the operation of the ad- 
ministration, as will be shown in the succeeding sections 
specifying the duties to be performed by the board. 

Under the provisions of the bill the administrator will 
be in complete charge of the operations of the administra- 
tion. The board will be merely an investigating and con- 
sulting body. The important duties of the actual admin- 
istration of the civil service, which at present constitute a 
heavy load even for a commission of three men, will, as I 
have before stated, fall upon the shoulders of one man. 
It is is impossible that the functions will be carried on 
efficiently. 

Section 205 of the bill before us provides that until June 
30, 1940, the President is given power, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, to fill any vacancy in any office 
or position in any agency whatever, if the President finds 
that such office or position is policy determining in char- 
acter, and the President’s finding shall be final. Criticism 
has been directed to this section. The President is given 
absolute power to determine which office and positions 
shall be construed as policy determining. The bill fails to 
define “policy determining.” It is possible that the same 
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definition might never be used with respect to any two 
agencies or positions. The effect of this section would be to 
make political footballs of those offices and positions in 
the Government which are vital to fair, impartial, and 
efficient administration, and thus tend to increase the spoils 
system. The President could find that almost any position 
in the Government wherein even the slightest degree of 
judgment is exercised is a policy-determining position; and 
upon such finding, which would be conclusive, the President 
could take such position out of the classified civil-service 
system. 

To take actual figures, in December 1937 there were 
889,550 employees under the civil service, or nearly 1,000,000 
persons whose positions are protected against changes in 
the political life of the country, and whose continued em- 
ployment and promotion depend upon merit alone. It 
is impossible to estimate the thousands of such positions 
which could, and possibly might, be found to be policy-deter- 
mining. It is submitted that out of nearly 1,000,000 offices 
and positions, thousands and, indeed, hundreds of thousands 
of them, call for the exercise of judgment and discretion 
to such an extent that any President, if he so chose, could 
declare them to be policy determining, thereby rendering 
them the subject of political policies. Hence, whenever any 
vacancy occurs in the executive branch of the Government, 
the President could, under this section, issue an order, stat- 
ing that such position is policy determining, and thereby 
exclude that office from the merit system and render it 
subject to political appointment. 

Thus, @ bill, the avowed purpose of which is to expand 
the merit system in our Government, contains provisions 
which, not only do not guarantee the desired results but 
definitely provide a procedure by which that system may 
be impaired and undermined. 

The bills following the recommendations of the President’s 
committee in regard to civil-service reorganization have 
varied in details, but the main objections to those recom- 
mendations are still present in Senate bill 3331. I shall 
now set forth the varying provisions of each bill. 

It is worthy of note that the bill before us, while it places 
the appointing power of the administrator with the Presi- 
dent, it is silent on the question of removal, which, under 
Supreme Court decisions, would render the civil-service ad- 
ministrator subject to removal by the President without any 
conditions or restrictions. It is contended, I assume, that 
the position taken by the Supreme Court in the Myers case 
would control if the question of the removal of the adminis- 
trator was involved. 

The bill before us contains a most objectionable feature 
as applicable to all employees as I interpret it, namely, that 
the President may fill any vacancy in any office or position 
which the President finds is policy determining in character. 
If I correctly interpret this provision, it would be applicable 
to independent commissions as well as other executive 
agencies. Thus any President might bring any independent 
establishment under his will through his authority, to find 
and declare, without any question, that its officers and 
employees are policy determining. 

It is to be noted that the President is to be the sole judge 
as to what position is policy determining. He could declare 
the position of file clerk to be policy determining and such 
declaration would be invulnerable to any attack. 

As I understand the bill any position which the President 
is authorized to fill may be filled by appointments without 
term by the head of the executive department, independent 
establishment, or independent agency in or under the juris- 
diction of which such office or position is located. 

In the various bills, including the present bill, as I under- 
stand the measure, the President may cover into the classi- 
fied civil service any office or position, with a limited num- 
ber of exceptions, among them being emergency agencies, 
temporary in character; policy-determining positions; ap- 
pointments where confirmation of the Senate is required. 
However, the incumbent of such positions so covered into 
the classified civil service shall not receive a civil-service 
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status until after 6 months’ meritorious service and upon 
passing a noncompetitive examination. The President is 
also authorized to except from the classified civil service 
all positions which he deems to be policy making or where 
@ confidential relationship exists between the head of any 
agency and any person holding any position under the im- 
mediate supervision of such head. However, the provision 
relating to confidential relations is omitted from the bill we 
are considering. Under the bill before us the President may, 
after classification, extend the provisions of the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1923, as amended, to any office or position upon 
the finding that such extension will promote the efficient 
operation of the Government. 

I should add that the President is given the power to 
adjust the compensation after transfers to compare more 
favorably with the compensation paid for similar services 
under the civil-service system of the Classification Act of 
1923, as amended. The power granted the President does 
not apply to a number of offices created by various acts of 
Congress. Among them are positions in the Postal Service, 
officers and enlisted men in the Army and Navy and Coast 
Guard, positions in the Government Printing Office, the work 
of unskilled and semiskilled and skilled laborers and appren- 
tices where such work involves work in the maintenance of 
Government buildings, and so forth. The President may ex- 
clude from the civil-service classification, if he finds that in 
so doing Government efficiency will be promoted. Among the 
groups falling within this classification are offices which 
require only part-time work or offices filled outside of the 
limits of continental United States by native territorials or 
foreign nationals. 

Generally speaking, the provisions dealing with civil serv- 
ice are found in the draft of the President’s committee and 
have been carried forward through the various bills until 
they find a resting place in the bill which we are now consid- 
ering. 

I should add that under the present bill it is provided that 
the President, with the confirmation of the Senate, may make 
appointments to fill any vacancy in any office or field the 
head of which is under the jurisdiction or control of and is 
directly responsible to the head of an executive department 
or agency, but only if the President finds that such office is 
policy determining in character. Also in the bill before us 
there are provisions that any determination by the President 
that any such office or position is policy determining in 
character shall be final, and the policy of the President to 
make such determination is limited to June 30, 1940. 

Section 201 of the bill under consideration provides that 
the civil-service administration shall be headed by an ad- 
ministrator appointed by the President for 15 years by and 
with the consent of the Senate. His salary is fixed at 
$10,000 per annum. 

As I interpret the bill the officials of the independent 
agencies fall within the provisions of section 201 (a) of the 
bill before us. Among such agencies are the Federal Trade 
Commission, the Interstate Commerce Commission, and the 
Federal Power Commission, which commissions have been 
created by Congress specifically for the purpose of being 
independent from Executive removal inasmuch as they per- 
form quasi-judicial and quasi-legislative functions. That 
view is clearly expressed in the Humphreys case to which I 
have referred. This section of the bill would render impor- 
tant offices purely political and the effect of this section 
would seem to be to narrow the work and field of the merit 
system instead of expanding it, as is alleged is one of the 
purposes of this measure. 

Section 206 of the pending bill authorizes the President 
to cover into the classified civil service any offices or posi- 
tions in any agency of the Government. 

As I understand the proponents of this bill, this section 

provides for the expansion of the merit system. It would 
seem, however, that there is no guaranty of its expansion. 
The matter is left to the absolute discretion of each succeed- 
ing President depending upon his finding that such expan- 
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sion in any particular agency would promote efficiency in 
the operation of the Government. I submit that the test as 
to whether a certain course will result in increased efficiency 
is no adequate standard to guide the discretion of the Presi- 
dent. It would seem that a measure the purpose of which is 
to expand the merit system would provide with more cer- 
tainty for the attainment of the avowed object. 

I should mention that in section 208 it is provided that 
whenever the President, after classification and compensation 
surveys or investigations as he may direct the administrator 
to undertake, shall find that an extension of the provisions 
of the Classification Act of 1923, as amended, to any office or 
position is necessary to the more efficient operation of the 
Government, he may by Executive order extend the provisions 
of such act to such office or position. Here again it would 
seem the Congress is abdicating its power over the fixing 
of compensation for specific offices, because the President is 
given absolute authority under this section to influence any 
position covered into the classified civil service. 

Section 210 of the bill provides that whenever an exten- 
sion of the Classified Act becomes effective, positions shall be 
allocated to the appropriate grade and class for compensa- 
tion fixed according to the Classification Act schedules. How- 
ever, if the incumbent should take a reduction in compensa- 
‘tion under the classified schedule, such reduction shall not 
be made until the office is vacant and a new person is ap- 
pointed thereto. 

It would seem from an examination of the bill with its 
rather obscure provisions that great confusion will attend the 
readjustment which will take place in the civil-service or- 
ganization; there will be changes—demotions, promotions, 
abolitions of functions—and the result will be a general dis- 
satisfaction upon the part of thousands of Federal employees. 
Undoubtedly many will feel aggrieved in what they conceive 
to be a change in their status, and which they will claim is 
to their disadvantage. 

Mr. President, I regret that the provisions of the bill deal- 
ing with civil service are not more satisfactory. I fear that 
the civil-service provisions will be regarded as steps back- 
ward, rather than forward. Already many civil-service em- 
ployees of character and ability are expressing disapproval of 
the provisions of this bill, dealing with civil service. They 
and many citizens will regard the measure as an attack upon 
a genuine, honest civil service. 

In my opinion this bill is no guaranty of the expansion 
and improvement of the merit system, but upon the con- 
trary, it weakens and impairs the present civil-service 
system. It places too much responsibility and too many 
duties upon one man—duties which are so heavy that at 
present three persons have difficulty in properly meeting 
their responsibilities: I fear that if the bill is enacted into 
law, it will inspire charges of partiality and that politics will 
creep into the administration of the so-called merit system, 
in part due to the fact that the administrator is subject 
to the will of the President, to whom he owes the tenure 
of his office. 

There are other provisions of the bill which I shall discuss 
later. 

Mr. LODGE. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Adams Byrd Gillette Lee 
Andrews Byrnes Glass Lodge 
Ashurst Capper Green Logan 
Austin Cara Guffey 
Bailey Chavez Hale Lundeen 
Clark Harrison McAdoo 
Barkley Connally Hatch McCarran 
Berry Copeland Hayden McGill 
Bilbo Davis Herring McKellar 
Bone Dieterich Hill McNary 
Borah Donahey Hitchcock Maloney 
Bridges Duffy Holt Miller 
Brown, Mich. Ellender Hughes Milton 
Brown, N. H. Frazier Johnson, Calif. Minton 
Bulkley George Johnson, Colo, Murray 
Bulow Gerry King Neely 
Burke Gibson La Follette Norris 


Nye Reames Smathers Vandenberg 

O'Mahoney Reynolds Smith Wagner 

Overton Russell Thomas, Okla. Walsh 

Pittman Schwartz Thomas, Utah Wheeler 
pe Schwellenbach Townsend 

Radcliffe Sheppard Tydings 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ninety Senators have 
answered to their names. A quorum is present. 

The unanimous-consent agreement now goes into effect. 
The Chair will direct the clerk to read the unanimous-con- 
sent agreement for the information of the Senate, 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

Ordered, by unanimous consent, That after the conclusion of the 
address of the Senator from Utah [Mr. Kına], no Senator shall 
speak more than once nor longer than 30 minutes on the bill S. 
3331, the Reorganization Act of 1938, nor more than 15 minutes in 
the aggregate on any amendment proposed thereto: Provided, That 
this agreement shall not apply to a motion to recommit the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will keep the 
time of each Senator, and when he has spoken in the aggre- 
gate 15 minutes on the pending amendment, the clerk will 
notify the Chair, who will then enforce the agreement. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I understand that under 
the unanimous-consent agreement I may speak on the pend- 
ing amendment for 15 minutes? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That is the agreement. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, it so happens that I was 
away from the Senate a couple of days last week. I should 
like to ask the Senator from South Carolina if during that 
time or during the debate there have been many amend- 
ments made by action of the Senate to the bill as printed? 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I did not quite catch the 
question. 

Mr. COPELAND. I repeat the question. I am anxious to 
know what amendments have already been accepted by the 
Senate. Are there a number of them? 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, there are a number of them. 
I know that the clerk has a list of them and can give them 
to the Senator. There are, I should say, about six or seven. 

Mr. COPELAND. Has the Senator a record of them? 

Mr. BYRNES. Yes; I have. 

Mr. COPELAND, Will the Senator be good enough to 
point out where these amendments are made in the bill? My 
purpose in asking these questions, I will say 

Mr. BYRNES. I should be glad to hand the Senator a copy 
of my bill, which contains the amendments. It would take up 
his 15 minutes if I should attempt to point them out. 

Mr. COPELAND. Of course there is a little more to the 
matter than the inference to be gained from the Senator’s 
remarks. I am not so eager to take up 15 minutes as I am 
to know what I am going to vote on pretty soon. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I had no intention of infer- 
ring that the Senator desired to take up 15 minutes, but 
that he himself could locate the amendments from the copy 
of the bill which I have. 

Mr. COPELAND. Very well; I shall find the amendments 
myself. 

Mr. BYRNES. If the Senator had in mind any specific 
amendment I could answer with respect to that. 

Mr. COPELAND. I will state what I had in mind. It is 
not fair to those of us in the Senate who have been occupied 
in committees or elsewhere, and for one reason or another 
have not been on the floor of the Senate all the time, to 
attempt to give consideration to a bill which has been so 
modified that no one in the Senate except the Senator from 
South Carolina and the clerk can possibly know what has 
been done. It is my judgment that there should be a reprint 
of the bill to show to the Senators interested what the 
changes are. There seem to be some. Would it be in keep- 
ing with the desires of the Senator from South Carolina if I 
asked to have made a reprint of the bill showing the changes 
up to date? 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, it would be satisfactory 
to me. 

Mr. COPELAND. I find that a number of changes have 
been made in the bill. I suppose these changes are made 
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largely to clarify the meaning of the language. I find on 
page 2, in line 12, that there have been stricken from the bill 
the words “by abolishing,” and also at the end of that line 
and in the next line there have been stricken the words “or 
such functions, or any part thereof.“ Then there have been 
inserted after the word “and,” in line 12, “for such purpose 
to abolish such agencies.” So the provision now reads: 

To reduce the number of such agencies by regrouping or con- 
solidating those having similar functions under a single head, and 
for such purpose to abolish such agencies as may be necessary for 
the efficient conduct of the Government. 

I suppose that means, Mr. President, there might be 
brought about a consolidation of the Food and Drug Admin- 
istration in the Department of Agriculture with some other 
bureau; adding that function, perhaps, to the Public Health 
Service of the Department of the Treasury. 

Or under other language of the preceding section— 

To group, coordinate, consolidate, reorganize, and segregate 
agencies and functions of the Government, or any part thereof, as 
nearly as may be according to major purposes. 

Instead of taking the Food and Drug Administration from 
the Department of Agriculture, there might actually be a 


‘grouping, consolidation, and so forth. That is to say the 


Public Health Service might be set up as a separate agency 
and all matters that have to do in any sense with health be 
turned over to it. ` 

Senators will see how difficult that would be, because the 
Public Health Service has certain functions in connection 
with the examination of immigrants, and that function is so 
intimately associated with the work of the Department of 
Labor in connection with immigration that it would take 
many changes to effect the reorganization with regard to 
these matters that have to do with health. 

The next change I find in the copy of the bill so kindly 
given me by the Senator from South Carolina appears on the 
same page. On page 2, line 20, the words “or abolition” are 
stricken out, and there are inserted in line 21, after the 
word “thereof”, the words “or that the abolition of any 
agency.” Thus the provision now reads: 

Whenever the President, after investigation, shall find and de- 
clare that any transfer, retransfer, regrouping, coordination, con- 
solidation, reorganization, or segregation of the whole or any part 
of any agency, or the functions thereof, or that the abolition of 
any agency is necessary to accomplish any of the purposes set 
forth in section 1 of this title, he may, by Executive order, subject 
to the limitations hereinafter provided— 


Take action. I presume that was merely to clarify the 
language. 

We come now to page 3, subsection 3, line 7. It originally 
read: 

Abolish the whole or any part of any agency or the functions 
thereof. 

It is now changed to read: 

Abolish any agency whenever all of its functions are transferred 
to the jurisdiction and control of any other agency or agencies. 

In connection with foods and drugs, if such power were 
given and used, that particular Bureau would be entirely 
abolished when its functions were transferred, for example, 
to the Public Health Service. 

In subsection (b) of section 2 we find a very interesting 
provision. Subsection (b) embraces a number of prohibitions. 
It says: 

(b) Nothing in subsection (a) shall be construed to authorize 
the President— 

Coming to line 22— 


(4) To regroup, coordinate, consolidate, reorganize, or segregate 
the whole or any part of the Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System, the General Auditing Office, or any independent 
establishment, or the functions of any of them; (5) to abolish or 
transfer to any other agency any of the functions exercised by the 
Engineer Corps of the Army or the Mississippi River Commission 
in administering any laws relating to rivers and harbors or flood 
control. 


I am very glad that language is there, because if there is 
any agency of the Government which has done a fine job, it 
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is the Engineer Corps of the Army. I should not like to see 
that provision changed. But we find the next subparagraph 
changed so that it reads: 

(6) Authorizes any agency to exercise any functions which are 


not expressly authorized by law in force on the date of enactment 
of this act. 


That is good. That means we will still observe the law. 

In line 12, on page 4, we find the addition of another sub- 
section: 

(8) To abolish any function transferred to any agency or 
agencies. 

I assume that to mean that when the transfer of any 
agency is made, there shall be no interference with its exist- 
ing functions. 

On page 4, beginning in line 17, the language is: 

In any case of a transfer under this title, the Executive order 
issued by the President shall also make provision for the transfer 
of such unexpended balances of appropriations available for use in 


connection with the agency or function transferred as he deems 
necessary by reason of the transfer. 


Then there is an insertion: 


But such unexpended balances so transferred shall be used only 
for the purposes for which such appropriation was originally made. 

That seems like good sense. 

On page 5, in subsection (d), we find certain changes. It 
originally read: 

(d) In the case of the abolition of any agency or function pur- 
suant to this title, the Executive order providing for such aboli- 
tion shall also make provision for winding up the affairs of the 
agency abolished or the affairs of the agency with respect to the 
function abolished, as the case may be. 

The two lines at the end are stricken out, so that the 
provision now reads: 

(d) In the case of the abolition of any agency pursuant to this 


title, the Executive order providing for such abolition shall also 
make provision for winding up the affairs of the agency abolished. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Haren in the chair). 
The time of the Senator from New York on the amendment 
has expired. 

Mr. COPELAND. Very well, Mr. President. May I ask 
unanimous consent that a reprint of the bill be made, show- 
ing the amendments which have been made up to this point? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, I have no objection to the reprinting of the bill, show- 
ing the amendments agreed to at any stage. However, in 
view of the fact that many other amendments are pending, 
and others may be offered, I am wondering whether it would 
be of very much value to reprint the bill now, before the 
other amendments are disposed of. If we are going to re- 
print the bill each day, it will be difficult to follow it. 

Mr. COPELAND. Would the Senator object to a unani- 
mous-consent agreement that there be a reprint of the bill at 
the close of our proceedings today? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have no objection to reprinting the bill 
at any stage when a reprint of the bill with amendments is 
of value, but if we undertake to do that each day it will be 
difficult to follow the changes. 

Mr. COPELAND. I take it, Mr. President, that the changes 
which have been made up to the present time are largely 
clerical, and that we have before us only a few fundamental 
matters. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Ihave no objection to a reprint of the bill 
being ordered at the conclusion of today’s proceedings, the 
reprint to show the amendments which have been agreed 
to up to that time, for the benefit of the Senate tomorrow or 
in the future. 

Mr. COPELAND. I accept that suggestion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The request of the Senator 
from New York is that at the conclusion of today’s proceed- 
ings there be a reprint of the bill, showing all amendments 
which have been agreed to up to that time. Is there objec- 
tion? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I desire to speak briefly in 
support of the amendment offered by the Senator from Vir- 
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ginia [Mr. Byrp] calling for a reduction of 10 percent in 
expenditures of the executive departments. 

I will admit, Mr. President, that I do not consider this 
blanket reduction method the best way to reduce expenditures. 

In the past few years Congress, it is true, has been making 
huge blanket appropriations. Some of these were perhaps 
justifiable to meet relief needs during the height of the depres- 
sion, at the beginning of the administration of President 
Roosevelt. The practice certainly is unsound as a perma- 
nent policy, however, and it has become at least a settled 
policy for the past few years. 

As I see it, such blanket appropriations justify the effort 
to reduce expenditures by requiring blanket reductions. 

We must start the unpleasant task of reducing expendi- 
tures somewhere, sometime. The continual spending of more 
than income will lead us into national bankruptcy. 

We have had 8 years of recurring deficits, 8 years of unbal- 
anced Federal Budgets, and the end is not in sight. 

Let us look at the record. Not counting soldier-bonus 
payments, the deficits in round numbers for fiscal years are 
as follows: 

$480,000,000 in 1931. 

$2,700,000,000 in 1932. 

$2,600,000,000 in 1933. 

$3,600,000,000 in 1934. 

$3,000,000,000 in 1935. 

$2,500,000,000 in 1936. 

$2,150,000,000 in 1937. 

$2,000,000,000 (estimated) for 1938, notwithstanding that 
the Federal tax collections for the current fiscal year promise 
to be the largest in our national history. 

The Federal Government will collect in the neighborhood 
of $6,300,000,000 in taxes this year. That is approximately 
one-tenth of the national income. State and local tax col- 
lections are increasing. Between one-fifth and one-fourth 
of the national income this year will be required to pay taxes 
to all our forms of government. 

In the past 5 years we have added some $18,000,000,000 
to the public debt. We have expended some $39,000,000,000 
or approximately $8,000,000,000 a year, in the face of a 
promised reduction of 25 percent in cost of government. 
We have created 50 new governmental agencies, and are now 
proposing to turn over blanket power to the man who created 
these new agencies to shuffle them around at will and per- 
haps create additional ones. 

Also, someone is “kidding” or being “kidded” by the device 
of using two budgets, regular and emergency. The admin- 
istratica reports a decrease in emergency spending. Then 
we find in another place that the spending still is going on, 
but it has become a regular expenditure instead of an emer- 
gency expenditure. 

The record of expenditures is juggled back and forth be- 
tween these two budgets, but the amounts paid out grow 
no less through this passing back and forth from one hat to 
another. For a while rabbits came out of the hat. Now all 
that comes out is unpaid bills and provision for further 
expenditures. 

Unfortunately, as the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
pointed out the other day, while we have two budgets we 
only have one Treasury. 

And we have lump-sum appropriations—$15,000,000,000 
turned over to one man to spend in the past 5 years. 

I do not know whether or not the adoption of the amend- 
ment calling for a decrease of 10 percent in expenditures will 
accomplish what is intended. But at any rate, we must make 
a start sometime, somehow, somewhere. So I am going to 
support the Byrd amendment. 

Mr. President, while I have the floor I desire to say a few 
things about the pending legislation. 

I consider it bad legislation, though the object sought is a 
worthy one. No doubt, the departments should be reorgan- 
ized in the interest of both efficiency and economy. 

But, Mr. President, many governmental crimes are com- 
mitted these days in the name of efficiency and economy. 
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In this instance Congress is asked—and apparently is going 
to grant the request—to surrender its legislative functions 
and powers to the Chief Executive. 

We are asked, and have voted to grant the request, that the 
Civil Service Commission be abolished and a one-man dic- 
tator of Federal employees be set up in its place. 

The present Civil Service Commission has not gone so far 
as I would like in the way of installing the merit system in 
appointments and promotions in the civil service. But that 
is the fault of Congress rather than of the Commission. 

But at least what has been accomplished by the Civil Serv- 
ice Commission has been in the right direction. Now, it is 
proposed that in place of a bipartisan commission we substi- 
tute a one-man administrator. He will have power, it is 
true, to put a merit system into effect if he wants to do that, 
but he also will have power to return completely to the spoils 
system, beloved by the politicians. He can become, if he so 
desires, the chief dispenser of patronage for any administra- 
tion in power. 

The Senate made a bad matter worse when it rejected the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Wats], which would at least have saved some of the gains 
made toward placing the civil-service employees of the Fed- 
eral Government on a merit basis. 

Also, I much regret that the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER], to retain in the hands 
of Congress the legislative power which it should exercise, was 
defeated. The bill as it now stands seems designed to under- 
mine democratic government and substitute centralized one- 
man power. I think Congress should refuse to grant more 
power to any President. 

Some 17 years ago Congress created an agency to check 
on Federal expenditures, the Comptroller General. The 
Comptroller General was, and is today under the law, an 
agent of and responsible to the Congress. This bill proposes 
to make him an agency of the Executive—a throw-back to 
several hundred years ago, when the English people estab- 
lished, through a series of bloody wars, that the Parliament 
should control the purse strings. I am strongly opposed to 
this provision of the pending legislation. 

I say again this is a bad bill. It should be defeated. It 
never should have been proposed carrying these broad grants 
of legislative power to the Executive. True, it has been 
modified so that some of the details are not so detrimental 
to the public interest as when the bill was originally drafted. 
But it still is such an unsound piece of legislation, so 
thoroughly inconsistent with and repugnant to our form of 
representative government, that it ought never to be enacted 
into law. 

I think we should drop the reorganization bill in its 
present form and concentrate on getting the 11,000,000 idle 
men and the billions of idle dollars back to work. 

I shall vote against the bill. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I understand the pending 
question is on the amendment offered by the Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
Battery], and the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BURKE], 
which reads as follows— 

(t) To reduce the regular expenditures— 


And according to the declaration in the bill one of the 
purposes of the proposed reorganization is to reduce the 
regular expenditures of the Government— 

To reduce the regular expenditures of the Government for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1940, by an amount not less than 10 
percent of the regular expenditures of the Government for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1939. 

That is to be subdivision (f) if adopted, and would come 
under section 1, the first paragraph of which reads: 


The President shall investigate the organization of the various 
agencies of the Government and shall determine what changes 
therein are necessary to accomplish any of the following pur- 
poses, to wit— 

Then would follow, after other declarations, the amend- 
ment embodying clause (f) as one of the purposes of the pro- 
posed reorganization. 
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The question I rose particularly to ask is: Is there objec- 
tion to this amendment? Do I understand that the Senator 
from South Carolina is in opposition to the amendment which 
is now pending? 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, yes; I am. 

Mr. BORAH. I am really asking the question in good 
faith. What is the objection to an effort to reduce govern- 
mental expenditures by 10 percent? If we are not going to 
make an effort to reduce expenditures by the modest sum of 
10 percent, I really do not know why we are entering upon the 
consideration or contemplating the passage of the reorgani- 
zation bill. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I addressed the Senate on 
that subject last week. The modest sum to which the Sen- 
ator refers would be at least $450,000,000. The amendment 
offered by the Senator from Virginia proposes to reduce ex- 
penditures in the regular operating costs of the Government; 
and, if adopted, it would mean the reduction of $450,000,000 
in those expenses. 

The Senator from Idaho knows that under this bill the 
President is given no power to abolish functions. Having no 
power to abolish any function, it is certain that the only way 
by which economy may be obtained is by merging bureaus 
and reducing the number of employees who are engaged in 
administering functions now authorized by law. The total 
amount of expenditures for all employees to carry out the 
functions now authorized by law is about $1,300,000,000. 
Therefore, in order to save $500,000,000 of that $1,300,000,000 
it would be necessary to discharge one out of every three em- 
ployees of the Government. 

That could not be done in the case of the agencies 
referred to by the bill. One out of every three rural car- 
riers and postal workers could be discharged, and thereby, 
possibly, $500,000,000 might be saved. 

Mr. BORAH. How many employees has the Government 
at the present time? 

Mr. BYRNES. There were 811,481 employees in the exec- 
utive branch of the United States Government during the 
month of January 1938, a decrease of 79,122 since Decem- 
ber, due primarily to the termination of the temporary em- 
ployees hired in the Post Office Department to handle the 
Christmas mail. This also caused the decrease in the pay 
roll, which was $122,861,647 for January, or at the annual 
rate of $1,474,000,000. 

Mr. BORAH. It seems to be the view of the Senator that 
the number cannot be reduced perceptibly? 

Mr. BYRNES. I think it all depends upon what the 
Senator means by “perceptibly.” I think the Senator will 
agree with me, upon consideration, that, in view of the 
fact that we are under the bill not permitting the President 
to abolish any functions, and have no intention of giving 
him that power, expenditures cannot be reduced by 
$500,000,000. 

I submit to the Senator that the amendment, which is a 
declaration of purpose to reduce expenditures by at least 10 
percent, is not feasible. The only way the number of em- 
ployees of the Government can be reduced, and expenditure 
can be reduced, is to make the reductions on appropriation 
bills. The Congress appropriates the money, and if Con- 
gress believes it can reduce the number of employees of the 
Government by one-third, it ought to do it; it ought to say 
where the reduction shall take place, and not call upon 
the President to reduce expenditures by 10 percent. 

Mr. BORAH. That is, is it not, the very object of the bill 
in the mind of the able Senator in charge of the bill, namely, 
to turn over to the President the matter of adjusting gov- 
ernmental agencies so that expenditures may be reduced? 

Mr. BYRNES. No, Mr. President; the purpose of this bill, 
as stated in the first section, is “to reduce expenditures to 
the fullest extent consistent with the efficient operation of 
the Government.” I do not think anyone seriously contends 
that the number of employees in the Post Office Depart- 
ment can be reduced by one-third. Furthermore, unless 
there were some merger provided for in the Post Office De- 
partment under this bill, the President could not eliminate 
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one employee in that Department. Therefore he would 
have to eliminate two-thirds in some of the other Depart- 
ments, say, for instance, the Agricultural Department. 

Except insofar as agencies may be merged, the President 
could not touch them at all. If the President should merge 
half a dozen or two dozen Departments or commissions, 
appropriations would have to be reduced by $500,000,000 in 
order to comply with the direction of the pending amend- 
ment. 

Mr. BORAH. Of course, the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Virginia has no punitive clause attached to it 
in case the reduction should not reach 10 percent. It 
seems to me, however, that Congress ought to have some 
view as to the reduction of the cost and the expenditures of 
Government, and the amount which is suggested by the 
amendment is, to my mind, reasonable. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, if the Senator believes 
that it is reasonable to expect that we can reduce appropri- 
ations for personnel by $500,000,000 or one-third, I dis- 
agree with him, but I submit if that were reasonable and 
possible I remind him that a number of appropriation bills 
are yet to come before the Appropriations Committee, and 
that committee would like to know how to go about such a 
reduction. The Senate last week passed a bill appropriating 
more than $1,000,000,000, and not one Senator moved to 
reduce a single item in it. If we did not think that we could 
eliminate a single employee, how could we declare in this 
bill that it is the purpose to bring about a reduction of 
$500,000,000 in expenditures? 

Mr. BORAH. The very object of this bill, as I assume, 
is to acquire information through the activities of the exec- 
utive department as to where expenditures may be reduced. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, on the contrary, the pur- 
pose of the bill is by the exercise of the power conferred 
“to reduce expenditures to the fullest extent consistent with 
the efficient operation of the Government.” That is the 
declaration of purpose of the bill. 

Mr. BORAH. The Senator does not think that there can 
be very much reduction, I understand? 

Mr. BYRNES. I have said that I know, in all common 
sense, we cannot reduce the appropriations for the Govern- 
ment by $500,000,000 unless we abolish functions and abolish 
powers. We cannot have all the functions which are today 
authorized and carried on by our employees at a present cost 
of a billion three hundred million dollars carried on in 
future for $500,000,000 less and have efficiency. I do not 
think we can cut the number of employees in the Postal 
Service of the Government by one-third. 

Mr. BORAH. Then one of the great virtues advertised for 
this reorganization is not going to be realized. That is, there 
will not be any considerable reduction of expenditures. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield. 

Mr. BYRD. Last year the Senator from Idaho introduced 
in the CONGRESSIONAL REcorRD a radio speech made by the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes], in which the 
Senator from South Carolina said, speaking of a 10-percent 
reduction in governmental expenses, which he then advo- 
cated: 

The fixed charges, which must be exempted from the cut, would 
probably amount to one-half of the total appropriations, leaving 


approximately three and one-half billion dollars to which the cut 
would be applied and making possible a saving of $350,000,000. 


That is what the Senator from South Carolina said last 
May. I should be perfectly willing to amend and modify 
my amendment so as to adopt the exact language of the 
Senator from South Carolina, because I am so anxious to 
see that some declaration for economy shall be incorporated 
in this bill. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr, BORAH. I yield. 

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator from South Carolina made 
that radio speech; and a few weeks thereafter, on the floor 
of the Senate, the Senator from South Carolina stated that 
after investigation he found that a 10-percent cut would be 
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impossible without crippling the services of the Government, 
and therefore he would not offer the amendment. 

The Senator from South Carolina at that time was pro- 
posing to offer that amendment on an appropriation bill, 
giving power to abolish functions where it was necessary. 
In connection with the pending bill the Senator from Vir- 
ginia is opposed to abolishing functions, and the Senator 
from Virginia still wants to save $500,000,000 out of the 
compensation of employees; bu. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President—— 

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator from Idaho yielded to me. In 
order to do that, it would be necessary to stop making such 
appropriations as were carried in the deficiency bill recently 
passed. Ten percent could not be deducted from the amount 
carried by that bill. 

An appropriation of $18,000,000 was made to pay the inter- 
est on the debts of some of the farmers. The President 
vetoed the bill, trying to save some money for the Govern- 
ment. The veto message came up here, and the Senator 
from Virginia voted to override the veto, and to insist that 
the Treasury should pay the interest of some of the farmers 
of the Nation at the expense of all of them. 

A few weeks ago the Senator from Colorado [Mr. Apams] 
had to bring in a deficiency bill appropriating millions of 
dollars to pay that interest. We cannot reduce by 10 per- 
cent the amount of interest paid on farmers’ obligations by 
any action taken under this bill. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr, President, I do not want to take up the 
time of the Senator from Idaho, but I think I owe it to 
myself to make a brief reply to the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. BORAH. Very well; I yield. 

Mr. BYRD. The Senator from South Carolina has no 
justification whatever for saying that the Senator from Vir- 
ginia is opposed to abolishing functions of government. I 
should have willingly given that power to the President had 
the Wheeler amendment, requiring ratification by Con- 
gress of the action of the President been agreed to. I am 
in favor of abolishing some of the functions of the Govern- 
ment, and I am in favor of economy. In my judgment, the 
enactment of this bill will greatly increase the cost of Gov- 
ernment and will not reduce it a single cent. 

Mr. BORAH. It seems to me that I recall—though my 
memory may fail me—that in 1932 one of the great polit- 
ical parties pledged the country that it would reduce the 
expenditures of the Government by 25 percent. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I very distinctly remember 
that. It was done; and the Senator from Idaho knows 
that it could be done only by the Congress, which makes 
appropriations, performing that service. The Congress has 
appropriated far more than that, and the Congress at this 
session is appropriating money in excess of the amount 
appropriated for the departments for the current fiscal year; 
and, so far as I know, no representative of the Republican 
Party or of the Democratic Party on the floor of the Senate 
has moved to reduce the appropriations $1, with the 
exception of the Senator from Maine [Mr. Hate], who 
submitted an amendment to reduce the relief appropria- 
tions, but afterward voted for the amount recommended 
by the committee, if my recollection is correct. If Con- 
gress does not reduce the expenditures, how in the world 
can we reduce them by 25 percent, 5 percent, or 2 percent? 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, one of the purposes of this 
reorganization bill was to investigate and to ascertain 
where and how these reductions should be made. As I 
understand, that was one of the main purposes of the bill. 
It has been heralded throughout the country that one 
of the great purposes of the bill is to reduce the expenditures 
of the Government. 

Mr. BYRNES. That is undoubtedly correct; but how? 
By merging agencies; and under the terms of the bill there 
is no power to do it by abolishing functions. If agencies 
are merged and consolidated there should be a reduction 
in expenses, but not a reduction of 10 percent, 
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Mr. BORAH. If the Senator would agree with me on 
referring back to Congress the question of abolishing agencies, 
bureaus, and so forth, I think that ought to be done. I have 
not any doubt at all that the power to abolish ought to be 
here, and the power to abolish agencies as well as functions. 
All I am contending for is that there should be cooperation 
between the executive and the legislative departments in 
working out this program. If that were done, in my opinion 
we could accomplish a very great deal along that line. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. 
Chaffee, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed without amendment the bill (S. 3655) amending 
section 312 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938. 

The message also announced that the House had passed a 
bill (H. R. 9218) to establish the composition of the United 
States Navy, to authorize the construction of certain naval 
vessels, and for other purposes, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 


The bill (H. R. 9218) to establish the composition of the 
United States Navy, to authorize the construction of certain 
naval vessels, and for other purposes, was read twice by its 
title and referred to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 


REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 


The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 3331) 
to provide for reorganizing agencies of the Government, ex- 
tending the classified civil service, establishing a General 
Auditing Office and a Department of Welfare, and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
on behalf of himself, the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
Bare], and the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BURKE]. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, in 1932 we promised that if 
we obtained control of Congress and the administration, we 
would reduce the expenses of the Government by 25 percent. 
At that time the expenses of the Government were about 
three and a half billion dollars. Now, in 1938, in another 
election year, we report back to the people that so far from 
keeping that promise, we have increased the regular expenses 
of the Government to five and a half billion dollars, and the 
extraordinary expenses of the Government two and a half 
billion dollars more, and the total to $8,000,000,000; and 
when a modest amendment is offered here to reduce the 
regular expenses by not less than 10 percent, we are frankly 
told by the advocates of the bill representing the adminis- 
tration that such a thing is not to be thought of, and is 
altogether impossible, and not intended. 

Mr. President, I will say to the Senators present—and also 
to the American people so far as I can be heard—that this is 
not only astonishing; it is devastating in its disappointment. 
We are within 7 months of an election. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at 
that point? 

Mr. BAILEY. Yes. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Nobody denies that in 1932 we promised 
to reduce the expenditures by 25 percent; and nobody can 
deny that we immediately started in to do that, and did do it 
in the Economy Act. But does the Senator from North Caro- 
lina believe that we could have retained those reductions, or 
could have refused even to increase the expenditures of the 
Government beyond what they had been previously, in view 
of the circumstances and conditions which we found to exist 
immediately after we came into power in March 1933, and 
in the remainder of that year and in 1934, which we did not 
anticipate in 1932? 

Mr, BAILEY. Mr. President, I am glad the Senator has 
asked me the question. I will not be too certain about the 
matter; but I will give my humble opinion that if, in 1933, 
Congress had balanced the Budget, the country would be 
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prosperous today, and the number of the unemployed would 
be less than three or four million. 

Yes; the mistake we made, Mr. President—and it is a pro- 
found mistake and it must be corrected—was to place the 
whole American fabric, with all its structure, banks and busi- 
nesses, workers and people, on a basis of borrowed money. 
That is not a substitute for work. That is not a means of 
recovery. That is not a source of wealth. We might just 
as well try to beat back the seas with an old whisk broom as 
to try to cure a depression by borrowing immense sums of 
public money and throwing them about. 

Yes; I am answering the question of the Senator. If we 
had reduced the expenses of the Government to the normal 
income, and “stood the gaff,” hard as it might have been, in 
all probability there would be no problem of unemployment 
today. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield 
further, I long for a balanced Budget as earnestly as does 
any Senator on this floor, but I have never been able to 
convince myself, and no one has been able to convince me, 
that a balanced Budget, desirable as it is by itself, is such a 
magic wand as to bring an end to unemployment or by 
itself to stimulate industry to such an extent that everyone 
who wants to work will be able to find work. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I state to the Senator right 
now that a balanced Budget is not a magic wand, but the 
Senator and the administration which he represents here 
have undertaken to use a magic wand, and the magic wand 
has ceased to work its magic. Now hear me about that. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I do not want to take 
the Senator’s time, but so far as the promise made in 1932 
is concerned, we all know that that was made an issue in 
1936, and the American people by an overwhelming ma- 
jority decided that the party in power should not be retired 
because it had not reduced expenses by 25 percent. 

Mr. BAILEY. I agree to that, and I shall say something 
more. It is a serious question as to what the American 
people will do so long as they depend, to the number, I 
should say, of twelve to fifteen million persons, on handouts 
from the Treasury of the United States. People who are 
receiving checks from the Government are really not in 
position to pass on the fiscal questions of taxation and bal- 
ancing the Budget. They are affected with an interest. 
They want the money, and the more the Government does 
for them the more it will have to do. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Leer in the chair). Does 
the Senator from North Carolina yield to the Senator from 
Washington? 

Mr. BAILEY. Of course I will yield. My time is limited, 
but I will take my time on the bill, since this question has 
been raised. This is the most serious aspect of our life today. 

Let us count up the number. Nearly a million people are 
on the pay roll as officials, clerks, and all that sort of thing; 
the United States Army numbers perhaps 160,000; the Navy, 
I take it, numbers at least 150,000 more, and we are to en- 
large it and enter upon a great program; there are 6,000,000 
farmers, each one getting a check; there are 2,000,000 un- 
employed on the W. P. A., and that number is being lifted to 
two and one-half million, perhaps to 3,000,000. Then there 
is the payment of pensions, the demand increasing all the 
time. There are the payments to the States. There is the 
old-age relief and Social Security unemployment payments to 
the workers. I take it we are taking money now out of the 
Treasury every day which goes directly to not less than 15,- 
000,000 of the people of the United States who are over 21 
years of age, and all of them can vote. 

I do not wish to deny those people the vote by any means; 
they have a right to vote, and I shall always stand for that; 
but, to be sure, it is in the very nature of men that they will 
vote for the side from which they get direct benefits. It is 
also in the nature of men that they will want more benefits, 
It is further in the nature of men that if they see a group 
getting benefits they will say, Why may we not get benefits?” 
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Mr. President, that is the gravest aspect of our whole prob- 
lem, and instead of trying to run away from it, we are run- 
ning into it. Instead of undertaking to resist it, we are 
encouraging it. 

I now yield to the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. BONE. Perhaps my question might more properly be 
directed to the able Senator from South Carolina, who has 
charge of the bill, but it is an impossibility for a Senator to 
hear and read all the arguments on the bill. Therefore I 
am not apprised whether there has been a study made of 
the executive departments with a view of ascertaining how 
many, if any, of the employees of the Government who 
might be affected by a consolidation or reorganization would 
be discharged, with the idea of saving expenses in the way of 
Salaries. Perhaps the Senator may have heard some dis- 
cussion of that question, but I have not heard it discussed on 
the floor, and my inquiry is merely propounded with the 
purpose of ascertaining how much may be saved by consoli- 
dations in the way of salaries and positions if consolidations 
are effected in the manner the Executive has in mind. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I think that can be answered 
in a general way. Ido not have sufficient knowledge to say 
how many people in one Department or another might be dis- 
charged, but I think it is a self-evident truth, as we said in 
our platform of 1936, that a government which has increased 
its expenditures for regular account, exclusive of recovery 
and relief, from $2,700,000,000 in 1934 to $5,400,000,000 in 
1938, practically doubling the expenditures, from $2,700,000,- 
000 four years ago to $5,400,000,000 this year—it is self- 
evident that a demand for a reduction of 10 percent in the 
regular expenses is even more reasonable than it is necessary. 
For Senators to say that it is impossible that a man or a 
corporation or a business increasing expenses from $2,700,- 
000,000 in 1934 to $5,400,000,000 cannot cut down the expenses 
by $400,000,000 strikes me as an absurdity. Why not? What 
are we doing now that is so important that we should spend 
all that money in the regular departments of the Govern- 
ment? I should think it would be quite reasonable to say— 
and I did say here 3 or 4 months ago—that we could reduce 
the expenses of the Government by a billion dollars. I do not 
think that is unreasonable. What would we have then? 
We would still be spending $4,400,000,000. 

We got along in 1937 with $4,400,000,000. In heaven’s 
name what has happened that we cannot get along in 1938 
with the same figure? 

Mr. President, it is a simple proposition. We are spending 
a billion more this year, according to the report before me, 
a report filed by the junior Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
in his minority views, and not questioned. We are spending 
$5,400,000,000, and last year we spent $4,400,000,000, and I 
dare say we were getting along better last year with $4,400,- 
000,000 than we are getting along this year with $5,400,- 
000,000. There is a saving of a billion dollars possible right 
there. Just go even to last year’s expenditures. 

Someone says it would throw somebody out of a job. Very 
well. Now, hear me about that. The United States Gov- 
ernment never was founded, never did exist, does not now 
exist, and never will exist to provide jobs for people. We can 
take care of people in necessitous condition; but this money 
does not do that. This money goes to the payment of salaries 
of people who have regular jobs, and then to the general ex- 
penses of the Government. When the Government goes into 
the business of enlarging itself in order to employ people 
there cannot be any doubt as to where it will wind up. That 
is exactly what state socialism is; that is the totalitarian, 
socialistic form of government. 

Let us go a little further and see where we land. We will 
reach the point where the taxpayers who are paying these 
enormous expenses—and that does not mean the big, rich 
people, by any means—will find the burden so great that they 
will throw up their hands and say, “Let us get on the Govern- 
ment, too.” Everyone will get on the Government. That is 
the creeping movement of Fabian socialism. 

Some may think that an extravagant statement. I am 
prepared to say that we have reached the point now when 
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the average corporation in the United States is no longer to 
be considered a business institution doing business, buying 
raw material, and manufacturing it and selling the product. 
That was the original conception. The present conception 
of the corporation in the United States is that of an im- 
mense institution to collect taxes from the American people, 
to collect taxes directly which the Congress does not have 
the courage directly to collect. 

Just to give an example, I was reading in the reading 
room here the other day, not making a study, but reading 
the New York Times, which carried a statement of the oper- 
ations of the Texas Co. for the year 1937. It paid $3,300 
that year in taxes to the Government for each man it em- 
ployed. The employees were receiving an average of $2,000, 
but for every man on the pay roll of the Texas Co., with 
which we are all familiar, it paid the Federal Government 
$3,300. 

I turn now to the workers of the United States, who want 
better wages, and with whose aspirations in that respect I 
am in full sympathy. I want every man who works to have 
a good income and a good home, and an opportunity to do 
well by his children, and to lay up something for his 
old age. But how can the Texas Co. pay 83,300 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator 
from North Carolina on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. BAILEY. I shall take my time on the bill. 

Mr, President, the Texas Co. is not in a class by itself. I 
would not say it is absolutely typical. How can the Texas Co. 
pay $3,300 to the Government for every man it employs and 
at the same time raise the wages of its men? Uncle Sam gets 
fhe money long before the worker can get to it and then 
turns around and taxes the worker when he buys gasoline. 
That is the situation. 

I know of a great soap company in America, the name of 
which I am not at liberty to give, the average salary of whose 
workers is $1,640 a year. That company pays taxes equal to 
$2,000 for every man employed. 

It may be said that these corporations have made a great 
deal of money. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, were those taxes excise 
taxes, that could be passed on, or were they profits taxes 
that came out of the income of the company? 

Mr. BAILEY. I shall answer the Senator from Texas when 
I have finished the sentence I had begun. 

It may be said that the Texas Co. made a great deal of 
money. The report showed that it paid the United States 
Government exactly twice as much taxes per share of stock 
5 it paid in dividends to the people who invested their money 

it. 

Mr. President, those are facts. They are not matters of 
imagination. Those facts can be verified by going into the 
Senate reading room and reading any of the financial 
journals, 

I am making the point that we have reached such a degree 
of spending that we do not dare levy the taxes on the people. 
Oh, no. If we levied those taxes directly on the people, every 
last one of us would be driven out of public life. Not a man 
in the House who stood for the imposition of direct taxes on 
his constituents could be reelected. So we use the corporate 
device. We lay the taxes on the corporation. The corpora- 
tion passes them on to the workers in the way of lower 
wages, and to the consumers in higher prices, and when that 
is done no demagogue can be heard to “holler” that the 
corporation ought to reduce prices. I am saying that a 
government which expects prices to the consumer to be 
reduced ought to be fair enough to reduce the taxes which 
the corporation has to pass on to the consumer. 

I shall now answer the question of the Senator from Texas. 
There are no taxes, so far as I know, other than possibly 
inheritance taxes, that are not passed on to the consumer. 
Even inheritance taxes, to some degree, may be passed to 
the consumer. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I wish to clarify my 
question. I really was seeking information. 

Mr. BAILEY. I am happy to give it to the Senator. 
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Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator spoke of a soap company 
that paid taxes on an average of $2,000 for each employee. 
There is an excise tax on certain kinds of soap. What I 
wished to ascertain was whether or not the amount of the 
tax, had it not been paid, would have gone into the treasury 
of the company and increased its earnings, or was it an ex- 
cise tax of such character as is usually passed on to the 
retailer or to the consumer? 

Mr. BAILEY. The tax would not have gone to the com- 
pany alone. It would go to the company in case of a mo- 
nopoly, but we have a law against monopolies, and the 
competition in the soap trade is very sharp. Any business in 
America which undertakes to gouge the people will always 
fall into competition so long as we enforce our monopoly 
laws, and I think we are doing that in a very great way. 
If the taxes on the soap companies are reduced the house- 
wives will pay less for their soap, and if one company does 
not reduce the price the other will. The same thing is true 
with respect to oil and gasoline. A great profit cannot be 
charged in America without many a man saying, Lou are 
making a profit; very well, I will go in and share it. There 
is nothing to prevent me from doing that.” 

Let us get that perfectly clear. One of the primary things 
we have to do in America is to inform the American people 
that they pay the taxes. I know of nothing more pernicious, 
nothing that really does us so much damage in this democ- 
racy as the generally cultivated view that the Congress levies 
taxes on the rich and that the Government is supported by 
taxes on the millionaire and the great corporations. I have 
said in the Senate over and over again—and it is not a mat- 
ter of any doubt—that the corporation must pass on the 
taxes, otherwise the corporation will die. Corporations pay 
taxes out of the money they collect from the consumer when 
they sell him goods, 

Here is a pack of Camel cigarettes. I do not know just 
how much tax is paid by the manufacturer of these cigarettes, 
but Iam going to make an estimate, because I come from the 
State where they are manufactured. Camels, Chesterfields, 
and Lucky Strikes are manufactured in a very large measure 
in North Carolina. If Senators read the tax reports they will 
see that my State, principally through the three companies 
manufacturing those brands of cigarettes, pays into the Fed- 
eral Treasury something like $300,000,000 a year. Some 
ignorant man may say, “See what the Government is getting 
out of those great corporations.” The Government is not 
getting it out of the corporations, The Government sells the 
corporation that little stamp which is found on top of the 
pack. The package cannot be opened without breaking the 
stamp. What does the Government sell the stamp for? It 
sells it for 6 cents. What do I pay for the pack of cigarettes? 
I pay 15 cents. Out of the 15 cents that I paid, the cigarette 
company collects 6 cents for the Federal Government. Who 
pays it? Why, I pay it in this instance. Every man and 
woman in America who buys a package of cigarettes pays 
tribute to the Federal Government through the cigarette 
company. That is all there is to it. The cigarette manu- 
facturers are great tax collectors for the Federal Government. 
The same thing applies with respect to gasoline. That 
brings in an immense revenue to the States, and now brings 
some revenue to the Federal Government—I think some 
$400,000,000. 

That is so with respect to our long list of nuisance taxes, 
as we call them. For instance, the taxes on automobile 
parts. I should think any man with common sense could 
see that. 

That is true of the electric light which shines in your 
room. To be sure, no one taxes the American citizen for 
having a light in his room, and if we did that, we would 
be driven out of office. We tax the power company and say, 
“You collect the tax and give it to the Federal Government,” 
and never let the consumer know that Uncle Sam or the 
Congress levied the tax. 

All that should be brought home to the people. The 
American people are going to wake up to the situation sooner 
or later. They are going to understand what we mean when 
we lay upon them this great charge of $5,400,000,000 for 
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the regular expenses of the Government this year, all of it 
coming out of the meager earnings of the toiling masses. 
None of it in reality comes out of the great corporations 
which we make out we are compelling to pay the taxes. 

I think it is a very discouraging thing, Mr. President, 
that in this year, when we know the revenue is going down, 
and none of us knows how far it is going down, when we 
know that the national income is being reduced, when every 
financial report and every newspaper tells us that the cor- 
porate structures, the great businesses, are not being able to 
sell the goods and make the money this year that they were 
making last year, when we know the revenue will be down 
by $500,000,000 or perhaps a billion dollars next year, and 
when we know that if that happens the Budget will not be 
out of balance $1,000,000,000, it will be out of balance $3,000,- 
000,000—having that knowledge, I say it is a most discour- 
aging and disheartening thing to me, and I think to all 
Americans, that at the time there is pending in the Senate 
a bill to reorganize the Government, and it contains the 
sentence that one of its purposes is “to reduce expenses to 
the fullest extent consistent with the efficient operation of 
the Government,” when we undertake to define that in 
simple language of “not less than 10 percent” we are told 
that it is out of the question, that it was never intended 
and is not to be thought of. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BAILEY. I will yield to the Senator from New Mexico 
in a moment. I wish to answer the leader on the matter 
of balancing the Budget. If the Senator from New Mexico 
will remind me, I will yield to him later. 

The senior Senator from Kentucky spoke of the balancing 
of the Budget as a sort of magic. The balancing of the 
Budget is a reality. It is not magic. The borrowing of 
money and handing it out is a make-believe prosperity. 

The balancing of the Budget is the root of prosperity. 
Hear me about that. It is a very simple thing. As long as 
the Budget is unbalanced, no man can tell what taxes will 
be. That is one basis of instability. As long as the Budget 
is unbalanced, no man can tell what the value of money will 
be. We may run into inflation. We may run into national 
bankruptcy. An unbalanced Budget 8 years in succession 
is at least a warning to us. It is a danger signal. It is a 
red light, telling us to stop. That is another cause of 
instability. 

As long as the Budget is unbalanced, no man can say 
today what his money will be worth 30 days from now. No 
man can say today, if he borrows, in what value he will have 
to repay. No man can say today, if he lends, in what value 
he will be able to collect. As long as the Budget is unbal- 
anced, there is instability in the currency. As long as the 
Budget is unbalanced, there is instability in prices. As long 
as the Budget is unbalanced, no man, having earned a dol- 
lar, is justified, as a prudent man, in putting it out to 
interest or to investment. 

We want in America the flow of capital funds. That is 
the only thing that will employ the American people. The 
Government is no substitute for work. The Government 
cannot continue to support the people, but the expansion of 
enterprise by the investment of capital will do it. That effect 
has been calculated. Every $6,000 invested in America will 
employ one man, not for a day, but as long as that $6,000 is 
not interfered with and remains active in the busines. 

The characteristic of this depression from the beginning 
has been that in 1930 capital ceased to flow into investments, 
and today we are short in capital investment by the sum of 
perhaps $40,000,000,000. That fact is the basis of the pres- 
ent unemployment. But how can we expect a man to put 
his money into business when the Budget is unbalanced? I 
am not speaking about rich men. If I had $10,000, how 
could I be expected to put that money into a business when 
the Budget is unbalanced, when currency is unstable, when 
taxes are unknown, and prices are undetermined? Men do 
not do such things. 

I have replied to the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARK- 
LEY]. I was astonished that he ever referred to a balanced 
Budget as magic. If I were in his place I should be careful 
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how I used the word magic. It can be used in the other 
way. We must abandon the process of magic for the process 
of reality. We must abandon the process of fictitious pros- 
perity from borrowed money, plunging the Government 
deeper and deeper into debt year after year, until the debt 
today touches $38,000,000,000. We must get down to the 
reality of encouraging people with money to put their money 
into business, not especially to make money, but in order 
that human beings may have a means of livelihood. 

I would now be glad to yield to the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. CHavez], but I notice he has left the Chamber. 

I am glad to have had the opportunity to explain to the 
leader of our party on the floor of the Senate of the United 
States that there is nothing of magic in balancing the Budget 
of this country any more than there would be magic in 
balancing his own budget. Men cannot live upon debt. Gov- 
ernments cannot live upon debt. Men cannot be employed 
upon debt. Business cannot continue to expand upon debt. 
There must be profits. There must be savings. There must 
be investments. In order to have those things there must be 
confidence. In order that there may be confidence, there 
must be stability. 

We can make a great many blunders in Congress, Mr. 
President, and it will not make much difference. Congress 
is not expected to be fool-proof, even under the Constitu- 
tion. We can pass a social measure, and if it does not work 
we can get rid of it. We can get off something like the 
N. R. A., and if it goes awry we can abandon it and forget 
about it. We can pass a tax such as the undistributed- 
profits tax, and do immense harm; but we can correct it, and 
the American people have a way of going on. But when we 
spend a billion dollars, it is gone forever. We never get it 
back. 

That is a fiscal mistake, at the root of our policy, which we 
cannot correct; and yet we go on. 

I have watched very carefully, but I have never known an 
economy measure to prevail in the Congress. I have never 
known an effort to reduce appropriations to receive a major- 
ity vote in the Congress. On the other hand, I have never 
known an effort in Congress to increase expenses which 
failed of success. Sometimes I wonder about that. I have 
seen men who spent everything of their own go down to 
poverty and ruin, prodigal sons who wasted their substance 
in riotous living. I had some sympathy for them; but it was 
their money, and I thought it was all right. But what will 
posterity say of us? What will our constituents say to us 
when they wake up to what is going on? We did not spend 
our money. Oh,no. Probably we were saving ours. We were 
spending their money. 

I am glad that our party has balanced its Budget. The 
other day I read an announcement by Chairman Farley, who 
was very proud that the Democratic Party had paid out. 
Why was that important? If this magic of borrowing, of 
which our leader was speaking, would work just as well, why 
was it important that the Democratic Party discharge its 
financial obligations? 

I should like to take that subject as my text. The Demo- 
cratic Party did balance its budget. The Democratic Party 
borrowed a great deal of money. We have collected it and 
paid it back; and now we are free, and we owe nobody any- 
thing. It makes us feel good and gives us a sense of efficiency. 
It increases our credit and enables us to do business this 
year. We should not have been able to do so if we had not 
balanced our budget. 

Why do not the same principles apply to the Federal Gov- 
ernment? Is there no bottom to Uncle Sam’s barrel? Of 
course there is. He may exhaust his resources much sooner 
than one might think. We have piled up debt until the 
annual interest charge is a billion dollars. That much goes 
merely to pay interest. We used to think it was great ex- 
travagance when a billion dollars was required to run the 
Government. Now a billion dollars is required to pay the 
interest on the Government’s borrowed money. 

We shall come to a day which is not as far distant as 
some may think. I should say that on July 1, 1939, when 
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we report to the American people that so far from making 
progress in the direction of a balanced Budget we are re- 
porting a disbalance of about $3,000,000,000, things will break 
loose in the United States of America. We encouraged the 
people when we made a little progress in the direction of 
reducing the deficit. At one time this year we thought our 
deficit would not exceed $800,000,000; and the President was 
happy to tell us so. Since then, the figures have gone up. No 
one knows, but it looks now as though the deficit would be 
one and a half billions. Even that is less than it was before, 
and that would be encouraging. However, with increasing 
expenses and decreasing revenue, there is every reason to 
believe that in the next fiscal year, ending July 1, 1939, the 
deficit, instead of being one and a half billions, will be nearer 
three billions. When the word goes out to the American 
people that after 9 years of disbalance and 9 years of accumu- 
lating debt the deficit is increasing by billions instead of 
decreasing, we shall see our structure shaking on its founda- 
tions. That is the prospect which lies before us. 

The time to begin remedying the situation is now. It is 
said that efforts to remedy the situation will work hardships. 
Of course they may work hardships. It is said that it is 
inhumane to cut off some of the expenditures in behalf of 
the unemployed. It is hard, and no one likes to do it. 
Nevertheless, it is far more humane to save the credit of 
the country now than it is to spend the money and bring 
the people up against ruin, with a bankrupt country in no 
position to help them. 

I am not a believer in paternalism, but I shall take a little 
analogy from the father and his children. It is a fine thing 
for a father to give his children good clothes, a good educa- 
tion, plenty of food, and some luxuries. It is a very inhumane 
thing to give them those things and then suddenly cut them 
off. However, a wise father and a humane father, seeing 
that he himself is exhausting his resources, will begin to 
conserve his resources in order that he may help his children 
over a longer period of time. 


What good is it going to do the unemployed in America 
if we bankrupt the Government and leave them in the lurch 


in the time of need? 
There is another consideration. This Government has got 
to deal with the situation, I should say, for many years to 


come. What if a year should come in which decreasing na- 
tional income, decreasing revenue, increasing debt, and in- 


creasing interest charges should bring us so low that the 
millions would call upon us and we could give them nothing 
but manufactured money in the form of paper of which $10 
would not buy a loaf of bread? 

These are not the words of an alarmist; they are the 
plain words of the muse of history, speaking in all the 
histories that were even written about any nation. History 
has but one lesson about that—the lesson for me that if I 
continue to overspend and overspend and overspend, I go 
into bankruptcy, and the lesson for every government that 
ever existed, that if it continues to overspend and overspend 
and overspend the day will come when it cannot spend at 
all. It is the old story of two and two making four. Yet 
men think it is alarming for me to say that, with a debt of 
$38,000,000,000, with a decreasing revenue, with a record of 
deficits that extend in unbreken order from 1930 to the 
present moment, some of them as high as $3,000,000,000 in 
a year, with a total deficit since 1932 of $17,000,000,000, with 
a total deficit since 1929 of $20,000,000,000, we are going 
down, down, down into the mire and the darkness and the 
pit and the hopelessness of debt. And when we come with a 
modest amendment to a bill proposing to reorganize the 
executive departments of the Government, requiring, so far 
as we can require, that the expenditures of the Government 
shall be reduced in this operation of reorganization by not 
less than 10 percent, we are told that it is out of the ques- 
tion, that it is perfectly futile, that we ought not to ask 
for it and that we ought to go on spending, spending, 
spending. 

Mr. President, I would have thought that the Senator in 
charge of this bill, having found so little in it to commend 
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it to himself, even upon his own argument, would have seized 
upon this amendment as at least one little way of com- 
mending it to the American people and to the Senate. I 
thought that this amendment would strengthen the bill, 
but I am now told that it is all vanity and vexation of 
spirit; that nothing is to be contemplated in the way of 
reducing Federal expenditures. If we cannot reduce them 
in a reorganization of the Government, how can we reduce 
them? 

So, Mr. President, I am hoping, and the hope is earnest, 
that this modest petition—for in its nature it is almost 
that—this modest move that we shall undertake to reduce 
the expenses of our Government by not less than 10 percent, 
after having increased them by 25 percent last year, will 
appeal to Senators with favor. I wish to say to them that 
if they make even this little gesture, it will probably be the 
most gratifying thing that they have done, so far as the 
American people are concerned, in 5 years. Heaven knows 
the American people need some encouragement; heaven 
knows the taxpayers need some assurance that those who 
profess to represent them are thinking about them; heaven 
knows that all America needs profound assurance that the 
elected representatives of the people are able to resist the 
temptation to appropriate other people’s money and to pile 
taxes indirectly upon all the masses of the people, and in- 
tend to respond to a simple proposal so to reduce expendi- 
tures as to meet the necessities of a decreasing revenue and 
make an approach in the direction of a balanced Budget. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. Byrp] in behalf of himself, the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. Bamrey], and the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. BURKE]. 

Mr. HOLT. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sena- 
tors answered to their names: 


Adams Co: Hughes O'Mahoney 
Andrews Copeland Johnson, Calif. n 
Ashurst Davis Johnson, Colo. Pittman 
Austin Dieterich King Pope 

Bailey Donahey La Follette Radcliffe 
Bankhead Duffy Lee Reames 
Barkley Ellender Lodge Reynolds 
Berry Frazier Logan Russell 

Bilbo George Lonergan Schwartz 
Bone Gerry Lundeen Schwellenbach 
Borah Gibson McAdoo Sheppard 
Bridges Gillette McCarran Smathers 
Brown, Mich. Glass McGill Smith 
Brown, N. H. Green McKellar Thomas, Okla. 
Bulkley Guffey McNary Thomas, Utah 
Bulow Hale Maloney Townsend 
Burke Harrison Miller ‘dings 

Byrd Hatch Minton Vandenberg 
Byrnes Hayden Moore Wagner 
Capper Herring Murray Walsh 
Caraway Bil Neely Wheeler 
Chavez Hitchcock Norris 

Clark Holt Nye 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ninety Senators having an- 
swered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, I shall confine myself to the 
time, or a portion of the time, allotted to each Senator to 
discuss the pending amendment. 

I have been very much interested in knowing whence 
comes the assurance held by all the proponents of the 
measure that under this reorganization plan it will not be 
possible to bring about any substantial reduction in the 
expenditures of our Government. As mentioned a moment 
ago by the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Bartey], I had 
supposed that the proponents of the measure would welcome 
the opportunity to record themselves in favor of an effort to 
reduce the expenditures of Government by some reasonable 
sum. It must be remembered. of course, that if the pending 
amendment should be adopted it would not arbitrarily re- 
duce the expenditures of any department of Government. 
It would merely set up an additional declaration of standards 
under the bill, the goal toward which we would be aiming, 
which would be the effort, as a result of whatever reorgani- 
zation might come under the bill, to bring about, for the 
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fiscal year ending July 1, 1940, a reduction of 10 percent in 
the expenditures for the previous year. 

So I say that I have been interested in knowing from what 
source comes the assurance which the proponents have that 
we should not even strive to attain that object. It has 
already been mentioned that in May a year ago the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] urged, both on the floor 
of the Senate and over the radio, that there be imposed an 
arbitrary reduction of 10 percent in the expenditures of the 
Government; not merely a declaration of hope that that 
might be done, such as is embodied in the present amend- 
ment, but the definite assurance, as positive as he could 
make it at the time, that it was reasonable to set out to 
reduce expenditures by 10 percent. 

What has happened since that time to cause a change in 
the mind of the Senator from South Carolina? There is only 
one reasonable thing that could have brought about that 
change of view in reference to this bill, and that is that when 
the Senator came to study the various bureaus and depart- 
ments of government which we are all led to believe are over- 
lapping—many different departments performing the same 
duties and doing it, as the country has been led to believe, 
at a considerable waste of public funds—he found that this 
was all a mistake; a mirage; that no reduction could be made. 
I should have supposed that that was what had caused the 
Senator from South Carolina to change his mind in this 
matter; but when I examine his statements on the floor of 
the Senate in connection with the pending bill I find that 
that is not so at all. 

Even as late as last Friday the Senator from South Caro- 
lina took part in a colloquy, in which he declared himself as 
follows. I read from page 3656 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

I asked the Senator from South Carolina this question: 

I would like to have the Senator give us just a little indication 
as to what is in his mind when he says “substantial.” 

Mr. Byrnes. I knew the Senator would ask that question, be- 
cause he would like to have me commit myself on that point, but 
I told the Senator he was but his time if he thought he 
could induce me to make a statement that I believed the President 
could save any specific amount of money. He could ask the ques- 


tion from now until a motion to adjourn was made and he would 
get the same answer. 


And then came this significant statement, the Senator from 
South Carolina speaking: 

I would never know what savings could be made unless I could 
make an investigation. 

So that at once the alibi which I should like to be able to 
offer in good faith for the Senator from South Carolina flies 
out the window. Last May he knew, or felt very certain, that 
a 10-percent reduction could be made. He now does not want 
to commit himself even to a declaration of hope that some 
reduction may be made, and at the same time he has made 
no investigation whatever of the departments. I can see 
that he might not be sure that we could make a 10-percent 
or a 20-percent reduction, or that he could have doubts on 
the subject; but how he can be so certain that we should not 
even try to make a reduction is beyond my comprehension. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BURKE. I very gladly yield. 

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator does not seriously state that 
last May, in the speech I made over the radio, I stated that 
a 10-percent reduction could be made by the passage of 
this bill. 

Mr, BURKE. No. 

Mr. BYRNES. I was not discussing this bill at all at that 
time. I simply stated that it was my purpose at that time 
to offer an amendment to an appropriation bill to provide, 
as to all appropriations, for a 10-percent reduction. 

About 2 or 3 weeks later, on the floor of the Senate, I 
stated that I would not offer that amendment, because I had 
found that it could not be done without crippling the depart- 
ments of the Government. My statement had nothing at all 
to do with this bill. 

Mr. BURKE. Very well. Last May, after the Senator 
from South Carolina, as a member of the Committee on 
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Government Reorganization, had been studying this subject 
for something like 4 months, he took his position on the 
solid ground that a 10-percent reduction could be made. 
He did not refer to the reorganization bill, which was then 
in the formative stage, but he had been studying the matter 
for 4 months; and the only reason why I make the point 
now is that in the months which have elapsed since that time 
the Senator has not studied the matter of the departments 
at all. How can he be sure that it is not worth while to try 
to make a 10-percent reduction? That is all this amend- 
ment proposes. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BURKE. I yield. 

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator should state that at the time 
I made that statement I was discussing the reduction of 
appropriations, having in mind the abolishment of functions, 
and that this bill was not under discussion at all; and later 
I announced that I would not offer the amendment, because 
I did not believe it to be practical. 

Mr. BURKE. I think that is correct as far as it goes; 
also the statement that at that very time the Senator had 
been devoting himself with untiring energy for something 
like 4 months to the study of this very bill, which the entire 
country looked to, up to the time this debate started, as one 
of the means of curtailing Government expenditures. But 
the point I am now making is that the Senator has made no 
study at all of the departments and bureaus. I repeat what 
he said: 


I would never know what savings could be made unless I could 
make an investigation. 


Why, then, should the Senator tell us that it is not worth 
while to try to save 10 percent? So I asked the Senator on 
last Friday: 

Has not the Senator investigated the Department? Is he advo- 
cating a bill without having made any investigation as to what 
could be done under it? 

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator knows the answer without asking the 
question. If he is under the impression that members of the com- 
mittee ever investigated the Departments to see which ones could 
be abolished and which ones could be transferred, he is informed 
now that no such investigation was made. That is the investiga- 
tion the President is directed to make. 


A short time ago, when the Senator from North Carolina 
was speaking, he was interrogated by the senior Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Bone], who asked an expression of opinion 
as to how many employees in the various Departments might 
be released if this reorganization bill were carried through 
effectively. He wanted to know whether any study had been 
made of that subject. The Senator from North Carolina 
answered the question. But my answer would be found in 
the statement of the Senator from South Carolina that no 
one will know anything about that until the investigation 
which this bill directs the President to make shall have been 
made by him. 

While the President is making that investigation, if the 
bill should be enacted, and while his experts are studying the 
various Departments to report bask to the President where 
reorganization should take place, what consolidations and 
regroupings should be put into effect, I think it would be of 
the utmost importance that there should be before the inves- 
tigators—and before the President when he comes to act upon 
their recommendations—this definite statement of the legis- 
lative desire and will—that, if possible, a reduction of 10 
percent should be made in the expenditures of the Gov- 
ernment. 

In order to complete the statement in reference to the 
position of the Senator from South Carolina, I go back to 
the opening day of the debate on the pending bill, on Febru- 
ary 28, and read from page 2506 of the Recor», the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] speaking: 

If reorganization will result in our having responsible govern- 
ment in this Nation and save $25,000,000, again I will salute it. If 
I had my way, I would save more money than that, and I believe 
the President can do it; but I know that the President has not had 
any opportunity to go into the subject in detail and ascertain what 


bureaus can be abolished. I do not see how he has the opportunity 
to do the things he has done and does do, 
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This is the situation, then, Mr. President: We have before 
us a bill to reorganize, regroup, and consolidate the various 
Departments of Government; no one up to this time has 
made any study of the matter so as to know how much in the 
way of savings, if any, can be effected as a result of the re- 
organization. Neither the President, nor the President’s own 
committee, nor the committee so ably presided over by the 
Senator from South Carolina, nor anyone else has yet made 
a study on that subject. It may be entirely possible to save, 
not 10 percent, but 12 or 15 percent of the expenditures 
of the Government, leaving out the fixed charges. On the 
other hand, it may not be possible to save more than 7½ 
or 5 percent. 

What the amendment proposes is to say to all of the people 
who will start out to make the investigation as soon as the 
bill becomes law, “Congress feels that you ought to bring 
about a 10-percent reduction.” 

I think it will be a matter of great disappointment to the 
people of this country to have brought home to them by the 
proponents of the pending measure a situation which they 
can construe only as meaning that the purpose of the bill is 
not to reduce the cost of Government at all, that there is no 
real interest, so far as this measure is concerned, in cutting 
down the expenditures of Government; that it may insure 
greater efficiency and perhaps better functioning of the 
Departments, but no real reduction in expenditure. 

At once, therefore, when that position is made clear, we 
have the pending measure taken out of the category of 
emergency legislation. There is no reason why we should 
even have limitation on debate on this subject, no reason 
why Congress should be urged to pass this measure without 
the most thorough consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pope in the chair). 
time of the Senator on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. BURKE. I reserve my time on the bill for a later 
occasion. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. President— 


For 3 long years the Federal Government has been on the road 
toward bankruptcy. 

For the fiscal year 1931 the deficit was $462,000,000. 

For the fiscal year 1932 it was $2,472,000,000. 

For the fiscal year 1933 it will probably exceed $1,200,000,000. 

For the fiscal year 1934, based on the appropriation bills passed 
by the last Congress and the estimated revenues, the deficit will 
probably exceed $1,000,000,000 unless immediate action is taken. 

Thus we shall have piled up an accumulated deficit of $5,000,- 

000. 


The 


With the utmost seriousness I point out to the Congress the 
profound effect of this fact upon our national economy. It has 
contributed to the recent collapse of our banking structure. It 
has accentuated the stagnation of the economic life of our people. 
It has added to the ranks of the unemployed. Our Government's 
house is not in order and for many reasons no effective action has 
been taken to restore it to order. 

Upon the unimpaired credit of the United States Government 
rest the safety of deposits, the security of insurance policies, the 
activity of industrial enterprises, the value of our agricultural 
products, and the availability of employment. The credit of the 
United States Government definitely affects these fundamental 
human values. It, therefore, becomes our first concern to make 
secure the foundation. National recovery depends upon it. 

Too often in recent history liberal governments have been 
wrecked on rocks of loose fiscal policy. We must avoid this 
danger. 

It is too late for a leisurely approach to this problem. We 
must not wait to act several months hence. 


Mr. President, those are not my words, but they fit into 
this argument very well. They are the exact words of the 
present President of the United States in a message to Con- 
gress on the 10th day of March 1933, when we did not have 
nearly as large a public debt as we have today, and our 
expenditures were not near as great. 

I want to quote further from the President. He delivered 
a very good speech at Pittsburgh, and I wish to read from 
that speech on the question of economy. Again I say these 
are not my words; they are the words of the President of 
the United States. This is what he said at Pittsburgh: 

We all know that our family credit depends in large part on the 
stability of the credit of the United States, and here at least is 
one field in which all business—big business and little business, 
and family business, and the individual business—is at the mercy 
of our big Government down in Washington. 
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Think of the “big Government” in 1932 compared with the 
“big Government” in Washington in 1938. I quote further 
from the President: 

What I would like to do is to reduce, so far as is possible, the 
problem of our national finances to the terms of the family budget. 

Now, the credit of the family depends chiefiy on whether that 
family is living within its income, and this is so of the Nation. 
If the Nation is living within its income, its credit is good. If in 
some crisis it lives beyond its income for a year or two, it can 
usually borrow temporarily on reasonable terms, But if, like the 
spendthrift, it throws discretion to the winds, is willing to make 
no sacrifice at all in spending, extends its taxing to the limit of 
the people’s power to pay, and continues to pile up deficits, it is 
on the road to bankruptcy. 


This is not the Senator from West Virginia saying the 
Government is on the road to bankruptcy; it was President 
Roosevelt, speaking in Pittsburgh. 

I wish to quote further from the President, because I am 
sure this ought to appeal to the Democrats who wish to 
stand behind the President. I quote the President further: 

Now I am going to disclose to you a definite personal conclu- 
sion which I adopted the day after I was nominated in Chicago. 
Here it is. Before any man enters my Cabinet he must give me 
a twofold pledge of: 

Absolute loyalty to the Democratic platform, and especially to 
its economy plank. 


As I recall, that was to cut down the cost of Government 
by 25 percent, not 10 percent. I now quote further from the 
President’s statement as to the requirements in the case of 
Cabinet members: 

Complete cooperation with me looking to economy and reor- 
ganization in this department. 

I regard reduction in Federal spending as one of the most 
important issues of this campaign. In my opinion it is the most 
direct and effective contribution that Government can make to 
business. 


I think business needs such a contribution today. The 
President said further: 

In accordance with this fundamental policy it is equally neces- 
sary to eliminate from Federal Budget-making during this emer- 
gency all new items except such as relate to direct relief of 
unemployment, 


He was going to do away with all new items. 
to his speech, we find he said: 

I do not see how, as a matter of practical sense, a government 
running behind $2,000,000,000 annually can consider the anticipa- 
tion of bonus payment until it has a balanced budget, not only on 
paper but with a surplus of cash in the treasury. 


These are further quotations from the speech of the Presi- 
dent in Pittsburgh. 

I now quote from his speech accepting the nomination, on 
the 2d day of July 1932. I am sure many of the Sena- 
tors who are now running for election ran on the same plat- 
form, and this is what the President said when he accepted 
the nomination: 

Just one word or two about taxes, the taxes that all of us pay 
toward the cost of Government, of all kinds. Well, I know some- 
thing of taxes. For 3 long years I have been going up and down 


this country preaching that Government—Federal, State, and 
local—costs too much. I shall not stop that preaching. 


I digress long enough to say that I do not know whether 
he thinks Federal, State, and local governments cost too much 
now or not, but I understand the cost is approximately 
$17,000,000,000 a year, and the interest on the national debt 
today is as much as it cost to run our Federal Government in 
1916. Of course, the reduction of debt is a fine thing to talk 
about when you are running for office. However, Iam simply 
standing behind the promises of the President of the United 
States when he was elected. Will the Democrats stand 
behind him on this question of economy? 

Going back again to what the President said in Chicago, 
when he flew there to accept the Democratic nomination in 
1932, I read: 

As an immediate program of action we must abolish useless 
offices. We must eliminate actual functions of the Government 


functions, in fact, that are definitely essential to the continuance 
of government. 


Going back 
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While we discussed the Wheeler amendment we spoke of 
these functions. What did the President in his acceptance 
speech in Chicago say we were to do with these functions? 
He said: 

We must eliminate actual functions of the Government—func- 
tions, in fact, that are definitely essential to the continuance of 
government. 

Not those which are not essential, but even those essential 
to the continuance of government the President was going to 
eliminate. He said further: 

We must merge, we must consolidate subdivisions of govern- 
ment, and, like private citizens, give up luxuries which we cannot 
longer afford. 

I propose to you, my friends, and through you— 


This is the President speaking— 


I propose to you, my friends, and through you, that government 
of all kinds, big and little, be made solvent and that the example 
be made by the President of the United States and his Cabinet. 


I should like to read that again to the Democrats. It is 
what was proposed to the people, and I think it is a good 
proposal, and yet we only want to reduce it by 10 percent— 
not 25 percent, but 10 percent—by this amendment, I think 
it is good advice to read again. I think the President gave 
good advice when he said: 

I propose to you, my friends, and through you, that govern- 
ment of all kinds, big and little, be made solvent and that the 
example be made by the President of the United States and his 
Cabinet. 

I refer again to what he said, that he was going to require 
the Cabinet members to do. He was going to require of 
the Cabinet members whom he was going to appoint to do 
two things: 


Absolute loyalty to the Democratic Party, and especially to the 
economy plank, and, second, complete cooperation with me look- 
ing to economy and reorganization in the departments, 

So, I say to the Members of the Senate that we should 
stand behind the President when he said the expenses of 
government should be reduced, and that the members of 
his Cabinet should continue to reduce expenses. The pres- 
ent proposal is not to cut expenditures in two, not cut them 
in quarter, but cut just 10 percent. It is to reduce some of 
these political parasites off the pay roll, these political 
parasites whose job is to vote right on election day. Of 
course, I realize that that is not going to fit in well with 
those who want to send the employees back home to help in 
the campaign, but that is not the purpose of the Federal 
Government. It is not the purpose of government to be 
required to carry those whose work is entirely political. 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from West 
Virginia yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. HOLT. I am glad to yield to the Senator from 
Nebraska. 

Mr. BURKE. Does the Senator mean to intimate that a 
10-percent reduction could be made in the expenditures of 
the Bituminous Coal Commission without disrupting the 
work of that Commission? 

Mr. HOLT. Reduce the expenditures 10 percent? The 
expenditures of the Coal Commission could be reduced by 
100 percent, and the coal industry would be better off. But a 
reduction of 10 percent, of course, would mean that my State 
would lose about 13 persons on the pay roll, who should 
control 5 votes apiece, or 65 votes, which would be lost to the 
Democratic Federal machine in the State of West Virginia. 

As I said last week, I want to put into the Recorp the 
list of the pay roll in the Bituminous Coal Commission, 
whose duties are to enforce coal prices that are not even 
in force today. I say that we could reduce the personnel 
of the Federal Government 25 percent and not injure it. 
We could reduce it by at least that much and we would not 
get behind the personnel who never did, never will, or never 
hope to work, except to draw their checks out of the taxes 
that are assessed against the people. I say to the Senate 
again, that the best advice that I can give is the President’s 
advice, which I want to read for the third time, because I 
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hope it will be a charm to the Democrats who want to 
stand with the President. He said: 

I propose to you, my friends, and through you, that government 
of all kinds, big and little, be made solvent, and that the example 
be made by the President of the United States and his Cabinet. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment offered by the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. BYRD] on behalf of himself, the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. BalL EY], and the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
BURKE]. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
modify the amendment I have offered, in line 4, after the 
word “expenditures”, to insert the words “except the fixed 
charges.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Virginia 
has the right to modify his amendment. Without objection, 
the amendment is modified as requested by the Senator 
from Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. I ask that the clerk state the amendment 
as modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment, as modi- 
fied, will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In line 4 of the amendment, 
after the word “expenditures”, there has been inserted the 
words “except the fixed charges.” 

By the amendment, as modified, it is proposed on page 
2, after line 15, to insert the following subsection: 

(f) To reduce the regular expenditures of the Government for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1940, by an amount not less than 
10 percent of the regular expenditures except the fixed charges of 
the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the effect of the amendment 
is merely a declaration on the part of Congress that with 
respect to the Budget to be prepared for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1940, there shall be a reduction of 10 percent 
in the regular expenditures of Government, except for the 
fixed charges. I inserted the words “except for the fixed 
charges” because I wanted the amendment to conform as 
nearly as possible to the statement made by the distin- 
guished patron of this bill, the Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. Byrnes], when he spoke over the radio a year ago. 

References have been made in the Senate to that speech; 
and, as a member of the Committee on Appropriations, I 
know that no one connected with the Government is more 
familiar with its expenditures, with the different Depart- 
ments, and with the possibilities of savings than is the dis- 
tinguished Senator from South Carolina. I and many others 
throughout this country, and many newspapers, gave him 
very strong applause and support when a year ago he advo- 
cated a limitation of 10 percent in the expenditures of the 
Government, a reduction which he now says, upon inves- 
tigation, is not possible, because some of the employees of the 
Government may be dismissed. 

Mr. President, during the past 5 years under the Roosevelt 
administration the number of employees in the city of 
Washington alone has been doubled. In the city of Wash- 
ington the Government has more employees today than at 
any time in its history, not excepting the period when we 
were fighting the greatest war in which our country was ever 
engaged. In the past 5 years, either by Executive order of 
the President or by congressional action upon the recom- 
mendation of the President, 50 new agencies of government 
have been added to the Federal structure. Those 50 new 
independent agencies constitute a 60-percent increase and 
represent the contribution the present administration has 
made to the Federal jungle of bureaucracies in Washington. 

Mr. President, the distinguished Senator from South Caro- 
lina a year ago, in speaking of the serious condition which 
confronted the country by reason of the vast expenditures 
of the Federal Government, said: 

There is no question of greater importance to the people of this 
Nation. The securities representing the $35,000,000,000 indebted- 
ness of your Government are held by the banks, insurance com- 
panies, and investors of this Nation. On June 30, 1936, $17,270,- 
401,000 of the direct obligations of the Government, bonds, notes, 


and bills, were held by the banks of the Nation. That is approxi- 
mately 50 percent of our debt. In addition, the banks held obli- 
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gations of the H. O. L. C. and other Government corporations, 
which bonds are guaranteed by the Government, amounting to a 
little more than a half billion dollars. 

If you had $1,000 to invest— 


Said the distinguished Senator from South Carolina— 
would you buy United States Government bonds, if you knew the 
Government owed $35,000,000,000 and p to spend each year 
more than its income, or would you buy the tax-free bond of a 
State, county, or city which was living within its income and re- 
ducing its debt? 

If the time ever comes when banks and investors fail to pur- 
chase the bonds of the United States Government, where will the 
Government secure the funds with which to operate? If there are 
fewer purchasers, there will be a decrease in the price of our 
bonds. As more than $17,000,000,000 of bonds are held by banks, 
a decrease of five points would mean a loss to the banks of 
$850,000,000. 


And then the Senator from South Carolina stated— 


When the appropriation bills have been passed by Congress they 
will total $7,000,000,000. I urge that the Congress, by an amend- 
ment to the last appropriation bill considered at this session, pro- 
vide for a reduction of 10 percent in the appropriations for each 
Department with the provision that the 10-percent cut should not 
apply to the so-called fixed charges. 


The Senator said further— 


The fixed charges, which must be be exempted from the cut, 


would probably amount to one-half of the total appropriations, 


leaving approximately three and one-half billion dollars to which 
the cut would be applied and making possible a saving of $350,000,- 
000. It would not require a reduction in the compensation of em- 
ployees. It would require dispensing with the services of some 
unn employees. It would require deferring the construc- 
tion of some buildings and the purchase of some land. It would 
inconvenience some officials and disappoint some persons inter- 
ested in appropriations, but it would help the Government and 
help the people. 

The Senator from South Carolina is not the only man 
representing the administration who has called attention 
recently to the necessity for reducing public expenditures. 
Mr. Morgenthau, Secretary of the Treasury, speaking in New 
York on November 10, 1937, with what was assumed to be 
the full authority of the President of the United States, said: 

I claim no prophetic insight into the future. But, after giving 
serious and careful consideration to all of these and other factors, 
I have reached the firm conviction that the domestic problems 
which face us today are essentially different from those which 
faced us 4 years ago. Many measures are required for their solu- 
tion. One of these measures, but only one, in the present junc- 
ture is a determined movement toward a balanced Budget. 


Mr. Morgenthau further said: 


To attain an ordinary balancing of the Budget next year—that 
is, a balance after full provision for accruing liabilities for old- 
age benefit payments, but exclusive of debt retirement—it would 
be necessary to accomplish a net improvement of about $700,000,000 
in our budgetary position as last estimated. 


The Secretary of the Treasury says we should reduce the 
expenditures of Government by $700,000,000. This amend- 
ment is simply a declaration of policy which, if adopted, 
could be executed by the President of the United States in 
the exercise of his duties under this proposed legislation, and 
would mean a reduction of only $350,000,000. If it is impos- 
sible, as the Senator from South Carolina says, to save $350,- 
000,000 out of an expenditure of $8,000,000,000, I say that 
the country is in a very desperate condition, because there 
is no hope of collecting sufficient taxation, to balance the 
Budget unless we reduce Federal expenditures. We are now 
Spending $8,000,000,000. We are collecting $6,000,000,000 in 
taxes—the heaviest and largest collections we have had in 
any year except one in the history of our Nation. 

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Barrer] said that 
there would be a deficit of $1,500,000,000 on July 1. I pre- 
dict, Mr. President, that the deficit will be nearer $2,000,- 
000,000 on July 1; and I predict that the deficit in 1939, due 
to the reduction of revenues by reason of the business de- 
pression, will approximate three or four billion dollars unless 
we curtail public spending. 

Although one of the main objectives under this bill should 
be economy and a reduction in expenditures, we are told that 
no economies and no reductions will result. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
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Mr. CHAVEZ. If the Senator from Virginia will look on 
page 1 of the bill, in title I, under the heading “Declaration 
of Standard,” he will find an outline of the purposes of the 
investigation of the President. On page 2, subsection (a), 
the language is: 

To reduce expenditures to the fullest extent consistent with the 
efficient operation of the Government. 

It seems to me that if we are to carry out the purpose of 
subsection (a), after an investigation, there is nothing wrong 
with Congress insisting that we should reduce expenditures 
by 10 percent. I think the Senate as a whole is well satisfied 
that there will not be any economy whatsoever, or any re- 
duction in expenditures, if we keep on giving the depart- 
ments all the money they demand. If we cut them short 
by 10 percent, they will not spend it. Thus, the purposes 
of subsection (a) would be carried out, because the result 
would be more efficient operation of the Government. 

The Government bureaus and departments are now so 
thick that they are on top of one another, and they cannot 
work efficiently. If we should get rid of 10 percent of them, 
the rest of them could carry on more efficiently the opera- 
tions of the Government. j 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator. 

The Senator from South Carolina a short while ago said 
that the Senator from Virginia was opposed to the abolition 
of functions. That statement was entirely without justifi- 
cation. 

I oppose giving to the President of the United States the 
right to abolish functions without the action of Congress 
because functions are the policies of government. Functions 
are the laws of government. The proposal which first came 
to us provided that from now until July 1, 1940, the President 
of the United States could not only abolish functions presently 
existing but could abolish, modify, and alter any functions 
that might be created within the period of the next two and 
a half years. I am sorry the Senator from South Carolina 
struck out of the bill the provision as to functions, because 
the functions should have been left in, and the Executive 
orders should be sent to Congress for ratification or rejection. 
So if anyone is opposed to abolishing functions, it is the 
Senator from South Carolina, who offered the amendment, 
and he will have to take that responsibility. Nothing I have 
said at any time, upon the floor of the Senate or elsewhere, 
indicates that I thought many of the functions of the Gov- 
ernment as now undertaken should not be reduced or 
abolished, 

The Federal Government today is spending $14,000 every 
minute of the day and night, including Sundays. When we 
are told on the floor of the Senate, by those who are well 
informed, that there cannot be a reduction of a measly $350,- 
000,000 out of a total expenditure of $8,000,000,000, I repeat 
that the country, insofar as a balanced Budget is concerned, 
is in a very desperate condition. 

My amendment does not affect anything but the regular 
expenses of government. 

In the language of the Senator from South Carolina, in 
the event this amendment should be adopted and made effec- 
tive by the President, the expenses of government would be 
reduced by only $350,000,000, which is only 4 percent of the 
total Federal expenditures. 

Let us not forget, Mr, President—and I speak seriously of 
this, because I am a Democrat—that the Democratic Party 
and practically every Democratic Senator in this body went 
before the people and made the pledge that should Franklin 
D. Roosevelt be elected, the expenses of government would be 
reduced 25 percent. The Senator from Kentucky stated on 
the floor of the Senate just a little while ago that conditions 
had changed by March 4, 1933, when the President assumed 
office. I say that conditions were just as bad in this country 
in November 1932, when Mr. Roosevelt was elected under this 
solemn pledge, as they were in March 1933. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
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Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, any declaration on the subject 
in the platform was made in June 1932. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes; but the President of the United States 
did not repudiate the declaration of the party platform. 
In one of his last speeches prior to his election he gave his 
solemn pledge to the American people that he would fulfill 
the obligations of the party platform. 

Let us not forget, too, that from March 1933 until July 
1933 there was some effort in Congress toward economy. 
What was it that changed the opinion of the President of 
the United States in June 1933 and caused him to reverse 
his policy and embark upon the most reckless spending orgy 
which this or any other nation in the history of the world 
has ever known? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Med in the chair). 
The time of the Senator from Virginia on the amendment has 
expired. 

Mr. BYRNES, Mr. President, I am very glad my good 
friends the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] and the Sena- 
to from Nebraska [Mr. BURKE] have been reading my 
speeches. I am sure they will profit by them, and I am sure 
they will conclude that they were splendid speeches. 

I make this statement for about the third time, because 
I do not intend to be misrepresented. Therefore, I repeat 
that I made a speech on the radio, which was printed in the 
Record, with reference to Government expenditures. The 
Senator has read a considerable part of it. I still stand by 
the statements made in that speech. 

In that speech I stated, among other things, that I in- 
tended to offer an amendment to require larger contribu- 
tions by the sponsors of Works Progress projects, and that 
at the end of the session I would offer an amendment to an 
appropriation bill providing for a reduction of 10 percent, 
excluding fixed charges. 

After that time, I repeat, when I looked into the matter, 
I secured information which others on this floor could have 
secured as to the detailed expenditures of the Government. 
I came to the conclusion that it would not be possible to 
make a reduction of 10 percent in all the appropriations of 
the Government; even excluding fixed charges, without seri- 
ously crippling many activities of the Government. 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at this 
point for a question? 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I decline to yield. 
like to finish my statement. 

Mr. BURKE. Does the Senator decline to yield? 

Mr. BYRNES. Yes; I decline to yield just now. 

Mr. BURKE. I wish the Senator would bear that in mind 
the next time he asks me to yield. 

Mr. BYRNES. I decline to yield, because every time I 
have attempted to speak during the consideration of this 
bill one of the “attorneys” has asked a question, and then 
another; and by the time I have finished answering “counsel 
for the complainant” I have had no time for myself. 

Mr. BURKE. No one has interrupted speakers more fre- 
quently than has the Senator from South Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator declines to 
yield. 

Mr. BYRNES. I shall not hereafter ask the Senator to 
yield. 

Mr. President, after the time to which I have referred, 
when the Appropriations Committee met I stated that I 
would insist upon my amendment as to matching appropria- 
tions—and I did insist upon it—but that I would not urge 
the amendment to reduce expenditures by 10 percent, because 
I did not believe it to be practicable at the time. That is all 
there was to it. I was speaking of an amendment to an 
appropriation bill. Never at any time did I understand that 
anybody could bring about a reduction of 10 percent in the 
appropriations of the Government, excluding fixed charges, 
by a reorganization bill or in any other way. 
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The pending bill provides in the first section: 

The President shall investigate the organization of the various 
agencies of the Government and shall determine what changes 
therein are necessary to accomplish any of the following purposes. 

What? 

The first purpose is “to reduce expenditures to the fullest 
extent consistent with the efficient operation of the Goy- 
ernment.” 

Remembering the first words, what changes are necessary 
in the various agencies of the Government, the Senator 
from Virginia would have us say, “To reduce the regular 
expenditures of the Government by an amount not less than 
10 percent of the regular expenditures of the Government.” 
That would be $450,000,000. What changes could the Presi- 
dent of the United States make in the agencies of the Gov- 
ernment by merging them to bring about a reduction of 
approximately a half billion dollars? Never at any time 
have I thought he could do so. 

In the speech read by the Senator from Virginia I said 
that if a reduction of 10 percent in the expenditures of the 
Government were made, it would have to be made by stop- 
ping some public works, by withholding the expenditure of 
funds for many public purposes which would cause incon- 
venience and hardship, and that that could not be done. It 
could not be done, and no man can justify putting into this 
bill a declaration that the President “shall investigate the 
organization of the various agencies of the Government” 
with a view to bringing about a reduction of 10 percent in 
its regular expenditures. 

I oppose the amendment because, to my mind, it would 
be wrong. It would mislead people if we should induce them 
to believe that any such reduction could be effectuated. 

Senators have referred to the statement made by the 
President in the campaign of 1932 and to the economy plank 
in the platform of the Democratic Party. The Democratic 
Party is being criticized for not making a reduction of 25 
percent in the expenditures of the Government. Mr. Presi- 
dent, that is not a new charge. In every State, in every 
county, and in every city in America last year that state- 
ment was made by the opponents of the Democratic Party; 
the issue went to the people of the Nation and, as a result, 
every State in the Union, with the exception of two, cast 
its electoral vote for the candidate of the Democratic Party. 
At least, we have that knowledge before us. 

Does anyone believe that the expenditures of the Govern- 
ment can be reduced $500,000,000 by changing agencies, for 
fixed charges must be eliminated from the equation, and, 
eliminating them, there are but $1,400,000,000 left? If Sena- 
tors want to say by their votes that the President must cut 
$500,000,000 from the total appropriations of $1,400,000,000 
for employees of the Government they mean to indicate that 
he must discharge one out of every three rural carriers, one 
out of every three letter carriers, one out of every three em- 
ployees in the Army, in the War Department, in the Navy 
Department, and in every other department of the Gov- 
ernment, 

Would the proponents of the amendment destroy func- 
tions? Not under this bill; for under this bill as it stands 
the President cannot destroy a single function. Functions 
must be carried on. Yet they would say that their purpose 
is to have all present functions carried on by one-third of 
the employees now engaged in the task. It would not be 
sincere to say that; and if the American people were to be 
told that was the purpose they would know that it was not 
possible of accomplishment. 

It is all very well for anyone to say it should be done; but 
if it should be done it should be done in the appropriation 
bills. Appropriation bill after appropriation bill has come 
on the floor at the present session, appropriating not only 
the amounts appropriated last year but increasing the ap- 
propriations over those of last year. Has any Senator on 
this floor moved to reduce them by a single dollar? When 
appropriations have been reduced they have been reduced 
by the Appropriations Committee; and in many instances, 
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when the committee has come on the floor of the Senate 
with bills providing reductions, the Senate has increased the 
appropriations and put the amounts back where the House 
had placed them. 

We cannot mislead the people by a declaration of pur- 
pose. How idle would it be to say, “our purpose is that the 
President must so rearrange the departments and agencies 
as to save a half a billion dollars, but we cannot do a single 
thing about it.” We have passed five or six appropriation 
bills and have not reduced them one dollar. We are going 
to pass others, and we will not reduce the appropriations 
they contain one dollar. Then, when we get through appro- 
priating money, it is proposed to demand that the President 
reduce the appropriations by half a billion dollars, or by 
one-third of the total for the personnel of the Government. 

I oppose the amendment for another reason. I know 
that some Senators who are opposed to this bill will not 
have to defend it, because they will say, “I did not vote for 
the bill;” but those Members of the Senate who will vote 
for this bill will have put up to them in 1940 not what a 
candidate for the Presidency said, but what they themselves 
said when they voted for this bill. They will be told, “In 
almost the first line, Mr. Senator, or Mr. Representative, 
you said the purpose of this bill was to reduce the regular 
expenditures of the Government by 10 percent.” And Sena- 
tors and Representatives who vote for the bill will be called 
on to explain why they made that declaration, and why 
nothing has been done to accomplish a reduction of 10 
percent. 

Those who are opposed to the bill and who intend to vote 
against it will not be embarrassed; they will have an an- 
swer. They will be able to say, “Not I; I did not vote for 
the bill; I was against it.“ But every man who will vote for 
the bill will be called upon to explain a declaration as to a 
purpose which was impossible of accomplishment. 

It is impossible to discharge one-third of the employees 
of the Government. The President could not discharge one- 
third under this bill, because under it he could only rear- 
Yange some bureaus and as to those that he did not touch 
certainly he could not just sign an order and abolish one- 
third of their employees. 

These are my reasons for opposing the amendment. 

Now, again I yield to my friend the Senator from Nebraska, 
and would have yielded sooner except that I wanted to 
finish my statement. 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, I do not care to have the 
Senator yield now or ever, and I hope he will reciprocate. 

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator from South Carolina will; 
he will play the game either way. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish to say just a word 
with respect to the pending amendment and the general 
policy around which the discussion concerning it has pro- 
ceeded. 

Much has been said about the promise of the President 
as a candidate in 1932 and about the Democratic platform 
with respect to the plank advocating a reduction of ex- 
penditures, and especially with respect to a reduction of 25 
percent in expenditures. I was a candidate in 1932; I ran 
on that platform, and I was just as sincere as I think the 
President was in his declaration that we ought to make an 
effort to reduce the regular expenditures of the Government 
by 25 percent. 

One of the first acts of his administration and of the Con- 
gress was to carry out or attempt to carry out in good faith 
the promise we had made in 1932. In an effort to do that, 
we reduced the annual compensation of nearly everyone in 
the public service, including ourselves. We voted to reduce 
our own salaries by 15 percent. I was glad to vote for it, 
and did vote for it, although it meant a sacrifice, of course, 
to most of us, unless we had accumulated sufficient money 
before we got here to make us indifferent to the salary which 
we draw, and I do not happen to be one of those who is 
thus independent. 

We reduced the compensation of everybody who was draw- 
ing compensation from the Government of the United States. 
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That was one of the first things we did. Subsequently, piece 
by piece, the Congress restored practically all that we had 
reduced, and there was no one who made any serious objec- 
tion to such action. 

When we made our platform in June 1932, it could not 
have been anticipated that almost all the banks of the 
United States would close their doors before the 4th day of 
March 1933. We could not have anticipated and did not an- 
ticipate that all the governors and all the mayors and all the 
county officers in America would come to Washington and 
lay their burdens on the doorstep of the White House and the 
doorstep of Congress and say they had exhausted their credit 
and their resources, and that, under their constitutional limi- 
tations, they could not borrow any more money nor increase 
the rate of their taxation. We were forced to make a choice 
between two horns of a dilemma. We either had to let 
American men, women, and children, without any fault of 
their own, go hungry and freeze and starve or we had to 
take money out of the Treasury of the United States and help 
support them until better economic conditions could be re- 
stored. We did the only thing I think an honorable Con- 
gress could do, and that was to meet that obligation. I my- 
self do not regret that I voted to accept the responsibility on 
the part of the National Government in undertaking to see to 
it that millions of our citizens were not allowed to suffer 
because of want and lack of employment. 

We could not anticipate all that in June 1932, or even in 
November. Frequently when men are elected to office and 
assume responsibility, they find conditions of which they did 
not dream when on the outside, and they have to be governed 
by the conditions which they face when they are on the inside 
and are confronted with responsibility. 

But aside from that, assuming that we did wrong, that 
we made a mistake, the American people passed on that 
question in 1936, because it was made an issue in the cam- 
paign; and by an overwhelming majority in 1936 they ap- 
proved what we had done. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. I call the attention of the Senator to the 
Democratic platform of 1936, which says: 

We are determined to reduce the expenses of Government. 

That is what we promised the American people in 1936 
that we would do, and that is what the American people 
endorsed. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is not all the Democratic platform 
said in 1936. We were determined to reduce governmental 
expenses insofar as we might do so consistently with our 
obligations as a Nation to the people of the United States. 

Mr. BYRD. When the Senator speaks about the endorse- 
ment which was given the Democratic ticket, he ought to 
call attention to the fact that the platform of 1936 like- 
wise called for a reduction of expenditures. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator from Virginia has stated in 
the press that the passage of this bill will freeze the annual 
expenditures of the American Government in the sum of 
$8,000,000,000. 

Mr. BYRD. The Senator from Virginia firmly believes it, 
too, and calls upon the future to demonstrate whether or 
not he is correct. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have no doubt the Senator believes that, 
because I should be the last man in this Chamber to accuse 
the Senator from Virginia of insincerity, or a lack of belief in 
anything he states. I am sure I am not guilty of any ex- 
pression of doubt regarding the Senator’s sincerity, however, 
when I say I do not agree with him; and I do not see how any 
man can contend that the mere passage of a bill authoriz- 
ing the President to transfer, consolidate and coordinate and 
even to abolish agencies without abolishing their functions 
can freeze the annual expenses of our Government to any 
sum whatever, whether it is $8,000,000,000 or $4,000,000,000. 

Mr. BYRD. The Senator overlooks the fact that two new 
departments are created, and many of the emergency func- 
tions of the Government are incorporated in the Department 
of Public Welfare. 
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Mr. BARKLEY. Only one new department is created in 
the bill, although two were suggested in the beginning. Only 
one is created in the pending bill; and if the President suc- 
ceeds in allocating the floating agencies and activities which 
are somewhat like the tramp ships that float all over the seas 
without any particular schedule, if he is successful in allo- 
cating to any new department the 136 activities which are 
now in no department at all, there will be all the work that 
can be done by any one department that is not now in exist- 
ence; and I will say to the Senator that it will not mean any 
increase in expenses. 

Mr. BYRD. In addition to the Department of Public Wel- 
fare, the National Resources Planning Board, with vast pos- 
sibilities of spending, is created. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That Board already exists. The bill 
merely makes it permanent. The Board has no power to do 
anything except to investigate and make reports to the Presi- 
dent; and unless the President should make recommenda- 
tions in accordance with the reports of the Board there is no 
expenditure involved in that respect that would freeze the 
annual expenses of the Government to $8,000,000,000. 

We have boundless resources in this country. We have 
untouched natural wealth; and I see no objection to setting 
up a board of some kind to survey our resources as a nation 
and to make reports upon them to the President. Then, if 
he should see fit to recommend action on the part of Con- 
gress, it would be up to Congress to determine whether 
or not it should act upon those recommendations. 

I agree with the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
Byrnes] that in the present session we have already passed 
about one-half of the appropriation bills for the fiscal year 
beginning next July, and no Senator has undertaken by 
any amendment to reduce, horizontally and arbitrarily, the 
amount of those appropriations by 10 percent. The pend- 
ing amendment instructs the President or somebody to 
reduce them by 10 percent. They cannot be reduced by 
10 percent without reducing every salary in the regular 
establishment by at least 10 percent; and if we desired to 
reduce by 10 percent the salaries of clerks and charwomen 
and janitors and stenographers and heads of bureaus, why 
did we not have the courage and the good faith to do it 
when we had under consideration the appropriation bills 
which fixed their salaries, and which provided for the ex- 
penditures for the next year? 

Mr. BYRD. The Senator overlooks the fact that the sal- 
aries are only 20 percent of the total expenditures of the 
Government. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I understand that the salaries are only 
20 percent of the total expenditures; but they are 20 percent, 
which is one-fifth, and in order to bring about a 10-percent 
reduction it would be necessary to reduce salaries. 

Mr. BYRD. Why does the Senator say that all the reduc- 
tion must fall upon the salaries? Why not cut out some of 
the waste and inefficiency which exist? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I did not say it would all come out of 
Salaries; but it will have to come out of salaries in the same 
proportion that it comes out of expenditures. A reduction 
of 10 percent cannot be made without reducing somebody’s 
salary; and the expenditures of the Government for salaries, 
even though they aggregate only one-fifth of the total, would 
have to be considered in a 10-percent horizontal reduction. 
The Senator does not provide in the amendment that salaries 
are to remain as they are. He does not provide in the 
amendment that the 10-percent reduction shall not touch 
the salaries of employees. The Senator’s amendment com- 
pels the Government to reduce the general expenditures by 
10 percent; and the general expenditures are made up of 
salaries and all other items that go into the general expend- 
itures, exclusive of the emergency expenditures. 

Mr. BYRD. In view of the fact that there are twice as 
many employees in Washington city as there were 5 years 
ago, does the Senator think we could eliminate some of the 
employees? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think probably we could; but I should 
want to make a detailed investigation in each department 
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before I decided which ones could be eliminated. If the 
Senator from Virginia thought the number of employees 
ought to be reduced, he ought to have offered his amend- 
ment and made his effort on the appropriation bills, when 
we were fixing the amount of money to be spent in the 
various departments and not in a reorganization bill which 
has nothing directly to do with expenditures. 

Mr. BYRD. The first objective of a reorganization should 
be economy. 

Mr, BARKLEY. I will say that one of the objectives of 
reorganization should be economy. It is a question whether 
the first objective ought to be economy or efficiency. I hope 
both of them may be accomplished. It is a matter of opin- 
ion whether efficiency or economy should come first. 

I think there is room for both. If the President is author- 
ized, and in good faith carries out the authorization, to con- 
solidate and reorganize and transfer and reallocate and 
coordinate the various departments and bureaus of the Gov- 
ernment service, I think automatically there will be economy; 
but even if there is no economy, there certainly will be 
efficiency. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator from South Caro- 
lina. 

Mr. BYRNES. In a bill providing solely for merging 
agencies, can any reduction in expenditures be made out of 
anything other than personnel? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No. 

Mr. BYRNES. Expenditures for materials cannot be re- 
duced, can they? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course not; especially when Congress 
has already said, by separate appropriation bills which have 
already been passed and signed by the President, that for 
the next fiscal year so much money shall be available for 
expenditure. If later, in a reorganization bill, we say that 
all expenditures must be reduced by 10 percent, I think the 
burden of that reduction would fall upon the personnel and 
not upon any other expenditures, 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am sure the Senator does 
not want to misstate my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken- 
tucky yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. BYRD. The amendment provides that all the regular 
expenditures shall be reduced except the fixed appropriations. 

Mr. BARKLEY. No; the Senator has not such a provision 
in the amendment. I have the Senator’s amendment be- 
fore me. 

Mr. BYRD. Read it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. One of the things the President is au- 
thorized and directed to do is— 

To reduce the regular expenditures of the Government for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1940, by an amount not less than 10 
percent of the regular expenditures of the Government for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1939. 

There is no exemption or exception there; and “the regular 
expenditures” means the expenditures of all the regular 
establishments. 

Mr. BYRD. That means about four and a half billion 
dollars. In the absence of the Senator from Kentucky the 
amendment was modified to exclude fixed expenditures. If 
the Senator from South Carolina was correct in his radio 
speech, it would mean a reduction of about $350,000,000 out 
of the $8,000,000,000 of Government expenditures. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I raise the question whether by any lan- 
guage or any amendment we can authorize the President to 
reduce horizontally the expenditures of all the departments. 
He cannot reduce by 10 percent or any other percentage the 
expenditures of one department or one agency or one activity 
without doing a rank injustice to that department or agency 
or activity. He must do it all along down the line, or he must 
show favoritism to one department as compared to another. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, we must assume that in the 
present organization of the Government there are many over- 
lapping functions, overlapping activities, and duplicated 
efforts. One of the purposes of reorganization is to eliminate 
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those things, and in eliminating them there should be vast 
Savings. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I agree with the Senator; but I do not 
think anybody now can dogmatically say how much, or 
how much of a percentage, of the annual expenditures we 
may be able to save by the elimination of duplication and 
overlapping and unnecessary activities which are being en- 
gaged in by four or five departments at the same time. 

Mr. BYRD. Does the Senator agree with the President’s 
statement that not more than $30,000,000 can be saved by 
this proposed reorganization? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not disagree with him, nor do I 
agree with him. I do not know whether or not the Presi- 
dent was right about the matter. I do not know whether or 
not the President said that. 

Mr. BYRD. The President said that in a press interview, 
and it was published in the newspapers. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Well, suppose he did say it: What of it? 

Mr. BYRD. It seems to me there is not going to be any 
economy. 

Mr. BARKLEY. There will be all the economy that is 
possible as a result of the elimination of duplication, and 
so forth, but I imagine the President meant by what he said 
that he would not undertake to bring about economy 
merely at the expense of efficiency of the Government of 
the United States, which is instituted to serve the American 
people. I am satisfied that if the President could save more 
than $30,000,000, he would be glad to do it. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Austin in the chair). 
The time of the Senator from Kentucky has expired. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I should be glad to yield, but I am ad- 
vised that my time has expired. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, in my own time may I ask 
the Senator from Kentucky a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Colorado 
is recognized. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator out of his own 
time. [Laughter.] 

Mr. ADAMS. I thank the Senator. I will say that he is 
no less generous than usual. [Laughter.] 

I desire to have the mathematics of this matter straight- 
ened out. I did not pay the attention that I should have, 
but I understood the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
Byrnes! to say that the regular expenditures of the Gov- 
ernment amount to $1,400,000,000, and that the saving 
which would be required to meet the expectations would be 
some $500,000,000, so that it would require the cutting down 
of one-third. As I have read the amendment since then, it 
seems to me I probably did not understand it correctly at 
first. That is, as I now read the amendment, the proposed 
saving is 10 percent of the regular expenditures, whatever 
the regular expenditures may be. If they should amount to 
$1,400,000,000 the reduction would be $140,000,000. 

Mr, BYRNES. Mr. President, I understand that any in- 
terruption will come out of the time of the Senator from 
Colorado. 

Mr. ADAMS. This is my time. 

Mr. BYRNES. If the Senator desires me to answer his 
question I wili do so. What I said was that there is no such 
term as “regular expenditures” in the Budget. There is a 
classification “regular operating expenditures.” 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, if I may interrupt just there, 
in the proposed amendment the term “regular expenditures” 
is used twice, that is, it begins, To reduce the regular ex- 
penditures,” whatever that may mean, and then we find 
the phrase “by an amount not less than 10 percent of 
the regular expenditures.” In other words, we arrive at 
whatever may be meant by “regular expenditures,” and I 
had inferred that the Senator from South Carolina had 
figured that perhaps the ordinary expenses were $1,400,000,- 
000, and 10 percent of that would be $140,000,000, and not 
$500,000,000. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I rose because I think the 
Senator is under a misapprehension. “Regular operating 
expenses,” which is a term from the Budget—and I assumed 
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the amendment had reference to that—amount to $4,472,- 
000,000. My statement was based upon the fact that in the 
$4,472,000,000 there are funds for veterans’ pensions, hos- 
pitalization, national defense, and the public debt, which 
manifestly cannot be touched. So it boils itself down to 
this, that when we are merely changing bureaus and or- 
ganizations nothing but personnel will be affected, and the 
personnel cost was the figure which the Senator heard me 
refer to as amounting to $1,474,000,000. That is the per- 
sonnel expenditures. In the regular operating expenditures 
$1,474,000,000 is for personnel. The remainder is for sup- 
plies, and so forth. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, my inquiry is solely to clear 
up the matter in my own mind. 

Mr. BYRNES. That is what I understood. 

Mr. ADAMS. The Senator would not think that the pro- 
posal here for a reduction of 10 percent could apply to the 
Navy, to Public Works, to the purchase of material, or to 
anything else like that? He limits it to personnel, as he 
understands the effect of it. 

Mr. BYRNES. Because it says “10 percent of the regular 
operating expenditures,” which, construed literally, would 
of course apply to that. If offered to an appropriation bill, 
that would be the only construction that we could place 
upon it, but when it is offered to the pending bill, merely 
as a purpose to be accomplished by the measure—and the 
bill does not give any power to abolish any public works, 
or reduce pensions, or anything like that—then all it could 
possibly have any relevancy to is the changing of bureaus, 
and nothing in the bureaus could be changed except per- 
sonnel, and merely as a matter of mathematics, it means 
that only one and a half billion dollars for personnel could 
be affected, because in the bill there is no power to affect 
anything else. There is no power under the bill to affect, 
for instance, national defense, or hospitalization, or veterans’ 
pensions. Therefore, none of those things could be affected 
by the amendment. If it were an amendment to an appro- 
priation bill, the situation would be entirely different. 

Mr. ADAMS. The Senator will see what is disturbing 
me. The Senate a day or two ago entered, as it were, an 
adjudication of incompetency, so far as we were concerned, 
and asked for the appointment of a conservator, as I under- 
stood; that is, the argument the other day against the 
Wheeler amendment was that we were not competent, and 
that therefore we asked that there should be a conservator 
appointed for us. I voted against that, of course. I rather 
thought we were competent, but I have acquiesced in the 
decision which the Senate made as to its incompetency, and 
I wanted to understand this, thinking perhaps that we could 
do more than appeared on the face of the paper. 

Mr. BYRNES.. Mr. President, my contention is that under 
the bill we could not touch anything but personnel. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the Senator from Col- 
orado yield? 

Mr. ADAMS. I yield. 

Mr. BYRD. As I was the author of the amendment, and 
the Senator from South Carolina seems to be interpreting 
it, I should like to explain exactly what the amendment 
means. 

We have a double budget system in this country, a two- 
budget system. We have one Treasury and a two-budget 
system. One is for the regular expenses and one for the 
emergency expenses. 

There has been a clear definition of regular expenses and 
emergency expenses since 1934. The amendment offered by 
me, as modified, provides that the President of the United 
States, under the reorganization powers conferred on him 
by the bill, shall reduce the regular expenses of Govern- 
ment by 10 percent, excepting as to the fixed charges. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Colorado yield to me to ask the Senator from Virginia a 
question? 

Mr. ADAMS. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. What is the definition of fixed charges 
of the Government? We cannot say what the fixed charges 
of Government are as we can as to the fixed charges of a 
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business, because the fixed charges may be whatever money 
Congress appropriates. They are fixed at least for the year. 

Mr. BYRD. The interest charge, which amounts to about 
a billion dollars yearly, is one of the main items of fixed 
charges. If the amendment should become operative it 
would bring about a reduction of about $340,000,000 out of 
a total expenditure of $8,000,000,000. 

Mr. BARKLEY. If the fixed charges, whatever that term 
means, are excepted, everything else besides fixed charges 
would be included in the reduction of 10 percent, and that 
would include personnel. 

Mr. BYRNES. Does not the term “fixed charges” include 
the amounts to be set aside for the reduction of the public 
debt, principal as well as interest? 

Mr. BYRD. We have abolished the statutory debt require- 
ment, so there is no use doing anything about that. Weare 
adding to the public debt every day. 

The amendment provides merely that after deducting the 
fixed charges the remaining regular expenses shall be re- 
duced 10 percent; and it is not confined to personnel, as the 
Senator from South Carolina says. It can be accomplished 
by consolidations, by mergings, by eliminating overlapping 
activities and duplicated efforts, by discharging unnecessary 
employees, and in many other ways. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator from Colo- 
rado yield to me? 

Mr. ADAMS. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. POPE. I should like to ask the Senator from Colo- 
rado or the Senator from Virginia whether according to his 
understanding fixed charges means only the interest and 
the payments on the public debt. Would it not include pen- 
sions paid to veterans who are entitled to them? 

Mr. ADAMS. I personally am not going to get into a 
discussion of accounting terms, so I will have to ask the 
Senator from Virginia to answer the question. 

Mr. POPE. Did the Senator from Virginia say that his 
interpretation of fixed charges in the modification of his 
amendment applies only to interest and payments on the 
public debt? 

Mr. BYRD. The Senator from Virginia did not say that. 
He said the largest fixed charge was the interest. If there is 
a statutory contract with anyone, with respect to a pension 
or anything else, that would be a fixed charge. Congress, of 
course, can only reduce pensions or wages of Federal em- 
ployees. This amendment does not give the President such 
power, 

Mr. MALONEY. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Colorado yield to permit me to ask the Senator from Virginia 
a question? 

Mr. ADAMS. Gladly. 

Mr. MALONEY. Perhaps I should not be asking this ques- 
tion, since I was out of the Chamber and did not hear all the 
discussion, but I should like to have the Senator from Virginia 
clear up one matter for me and perhaps for other Senators. 
I have in mind the other economy bill we considered, and I 
should like to know whether or not the 10-percent cut would 
affect veterans and the salaries of employees of the Govern- 
ment? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the amendment provides that 
after deducting the fixed charges, whatever they may be, in 
the reorganization by the elimination mainly of overlapping 
activities, duplicated efforts and the waste from inefficiency, 
which now exist, the total expenses of the Government shall 
be reduced about $320,000,000 out of a total of $8,000,000,000. 
I think that every dollar of that can be saved by economy and 
by avoiding the duplications which now exist, and other things 
of that kind. I have introduced a bill, though I have not 
been able to secure any consideration of it, providing for the 
consolidation of the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation and the 
Federal Housing Administration, and I am advised by experts 
that the enactment of that bill alone would save $25,000,000. 

Mr. MALONEY. I would be in favor of such a consolida- 
tion; but I must ask the Senator to be more elementary with 
me. I am in sympathy with what the Senator is trying to do, 
but, mindful of our earlier experience in the cutting of veter- 
ans’ compensation and the cutting of the salaries of low-paid 
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Federal employees, I want to be definitely sure that in my 
desire to support the amendment I do not do something for 
which I would blush for the remainder of my life. Will the 
Senator be definitely elementary about it and say whether or 
not we could protect veterans’ compensation and the salaries 
of Federal employees if we voted for the amendment? 

Mr. BYRD. In regard to the veterans’ compensation, if 
that should be regarded as in any way a contract with 
the veterans and be classed as a fixed charge, of course 
their compensation could not be touched under the proposal, 
because I modified the amendment so as to exempt the 
fixed charges. So far as the employees of the Government 
are concerned, the President is not given direct power to 
reduce salaries, but Congress could, of course, do so in the 
appropriation bills. 

The purpose of the amendment is to effect economies by 
eliminating waste and extravagance, duplications, and 
unnecessary bureaus. 

Mr. MALONEY. I am sorry to say, then, that I cannot 
support the amendment, as much as I should like to do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment, as modified, offered by the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] on behalf of himself, the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina [Mr. Battery], and the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. BURKE]. 

Mr. McNARY. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Adams Connally Johnson, Calif. O'Mahoney 
Andrews Copeland Johnson, Colo. 

Austin Dieterich King Pittman 
Bailey Donahey La Follette Pope 
Bankhead Duffy Lee Radcliffe 
Barkley Ellender Lodge 

Berry Frazier Logan Reynolds 
Bilbo Lonergan wartz 
Bone Gibson Lundeen Schwellenbach 
Borah Gillette Sheppard 
Bridges Glass Smathers 
Brown, Mich Green McGill Smith 
Brown, N. H. Guffey McKellar Thomas, Okla. 
Bulkley Hale McNary Thomas, Utah 
Bulow Harrison Maloney Townsend 
Burke Hatch Miller 

Byrd Hayden Milton Vandenberg 
Byrnes Herring Minton Wagner 
Capper Hill Murray ‘alsh 
Caraway Hitchcock Neely Wheeler 
Chavez Holt Norris 

Clark Hughes Nye 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-six Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the amendment, as modi- 
fied, offered by the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] on 
behalf of himself, the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
Bartey], and the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BURKE]. 

The amendment proposes, on page 2, after line 15, to in- 
sert the following: 

(f) To reduce the regular expenditures of the Government for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1940, by an amount not less than 
10 percent of the regular expenditures, except the fixed charges, 
of the Government, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939. 

Mr. McNARY. On the amendment I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. GLASS (when his name was called). I have a gen- 
eral pair with the senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
Surpsteap], who is necessarily absent. Not knowing how he 
would vote, I shall have to withhold my vote. Were I at 
liberty to vote, I should vote “yea.” 

Mr. LOGAN (when his name was called). I have a gen- 
eral pair with the senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Davis], who is absent. If he were present, he would vote 
“yea” on this question. I transfer that pair to the junior 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Truman], and will vote. I vote 
“nay.” 

Mr. WAGNER (when his name was called). Upon this 
vote I am paired with the senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
Van Nuys]. If he were present and at liberty to vote, he 
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would vote “yea.” If I were at liberty to vote, I should vote 
“nay.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. HALE. My colleague [Mr. WHITE] is paired on this 
vote with the junior Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER]. 
If present and at liberty to vote, my colleague would vote 
“yea”; and I understand the Senator from Florida, if pres- 
ent, would vote “nay.” 

Mr. MINTON. I announce that the senior Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] has a general pair with the senior 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis]. I am not advised how 
either Senator would vote if present. 

I also announce that the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
Asuurst], the Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis], the Senator from Florida 
(Mr. Pepper], the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL], the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Truman], the Senator from In- 
diana [Mr. Van Nuys], and the Senator from New York 
LMr. WaGNneER] are detained on important public business. 

The result was announced—yeas 28, nays 56, as follows: 


YEAS—28 
Austin Byrd Gerry Lundeen 
Bailey Capper Gibson McNary 
Borah Chavez Hale Miller 
Bridges Clark Holt Townsend 
Brown, Mich. Copeland Johnson, Calif. Vandenberg 
Bulow Donahey King Walsh 
Burke Frazier Lodge Wheeler 
NAYS—56 

Adams Ellender Logan 
Andrews Gillette Lonergan Pittman 
Bankhead Green McAdoo Pope 
Barkley Guffey Radcliffe 

n McGill Reames 
Bilbo Hatch Reynolds 
Bone Hayden Maloney Schwartz 
Brown, N. H. Herring Milton Schwellenbach 
Bulkley Hill Minton Sheppard 
Byrnes Hitchcock Murray Smathers 
Caraway Hughes Neely Smith 
Connally Johnson, Colo. Norris ‘Thomas, Okla. 
Dieterich La Follette Nye ‘Thomas, Utah 
Duffy Lee O'Mahoney Tydings 

NOT VOTING—12 

Ashurst Glass Russell Van Nuys 
Davis Lewis Shipstead Wagner 
George Pepper Truman White 


So the amendment, as modified, offered by Mr. BYRD on 
behalf of himself, Mr. Barkey, and Mr. Burke was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is still before the 
Senate and open to further amendment. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, I send to the desk an 
amendment which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Nevada. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 4, line 12, after the word 
“act”, it is proposed to substitute a semicolon for the 
period and to insert immediately thereafter the following: 
or to abolish or transfer the Forest Service from the Department 
of Agriculture to any other executive department or to abolish or 
transfer to any other agency or Department any of the functions 
exercised by the Forest Service. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, the amendment which I 
have offered comes under the group of exceptions which 
commences on page 3, in line 12, with the words: 

Nothing in subsection (a) shall be construed to authorize the 
President— 

Then there are several exceptions. There are exemptions 
in favor of the Federal Reserve System, the general auditing 
office, the Engineer Corps of the Army, and the Mississippi 
River Commission. I had occasion to discuss this question 
on last Wednesday. Therefore I do not propose to go into 
any long discussion of it at this time. 

I do not know whether or not the President has in mind 
the transfer of the Forest Service from the Department of 
Agriculture. I am inclined to believe that he does not have 
any intention to transfer the Forest Service from the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. However, I believe that at the present 
time he feels that grazing should be in charge of one depart- 
ment. I thoroughly concur in that view. It is impracticable 
to have the summer grazing area, which is in the high 
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mountains, in charge of the Agricultural Department and 
to have the lands in the valleys, which are the winter-grazing 
areas, in charge of another department. The question is, 
Which department should have control over grazing? 

I have already stated that during a period of nearly 50 
years the Forest Service has perfected the administration 
of grazing on the forest reserves in such a way that aid is 
lent to the raising of livestock without injury to the forest 
reserves. 

On the other hand, the forests can be so grazed as to de- 
stroy the forest growth on the reserves. Before the estab- 
lishment of control over the forest reserves tremendous areas 
were destroyed by overgrazing. For 10 years after the Forest 
Service was established there was a constant battle between 
those in charge of the forest reserves and the stock raisers 
of the West. Those difficulties have been settled. The stock 
raisers are just as anxious as is the Federal Government to 
preserve the forest reserves and the forests on the forest 
reserves. The stock raisers are in perfect harmony with the 
control by the Forest Service. It would be a calamity to the 
Government and to the stock-raising industry if the organi- 
zation which has been perfected were disrupted by the trans- 
fer of the grazing functions to another department of the 
Government. 

On last Friday I placed in the Recorp eight resolutions 
protesting against the transfer of the grazing functions 
from the Forest Service, in the Department of Agriculture, 
to any other department. I also placed in the Recor a list 
of 200 additional organizations which have filed similar reso- 
lutions. At this time I should like to read a few of those 
resolutions. 

The National Farm Conference, which was held in Wash- 
ington on February 9, 1937, was the largest agricultural 
conference ever held in the United States. Every farm or- 
ganization in the United States was represented. The 
names of the organizations represented appear after the 
resolution which was adopted by the National Farm Confer- 
ence. I read the resolution: 

That the existing program of the Federal Government be en- 
larged and expanded, wherein the submarginal lands of the coun- 
try would be brought back into the public domain, and that the 
utilization of such submarginal lands so withdrawn be directed in 
such manner as to restore natural resources, minimize the dangers 
of floods, control erosion, and provide additional national parks, 
forests, and wildlife refuges. Such a program should be extended 
over a substantial number of years so that the local tax system 
would not be unduly disturbed and wherein the families now 
living on such lands could gradually move to better land offering 
greater opportunities. We further insist that forestry, conserva- 
tion, and all land-use problems be retained in the Department of 
Agriculture which alone makes possible a continued and inte- 
grated program. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation, in its convention 
at Chicago on December 15, 1937, had this to say: 

We favor such reorganization of the departments of Government 
as are needed for economy and efficiency of administration; but we 
will resist any proposed reorganization of departments of Federal 
Government which will take from, divide, or duplicate functions 

roperly within the jurisdiction of the Department of Agriculture. 

any such reorganization, Federal boards heretofore created by 
acts of Congress and responsible to the Congress and wherein their 
maximum efficiency and public service require independent action, 
should have their respective fields of independent action main- 
tained and safeguarded. 

The National Grange, at its convention in Harrisburg, Pa., 
adopted a resolution on November 18, 1937. I shall not read 
the entire resolution. I shall read the part dealing with this 
amendment: 

Resolved, That we consider it unwise and wholly unjustified to 
transfer the Plant, Soil, and Water Conservation Services in the 
Department of Agriculture to other departments; we believe the 
public welfare will best be served by these being retained in the 
Department of Agriculture, where they now are. 

The General Federation of Women’s Clubs, at the final 
business session of the midwinter board meeting held in 
Washington, D. C., on Saturday, January 15, 1938, went on 
record as opposing the provisions of Senate bill 2970, which 
bear upon the Federal Government in relation to conservation 
of natural resources, which are: 

(1) Renaming Department of the Interior Department of Con- 
servation; (2) transfer of the Forest Service, Biological Survey, or 
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Soil Conservation Service from the Department of Agriculture; (3) 
removal from classified civil service of any office or position which 
is policy determining in character. 

There are 200 resolutions of a similar nature. The names 
of those offering the resolutions were printed in the RECORD 
of last Friday. I may say that every farm organization in 
my State of Nevada has adopted a similar resolution. 

I do not feel that I would be performing my duty if I 
did not do all in my power to safeguard against the possible 
transfer of any of the functions of the Forest Service to any 
other department of the Government. 

It has been intimated here that the President has no inten- 
tion of bringing about such a transfer. If he has no such 
intention, then this amendment will not impede him in any 
way whatsoever. It has been intimated by others, however, 
that, while he has stated that he has no intention of trans- 
ferring the Forest Service to any other department or agency, 
he is considering transferring some of the functions of the 
Forest Service to another department. That can mean noth- 
ing except grazing. It is totally illogical to place grazing in 
one department while another department is held responsible 
for the growth of timber and plant life, forests, the conser- 
vation of watersheds, and the conservation of water. It could 
not be done. We well know that before the creation of the 
Forest Service overgrazing destroyed many square miles of 
splendid forest. We know that that can happen again if 
this particular function is placed in the hands of men who 
do not understand it. We have a Service today that does 
understand it. Those connected with that Service have 
studied it for years. It took them 10 years to learn it. 
There was constant disagreement over the forest reserves for 
10 years. There has been nothing but harmony for probably 
the last 25 or 40 years. Today the stockmen are just as 
much interested as is the Government in the preservation of 
the forests and in the preservation of the forage in the 
forests. They know that it is to their interest to preserve 
the forests, and they know that the men who now have charge 
of it are practical men with whom they can agree. 

I say to the Senate that there is a danger that, while the 
President of the United States may feel, as I feel, that grazing 
should be controlled by one department, he may also feel that, 
because the Secretary of the Interior has charge of grazing 
on the public lands, constituting an area four times as great 
as that embraced in the forest reserves, therefore he should 
have jurisdiction of the other one-fourth. But let us remem- 
ber that the grazing on the forest reserves is 10 times more 
valuable to the stockmen than is the grazing on the public 
lands in the valleys. 

The snows in the mountains and the springs in the moun- 
tains produce the fine forage for the spring and the summer 
and the fall, while down in the dry valley there is only 
sufficient forage to afford a bare sustenance to the cattle 
during the winter. When the spring comes the stock move 
up into the high mountains and remain there during the 
spring and the summer until October. They come down fat 
from the mountains; they are shipped to market, while the 
cattle that it is desired to retain are moved down into the 
valleys, where they can obtain a bare subsistence. 

That is the interest of the stockmen. The interest of the 
Government is to prevent overgrazing. The Forest ‘Service 
knows that subject. They have learned it during many 
years. They have a magnificent organization. It has grown 
up through promotion over a period of 40 years. In reality 
today the Forest Service is as independent as is the Federal 
Trade Commission. No Secretary of Agriculture for many 
years has dared to interfere with this organization because 
of the realization that the organization knows the business. 
But I say to the Senate, knowing the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior as I do know him, knowing him to be a very stubborn, 
hard-headed man, knowing him to be a man who feels that 
he understands every problem on earth and that experience 
means nothing—and I am not saying this offensively with 
regard to him—it becomes absolutely necessary to under- 
stand that the Forest Service would be disorganized inside 
a few months after he had charge of grazing if it were ever 
turned over to him. During the time that he has had charge 
of grazing on the public domain outside the forest reserves 
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he has had his manager and the Chief Forester in constant 
trouble by reason of orders emanating from Washington while 
his manager was in the field attempting to organize the 
Service. 

I do not think that this is of any less importance than is 
the Board of Engineers of the Army or the Mississippi River 
Commission. I think, as a matter of fact, it is of more im- 
portance to preserve this organization than it is to preserve 
the Board of Engineers, which has charge of all rivers and 
harbors, or the Mississippi River Commission; but, be that 
as it may, the proponents of this bill have recognized that 
the functions of those boards should not be disturbed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator 
from Nevada on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I submit the amendment. 

Mr. BORAH. I ask that the amendment be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, after line 12, after 
the word “act”, it is proposed to strike out the period and 
insert a semicolon and the following words: 

Or to abolish or transfer the Forest Service from the Department 
of Agriculture to any other executive department, or to abolish 
or transfer to any other agency or department, any of the func- 
tions exercised by the Forest Service. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I earnestly urge the favor- 
able consideration of this amendment. I regret to have to 
deal with this matter separately, but it is of such moment 
that I move that objection. Since the debate opened some 
days ago, I have had the most conclusive reasons, from my 
viewpoint, to believe that the urge for the transfer of the 
Forest Service to the Interior Department will continue. 
The movement is organized and it is determined. In addi- 
tion to organization and determination, there is a belief 
in very high places that such a transfer ought to be made. 
As a Senator, I have no statement or assurance as against 
that constant urge on the part of this organized movement 
that the action proposed will not be taken. A statement has 
been made here to the effect that there have been assurances 
from certain sources, but we know not whence they come 
nor who gave them or whether those giving them have done 
so in such a way that, if we could know the language used, 
the assurances would be satisfactory to anyone who is 
deeply interested in this question. 

This is a matter of very great concern to the entire West, 
and not only to the West but to all who are interested in the 
Forest Service. I cannot understand why if it be true, as 
intimated, that there is no intention of transferring the 
Forest Service, a prohibitory provision should not be written 
into the law. Then the people of the country who have 
to deal with this matter would know upon what they could 
depend. But what do the men who are using the forests and 
who must make their arrangements and calculate ahead 
know about some personal assurance from somebody that a 
transfer is not going to be made? How can they rely upon 
such a statement? Should we legislate and make laws for 
the people upon the oral statement of someone we do not 
know that a certain action is not going to be taken? The 
fact is that when this bill shall have passed we shall have 
conferred the absolute authority to effectuate such a trans- 
fer; we, as Senators, will have granted the authority; the 
authority will be there; and we have the further knowledge 
that the determination to bring about the result which is 
feared has been organized in this Capital for the last 2 
years. 

What can a Member of the Senate say to his constituents? 
All he can say is that somebody said that somebody, we 
do not know who, said that he did not think it was going 
to be done or that it was not going to be done. A town 
council would not legislate on such a basis; a political 
caucus would not act in such a manner. Yet we are pro- 
posing to turn over to the mercy of the misunderstanding of 
words or to the mercy of the misconstruction of words, or 
possibly to no words, the vast interests of the West in this 
great subject, 
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Do not forget, Mr. President, that this is not a mere 
matter of administrator or of executive action. This is a 
matter of policy; and the only body in the United States 
which can determine the question of policy properly is the 
Congress of the United States. It is a question of policy 
as to whether this institution, the Forest Service, shall be 
attached to one department or another. It is not a mere 
matter of executive or administrative action. 

I urge that we seriously consider the great importance 
of this matter to the people throughout the West. What 
possible harm can come from writing this provision into 
the bill? On the other hand, we may contemplate the 
possibility of vast harm if it does not go into the bill, be- 
cause we do not know what will happen. We can make it 
certain in the minds of the people throughout the West 
that this Service, which is safe now, shall not be disturbed 
in its plans, 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, it seems to me imperative 
that the pending amendment be adopted. Because of the 
rejection of certain amendments already offered I myself 
do not intend to vote for the bill; but I cannot understand 
how any of those in the Chamber who expect to support 
the bill can do so without the inclusion in it of the pending 
amendment. 

It is true that we have been told on the floor of the 
Senate that the statement has been made, the assurance 
given, or the present intention expressed, that the Forest 
Service is not to be subject to transfer; but, as already 
pointed out, there is nothing at all in those statements upon 
which any Senator would be entitled to rely. 

In the first place, no one has even intimated that that 
assurance has come from the only source from which an 
assurance would be worth the breath which uttered it, 
The Secretary of the Interior may say now that he has 
abandoned the idea, long and strongly held by him, of 
taking over the Forest Service. In the final analysis, how- 
ever, the Secretary of the Interior has nothing to say about 
it. His definite assurance, in language which could not be 
misunderstood, would mean nothing, because whether he 
wanted the Forest Service transferred to him or was op- 
posed to it would not of necessity make the slightest differ- 
ence in the matter. 

The Secretary of Agriculture says he is now reconciled 
to the passage of this measure; that he feels that this 
important agency of the Government, now in his keeping, 
would not be endangered. But again I ask, What difference 
does it make what the views of the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture may be on this subject, or what assurances he may 
have given? The only person who could give any assurance 
that would be worth listening to is the President; because 
by this measure, if it is passed, Congress will place in his 
sole keeping, subject to his will, and his will only, the deter- 
mination of the question whether this transfer shall be 
made. 

I do not ask and I think no one could ask the President 
of the United States to say at this time that he has no 
present intention of transferring the Forest Service, or to go 
further and say that at no time between now and July 1, 
1940, will he transfer the Service. I think it would be con- 
trary to the very spirit of this legislation for us to expect the 
President of the United States to make any such statement. 
If we pass the measure, having exempted the Engineer Corps 
of the Army and the Mississippi River Commission, and hav- 
ing exempted those two Services only, the President must of 
necessity interpret our action to mean that so far as all the 
rest of the Government agencies are concerned, he is to de- 
cide the day after the measure passes, 6 months thereafter, 
a year thereafter, or at any time up to July 1, 1940, whether 
in the best interests of the Government this, that, or some 
other transfer should be made. Of course, even the Presi- 
dent could not in fairness bind himself now by a statement 
that he would go beyond the expressed will of Congress and 
would never consider making any certain transfer. 

So I say, Mr. President, it seems to me absolutely impera- 
tive on the part of those who are now considering voting 
for the passage of this measure that the pending amend- 
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ment should be included in it. I will say frankly that all 
through the part of the country from which I come there is 
unanimity of opinion that we must not endanger the Forest 
Service by subjecting it to the possibility that at some time 
it may be torn loose from its present moorings and placed 
in some other department. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
PITTMAN]. 

Mr. BAILEY. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following 
Senators answered to their names: 


Adams Connally Johnson, Calif. Overton 
Andrews Copeland Johnson, Colo. Pittman 
Ashurst Dieterich g Pope 

Austin Donahey La Follette Radcliffe 
Bailey Duffy Lee Reames 
Bankh Ellender Lodge Reynolds 
Barkley Frazier Logan Russell 

Berry George Lonergan Schwartz 
Bilbo Gerry Lundeen Schwellenbach 
Bone Gibson McAdoo Sheppard 
Borah Gillette McCarran Smathers 
Bridges Glass McGill Smith 
Brown, Mich. Green McKellar Thomas, Okla. 
Brown, N. H. Guffey MoNary Thomas, Utah 
Bulkley Hale Maloney Townsend 
Bulow Harrison Miller Tydings 
Burke Hatch Milton Vandenberg 
Byrd Hayden Minton Wagner 
Byrnes Herring Murray Walsh 
Capper Hill Neely Wheeler 
Caraway Hitchcock Norris 

Chavez Holt Nye 

Clark Hughes O'Mahoney 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-nine Senators hav- 
ing answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. BANKHEAD obtained the floor. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield so 
that the yeas and nays may be ordered? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. SMITH. A parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. SMITH. Is the vote to be on the question whether 
or not the Forest Service will be transferred to some other 
department? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is correct. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment offered by the Sen- 
ator from Nevada (Mr. PITTMAN]. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the ordering of the yeas 
and nays does not cut off any Senator’s right to speak upon 
the subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. The Senator from Ala- 
bama has been recognized. 

Mr. HATCH. A parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. HATCH. The inquiry addressed to the Chair by the 
Senator from South Carolina and the response of the Chair 
might create a false impression. As I understand, the vote 
is to be on the question whether or not there shall be placed 
in the bill a prohibition against the transfer of the Forest 
Service. j 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment is to pro- 
hibit a transfer, under the pending measure, of the Forest 
Service from the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, may we have the amendment 
read? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated by the clerk. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, line 12, it is proposed 
to substitute a semicolon for the period, and to insert im- 
mediately thereafter the following: 
or to abolish or transfer the Forest Service from the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to any other executive department or to 
abolish or transfer to any other agency or department any of the 
Tunctions exercised by the Forest Service. 

Mr, SMITH. Mr. President, as I understand—if the Sen- 
ator from Alabama will yield 
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Mr. BANKHEAD. For what purpose? I do not want to 
yield for the Senator to make a speech, because I have not 
said a word yet. 

Mr. SMITH. I am not in the notion of making a speech, 
and I do not want the Senator to try to force me to. 
(Laughter.] The vote is on the question of including in the 
exceptions what has just been read? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That provision would be in- 
cluded as an exception. 

Mr. SMITH. That is all I want to know. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I believe I have as long 
and as active a record as any Member of the Senate against 
the transfer of the Forest Service to the Department of the 
Interior. The senior Senator from Mississippi, the Senator 
from South Carolina, and I stood guard here for at least 2 
years every time the calendar was called to see to it that a 
bill reported by the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys 
providing for such a transfer should not pass by unanimous 
consent. We prevented action for at least 2 years on that 
bill. During that time I became absolutely certain that a very 
large majority of the Members of the Senate were opposed to 
the transfer of the Forest Service to the Department of the 
Interior. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. If the Senator will wait a moment, I 
will let him ask me the question after I get through with 
this statement. 

I feel sure that today an overwhelming majority of the 
Members of this body are opposed to the transfer of the 
Forest Service to the Department of the Interior. The ques- 
tion arises, naturally, in the minds of Senators, why I should 
oppose the amendment of the Senator from Nevada. I do 
so for several reasons. I have made clear that I am in favor 
of the principle contained in his amendment. I have made 
clear that when I am talking to those who do not desire to 
have the Forest Service transferred to the Department of the 
Interior I am friendly with their attitude and sentiment upon 
the subject, not only friendly, but, as I have stated, I have 
been an active worker to that end. 

I do not believe, however, that we should undertake in this 
reorganization program to bring to the attention of the 
Senate some bureau or some department we desire to have 
excepted. I believe that if we begin that, there will be no 
end in sight. We know of 18 amendments filed by the senior 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] to test the sentiment of 
the Senate as to 18 different bureaus or organizations within 
the departments of the Government. The Senator from 
Missouri has doubtless selected the ones which appeal to him. 
He has doubtless omitted a number of bureaus and depart- 
ments which appeal to other Members of the Senate. If we 
begin on a program of declared exceptions, then we may be 
expected to continue probably through the list from begin- 
ning to end. 

Two exceptions have been included in the bill. I would 
vote to take them out. They are not in the bill with my 
consent. I do not think there ought to be any exceptions 
in the bill. I think that if we are to have a real reorganiza- 
tion program we should submit it to the President, as we did 
in 1933, and as we submitted it to President Hoover in 
1932, without direction to the President, without an expres- 
sion of sentiment upon the part of the Senate as to all 
the details involved in the reorganization program. 

For this reason, primarily, I am opposed to the adoption 
of the pending amendment. I realize that it has more 
inherent and spontaneous support than any amendment 
which could be offered on the subject of the exclusion of 
some agency or service from the power contained in the 
bill. I realize, and I am glad to know, that an overwhelm- 
ing majority of the Members of the Senate want the Forest 
Service to continue as a part of the agricultural administra- 
tion of the Government. I realize, and I am glad to know, 
that if by any mischance the President should transfer the 
Forest Service to the Department of the Interior, the Senate 
would promptly by an overwhelming vote pass a bill to re- 
transfer it to the Department of Agriculture. I am sure 
that the President of the United States understands the 
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sentiment of Congress with reference to the transfer of the 
Forest Service. The subject has been pending here in an 
active way for 2 years. Sentiment has been developed on 
the question throughout the country. Expressions have been 
made in nearly every State; they have been made from time 
to time by Members of this body and Members of the other 
body of the Congress. 

I am sure that with the development of sentiment as 
pronounced as it is upon this subject the President would 
not flout the opinion of Congress. I am sure, further, that 
if by chance he should do so the present Congress or any 
succeeding Congress constituted of men who think at all as 
this body does would promptly pass a bill retransferring the 
Service, and the sentiment in the other House would be 
about the same as that in the Senate. 

If there were but one question involved it might be all 
right to go om record on one subject on which we are all 
agreed, but this would be followed by amendments involving 
many other subjects the consideration of which would take 
days and days before we could reach a conclusion, and 
when we reached a conclusion we would tie the hands of the 
President perhaps with respect to many of these problems 
which are of no very great importance to the Senate, but 
are of importance merely because some Senator may present 
an amendment, and, perhaps, without full deliberation, with- 
out any particular reason, may have expressed his senti- 
ments, as these questions come up hurriedly on the floor from 
time to time and from day to day, during the long and pro- 
tracted consideration which this bill would inevitably have if 
we should enter upon a detailed program of that sort. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. The Senator just a moment 
ago used the words “days and days.” As a matter of fact, 
if the Senate wanted to legislate upon the question of which 
particular bureaus or agencies are to be transferred or not 
transferred, would it not require months and months of in- 
vestigation by a committee and necessitate hearings, letting 
each department come in and present its evidence, before 
the Senate could properly handle a matter involving 16 or 
18 departments or bureaus? For the Senate properly to 
complete that work, would it not be necessary to devote 
weeks or even months of consideration to the question 
through the medium of a committee? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I think the suggestion of the Senator 
from Washington is unanswerable. Doubtless these numer- 
ous bureaus would be the subject of consideration under 
amendments similar to the one before us now. If action on 
those bureaus is to be taken by the Senate, we must do one 
of two things. We must vote without any sort of hearing; 
we must vote without any deliberate judgment; we must 
vote impulsively, spontaneously, according to the way we are 
prompted by one or two suggestions on the subject; or, if we 
do not do that, then, if we are going to act first on the 
reorganization, before the President has an opportunity to 
reorganize, we should, in the interest of respectable delib- 
eration on the part of the Senate, reopen the whole ques- 
tion, have hearings on every amendment offered to exempt 
some bureau or some agency, get the reasons therefor, as 
suggested by the Senator from Washington, and also the 
reasons against taking the proposed action, and substitute 
this body primarily as a reorganization body, rather than 
let the President, through his agencies, with his opportuni- 
ties for investigation and consideration, work out & pro- 
gram and send it to the Congress. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. If it is wise for the Senate or for the 
House to act on a wholesale scale, which may be the result if 
we start that process, and tell the President what he can- 
not do in respect to bureaus which are already existing in 
some of the departments, why not go further and demand 
that he transfer certain others; and if we are to do that, why 
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on that subject alone and do the reorganizing itself, which it 
has the power and always has had the power to do? 

I have been asked by friends of mine to offer an amend- 
ment in the Senate instructing the President to transfer a 
certain bureau from the department where it is now located 
into the new department of public welfare. I have not felt 
that it was any wiser to try to instruct the President what 
to put in the new department than it is to instruct him what 
he cannot take out of some other department. But if we 
enter that field we do to that extent undertake to legislate, 
which we have the power to do without doubt, but I share the 
position of the Senator from Alabama as to the wisdom of 
doing that, and feel that it is certainly questionable. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. The suggestion made by the majority 
leader is certainly consistent. If we decide that we are go- 
ing to withhold the power to transfer some of the bureaus 
and some of the agencies, then, as indicated by the majority 
leader, we ought to take the other step, and direct the trans- 
fer of those agencies which a majority of the Senate think 
should be transferred. In other words, when we withhold 
the power of the President to act with respect to certain 
bureaus, we should, if we wish to be consistent, develop and 
work out a complete plan of reorganization, and send it to the 
White House. Every fair-minded Senator knows we cannot 
do that. 

This subject has been talked about ever since I have taken 
any notice of public affairs. Ninety-six men in this body and 
four hundred and thirty-five in the other body can no more 
work out an intelligent, effective reorganization program than 
Congress can work out the freight rates of every commodity 
to every station in the United States. It is just one of those 
things that cannot be done. 

Mr. President, I want to make it clear that, at least so 
far as I am concerned, my vote on this subject does not 
indicate my feeling on the subject of the transfer of the 
Forest Service, nor will it indicate my attitude with respect 
to the transfer of any of the other agencies covered by the 
amendments heretofore presented. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator 
from Alabama on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. BANKHEAD, I have some time on the bill, have I 
not? 

— 10 PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator has time on the 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I shall not take my time on the bill 
now, Mr. President. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I owe an apology to the Sen- 
ator from Alabama. I did not mean to interrupt his orator- 
ical efforts, but he made an error in his statement, which I 
assume he would be glad to have corrected. He stated that 
he had stood on guard for 2 years to prevent the passage 
of the bill reported from the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys. No such bill was reported from the Committee on 
Public Lands and Surveys. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. What committee was it? 

Mr. ADAMS. It was reported from the Committee on 
Expenditures in the Executive Departments. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I shall be glad to withdraw the state- 
ment. I did not know how in the world it ever could have 
gotten into the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys. I 
could not conceive how it could go to any committee but the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, but in some way, 
somehow, it was switched away to some other committee. 

Mr. ADAMS. I will say that I was a little surprised to 
find it in the committee I mentioned. Therefore, there ought 
to be a further statement. My recollection of the bill—since 
it did not come before the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys I did not have occasion to study it—is that it pro- 
posed to change the name of the department. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. No; the Senator is in error about that. 

Mr. ADAMS. That is immaterial. 

Mr: BANKHEAD. I am sorry I made the statement. I do 
not want to hurt the feelings of the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Public Lands and Surveys. If the statement that 
such a bill was reported from his committee is a reflection on 
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the Senator at all. I gladly withdraw it. I withdraw it 
anyway. 

Mr. ADAMS. No; that is not the idea. I assumed the 
Senator from Alabama wanted to be correct in his statement. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Yes. 

Mr. ADAMS. As the chairman of the committee, I know 
there are members of the committee, such as both Senators 
from Nevada, and especially the senior Senator from that 
State, who are very much opposed to the measure, and the 
senior Senator from Nevada, whose amendment is now pend- 
ing before us, probably would not wish to be held responsible 
for reporting favorably something of which he disapproved. 

Personally, I have the feeling about this whole matter that 
I have come to have about the bill, that it is much ado about 
nothing. Ido not think that the adoption or failure to adopt 
the amendment means anything. I have about come to the 
conclusion that with the limitations and one thing and an- 
other that have been put on the reorganization bill, those 
who are basing great hopes upon it as to accomplishment are 
going to be very grievously disappointed. 

I notice that those who are its ardent advocates today 
pointed out, when argument was made as to saving money 
under its operations, that no saving of money would be made. 
I know that the President in his Budget message said that 
no great saving would be made. Personally I am not very 
greatly concerned over the matter of shifting of agencies 
about and changing their names. 

We have, through amendments, taken away from the bill 
the power to change functions, so that all there is left in 
the bill is the power in the hands of the President to shift 
about various agencies; and it is to be hoped that some 
economy will be accomplished and some efficiency will re- 
sult. 

I had hoped that the Senate might be permitted to par- 
ticipate in the reorganization. I had hoped that with the 
experience accumulated in the minds of 96 Senators we 
might perhaps be able to make our contribution to the 
recommendations or Executive orders referred to us. We 
have now voted to leave the matter to the President. I 
trust that much good will be accomplished. 

As to the particular matter now before us, I have no great 
concern, except to say that I think it is at least not the 
height of wisdom to have one portion of the public domain, 
upon which a man’s cow or steer grazes in the winter, ad- 
ministered by one bureau, and the area upon which it grazes 
in another season administered by another bureau. I do 
not know how many bureaus or departments have charge 
of the various Federal land holdings. 

I venture to say that at least a dozen different departments 
deal with Uncle Sam’s real estate, and I think there should be 
a merger or consolidation. The situation under discussion is 
similar to the situation which might exist in my own yard if 
I had one superintendent running the right-hand side of my 
yard and another superintendent looking after the left-hand 
side. Of course, neither of them would want to be supplanted 
by the other. 

We have seen evidence of the efficiency of both the Depart- 
ments which are involved in this question. A great deal of 
sentiment has been aroused in my State and other States, 
and the impression has been conveyed that a change either 
way means a destruction of the service. I have been unable 
to see it. If the grazing service now in the Department of 
the Interior were transferred to the Agriculture Department, 
what would occur would be merely the transfer of a unit. 
The same individuals would carry on the work and the same 
work would be done. If the Forest Service were transferred 
to the Interior Department, it would be bodily transferred. 
The same policies and the same personnel would follow the 
transfer of the functions. I have not experienced a very 
great rise in temperature over this matter. I am inclined to 
vote against the amendment for the reason that I feel that 
if we lay down a principle of exceptions in the bill, perhaps 
it would be obligatory upon us to go the rest of the way and 
exempt many other agencies, thereby destroying the efficacy 
of the reorganization bill. 
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Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. ADAMS. Gladly. 

Mr. BORAH. Are there not already some exceptions in 
the bill? 

Mr. ADAMS. There seem to be two or three exceptions 


in the bill. I will say to the Senator that I have been 
somewhat mystified as to just how they got in. 

Mr. BORAH. There is nothing mysterious to me about it. 

Mr. ADAMS. I am frank to say that I do not know. I 
have had no contact with the matter, and I have had no 
explanation. I am perfectly willing to include them in the 
bill, because I am not anticipating any great fruits when 
the harvest is reaped from this bill. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, I desire to speak 
for a few minutes on the pending amendment. 

I do not believe there is any State where the problem 
of the proper conduct of the Forest Service is of greater 
importance than in the State of Washington. I do not 
think any Member of this body is more interested than I am 
in seeing that the Forest Service is conducted through 
the medium of and under the Department of Agriculture. 
I desire to take advantage of this opportunity to state the 
reasons why I intend to vote against the amendment pro- 
posed by the Senator from Nevada [Mr. PITTMAN]. 

I think anyone can foresee the situation with which we 
shall be confronted if this amendment is adopted, and if the 
other amendments coming up for consideration receive 
favorable action in the Senate. On last Friday the Senate 
determined that the work of reorganization, consolidation, 
and transfer should be done by the President of the United 
States. 

Sixteen bureaus and agencies are involved in 16 amend- 
ments which are now before the Senate, including this 
particular amendment. If they are all exempted, the task 
of reorganization will not be performed by the President, 
but will necessarily be performed by the Congress itself. 

As I pointed out a few minutes ago, in order to be fair 
with these departments and agencies, the Congress will 
be required not merely to give the sort of consideration 
which we are asked to give so far as this particular amend- 
ment is concerned, but it must also provide for hearings at 
which representatives of each of the bureaus and depart- 
ments affected may appear. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I yield. 

Mr. HATCH. There seems to be a general understanding 
that the Forest Service shall not be consolidated or trans- 
ferred. Am I correct? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. That is the understanding. 

Mr. HATCH. Is there any such understanding relative 
to the other 15 or 16 bureaus to which the Senator has 
referred? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I know of no such understand- 
ing in reference to any other agency, department, or bureau. 
I have such an understanding with respect to the Forest 
Service. I will say that personally I have received no as- 
surances with reference to that understanding, but that I 
have great confidence in the Members of this body who 
state that they are satisfied that the Forest Service will 
not be transferred. 

I point out to the Senator that those who favor the re- 
tention of the Forest Service in the Department of Agri- 
culture may not be doing a service to that Bureau by pre- 
senting this matter to the Senate for a vote. We must 
realize that all the departments and agencies must neces- 
sarily be left to the President to be passed upon. If the 
Senate goes through the 16 bureaus or agencies involved in 
the 16 amendments, one by one, and say, “No; we do not 
want them exempted,” there may be some who will con- 
tend that the Senate already has decided against the re- 
tention of these particular bureaus and agencies in the 
department of government where they now exist, or has 
decided against the retention of their present status as 
separate, independent agencies. 

Mr. HATCH. In view of the statement just made by the 
Senator, am I right in construing his thought to be that if 
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this particular amendment should be voted down, others 
would have the right to assume that it is the wish of the 
Senate that the Forest Service be transferred? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. There is the possibility of such 
an argument being made. In the light of the statements 
which have been made, I do not think a logical argument 
could be made to that effect; but I can see that such an 
argument might be presented by those who favor the trans- 
fer to some other agency of government. 

Mr. HATCH. I merely desire to say that I thought the 
Senator himself was making that argument; and, knowing 
that he always makes a logical argument, it appealed to. my 
mind as being the logical conclusion for any one to reach. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I yield. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Following the suggestion of the Sena- 
tor from New Mexico, what would be the effect if the Senate 
should adopt this amendment, and it should go to the House, 
and the House should reject it? Assuming that the House 
would desire to line up with the administration and give 
the President the power sought in this bill, and therefore 
would reject the amendment, would such action be an indi- 
cation to the public or to the President that the House de- 
sired the Forest Service to be transferred? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. May I answer that question as 
I answered the Senator from New Mexico? In the light of 
the statements which have been made in reference to this 
particular Department, it is my understanding that no mat- 
ter what the law may provide with reference to the Forest 
Service, there is no intention to transfer it. I do not think 
a logical argument could be made based upon that particular 
agency. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I agree with the Senator as to that. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. If the Senator will permit me 
to finish my statement I shall then be glad to yield. 

Some 15 other similar amendments are before us. If the 
Congress decides that it is not proper to consider all of them, 
and that all such amendments must be rejected, then when 
the question of the Veterans’ Administration arises, the Con- 
gress having rejected an amendment with respect thereto, 
it may be argued in those circumstances that Congress has 
said that the Veterans’ Bureau should be transferred, or 
that its status as an independent agency should be changed, 
and that the President should be guided to a certain extent 
because of that action upon the part of Congress. 

Those who take a position of friendship toward the Vet- 
erans’ Bureau or toward any of the other agencies or depart- 
ments concerned certainly are not doing such agencies any 
service when they present the amendments which they 
propose. 

I now yield to the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, the Senator from 
Washington does not mean to indicate, does he, by his oppo- 
sition to the amendment of the Senator from Nevada that 
he desires to record himself as in favor of the transfer of 
the Forest Service to another department? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I think I made it plain at the 
outset of my remarks that I certainly am opposed, to the 
transfer of the Forest Service from the Department of Agri- 
culture to any other department, and that no one here 
is more opposed to it than I am, because of the conditions 
in the State which I in part represent. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. So that the action of those of us 
who intend to vote against the amendment of the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. Prrrman] ought not to be construed as 
favoring the transfer of this bureau or any other bureau? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I think I have made that plain. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I merely desire to be sure that the 
purpose of the Senator is clear. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH, I tried to make it plain that 
those who present the other 15 amendments are running the 
risk of having the argument which has been referred to 
made against them in the future. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I yield. 
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Mr. POPE. Let me ask the Senator if it is not a fact 
that a similar amendment, to exempt the Forest Service 
from the power of the President to make a transfer, was 
presented in the House, and voted down by 100 votes? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. It was voted down by an over- 
whelming vote. I do not know what the vote was. 

Mr. POPE. The Senator suggests that if a similar situa- 
tion should exist in the Senate, the inference might be 
drawn that both the House and the Senate had voted in 
favor of such a transfer. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. So far as the Senate is con- 
cerned, in view of the statements which have been made in 
reference to the attitude of the administration, I do not 
think such an argument could logically be made; but I can 
see how such an argument might be made in connection with 
the miscellaneous amendments submitted. I again say that 
I do not think those who are friendly to the various bureaus 
and agencies are doing them any service by submitting the 
amendments. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I yield. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I should like to ask the 
Senator from Washington whether he sees any reason for 
making a distinction between the Engineer Corps of the 
Army and the Mississippi River Commission and all other 
agencies, and whether he feels assured that it is more nec- 
essary to include a specific exemption for the Engineer 
Corps of the Army and the Mississippi River Commission 
than to include a specific exemption for the Forest Service, 
for instance. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. So far as I am concerned, if I 
had been on the committee I should not have exempted any 
of them. 

Mr. CLARK. Since an exemption has been made, does 
not the Senator believe that every argument he has ad- 
vanced here during the past few minutes with regard to 
other bureaus applies with equal force so long as the exemp- 
tion for the Engineer Corps of the Army and the Missis- 
sippi River Commission is in the bill? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Except for the fact that there 
would not be a separate vote upon the matter. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I yield. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Is it not a fact that there has been 
no vote yet on the exemption of the Engineer Corps of the 
Army and the Mississippi River Commission, and that they 
are in the bill simply as a result of the report of the 
committee? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. That is the distinction I 
make—that there would be no separate vote upon those two 
particular activities of the Government. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I yield to the Senator from 
South Carolina. 

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator is correct as to the exemp- 
tion. The only organizations exempted were those that were 
determined by the committee to be quasi judicial, with the 
exception of the Federal Reserve banks, which were exempted 
because the stock of the Federal Reserve banks is owned by 
the member banks, and the Mississippi River Commission 
and the Engineer Corps of the Army, engaged in river and 
harbor work. They are the only exceptions to the principle 
which the committee endeavored to establish. 

The statement has been made upon the floor of the Senate 
that a motion would be made to eliminate them. They are 
the only exemptions. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President—— 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I yield to the Senator from 
Wyoming. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I ask the Senator from South Caro- 
lina if it is not a fact that so far as the examination of the 
committee was concerned it appeared that there was abso- 
lutely no other organization which did any work comparable 
to that done by the Mississippi River Commission? 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, that was the view of the 
majority of the committee. 
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Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the Senator from Wash- 
ington yield to me in order that I may ask a question of the 
Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I yield. 

Mr. CLARK. What other commission or agency is there 
whose work is comparable to the work of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority, for instance, which is not excepted from 
the provisions of the bill, or the work of the Tariff Commis- 
sion, or the work of the Veterans’ Bureau? 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I suggested to the Senator 
from Missouri the other day that he could move to strike out 
the exemption of the Engineer Corps of the Army. 

Mr. CLARK. I do not wish to do that. I wish to add to 
the exemptions. 

Mr. BYRNES. I understood the Senator to say that at 
one time he was opposed to exempting any organization. 

Mr. CLARK. I am opposed to it as a matter of principle; 
but since the amendment of the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. WHEELER] was voted down the other day, it seems to 
me that since the entirely proper proposition of exempting 
the Mississippi River Commission and the Engineer Corps of 
the Army has been adopted by the committee, there are 
many other equally meritorious agencies which should be 
included in the exemption. I am trespassing on the time 
of the Senator from Washington, however, and I do not wish 
to do that. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, if I may trespass upon 
the time of the Senator from Washington to answer my 
friend from Missouri 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I will say that if this measure con- 
tained such a provision as was originally proposed, for the 
establishment of a Department of Public Works, I certainly 
should not for one moment consider the exemption of the 
Board of Army Engineers or the Mississippi River Commis- 
sion; but when it was determined that there should not be a 
separate Department of Public Works, it seemed that there 
was no reason whatsoever for not granting this exemption. 
I will say to the Senator from Missouri, however, that so 
far as I am concerned, and I believe so far as any member 
of the committee is concerned, there would be no objection 
whatsoever to an amendment striking out this exception. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, I desire to con- 
clude by again calling to the attention of the Senate a state- 
ment made by the Secretary of Agriculture. Certainly there 
is no one in the country who is more interested in the De- 
partment of Agriculture, and the preservation within that 
Department of the proper functions of agriculture, than is 
the Secretary of Agriculture. Raising a crop of forestry is 
just as much raising an agricultural crop as raising a crop 
of corn or wheat or anything else. It takes a longer period 
of time than it takes to raise other kinds of crops. When 
the Secretary of Agriculture, interested as he is in the main- 
tenance within his Department of the proper agricultural 
functions, comes out unqualifiedly and endorses this bill, 
raises no question about the Forest Service, and does not ask 
the Congress to exempt it. I think those of us who are 
interested in the problems of agriculture and in the problems 
of forestry may rely upon the opinion and the judgment of 
the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, it is evident that we can- 
not finish the consideration of the pending amendment this 
afternoon. The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] 
desires to ask for the consideration of a resolution reported 
from the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent 
Expenses of the Senate involving a resolution previously 
reported from the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 
I think we might now take up that matter. 

ACTIVITIES OF AMERICAN COTTON COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION— 
LIMIT OF EXPENDITURES 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
for the present consideration of Senate Resolution 205, being 
Calendar No. 1473. If unanimous consent is given for the 
consideration of the resolution, I shall offer an amendment 
submitted to me by the Senator from Louisiana IMr. 
ELLENDER] and the Senator from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD]. 
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Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, I should like to hear what the proposal is. 

Mr. BYRNES. I send the amendment to the desk and 
ask to have it read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
read for the information of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 1, line 4, after the word con- 
tinued”, it is proposed to strike out the words “in full force 
and effect”, and to insert in lieu thereof the following: 

For the purpose of permitting the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry or any subcommittee thereof, to hold hearings and to 
make a report with reference to such data as have been gathered 
to date and that witnesses may be called to substantiate such 
data and further to permit the American Cotton Cooperative 
Association, through its officers or duly authorized representatives, 
to present facts and by such records and witnesses as 
they may offer pertaining to the matters under investigation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from South Carolina for the immediate 
consideration of the resolution? 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, I ask the Senator from South Carolina to explain the 
resolution. 

Mr. BYRNES. I shall be glad to do so. 

Some time ago the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
recommended the adoption of a resolution authorizing the 
continuation of an investigation previously. ordered of cer- 
tain matters with reference to cotton cooperatives. The in- 
vestigation has been continued. A resolution was submitted 
providing additional funds to complete the investigation. It 
was reported by me and agreed to one afternoon, but was re- 
considered upon the objection of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. ELLENDERI. 

The Senator from Louisiana and the Senator from Ala- 
bama [Mr. BANKHEAD] have submitted the amendment which 
I have sent to the desk and which has been read, and I un- 
derstand that the members of the Agricultural Committee 
have agreed upon the amendment. In substance, it pro- 
vides that the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, or any 
subcommittee thereof, may hold hearings and procure the at- 
tendance of witnesses as to the data already gathered to 
date, and that the American Cotton Cooperative Associa- 
tion, through its officers, shall be permitted to present facts 
and figures by such records and witnesses as it may offer 
pertaining to the matter under investigation. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Will the Senator permit an inquiry? 

Mr. BYRNES. Yes. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Does the amendment change in any way 
the amount of money that is to be expended? 

Mr. BYRNES. The resolution as originally reported asked 
for authority to expend $25,000. The Committee to Audit 
and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate recom- 
mended, and the amendment provided for, the expenditure 
of only $10,000. That was the status of the resolution as it 
was reported. It went back on the calendar. The present 
amendment prov:des that the comnfittee shall hold hearings 
with reference to such data as have been gathered to date, 
and that witnesses may be called in order to substantiate 
such data. 

Mr. AUSTIN. The resolution does not undertake to change 
the amount? 

Mr. BYRNES. No. There is no change in the amount; 
and, really, the amendment simply provides that the com- 
mittee shall make a report as to the data already gathered. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from South Carolina for the present 
consideration of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to con- 
sider the resolution (S. Res. 205) submitted by Mr. SMITH on 
December 2, 1937. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from South Caro- 
lina. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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The resolution, as amended, was agreed to, as follows: 


Resolved, That S. Res. 137, agreed to July 27, 1937, Seventy- 
Congress, first session, relative to an investigation of certain 
activities of the American Cotton Cooperative Association, is 
hereby continued for the purpose of permitting the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry or any subcommittee thereof, to hold 
hearings and to make a report with reference to such data as 
have been gathered to date, and, that witnesses may be called to 
substantiate such data and further to permit the American Cot- 
ton Cooperative Association, through its officers or duly authorized 
representatives, to present facts and figures by such records and 
witnesses as they may offer pertaining to the matters under 
investigation, and that the limit of expenditures that may be 
made under authority of such resolution is hereby increased by 
$10,000 and shall be paid from the contingent fund of the Senate 
upon vouchers to be approved by the chairman of the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry. 


DATA CONCERNING RECIPROCAL-TRADE AGREEMENT WITH GREAT 
BRITAIN (S. DOC, NO. 156) 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, on January 8, 1938, the 
Department of State announced a list of the commodities 
upon which the Government of the United States will con- 
sider making concessions in the pending reciprocal-trade 
negotiations with the United Kingdom. Since that time the 
Southern Commercial Congress has had made a very serious 
study of the effect of these negotiations, and I have here a list 
of the commodities affected, together with a table showing the 
imports of each commodity for the year 1936, setting forth 
the amount of each commodity imported from the United 
Kingdom and the amount imported from other countries. 
This statement was prepared by Mr. Evans, formerly a clerk 
for the Ways and Means Committee of the House of Repre- 
sentatives. I ask unanimous consent that the statement be 
printed as a Senate document. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I should like to inquire 
whether similar data relating to the negotiations with the 
Dominion of Canada are in the possession of the Senator 
from Wyoming. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I regret to say that I do not have 
that material as yet, but I hope to be able to secure it. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I believe I received a communication today 
indicating that those data are in form, and that they will 
be afforded to Senators if they ask for them at the proper 
source. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. If the Senator will indicate the proper 
source I shall be glad to make inquiry. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I am not able to do so at the present 
time, but I think the proposal to make the document 
referred to a public document is a worthy one, and that it 
will also be of value to have similar information concern- 
ing the pending negotiations with the Dominion of Canada 
made a public document. I have no objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, as I understand, a list 
of the commodities which were to be considered in con- 
nection with the negotiations with Great Britain was pub- 
lished in the ConcrEesstonaL Recorp sometime ago, probably 
in December. 

Mr. OMAHONEVN. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator is asking that in connec- 
tion with that same list there be published data with respect 
to the imports, so that there may be a comparison? 

Mr. OMAHONEN. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from Wyoming? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to 
the consideration of executive business. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. McGILL in the chair) 
laid before the Senate messages from the President of the 
United States submitting sundry nominations, which were 
referred to the appropriate committees. 
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(For nominations this day received, see the end of Senate 
proceedings.) 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE 

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads, reported favorably the nominations of sundry 
postmasters, which were ordered to be placed on the Execu- 
tive Calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there further reports 
of committees? If not, the clerk will state the nominations 
on the Executive Calendar, with the exception of the one 
passed over. 

THE JUDICIARY 


The legislative clerk read the nomination of William 
Thomas Dowd to be United States marshal for the middle 
district of North Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, 
nomination is confirmed. 

POSTMASTERS 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read sundry nominations 
of postmasters. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask unanimous consent that the nomi- 
nations of postmasters be confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the nomi- 
nations of postmasters are confirmed en bloc. 

That completes the calendar. 

RECESS 

The Senate resumed legislative session. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate take a recess 
until tomorrow at 11 o’clock a. m. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 15 minutes 
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until tomorrow, Tuesday, 
March 22, 1938, at 11 o’clock a. m. 


the 


NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the Senate March 21 
(legislative day of January 5), 1938 
DIRECTOR OF THE MINT 


Nellie Tayloe Ross, of Wyoming, to be Director of the 
Mint. (Reappointment.) 

COLLECTORS OF CUSTOMS 

Raymond Miller, of Colorado, to be collector of customs for 
customs collection district No. 47, with headquarters at 
Denver, Colo. (Reappointment.) 

Stephen M. Driscoll, of St. Albans, Vt., to be collector of 
customs for customs collection district No. 2, with headquar- 
ters at St. Albans, Vt. (Reappointment.) 

REGISTERS OF THE LAND OFFICE 

Thomas F. Corbally, of Montana, to be register of the land 
office at Great Falls, Mont. (Reappointment.) 

Arthur J. Ewing, of Idaho, to be register of the land office 
at Coeur d’Alene, Idaho. (Reappointment.) 

UNITED STATES MARSHAL 

John T. Summerville, of Oregon, to be United States 
marshal for the district of Oregon. (Mr. Summerville is now 
serving in this office under an appointment which expired 
February 3, 1938.) 

APPOINTMENT IN THE REGULAR ARMY 


Maj. Thomas Dodson Stamps, Corps of Engineers, to be 
professor of civil and military engineering at the United 
States Military Academy with rank from July 1, 1938, vice 
Prof. William A. Mitchell, to be retired June 30, 1938. 

PROMOTIONS IN THE Navy 

Capt. William F. Halsey, Jr., to be a rear admiral in the 
Navy, to rank from the Ist day of March 1938. 

The following-named lieutenant commanders to be com- 
manders in the Navy, to rank from the date stated opposite 
their names: 

Albert F. France, Jr., February 1, 1938. 

Julian D. Wilson, February 3, 1938. 

Henry Y. McCown, March 1, 1938. 


1938 


The following-named lieutenants to be lieutenant com- 
manders in the Navy, to rank from the date stated opposite 
their names: 

Edward C. Forsyth, January 1, 1938. 

Robert W. Bedilion, February 1, 1938. 

Charles C. Phleger, February 3, 1938. 

The following-named lieutenants (junior grade) to be 
lieutenants in the Navy, to rank from the date stated oppo- 
site their names: 

Calvin A. Walker, Jr., June 30, 1937. 

James E. Stevens, February 1, 1938. 

The following-named assistant surgeons to be passed as- 
sistant surgeons in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant, to 
rank from the 3d day of June 1937: 

John H. Ward, Jr. 

Ralph M. McComas 

The following-named machinists to be chief machinists in 
the Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the date stated 
opposite their names: 

Hobart T. McCrary, November 2, 1937. 

Michael J. Hurley, November 2, 1937. 

Samuel B. Neff, November 2, 1937. 

Stephen Sekeres, November 2, 1937. 

John J. ODea, November 2, 1937. 

Paul C. Cottrell, November 2, 1937. 

James H. Miller, December 2, 1937. 

Robert H. Lynn, January 2, 1938. 

Samuel C. Herrington, February, 2, 1938. 

The following-named pharmacists to be chief pharmacists 
in the Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the date 
stated opposite their names: 

Oscar D. Keeling, November 1, 1937. 

George A. Miller, January 2, 1938. 

Asst. Surg. Oscar Schneider to be a passed assistant sur- 
geon in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant, to rank from 
the 30th day of June 1937. 

POSTMASTERS 
ALABAMA 

W. Cooper Green to be postmaster at Birmingham, Ala., in 
place of W. C. Green. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 28, 1938. 

John P. McGee to be postmaster at Carrollton, Ala., in 
place of J. P. McGee. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 15, 1938. 

Willard D. Leake to be postmaster at Jasper, Ala., in place 
of W. D. Leake. Incumbent’s commission expired March 15, 
1938. 

Samuel D. Wren to be postmaster at Red Bay, Ala., in 
place of S. D. Wren. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 15, 1938. 

ARIZONA 

George H. Todd to be postmaster at Phoenix, Ariz., in place 
of G. H. Todd. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
1, 1938. 

ARKANSAS 

William Edgar Bradley to be postmaster at Alma, Ark., 
in place of W. E. Bradley. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 14, 1938. 

John R. Harkness to be postmaster at Belleville, Ark., in 
place of J. R. Harkness. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 14, 1938. 

Tom Morris, Jr., to be postmaster at Berryville, Ark., in 
place of Tom Morris, Jr. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 28, 1938. 

Robert D. Reagan to be postmaster at Danville, Ark., in 
place of R. D. Reagan. Incumbent's commission expired 
March 14, 1938. 

William M. McQueen to be postmaster at Des Arc, Ark., 
in place of W. M. McQueen. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired February 15, 1938. 

Bess M. Nobles to be postmaster at Dierks, Ark., in place 
of B. M. Nobles. Incumbent’s commission expired March 8, 
1938. 
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Allan M. Wilson to be postmaster at Fayetteville, Ark., in 
place of A. M. Wilson. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 28, 1938. 

Walter R. Dunn to be postmaster at Foreman, Ark., in 
place of W. R. Dunn. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 14, 1938. 

Halton B. Stewart to be postmaster at Greenwood, Ark., in 
place of H. B. Stewart. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 15, 1938. 

Robert Roy Millwee to be postmaster at Nashville, Ark., in 
place of R. R. Millwee. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 14, 1938. 

James H. Nobles to be postmaster at Parkdale, Ark., in 
place of J. H. Nobles. Incumbent's commission expired 
January 27, 1938. 

Myrt Walrond to be postmaster at Pocahontas, Ark., in 
place of Myrt Walrond. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 14, 1938. 

Isaac H. Steed to be postmaster at Star City, Ark., in place 
of I. H. Steed. Incumbent’s commission expired January 
27, 1938. 

Jo Etta Peel to be postmaster at State Sanatorium, Ark., 
in place of Jo Etta Peel. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 28, 1938. 

Mabel E. Whaley to be postmaster at Sulphur Springs, 
Ark., in place of M. E. Whaley. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired January 27, 1938. 

Jonathan A. Horton to be postmaster at North Little Rock, 
Ark., in place of R. L. Lawhon, resigned. 


CALIFORNIA 


Owen Kenny to be postmaster at Calistoga, Calif., in place 
of Owen Kenny. Incumbent’s commission expired March 6, 
1938. 

James R. Kilkenny to be postmaster at Dixon, Calif., in 
place of J. R. Kilkenny. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 5, 1938. 

Leslie A. Johnson to be postmaster at Escalon, Calif., in 
place of L. A. Johnson. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 6, 1938. 

Elaine M. Strohl to be postmaster at Imola, Calif., in place 
of E. M. Strohl. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
20, 1938. 

Edmund V. Murphy to be postmaster at Madera, Calif., 
in place of E. V. Murphy. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 20, 1938. 

John J. Nestor to be postmaster at Mojave, Calif., in place 
of J. J. Nestor. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
20, 1938. 

Sidney F. Horrell to be postmaster at Moneta, Calif., in 
place of S. F. Horrell. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 6, 1938. 

James H. Pearce to be postmaster at Oilfields, Calif., in 
place of J. H. Pearce. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 5, 1938. 

Rowena A. Osborn to be postmaster at Orcutt, Calif., in 
place of R. A. Osborn. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 2, 1938. 

Hazel Hooker to be postmaster at Waterman, Calif., in place 
of Hazel Hooker. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
5, 1938. 

Charles A. Graf to be postmaster at Winters, Calif., in place 
of C. A. Graf. Incumbent’s commission expired Fabruary 
5, 1938. 

Lempi J. Kiviano to be postmaster at Georgetown, Calif. 
Office became Presidential July 1, 1937. 

Edward E. Enos to be postmaster at Niles, Calif., in place 
of H. V. Fournier, removed. 

COLORADO 

Roy Staley to be postmaster at Arvada, Colo., in place of 
Roy Staley. Incumbent’s commission expired February 1, 
1938. 

Joseph B. Sella to be postmaster at Estes Park, Colo., in 
place of J. B. Sella. Incumbent’s commission expired Febru- 
ary 1, 1938. 
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John F. Redman to be postmaster at Greeley, Colo., in place 
of J. F. Redman. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
20, 1938. 

Thomas H. Hargreaves to be postmaster at Holyoke, Colo., 
in place of T. H. Hargreaves. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired February 1, 1938. 

Nicholas C. Huffaker to be postmaster at Hot Sulphur 
Springs, Colo., in place of N. C. Huffaker. Incumbent’s com- 
mission expired February 10, 1938. 

Robert E. McCunniff to be postmaster at La Jara, Colo., in 
place of R. E. McCunniff. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 1, 1938. 

Frank Brady to be postmaster at Manassa, Colo., in place 
of Frank Brady. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
1, 1938. 

William B. Giacomini to be postmaster at Sterling, Colo., in 
place of W. B. Giacomini. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 1, 1938. 

Oren E. Stallings to be postmaster at Yuma, Colo., in place 
of O. E. Stallings. Incumbent’s commission expired Febru- 
ary 10, 1938. 

CONNECTICUT 

Paul F. Sherran to be postmaster at Darien, Conn., in place 
of P. F.Sherran. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
15, 1938. 

DELAWARE 

Grace E. Bright to be postmaster at St. Georges, Del. 

Office became Presidential July 1, 1937. 
FLORIDA 

Anna W. Lewis to be postmaster at Everglades, Fla., in 
place of A. W. Lewis. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 15, 1938. 

Warren J. Armstrong to be postmaster at Niceville, Fla. 
Office became Presidential July 1, 1937. 

Burdett Loomis, Jr., to be postmaster at Pierce, Fla., in 
place of Burdett Loomis, Jr. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired February 10, 1938. 

GEORGIA 

Ruth D. McClure to be postmaster at Acworth, Ga., in 
place of R. D. McClure. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 30, 1938. 

Levi P. Grainger to be postmaster at Blackshear, Ga., in 
place of L. P. Grainger. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 30, 1938. 

John W. McCallum to be postmaster at Broxton, Ga., in 
place of J. W. McCallum. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 1, 1938. 

Lewis L. Wolfe to be postmaster at Brunswick, Ga., in 
place of L. L. Wolfe. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 22, 1938. 

Leighton W. McPherson to be postmaster at Columbus, Ga., 
in place of L. W. McPherson. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired February 1, 1938. 

Osep N. Ruben to be postmaster at Davisboro, Ga., in 
place of O. N. Ruben. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 28, 1938. 

Wylie West to be postmaster at Decatur, Ga., in place of 
Wylie West. Incumbent’s commission expired January 30, 
1938. 

Lawrence J. McPhaul to be postmaster at Doerun, Ga., in 
place of L. J. McPhaul. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 15, 1938. 

Alvin W. Etheridge to be postmaster at East Point, Ga., 
in place of A. W. Etheridge. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired March 15, 1938. 

Stanley L. Morgan to be postmaster at Fayetteville, Ga., in 
place of S. L. Morgan. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 28, 1938. 

Arley D. Finley to be postmaster at Hazlehurst, Ga., in 
place of A. D. Finley. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 30, 1938. 
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Charles Clements to be postmaster at La Fayette, Ga., 
in place of Charles Clements. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired January 30, 1938. 

Pearle H. Girardeau to be postmaster at McRae, Ga., in 
place of P. H. Girardeau. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 28, 1938. 

B. Clayton Blanton to be postmaster at Thomasville, Ga., 
in place of B. C. Blanton. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 1, 1938. 

Roy Thrasher to be postmaster at Tifton, Ga., in place 
of Roy Thrasher. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
28, 1938. 

Cameron U. Young to be postmaster at Valdosta, Ga., in 
place of C. U. Young. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 1, 1938. 

Lewis R. Powell to be postmaster at Villa Rica, Ga., in 
place of L. R. Powell. Incumbent's commission expired 
February 28, 1938. 

Aron Otis Johnson to be postmaster at Waycross, Ga., in 
place of A. O. Johnson. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 28, 1938. 

Arthur E. Horn to be postmaster at White Hall, Ga. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1937. 

Henry B. McCoy to be postmaster at Woodbury, Ga., in 
place of H. B. McCoy. Incumbent's commission expired 
February 22, 1938. 

ILLINOIS 


James M. Allen to be postmaster at Decatur, II., in place 
of J. M. Allen. Incumbent’s commission expired March 7, 
1938. 

Arthur B. Caughlan to be postmaster at Pittsfield, III., in 
place of A. B. Caughlan. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 31, 1938. 

Lyle M. Cross to be postmaster at San Jose, Hl., in place 
of L. M. Cross. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
2, 1938. 

Martha G. Baily to be postmaster at Table Grove, Nl., in 
place of M. G. Baily. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 7, 1938. 

George A. Larimer to be postmaster at Tuscola, III., in 
place of G. A. Larimer. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 7, 1938. 

Helen T. Fisher to be postmaster at Delavan, Ill., in place 
of H. L. Armacost, deceased. 

INDIANA 

Harry S. Glump to be postmaster at New Harmony, Ind., 
in place of H. S. Glump. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 31, 1938. 

Fred J. Merline to be postmaster at Notre Dame, Ind., in 
place of F. J. Merline. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 31, 1938. 

Earl M. Miller to be postmaster at Princeton, Ind., in place 
of E. M. Miller. Incumbent’s commission expired January 
31, 1938. 

IOWA 

John Miller to be postmaster at Paton, Iowa., in place of 
John Miller. Incumbent’s commission expired February 28, 
1938. 

Lewis E. Mease to be postmaster at Truro, Iowa, in place 
of L. E. Mease. Incumbent’s commission expired March 14, 
1938. 

KANSAS 

Arley M. Kistler to be postmaster at Leon, Kans., in place 
of A. M. Kistler. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
10, 1938. 

Walter R. Ives to be postmaster at Mount Hope, Kans., in 
place of W. R. Ives. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 10, 1938. 

George E. Smysor to be postmaster at Mulvane, Kans., in 
place of G. E. Smysor. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 10, 1938. 


1938 


Amos A. Belsley to be postmaster at Wellington, Kans., in 
place of A. A. Belsley. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 10, 1938. 

KENTUCKY 

Herman A. House to be postmaster at London, Ky., in 
place of H. A. House. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 5, 1938. 

Virginia B. Pittman to be postmaster at Perryville, Ky. 
Office became Presidential July 1, 1937. 

LOUISIANA 

Sylvester J. Folse to be postmaster at Patterson, La., in 
place of S. J. Folse. Incumbent’s commission expired March 
6, 1938. 

MAINE 

Marjory D. Woolley to be postmaster at Bridgton, Maine, 
in place of M. D. Woolley. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 31, 1938. 

George W. Leonard to be postmaster at Brunswick, Maine, 
in place of G. W. Leonard. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 30. 1938. 

Eddie J. Roderick to be postmaster at Rumford, Maine, 
in place of E. J. Roderick. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 31, 1938. 

Allie D. Richards to be postmaster at Strong, Maine, in 
place of A. D. Richards. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 15, 1938. 

MARYLAND 

Bushrod P. Nash to be postmaster at Brentwood, Md., in 
place of B. P. Nash. Incumbent’s commission expired Febru- 
ary 20, 1938. 

Frank Vodopivec, Jr., to be postmaster at Kitzmiller, Md., 
in place of Frank Vodopivec, Jr. Incumbent’s commission 
expired February 10, 1938. 

Ralph Sellman to be postmaster at Mount Airy, Md., in 
place of Ralph Sellman. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 20, 1938. 

Charles L. Connell to be postmaster at Western Port, Md., 
in place of C. L. Connell. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 10, 1938. 

Charles W. Klee to be postmaster at Westminster, Md., in 
place of C. W. Klee. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 10, 1938. 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Eva Fitzpatrick to be postmaster at Allerton, Mass., in place 
of Eva Fitzpatrick. Incumbent’s commission expired Janu- 
ary 30, 1938. 

Matthew D. E. Tower to be postmaster at Becket, Mass., 
in place of M. D. E. Tower. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 30, 1938. 

Clarence R. Halloran to be postmaster at Framingham, 
Mass., in place of C. R. Halloran. Incumbent’s commission 
expired February 15, 1938. 

Mildred D. O’Neil to be postmaster at Hyannis Port, Mass., 
in place of M. D. O'Neil. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 30, 1938. 

John R. Parker to be postmaster at Rockland, Mass., in 
place of J. R. Parker. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 15, 1938. 

Harriet A. Goggin to be postmaster at Seekonk, Mass., in 
place of H. A. Goggin. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 10, 1938. 

Mary E. Joseph to be postmaster at Truro, Mass., in place 
of M. E. Joseph. Incumbent’s commission expired January 
30, 1938. 

Charles E. Cook to be postmaster at Uxbridge, Mass., in 
place of C. E. Cook. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 10, 1938. 

Roger W. Cahoon, Jr., to be postmaster at West Harwich, 
Mass., in place of R. W. Cahoon, Jr. Incumbent’s commis- 
sion expired February 15, 1938. 

MICHIGAN 

Morton G. Wells to be postmaster at Byron Center, Mich., 
in place of M. G. Wells. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 30, 1938. 
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William H. Cuthbertson to be postmaster at Ludington, 
Mich., in place of W. H. Cuthbertson. Incumbent’s commis- 
sion expired January 30, 1938. 

Charles P. Sawyer to be postmaster at Newaygo, Mich., 
in place of C. P. Sawyer. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 15, 1938. 

Eva A. Wurzburg to be postmaster at Northport, Mich., 
in place of E. A. Wurzburg. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired January 30, 1938. 

Jerome Wilhelm to be postmaster at Traverse City, Mich., 
in place of Jerome Wilhelm. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired January 30, 1938. 

John F. Lyons to be postmaster at White Cloud, Mich., in 
place of J. F. Lyons. Incumbent’s commission expired Jan- 
uary 30, 1938. 

MINNESOTA 

Cora O. Smith to be postmaster at Bayport, Minn., in 
place of C. O. Smith. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 31, 1938. 

Reginald F. Ferrin to be postmaster at Mantorville, Minn., 
in place of F. E. Joslyn, deceased. 

MISSISSIPPI 

Harry L. Callicott to be postmaster at Coldwater, Miss., in 
place of H. L. Callicott. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 30, 1938. 

Finley B. Hewes to be postmaster at Gulfport, Miss., in 
place of F. B. Hewes. Incumbent's commission expired 
January 30, 1938. 

Johnnie L. Posey to be postmaster at Philadelphia, Miss., 
in place of J. L. Posey. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 6, 1938. 

Leroy N. Mixon to be postmaster at Shubuta, Miss., in 
place of L. N. Mixon. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 15, 1938. 

Walter L. Collins to be postmaster at Union, Miss., in 
place of W. L. Collins. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 30, 1938. 

MISSOURI 


Nat M. Snider to be postmaster at Cape Girardeau, Mo., 
in place of N. M. Snider. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 6, 1938. 

Elizabeth Farnan to be postmaster at Clyde, Mo., in place 
of Elizabeth Farnan. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 6, 1938. 

Ora Lee Dean to be postmaster at Dearborn, Mo., in place 
of O. L. Dean. Incumbent’s commission expired March 6, 
1938. 

Joseph F. Hargis to be postmaster at Downing, Mo., in 
place of J. F. Hargis. Incumbent's commission expired 
March 6, 1938. 

Theodore G. Robinson to be postmaster at Maryville, Mo., 
in place of T. G. Robinson. Incumbent's commission ex- 
pired March 6, 1938. 

Earl F. Wiek to be postmaster at Rich Hill, Mo., in place 
of E. F. Wiek. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
20, 1938. 

Gertrude R. Maupin to be postmaster at Watson, Mo., 
in place of G. R. Maupin. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 10, 1938. 

Martin E. Gardner to be postmaster at Koch, Mo, Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1936. 


NEW HAMPSHIRE 

Al J. Picard to be postmaster at Derry, N. H., in place 
of A. J. d. Incumbent's commission expired February 
2, 1938. 

Edward K. Sweeney to be postmaster at Exeter, N. H., in 
place of E. K. Sweeney. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 2, 1938. - 

NEW MEXICO 

James W. Patterson to be postmaster at Fort Sumner, 
N. Mex., in place of J. W. Patterson. Incumbent’s commis- 
sion expired February 10, 1938. 
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NORTH CAROLINA 


T. Coleman Galloway to be postmaster at Brevard, N. C., 
in place of T. C. Galloway. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired January 31, 1938. 

Berder B. Long to be postmaster at Cullowhee, N. C., in 
place of B. B. Long. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 15, 1938. 

John W. Coleman to be postmaster at Greensboro, N. C., 
in place of J. W. Coleman. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired February 1, 1938. 

Frederick R. Jones to be postmaster at Hayesville, N. C., 
in place of F. R. Jones. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 1, 1938. 

May Calvert to be postmaster at Jackson, N. C., in place of 
May Calvert. Incumbent’s commission expired February 1, 
1938. 

Paul Green to be postmaster at Thomasville, N. C., in 
place of Paul Green. Incumbent’s commission expired Janu- 
ary 31, 1938. 

William H. Stearns to be postmaster at Tryon, N. C., in 
place of W. H. Stearns. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 15, 1938. 

Wilbur R. Dosher to be postmaster at Wilmington, N. C., in 
place of W. R. Dosher. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 31, 1938. 

OHIO 


Carroll S. Irvin to be postmaster at Adena, Ohio, in place 
of C. S. Irvin. Incumbent’s commission expired March 14, 
1938. 

Ira A. Foglesong to be postmaster at Barnesville, Ohio, in 
place of I. A. Foglesong. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 14, 1938. 

Edward R. Reichenbach to be postmaster at Bluffton, Ohio, 
in place of E. R. Reichenbach. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired February 15, 1938. 

Herman A. Schafer to be postmaster at Bridgeport, Ohio, 
in place of H. A. Schafer. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 1, 1938. 

Sam F. Dickerson to be postmaster at Cadiz, Ohio, in 
place of S. F. Dickerson. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 1, 1938. 

Abner C. Barnhouse to be postmaster at Caldwell, Ohio, in 
place of A. C. Barnhouse. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 14, 1938. 

James J. Zerla to be postmaster at Dillonvale, Ohio, in 
place of J. J. Zerla. Incumbent’s commission expired March 
14, 1938. 

Willard R. Hower to be postmaster at Dolyestown, Ohio, 
in place of W. R. Hower. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 15, 1938. 

Ralph C. Benedum to be postmaster at East Liverpool, 
Ohio, in place of R. C. Benedum. Incumbent’s commission 
expired February 15, 1938. 

Charles F. Hildebolt to be postmaster at Eaton, Ohio, in 
place of C. F. Hildebolt. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 15, 1938. 

Frank J. McCauley to be postmaster at Marietta, Ohio, in 
place of F. J. McCauley. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 14, 1938. 

James A. Anderson to be postmaster at Millersburg, Ohio, 
in place of J. A. Anderson. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 1, 1938. 

Robert L. Hagerty to be postmaster at Mingo Junction, 
Ohio, in place of R. L. Hagerty. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired February 15, 1938. 

Ruth H. Brinkman to be postmaster at Minster Ohio, in 
place of R. H. Brinkman. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 1, 1938. 

Roland E. Jackson to be postmaster at Neffs, Ohio, in place 
of R. E. Jackson. Incumbent's commission expired March 
14, 1938. 
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Clarence J. Bartel to be postmaster at Piqua, Ohio, in place 

15 C. J. Bartel. Incumbent's commission expired February 
, 1938. 

Charles A. Ferren to be postmaster at St. Clairsville, Ohio, 
in place of C. A. Ferren. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 15, 1938. 

John E. Kassell to be postmaster at South Zanesville, Ohio, 
in place of J. E. Kassell. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 15, 1938. 

Arnold M. Speir to be postmaster at State Soldiers Home, 
Ohio, in place of A. M. Speir. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired February 15, 1938. 

James Connor to be postmaster at Toronto, Ohio, in place 
of James Connor. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 15, 1938. 

Algy R. Murphy to be postmaster at Troy, Ohio, in place of 
A. R. Murphy. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
1, 1938. 

Charles A. Trinter to be postmaster at Vermilion, Ohio, in 
place of C. A. Trinter. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 15, 1938. 

Dale Kessel to be postmaster at Wellsville, Ohio, in place 
of Dale Kessel. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
1, 1938. 

Charles R. Treon to be postmaster at West Carrollton, 
Ohio, in place of C. R. Treon. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired February 1, 1938. 

Robert Wilson to be postmaster at Westerville, Ohio, in 
place of Robert Wilson. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 14, 1938. 

OKLAHOMA 

Mary B. Weathers to be postmaster at Grove, Okla., in 
place of M. B. Weathers. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 7, 1938. 

Laura L. Bennett to be postmaster at Mountain Park, Okla., 
in place of L. L. Bennett. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 7, 1938. 

James T. Norton to be postmaster at Nowata, Okla., in 
place of J. T. Norton. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 7, 1938. 

James McK. Williams to be postmaster at Walters, Okla., 
in place of J. McK. Williams. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired March 7, 1938. 

OREGON 

Georgia G. Casebeer to be postmaster at Bly, Oreg. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1937. 

Ruby O. Roberts to be postmaster at Ione, Oreg., in place 
of R. O. Roberts. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
15, 1938. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Stanley C. Croop to be postmaster at Hunlock Creek, Pa., 
in place of S. C. Croop. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 1, 1938. 

Harry R. Schalcher to be postmaster at Newtown Square, 
Pa., in place of H. O. Broadbelt, removed. 

RHODE ISLAND 

John J. McCabe to be postmaster at Pontiac, R. I., in place 
of J. J. McCabe. Incumbent’s commission expired January 
31, 1938. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

Hattie J. Peeples to be postmaster at Varnville, S. C., in 
place of H. J. Peeples. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 8, 1938. 

Bessie B. Gasque to be postmaster at Marion, S. C., in 
place of J. H. Gasque, deceased. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Gertrude S. Severson to be postmaster at Brandt, S. Dak., 


in place of G. S. Severson. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 20, 1938. 


1938 


George M. Foltz to be postmaster at Herrick, S. Dak., in 
Place of G. M. Foltz. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 10, 1938. 

J. Russell Andersen to be postmaster at Irene, S. Dak., in 
place of J. R. Andersen. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 8, 1938. 

Anna A. Dithmer to be postmaster at Kadoka, S. Dak., in 
place of A. A. Dithmer. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 10, 1938. 

i TENNESSEE 

William B. Olds to be postmaster at Cottagegrove, Tenn., 
in place of W. B. Olds. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 31, 1938. 

TEXAS 

Leslie L. Cates to be postmaster at Ben Wheeler, Tex., 
in place of L. L. Cates. Imcumbent’s commission expired 
February 22, 1938. 

William T. Burnett to be postmaster at Brownsville, Tex., 
in place of W. T. Burnett. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 10, 1938. 

Gilbert McGloin to be postmaster at Corpus Christi, Tex., 
in place of Gilbert McGloin. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired February 10, 1938. 

Kathleen H. Corn to be postmaster at Crockett, Tex., in 
place of K. H. Corn. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 10, 1938. 

Lonnie Childs to be postmaster at Fairfield, Tex., in place 
of Lonnie Childs. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 10, 1938. 

Imogene B. Dunn to be postmaster at Goldsmith, Tex. 
Office became Presidential October 1, 1937. 

Arch A. Gary to be postmaster at Henderson, Tex., in 
place of A. A. Gary. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 10, 1938. 

Samuel C. Rhinehart to be postmaster at Iraan, Tex., in 
place of S. C. Rhinehart. Incumbent's commission expired 
February 22, 1938. 

Esther L. Berry to be postmaster at Joinerville, Tex., in 
place of E. L. Berry. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 10, 1938. 

Georgia C. Wolfe to be postmaster at Lefors, Tex., in place 
of G. C. Wolfe. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
10, 1938. 

Harry S. Merts to be postmaster at McAllen, Tex., in place 
of H. S. Merts. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
10, 1938. 

Evlyn M. Berry to be postmaster at Mesquite, Tex., in 
place of E. M. Berry. Incumbent's commission expired 
February 10, 1938. 

Philpott Karner to be postmaster at Mexia, Tex., in place 
of Philpott Karner. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 10, 1938. 

John A. Nicholson to be postmaster at Sanger, Tex., in 
place of J. A. Nicholson. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 10, 1938. 

Paullin J. Fowler to be postmaster at South San Antonio, 
Tex., in place of Mrs. Charles S. (Paullin J.) Fowler. In- 
cumbent’s commission expired February 10, 1938. 

UTAH 

Wells P. Starley to be postmaster at Fillmore, Utah, in 
place of W. P. Starley. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 20, 1938. 

James Walton to be postmaster at Tremonton, Utah, in 
place of James Walton. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 20, 1938. 

VIRGINIA 

Harry B. Jordan to be postmaster at Bedford, Va., in place 
of H. B. Jordan. Incumbent's commission expired March 14, 
1938. 

David J. Garber to be postmaster at Fort Belvoir, Va., in 
place of D. J. Garber. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 10, 1938. 
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Alfred C. Darden to be postmaster at Fortress Monroe, Va., 
in place of A. C. Darden. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 14, 1938. 

Emmett L. Allen to be postmaster at Glenallen, Va., in place 
of E. L. Allen. Incumbent’s commission expired February 10, 
1938. 

Lucy M. Wing to be postmaster at Greenway, Va., in place 
of L. M. Wing. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
10, 1938. 

John W. Burger to be postmaster at Natural Bridge, Va., in 
place of J. W. Burger. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 10, 1938. 

WASHINGTON 

Orris E. Marine to be postmaster at Colton, Wash., in place 
of O. E. Marine. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
28, 1938. 

Adrian C. Gehres to be postmaster at Connell, Wash., in 
place of A. C. Gehres. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 15, 1938. 

Oscar W. Behrmann to be postmaster at Fairfield, Wash., 
in place of O. W. Behrmann. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired February 15, 1938. 

Gerald H. McFaul to be postmaster at Ione, Wash., in 
place of G. H. McFaul. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 15, 1938. 

James B. Robertson to be postmaster at Kettle Falls, 
Wash., in place of J. B. Robertson. Incumbent’s commis- 
sion expired January 30, 1938. 

Raymond A. Landgraf to be postmaster at Klickitat, Wash., 
in place of R. A. Landgraf. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 28, 1938. 

I. Wells LittleJohn to be postmaster at Pateros, Wash., in 
place of I. W. LittleJohn. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 31, 1938. 

George P. Fishburne to be postmaster at Tacoma, Wash., 
in place of G. P. Fishburne. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 15, 1938. 

WEST VIRGINIA 


Julius W. Singleton to be postmaster at Charleston, W. Va., 
in place of J. W. Singleton. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired February 28, 1938. 

Thomas R. Moore to be postmaster at Charles Town, W. 
Va., in place of T. R. Moore. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired February 20, 1938. 

John W. Fisher to be postmaster at Moorefield, W. Va., in 
place of J. W. Fisher. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 15, 1938. 

Frederick W. Horchler to be postmaster at Newburg, 
W. Va., in place of F. W. Horchler. Incumbent’s commission 
expired March 15, 1938. 

Ruskin J. Wiseman to be postmaster at Summersville, 
W. Va., in place of R. J. Wiseman. Incumbent's commission 
expired February 20, 1938. 

WISCONSIN 

Charles N. Cody to be postmaster at Antigo, Wis., in place 
of C. N. Cody. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
10, 1938. 

John Heindl to be postmaster at Barton, Wis., in place of 
John Heindl. Incumbent’s commission expired February 10, 
1938. 

John J. Riordan to be postmaster at Beloit, Wis., in place 
of J. J. Riordan. Incumbent’s commission expired January 
30, 1938. 

Homer J. Samson to be postmaster at Cameron, Wis., in 
place of H. J. Samson. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 10, 1938. 

Ted Cole to be postmaster at Cashton, Wis., in place of 
Ted Cole. Incumbent’s commission expired February 10, 
1938. 

Frank R. Hughes to be postmaster at Chippewa Falls, Wis., 
in place of F. R. Hughes. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 30, 1938. 
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Earl F. Moldenhauer to be postmaster at Clintonville, Wis., 
in place of E. F. Moldenhauer. Incumbent’s commission 
expired February 10, 1938. 

Frank J. Shortner to be postmaster at Edgar, Wis., in 
place of F. J. Shortner. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 10, 1938. 

Charles L. Haessly to be postmaster at Ellsworth, Wis., in 
place of C. L. Haessly. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 7, 1938. 

Oliver E. Neuens to be postmaster at Fredonia, Wis., in 
place of O. E. Neuens. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 30, 1938. 

Alphonse J. McGuire to be postmaster at Highland, Wis., 
in place of A. J. McGuire. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 20, 1938. 

Cyril H. Eldridge to be postmaster at Hilbert, Wis., in 
place of C. H. Eldridge. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 20, 1938. 

Leo J. Ford to be postmaster at Janesville, Wis., in place 
of L. J. Ford. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
20, 1938. 

Esther Cody to be postmaster at Lone Rock, Wis., in place 
of Esther Cody. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
10, 1938. 

Leo M. Meyer to be postmaster at Loyal, Wis., in place of 
L. M. Meyer. Incumbent’s commission expired January 30, 
1938. 

Earl D. Young to be postmaster at Melrose, Wis., in place 
of E. D. Young. Incumbent’s commission expired January 30, 
1938. 

Levy Williamson to be postmaster at Mineral Point, Wis., 
in place of Levy Williamson. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired January 30, 1938. 

Frank Hanley to be postmaster at North Freedom, Wis., 
in place of Frank Hanley. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 10, 1938. 

Meridan D. Anderson to be postmaster at Omro, Wis., in 
place of M. D. Anderson. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 7, 1938. 

W. Joseph Hand to be postmaster at Random Lake, Wis., 
in place of W. J. Hand. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 10, 1938. 

Stephen J. McShane to be postmaster at Rice Lake, Wis., 
in place of S. J. McShane. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 30, 1938. 

Mable A. DeWitt to be postmaster at Sayner, Wis., in place 
of M. A. DeWitt. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
10, 1938. 

Grover E. Falck to be postmaster at Seymour, Wis., in 
place of G. E. Falck. Incumbent’s commission expired March 
7, 1938. 

Charles F. Heald to be postmaster at Sheboygan Falls, Wis., 
in place of C. F. Heald. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 30, 1938. 

Malcolm R. Dalton to be postmaster at Silverlake, Wis., in 
place of M. R. Dalton. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 20, 1938. 

George W. Shenkenberg to be postmaster at Waterford, 
Wis., in place of G. W. Shenkenberg. Incumbent’s commis- 
sion expired January 30, 1938. 

Frank P. O’Meara to be postmaster at West Bend, Wis., in 
place of F. P. O’Meara. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 10, 1938. 

Edward Laneville to be postmaster at Withee, Wis., in 
place of Edward Laneville. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 20, 1938. 

Albert Hansen to be postmaster at New Lisbon, Wis., in 
place of M. E. Kennedy, deceased. 


WYOMING 


Jennie L. Huston to be postmaster at Daniel, Wyo. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1937. 
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CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 21 
(legislative day of January 5), 1938 
UNITED STATES MARSHAL 


William Thomas Dowd to be United States marshal for 
the middle district of North Carolina. 
POSTMASTERS 
GEORGIA 
Marion C. Farrar, Avondale Estates. 
Olin L. Spence, Carrollton. 
Paul C. Sewell, Cave Spring. 
Ruth A. Redmond, Chatsworth. 
John A. Walker, Cochran. 
Sara B. Green, Fairburn. 
Fannie M. Vaughn, Jeffersonville. 
Jane M. Wilkes, Lincolnton. 
Arthur B. Caldwell, Smyrna. 
Mamie G. White, Stone Mountain, 
Bertha L. Boyd, Union Point. 
Robert B. Bryan, Wrightsville. 


IOWA 


Bernard G. Remmes, Charter Oak. 
Lillian E. Wicks, Minburn. 
NORTH CAROLINA 
James A. Bonner, Aurora. 
G. Leslie Hensley, Burnsville. 
Clinton E. Bolick, Conover. 
Vivian T. Davis, Forest City. 
Newberry McDevitt, Marshall. 
Oscar L. Phillips, Matthews. 
Columbus L. Biggerstaff, Rutherfordton. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
MoNDAY, MARCH 21, 1938 


The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., 
offered the following prayer: 


Regard our supplication, O Lord, and grant us Thy bless- 
ing. We thank Thee for Thy pardoning mercies, so count- 
less and so free. We pray that we may show forth Thy 
praise in our daily conduct. Under the influence and 
guidance of Thy spirit help us to come into a larger knowl- 
edge and liberty as the sons of God. May we cherish a great 
faith in the possibilities and future of our homeland. O 
cleanse the channels of our national life and pour into them 
health and purity, bearing away evil and all unwholesome 
things. As Thou dost love mercy, oh, may the love of coun- 
try dwell in the hearts of devout millions, leaving them purer 
and braver for the vision that is to come. We do not ask to 
see the distant scene, but we pray for the eyes of vision, for 
the arms of faith, and for the feet of obedience. Today make 
our duty our delight. In the name of Jesus our Savior. 
Amen, 


The Journal of the proceedings of Friday, March 18 was 
read and approved. 


H. NEWLIN MEGILL 


The SPEAKER laid before the House the following com- 
munication from the Clerk of the House: 
The Honorable WILLIAM B. BANKHEAD, 

Speaker of the House of Representatives 

Sm: Desiring to be temporarily absent from my office, I hereby 
designate Mr. H. Newlin Megill, an official in my office, to sign 
any and all papers for me which he would be authorized to sign 
by virtue of this designation and of clause 4, rule III, of the House. 


y yours, 
SOUTH TRIMBLE, 
Clerk of the House of Representatives. 


Mr. PFEIFER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 1 minute. 


1938 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

THE LATE GEORGE W. LINDSAY 

Mr. PFEIFER. Mr. Speaker, it becomes my sad duty to- 
day to announce to the House the death of a true public 
servant, your friend and my predecessor and friend, the late 
Hon. George W. Lindsay, on Wednesday, March 16. 

Mr. Lindsay, known to us and who wished to be called by 
us as George, gave many years of his life to public service. 
This calling for public duty was inherited from his father, 
George Henry Lindsay, who at one time was also a Member of 
this honorable body for 12 years. 

George, after rendering laudable service to the people of 
the district in which he lived, as an assemblyman, State com- 
mitteeman, and tenement-house commissioner, was sent here 
in 1923 by the people of his district as their Representative 
in Congress. George had rendered valuable service while a 
Member of this body until 1935. Back home in his district he 
was a father to all of us. His clear judgment and common- 
sense understanding will not only be missed by the people of 
the Third Congressional District of New York but also by the 
Nation at large. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to pro- 
ceed for 2 minutes to ask the majority leader a question 
relative to the program. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SNELL. Can the majority leader tell us what the 
program will be for the balance of the afternoon following 
the vote on the Navy bill, and also the program for the next 
2 or 3 days? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Following the vote on the Navy bill the 
Consent Calendar will be called. The Speaker then in- 
tends to recognize the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. GRIS- 
WOLD] to move to suspend the rules on a bill reported by 
the Veterans’ Committee for the pensioning of widows and 
orphans of certain disabled and deceased ex-service men. I 
understand the Speaker will recognize one further suspension 
on a bill reported by the Appropriations Committee with 
reference to some expenses in connection with the Constitu- 
tion Sesquicentennial. 

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman tell us a little more about 
that? 

Mr. RAYBURN. The -gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
Wooprum] is here and can tell us better than I. I yield to 
him for that purpose. 

Mr. WOODRUM. It is House Joint Resolution 623 re- 
ported unanimously by the Committee on Appropriations. 
This bill makes additional appropriations for the Constitu- 
tion Sesquicentennial Commission. 

Mr. SNELL. You decided to do it by suspension and not 
give the House an opportunity really to discuss it; is that 
the idea? 

Mr. WOODRUM. It is reported with the unanimous ap- 
proval of the Committee on Appropriations, the minority 
members of the committee concurring, I may say to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I understand this was a matter carried 
in the independent offices bill. 

Mr. WOODRUM. It was matter carried in the regular 
independent offices bill but the Appropriations Committee 
desired to look into it further, so it was deleted from the 
independent offices bill. Further investigation with refer- 
ence to it was had by the committee with the result that 
the committee unanimously—and that includes the minority 
members—are in accord on this procedure. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Further answering the gentleman from 
New York, Mr. Speaker, the conference report on the District 
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of Columbia appropriation bill is ready. I understand it is 
entirely noncontroversial. That may come up late in the 
afternoon if time is left after disposing of these other mat- 
ters; also the conferees are ready on the Post Office-Treasury 
bill, and that will come up sometime during the week— 
today, tomorrow, or Wednesday. 

Mr. SNELL. Will that be the first order of business to- 
morrow? 

Mr. RAYBURN. The conference report on the independ- 
ent offices bill has the right-of-way tomorrow by agreement. 

Mr. SNELL. Then you expect to follow with these other 
conference reports? 

Mr. RAYBURN. ASI said, we may take up the District of 
Columbia conference report this afternoon if we have time. 

It is the intention on Wednesday to call part of the cal- 
endar of committees. On Thursday there will be general 
debate on the War Department appropriation bill. 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to proceed for 1 minute. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 

J. chairman of the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors, desires to ask a question. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAYBURN. I yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. If the Fort Peck bill should be objected 
to when it is called on the Consent Calendar, would I be in 
order today to move a suspension of the rules for its con- 
sideration? 

Mr. RAYBURN. The matter of recognition to move to 
suspend the rules is entirely in the hands of the Speaker, I 
may say to my colleague from Texas. 

Mr. MAPES. Will the gentleman repeat his request? 

Mr. RAYBURN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. MANS- 
FIELD] asked me if the Fort Peck Dam proposition was ob- 
jected to when it was taken up on the Consent Calendar 
would it be in order for him to move to suspend the rules? 
My answer was that that was entirely a matter in the hands 
of the Speaker. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. HAINES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include an 
address delivered by our colleague the gentleman from Ala- 
bama [Mr. LUTHER Patrick]. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Recorp on the life and deeds 
of Brigadier General Krzyzanowski. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include 
therein a radio speech I made over the Columbia network 
on Saturday. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include 
therein a speech delivered by Ambassador Joseph J. Kennedy 
before the Pilgrims Club in London last Friday night. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. Leavy asked and was given permission to extend his 
own remarks in the RECORD, 
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COMMITTEE ON PATENTS 


Mr. STROVICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that a Subcommittee on Patents may have the privilege of 
holding hearings tomorrow afternocn during the session of 
the House. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

Mr. KRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. ATKINSON asked and was given permission to extend 
his own remarks in the RECORD. 

Mr. HOUSTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include a 
brief editorial on the life of Glenn Cunningham, of Arkansas. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend my own remarks in 
the Recor and to include in connection therewith copy of 
a resolution which I am today introducing. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I am to- 
day introducing a resolution because Austria owes the 
United States the sum of $26,000,000, as the Members of the 
House know. This money is due the United States Govern- 
ment and $35,000,000 is owed to banks and private indi- 
viduals. I am sure you will join with me in requesting the 
Secretary of State to endeavor to secure from Germany the 
collection of the debt which Austria owes to us, in view of 
the fact that Germany has now taken over control of Aus- 
tria. I think it may also be suggested to Germany that she 
pay her own debts, because she seems to have money to 
Taise and equip an army and march her men into territory 
not her own. If Germany has the money to do these things, 
she certainly ought to pay every penny she owes us and every 
penny that Austria owes us. 

The resolution I am today introducing reads as follows: 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House of Representatives 
that, in view of the uncertainty and confusion arising from cur- 
rent change in the Government of Austria, the Secretary of State 
should proceed promptly to clarify the status of public and pri- 
vate obligations of the Government of Austria and the people 
thereof to the Government of the United States and the people 
thereof respectively, and to secure assurances that the Republic 
of Germany assume the liability for such public obligations of 


the Government of Austria and protect to the fullest extent of 
its power the sanctity of such private obligations. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include therein 
a radio speech made by Hugh Johnson on the reorganization 
bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 
object, what is the nature of his remarks? 

Mr. FISH. Just a few truths about the reorganization bill. 

Mr. McFARLANE. I do not think it is possible for him to 
do that; therefore, I object. 

Mr. OLIVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks at this point in the Recorp and to 
include therein an exhibit from the National Conference on 
Work and Security. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Maine? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. OLIVER. Mr. Speaker, we are about to vote on final 
passage of the authorization bill for increased naval expan- 
sion. For one whole week in this House we have been urged 
to prepare adequate national defense against potential ene- 
mies of this Nation from without. 

The greatest immediate menace to the welfare, traditions, 
and character of America, however, in my opinion, is found 
within our borders, I refer to the continuing and increas- 
ing unemployment which is eating away the vitals of this 
great country. It is indeed a cancerous condition and re- 
quires something more than palliative measures. 

But on Saturday, March 19, concrete evidence was fur- 
nished that even these palliative measures are not adequate. 
I attended the supper meal to which the Members of Con- 
gress were invited by the National Conference on Work and 
Security and for your information, I am enclosing at this 
point the menu for that meal which was a specific illus- 
tration of the tragic condition facing millions of American 
citizens who are today scratching for existence outside of 
the pale of organized society. 

RELIEF VOUCHER 


Manon 19, 1938. 
To one guest of National Conference on Work and Security. 
At Lee House, Fifteenth and L Streets HAWS Washington, D. C. 
Good for one relief dinner. 


Menu 


Chuck, 224 ounces, 3 cents. 

Potatoes, 234 ounces, one-fourth cent. 

Carrots, 2 ounces, one-fourth cent. 

Onions, 1% ounces, one-fourth cent. 

Fruit, one-half apple, one-half cent. 

Bread, one-sixteenth loaf, one-half cent. 

Oleo, three-tenths cent. 

Coffee, one-fourth ounce, one-fourth cent. 

Sugar, four-tenths ounce, one-eighth cent. 

Evaporated milk, one-twelfth can, six-tenths cent. 

This dinner is based on the average budget per person given to 
those on relief in the United States. The average relief budget 
is $22 a month per family—to include all living 


expenses, 
A For purposes of this dinner, the entire budget has been used for 
‘ood. 


Your share, assuming a family of four, is 6 cents for this meal 
based on retail food prices. 


NATIONAL CONFERENCE ON WORK AND SECURITY, 
Mary Gorman, Acting Secretary. 

I hope that a similar exhibition of equally vociferous and 
aggressive support will greet the W. P. A. appropriation bill 
for 1939 as has been evidenced during the naval debate of 
the past week. 

Unemployment in America is a domestic foe of infinitely 
greater menace to this Nation than any foreign foe ever 
could be. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include an ad- 
dress I delivered at the First Congregational Church, Wash- 
irgton, D. C., on yesterday. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. Tomas of New Jersey asked and was given permission 
to extend his own remarks in the RECORD. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include therein 
two addresses I made at Grand Rapids, Mich., and Detroit, 
Mich. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 


RESIDENTS OF NORRISTOWN, TENN. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I hold in my hand a list of the 
residents of Norristown, Tenn., in the T. V. A. area, which 
contains information as to their addresses and their salaries 
in 1936 and 1937. ‘This list indicates a 25-percent increase 
in salaries. The city manager of this town of 300 houses is 
being paid by the T. V. A. $6,000 a year, whereas, in Knoxville, 
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just a few doors away, a city of 100,000, the city manager 


receives a salary of $7,200. 


For this town the Government maintains at Government 
expense a large dairy herd of 70 registered cows for the 
benefit of this town. The list follows: 


Residents of Norristown, with titles and salaries, listed for fiscal 
years ending 1936 and 1937 


Resident Address 


Abercrombie, Mable- — Hillto) 2 Sema 


Allen, Chas. W., Ir 
L. W 400 Went Nowis Md 


Beard, E. Grace... 
Bennett, Geo, P. 
Bentzel, Carl. 
Be 


Billingsley, H. W. 


Hydraulic engineer. 
Rd.] Switchboard operator. 
‘tural engineer. 


Salary, 
Title 180 


Struc 


Bishop, C. Evelyn s ; Hilltop Lane -| Dormi nitor: superin- |-------- 
nden 
Bowman, H. C_.....| Garden Rd Elumen 1. 800 
Bradner, J. W., Ir. 8 East Circle Rd. - Norris town manager_| 5,200 
Brown, Wm. N 103 Pine R ccounting cler 1, 620 
Buchanan, Eleanor * vets Norris | Clerk-stenographer 
77 Pine Rd Assistant management | 4,000 
iet. 
83 West Norris Rd.] Electrician 1. 800 
Forestry aide 5⁰⁰ 
218 Oak Rd We assist 
Campbell, Robert A-| 50 Dogwood Rd. TU. Forestry aide. sae l Soe 
Case, Clyde. Sequoyah Landing |{ Forestry guard. 2,000" 
Chaffee, R. W . 115 Dale Rd Accountant. ~.. 4, 000 
Clapp, Gordon R. 34 West Circle Rd. Director of personn 7, 200 
Clawson, James P.. 100 Dale Rd araen. — = 
Cobb, Bennie O 86 Pine Rd F 
122 Hillto; sane. - Engineering aide 1, 620 
910 ' eet amore engineer 600 
a — Rd. Physical science aide. 
ine Rd. Plant m: a 2.000 
3 3 Hilltop Lane 8 ve assist - 2, 900 
ant. 
107 Pine Rd - 
111 Pine Rd — 
44 West Norris Rd. oe 
Davis, Christopher O. 122 Orchard Ra_..|{Eforron engineer 
Davis, Roy E 148 Hilltop Lane. -| Hrydineatio enger 
Deaderick, David A. 120 Hilltop Lane. Guy ical science aide--| 2,000 


Demboski, Henry 
Dewson, Geo. * wa 


Dill, Malcom H 
Draper, Earl 8. 


Epler, E. P. 


tor. 
. Arden A. .] 126 Orchard Rd. 8 


aris, F. L 140 Hilltop Lane.. 


15 West Circle Rd. 
222 Oak Rd 


Electrical Inspector. 2,000 
Construction inspec-- 


128 Pine Rd 
Chief 
11 West Cirle na secti 


George, Robert 
Gloster, A. 8... 96 ) — 
Gossett, A. L_.......| 47 West Circle Rd. 
Gould, R. E 123 Pine Rd -----| 6,000 
Forest development 
Goulden, J. J 13 East Circle Rd. side. 
Forester. ie 4.000 
Grandgent, Louis.. 70 Pine Rd eee eee by Nase 
Hage, Harry O. . 77 West Norris Rd. Swicthboard operator 1, 800 
Haft, Andrew C 14 G Rd Supply Mark. 1, 620 
Hamilton, Stanley 57 Pine Rd Forester. 2, 900 
Hartman, E. K 116 West Norris | Civil engineer 2 600 


Prep reer 
3 8 8888 88 8888 


2 


2, 000 


rp LPN 
888 888 


prp 


+ 
' 


Hi Perera 
888888888 


85 
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Residents of Norristown, with titles and salaries, listed for fiscal 
years ending 1936 and 1937—Continued 


Resident 


Harvey, Irving W 
Haun, Roland CO 
Hedquist, Alfred J 
Pacis William 


Information assistant 
Henley, Maurice Chief information sec- 
Hickox, Geo. H. 
Holsclaw, James L. 
Hoppe, Theo O 17 East Circle Rd. Chemist 


Houston, Edward C-| 119 Orchard Rd. . 


Howell, John J 146 Crescent Rd 


Jones, Barton M 
Kendall, G. Glenn 


Kilbourne, Richard 


Killebrew, W. L.. 
Kindsvater, O. E 


8 D. E.. 81 Pine Rd. 


James 


Matthews, W. F 
Mattil, O. . 
Maug! Patty B.. 


McKeehan, Rollin... 
. Wilma 


— Ray M 
Millican, Wm. O 


Morris, orris, Elliston P. — 65 Pine Rd. 


Mulkey, J. O 
tanto 


Olson, Earl F 
Olson, Geo. T 
Ostrander, Hiram H. 


Owen, John O 


16 West Circle Rd. 
93 West Norris Rd. 


19 East Norris Rd. 


Engineering aide. 
Structural engineer. 


3766 


Residents of Norristown, with titles and salaries, listed for fiscat 
years ending 1936 and 1937—Continued 


Resident Address 


Raudenbush, W. H. 


187 Norris Kd ee 8 800 


Concrete-placing in- 
12 West Circle Rd. _ spector. 
Civil engineer. 


101 Crescent Rd. Electrician.. 
-| 41 West Circle Rd. Hydraulic en 2,900 
134 West Norris Forestry aide. 2, 300 
Rd. 6 2, 600 
Retz, Rolf T 173 Garden Rd Hydraulic engineer 3, 300 
Reynolds, Francis X. 60 Pine Rd Assistant to general 6, 000 
manager. 
8 Edward C. as Lake Norris | Chief forester ..----- . 6, 000 
Richardson, H H. M. III Orchard Rd.. Town engineer 3. 600 
Roberts, Donald P. 118 Pine Rd. Structural engineer 2. 900 
Robertson, Roma H_| 123 Hilltop Lane__| Clerk-stenographer 1, 500 
Robinson, Ernest E i ho Norris | Plant superintendent_ 200 
Rowland, Elmo 91 Orchard Rd.. Farm manager 2, 100 
Sargent, H. A 138 yeas Norris | Cost estimator - 3, 600 
Scanlan, W. A 56 West Norris Rd. 3 super - 3.000 
ndent. 
Seigworth, Kenneth | 143 Crescent Rd. Forester 3, 800 
Sharp, Earl . Hreoway ˙ N ͤ E 2, 600 
Shultz, Edwin B 104 Dale Rd. Chief, personnel, eto 4, 800 
Smith, Claude A.,Jr_| 147 Orchard Rd. Engineering aide 1, 860 
Smith, Harvey H. . . 106 Crescent Rd a SDS BAAS IS. 2, 100 
Smith, Robert T. . . 158 Hilltop Lane. 1, 800 
Snyder, John E.. ioe alae N 3, 600 
Sperling, Elmer J 8 engineer 2, 000 
Stanford, A. S S 1, 680 
Stephenson, Charles 8 . 3, 200 
Stevens, Robt. M. . 116 Orchard Rd. Physical science aide. -|-.----- 1, 620 
Sweat, Milton C 84 West Norris Rd. board operator. 2, 200 
Tarvin, Donald.. 87 Orchard Rd 3, 200 
Taylor, Arnold E. . 146 Hilltop Lane. (Not listed) 
Tinsley, James HK ee Norris 2. 100 
Toole, Max G_____.__ 100 Oak Rd. Electrical engineer. 2300| 2.900 
Torbert, E. N 145 West Norris | Geographer_..........| 3. 200 3, 200 
Tour, Harry 8 14 East Circle Rd. 3 20888 4. 600 
Planner 4, 000 
Towne, Carroll A. 85 Pine Rd Regional planer. 1600 
Vaughan, Evan W. . 91 Orchard Rd.. Hydraulic engineer 2, 700 
Vogenberger, R. A. . 118 Orchard Rd. - Forester 3, 300 
ox 3 220 Oak Rd Structural engineer 3, 200 
arry L. 
Wank, Roland A... Architect 6, 000 
Engineering aide 2,300 |....-.-- 
Waugh, W. R. FFP 2.500 
Webster, ne Engineering aide_ 1, 800 
Wheatley, A $ Civil engineer 3, 200 
Wheeler, J. W 5 — 5 assistant 1. 500 
erk · typist —̃ — 
eea Martha L. 216 Oak Rd Ee BAR 1555 
Wiebe, A. H. 151 Oak Rd. -| Biologist 2, 600 
Wied E. G. . 124 Dale Rd. . Forester 4. 600 
Winfrey, A. P., Ir 174 Garden Rd.. (Not listed) -- 
Woltz, Robert G. 48 West Norris Rd. Switchboard operator 2, 200 
Yoakum, Shelby C. . 36 East Circle Rd. Manager 1, 800 


ß —— 1 — eas 
for 1936 and 
1937 as listed. 


1 $1 per hour. 


2 $1.10 per hour. 


Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my own remarks in the Recor, and include therein the list 
to which I have referred. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection, 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my own remarks in the Recorp by including therein a 
radio address by myself. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 


gentleman from New York? 
There was no objection. 
NAVAL AUTHORIZATION BILL 
The SPEAKER. The unfinished business is the further 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 9218) to establish the compo- 
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sition of the United States Navy, to authorize the construction 
of certain naval vessels, and for other purposes. 

The previous question has been ordered on the bill and 
amendments to final passage. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any amendment? H not, 
the Chair will put them en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
and was read the third time. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, I offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. CHURCH. Iam, Mr. Speaker, in its present form. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman a member of the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs? 

Mr. CHURCH. Iam, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the motion to 
recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. CHurRcH moves to recommit the bill to the Committee on 


Naval Affairs with instructions to report the same back forthwith 
with the following amendment: On page 2, strike out all of lines 


1, 2, and 3, as follows: 
“(a) Capital ships, 105,000 tons, making a total authorized 


under-age tonnage of 630,000 tons.” 

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question on the motion to recommit. 

The previous question was ordered. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 114, nays 
273, not voting 42, as follows: < 


[Roll No. 41] 
YEAS—114 
Allen, Til. Dondero Lord Rutherford 
Amlie Dowell Luce Ryan 
Anderson, Mo. Eaton Luckey, Nebr. Sadowski 
Andresen, Minn. Eicher Ludlow Sauthoff 
Andrews Engel Luecke, Mich. Schneider, Wis, 
Arends Fish lane Secrest 
Bernard Gehrmann McGroarty Shafer, Mich. 
Bigelow Gifford an Shannon 
Binderup Gilchrist Mapes Short 
Boileau Guyer Mason Simpson 
Brewster Gwynne Maverick Smith, Maine 
Buckler, Minn Halleck Michener Snell 
Burdick Hancock, N. Y. Murdock, Ariz. South 
Cannon, Wis. Hildebrandt O'Connell, Mont. Stefan 
Carlson Hill O'Day Taber 
Carter Hoffman Oliver Taylor, Tenn. 
Cartwright Honeyman O'Malley Teigan 
Case, S. Dak. Hope Patterson Thomas, N. J. 
Church Houston Plumley Thurston 
Clason Hull Powers Tinkham 
Cluett Jenkins, Ohio Randolph Tobey 
Coffee, Nebr. Johnson, Minn. Reed, 
Cole, N. Y. Johnson, Okla. Reed, N. Y. Withrow 
ins r Rees, Wolcott 
Crawford Knutson Reilly Wolfenden 
Crowther Kopplemann Rich Wood 
Culkin Kvale Robsion, Ky. Woodruff 
Dirksen Lambertson Rockefeller 
Ditter Lemke Rogers, Okla, 
NAYS—273 
Aleshire Cannon, Mo. Delaney Fitzgerald 
Allen, Del. Casey, Dempsey Fitzpatrick 
Allen, La. Celler DeMuth aherty 
Allen, Pa. Chandler DeRouen Flannagan 
Arnold Chapman Dickstein Flannery 
Ashbrook Citron Dies Fleger 
Atkinson Clark. Idaho Dingell Fletcher 
Bacon Clark, N.C. Dixon Forand 
Barden Claypool Dockweller Ford, Calif. 
Barry Cochran Dorsey Ford. Miss. 
Barton Coffee, Wash. Doughton Frey, Pa 
Bates Colmer Doxey Fries, II 
Beiter Connery Drew, Pa. er 
Bland Cooper Driver Gamble, N. Y. 
Bloom Costello Duncan Gambrill, Md 
Cox Dunn Garrett 
Boland, Pa. Cravens Eberharter Gavagan 
Boyer Creal Eckert Gearhart 
Bradley Crosby Edmiston Gildea 
Brooks Crosser Elliott Gingery 
Brown Crowe Englebright Goldsborough 
Buckley, N. Y. Cullen Evans Gray, Pa. 
Bulw e Cummin; Faddis Green 
Burch Curley Ferguson Greenwood 
Byrne Daly Fernandez Greever 


Hartley 
Ha venner 
Healey 
Hendricks 


Jenks, N. H 


Johnson, Luther A. Meeks 
Johnson, Lyndon Merritt 


Johnson. W. Va. 
Jones 


Kelly, Ill. 
Kennedy, Md. 
Kennedy, N. L. 
Keogh 


Lea Owen 
Leavy Pace 
Lesinski Palmisano 
Lewis, Colo. Parsons 
Lewis, Patman 
McAndrews Patton 
McClellan Pearson 
McCormack Peterson, Fla 
McGehee Peterson, Ga 
McGrath Pfeifer 
McKeough Phillips 
McLaughlin Pierce 
McMillan Poage 
McReynolds Polk 
McSweeney Quinn 
Maas Rabaut 
Magnuson Ramsay 
Mahon, S. C Ramspeck 
Mahon, Tex Rayburn 
Maloney Reece, Tenn 
Mansfield Richards 
Martin, Colo. Rigney 
Massingale Robertson 
May Robinson, Utah 
Mead Rogers, Mass. 
Romjue 
Sabath 
Mills Sacks 
Mitchell, III. Sanders 
Mitchell, Tenn. Satterfield 
Moser, Pa. Schaefer, Ill 
Mosier, Ohio Schuetz 
Mot Schulte 
Murdock, Utah Scott 
eison Scrugham 
Nichols Seger 
Norton Shanley 
O'Brien, Mich Sheppard 
O'Connell, R.I. Sirovich 
O'Connor, N. Y. Smith, Conn 
Smith, Va. 
O'Neal, Ky. Smith, Wash. 
O'Nelll, N. J. Smith, W. Va 
O'Toole Snyder, Pa. 
NOT VOTING—42 
Cooley Kerr 
Deen Kocialkowski 
Disney Lamneck 
Douglas Long 
Drewry, Va Lucas 
Farley McGranery 
Fulmer Martin, Mass. 
Gasque Mouton 
Gray, Ind. O'Brien, Ill. 
Jenckes, Ind. O'Connor, Mont. 
Kelly, N. Y. Patrick 
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So the motion to recommit was rejected. 
The Clerk announced the following pairs: 


On the vote: 


RRRRRERRRRRRRERE 


Rankin with Mr, Treadway. 
Disney with Mr. champion. 
Fulmer with Mr. White of Idaho. 
Kerr with Mr. Pettengill. 
Lamneck with Mr. Bell. 
Steagall with Mr. Colden. 
Boykin with Mr. Gray of Indiana. 
Mouton with Mr. O’Brien of Illinois. 
Caldwell with Mrs. Jenckes of Indiana. 
Lucas with 
Buck with Mr. Smith of Oklahoma. 
Long with Mr. Kelly of New York. 
West with Mr. McGranery. 

O'Connor of Montana with Mr. Patrick. 
Whelchel with Mr. Farley. 
Deen with Mr. Cole of Maryland. 


Mr. CROWTHER and Mr. SHAFER of Michigan changed their 


Mr. Wilcox. 


votes from “nay” to “yea.” 
The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, my colleague the gentleman 
from Illinois, Mr. Bream, is unavoidably absent. If he were 


Taylor, Colo. 
Taylor, S. C. 
Terry 

Thom 
Thomas, Tex. 


Thomason, Tex. 


Umstead 
Vincent, B. M. 
Vinson, Fred M. 
Vinson, Ga. 
Voorhis 
Wadsworth 
Wallgren 
Walter 
Warren 
Wearin 
Weaver 
Welch 

Wene 

White, Ohio 
Whittington 
Wigglesworth 
Williams 
Wolverton 
Woodrum 


Pettengill 
Rankin 
Smith, Okla. 
Steagall 
Treadway 
West 
Whelchel 


White, Idaho 
Wilcox 


present, he would vote “nay” on the motion to recommit. 


Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I regret to announce the 
absence of my colleague the gentleman from South Carolina, 


Mr. Gasque. If he were present, he would vote “nay.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the 


bill. 


Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, on the passage of 


the bill I demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
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The question was taken; and there were—yeas 294, nays 
100, not voting 35, as follows: 


Aleshire 


Brown 
Buckley, N. T. 
Bulwinkle 
Burch 

Byrne 
Caldwell 
Cannon, Mo. 


[Roll No. 42] 
YEAS—294 
Edmiston Kniffin 
Elliott Kramer 
Englebright Lambeth 
Evans 
Faddis Lanzetta 
Ferguson Larrabee 
Fernandez Lea 
Fitzgerald Leavy 
Fitzpatrick Lesinski 
Flaherty Lewis, Colo. 
Lewis, Md. 
Flannery Ludlow 
Fleger McAndrews 
Fletcher McClellan 
Forand McCormack 
Ford, Calif. McFarlane 
Ford, Miss. McGehee 
Frey, Pa. McGranery 
Fries, III McGrath 
Fuller McKeough 
Fulmer McLaughlin 
Gamble, N. Y. 
Gambrill, Md McMillan 
Garrett McReynolds 
Gavagan McSweeney 
Gearhart Maas 
Gildea Magnuson 
Gingery Mahon, S. C. 
Goldsborough Mahon, Tex. 
Gray, Pa. Maloney 
Green Mansfield 
Greenwood Martin, Colo. 
Greever Ma e 
Gregory May 
Griffith Mead 
Griswold Meeks 
Haines Merritt 
Halleck ills 
tor Mitchell, 11. 
Hancock, N. O. Mitchell, Tenn. 
Harlan Moser. Pa. 
Hart Mosier, Ohio 
Harter ‘ott 
Hartley Moutor. 
Havenner Murdock, Ariz. 
Healey Murdock, Utah. 
Hendricks Nelson 
Nichols 
Hobbs Norton 
Holmes O'Brien, Mich 
Honeyman O'Connell, R. I. 
Hook O'Connor, N. Y 
Hunter 
Imhoff O'Neal, Ky. 
Izac O'Neill. N. J. 
Jacobsen O'Toole 
Jarman Oliver 
Jarrett. Owen 
Jenks, N. H. Pace 


Johnson. Lyndon ns 
Johnson, Okla. Pa 
Johnson, W. Va. Patton 
Jones n 
Kee Peterson, Fla. 
Keller Peterson, Ga. 
Kelly, III Pfeifer 
Kelly, N. Y. Phillips 
K y, Md. Pierce 
Kennedy, N. Y. Poage 
Keogh Polk 
Kirwan Quinn 
Kitchens Rabaut 
Eleberg Ramsay 
NAYS—100 
Crawford Jenkins, Ohio 
Crowther Johnson, Minn. 
Culkin 
Dondero Knutson 
Kopplemann 
Eaton Kvale 
Eicher Lambertson 
Engel Lemke 
Fish Lord 
Luce 
Gifford Luckey, Nebr. 
Gilchrist Luecke, Mich. 
Guyer 
Gwynne Mapes 
Hancock. N. T. Mason 
n Maverick 
Hildebrandt Michener 
O’Ccnnell, Mont. 
Hoffman O Day 
Hope O'Malley 
Houston Patterson 


Plumley 


Taylor, Colo. 
Taylor, S. C. 
Terry 
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Taber Thomas, N. J. Transue Wolfenden 
Taylor, Tenn. Thurston Withrow Wood 
Teigan Tinkham Wolcott Woodruff 
NOT VOTING—35 
Beam Cooley Kerr Pettengill 
Biermann Deen Kocialkowski Rankin 
Boren Disney eck Steagall 
Boykin Douglas Long a 
Boylan, N. T. Drewry, Va Lucas 
Buck Farley Martin, Mass. Wheichel 
Champion Gasque O'Brien, Il. White, Idaho 
Colden Gray, Ind. O'Connor, Mont. Wilcox 
Cole, Md, Jenckes, Ind. Patrick 


So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced the following additional pairs: 
On this vote: 


Mr. Cooley (for) with Mr. Biermann (against 
Mr. Drewry of Virginia (for) with Mr. Boren W 


General pairs: 


Rankin with Mr. Treadway. 

Disney with Mr. Martin of Massachusetts. 
Buck with Mr. Douglas 

O’Brien of Illinois with Mr. Pettengill. 
Steagall with Mr. Colden. 

Boykin with Mr. Gray of Indiana. 
O'Connor of Montana with Mr. Patrick. 
Whelchel with Mr. Farley. 

Deen with Mr. Cole of Maryland. 

Mrs. Jenckes of Indiana with Mr. Long. 

Mr. Wilcox with Mr. Lamneck. 

Mr. Horrman changed his vote from “aye” to “no.” 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 

On motion of Mr. Vinson of Georgia, a motion to recon- 
sider the vote by which the bill was passed was laid on the 
table. 

Mr.CULLEN. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from New York, 
Mr. Boyrtany, is ill. Had he been present, he would have voted 
“yea” on the passage of the bill. 

Mr. KLEBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for one-half minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KLEBERG. Mr. Speaker, due to the unavoidable ab- 
sence of my friend the gentleman from Texas, Mr. WEST, 
I wish to announce to the House and the country that he 
would have voted in favor of the passage of this bill had he 
been present. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, my colleague the gentleman 
from Illinois, Mr. Beam, is unavoidably absent. If he had 
been present, he would have voted “yea” on the passage of 
the bill. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman 
from Illinois, Mr. KoclaLKowskgI, is unavoidably absent. Had 
he been present, he would have voted “nay” on the motion to 
recommit the Navy expansion bill and “aye” on the passage 
of the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleague the gentleman from Illinois, 
Mr. Lucas, is unavoidably absent. Had he been present, he 
would have voted “no” on the motion to recommit the Navy 
expansion bill and “aye” on the passage of the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleague the gentleman from Illinois, 
Mr. CHAMPION, is absent. Had he been present, he would 
have voted “no” on the motion to recommit and “aye” on the 
passage of the Navy expansion bill. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I desire to announce the 
unavoidable absence of my colleague the gentleman from 
South Carolina, Mr. GasquE. Had he been present, he would 
have voted “aye” on the passage of the bill. 

Mr. CLARK of Idaho. Mr. Speaker, my colleague the gen- 
tleman from Idaho, Mr. WHITE, is absent on account of 
illness. Had he been present, he would have voted no“ on 
the motion to recommit and “aye” on the passage of the bill. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to extend my remarks in the Record and include a very 
short letter from the Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Wallace, 
relative to roads. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, BRADLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
te extend my remarks in the Record by including therein a 
radio address recently delivered by me in Philadelphia. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp by including therein a radio 
talk recently made by me. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

COMMITTEE ON PATENTS 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the subcommittee of the Committee on Patents be 
allowed to sit during sessions of the House for the balance of 
the week. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I desire to submit a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, a practice seems to have 
grown up of late in the House of Members announcing how 
their colleagues would have voted had they been present. 
Entirely without regard to these particular cases, as to which 
I, of course, have no objection, this was actually carried to 
the point a few days ago of permitting a Member to have the 
Recorp corrected to show that had he been present he would 
have voted in a certain way, and this particular Member, 
although absent at the time under some sort of misappre- 
hension, actually voted on the matter. 

I wish to inquire, Mr. Speaker, whether under the rules of 
the House there is any parliamentary authority for such an- 
nouncements being made in the House? 

The SPEAKER. In reply to the parliamentary inquiry of 
the gentleman from Virginia the Chair will state that when 
a record vote is taken in the House only the names of those 
who are present and voting or paired are shown in the 
RECORD, 

There has grown up a practice of Members arising in their 
places after votes are taken and asking unanimous consent 
to make a statement with reference to how some absent 
colleague would have voted had be been present. There is 
no authority for the Chair to recognize a Member for that 
purpose except by unanimous consent. The Chair, of course, 
when a Member rises for the purpose of submitting such a 
unanimous-consent request, feels that in fairness he should 
submit the matter to the House as a question of unanimous 
consent. If any objection is made there is no parliamentary 
authority for a Member to make such a statement. 

DECORUM IN ADDRESSING THE HOUSE 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to a parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, some years ago the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Luce], recog- 
nized as an outstanding parliamentarian, addressed the 
House and called attention of Members to the proper manner 
of addressing this body. A practice has grown up whereby 
Members, old as well as new, taking the floor repeatedly in 
addressing the House, use the language “gentlemen of the 
House,” others “Members of the House.” We have some very 
distinguished ladies who are Members of this body, and it 
appears to me it is almost an insult to them to sit here day 
after day and listen to Members address only the “gentlemen 
of the House.” It is my understanding that there is a 
proper way to address this body, and that is through the 
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presiding officer, and I respectfully submit, Mr. Speaker, it 
would be to the benefit of orderly procedure if the Speaker 
of the House would inform the Members as to the proper 
manner to address this body. At the same time, I express 
the hope the Members of the House will abide by the 
Speaker’s ruling in the future. 

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Speaker, will the Chair permit me to 
comment on what the gentleman from Missouri has said? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will be very glad to hear the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Missouri is 
correct in saying that some years ago I brought this matter 
to the attention of the House. I had previously consulted 
with the Speaker of the House at that time, who was a man 
of strong beliefs and earnest language. In private he used 
some epithets about this practice that had grown up which 
perhaps I would better not repeat now. Unless memory de- 
ceives me, Speaker Longworth also told me he was greatly 
disturbed by this innovation. When I came here 19 years ago 
not a man ever thought of violating the ancient parliamen- 
tary rule that remarks are to be addressed to the Speaker and 
to him alone. That carried on the formula devised in Par- 
liament centuries ago to avoid as far as possible altercations 
between Members. As far as I know, it is the universal par- 
liamentary practice to proceed upon the theory we are 
addressing the Speaker of the House and not directly its 
Members. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LUCE. Certainly. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Of course, the gentleman means the 
Chairman of the Committee also when the House is sitting in 
Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. LUCE. Absolutely; the same rule applies. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LUCE. Certainly. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. The gentleman also means 
it is improper from a parliamentary standpoint to address 
a Member by his name and say, “The gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts, Mr. Luce”? 

Mr. LUCE. That is true. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. The gentleman has no- 
ticed a later custom which has grown up here and that is 
this constant repetition of “my friends,” has he not? 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, I rise to a point of order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts has 
been recognized on a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. BOILEAU. But, Mr. Speaker, I desire to make a point 
of order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. BOILEAU. It is that the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. Wooprum] and the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
C’Connor], who spoke respecting decorum in the House, 
failed to address the Speaker first in asking the gentleman 
from Massachusetts to yield. 

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Speaker, I recall, with happiness, that 
the gentleman who now adorns the Speaker’s chair, then on 
the floor, got back at me by calling attention to the fact that 
in addressing the Speaker I used the pronoun “you” instead 
of “the Chair.” I did not lay it up against him, but enjoyed 
the come-back. More seriously, Mr. Speaker, it seems to me 
that it would be very well for the House to return to the 
practice of centuries and refrain from direct address to 
Members individually by the use of the personal pronoun, 
and particularly refrain from addressing Members at the 
beginning of a speech, by way of salutation. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LUCE. Certainly. 

Mr. LANHAM. In case two Members from the same State 
have addressed themselves to a proposition that is pending, 
under those circumstances, in order to differentiate as be- 
tween them, is it not permissible for a third Member in 
speaking before the Chamber to say, “As was stated by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr. Luce,” to distinguish 
him from the other Member from Massachusetts who had 
also spoken on the same subject? 
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Mr. LUCE. I have no doubt that that would be per- 
missible. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is prepared to answer the par- 
liamentary inquiry of the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
CochRAN]J. This is not a matter of first impression, because, 
as stated by the gentleman from Missouri in submitting the 
parliamentary inquiry, the matter was drawn to the atten- 
tion of the Chair when Mr. Speaker Garner was presiding 
by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Luce]. The 
Chair thinks it necessary, in answer to the parliamentary in- 
quiry, to emphasize the importance of this matter, although 
it might upon first sight appear somewhat trivial to Mem- 
bers of the House. The Chair calls attention to the rule in 
connection with the matter of decorum and debate and the 
interpretation of the rule as applied to this particular par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

Rule XIV of the House provides: 

1. When any Member desires to speak or deliver any matter to 
the House, he shall rise and respectfully address himself to Mr. 
Speaker,” and, on being recognized, may address the House from 
any place on the floor or from the Clerk’s desk, and shall con- 
fine himself to the question under debate, avoiding personality. 


On January 12, 1932, the gentleman from Massachusetts 
Mr. Luce] rose to a question of privilege, that is, a matter of 
the privilege of the House the Chair assumes, and discussed 
this question, submitting in effect this same parliamentary 
inquiry to the Speaker of the House, at that time, Mr. 
Garner. After reciting the rule itself and the arguments in 
connection with this matter, Mr. Speaker Garner held: 

The Chair is in entire sympathy with the remarks made by 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. It is supposed to be a slight 
upon the Chair, according to the expressions of former Speakers 
of the House, when Members address the Chairman of the Com- 
mittee of the Whole, or the Speaker, and then address Members 
on the floor en masse. The Speaker represents the House of Rep- 
resentatives in its organization, and by addressing the Chair gen- 


tlemen address the entire membership of the House. 


In answer to the parliamentary inquiry of the gentleman 
from Missouri, the Chair holds that the rule itself with refer- 
ence to decorum and debate as heretofore interpreted means 
that it is not proper when a Member desires to address his 
colleague to say, “Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of the 
House” or “Mr. Speaker, gentlemen of the House,” or merely 
“Gentlemen of the House.” ‘The proper rule and the proper 
practice—and, of course, the present occupant of the chair 
has no pride of opinion with reference to the matter—is to 
say either “Mr. Speaker” or, if in Committee of the Whole, 
“Mr. Chairman.” 

The Chair trusts that that answers the parlimentary in- 


Mr. COCHRAN. I thank the Chair. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. ScHarer of Michigan asked and was given permission 

to extend his own remarks in the RECORD. 
PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to address the House for one-half minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, my colleague the gen- 
tleman from Iowa, Mr. Brermann, is unavoidably absent be- 
cause of illness. Had he been here he would have voted 
“yea” on the motion to recommit and “nay” on the final 
passage of the bill. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for one-half minute. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state that hereafter the 
Chair cannot recognize Members for permission to address 
the House until later in the day. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I was on my feet to make an 
announcement similar to that made by the gentleman from 
Iowa when the gentleman from Virginia raised the question 
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that he did. It leaves me in the embarrassing position of 
having others announce how their absent colleagues would 
vote without my feeling now that I could announce how my 
colleague the gentleman from California, Mr. Bock, would 
have voted had he been present. He is not here because of 
illness. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent now that I may 
have the privilege of announcing how he would have voted 
had he been present. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, my colleague the gentleman 
from California, Mr. Buck, would have voted “nay” on the 
motion to recommit and “yea” on the passage of the bill. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp by including 
therein an address I recently made. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection it is so ordered. 

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Speaker, I make the same request. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 


CONSENT CALENDAR 


The SPEAKER. This is Consent Calendar day. The 
Clerk will call the first bill on the Consent Calendar. 


RED LAKE BAND OF CHIPPEWA INDIANS, MINNESOTA 


The Clerk called the first bill on the Consent Calendar, 
H. R. 4540, authorizing the Red Lake Band of Chippewa 
Indians in the State of Minnesota to file suit in the Court 
of Claims, and for other purposes. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 
object, the Department has recommended two amendments 
to this bill. If the amendments are adopted I will have no 
objection to the passage of the bill. I have the amendments 
prepared. They are acceptable to the author of the bill. So 
far as I am concerned, if no one else desires to object to the 
bill, and the author of the bill agrees to the amendments, 
I will offer them at the proper time. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 
object, I understand that the gentleman from Missouri is 
satisfied with the bill provided his amendments are adopted. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Yes. The author of the bill has agreed 
to accept the amendments. One provides that there shall 
be absolutely no interest paid, and the other is to take out 
all of section 4. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. If these amendments are adopted I do 
not see any objection to the bill. I shall not object. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as fol- 
lows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That jurisdiction is hereby conferred upon the 
Court of Claims to hear, determine, and render final judgment, 
according to principles of justice and equity and as upon a full 
and fair arbitration, on all claims of the Red Lake Band of Chip- 
pewa Indians in the State of Minnesota against the United States 
for the value of unceded lands, for losses sustained by reason of 
erroneous surveys of reservation boundaries, or on claims arising 
under the treaty of October 2, 1863 (13 Stat. 667), or under any 
treaty, agreement, Executive order, or act of Congress, except the 
act of January 14, 1889 (25 Stat. 642), with the right of appeal by 
either party to the Supreme Court of the United States, anything 
in the Judiciary Code of the United States to the contrary not- 
withstanding, for the determination of the amount, if any, which 
may be legally or equitably due the said Red Lake Band of Chip- 
pewa Indians, under any treaties or agreements entered into 
between said Indians and the United States, or for the failure of 
the United States to pay amy money which may be legally or 
equitably due the said Red Lake Band of Indians. 

Sec. 2. In any suit or suits instituted hereunder the Court of 
Claims shall have authority to determine and adjudge the rights, 


both legal and equitable, of the claimants in the premises, not- 
withstanding lapse of time or statutes of limitation. 

Sec. 3. The court shall also hear, examine, consider, and adjudi- 
cate any claim or claims which the United States may have against 
the said Red Lake Band, properly chargeable in such suit; but 
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any payment or payments which have been made by the United 
States upon such claim or claims shall not operate as an estoppel, 
but may be pleaded by way of set-off; and any other tribe or band 
of Indians which the court may deem necessary to a final determi- 
nation bes any suit hereunder may be joined therein as the court 
shall order. 


Sec. 4. If in any suit instituted hereunder for the value of lands 
taken, sold, or disposed of by the United States it be determined 
by the court that the Indians are entitled to recover judgment, the 
price of such lands shall be $1.25 an acre, except as to any lands 
the price of which has been otherwise fixed by general land laws 
enacted by Congress, in which case the court may be governed by 
the latter prices. 


Sec. 5. A petition or petitions may be filed hereunder in the 
Court of Claims within 5 years 


of the Interior, as provided by law, and no other verifi- 
cation shall be necessary. 


Sec. 6. Upon final determination of any suit hereunder the 
Court of Claims shall decree such fees and expenses as the court 
shall find to be reasonably due to be paid to the attorney or 
attorneys employed by the said Indians, under contract in accord- 
ance with existing law, and the same shall be paid out of any sum 
or sums of money found due said Red Lake Band: Provided, That 
in no case shall the fees decreed be in excess of 10 percent of the 
amount of the Judgment. 


With the following committee amendments: 


Page 2, line 5, strike out “judiciary” and insert “judicial.” 
Page 2, line 21, after the word “suit”, insert “including gratuities 
not heretofore charged.” 


Page 3, line 12, after the word “act”, insert “which shall be sub- 
ject to amendment at any time prior to final submission of the case 
to the Court of Claims.” 

The committee amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer an amendment, 
which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. COCHRAN: Page 2, line 12, after the 
word “Indians”, insert a colon and the following: “Provided, No 
interest shall be held to have accrued by reason of the passage of 
this act.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer another amendment, 
which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. CocHran: Page 3, line 3, strike out all 
of section 4. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


UNITED STATES BOARD OF AWARDS 

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 171, to create a United 
States Board of Awards and to provide for the presentation of 
certain medals. 

Mr. WOLCOTT, Mr. TABER and Mr. McLEAN objected. 

NATIONAL MONUMENT, CAMP MERRITT, N. J. 

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 71, to provide for the 
establishment of a national monument on the site of Camp 
Merritt, N. J. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that this bill may be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

INVESTIGATION AND REPORT ON LOSS OF TITLE TO LANDS ALLOTTED 
TO INDIANS 

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 2534, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to investigate and report on the loss 
of title to or the encumbrance of lands allotted to Indians. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that this bill may be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
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COST OF CONSTRUCTION OF BUILDINGS IN NATIONAL PARKS 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 6350, to amend the act 
of August 24, 1912 (37 Stat. 460), as amended, with regard to 
the limitation of cost upon the construction of buildings in 
national parks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
this bill raises the limitation which applies to the construc- 
tion of buildings in national parks from $1,500 to $5,000. It 
seems to me this is absolutely unnecessary except on those 
special occasions in which event there should be specific 
authorization to build buildings beyond the $1,500 limit. I 
am very much inclined to object. 

Mr. DEROUEN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. DEROUEN. Mr. Speaker, this bill will harmonize as 
between the departments. In the case of the Forest Service 
the Congress has permitted two increases, in 1935 and 1936. 
The present limitation in the case of national parks was 
fixed in 1918. It is impossible to cope with the present situ- 
ation unless we give them the necessary money. The figures 
from the Bureau of Labor Statistics show that the costs in 
1935 and 1936, so far as construction is concerned, have in- 
creased approximately 33% percent. Based upon present 
trends, it is probable that construction costs will continue to 
increase. This is true insofar as ranger stations, fire sta- 
tions, equipment sheds, comfort stations, storage sheds, 
checking stations, pumping houses, oil houses, small ga- 
rages, and barns are concerned, which are all low-cost 
construction buildings. It seems to me very strange that 
the Congress has remedied the situation twice with refer- 
ence to other departments and objects to a small increase 
so far as the National Park Service is concerned which 
serves the public. There have to be accommodations to 
protect the rangers, and this is, in fact, a very small increase. 

I hope the gentleman may suggest a remedy to assist in 
taking care of the existing conditions in the national parks 
because the increased number of visitors are not being taken 
care of. The rangers are housed in old buildings and they 
cannot fix these buildings and cannot build new ones. Fire 
stations and other things have to be provided and these can- 
not be built unless we pay the prevailing wages to do the 
work, and this means an increase of 33 to 50 percent in cost 
since 1918. 

Mr. Speaker, there has not been a change in the fixed 
statutory law since 1918, although a change has been made 
in the case of other departments. I hope the gentleman will 
not oppose this bill. 

The purpose of this proposed legislation is to bring the 
above-mentioned statutory law in harmony with present-law 
construction costs and requirements by raising from $1,500 
te $5,000 the existing limitation on the cost of constructing 
buildings in any national park without express authority of 
Congress. 

The act of August 24, 1912, fixed the first limitation of 
$1,000 upon this type of construction. The act of July 1, 
1918, raised this limitation to $1,500. It has not been 
changed since that time, notwithstanding the rise in con- 
struction costs that has occurred in recent years. Figures 
from the Bureau of Labor Statistics show that in a 1-year 
period, from October 1935 to October 1936, the cost of con- 
struction increased approximately one-third. Based upon 
the present trend, it is probable that construction costs will 
continue on the increase. 

Ranger stations, fire-equipment sheds, comfort stations, 
storage sheds, checking stations, pump houses, oil houses, 
small garages, and barns are some of the low-cost structures 
that are required to be constructed in the parks. It has been 
difficult in recent years to maintain proper facilities for ad- 
ministering national-park areas and for adequately accom- 
modating the public, in view of the need for better and more 
extensive facilities necessitated by more intensive use thereof 
by the increasing number of persons visiting the parks an- 
nually. Climatic conditions in many of the parks require, 
in the interest of economy, that construction be of the most 
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durable and lasting nature. In this connection, it is noted 
that the act of May 17, 1935 (49 Stat. 261), making appro- 
priations for the Department of Agriculture for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1936, authorizes the Forest Service to con- 
struct buildings exclusive of the cost of a water supply or 
sanitary system and of connecting the same with any such 
building, as a cost not to exceed $2,500. The act of June 4, 
1936 (49 Stat. 1436), making appropriations for the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1937, 
authorizes the Forest Service to construct buildings at a 
cost not to exceed $5,000. 

I have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there 
would be no objection by that office to the presentation of 
this proposed legislation to the Congress. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? 

Mr, TABER. Mr. Speaker, I object. 


ERECTION OF TERMINAL MARKER FOR JEFFERSON DAVIS NATIONAL 
HIGHWAY 


The Clerk called the next bill, S. 1468, authorizing the 
erection in the District of Columbia of a suitable terminal 
marker for the Jefferson Davis National Highway. 

Mr. WOLCOTT, Mr. LORD, and Mr. TABER objected. 


WESTERN BANDS OF THE SHOSHONE NATION OF INDIANS 


The Clerk called the next bill, S. 68, authorizing the West- 
ern Bands of the Shoshone Nation of Indians to sue in the 
Court of Claims. 

Mr. SCRUGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill may be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Nevada? 

There was no objection. 


BRIDGES IN MARYLAND 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 8714, authorizing the 
State of Maryland, by and through its State roads commis- 
sion or the successors of said commission, to construct, main- 
tain, and operate certain bridges across streams, rivers, and 
navigable waters which are wholly or partly within the State. 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That in order to promote interstate com- 
merce, improve the postal service, and provide for military and 
other purposes, the State of Maryland by and through its State 
roads commission or the successors of said commission be, and 
is hereby, authorized to construct, maintain, and operate any or 
all of the following bridges and approaches thereto, at points suit- 
able to the interests of navigation, in accordance with the pro- 
visions of the act entitled “An act to regulate the construction of 
bridges over navigable waters,” approved March 23, 1906, and sub- 
ject to the conditions and limitations contained in this act, to wit: 

A bridge across the Potomac River from a point in Charles 
County at or near Ludlows Ferry to a point approximately opposite 
in the State of Virginia near Dahlgren and Colonial Beach. 

A bridge across the Chesapeake Bay from a point in Baltimore 
County at or near Millers Island to a point approximately opposite 
in Kent County at or near Tolchester. . 

A bridge across the Susquehanna River from a point in Cecil 
County at or near Perryville to a point approximately opposite in 
Harford County at or near Havre de Grace, 

The times for commencing and completing the construction of 
any of the bridges authorized by this section shall expire 3 and 6 
years, respectively, from the date of approval hereof. 

In lieu of any bridge hereinabove mentioned in this section, the 
State of Maryland, by and through its State roads commission or 
the successors of said commission, be, and is hereby, authorized to 
construct, maintain, and operate a tunnel and approaches thereto 
at the same location; but no such tunnel shall be built or com- 
menced until the plans and specifications for its construction, 
together with such drawings of the proposed construction and 
such map of the proposed location as may be required for a full 
understanding of the subject, have been submitted to the Secre- 
tary of War and Chief of Engineers for their approval, nor until 
they shall have approved such plans and specifications and the 
location of such tunnel and accessory works. The word “bridge” 
or “bridges” as hereinafter used in this act shall be deemed to 
include and to apply to any such tunnel or tunnels, and the 
powers granted by and the conditions and limitations contained 
in this act shall be applicable in all respects to any such tunnel 
or tunnels. 

The authority herein granted to construct, maintain, and oper- 
ate any of the foregoing bridges shall not be deemed to be exclusive 
or to repeal the authority heretofore granted to any other cor- 
eee public board, or agency to construct a bridge at the same 
location 

Sec. 2. There is hereby conferred upon the State of Maryland and 
its State roads commission or the successors of said commission 
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all such rights and powers to enter upon lands and to acquire, 
condemn, occupy, and use real estate and other property 
needed for the location, construction, maintenance, and operation 
of any or all such bridges and their approaches as are possessed 
by railroad corporations for railroad purposes or by bridge cor- 
porations for bridge purposes in the State in which such real 
estate or other property is situated, upon making just compensa- 
tion therefor, to be ascertained and paid according to the laws of 
such State, and the proceedings therefor shall be the same as in 
condemnation or expropriation of property for public purposes in 
such State. 

Sec. 3. The State of Maryland, by and through its State roads 
commission, or the successors of said commission, is hereby au- 
thorized to fix and charge tolls for transit over any or all such 
bridges, and the rates of toll so fixed shall be the legal rates until 
changed by the Secretary of War under the authority contained in 
the act of March 23, 1906. 

Sec. 4. The State of Maryland, by and through its State roads 
commission, or the successors of said commission, may unite or 
group all or such of said bridges into one or more separate projects 
for financing purposes as in its judgment shall be deemed prac- 
ticable. If tolls are charged for the use of a bridge or bridges in 
a project, the rates of toll to be charged for the use of such bridge 
or bridges embraced in the particular project shall be so adjusted 
as to provide a fund not to exceed an amount sufficient to pay 
the reasonable costs of maintaining, repairing, and operating the 
bridge or all of the bridges included in the particular project and 
their approaches under economical management, and not to exceed 
an amount sufficient in addition to the foregoing to provide a 
sinking fund sufficient to amortize the aggregate cost of the 
bridge or all of the bridges embraced in the particular project and 
their approaches, including reasonable interest and financing costs, 
as soon as possible under reasonable charges, but within a period 
not exceeding 40 years from the completion of such bridge or 
from the date of completion of the last completed bridge in the 
particular project. The tolls derived from the bridge or bridges 
embraced in any particular project may be continued and paid 
into the appropriate sinking fund until all such costs of the bridge 
or bridges embraced in the particular project shall have been 
amortized. In any event, tolls may be charged on the basis afore- 
said for transit over the bridge or bridges in each project for which 
revenue bonds of said State are issued, and such tolls may be con- 
tinued and adjusted at such rates as may be necessary to pay such 
bonds with interest thereon and any lawful premium for the 
retirement thereof before maturity, subject only to the power of 
the Secretary of War or other authorized Federal authority to 
regulate such rates. 

Sec. 5. The failure of the State of Maryland, by and through its 
State roads commission, to construct, maintain, and operate 
any one or more of the foregoing bridges, or to unite or group 
any two or more for financing purposes, shall in no wise affect its 
authority or powers hereby granted to construct, maintain, and 
operate such bridge or bridges as it may deem expedient, and 
any one of the bridges herein authorized may be constructed, 
maintained, and operated as a single project without uniting such 
bridge in a joint project with other bridges authorized herein. 

Sec. 6. After a sinking fund sufficient to amortize the cost of any 
bridge or bridges in any particular project or group or sufficient to 
pay the principal and interest on bonds issued for the purpose of 
financing such particular bridge or bridges or project or group 
shall have been provided to the extent hereinbefore required, the 
bridge or bridges included in any such project or group shall 
thereafter be maintained and operated free of tolis: Provided, how 
ever, That tolls for the use of any such bridge or bridges may be 
continued thereafter in the event that such tolls shall have been 
pledged by the State roads commission to the payment of revenue 
bonds issued for any other bridge or bridges the construction of 
which shall have been authorized by Congress. An accurate 
record of the cost of each bridge and its approaches, the ex- 
penditures for maintaining, repairing, and operating the same, 
and of the daily tolls collected shall be kept and shall be avail- 
able for the information of all persons interested. 

Src. 7. The powers conferred by this act are supplementary and 
additional to all other authority and powers heretofore granted by 
law for the construction of the hereinbefore-named bridges, but 
all acts or parts of acts heretofore enacted, authorizing the con- 
struction of the hereinbefore-named bridges (except as applied to 
any bridge over the Potomac River) which are in conflict with 
the terms of this act be, and the same are, hereby repealed insofar 
as such conflict exists. Nothing in this act shall be construed as 
authorizing tolls to be charged for the use of any one or more 
of the hereinbefore-named bridges except as hereinabove pro- 
vided, and nothing herein shall be construed so as to prohibit the 
State of Maryland from paying all or any part of the costs of the 
construction of any one or more of such bridges or their ap- 
proaches, and any and all bonds issued for such purposes, from 
any funds of the State which may now or hereafter be made 
available for that purpose. 

Sec. 8. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 


With the following committee amendment: 


On page 6, line 18, after the word “which”, strike out “shall have 
pa Au aa by Congress” and insert in lieu thereof “is author- 
erein.” 


The committee amendment was agreed to. 
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Mr. CHAPMAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Carman: Strike out all of page 2 


after the end of line 9 and down to and including all of line 13 
on page 3, and in lieu of the part so stricken out insert the follow- 
in . 


g: 

“A bridge across the Chesapeake Bay from a point in Baltimore 
County at or near Millers Island to a point approximately opposite 
in Kent County at or near Tolchester, or, as an alternate thereto, 
& bridge across the Chesapeake Bay or a tunnel under or a com- 
bined bridge and tunnel from a point in Anne Arundel County 
at or near Annapolis to a point approximately opposite on Kent 


Island. 

“A bridge across the Susquehanna River from a point in Cecil 
County at or near Perryville to a point approximately opposite in 
Harford County at or near Havre de Grace. 

“A bridge across or a tunnel under the Patapsco Rivyer south of 
the city of Baltimore from a point at or near the mouth of North 
West Branch to a point approximately opposite at or near Fairfield. 

“The construction of any tunnel, or combined bridge and tunnel, 
authorized by this act shall not be built or commenced until the 
plans and specifications for its construction, together with such 
drawings of the proposed construction and such map of the pro- 
posed location as may be required for a full understanding of the 
subject, have been submitted to the Secretary of War and Chief 
of Engineers for their approval, nor until they shall have approved 
such plans and specifications and the location of such tunnel and 
accessory works. 


“The times for commencing and completing the construction of 
any of the structures authorized by this section shall expire 3 
and 5 years, respectively, from the date of approval hereof. 

“The word ‘bridge’ or ‘bridges’ as hereinafter used in this act 
shall be deemed to include and to apply to the tunnel or the com- 
bined bridge and tunnel at or near Annapolis or to the tunnel 
under the Patapsco River or to both.” 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, I do this merely for the purpose of clarifying 
certain matters in the bill which are unusual and, perhaps, 
would otherwise be considered irregular. 

Will the gentleman from Maryland tell us why in this bill 
we depart from the statutory custom which has been estab- 
lished of requiring that the dates of commencement and 
completion of the bridge be from 1 to 3 years, respectively? 
In this bill we provide that commencement shall be before 
3 years and completion before 5 years. This is included in 
the committee amendment and also in the paragraph begin- 
ning in line 17 on page 2. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, as I under- 
stand the situation, heretofore on bridge bills the 1-year 
limitation has been extended from time to time. This bill 
as now amended includes four bridges and a possible fifth 
bridge. In order to complete the whole program a study will 
be required to be made before any construction is started, 
and we may not be able to do that within 1 year. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Is it because of the size of the project 
the committee thought it advisable to extend the time from 
1-3 to 3-5? 

Mr. KENNEDY of Maryland. Yes; rather than come be- 
fore Congress again next year and ask for another extension. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I notice on page 3, starting in line 14, 
there is the following provision: 

The authority herein granted to construct, maintain, and operate 
any of the foregoing bridges shall not be deemed to be exclusive 
or to repeal the authority heretofore granted to any other corpora- 
tion, public board, or agency to construct a bridge at the same 
location. 

Has the Congress previously authorized any State agency 
or any commission or individual to construct a bridge at 
this same place? 

Mr. KENNEDY of Maryland. No. I believe the ex- 
planation of this provision is that there are certain bridges 
in Maryland now, also other means of transportation across 
navigable waters, such as the ferry companies now operat- 
ing across Chesapeake Bay. I believe under the State law 
the bridge authority created by the last legislature of the 
State of Maryland has authority to purchase ferry com- 
panies and existing bridges whose operation would be in 
conflict with the operation of the proposed bridges. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Might this provision be for the protec- 
tion of the bonds that may be issued in case there may be 
conflicting authorities at this same site? My point is this: 
Is it the legislative intention that regardless of any au- 


1938 


thority issued by any agency this authority we grant in the 
passage of this bill takes precedence over any other author- 
ity previously granted? 

Mr. KENNEDY of Maryland. No; quite the contrary. 
This is to protect the interests of those that now have au- 
thorities. As I stated before, I am acquainted with one in- 
stance, involving a ferry company operating from Annapolis 
to Matapeake, on the eastern shore of Maryland. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I believe we should be together on the 
legislative intent, because bonds may be sold under this bill. 
My understanding is you want to protect this situation 
against the possibility of there having been other authori- 
zations. If this bill does not specifically revoke previous 
authorizations, then such previous authorizations may be a 
limitation upon this construction of the project and would 
be a limitation upon the bonds issued. I believe the gentle- 
man and I understand each other, but we want the legislative 
intent to be clarified in that this authority supersedes any 
authority previously granted by the Congress for construction 
at the sites. Is that right? 

Mr. KENNEDY of Maryland. I would say that is correct; 
yes. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Kentucky. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and « motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 

INDIANS ON THE QUINAIELT RESERVATION, STATE OF WASHINGTON 

The Clerk called the next bill, S. 1517, authorizing the 
payment of attorney fees contracted to be paid by certain 
Indians allotted on the Quinaielt Reservation, State of Wash- 
ington, and for other purposes. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill may be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri. 

There was no objection. 

GRAZING DISTRICTS 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 7874, to provide for 
the leasing of State, county, and privately owned lands for 
the purpose of furthering the orderly use, improvement, and 
development of grazing districts. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the bill may be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection, 

MENOMINEE TRIBE OF INDIANS 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 7277, to amend an act 
entitled “An act to refer the claim of the Menominee Tribe 
of Indians to the Court of Claims with the absolute right 
of appeal to the Supreme Court of the United States,” ap- 
proved September 3, 1935. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I have a letter from the 
Attorney General, in which he states that he suggested 
certain amendments to this bill and upon examination of 
the bill as reported by the committee he finds that the 
amendments are carried in the bill and therefore he offers 
no objection to the passage of the measure in its present 
form. 

I understand that since then it is necessary for an amend- 
ment to be offered from the floor changing the date from 
1937 to 1938 to which, of course, he has no objection. 
Therefore, as far as I am concerned, I shall not object to 
the consideration of the bill. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COCHRAN. I yield. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I might call the gentleman’s attention to 
many highly controversial matters in the bill, but after dis- 
cussing the bill with the gentleman from Wisconsin IMr. 
BorLeav] he has convinced me that the bill is sound and 
should be passed. I have consistently objected to bills of this 
nature, but the logic of the reasoning of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin was reasonable. He has proven to me that the 
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bill should be passed and, therefore, I have withdrawn any 
objection which I might otherwise have to the bill. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I may say to the gentleman from Michi- 
gan that I notice this bill was reported on August 20, 1937. 
I, too, have the same objection because I do not think we 
should provide for absolute right of appeal to the Supreme 
Court. I think such cases should take the usual course. 
The bill shows it is the original act that provides direct 
appeal not the pending measure. 

The letter I have from the Attorney General is dated Feb- 
ruary 7, 1938, and states: 


I have heretofore suggested certain amendments to the measure 
under consideration and find that the bill in its amended form 
embodies the modifications that I propose. In view of the fore- 
ee considerations, I find no objection to the enactment of the 
bill, 


As I have taken the position heretofore that I object to 
these bills because the departments object to them in view 
of the letter I hold in my hand which I have received from 
the Attorney General. ; 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 


Mr. COCHRAN. I yield. 

Mr. BOILEAU. The objections of the Attorney General 
and of the Budget and the Department of the Interior have 
all been taken care of, and I am sure there can be no ob- 
jection to the bill now, with the possible exception of the 
arnendment I shall offer, if permission for present consider- 
ation is granted, changing the date from 1937 to 1938. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I have no objection to that, but I 
wanted to explain why I am withdrawing my objection to 
the bill. 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the act entitled “An act to refer the 
claim of the Menominee Tribe of Indians to the Court of Claims, 
with the absolute right to appeal to the Supreme Court of the 
United States” (Public, No. 413, 74th Cong.), approved September 
8, 1935, is hereby amended in the following particulars: 

Section 2 of said act is hereby repealed and in lieu thereof the 
following is enacted: 

“Sec, 2. The Menominee Tribe of Indians is hereby empowered 
to prosecute any and all of its claims by bringing at its election, 
acting through its attorneys, a suit or suits, as party plaintiff, 
against the United States, as party defendant, by filing a petition 
or petitions in the Court of Claims and serving with respect to 
each petition a copy thereof on the Attorney General of the United 
States. Such petition or petitions shall set forth the facts on 
which the claims for recovery are based and shall be verified by 
the attorney or attorneys employed by said Menominee Tribe of 
Indians in accordance with existing law to prosecute such claims 
which may be made upon information and belief and no other 
verification shall be necessary. Any suit hereunder shall be in- 
stituted by the filing of a petition in the Court of Claims before 
the end of the calendar year of 1937.” 

The first sentence of section 3 of said act is amended by repeal- 
ing the words “said suit“ and inserting in lieu thereof the words 
“any. suit instituted hereunder.” 

The first sentence of section 6 (c) is amended by inserting the 
words “including stumpage depletion” between the words “net 
income” and the words “that has been”, and the words “on the 
acreage” between the words “of the timber” and the words “un- 
lawfully cut“, and the words “including stumpage depletion” be- 
tween the words “net income” and the words “which would”, and 
the words “from the time of replacement by replanting” between 
the words “60 and the comma following, and by repealing 
the word “be” between the words “be deemed to” and the words 
“60 years” and inserting in lieu thereof the word “end.” 

The following is added to section 6 (e) as hereby amended: For 
the purpose of this section, the phrase ‘net income, including 
stumpage depletion,’ shall be construed to mean the net income 
plus the stumpage value of the timber cut, as shown by the ac- 
counting records maintained at the Menominee Indian mills, sub- 
ject to such adjustments as may be found proper upon investiga- 
tion, using customary and accepted principles of accounting. The 
cost of replacement, including fire lines of the timber on the 
acreage unlawfully cut over, unless proved otherwise at the trial, 
shall be deemed to be $15 per acre, and the annual cost of fire 
protection, unless proved otherwise at the trial, shall be deemed 
to be 15 cents per acre per year.” 

There is as section 6 (e) the following: 

“Src. 6. (e) The causes of action and measures of damage set 
forth in the various paragraphs of this section 6 shall be con- 
strued to be independent of each other, but no one or all of said 
causes of action and measures of damage shall exclude the asser- 
tion of other causes of action as permitted by section 1 hereof or 
the application of other proper cumulative measures of damage.” 

The first sentence of section 7 of said act is amended by repealing 
Re Ee RE See ee 10, en thereat she ae 
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With the following committee amendments: 


On page 2. line 18, add the following sentence: 

The petition or petitions shall be subject to amendment at any 
time prior to final submission of the case to the Court ot Claims.“ 

On page 2. beginning on line 22, strike all of line 22 down to 
and including line 21 on page 3 and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 

“Section 6 (c) of said act is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“*(c) If it shall be determined by the court that the United 
States has violated the terms and provisions of the act of Congress 
of March 28, 1908 (35 Stat. L. 51), by cutting other than dead and 
down timber or such fully matured and ripened timber as the 
Forestry Service shall have properly designated, or by cutting such 
timber so as to prevent forest perpetuation, the court shall award 
as damages to the Menominee Tribe of Indians either (1) the dif- 
ference between the net income which would have been and would 
be received from an acreage which would have produced, under 
selective cutting, if then cut, the same volume of timber as that 
unlawfully cut, from the time of the commencement of the unlaw- 
ful cutting up to the time when the timber unlawfully cut shall 
have been replaced by replanting and the sustained yield from 
the said replanted timber shall be equal, acre for acre, to the sus- 
tained yield from the timber had it been selectively cut so as to 

` perpetuate the forest, as required by law, with interest thereon 

at the rate of 4 percent per annum for the same period, said period, 
wherever specified herein, to be deemed to end 60 years from the 
time of replacement by planting, unless otherwise determined at 
the trial, plus the cost of replacement of the timber on the same 
areas including the necessary protection until the replanted timber 
shall have attained the said sustained yield, and the net income 
that has been and will be received from the liquidation of the 
timber on the acreage unlawfully cut; or (2) the cost of replace- 
ment of timber on the respective areas thus unlawfully cut, in- 
cluding the necessary protection until the replanted timber shall 
have attained the aforesaid sustained yield, plus interest at 4 per- 
cent per annum for the same period of time on an amount equal to 
the reasonable value as of the date of the unlawful cutting of the 
timber on the areas thus cut, whichever is the greater. The term 
“net income” shall include the stumpage value of the timber that 
would have been cut under selective cutting or that was cut under 
clear cutting. The cost of replacement, including fire lines of the 
timber on the acreage unlawfully cut over, unless proved otherwise 
at the trial, shall be deemed to be $15 per acre, and the annual 
cost of fire protection, unless proved otherwise at the trial, shall 
be deemed to be 6 cents per acre per year.’” 

On page 4, line 6, strike the quoted phrase “said suit“ and insert 
in lieu thereof the quoted phrase “such suit.” 


The committee amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. BorLeau: On page 2, line 18, strike 
out “1937” and insert “1938.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 


CONSENT CALENDAR 
WISCONSIN CHIPPEWA JURISDICTIONAL ACT 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 8502) to amend the Wis- 
consin Chippewa Jurisdictional Act of August 30, 1935 (49 
Stat. L. 1049). 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to ob- 
ject. I have a letter from the Attorney General with refer- 
ence to this bill in which he sets out five specific objections, 
each one an outstanding objection. This measure in its 
present form would permit the Indians not only to recover 
for the land but also for the value of the minerals and tim- 
ber that have been taken from those lands. I ask unani- 
mous consent to place in the Record at this point the letter 
of the Attorney General, because I do not propose to permit 
the bill to be considered by unanimous consent if I can 
prevent it. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Yes. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, this act does nothing but 
amend the original act, which allowed all these things the 
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gentleman complains of. This act does nothing but allow 
the Indians in Minnesota and other States to participate in 
the suits that the original act allowed. All the things the 
gentleman complains of, and the Attorney General just de- 
termines to be wrong with the original act, were not referred 
to apparently when the original act was passed; and it seems 
unfair to refuse to permit a few Indians in other States to 
have their cases adjudicated when the Indians in Wisconsin 
have already that right, by reason of the original act. 

Mr. COCHRAN. The reason that what the gentleman 
Says is true is because no Member of the House at the time 
the original resolution was passed was paying any attention 
to the interest of the taxpayers of the United States. In 
those days no matter what was in a resolution referring a 
claim to the Court of Claims there was no objection. It was 
a mistake then and is now. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. I do not say that such a condition the 
gentleman refers to existed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri? 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to ob- 
ject. I do this in order that the gentleman who is the author 
of the bill may explain his reason, and I yield to the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin. 

Mr. GEHRMANN. Mr. Speaker, as far as I am concerned, 
my Indians have been taken care of, and I am doing this at 
the request of the attorney general of the State of Wisconsin. 
The Indians are not paying for this unless they have some- 
thing coming. The State of Wisconsin is carrying on -this 
suit, and the Indians of Minnesota and Michigan, a part of 
this band originally, are now living in those States, and they 
sent a delegation down here last year, and they feel that we 
were not playing fair to exclude them. It is a question of 
whether or not they will be allowed to present their claim, 
and the bill is so drawn. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. The Wisconsin Indians under the other 
jurisdictional act will go into court? 

Mr. GEHRMANN. Yes. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. And if the gentleman from Missouri 
objects to this amendment, he will deprive the Indians in the 
other States from having the same thing that the Wisconsin 
Indians are getting. 

Mr. GEHRMANN. That is correct. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O’MALLEY. Yes. 

Mr. COCHRAN. The author of the bill states that he is 
acting for the attorney general of his State. I am acting 
for the Attorney General of the United States. I think the 
best thing to do is to let this letter go into the Recor and 
let the gentlemen read it, and then when the bill is called up 
again answer the argument of the Attorney General if it 
can be answered, or, better still, consult with him and bring 
back his views after you have presented your case. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri? 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to 
object to say to my friend from Missouri that the Chippewa 
Indians of my State and district have also sent delegations 
to me regarding this very matter. I hope the gentleman 
from Missouri will not object to this bill. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I certainly propose to object to the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri is merely 
asking that a letter from the Attorney General may be in- 
corporated in the Record at this point. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C., March 1, 1938. 
Hon. JOHN J. COCHRAN, 


Chairman, Committee on Expenditures 
in the Executive Departments, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: This acknowledges your request for my 
views relative to a bill (H. R. 8502) to amend the Wisconsin 
Chippewa Jurisdictional Act of August 30, 1935. 

The purpose of the bill under consideration is to extend the 
prior act, which was limited only to claims of the Wisconsin 
Chippewa Indians, so as to include the claims of Michigan and 
Minnesota Chippewa Indians. 
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The measure would permit a recovery for the value of minerals 
or timber taken from the Jand occupied by the Indians. This 
would seem an undesirable provision, as the liability of the Gov- 
ernment should not extend to such an item. 

The legislation fails to protect the United States against recov- 
ery of interest. In view of the long period of time that has 
elapsed since the accrual of some of the claims, it hardly seems 
appropriate that jurisdiction to render judgment against the 
Government should be granted without any limitation as to the 
right to award interest. 

The bill contains a provision that either party shall have the 
right of appeal to the Supreme Court of the United States from 
any judgment of the Court of Claims. As under general law 
review by the Supreme Court may be secured only by a writ of 
certiorari, I see no reason why an exception should be made for 
a specific litigant. 

It is proposed that the claimants be given a period of 8 years 
within which to file suit. Ordinarily a maximum limit of 5 years 
is included in jurisdictional acts of this type, and it would seem 
reasonable that the customary practice be followed in the 
instance. 

The bill would also permit the amendment of petitions to con- 
form to the evidence at any time prior to the argument before 
the Court of Claims. This provision seems too broad, as it. may 
possibly be construed so as to permit the interposition of new 
claims after they would otherwise be barred. 

In view of the foregoing considerations, I am unable to recom- 
mend the enactment of the bill in its present form 

Sincerely yours, 
Homer CUMMINGS, Attorney General. 

Mr, COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill go over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

EXPATRIATION LAWS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 7546) to clarify the ex- 
patriation laws with regard to certain native-born citizens of 
the United States, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? 

Mr. MOSER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

PACT BETWEEN MINNESOTA, SOUTH DAKOTA, AND NORTH DAKOTA 

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 8043) authorizing and con- 
senting to an interstate compact between the States of Min- 
nesota, South Dakota, and North Dakota relating to the 
utilization of, the control of the floods of, and the prevention 
of the pollution of the waters of the Red River of the North 
and streams tributary thereto. 

There being no objection, the Clerk proceeded to read the 
bill. 

Mr. LEMKE (interrupting the reading). Mr. Speaker, a 
similar bill, S. 1570, has already passed the Senate. I ask 
unanimous consent to substitute this for the Senate bill and 
then to amend the Senate bill by striking out all after the 
enacting clause and inserting the House bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Dakota? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the Senate bill by 
title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

S. 1570, granting the consent of Congress to compacts or agree- 
ments between the States of Minnesota, South Dakota, and North 
Dakota with respect to the Red River of the North. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from North Dakota. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause in the Senate bill and 
insert H. R. 8043. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman desire to insert the 
House bill as amended? 

Mr. LEMKE. Yes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Dakota? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill as amended. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 2 


S. 1570 


An act granting the consent of Congress to compacts or agree- 
ments between the States of Minnesota, South Dakota, and North 
Dakota with respect to the Red River of the North 


Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby given 
to the compact and agreement set forth below: Provided, That 
nothing therein contained shall be construed as impairing or in 
any manner affecting any right or jurisdiction of the United States 
in and over the Red River of the North and streams tributary 
necator or in regard to any of the matters covered by the said 
compact: 


“A Compact BETWEEN THE STATE or SOUTH DAKOTA, THE STATE OF 
NORTH DAKOTA, AND THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


“This compact made and entered into by and between the State 
of South Dakota, the State of North Dakota, and the State of 
Minnesota, Witnesseth: 

“Whereas the Red River of the North, which has its source in 
the State of South Dakota, and which flows northward, forming 
the boundary line between the State of Minnesota and the State 
of North Dakota, has a drainage area which includes a portion 
of all three States; and 

“Whereas the surface waters in said drainage area, if properly 
conserved and regulated, will produce benefits common to all three 
of said States; and 

“Whereas the interests of the people of said three States will be 
best served by the organization of an interstate authority vested 
with sufficient power; and 

“Whereas all three States have mutual interests in the regula- 
tion por administration of said surface waters in said drainage 
area; an 

“Whereas it is highly desirable that there be a single agency of 
all three of said States empowered to further the aforesaid regu- 
lation and administration of said surface waters in the interests 
of all of said States: 

“Now, therefore, the State of South Dakota, the State of North 
Dakota, and the State of Minnesota do hereby solemnly covenant 
and agree each with the other as follows: 


“ARTICLE 1 


“The following terms, whenever used in this agreement, shall 
have the following meanings, unless a different meaning clearly 
appears in the context: 

“(a) The term ‘commission’ shall mean the Tri-State Waters 
Commission, the corporation created by this agreement and the 
acts authorizing the same. 

“(b) The term ‘acquire’ shall mean and include construct, ac- 
quire by purchase, lease, devise, gift, or the exercise of the rights 
of eminent domain, or any other mode of acquisition whatsoever. 

“(c) The term ‘Federal agency’ shall mean and include the 
United States of America, the President of the United States of 
America, the Public Works Administration, the Works Progress 
Administration, and any and every other authority, agency, or 
instrumentality of the United States of America heretofore or 
hereafter created or established. 

“(d) The term ‘real property’ shall mean and include lands, 
structures, franchises, and interests in land, including waters and 
riparian rights, and any and all things and rights usually included 
within the said term, and includes not only fees simple absolute 
but also any and all lesser interests, such as easements, rights-of- 
way, uses, leases, licenses, and all other incorporeal hereditaments, 
and every estate, interest or right, legal or equitable, including 
terms of years and liens thereon by way of Judgments, mortgages, 
or otherwise, and also claims for damages to real estate. 

“(e) The term ‘drainage area’ shall mean the area from which 
surface waters drain from the States of South Dakota, Minnesota, 
and North Dakota into the Red River of the North. 

“ARTICLE n 

“Each of the States of North Dakota, South Dakota, and Minne- 
gota undertake to cooperate with the other two States for the most 
advantageous utilization of the waters of the Red River of the 
North for the control of the flood waters of this river and for the 
prevention of the pollution of such waters. 

“ARTICLE III 

“To that end the said three States do hereby create a district 
to be known as the tri-State waters area, which shall comprise that 
portion of the drainage basin of the Red River of the North lying 
within the boundaries of the said States. 

“ARTICLE IV 

“The said three States do hereby create the Tri-State Waters Com- 
mission, which shall be a body corporate and shall have the powers, 
duties, and jurisdiction herein set forth, and such other powers, 
duties, and jurisdiction as shall hereafter be conferred upon it by 
acts of the legislatures of each of said three States concurred in, 
when of a character to require such concurrence, by act of Congress 

“ARTICLE V 

“The Tri-State Waters Commission, hereafter in this compact 
called the Commission shall consist of nine commissioners three 
from each State, appointed by each State in such manner and for 
such length of term as may be determined by the legislature thereof. 
Each commissioner shall be a citizen of the State from which he is 
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appointed, and at least one commissioner from each State shall be 
a resident of the drainage area of the Red River of the North. 
Each commissioner may be removed or suspended from office in 
such manner as shall be provided by the law of the State from 
which he shall be appointed. Each commissioner shall receive such 
compensation as may be provided by the legislature of the State 
he represents, which compensation shall be paid by such State 
Each commissioner shall be paid actual expenses necessarily in- 
curred in the performance of his duties as such commissioner. 
“ARTICLE VI 

“The commission shall elect from its number a chairman and 
vice chairman, and shall appoint and at its pleasure remove an 
executive secretary and such other officers and assistants as may be 
required to carry the provisions of this compact into effect, and 
shall fix and determine their duties, qualifications, and com- 

tion. 

“It shall adopt a seal and suitable bylaws and shall promulgate 
rules and regulations for its management and control. 

“A majority of the members from each State shall constitute a 
quorum for the transaction of business, the exercise of any powers, 
or the performance of any duties, but no action of the commission 
shall be binding unless at least two of the members from each State 
shall vote in favor thereof. 

“The commission shall keep accurate accounts of all receipts 
and disbursments and shall make an annual report to the Gov- 
ernor of each State setting forth in detail the operations and 
transactions conducted by it pursuant to this compact, and shall 
make recommendations for any legislative action deemed by it 
advisable, including amendments to the statutes of the said States 
which may be necessary to carry out the intent and purpose of 
this compact, and such changes in the area of the district as may 
seem desirable. 

“The Commission shall not incur any obligations for salaries, 
office, or other administrative expenses prior to the making of 
appropriation adequate to meet the same; nor shall the Com- 
mission pledge the credit of any of the said States except by 
and with the authority of the legislatures thereof. Each State 
reserves the right to provide hereafter by law for the examination 
and audit of the accounts of the Commission by its comptroller 
or other official. 

“The Commissioner shall meet and organize within 30 days after 
the effective date of this compact. 

“ARTICLE VII 


“It shall be the duty of the Commission to study the various 
water problems relating to water supply with the Tri-State Waters 
Area. 


“ARTICLE VINI 

“Plans for works on boundary waters in said drainage area pre- 
pared by the State, municipal, or industrial agencies shall receive 
the approval of the Commission before construction is begun. 

“It shall be the duty of the commission to maintain and con- 
trol lake levels and stream flow on boundary waters within the 
area, but such action shall be taken only with the approval of the 
authorized county or State agencies, in which such lake or stream 
is located, but said commission shall have no power or juris- 
diction over water levels or stream flow in the Otter Tail River 
which is known as that portion of the Red River originating in 
Becker and Otter Tail counties extending and flowing through in 
a southerly and southwesterly direction through the counties of 
Becker, Otter Tail, and Wilkin, and emptying into the Red River 
of the North at the junction of the Boise de Sioux at Brecken- 

ridge, Minn., and its chain of lakes and its tributaries. 

“The Commission shall have power to cooperate with any duly 
authorized Federal, State, or municipal agency in studies and sur- 
veys, construction, maintenance, and operation of water projects 
within the scope of its jurisdiction. 

“The commission shall be authorized to exercise the power 
of eminent domain, to acquire such real and personal property as 
may be reasonably necessary to effectuate the purposes of this com- 
pact, and to exercise all other powers not inconsistent with the 
constitutions of the States of North Dakota, South Dakota, and 
Minnesota, or with the Constitution of the United States, which 
may be reasonably necessary or appropriate for or incidental to the 
effectuation of its authorized 8 and generally to exercise in 
connection with the in connection with 
t may be exer- 
og 8 private corporation in connection with similar property 


“ARTICLE IX 
“The commission shall study the methods of financing the con- 
struction, control, maintenance, and operation of projects and 
shall recommend for enactment to the legislatures of the States 
concerned such legislation as will effectuate the purposes and ends 
of the commission. 
“ARTICLE X 
“Each State shall bear its proportionate share of the expense of 
the commission based on the pro rata value to such State of the 
activities of the commission, which expense shall be provided for 
by appropriation by the legislature. 
“ARTICLE XI 
“Should any part of this compact be held to 
constitution of oy a of said States or of the United States such part 
of said compact shall become inoperative as to each State, but all 
other severable provisions of this compact shall continue in full 
force and effect, 
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“ARTICLE XIT 


“This compact shall become operative immediately after it has 
been signed by the Governor of the State of South Dakota, the 
Governor of the State of North Dakota, and the Governor of the 
State of Minnesota. 

“In testimony whereof the Governor of the State of South Dakota, 
the Governor of the State of North Dakota, and the Governor of 
the State of Minnesota have signed this compact in triplicate and 
the seals of said States have been thereunto affixed. 

“Done this 23d day of June, 1937. 

“LESLIE JENSON, 
“Governor of the, State of South "Dakota. 
“WILLIAM LANGER, 
“Governor of the State of North Dakota. 
“ELMER A. BENSON, 
“Governor of the State of Minnesota.” 

Sec. 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 

expressly reserved. 


The amendment was agreed to; and the Senate bill was 
ordered to be read a third time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider laid on the table. 


SCHOOLS IN ALASKA 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 9358, to authorize 
the withdrawal and reservation of small tracts of the public 
domain in Alaska for schools, hospitals, and other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he 
is hereby, authorized, in his discretion, to withdraw and perma- 
nently reserve small tracts of not to exceed 640 acres each of the 
public domain in Alaska for schools, hospitals, and such other 
purposes as may be necessary in administering the affairs of the 
Indians, Eskimos, and Aleuts of Alaska; Provided, That such with- 
drawals shall be subject to any valid existing rights. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


EASTERN BAND OF CHEROKEE INDIANS, NORTH CAROLINA 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 7515, to authorize the 
sale of certain lands of the Eastern Band of Cherokee In- 
dians, North Carolina. 


There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby 
authorized, in his discretion, with the approval of the Eastern 
Band of Cherokee Indians expressed through its duly constituted 
tribal authorities or by a majority vote of the qualified members 
of the said band voting at an election called by the Secretary of 
the Interior in which at least 30 percent of those entitled to vote 
shall vote, to sell and to convey to the purchasers any lands held 
by the United States in trust for the Eastern Band of Cherokee 
Indians lying outside of the Qualla boundary, and the said Secre- 
tary is further authorized to use the funds received from such sales 
for such purpose as the tribal council may approve, including the 
purchase of other lands for said Indians. Title to any land pur- 
chased under this authority shall be taken in the name of the 
United States of America in trust for the Eastern Band of Chero- 
kee Indians. Any lands so purchased shall have the same status 
as other tribal lands of the said Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians, 


With the following committee amendment: 


Page 2, line 1, strike the comma after the word “boundary” and 
insert a period in lieu thereof. Strike the remainder of line 1. su 
of line 2 down to and including the word “sales”, and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: “Funds received from sales herein 
authorized shall be deposited in the to the credit of the 
Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians and shall be available for future 
appropriation.” 


Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out the last 
word to ask the author of the bill to explain the bill and its 
purpose, 

Mr. ROGERS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, if the gentle- 
man will yield, I do not believe the author of the bill is 
present. If I can answer the gentleman’s questions I shall 
be pleased to. 

Mr. KELLER. I would like a little explanation of the 
bill, that is all. 

Mr. ROGERS of Oklahoma. These Indians have some 
land they are not using, land that is scattered. It is too far 
away to be of any use to them, and they merely want 
authority to sell it, in order that the funds may be deposited 
to their credit. 

Mr. KELLER. It does not destroy the holdings of the 
Cherokee Indians in that section? 
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Mr. ROGERS of Oklahoma. No; it does not. These 
lands are just scattered tracts that are of no actual use to 
them. 

Mr. KELLER. It will not destroy their holdings at the 
present time or the status of the Indians? 

Mr. ROGERS of Oklahoma, No. 

Mr. KELLER. I do not want to agree to anything like 
that, at least. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. WooprumM). 
tion is on the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION INVESTIGATION OF MOTOR INDUSTRY 


The Clerk called the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 594), 
directing the Federal Trade Commission to investigate the 
policies employed by manufacturers in distributing motor 
vehicles, accessories, and parts, and the policies of dealers 
in selling motor vehicles at retail, as these policies affect the 
public interest. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the joint resolution? 

There being no objection the Clerk read the joint resolu- 
tion, as follows: 

Resolved, ete, That the Federal Trade Commission be, and is 
hereby, directed and authorized under the act entitled “An act to 
create a Federal Trade Commission, to define its powers and duties, 
and for other purposes”, approved September 26, 1914, to investi- 
gate the policies employed by manufacturers in distributing motor 
vehicles, accessories, and parts, and the policies of dealers in selling 
motor vehicles at retail, as these policies affect the public interest. 

The purpose of this investigation shall be to determine— 

1. The extent of concentration of control and of monopoly in the 
manufacturing, warehousing, distribution, and sale of automobiles, 
accessories, and parts, including methods and devices used by 
manufacturers for obtaining and maintaining their control or 
monopoly of such manufacturing, warehousing, distribution, and 
sale of such commodities, and the extent, if any, to which fraudu- 
lent, dishonest, unfair, and injurious methods are employed, in- 
cluding combinations, monopolies, price fixing, or unfair trade 
practices; 

2. The extent to which any of the antitrust laws of the United 
States are being violated; and 

8. For the purposes of the investigation hereby directed and 
authorized, the Federal Trade Commission is given all the powers 
conferred upon it by the Federal Trade Commission Act. 

Sec. 2. The Federal Trade Commission shall report its findings 
to the Congress of the United States within 1 year from date of 
enactment of this resolution, recommending whatever remedial 
legislation it deems necessary and proper. 

Sec. 3. The sum of $50,000 is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated to the Federal Trade Commission for the purpose of making 
this investigation. 


The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed and read a 


third time, was read the third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 
SHASTA AND KLAMATH NATIONAL FORESTS, CALIF. 

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 7689, to authorize the 
addition of certain lands to the Shasta and Klamath National 
Forests, Calif. 

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, and I shall not, I regret that the chairman 
of the Committee on the Public Lands is not present, for I 
wanted to ask him what distinguishes this bill and three 
other similar bills on the calendar for the addition of lands 
to the national forests from other bills of this character 
pending before the Public Lands Committee on which we 
seem to be unable to get hearings after the Secretary of one 
of the departments sends up an objection to the legislation? 

Far from objecting to this type of legislation I am very 
strongly in favor of it as the only method of properly re- 
habilitating these lands by their inclusion in the national 
forests and their treatment by the Forest Service. All the 
Taylor Act can do for them is to prevent or regulate graz- 
ing on them. It seems to me we are entitled to a hearing 
on other bills of similar character even though one of the 
Secretaries thinks they ought not to be passed. Members 
charged with responsibility for these desired forest additions 
should be relieved at least to the extent of a committee 
decision on the matter. 


The ques- 
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Mr. TARVER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
I think some explanation should be made of the necessity 
for this legislation. The National Forest Reservation Com- 
mission now has authority to set up purchase units for the 
acquisition of lands for national forests anywhere in the 
country that it may desire. Legislation of this kind is en- 
tirely unnecessary unless it is intended to control the discre- 
tion of the National Forest Reservation Commission as to 
where it shall purchase units and what lands it shall 
acquire. 

I shall be compelled to object unless some explanation is 
given other than I am now familiar with for the legislation. 

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? E 

Mr. TARVER. I yield. 

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. I may say that the Forest Service 
in California at least consults with the boards of supervisors, 
county commissioners, forest commissions, and so on before 
any of these exchanges are approved, and if there is objec- 
tion they do not make them. I think this answers the ques- 
tion the gentleman asked. 

Mr. TARVER. The gentleman speaks of exchanges, as I 
understand him. 

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Yes. 

Mr. TARVER. I thought this bill provided for acquisition 
by purchase. 

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. No; by exchange for lands within 
the forest reservations. This is entirely for protection pur- 
poses, 

Mr. TARVER. It does not refer to the acquisition of land 
by purchase? 

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. No. 

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Was an objection made to 
the gentleman’s bill by one of the departments on the ground 
that the land involved would also come under the Taylor 
Grazing Act and therefore ought to be left in the jurisdiction 
of that department? 

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. There were some lands included in 
the original measure that have since been taken out, as I 
understand it, so that they will come under the Taylor Graz- 
ing Act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Wooprum). 
objection to the present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That within the following-described areas any 
lands not in Government ownership, which are found by the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture to be chiefiy valuable for national-forest pur- 
poses, may be offered in exchange under the provisions of the act 
of March 20, 1922 (Public, No. 173; 42 Stat. L. 465), as amended by 
the act of February 28, 1925 (Public, No. 513), upon notice as 
therein provided and upon acceptance of title, shall become parts of 
the said national forests; and any of such described areas in Gov- 
ernment ownership, chiefly valuable for national-forest purposes 
and not now parts of any national forest, may be added to said na- 
tional forest as herein provided by proclamation of the Presi- 
dent, subject to all valid claims and provisions of existing 
withdrawals: 

To the Shasta National Forest, Calif.: 


Is there 


T. 40 N., R. 4 W., secs. 7, 8, 9, 16, 17, 18, 20, and 21; 

T. 40 N., R. 7 W., secs. 6 and 7; 

T. 40 N., R. 8 W., secs. 1, 2, 3, 5, to 11, inclusive, 15 to 18, in- 
clusive, 21, and 22; 

T. 40 N., R. 9 W., secs. 1, 12, and 13; 

T. 41 N., R. 5 W., secs. 4 and 5; 

All T. 41 N., R. 9 W.; 

T. 41 N., R. 10 W., secs. 25 and 36; 

T. 43 N., R. 3 W., secs. 3 to 11, inclusive, and 17 to 19, inclusive; 

T. 43 N., R. 4 W.; secs. 1 to 13, inclusive, 15 to 19, inclusive, 21, 
22, 23, 25, and 27 to 33, inclusive; 

44 N., R. 3 W., secs. 1 to 5, inclusive, 7 to 17, inclusive, 19 to 

29, inclusive, and 31 to 36, inclusive; 

T. 44 N., R. 4 W., secs. 1, 2, 3, 10 to 15, inclusive, 22 to 27, inclu- 
sive, 34, 35, and 36; 

T. 45 N., R. 1 E., secs. 1 to 6, inclusive, and 8 to 18, inclusive; 

T. 45 N., R. 2 E., secs. 1 to 13, inclusive, 17 and 18; 

T. 45 N., R. 1 W., sees. 1 to 18, inclusive; 

All T. 45 N., R. 2 W.;: 

T. 45 N., R. 3 W., secs. 1, 3 to 18, inclusive, 21 to 27, inclusive, 
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3 to 21, inclusive, and 23 to 36, inclusive; 
secs. 13 to 17, inclusive, 20 to 29, inclusive, and 
32 to 36, incl 


All T. 48 N., R. 4 W.;: 

All Mount Diablo base and meridian, California. 
To the Klamath Diset Forest, Calif.: 

T. 41 N., R. 10 W., sec. 
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T. 42 N., R. 9 W., pratt 5 to 8, inclusive, 17 to 20, inclusive, 
and 29 to 32, inclusive; 

T. 42 N., R. 10 W., secs. 1 to 5, inclusive, 7 to 19, inclusive, 21 to 
25, inclusive, and 36; 

„43 N., R. 9 W., secs. 4 to 9, inclusive, 16 to 20, inclusive, and 

29 to 82, inclusive; 

All T. 43 N., R. 10 W.: 

T. 44 N., R. 7 W., sec. 6; 

T. 44 N., R. 8 W., secs. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7 to 36, inclusive; 

T. 44 N., R. 9 W., secs. 15 3 to 9, inclusive, and 11 to 36, inclu- 
sive; 

T. 44 N., R. 10 W., secs. 1 to 5, inclusive, and 7 to 36, inclusive; 

T. 45 N., R. 7 W., secs. 20, 29, and 30; 

T. 45 N., R. 8 W., secs. 25, 26, 34, 35, and 36; 

T. 47 N., R. 7 W., secs. 2 to 29, inclusive, 35 and 36; 

T. 47 N., R. 8 W., sec. 1; 

T. 48 N., R. 7 W., secs. 16 to 21, inclusive, and 27 to 34, inclusive; 

T. 48 N., R. 8 W., secs. 13, 14, 15, 22, 23, 24, 25, 27, 35, and 36; 


All Mount Diablo base and meridian, California, 


With the following committee amendment: 


Page 2, line 1, after the word “ownership”, insert “found by the 
Secretaries of Agriculture and the Interior to be.” 


The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 


ADDITION OF CERTAIN LANDS TO THE MODOC, SHASTA, AND LASSEN 
NATIONAL FORESTS, CALIF. 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 7688, to authorize the 
addition of certain lands to the Modoc, Shasta, and Lassen 
National Forests, Calif. 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as fol- 
lows: 


Be tt enacted, ete., That within the following-described areas any 
lands not in Government ownership, which are found by the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture to be chiefly valuable for national-forest pur- 
poses, may be offered in exchange under the provisions of the act 
of March 20, 1922 (Public, No 173; 42 Stat. L. 465), as amended 
by the act of February 28, 1925 (Public, No. 513), upon notice as 
therein provided and upon acceptance of title, shall became parts 
of the said national forests; and any of such described areas in 
Government ownership, chiefly valuable for national-forest pur- 

and not now parts of any national forest, may be added to 
said national forests as herein provided by proclamation of the 
President, subject to all valid claims and provisions of existing 
withdrawals: 

To the Shasta National Forest, Calif.: 

T. 36 N., R. 3 E., sec. 36; 

T. 36 N., R. 4 E., secs. 7 to 9, inclusive, 16 to 21, inclusive, and 


28 to 33, inclusive; | 

T. 37 N., R. 3 E., secs. 1, 9, 8 15, and 16. 

T. 37 N., W papel 5 an 

T. 38 N., R. 4 E., ae 11 to 20, inclusive, and 29 to 32, 
inclusive; 

T. 38 N., R. 4 W., sec. 21; 

T. 38 N., R. 5 E., secs. 4 to 9, inclusive, 18 and 19; 

T. 39 N., R. 4 E., secs. 13, 24, 25, 26, 35, and 36; 

T. 39 N., R. 5 E., secs. 7, 8, 9, 15 to 22, inclusive, and 27 to 34, 
inclusive; 

To the Modoc National Forest, z 

T. 36 N., R. 7 E., secs. 2, 10, 11, 14, 15, 16, 21 to 28, inclusive, and 
32 to 36, inclusive; 

T. 36 N., R. 10 E., secs, 8, 8 17, 21, 22, and 2 

T. 37 N., R. 6 E., secs. 1, 10 to 14, ane 23 to 26, inclu- 
sive, 35, and 36; 

T. 37 N., R. 7 E., secs. 4 to 9, inclusive, 16 to 21, inclusive, 28 to 
31, inclusive, and 36; 

T. 37 N., R. 8 E., secs. 16, 20, and 30; 

T. 37 N., R. 9 E., secs. 1, 2, 12; 

T. 37 N., R. 10 E., secs. 5, 6, 7, and 8; 

T. 37 N., R. 11 E., secs. 6, 7, 20; 

T. 38 N., R. 5 E., secs. 21, 22, 25, 26, 27, 34, 35, and 38: 

All T. 38 N., R. 6 E.; 

T. 38 N., R. 7 E., secs. 6, 7, 18, 19, 30, 31, 32, and 33; 
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T. 38 N., R. 9 E., sec. 35; 
T. 38 N., R. 10 E., secs. 5, 8, 16, 17, 20, 21, 25, 29, 32, and 36; 
T. 38 N., R. 11 E., secs. 11 and 12; 
T. 38 N., R. 16 E., secs. 1 and 12; 
T. 38 N., R. 17 E., secs. 7, 18, 19, 30, and 31; 
T. 39 N., R. 5 E., secs. 18, 24, and 25; 
T. 39 N., R. 6 E., secs. 1 to 14, inclusive, and 16 to 86, inclusive; 
T. 39 N., R. 7 E., secs, 6, 7, 18, 19, 30, and 31; 
T. 39 N., R. 10 E., sec. 1: 
T. 39 N., R. 11 E., secs. 1 to 14, inclusive, 16, 17, 18, 22, and 23; 
T. 39 N., R. 16 E, secs. 1, 2, 12, 13, 24, 25, and 36; 
T. 40 N., R. 5 E., secs. 1 to 28, inclusive, 35, and 36; 
T. 40 N., R. 6 E., secs. 35 and 36; 
T. 40 N., R. 10 E., secs, 1 to 4, inclusive, 9 to 15, inclusive, 24, 
25, and 36; 
T. 40 N., R. 11 E., secs. 5 to 8, inclusive, 16 to 21, inclusive, and 
28 to 35, inclusive; 
T. 41 N., R. 5 E. secs, 31 to 36 inclusive; 
T. 41 N., R. 9 E., secs. 23, 24, 25, and 36; 
T. 41 N., R. 10 E., secs. 16 to 21, inclusive, and 26 to 36, inclusive: 
T. 41 N., R. 11 E., sec. 32; 
T. 43 N., R. 5 E., secs. 2 to 11, inclusive, and 14 to 18, inclusive; 
T. 43 N., R. 13 E., secs. 2, 3, 10, and 15; 
T 44 N, R. 5 E., secs. 19 to 23, inclusive, and 26 to 85, inclusive; 
T. 44 N., R. 13 E., secs. 3, 10, 14, 15, 16, 22, 23, 26, 27, 34, and 35; 
T. 46 N., R. 14 E., secs. 2 and 11; 
T. 46 N., R. 15 E., secs. 1 and 12; 
T. 46 N., R. 16 E., secs. 6 and 7; 
T. 47 N., R. 14 E., sec. 36; 
To the Lassen National Forest, Calif.: 
T. 27 N., R. 10 E., sec. 6: 
T. 28 N., R. 6 E., secs. 1, 2, 8, 12, 18, 14, 22 to 27, inclusive, 32, 
33, 34, 35, and 36; 
T. 28 N., R. 7 E., secs. 2 to 8, inclusive, 11 to 14, inclusive, 18, 
19, 23 to 26, inclusive, 29 to 33, inclusive, and 36; 
All T. 28 N., R. 8 E.; 
All T. 28 N., R. 9 E.; 
Ta a N., R. 10 E., secs. 5 to 8, inclusive, 16 to 20, inclusive, 30, 
ani ; 
T. 29 N., R. 6 E., secs. 23 to 26, inclusive, 35, and 36; 
T. 29 N., R. 7 E., secs. 13, 16, 19, 20, 21, 24, 25, and 28 to 36, 
inclusive; 
T. 29 N., R. 8 E., secs. 14 to 36, inclusive; 
Pie 29 N., R. 9 E., secs. 1, 9 to 16, inclusive, and 21 to 36, inclu- 
sive; 
T. 29 N., R. 10 E., secs. 1 and 36; 
T. 29 N., R. 11 E., secs. 1 to 24, inclusive; 
Ps 30 N., R. 10 E., secs. 1 to 18, inclusive, 21 to 27, inclusive, and 
All of T. 30 N., R. 11 E.; 
T. 30 N., R. 12 E., secs. 1 to 12, inclusive, 16 to 21, inclusive; 
T. 30 N., R. 13 E., secs. 5 to 8, inclusive; 
T. 31 N., R. 9 E., sec. 36; 
All of T. 31 N., R. 10 E.; 
All of T. 31 N., R. 11 E.; 
T. 31 N., R. 12 E., secs. 17, 18, 19, 20, 22, and 25 to 36, inclusive; 
T. 32 N., R. 11 E., secs. 22 to 36, inclusive; 
T. 35 N., R. 7 E., secs. 7 to 1i, inclusive, 14, 15, 16, 23, 24, 25, 
and 36; 
T. 35 N., R. 8 E. secs. 30, 31, and 32; 
T. 36 N., R. 7 E., sec. 31; 


All of Mount Diablo base and meridian, California. 
With the following committee amendments: 


Page 1, line 1, after the word “ownership”, insert “found by the 
Secretaries of Agriculture and the Interior to be.” 

Page 2, strike out lines 21 and 23 and lines 24 and 25, inclusive, 
page 3, strike out lines 1 to 13 and lines 16 to 25, all of page 4, 
and lines 3 and 4, and 7 to 12, inclusive, on page 5, and lines 
7 to 25, inclusive, page 6, and lines 1 to 3, inclusive, page 7. 


The committee amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


ADDITION OF CERTAIN LANDS TO PLUMAS, TAHOE, AND LASSEN 
NATIONAL FORESTS, CALIF. 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 7690, to authorize the 
addition of certain lands to the Plumas, Tahoe, and Lassen 
National Forests, Calif. 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That within the following-described areas 
any lands not in Government ownership, which are found by the 
Secretary of Agriculture to be chiefly valuable for national-forest 
purposes, may be offered in exchange under the provisions of the 
act of March 20, 1922 (Public, No. 173; 42 Stat. L. 465), as amended 
by the act of February 28, 1925 (Public, No. 513), upon notice as 
therein provided and upon acceptance of title, shall become parts 
of the said national forests; and any of such described areas in 
Government ownership, chiefly valuable for national-forest pur- 
poses and not now parts of any national forest, may be added to 
said national forests as herein provided by proclamation of the 


1938 


President, subject to all valid claims and provisions of existing 
withdrawals: 
To the Plumas National Forest, Calif.: 
T. 19 N., R. 6 E., secs. 1, 12, and 13; 
F. 19 N., N. 7 E., secs. 2 to 11, inclusive, 14 to 23, inclusive, and 
26 to 35, inclusive; 
T. 21 N., R. 14 E., sec. 4; 
22 N., R. 14 E., secs. 10, 15, 16, 21, 22, 27, 28, 33, and 34; 
24 N., R. 9 E., secs. 12, 13, 14, and 15; 
24 N., R. 10 E., secs. 7, 16, 17, 18, 20, and 21: 
25 N., R. 16 E., secs. 3, 10 to 14, inclusive, 24 and 25; 
26 N., R. 15 E., sec. 13; 
26 N., R. 16 E., secs. 18, 19, 20, 29, 30, 32, and 33; 
27 N., R. 13 E., sec. 1: 
27 N., R. 14 E., secs. 7, 17, 21, 27, 35, and 36; 
27 N., R. 15 E., secs. 31 and 32; 
28 N., R. 13 E., secs. 6, 7, 8, 15 to 18, inclusive, 21, 22, 23, 26, 
27, and 36; 
All Mount Diablo base and meridian, California. 
T. 19 N., R. 18 E.—that part of the following sections situated 
in the State of California, to wit: 
Secs. 6, 7, 18, 19, 30, and 31; 
T. 20 N., R. 18 E—that part of the following sections situated 
in the State of California, to wit: Secs. 6, 7, 18, 19, 30, and 31; 
T. 21 N., R. 14 E., secs. 9, 16, and 21; 
T. 21 N., R. 17 E., secs. 17, 19, 20, 28, 29, 33, 34, 35, and 36; 
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T. 25 N., R. 1 E., secs. 1 to 18, ‘inclusive; 

T. 25 N., R. 2 E., secs. * 12, 13, 14, 23, 24, 25, 26, 35, and 36; 

T. 25 N., R. 3 E., secs. 1, 3, 7, 8, 9, and 11 to 36, inclusive; 

T. 25 N., R. 4 E, secs. 4 to 9, inclusive, 16 to 21, inclusive, and 
28 to 33, inclusive; 

All T. 26 N., R. 1 E. 

T. 26 N., R. 3 E., secs. 1, 2, 3, 10 to 16, inclusive, 22 to 28, in- 
clusive, 33, sg 35, and 

T. 26 N., R. 4 E., secs. 5, 6, 7, 8, 15 to 22, inclusive, and 27 to 
33 inclusive; 

T. 27 N., R. 1 W., secs. 1, 2, 3, 10 to 15, inclusive, 22 to 27, in- 

6; 


E., secs. 35 and 36; 

E., sec. 36; 

i . 3 E., secs. 11 to 17, inclusive, 19, 20, 21, 23 to 27, 
inclusive, and 29 to 36, inclusive; 


T. 27 N., R. 4 E., sec. 31; 

T. 28 N., R. 1 W., secs. 1, 12, 13, 24, 25, and 36; 

T. 28 N., R. 1 E., sec. 1; 

Eri N., R. 2 E., secs. 1 to 18, inclusive, 23, 24, 25, 26, 35, 
an fi 

T. 28 N., R. 3 E., secs. 6, 7, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, and 27 to 33, 
inclusive; 

T. 29 N., R. 1 W., sec. 36; 

T. 29 N., R. 1 E., secs. 23 to 26, inclusive, and 31 to 36, 
inclusive; 


T. 29 N., R. 2 E., secs. 19 to 36, inclusive; 
T. 29 N., R. 3 E., secs. 19, 20, 21, and 28 to 32, inclusive; 
All Mount Diablo base and meridian, California, 


With the following committee amendments: 


Page 2, line 1, after the word “ownership” insert “found by the 
Secretaries of Agriculture and the Interior to be.” 

Page 2, strike out lines 19 to 24, inclusive. 

Page 3, strike out lines 1 to 5, inclusive. 

Page 3, after line 6, insert “to the Tahoe National Forest, Calif., 
township 17 north, range 9 east, sections 14, 23, 26, southwest sec- 
tions 34, and 35.” 


The committee amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 

CONVEYANCE OF MARINE HOSPITAL RESERVATION TO THE CITY OF 
WILMINGTON, N. C. 

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 8654, to amend the 
act entitled “An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to convey to the city of Washington, N. C., Marine Hos- 
pital Reservation,” being chapter 93, United States Statutes 
at Large, volume 42, part 1, page 1260, approved February 17, 
1923. 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as fol- 
lows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That chapter 93, United States Statutes at 
Large, volume 42, part 1, page 1260, approved February 17, 1923, 
being an act authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to convey 
to the city of Wilmington (N. C.) Marine Hospital Reservation, be, 
and the same is hereby, amended by striking out the last 28 
words thereof and inserting in lieu thereof the following, to wit: 
“198 feet south of the south line of Church Street.” 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 
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CONVEYANCE OF PORTION OF MARINE HOSPITAL RESERVATION TO 
NEW HANOVER COUNTY, N. C. 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 9418, to amend an 
act entitled An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to convey to the Board of Education of New Hanover 
County, N. C., portion of marine hospital reservation not 
needed for marine hospital purposes,” approved July 10, 1912 
(37 Stat. 191). 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby 
authorized to amend the quitclaim deed which was executed by the 
Secretary of the Treasury under date of July 24, 1912, pursuant to 
the authority contained in an act entitled “An act authorizing 
the Secretary of the Treasury to convey to the Board of Educa- 
tion of New Hanover County, N. C., a portion of the marine- 
hospital reservation not needed for marine-hospital purposes,” 
approved July 10, 1912 (37 Stat. 191), so as to provide, in lieu of 
the limitation that the land is to be “used exclusively for indus- 
trial-school purposes,” that it may be used for any public purpose 
or purposes, and to provide that the title to said land revert to 
the United States of America if at anytime the land or any building 
erected thereon shall cease to be used for a public purpose. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 


LEASING INDIAN LANDS FOR MINING PURPOSES 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 7626, to regulate the 
leasing of certain Indian lands for mining purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that this bill may be passed over without prejudice. 
I do not know that I shall ultimately object to the bill, but 
for the purpose of having an opportunity to look it over 
prior to its passage I make the request. 

Mr. ROGERS of Oklahoma. I can explain it now. 

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. I do not believe it would be pos- 
sible to explain the bill satisfactorily at this time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Utah? 

There was no objection. 


GOSHUTE AND OTHER INDIANS 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 8885, for the benefit 
of the Goshute and other Indians, and for other purposes. 
There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That whenever the privately owned lands, 
commonly referred to as the Triune ranch, within the following- 
described area have been purchased and acquired as hereafter 
authorized, the following-described lands be, and hereby are, set 
aside as a permanent reservation for the benefit of the Goshute 
and such other Indians as the Secretary of the Interior may locate 
thereon: 

The east half section 1; east half section 12; northeast 
section 13, township 22 north, range 69 east; sections 1 to 18, 
inclusive; east half section 24, east half section 25, east half sec- 
tion 36, township 23 north, range 69 east (unsurveyed); all of 
township 24 north, range 69 east (umsurveyed); sections 3 to 10, 
inclusive; north half; north half south half; southwest quarter of 
southwest quarter section 15; east half section 16; northwest quar- 
ter; north half northeast quarter section 17; north half section 18; 
northeast quarter section 21; west half northwest quarter section 
22; fractional township 22 north, range 70 east; all of fractional 
township 23 north, range 70 east (unsurveyed); all of fractional 
township 24 north, range 70 east, except lot 5; northeast quarter 
southwest quarter and north half section 3, Mount Diablo base and 
meridian, Nevada. 

This extension shall not affect any valid rights initiated prior 
to the approval hereof. 

Sec. 2. That for the use and benefit of the Indians on the 
Goshute Reservation and such other Indians as the Secretary of 
the Interior may locate thereon, the Secretary of the Interior be, 
and he is hereby, authorized to purchase with any available funds 
heretofore or hereafter appropriated pursuant to authority con- 
tained in section 5 of the act of June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. L. 984), all 
privately owned lands, interest in lands, water rights, or improve- 
ments upon the public domain within the area described in sec- 
tion 1 hereof and including all chattels located on that part of 
what is known as the Triune ranch, located in said area. Title 
to the foregoing property to be acquired under the provisions of this 
act shall be taken in trust for such Goshute and other Indians as 
may be designated by the Secretary of the Interior. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table, 
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COMPLETION, MAINTENANCE, AND OPERATION OF FORT PECK 
PROJECT, MONTANA 


The Clerk called the next bill, S. 2650, to authorize the 
completion, maintenance, and operation of the Fort Peck 
project for navigation, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, I dislike to object to the consideration of this bill, which 
I understand has the unanimous support of the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors. There are members of that commit- 
tee on both sides of the aisle in whom I have every confi- 
dence, and I therefore wonder whether I am right. It seems 
to me there are many controversial subjects in the bill. I 
have always opposed the development of hydroelectric power 
in connection with irrigation projects. I am told now that 
there is very little power connected with this project which 
would be authorized under this bill. However, it seems to me 
there are some other controversial matters we should give 
consideration to and that the bill is altogether too important 
to be passed by unanimous consent. 

In the first place, it seems to me we are setting up a little 
T. V. A. In the next place, we establish a patronage office 
which is filled by the Secretary of the Interior and carries 
a salary of $10,000. In the next place, I notice the Civil 
Service Commission makes an unfavorable report on the bill, 
because it provides for the appointment of attorneys, engi- 
neers, and other experts without regard to the civil-service 
laws. These are three matters I believe should be discussed 
quite fully on the floor. Although I am given to understand 
there is a necessity for creating this power for the purpose 
of pumping water to this land, nevertheless, if that is true, 
why under the bill is it necessary to authorize the condemna- 
tion of existing power lines and power companies? This 
seems to me to be a matter which might rightfully be con- 
sidered as a part of the program to establish several small 
T. V. A.’s throughout the United States. 

Whether or not we want to establish small T. V. A:s is 
a controversial subject. I am not sure we want to establish 
an office carrying a salary of $10,000 a year, to be filled 
by the Secretary of the Interior without the approval of 
the Senate of the United States, when in the last 6 months 
we have on two occasions compelled the executive depart- 
ments to submit to the Senate for approval appointments 
to offices having a salary of $7,500; neither am I sure we 
want to approve this bill in the face of the opposition of 
the Civil Service Commission, when that subject is so highly 
controversial as a part of the bill to reorganize the executive 
departments. 

I should like to hear some discussion on these matters, 
and for that reason I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
may be passed over without prejudice, in order that it may 
come up in its regular form on Calendar Wednesday, when 
I and the many others who have some little doubt about 
the desirability of settling all these controversial subjects 
in this one bill may be heard and fully apprised of what we 
are doing before the bill is passed. 

Mr. O’CONNELL of Montana. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield to the gentleman from Montana. 

Mr. O’CONNELL of Montana. I have all the respect in 
the world for the ability, honesty, and integrity of the gen- 
tleman from Michigan, as shown by his work on this com- 
mittee. I realize the many questions that can be raised in 
connection with a proposition of this kind. However, I am 
certain if the gentleman would confer with the Republican 
members of the House Committee on Rivers and Harbors 
and could see what actually is the situation in that area, he 
would raise no objection to the consideration of the bill and 
would not ask that the bill be passed over without prejudice. 
The bill should have no opposition from the private power 
interests in Montana, in view of the fact we have a tremen- 
dous shortage of power out there. The bill provides just a 
tiny amount of power to be used in the very terribly drought- 
stricken section of Montana, where we have about 150,000 
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inhabitants who could be rehabilitated on the land, if this 
power could be used for pumping purposes. This is not 
new land; it is land that has been under cultivation for a 
long, long time, but 8 consecutive years of drought have 
nearly ruined it. The administration of this project has 
been changed so it is under the Bureau of Reclamation, 
which will handle the operations out of its Malta office 
along with the other projects it is handling out there. There 
are no additional salaries and no additional positions in- 
volved; no patronage, as the gentleman suggests. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. The gentleman does not mean there are 
no additional positions involved, because the bill specifically 
sets up the position of administrator with a salary of 
$10,000 a year, and he is to be appointed by the Secretary of 
the Interior. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. If the gentleman will yield, the bill as 
amended puts this project under the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. This is only a temporary measure, and the matter is 
to be left for Congress to make final disposition of it here- 
after. 

Mr. O’CONNELL of Montana. This is under the amend- 
ment of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. You place in a difficult position all of us 
who want to do something for the people in this area, but who 
still want to maintain the integrity of at least the objectors, 
who have been so consistently concerned about these contro- 
versial matters I have discussed. I wish the gentleman from 
Montana would not insist upon considering the bill at this 
time. I have every faith and confidence in his judgment. 
I know how keenly interested he is in the people in his dis- 
trict, who undoubtedly need this help, and need it badly. 
Nevertheless, the gentleman will admit these highly contro- 
versial matters are in the bill and we should not pass them 
over lightly. I wonder if passing a bill of this nature by 
unanimous consent would not give the impression we do not 
study this type of legislation when we pass it. 

Mr. DONDERO. Reserving the right to object, Mr. 
Speaker, when this matter came before the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors we heard considerable testimony on the 
subject. Whether we like it or not, the subject is here. 
The Fort Peck Dam has been established. It is no secret 
in this body that I have been unequivocally opposed to Gov- 
ernment competition with private business, even in the 
utilities field. However, the large subject involved in this 
bill is not power, by any means, but irrigation to help the 
people on the drought-stricken lands of Montana, in which 
State I have had some experience in a former day in my 
life. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I may say to the gentleman from Mich- 
igan that ever since I have been in Congress and he has 
been a member of this committee I have bowed to his judg- 
ment, his intellect, and his knowledge of rivers and harbors 
legislation, as well as I have to that of the gentleman from 
Texas, the chairman of the committee. I may say it rather 
hurts me even to suggest the presence of these controversial 
matters that necessitate taking the bill up in some other 
course than the present procedure. Ordinarily, I would 
have enough confidence in this committee, which does such 
splendid work, to let the bill go through without any argu- 
ment whatsoever, but because the bill does contain these 
controversial features, I believe we should give more con- 
sideration to it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Michigan that the bill be 
passed over without prejudice? 

There was no objection. 

SIOUX INDIANS 

The Clerk called the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 438) 
restoring the right of appeal to the Supreme Court in certain 
cases involving claims of the Sioux Indians. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the joint resolution may be passed over without preju- 
dice. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
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CULTIVATION IN CONNECTION WITH CERTAIN HOMESTEAD ENTRIES 


The Clerk called the next bill, S. 1759, to amend an act 
entitled “An act to eliminate the requirements of cultivation 
in connection with certain homestead entries,” approved 
August 19, 1935. 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the act entitled “An act to eliminate the 
requirements of cultivation in connection with certain homestead 


entries,” approved August 19, 1935, is amended by inserting after 
the word “settlement” the words “or application made.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 

LITTLE ROCK CONFEDERATE CEMETERY 

The Clerk called the next bill, S. 975, to amend the act 
approved February 7, 1913, so as to remove restrictions as to 
the use of the Little Rock Confederate Cemetery, and for 
other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as fol- 
lows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 1 of the act of Congress ap- 
proved February 7, 1913 (37 Stat. 663), be, and the same is hereby, 
amended to read as follows: 

“That the Secretary of War is hereby authorized to accept a 
conveyance to the United States of the Confederate Cemetery in 
Little Rock, Ark., which adjoins the national cemetery at that 
piace, and when so accepted the Government shall take care of 
and properly maintain and preserve the cemetery, its monument 
or mopuments, headstones, and other marks of the graves, its 
walls, gates, and appurtenances, and preserve and keep a record, 
as far as reasonably practicable, of the names of those buried 
therein, with such history of each as can be obtained, and the said 
conveyance shall be such that it will permit the burial in said 
cemetery of all soldiers, sailors, or marines and all officers or men 
of the Coast Guard, dying in the service of the United States, or 
dying in a destitute condition after having been honorably dis- 
charged from the service, or who served, or hereafter shall have 
served, during any war in which the United States has been, or 
may hereafter be, engaged, and, with the consent of the Secre- 
tary of War, any citizen of the United States who served in the 
army or navy of any government at war with Germany or Austria 
during the World War and who died while in such service or after 
honorable discharge therefrom, as provided in Revised Statutes, 
4878, amended by the act of April 15, 1920 (41 Stat. 552; U. S. C., 
title 24, sec. 281), and the act of June 13, 1935 (Public, No. 132, 
74th Cong.), in addition to men who were in the military and 
naval service of the Confederate States of America: Provided, That 
the Secretary of War shall at all times leave sufficient space in said 
cemetery for the purpose of future burials of Confederate veterans: 
Provided further, That organized bodies of ex-Confederatez or 
individuals shall have free and unrestricted entry to said ceme- 
tery for the purposes of burying worthy ex-Confederates, for deco- 
rating the graves, and for all other purposes which they have here- 
tofore enjoyed, all under proper and reasonable regulations and 
restrictions made by the Secretary of War.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 

ACQUISITION OF LAND AND BUILDINGS NEAR TENNENT, MONMOUTH 
COUNTY, N. J. 

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 6813, to authorize 
the acquisition of land and buildings for cemeterial pur- 
poses in the vicinity of Tennent, Monmouth County, N. J., 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, I wonder if the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
SurpHin] would explain the bill and also justify, as I know 
he can, an appropriation of $250,000 which it appears is not 
in accord with the program of the President? 

I may say to the gentleman that if he can convince me 
that the report is incorrect in this particular I shall be 
pleased to withdraw any objection I may have to the bill. 

Mr. SUTPHIN. Mr. Speaker, the purpose of the bill is to 
establish a national cemetery at Old Tennent, N. J., which 
was the site of the Battle of Monmouth, which was one of 
the very decisive battles of the Revolutionary War. The old 
church was used as a hospital during that battle and is 
now in a splendid state of preservation. The trustees have 
$178,000 set up in three trust funds which, of course, would 
go with the property. The object is to establish a national 
shrine there to perpetuate this old Revolutionary landmark. 
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Mr. McLEAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUTPHIN. I yield. 

Mr. McLEAN. I think it would be interesting for the 
Members of the House to know that a very short distance 
from this church and a part of what will be the curtilage of 
the cemetery is the well from which Molly Pitcher obtained 
water for the artillerymen at the Battle of Monmouth. 

Mr. SUTPHIN. My friend is correct. 

Mr. McLEAN. And further, the Government has already 
spent considerable money for a monument on this site com- 
memorating the Battle of Monmouth. 

Mr. SUTPHIN. Yes. 

Mr. McLEAN. And there are also a number of Revolu- 
tionary soldiers now interred at the cemetery. 

Mr. SUTPHIN. Many hundreds of them; yes. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUTPHIN. I yield. 

Mr. DONDERO. How much money is involved? 

Mr. SUTPHIN. The amount provided here is $250,000, but 
that does not mean they will necessarily expend that much. 
This was put in at the suggestion of the War Department 
and would be adequate, but they did not take into considera- 
tion the trust funds of $178,000 which they now have. 

Mr. DONDERO. That might be subtracted from this 
amount? 

Mr. SUTPHIN. Yes. 

There being no objection the Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War be, and he is 
hereby, authorized to acquire by purchase or otherwise such suit- 
able lands in the vicinity of Tennent, Monmouth County, N. J., 
including the Old Tennent Church used as a hospital during the 
Battle of Monmouth in the Revolutionary War, and lands con- 
tiguous thereto, and to provide for the maintenance and im- 
provement of this church and the burial grounds containing the 
remains of soldiers of the Reyolutionary War and others, as in his 
judgment are required for the enlargement of existing national 
cemetery facilities; and the sum of $250,000, or so much thereof 
as may be necessary, is hereby authorized to be appropriated from 
any funds in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, which sum 
shall remain available until expended. . 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 


SEVENTY-FIFTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE BATTLE OF GETTYSBURG 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 9784, to authorize 
an appropriation to aid in defraying the expenses of the 
observance of the seventy-fifth anniversary of the Battle of 
Gettysburg, to be held at Gettysburg, Pa., from June 29 to 
July 4, 1938, and for other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appro- 
priated, such amount of money as may be necessary to accomplish 
the purpose of the joint resolution approved June 24, 1936. 

Sec. 2, The money herein authorized to be appropriated shall be 
expended under the direction of the commission appointed pursu- 
ant to the provisions of the joint resolution referred to in section 
1 for the following purposes: To defray the necessary expenses of 
the commission in the performance of its duties, and any and 
all expenses incident to participation by the War Department and 
the Regular Army in the observance of the anniv of the 
Battle of Gettysburg at Gettysburg, Pa., which participation is 
hereby authorized, including the expense of transportation or other 
movement to and from Gettysburg of individuals, troops, tentage, 
supplies, and equipment, and the cost of ammunition and other 
material expended or used incident to participation of the Army 
in the commemoration, including the cost of renovation or repair 
of material so used 

Sec. 3. The commission referred to in section 2 of this act is 
authorized to invite, in the name of the United States, surviving 
veterans, Union and Confederate, of the Civil War to reunite at 
Gettysburg during the commemoration, and the money herein au- 
thorized to be appropriated shall be available for the payment of 
mileage as hereafter provided to such veterans as attend the com- 
memoration pursuant to such invitation. In lieu of transporta- 
tion for himself and an attendant there shall be paid to each 
veteran an amount at the rate of 8 cents per mile from his home 
to Gettysburg, Pa., and return, distances to be computed via the 
shortest usually traveled route, as established by official mileage 
tables published under authority of the Secretary of War, if travel 
is performed by railroad, and over the shortest established hard- 
surfaced highway routes, if travel is performed by private trans- 
portation or bus line: Provided, That payment for the return trip 
may be made in advance of travel: And provided further, That 
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reimbursement shall be on the basis of 4 cents per mile if veteran 
is not accompanied by an attendant. The money herein author- 
ized to be appropriated shall be available to pay burial expenses, 
including preparation of the body, cost of a suitable casket, and 
transportation to his home or to a national cemetery, of any vet- 
eran who may die while in attendance at the commemoration as 
provided for in this section of this act, provided that the cost of 
transportation of the body of a deceased veteran to a national 
cemetery shall not be paid in excess of the amount that would be 
paid for transportation to the veteran’s home. 

Src. 4. The authority provided in section 3 of this act shall not 
be exercised until it has been established to the satisfaction of the 
commission that the State of Pennsylvania has provided suitably 
for the care at Gettysburg of veterans invited by the commission, 
including shelter, food, and medical and hospital care. The Secre- 
tary of War is authorized to lend to the State of Pennsylvania 
such property, including cots, blankets, and cooking equipment, 
under the jurisdiction of the War Department as may be available 
and necessary to provide for the care of veterans as above pro- 
vided, and the money authorized to be appropriated herein shall 
be available to pay for any loss of or damage to such property and 
the cost of transportation and of repair or renovation thereof. 

Sec. 5. The Chief of Finance of the Army is hereby designated, 
empowered, and directed to act as the fiscal agent of the commis- 
sion in carrying out the provisions of this act, and the money 
hereby authorized to be appropriated shall be available for the 
payment of salaries of any additional employees of the Finance 
Department whose employment may be temporarily necessitated by 
reason of the additional duties herein imposed. 

Sec. 6. The money authorized to be appropriated by the act shall 
be available for all expenditures necessary to enable the commis- 
sion to perform its duties, including the employment of clerical 
and other necessary personnel, professional or otherwise; the pur- 
chase of supplies and equipment; the leasing of land and the 
erection thereon of temporary buildings; the providing of lights, 
water, sanitation, and other necessary services at Gettysburg to 
such United States troops as may take part in the commemoration; 
and all other proper expenditures incident to carrying out the pur- 
poses of the act, including the settlement of claims (not exceeding 
$500 each) for damage to or loss of private property resulting from 
the operation of the commission or its agents. 

Src. 7. The Secretary of War is authorized to undertake, at the 
request of the commission, such of its functions as it may dele- 
gate. The money herein authorized to be appropriated shall be 
available for the payment of any additional expense to the War 

ent caused by its operations for the commission, including 
the salaries of temporary employees. 

Sec. 8. The decision of. the commission as to the status as a 
veteran of anyone who is invited as such to attend the reunion at 
Gettysburg shall be final and conclusive. 

Sec. 9. Such clerks and other employees as are temporarily em- 
ployed to assist in carrying out the provisions of this act may be 
appointed without regard to the civil-service laws and regulations 
and the Classification Act of 1923, as amended: Provided, That for 
similar services the pay shall not be in excess of that provided by 
the Classification Act. 

Sec. 10. The money herein authorized to be appropriated shall 
be available for expenditure from and after the date of approval of 
the act appropriating it and shall remain available until all obliga- 
tions of the commission and its agencies have been satisfied. 

Sec. 11. When the necessity for its use terminates, all property 
acquired by the commission shall be delivered to such depots or 
other installations as the Secretary of War shall designate, to be 
disposed of in accordance with laws and regulations relating to 

tary property. Real estate, which may be leased to further the 
purposes of the commission, shall be restored as nearly as possible 
to its original condition when it is no longer required. 

Src. 12. That there is hereby authorized to be appropriated, out 
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such 
amount of money, not to exceed $275,000, as may be necessary to 
5 the purpose ot the joint resolution approved June 24, 
1936. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 

HISTORICAL MEMORIAL ON VANCOUVER BARRACKS MILITARY RESER- 
VATION, WASH. 

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 8460, to authorize the 
city of Vancouver, Wash., to construct and maintain a 
historical memorial on the Vancouver Barracks Military 
Reservation, Wash. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 
object, I wonder if the gentleman who is the sponsor of 
the bill will clear up in my own mind one thing in connec- 
tion with the bill which I do not understand. The bill 
authorizes the construction and maintenance of a historical 
memorial at the Vancouver Barracks and then we provide 
that the memorial shall be so closed as to preclude direct 
access to the military reservation therefrom. 
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Mr. SMITH of Washington. That is a precautionary pro- 
vision which the War Department recommended. This bill 
was drafted in accordance with the wishes of the War De- 
partment and that is a proviso that they desired to have 
incorporated in the bill in order to preclude direct ingress 


by the public into the military reservation via the historical 
memorial. 


Mr. WOLCOTT. I wondered why that is necessary, and 
why they objected to direct access to the reservation upon 
the memorial ground. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. I think in order to insure 
that there would be no interference with the use of the 
barracks or the military reservation, and possibly to better 
patrol and police the same in the nighttime, if necessary. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War be, and he is 
hereby, authorized to issue a permit, under regulations to be pre- 
scribed by him, to the city of Vancouver, Wash., to construct 
and maintain on the Vancouver Barracks Military Reservation, 
Wash., as a historical memorial, a replica of the Old Hudson's 
Bay Trading Post, the location and plans to be approved by the 
Secretary of War, and all work incident to the construction, 
operation, and maintenance thereof to be without expense to the 
War Department: Provided, That the memorial shall be so en- 
closed as to preclude direct access to the military reservation 
therefrom: Provided further, That such permission shall be re- 
voked whenever the ground is not used for a historical memorial 
or whenever it is not kept in good repair and operated under 
conditions worthy of its historical significance. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider laid on the table. 


CONSTRUCTION OF PUBLIC BUILDINGS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 9683) to amend the act of 
June 25, 1910, relating to the construction of public buildings, 
and for other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 35 of the act entitled “An act to 
increase the limit of cost of certain public buildings, to authorize 
the enlargement, extension, remodeling, or improvement of certain 
public buildings, to authorize the erection and completion of public 
buildings, to authorize the purchase of sites for public buildings, 
and for other purposes,” approved June 25, 1910 (36 Stat. 699; 
U. S. C., 1934 edition, title 40, sec. 265), is hereby amended to read 
as follows: 

“Sec. 35. The Secretary of the Treasury may, in his discretion, 
upon the request of the head of any other executive department, 
independent establishment, or other Federal agency, cause the Pro- 
curement Division, Treasury Department, to carry out the construc- 
tion of any building or buildings for governmental purposes which 
any such executive department, establishment, or agency may be 
authorized to have constructed, including the preparation of plans, 
drawings, designs, specifications, and estimates, the acquisition of 
land necessary for sites, the execution of contracts, and supervision 
of construction: Provided, That funds appropriated to other execu- 
tive departments, independent establishments, or other Federal 
agencies for the foregoing purposes shall be available for transfer 
to and expenditure by the Procurement Division, Treasury Depart- 
ment, in whole or in part, either in reimbursement of the proper 
appropriations of the Procurement Division, for the cost of such 
work, or as advances to special accounts for the purpose of pro- 
viding for the prosecution of said work.” 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider laid on the table. 


MEMORIAL TO MARCONI 


The Clerk called House Joint Resolution 499, authorizing 
the erection of a memorial to the late Guglielmo Marconi. 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the joint resolu- 
tion, as follows: 


Resolved, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to grant permission to the Marconi 
Memorial Association for the erection on public grounds of the 
United States in the District of Columbia, other than those of the 
Capitol, the Library of Congress, and the White House, of a me- 
morial of simple and artistic form to the late Guglielmo Marconi, 
inventor of an apparatus for wireless telegraphy, by the American 
people: Provided, That the site chosen and the design of the me- 
morial shall have the approval of the National Commission of Fine 
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Arts and that the United States shall be put to no expense in or 
by the erection of said memorial: Provided further, That unless 
funds, which in the estimation of the Secretary of the Interior 
are sufficient to insure the completion of the memorial, are certified 
available, and the erection of this memorial begun within 5 years 
from and after the passage of this legislation, the authorization 
hereby granted is revoked. 
With the following committee amendments: 


Page 1, line 4, strike out “the” and insert “The.” 

Tage 1, line 5, strike out “Association” and insert “Foundation, 

c., 

The amendments were agreed to and the joint resolution, as 
amended, was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider laid on the table. 

RECONSTRUCTION AT FORT NIAGARA, N. Y, 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 9764) to authorize an ap- 
propriation for reconstruction at Fort Niagara, N. Y., to 
replace loss by fire. 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appro- 
priated, the sum of $75,000, or so much thereof as may be neces- 
sary, for the purpose of reconstructing and repairing at Fort 
Niagara, N. Y., barracks buildings designated as 50 N and 50 8, 
destroyed by fire March 4, 1938. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider laid on the table. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. HAINES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp on H. R. 9784. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

CONSENT CALENDAR 
AUTHORIZING POSTMASTER GENERAL TO WITHHOLD AWARD OF 
CONTRACT 

The Clerk called House Joint Resolution 602, to authorize 
the Postmaster General to withhold the awarding of con- 
tracts for a period of 60 days. 

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that House joint resolution go over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


CONTROL OF CANCER 


The Clerk called House Joint Resolution 468, to dedicate 
the month of April in each year to a voluntary national pro- 
gram for the control of cancer. 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the joint resolu- 
tion, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That the President of the United States is hereby 
authorized and requested to issue annually a proclamation setting 
apart the month of April of each year as cancer-control month and 
to invite annually the Governors of the several States and Terri- 
tories and possessions of the United States to issue proclamations 
for like purposes. It is requested that such proclamations invite 
the medical profession, the press, and all agencies and individuals 
interested in a national program for the control of the disease of 
cancer by education and other cooperative means to unite during 
the month in a public dedication to such a program and in a 
concerted effort to impress upon the people of the Nation the 
necessity of such a program. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed and read 
a third time, was read the third time, and passed, and a 
motion to reconsider laid on the table. 

SOUND RECORDING OF PROCEEDINGS IN DISTRICT COURTS 

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 9789) to provide for the 
recording of the proceedings in one of the courtrooms of the 
District Court of the United States for the District of Co- 
lumbia by sound-recording equipment; and for the repro- 
duction of the sounds of such proceedings in whole or in 
part, in the District of Columbia Circuit Court of Appeals 
and in the Supreme Court of the United States upon the 
review of any such case. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 
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Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to object. 
Would this have any effect in the way of the diminution of 
the work of the Supreme Court reporters or of the State 
court reporters? 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, in reply to the question of the 
distinguished gentleman from New York [Mr. CELLER] it 
gives me pleasure to advise him and the other Members of 
the House that this bill does not contemplate and that it 
will not have the effect of displacing any court reporter. It 
has no application whatever to State courts, nor to any 
Federal court except the District Court of the United States 
for the District of Columbia, the District of Columbia Cir- 
cuit Court of Appeals, and the Supreme Court of the United 
States. In these courts there is to be, if and when this bill 
becomes a law, a test of mechanical sound-recording equip- 
ment and of mechanical reproduction of the sounds of such 
proceedings as may have been thus recorded. 

If you will read the bill and the report, both of which are 
short, I am sure you will see exactly what the bill means. 
The thought is to test thoroughly all known methods of 
direct mechanical recording in the testing laboratories of 
the Procurement Division of the Treasury—Uncle Sam’s 
general purchasing agency. Then to test the best two or 
three machines in actual courtroom work alongside of the 
present court reporters. The bench and bar will then have 
a direct comparison of every one with the others. 

I shall never be satisfied until we have the proceedings in 
our trial courts recorded by talking pictures, so that upon 
appeal the appellate court may really have a true picture 
reproducing for both the eye and the ear exactly what took 
place. In order to have “something to shoot at” I intro- 
duced the talking-picture recording bill a couple of years 
ago. Now, after splendid cooperation of interested labora- 
tories, I have reluctantly reached the conclusion that for 
the time being, the picture end of mechanical recording is 
definitely “out,” because of the prohibitive cost. Although 
I may say that its estimated cost has been cut in half since 
we began our experiments. 

Having reached the conclusion that pictures were too ex- 
pensive at present, I have come to the advocacy of sound re- 
cording alone, and believe wholeheartedly that it will give the 
appellate courts an infinitely better chance to discover the 
truth. The printed page can never give a reader the “change 
of pace,” the inflections, the emphases which so often weigh 
more strongly with the jury than anything else. A judge, 
charging the jury, can “but” a man into the penitentiary, 
merely by accenting the “but.” This has happened hundreds 
of times— 

Of course, gentlemen of the jury, this defendant, as every other 
defendant, comes into court with a presumption of innocence 
indulged by the law in his favor, which attends him until it is re- 
moved, if it be removed, by evidence which convinces your minds 
beyond a reasonable doubt of his guilt. But (smiting the bench 
with clenched fist, ceasing to smile, and increasing the emphasis 
and assuming righteous solemnity) if you have been so con- 
vinced by the evidence in this case then it becomes your solemn, 
sworn duty to find this defendant guilty and to impose such pun- 
ishment as you think his crime deserves within the limits pre- 
scribed by law. 


This is merely one of many instances in which a judge may 
do the gravest kind of an injustice merely by emphasis. 
The same thing is true in civil cases. By a smile, a shrug 
of the shoulders, a gesture with the hands, the lifting of an 
eyebrow, the judge may just as effectually charge the jury 
for or against a litigant as by the spoken word—but without 
possibility of reversal, because the printed page cannot re- 
flect actuality. 

For the same reason, mechanical recording will serve as 
a deterrent on the bulldozing lawyer, or the whisperer. 

Another thought which you should have is that mechani- 
cal recording will do away with the frequent claim that the 
reporter erred and misquoted. Then too, it will safeguard 
against the occasional honest mistakes of the best reporters 
and the many mistakes of the incompetent ones. 

But the saving of time in the administration of justice, 
while not as important as the accurate reflection of truth, 
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is another of the main objectives of the eventualities hoped 
for as a result of this bill. At present 60 to 90 days is allowed 
for the preparation of a bill of exceptions. Then the re- 
mainder of a 6 months’ period is the usual time within which 
an appeal may be perfected, and thereafter several months 
is consumed, usually, in the preparation and printing of the 
record. The direct method of sound recording means a 
method without need for development or other intermediate 
stages essential to make the record ready for reproduction of 
the sounds. The magnetic needle immediately writes its 
message on a steel tape and instantly the sounds are ready 
to be reproduced. A diamond needle scratches the surface of 
a film, creating a sound track, and instantly it is ready to 
re-create the sounds which have been thereby recorded per- 
manently. Another needle scratches on a revolving disk 
and thereby permanently records sounds immediately re- 
producible. While the trial is fresh in the minds of court 
and counsel, the sounds thereof may be reproduced, and 
those parts agreed upon for transmission to the appellate 
court may be sent up immediately. The case may then be 
argued in the appellate court while the issues are still fresh 
in the minds of counsel. Instead of a year’s delay it is con- 
ceivable that an appellate court might hear a case within a 
week after it has been tried in the lower court. If this be 
even approximated, it will certainly tend to decrease the 
criticisms of the law’s delays. 

If this program works out as I hope and believe it will, we 
may be able to do away with the present necessity for print- 
ing the record on appeal. This printing costs all the way 
from a few dollars up to several thousand. I have recently 
seen a bill from the clerk of a circuit court of appeals for 
$4,200 for the printing of one record. There are not a few 
cases in which it costs less to pay the judgment than to print 
the record for appeal. 

By passing this bill today the House will be taking a long 
stride toward the goal we all desire to reach—the better, more 
expeditious, and less costly administration of justice in our 
courts. The experiment authorized in and by this bill may 
be historical. But whether success or failure attends it, I 
wish to thank the great committee which unanimously re- 
ported this bill favorably and the House for the consideration 
already given it, and in anticipation of its passage. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Record on this bill by inserting 
a memorandum in opposition to H. R. 9789 at this point. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 

MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO H. R. 9789 (Honss) 
HISTORICAL 


Prior to the introduction of H. R. 9789 by Hon. Sam Honns, of 
Alabama, there were a number of other bills introduced by him 
attempting to achieve the same result, all of which failed of adop- 
tion (H. R. 4848; H. R. 9581; H. R. 9711). At the very outset it is 
apparent that there is doubt and uncertainty, even in the mind 
of the introducer of these measures, as to the efficacy or feasibility 
of any such plan as is contemplated, and as to the manner of its 
execution. Nor is the present bill (H. R. 9789) free from defect in 
similar i 

It was introduced by Congressman Hosss on March 8, 1938 
(CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, p. 3079), and reported out by the Judi- 
ciary Committee (Rept. No. 1924) on March 10, 1938 (CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD, p. 3225). It is now before the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 


H. R. 9789 IS ENTIRELY IMPRACTICABLE FOR THE PURPOSE SOUGHT TO BE 
ACHIEVED 


There is nothing new in the proposal contained in this bill 
except in its intended application to the recording of trials. It 
has been extensively used in the motion-picture field where its 
value as a vehicle of entertainment is recognized. It has been 
used in the preparation of phonograph records, again chiefly for 
entertainment purposes. But it must be borne in mind that ex- 
pert care and great expense is involved before these products are 
ready for market. 

Under the provisions of this bill there will be no typewritten or 
printed record used by counsel. The only record available for the 
appellate courts will be the sound track, phonographic record or 
magnetic tape. For the preparation of briefs, counsel will be com- 
pelled to rely upon memory or their own notes taken at the trial, 
or upon a subsequent hearing by means of a reproducing machine. 
The brief would be an abstract dissertation on the law of the case 
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without the supporting means of referring to verbatim quotations 
of testimony of witnesses or the comments or charge of the court. 
At some point in the procedure of perfecting the appeal by the 
attorney, or the rendering of a decision by an appellate court, a 
typewritten transcript in any event will have to be prepared. 

The adoption of the proposed system would entail a tremendous 
and needless waste of time. It would mean the virtual retrial of 
a case before each appellate tribunal. The issues of trials con- 
suming several weeks are narrowed down for appeal purposes under 
present practice, and argued before an appellate court in com- 
paratively little time, and the necessity of listening to nonessential 
facts is thus eliminated. Justice, instead of being speeded up, 
would be retarded. Even on the assumption that only portions 
of the trial would be listened to by an appellate court, “in diminu- 
tion of the record,” it would involve the destruction of the con- 
tinuity of the original sound record, or, at best, a most costly and 
cumbersome procedure. Moreover, experience has proven that 
counsel often cannot agree upon the portions of a record to be 
reviewed, and that appellate courts find it difficult to pass upon 
extracts from a record out of their context. 

In the taking and preparation of the record today there are 
many human factors to be considered, sight of which is com- 
pletely lost in the proposed recordation of proceedings electrically. 
These human factors cannot be replaced, certainly not by sound- 
recording equipment. No machine can make a lawyer speak 
clearly; no machine can force witnesses to articulate plainly, or, in 
the case of many of foreign extraction, to speak intelligibly; no 
contraption will prevent counsel, witness, and judge from talking 
at the same time in the heat of a trial. Although it is true that 
witnesses now do utter unintelligible sounds, the court reporter’s 
ear, trained to such emergencies, transforms those sounds into 
words without court and counsel being aware of any difficulty. 

Motion-picture sound studios are selected with the utmost care 
and constructed at heavy expense so that extraneous or side noises 
will not spoil the film. Courtrooms are not so located or con- 
structed. It has been claimed that machines used to record trials 
will record every whisper. With such a sensitive device operating, 
the voices of the judge, counsel, and witnesses will be roduced 
simultaneously with the rustling of papers, shuffling of feet, fire- 
engine sirens, railroad-engine whistles, automobile horns, or trol- 
ley gongs, and the voice may be completely submerged. 

Many lawyers have the habit of making false starts, failing to 
complete their sentences, and of committing many language faults. 
The experienced shorthand reporter knows how to deal with these 
human shortcomings so that they do not encumber the record. 
The electrically produced record would be so cluttered with these 
slips of the tongue as to make the resulting reproduction very 
difficult of comprehension. Movie actors and radio announcers 
are trained in diction. A slip of the tongue in the movie, an ex- 
traneous noise, and the scene has to be “shot” over again. Will 
cases have to be tried over again for the same reason? 

It is respectfully submitted, it is easier and more convenient to 
read than to listen, especially when digesting material in cham- 
bers or at home, upon which a decision is to be based or clase 
concentration is required. 

Inquiry of reliable technical authority has failed to disclose that 
there is presently any machine on the market which is adapted to 
record the trial of a case under conditions prevailing in the every- 
day trial of cases. 


HK. R. 9789 WILL THROW OUT OF EMPLOYMENT MANY HIGHLY SKILLED 
AND SPECIALIZED PROFESSIONAL WORKERS AND THOSE DEPENDENT 
UPON THEM 


Shorthand or court reporting is a highly specialized and skilled 
vocation and in many States has been granted professional stand- 
ing. The adoption of H. R. 9789 would increase, without any com- 
pensating gain in efficiency or otherwise, the rolls of the unem- 
ployed, not alone by the addition thereto of thousands of court 
Teporters now engaged in the reporting of trials but of thousands 
of others directly and indirectly affected, such as dictaphone 
operators and typists, office assistants, law printers, employees en- 
gaged in paper, carbon, notebook and general stationery manu- 
facturing establishments. In fact, it is difficult to foretell the 
economic confusion which might result at a time when all of our 
energies and mental resources are being directed toward a solu- 
tion of the unemployment problem. 

H. R. 9789 WILL UNNECESSARILY INCREASE THE EXPENSE OF GOVERN- 

MENT, THE COST OF ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE AND THE BURDEN 

OF THE TAXPAYER 


Instead of a saving to the Government by introducing this re- 
cording apparatus, the Government will be saddled with expense 
which it does not now bear. In the Federal courts, where it is 
proposed to initiate this experiment, it does not cost the Govern- 
ment a penny under present practice. The reporters in those 
courts are not paid a salary. Under the proposed system it will 
be necessary to engage highly paid elec! or sound recording 
to operate the recording equipment, whereas the court 
reporters in Federal courts receive no salary at all. No reporters are 
employed on salary in appellate tribunals; in fact, they are rarely 
engaged in such courts except at the request and for the con- 
venience of counsel. For the reproduction of sound records in 
appellate courts it will be likewise n to engage the services 
of an e or operator—a new item of expense never contem- 
plated or found necessary before. 
H. R. 9789 provides for the employment of “one competent oper- 
ator of such equipment for the recording of the proceedings in 
any case,” but is silent as to the reproducing units of the equip- 
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ment. In actual operation it will require the services of more 
than one engineer or operator on the recording unit alone—one 
who necessarily will be obliged to be in attendance in the court- 
room, and another, because of the location of the equipment out- 
side of the courtroom, to supervise the actual operation of the 
recording equipment, the changing of discs, the insertions of mag- 
netized wire or sound film, depending upon the method employed, 
and as to which, in the bill, there is no specific direction. Each 
of these systems would have to be constantly and carefully guarded 
for otherwise the trial would be proceeding while the equipment 
may not be functioning, a condition which is likely to exist re- 
gardless of the care taken. 

At the present time court reporters supply their own writing 
utensils and supplies, simple and cheap in character. Under the 
proposed plan it would be necessary for the Government to install 
expensive equipment, maintain it, charge depreciation, look after 
the replacement of parts, purchase the costly supplies and take 
account of other items incidental to the operation of machinery. 
Although the sum of these items will be great, even on the as- 
sumption that they may be comparatively slight, yet they will still 
be more than nothing, as at present. 


MANY OTHER OBSTACLES AND DISADVANTAGES MAY BE LISTED TENDING 
TO INDICATE THE UTTER INEFFICIENCY OF SOUND RECORDING AS AP- 
PLIED TO THE REPORTING OF TRIALS 


Without spending too much time in a detailed analysis of 
situations arising in court procedure, most of which are apparent 
to persons experienced in the conduct of trials, the following is a 
partial list of conditions with which, it is respectfully submitted, 
machinery cannot cope, for no machine has been invented, and 
probably never will be, to supersede the human brain. 

1. The indiscriminate use of “plaintiff” for “defendant” and vice 
versa by counsel. 

2. The ready repetition of a question or an answer or of testi- 
mony taken on a previous day. Reading such portions of the 
testimony as requested by the jury in the jury room. 

3. The simplifying of long and involved hypothetical questions 
which have been amended by additions and deletions arrived at 
after objection and colloquy. 

4. The incorrect reference to exhibit numbers, with which the 
reporter is familiar but as to which no machine can call attention. 

5. In case of interruptions in a trial by the judge in considera- 
tion of other cases, the reporter keeps each case separate. 

6. The recordation of questions and answers in a foreign lan- 
guage when testimony is given through an interpreter. 

7. Off the record discussion may find itself on the record to- 
gether with conversations between counsel and client or assistants. 

8. With three, four, or more counsel in a case, the difficulty of 
distinguishing the speaker merely by sound. 

9. Pull down the window,” “Get me some cold water,” “Mr. 
Smith is waiting for you in chambers,” “Take off your hat,” etc., 
will be interspersed on the sound record for the enlightenment 
of the appellate court. 

10. An immediate transcript of proceedings for use of counsel 
during trial will be unavailable. This service is now furnished 
when desired. Or will counsel have to purchase reproduction 
equipment? 

11, The constant repetition of questions to a witness who is hard 
of hearing will appear in the sound record with the What's that?“ 
and “What did you say?” and “I beg your pardon.” 

12. Operators of equipment would have to be present during de- 
liberations of appellate tribunals. For proper consideration of a 
case appellate courts would have to have equipment installed in 
chambers and at home with an operator always available. 

18. The shorthand reporter recognizes the necessity of imme- 
diate spelling of— 

(a) unusual terms in technical testimony, and 

(b) new and unusual names. 

14. The court reporter notes that a witness has failed to answer 
vocally because he nods. On the machine no record will be made 
of such failure when unnoticed. 

H. R. 9789 should be defeated. 

Respectfully submitted. 

National Shorthand Reporters Association, Hall Etter, Hous- 
ton, Tex., president, A. C. Gaw, Elkhart, Ind., secretary; 
New York State Shorthand Reporters Association, Charles 
A. G. Jewett, Utica, president, Louis Goldstein, New York 
City, secretary; Ohio Shorthand Reporters Association, 
Fred Davey, Toledo, president, John J. Mehler, Cleveland, 
secretary; Pennsylvania Shorthand Reporters Association, 
Herman H. Pechin, Philadelphia, president, Robert E. 
Lenton, Philadelphia, secretary; New Jersey Shorthand 
Reporters Association, Arthur L. Robinson, Hackensack, 
president, Charles J. Drescher, Newark, secretary; Kansas 
Shorthand Reporters Association, Ollie E. Watson, Well- 
ington, secretary; Texas Shorthand Reporters Association, 
Henry Beck, Austin, president, J. Emory Barton, Denton, 
secretary; Southwest Shorthand Reporters Association, 
J. R. McAtee, Dallas, Tex., president, Ollie E. Watson, 
Wellington, Kans., secretary; Minnesota Shorthand Re- 
porters Association, Ray Lerschen, Minneapolis, presi- 
dent, George Schnepper, Minneapolis, secretary; Colorado 
Shorthand Reporters Association, O. E. Abbott, Denver, 
president, Alice Browning, Denver, secretary. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 


consideration of the bill? 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to object. 
Is this the machine that was shown here recently in Wash- 
ington? 

Mr. HOBBS. It is. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc, That the Procurement Division of the 
Treasury Department of the United States shall provide and have 
installed in one of the courtrooms of the District Court of the 
United States for the District of Columbia, to be designated by the 
chief justice of said court, adequate and dependable sound-record- 
ing equipment and necessary supplies therefor, and employ one 
competent operator of such equipment, for the recording of the 
proceedings in any case tried in such courtroom by any one or 
more of: The magnetic method on steel tape, or the direct acetate- 
disk method, or the direct film method, or any other direct 
method of recording; and, also, in such space as may be designated 
by the Chief Justice of the District of Columbia Circuit Court of 
Appeals, all necessary equipment for the reproduction in that 
court of the sounds so recorded; and also, in such space as may be 
designated by the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of the 
United States, all necessary equipment for such reproductions in 
that court: Provided, That if more than one kind or type of sound- 
recording or sound-reproducing equipment be provided and in- 
stalled hereunder, such additional kinds or types shall be pro- 
vided, installed, and operated during such testing period as may 
be agreed, without expense to the Government, except that the said 
Procurement Division shall buy and pay for the supplies necessary 
for the testing period. 

Sec. 2. In the courtroom so equipped the proceedings in each 
trial shall be recorded by means of such equipment, until the said 
chief justice shall order otherwise. 

Sec. 3. Upon the review of any case wherein any part of the 
proceedings shall have been recorded by sound-recording equip- 
ment, the District of Columbia Circuit Court of Appeals and the 
Supreme Court of the United States, in reviewing such case, shall 
have reproduced for their hearing, respectively, the sounds of the 
proceedings of the district court so recorded, or so much thereof 
as may be agreed upon by opposing counsel, in diminution of the 
record, as fairly presenting the points at issue on appeal, or, in the 
absence of such agreement, then so much thereof as the trial 
judge may designate. 

Sec. 4. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums 
of money as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this 
act. 


Is there objection? 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider laid on the table. 


SETTLEMENT OF ACCOUNTS OF DECEASED OFFICERS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 9526) to amend the act 
of May 27, 1908, authorizing settlement of accounts of de- 
ceased officers and enlisted men of the Navy and Marine 
Corps. 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the act of May 27, 1908 (35 Stat. 373; 
U. S. C., 1934 edition, title 34, sec. 941), is hereby amended by 
inserting in line 34, page 373, Thirty-fifth Statutes at Large, 
after the words “Marine Corps” the words “Coast Guard, and of 
deceased commissioned officers of the Public Health Service.” 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider laid on the table. 


TITLE OF CERTAIN LANDS IN KENT COUNTY, DEL. 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 8715) to authorize the 
Secretary of Commerce of the United States to grant and 
convey to the State of Delaware fee title to certain lands of 
the United States in Kent County, Del., for highway pur- 


poses. 
There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as 


follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of Commerce is hereby 
authorized and directed to grant and convey for State highway 
purposes to the State of Delaware the fee title to the following 
strip of land, being a portion of the Mahon (Delaware) River Light 
Station Reservation, certain property of the United States in Kent 
* State of Delaware: 

An irregular piece of land, as hereinafter indicated, now a por- 
tion of the Mahon River Light Station Reservation, Del., begin- 
ning at a point on the Mahon River Lighthouse Reservation line 
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which bears 270° 117 feet from te monument C-2; thence 16° 
for a distance of 400 feet; thence 30°15’ for a distance of 450 feet 
to monument C-3; thence 90° for a distance of 15 feet; thence 
197°30’ for a distance of 808 feet; thence 270° for a distance of 
117 feet. Granite monuments are shown on of Mahon River 
Light Station, Del., 1907, drawing No. 2975. All bearings are 
from the observed true meridian. 
With the following committee amendment: 


Page 2, after line 16, insert the following: 

“Sec. 2. Such conveyance shall contain the express condition 
that if the State of Delaware shall at any time cease to use the 
property for highway purposes or shall alienate or attempt to 
alienate such property title thereto shall revert to the United 
States.” 


The committee amendment was agreed to; and the bill, as 
amended, was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider laid on the table. 


MARINE BAND 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 8039, to authorize the 
attendance of the Marine Band at the observance of the 
seventy-fifth anniversary of the Battle of Gettysburg, to be 
held at Gettysburg, Adams County, Pa., on July 1, 2, and 3, 
1938. 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the President is authorized to permit 
the band of the United States Marine Corps to attend and give 
concerts at the observance of the seventy-fifth anniversary of the 
Battle of Gettysburg, at Gettysburg, Pa., on July 1, 2, and 3, 1938. 

Sec. 2. For the purpose of defraying the expenses of such band 
in attending and giving concerts upon this occasion there is au- 
thorized to be appropriated the sum of $2,500, or so much thereof 
as may be necessary, to out the provisions of this act: Pro- 
vided, That, in addition to ortation, the leaders and mem- 
bers of the Marine Band be allowed not to exceed $5 per day each 
for actual living expenses while on this duty, and that the pay- 
ment of such expenses shall be in addition to the pay and allow- 
ances to which they would be entitled while serving at their per- 
manent station. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

REGULAR ARMY RESERVE 

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 9359, to amend the 
National Defense Act of June 3, 1916, as amended, by rees- 
tablishing the Regular Army Reserve, and for other purposes. 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill may go over without prejudice. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
imagine the purpose of the gentleman from Mississippi is to 
gain an opportunity to make a more thorough study of the 
matter? 

Mr. COLLINS. The gentleman is correct. 

Mr. MAY. If the gentleman will permit me to make a 
brief statement, I think I can satisfy him about it. 

Mr. Speaker, the only purpose of the legislation is to enable 
young men who have heretofore served in the Army for either 
a 3-year term or a 7-year term and been honorably dis- 
charged to be returned to the service at any time they desire 
to reenlist. It is to build up a reserve to the United States 
Army without actually including it in the Army, yet making 
it available for service. 

Mr. COLLINS. I know the purpose, but we have little 
equipment in our Army. We have no automatic rifles. This 
bill authorizes the expenditure of about $1,500,000 a year, 
which ought, in my opinion, to be used for equipping what 
men we have. We have no automatic rifles in the National 
Guard of the United States. I say to the gentleman from 
Kentucky that I do not want to model our Army after that 
of China, an army of men without equipment. Let us equip 
the men we have before adding other men to the size of the 
establishment. 

Mr. MAY. The gentleman is aware of the fact, I imagine, 
that legislation is pending before the Committee on Military 
Affairs to provide the necessary devices and equipment, but it 
takes a period of about 4 years in which to build up these 
reserves. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Mississippi? 
There was no objection. 


COMMISSIONED STRENGTH OF THE REGULAR ARMY 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 9605, to provide for 
& commissioned strength of 14,659 for the Regular Army. 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that this bill may be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 


LONGSHOREMEN’S AND HARBOR WORKERS’ COMPENSATION 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 5690, to amend the 
Longshoremen’s and Harbor Workers’ Compensation Act. 
There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That subdivision (14) of section 2 of the 
Longshoremen’s and Harbor Workers’ Compensation Act be, and 
it is hereby, amended to read as follows: 

“(14) ‘Child’ shall include a posthumous child, a child legally 
adopted prior to the injury of the employee, a child in relation to 
whom the deceased employee stood in loco parentis at least 1 year 
prior to the time of injury, and a stepchild or acknowledged ille- 
gitimate child dependent upon the deceased, but does not include 
married children unless wholly dependent on him. ‘Grandchild’ 
means a child as above defined of a child as above defined. 
‘Brother’ and ‘sister’ include stepbrothers and stepsisters, half 
brothers and half sisters, and brothers and sisters by adoption, 
but does not include married brothers nor married sisters unless 
wholly dependent on the employee. ‘Child’, ‘grandchild’, ‘brother’, 
and ‘sister’ include only persons who are under 18 years of age, and 
also persons who, though 18 years of age or over, are wholly de- 
pendent upon the deceased employee and incapable of self-support 
by reason of mental or physical disability.” 

Sec. 2. That subdivision (a) of section 7 of said act, as amended 
be, and it is hereby, amended to read as follows: 

“(a) The employer shall furnish such medical, surgical, and 
other attendance or treatment, nurse and hospital service, medi- 
cine, crutches, and apparatus for such period as the nature of the 
injury or the process of recovery may require. If the employer 
fails to provide the same, after request by the injured employee, 
such injured employee may do so at the expense of the employer. 
The employee shall not be entitled to recover any amount ex- 
pended by him for such treatment or services unless he shall have 
requested the employer to furnish the same and the employer 
shall have refused or neglected to do so, or unless the nature of 
the injury required such treatment and services and the employer 
or his superintendent or foreman having knowledge of such injury 
shall have neglected to provide the same; nor shall any claim for 
medical or surgical treatment be valid and enforceable, as against 
such employer, unless within 20 days following the first treatment 
the physician giving such treatment furnish to the employer and 
the deputy commissioner a report of such injury and treatment, 
on a form prescribed by the Commission. The deputy commis- 
sioner may, however, excuse the failure to furnish such report 
within 20 days when he finds it to be in the interest of justice 
to do so, and he may, upon application by a party in interest, 
make an award for the reasonable value of such medical or surgi- 
cal treatment so obtained by the employee. If at any time d 
such period the employee unreasonably refuses to submit to med- 
ical or surgical treatment, the deputy commissioner may, by order, 
suspend the payment of further compensation during such time 
as such refusal continues, and no compensation shall be paid at 
any time during the period of such suspension, unless the circum- 
stances justified the refusal.” 

Sec.3. That section 7 of said act, as amended, be, and it is 
hereby, further amended by adding thereto the following new 
subdivision: 

d) The liability of an employer for medical treatment as 
herein provided shall not be affected by the fact that his employee 
was injured through the fault or negligence of a third party, not 
in the same employ, unless and until notice of election to sue 
has been given as required by section 33 (a) or suit has been 
brought against such third party without the giving of such 
notice. The employer shall, however, have a cause of action 

such third party to recover any amounts paid by him for 
such medical treatment in like manner as provided in section 33 
(b) of this act.” 

Sec. 4. That paragraph (22) of subdivision (o) of section 8 of said 
act, as amended, be, and it is hereby, amended to read as follows: 

“(22) In any case in which there shall be a loss of, or loss of 
use of, more than one member or parts of more than one member 
set forth in paragraphs (1) to (19) of this subdivision, not 
amounting to permanent total disability, the award of compensa- 
tion shall be for the loss of, or loss of use of, each such member 
or part thereof, which awards shall run consecutively, except that 
where the injury affects only two or more digits of the same hand 
or foot, paragraph (17) of this subdivision shall apply.” 

Sec. 5. That section 8 of said act, as amended, be, and it is 
hereby, further amended by adding thereto the following new 
subdivisions: 
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“(h) The wage-earning capacity of an injured employee in cases 
of partial disability under subdivision (c) (21) of this section 
or under subdivision (e) of this section shall be determined by 
his actual earnings if such actual earnings fairly and reasonably 
represent his wage-earning capacity: Provided, however, That if 
the employee has no actual earnings or his actual earnings do not 
fairly and reasonably represent his wage-earning capacity, the 
deputy commissioner may, in the interest of justice, fix such 
Wage-earning capacity as shall be reasonable, having due regard 
to the nature of his injury, the degree of physical impairment, 
and any other factors or circumstances in the case which may 
affect his capacity to earn wages in his disabled condition, includ- 
ing the effect of disability as it may naturally extend into the 
future. 

“(i) In cases under subdivision (c) (21) and subdivision (e) 
of this section, whenever the deputy commissioner determines that 
it is for the best interests of an injured employee entitled to 
compensation, he may, with the approval of the Commission, 
approve agreed settlements of the interested parties, discharging 
the liability of the employer for such compensation, notwith- 
standing the provisions of section 15 (b) and section 16 of this 
act: Provided, That the sum so agreed upon shall be payable in 
installments as provided in section 14 (b), which installments shall 
be subject to commutation under section 14 (j): And provided 
further, That if the employee should die from causes other than 
the injury after the Commission has approved an agreed settle- 
ment as provided for herein, the sum so approved shall be pay- 
able, in the manner prescribed in this subdivision, to and for 
Sip oenen, of the persons enumerated in subdivision (d) of this 
section.” 

Sec. 6. That subdivisions (b), (c), and (d) of section 9 of this 
act be, and they are hereby, amended to read as follows: 

“(b) If there be a surviving wife or dependent husband and no 
child of the deceased, to such wife or dependent husband 35 per- 
cent of the average wages of the deceased during widowhood or 
dependent widowerhood, with 2 years’ compensation in one sum 
upon remarriage; and if there be a surviving child or children of 
the deceased, the additional amount of 10 percent of such wages 
for each such child; in case of the death or remarriage of such 
surviving wife or dependent husband, any surviving child of the 
deceased employee shall have his compensation increased to 15 
percent of such wages: Provided, That the total amount payable 
shall in no case exceed 66%4 percent of such wages. The deputy 
commissioner having jurisdiction over the claim may, in his discre- 
tion, require the appointment of a guardian for the purpose of 
réceiving the compensation of a minor child. In the absence of 
such a requirement the appointment of a guardian for such pur- 
poses shall not be necessary. 

„(e) If there be a surviving child or children of the deceased, but 
no surviving wife or dependent husband, then for the support of 
each such child 15 percent of the wages of the deceased: Provided, 
That the aggregate shall in no case exceed 66%4 percent of such 
wi 


es. 

900) If there be no surviving wife or dependent husband or 
child or if the amount payable to a surviving wife or dependent 
husband and to children shall be less in the aggregate than 6634 
percent of the average wages of the deceased, then for the support 
of grandchildren or brothers and sisters, if dependent upon the 
deceased at the time of the injury, 15 percent of such wages for 
the support of each such person and for the support of each parent 
or grandparent of the deceased if dependent upon him at the time 
of the injury, 25 percent of such wages during such dependency. 
But in no case shall the aggregate amount payable under this sub- 
division exceed the difference between 6634 percent of such wages 
and the amount payable as hereinbefore provided to surviving wife 
or dependent husband and for the support of surviving child or 
children.” 

Sec. 7. That subdivision (f) of section 14 of said act be, and it 
is hereby, amended to read as follows: 

“(f) If any compensation payable under the terms of an award 
is not paid within 10 days after it becomes due there shall be 
added to such unpaid compensation an amount equal to 20 percent 
thereof, which shall be paid at the same time as, but in addition 
to, such compensation, unless review of the compensation order 
making such award is had as provided in section 21 and an inter- 
locutory injunction staying payments is allowed by the court as 
provided therein.” 

Sec. 8. That section 17 of said act be, and it is hereby, amended 
to read as follows: 

“Sec. 17. Any person entitled to compensation under the pro- 
visions of this act shall have a lien against the assets of the car- 
rier or employer for such compensation without limit of amount, 
and shall, upon insolvency, bankruptcy, or reorganization in bank- 
ruptcy proceedings of the carrier or employer, or both, be entitled 
to preference and priority in the distribution of the assets of such 
carrier or employer, or both.” 

Sec, 9. That subdivision (g) of section 19 of said act be, and 
it is hereby, amended to read as follows: 

“(g) At any time after a claim has been filed with him, the 
deputy commissioner may, with the approval of the Commission, 
transfer such case to any other deputy commissioner for the pur- 
pose of making investigation, taking testimony, making physical 
examinations or taking such other necessary action therein as 
may be directed.” 

Sec. 10. That section 22 of said act, as amended, be, and it is 
hereby, amended to read as follows: 
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“Sec. 22. Upon his own initiative, or upon the application of 
any party in interest, on the ground of a change in conditions 
or because of a mistake in a determination of fact by the deputy 
commissioner, the deputy commissioner may, at any time prior 
to 1 year after the date of the last payment of compensation, 
whether or not a compensation order has been issued, or at any 
time prior to 1 year after the rejection of a claim, review a 
compensation case in accordance with the procedure prescribed in 
respect of claims in section 19, and in accordance with such sec- 
tion issue a new compensation order which may terminate, con- 
tinue, reinstate, increase, or decrease such compensation, or award 
compensation. Such new order shall not affect any compensation 
previously paid, except that an award increasing the compensa- 
tion rate may be made effective from the date of the injury, and 
if any part of the compensation due or to become due is unpaid, 
an award decreasing the compensation rate may be made effective 
from the date of the injury, and any payment made prior thereto 
in excess of such decreased rate shall be deducted from any un- 
paid compensation, in such manner and by such method as may 
be determined by the deputy commissioner with the approval of 
the Commission.” 

Src. 11. That section 30 of said act be, and it is hereby, amended 
by adding thereto the following new subdivision: 

“(f) Where the employer or the carrier has been given notice, 
or the employer (or his agent in charge of the business in the 
place where the injury occurred) or the carrier has knowledge, of 
any injury or death of an employee and fails, neglects, or refuses 
to file report thereof as required by the provisions of subdivision 
(a) of this section, the limitations in subdivision (a) of section 
13 of this act shall not begin to run against the claim of the in- 
jured employee or his dependents entitled to compensation, or in 
favor of either the employer or the carrier, until such report shall 
have been furnished as required by the provisions of subdivision 
(a) of this section.” 

Src. 12. That subdivision (b) of section 33 of said act be, and 
it is hereby, amended to read as follows: 

“(b) Acceptance of such compensation under an award in a 
compensation order filed by the deputy commissioner shall operate 
as an assignment to the employer of all right of the person en- 
titled to compensation to recover damages against such third per- 
son.” 

Sec. 13. That section 38 of said act be, and it is hereby, amended 
to read as follows: 

“Sec. 38. (a) Any employer required to secure the payment of 
compensation under this act who fails to secure such compensa- 
tion shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and, upon conviction thereof, 
shall be punished by a fine of not more than $1,000, or by im- 
prisonment for not more than 1 year, or by both such fine and 
imprisonment; and in any case where such employer is a corpora- 
tion, the president, secretary, and treasurer thereof shall be also 
severally liable to imprisonment as herein provided for the failure 
of such corporation to secure the payment of compensation; and 
such president, secretary, and treasurer shall be severally person- 
ally liable, jointly with such corporation, for any compensation or 
other benefit which may accrue under the said act in respect to 
any injury which may occur to any employee of such corporation 
while it shall so fail to secure the payment of compensation as 
required by section 32 of this act. 

“(b) Any employer who knowingly transfers, sells, encumbers, 
assigns, or in any manner disposes of, conceals, secretes, or destroys 
any property belonging to such employer, after one of his em- 
ployees has been injured within the purview of this act, and with 
intent to avoid the payment of compensation under this act to 
such employee or his dependents, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor 
and, upon conviction thereof, shall be punished by a fine of not 
more than $1,000, or by imprisonment for not more than 1 year, 
or by both such fine and imprisonment; and in any case where 
such employer is a corporation, the president, secretary, and treas- 
urer thereof shall be also severally liable to such penalty of im- 
prisonment as well as jointly liable with such corporation for 
such fine. 

“(c) This section shall not affect any other liability of the em- 
ployer under this act.” 


With the following committee amendments: 


Page 1, line 9, after the word “parentis” insert “for.” 

Page 5, line 8, after the word “impairment” insert a comma and 
the words “his usual employment” and another comma. 

Page 11, line 7, after the word “to” insert “such fine or.” 


The committee amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 

CANADIAN PASSENGER VESSELS, LAKE ONTARIO AND ST, LAWRENCE 
RIVER 

The Clerk called the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 463) to 
permit the transportation of passengers by Canadian pas- 
senger vessels between the port of Rochester, N. Y., and the 
port of Alexandria Bay, N. Y., on Lake Ontario and the St. 
Lawrence River. 
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There being no objection, the Clerk read the joint resolu- 
tion, as follows: 


Resolved, etc., That, until such time as mger service shall 
be established by vessels of the United States between the port 

of Rochester, N. Y. and the port of Alexandia Bay, N. Y., the Sec- 
io of Commerce is authorized in his discretion to ‘Issue an- 
nually permits to Canadian passenger vessels to transport pas- 
sengers between these ports; such Canadian vessels holding such 
permits not to be subject to the provisions of section 8 of the 
act of June 19, 1886, as amended by section 2 of the act of Febru- 
ary 17, 1898 (46 U. S. C., sec. 289). 


The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed and read 
a third time, was read the third time, and passed, and a 
motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 


UNITED STATES NAVAL ACADEMY 


The Clerk called the next bill, S. 2963, authorizing the 
Superintendent of the United States Naval Academy, An- 
napolis, Md., to accept gifts and bequests of money for the 
purpose of erecting a building on land now owned by the 
United States Government at the Naval Academy, and for 
other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Superintendent of the United States 
Naval Academy is hereby authorized to accept gifts and bequests of 
money from the United States Naval Institute, the Navy Athletic 
Association, and others, and to use such money to construct a build- 
ing for use as a United States Naval Academy Museum on land 
now owned by the United States at the United States Naval Acad- 
emy, which construction is hereby authorized but shall involve no 
cost to the Government of the United States. The selection of the 
site and the design and general structure of the building shall be 
subject to the approval of the Secretary of the Navy. 

Sc. 2. The Secretary of the Navy is hereby authorized to accept, 
on behalf of the United States, the building authorized to be con- 
structed by this act and to use and maintain such building as a 
United States Naval Academy Museum and for the administrative 
offices of the United States Naval Institute and the Navy Athletic 
Association. 

SEC. 3. The Secretary of the Navy is hereby authorized to accept, 
receive, hold, administer, and expend gifts and bequests of personal 
. and loans of personal property other than money, from 

viduals or others for the benefit of the aforesaid United States 
Naval Academy Museum, its collection, or its services. Gifts or 
bequests of money shall be deposited in the Treasury of the United 
States as trust funds under the title “United States Naval Academy 
Museum Fund,” which funds will be subject to disbursement by 
the Secretary of the Navy for the purposes herein 

Sec. 4. Gifts or bequests for the benefit of the United States Naval 
Academy Museum, Annapolis, Md., its collection, or its services, 
shall be exempt from all Federal taxes. 

Sec. 5. The Secretary of the Treasury is authorized, upon request 
of the Secretary of the Navy, to invest, reinvest, or retain invest- 
ments of the money or securities composing the United States 
Naval Academy Museum fund, or any ae deposited 2 ae 

ac 


cipal and interest by the United States Government. The interest 
and profits accruing from such securities may be deposited to the 
credit of the United States Naval Museum, and will be 
available to disbursements as provided in section 3 of this act. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


AMENDMENT OF PUBLIC BUILDINGS ACT OF MAY 25, 1926 


The Clerk called the next bill, S. 2339, to amend the act 
entitled “An act to provide for the construction of certain 
public buildings, and for other purposes,” approved May 25, 
1926 (44 Stat. 630), as amended. 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That to enable the Secretary of the Treasury 
to acquire adequate sites for public buildings to be located within 
the areas hereinafter described, including suitable grounds, park- 
ing, and approaches necessary to a proper grouping of such build- 
ings, the areas defined in the act of May 25, 1926 (44 Stat. 630), 
as amended, within which sites or additions to sites for public 
buildings in the District of Columbia may be acquired, are hereby 
further extended, and the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized, 
empowered, and directed to acquire, pursuant to the provisions of 
said act, as amended, for the use of the United States, by purchase, 
condemnation, or otherwise, in addition to the areas already au- 

any land and buildings, including properties belonging 
to the District of Columbia, which he may determine should be 
acquired, within the area west of Nineteenth Street NW., bounded 
by New York Avenue NW., E Street NW., and the Potomac River; 
also squares 122, 104, 81, 68, 59, 44, and 33; and there is hereby 
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authorized to be appropriated from time 
the amounts heretofore authorized to carry oi 
the act of May 25, 1926, as amended, such 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this act: Provided, That 
no street or alley shall be closed and vacated within the areas 
herein described unless the closing and vacating of such street or 
alley is mutually agreed to by the of the Treasury, the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia, and the National Cap- 
ital Park and Planning Commission. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 


third time, and passed, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


TEMPORARY OPERATION BY UNITED STATES OF CERTAIN STEAMSHIPS 


The Clerk called the next order of business, House Joint 
Resolution 613, to provide for the temporary operation by the 
United States of certain steamships, and for other purposes. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
a this joint resolution may be passed over without preju- 

ce. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

ALASKA FISHERIES 

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 8982, to amend Public 
Law No. 282, Seventy-fifth Congress, relative to the fisheries 
of Alaska. 


There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as fol- 
lows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That Public Law No. 282, Seventy-fifth Con- 
gress, entitled “An act making further provision for the fisheries 
of Alaska,” approved August 14, 1937 (50 Stat. 639), is amended 
to read as follows: “That section 1 of the act approved June 6, 
1924, entitled ‘An act for the protection of the fisheries of Alaska, 
and for other purposes’ (43 Stat. 464), as amended, is further 
amended by inserting in said section at the end of the first proviso 
thereof another proviso to read as follows: ‘Provided further, That 
in the area embracing Bristol Bay and the arms and tributaries 
thereof, no person shall at any time fish for or take salmon with a 
stake net or set net, for commercial purposes, unless such person 
shall be a citizen of the United States and shall have theretofore 
continuously resided for the period of at least 2 years within said 
area; but for the salmon fishing season of 1938, residence within 
said area continuously after June 1, 1937, shall be deemed sufficient 
compliance with the residence requirements of this proviso:’.” 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


ISSUANCE OF CERTAIN SEAMEN’S CERTIFICATES 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 9882, to permit the 
issuance of certain certificates under the shipping laws by 
inspectors of hulls, inspectors of boilers, and designated assist- 
ant inspectors. 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That in the administration of section 13 of 
the act of March 4, 1915, as amended (U. S. O., 1934 ed., Supp. III. 
title 46, sec. 672), the act of June 23, 1936 (U. 8. O. 1934 ed., 


III, title 46, sec. 391 (a)). and section 4551 of 3 
of the United States, 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


INCLUSION OF CERTAIN LANDS IN THE KANIKSU NATIONAL FOREST, 
WASH. 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 8203, for the inclusion 
of certain lands in the Kaniksu National Forest in the State 
of Washington, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? 

There being no 8 the Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the provisions of the act of March 20, 
1922 (U. S. C., title 16, sec. 485), be, and the same are hereby, 
extended and made applicable to the following-described lands, 


and such of said lands as are now owned by the United States 
are hereby given, subject to all valid existing claims 
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under the various land laws of the United States, a national- forest 
status and shall hereafter be administered as parts of the adjacent 
Kaniksu National Forest and subject to all laws and regulations 
relating thereto: 

T. 31 N., R. 46 E.: Sec. 1 and that part of sec. 12 north of the 
Clark Fork River. 

T. 31 N., R. 45 E.: That portion of secs. 1 and 12 north of the 
Clark Fork River. 

T. 32 N., R. 46 E.: Sec. 31. 

T. 32 N., R. 45 E.: Secs. 5, 6. 7, 8, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 
23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, that part of 30, 32, 33, 34, 35, north of the 
Clark Fork River, and sec. 36. 

T. 32 N., R. 44 E.: All that part north and east of the Clark 
Fork River. 

T. 33 N., R. 44 E.: Secs. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, that part of 6 and 7 east 
of the Clark Fork River, secs. 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 
that part of 18 and 19 east of the Clark Fork River, secs. 20, 21, 22, 
23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, that part of 30, 31, 32 east of the Clark Fork 
River, secs. 33, 34, 35, and 36. 

T. 34 N., R. 44 E.: Sec. 4, that part of secs. 5, 6, and 7 east of the 
Clark Fork River, secs. 8, 9, 16, 17, that part of 18 and 19 east of the 
Clark Fork River, secs. 20, 21, 28, 29, that part of 30 and 31 east 
of the Clark Fork River, secs. 32 and 33. 

T. 35 N., R. 44 E.: Secs. 4, 5, 6, that part of 7 east of the 
Fork River, secs. 8, 9, 15, 16, 17, that part of 18, 19, and 20 east of 
the Clark Fork River, secs. 21, 22, 25, 26, 27, 28, that part of 29 
and 32 east of the Clark Fork River, secs. 33, 34, 35, and 36. 

T. 36 N., R. 43 E.: All east of the Clark Fork River. 

T. 37 N., R. 43 E.: That part of secs. 5, 8, 16, 17, 20, 21, 28, and 
33 2 of the Clark Fork River. 

38 N., R. 43 E.: That part of the WI secs. 4, 5, 7, 8, Wye of 
17 18, 19, W14 20, 29, and 32 east of the Clark Fork River. 


With the following committee amendment: 


Page 2, strike out lines 1 to 25, and page 3, strike out lines 

1 to 10, inclusive, and insert the following: 
“WILLAMETTE MERIDIAN 

“T, 31 N., R 46 E.: Sec. 6 and that part of sec. 7 north of the 
Clark Fork River. 

T. 31 N., R. 45 E.: That portion of secs. 1 and 12 north of the 
Clark Fork River. 

T. 32 N., R. 46 E.: Sec. 31. 

„T. 32 N., R. 45 E.: Secs. 5, 6, 7, 8, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 
23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, that part of 30, 32, 33, 34, 35, north of the 
Clark Fork River, and sec. 36. 

“T, 32 N., R. 44 E.: All that part north and east of the Clark 
Fork River. 

“T, 33 N., R. 44 E.: Secs. 1, 2, 3, 4, E44, ENW! sec. 5, EHV NE, 
NW INE NH, NESE sec. 8, secs. 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 
NE NEH sec. 17, EY,SE% sec. 20, secs. 21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 
EY, NNW sec. 33, secs. 34, 35, and 36. 

T. 34 N., R. 44 E.: Sec. 4, that part of secs. 5, 6, and 7 east of 
the Clark Fork River, secs. 8, 9, 16, 17 that part of 18 and 19 east 
of the Clark Fork River, N44, N%4S% sec. 20, secs. 21 and 28, 
SE SEH sec. 29, EH NEH, SWAN EI, SEYZNW%, EYSW, SEY 
sec. 32, and sec. 33. 

“T, 35 N., R. 43 E.: Sec. 1, that part of secs. 2, 11, and 12 lying 
north and east of the Clark Fork River. 

„T. 35 N., R. 44 E.: Secs. 4, 5, 6, that part of 7 east of the 
Clark Fork River, secs. 8, 9, 15, 16, and 17, that part of 18, 19, 
and 20 east of the Clark Fork River, secs. 21, 22, 25, 26, 27, 28, 
that part of 29 and 32 east of the Clark Fork River, sections 33, 
34, 35, and 36. 

T. 36 N., R. 43 E.: All east of the Clark Fork River. 

T. 37 N., R. 43 E.: That part of secs. 5, 8, 16, 17, 20, 21, 28, 29, 
and 33 east of the Clark Fork River. 

“T, 38 N., R. 43 E.: Those parts of the Wia sec. 4, secs. 5 and 8, 
WI sec. 17, secs. 18 and 19, Wh sec. 20, secs. 29 and 32 lying 
east of the Clark Fork River. 

T. 39 N., R. 43 E.: That part of sec. 21 lying east of the Clark 
Fork River, Wi sec. 22, NW% sec. 27, that part of sec. 28 and 
NWA sec. 33 lying east of the Clark Fork River.” 


The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER. This concludes the bills on the Consent 
Calendar. 

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 42, TITLE 7, OF THE CANAL ZONE CODE 

Mr. CREAL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of the bill S. 1986, to amend 
section 42 of the Canal Zone Code. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That paragraph a of section 42 of title 7 of 


the Canal Zone Code (June 19, 1934) is amended to read as 
follows: 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


3789 


“a. Be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, the judge for a term of 10 years and the 
district attorney and the marshal for terms of 4 years each;”. 

Sec, 2. That title 7, section 29; United States Code, title 48, 
section 101, Alaska, be amended so that the term of the Federal 
district Judge in Alaska will be 10 years; that section 863, Puerto 
Rico, be amended so that the term of the Federal district judge 
shall be 10 years; that section 1405y, Virgin Islands, be so amended 
that the term of the Federal district judge shall be 10 years; that 
section 643, Hawaii, be so amended that the term of the Federal 
district judge shall be 10 years. 


With the following committee amendment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert the following: 

“That section 42 of title 7 of the Canal Zone Code be, and it is 
hereby, amended to read as follows: 

The district judge, district attorney, and marshal shall 

„a. be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, the judge for a term of 8 years and the 
district attorney and marshal for terms of 4 years each; 

“'b. continue to discharge the duties of their respective offices, 
unless sooner removed by the President, until their successors are 
appointed and qualify in their stead; 

e. be allowed 60 days’ leave of absence each year, with pay, 
under such regulations as the President may from time to time 
prescribe; and 

d. reside within the Canal Zone during their terms of office.’ 

“Sec. 2. That section 41 of the act entitled ‘An act to provide a 
civil government for Puerto Rico, and for other purposes,’ approved 
March 2, 1917, as amended (U.S. C., 1934 edition, title 48, sec. 863), 
is amended to read as follows: 

Puerto Rico shall constitute a judicial district to be called “the 
district of Puerto Rico.” The President, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, shall appoint one district judge, who 
shall serve for a term of 8 years and until his successor is appointed 
and qualified and whose salary shall be $10,000 per annum. There 
shall be appointed in like manner a district attorney and a marshal 
for said district, each for a term of 4 years unless sooner removed 
by the President. The district court for said district shall be 
called “the District Court of the United States for Puerto Rico,” 
and shall have power to appoint all necessary officials and assist- 
ants, including the clerk, interpreter, and such commissioners as 
may be necessary, who shall be entitled to the same fees and have 
like powers and duties as are exercised and performed by United 
States commissioners. Such district court shall have jurisdiction 
of all cases cognizable in the district courts of the United States, 
and shall proceed in the same manner. In addition, said district 
court shall have jurisdiction for the naturalization of aliens and 
Puerto Ricans, and for this purpose residence in Puerto Rico shall 
be counted in the same manner as residence elsewhere in the 
United States. Said district court shall have jurisdiction of all 
controversies where all of the parties on either side of the con- 
troversy are citizens or subjects of a foreign state or states, or 
citizens of a State, Territory, or District of the United States not 
domiciled in Puerto Rico, wherein the matter in dispute exceeds, 
exclusive of interest or cost, the sum or value of $3,000, and of all 
controversies in which there is a separable controversy involving 
such jurisdictional amount and in which all of the parties on 
either side of such separable controversy are citizens or subjects of 
the character aforesaid. The salaries of the judge and officials of 
the District Court of the United States for Puerto Rico, together 
with the court expenses, shall be paid from the United States 
revenues in the same manner as in other United States district 
courts. In case of vacancy or of the death, absence, or other legal 
disability on the part of the judge of the said District Court of the 
United States for Puerto Rico, the President of the United States 
is authorized to designate one of the judges of the Supreme Court 
of Puerto Rico to discharge the duties of judge of said court until 
such absence or disability shall be removed, and thereupon such 
judge so designated for said service shall be fully authorized and 
empowered to perform the duties of said office during such absence 
or disability of such regular judge, and to sign all necessary papers 
and records as the acting judge of said court without extra com- 
pensation." 


The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 

The title was amended so as to read: “An act to amend sec- 
tion 42 of title 7 of the Canal Zone Code and section 41 of the 
act entitled ‘An act to provide a civil government for Porto 
Rico, and for other purposes,’ approved March 2, 1917, as 
amended (U. S. C., 1934 edition, title 48, sec. 893) .” 
EXTENSION OF TIME FOR COMPLETING CONSTRUCTION OF A BRIDGE 

ACROSS THE ST. CLAIR RIVER AT OR NEAR PORT HURON, MICH. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I have not spoken to the 
Speaker, and I will not make this request if there is objection. 
However, there is an emergency I have been notified con- 
cerning a bill which I have pending on the calendar. I refer 
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to H. R. 9257, to extend the time for completing the construc- 
tion of a bridge across the St. Clair River at or near Port 
Huron, Mich. This bill must be passed immediately in order 
to protect the sale of bonds with respect to the construction 
of a bridge. 

The SPEAKER. Has the gentleman conferred with the 
majority on this bill? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I have not as yet, no. I will not press 
the request. This is an extension bill. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair would prefer to have the gen- 
tleman take that course. It may be possible to recognize the 
gentleman later in the afternoon and the Chair will be glad 
to do so, if agreeable. 


LIBERALIZING PROVISIONS OF EXISTING LAW GOVERNING DEATH 
COMPENSATION BENEFITS FOR WIDOWS AND CHILDREN OF WORLD 
WAR VETERANS 


Mr. GRISWOLD. Mr. Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill (H. R. 9725) to liberalize the provisions of 
existing laws governing death-compensation benefits for 
widows and children of World War veterans, and for other 


purposes. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That notwithstanding the provisions of Public 
Law No. 484, Seventy-third Congress, June 28, 1934 (U. S. C., title 
38, secs. 503-507), as amended by section 1, Public Law No. 844, 
Seventy-fourth Congress, June 29, 1936 (U. S. C., title 38, sec. 508), 
and section 1, Public Law No. 304, Seventy-fifth Congress, August 
16, 1937 (U. S. C., title 38, sec. 509), in no event shall the widow, 
child, or children otherwise entitled to compensation under the 
provisions of that act be denied such compensation if the vet- 
eran's death resulted from a disease or disability not service con- 
nected, and at the time of the veteran’s death he was receiving 
or entitled to receive compensation, pension, or retirement pay 
for 10-percent disability or more presumptively or directly in- 
curred in or aggravated by service in the World War: Provided, 
That except as provided in section 6 of Public Law No. 304, 
Seventy-fifth Congress, August 16, 1937 (U. S. C., title 38, sec. 
472d), compensation authorized by this section shall not be 
payable effective prior to the receipt of application therefor in 
the Veterans’ Administration in such form as the Administrator 
of Veteran's Affairs may prescribe, but in no event shall com- 
pensation herein authorized be effective prior to the date of 
enactment of this act. 

Sec. 2. Section 4 of Public Law No. 484, Seventy-third Congress, 
June 28, 1934, as amended by section 2 of Public Law No. 304, 
Seventy-fifth Congress, August 16, 1937 (U. S. C., title 38, sec. 506), 
is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 4. For the purpose of awarding compensation under the 
provisions of this act, as amended, service connection of disability 
and degree thereof at date of death may be determined in any 
case where claim has been or is filed by the widow, child, or 
children of a deceased World War veteran, except that proof of 
10-percent disability or more at date of death and evidence as to 
service connection may be filed at any time after date of enact- 
ment of this act, or the date of death, and evidence required 
in connection with any claim must be submitted in accordance 
—— regulations prescribed by the Administrator of Veterans’ 

airs. 

Src. 3. On and after the date of enactment of this act for the 
purpose of payment of compensation under the laws adminis- 
tered by the Veterans’ Administration, the term “widow of a World 
War veteran” shall mean a woman who was married prior to the 
date of enactment of this act to the person who served: Provided, 
That all marriages shall be proven as valid marriages according to 
the law of the place where the parties resided at the time of mar- 

or the law of the place where the parties resided when the 
right to compensation accrued. Compensation shall not be al- 
lowed a widow who has remarried either once or more than once, 
and where compensation is properly discontinued by reason of re- 
marriage it shall not thereafter be recommenced. No compensa- 
tion shall be paid to a widow unless there was continuous cohabi- 
tation with the person who served from the date of marriage 
to date of death, except where there was a separation which was 
due to the misconduct of or procured by the person who served, 
without the fault of the widow. 

Sec. 4. Section 1 of Public Law No. 304, Seventy-fifth Congress, 
August 16, 1937 (U. S. C., title 38, sec. 509), is hereby repealed. 


The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
@ second. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that a second may be considered as ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Gris~ 
wotp] will be recognized for 20 minutes, and the gentle- 
woman from Massachusetts [Mrs. Rocers] will be recog- 
nized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. Mr. Speaker, the object of this bill is 
to amend the present law, Public 304. There is very little to 
be explained about the bill. 

Under present law the widow of a service-connected vet- 
eran is required to show the veteran had a 20-percent 
disability, service-connected, before she is entitled to a pen- 
sion. This bill serves to reduce the service-connected dis- 
ability to 10 percent, and if the bill is passed the widow of a 
service-connected veteran with 10-percent disability will be 
entitled to proper compensation. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill also changes the marriage date 
from July 2, 1931, and fixes it as the date of the passage of 
this act. 

The bill further removes the limitation that now applies, 
which requires that the widow of a veteran with service-con- 
nected disability of 20 percent must prove her claim within 
3 years. This bill, as I stated, removes this limitation. 
Many veterans who have legitimate claims against the Gov- 
ernment for a service-connected disability, having during 
their lifetime been able to support themselves and their de- 
pendents, have never made claim or attempted to prove a 
claim against the Government. Under the present law, if 
that veteran should die, his widow or other dependents must 
complete their claim and the filing of proof within 3 years. 
This bill removes the limitation and allows her to come in 
at any time if she is able to do so and prove a service-con- 
nected disability sustained by her deceased veteran husband. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Why could not the gentleman's 
committee find it within its best judgment to bring in a bill 
which removes altogether this requirement of a service-con- 
nected disability in the case of death? 

Mr. GRISWOLD. Mr. Speaker, that is a matter I hesitate 
to go into with the gentleman in connection with this par- 
ticular bill. The viewpoint as I get it after 8 years’ service 
on the Veterans’ Committee is, the first duty the Veterans’ 
Committee owes the veterans is to adequately take care of 
the men who have actually suffered a disability in service 
and their dependents. 

Until we have adequately taken care of those men and 
relieved ourselves of that obligation, we have no right to 
go into legislation taking care of everybody generally. The 
Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation has always 
advocated, as I understand, and still advocates that our first 
duty is to these service-connected men before we get into a 
vast field of legislation that will involve everybody at a great 
expense. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman 
will yield further, I dare say, though, the gentleman is 
thoroughly in accord with what is apparently a very strong 
sentiment in the country that something should be done, if 
not now, as soon as possible, to take care of World War 
veterans’ widows who have children and no means of sup- 
port. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I believe some effort should be made 
to take care of every widow who has children and no visible 
means of support, regardless of whether or not she is a 
widow of a veteran. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I yield to the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. CARLSON. Does this bill in any way care for a non- 
service connected case, of which we have large numbers that, 
I believe it may be said, are service connected, but such 
connection is hard to prove? 

Mr. GRISWOLD. This bill does not take care of any 
persons except those who can prove their claim of service 
connection. The bill does reduce that rate from 20 percent 
to 10 percent. I call the attention of the gentleman to the 
fact that when you get the rate down to 10 percent the 
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line of demarcation between the service-connected and the 
non-service-connected cases is very small. 

Mr. CARLSON. The gentleman will agree there are cases 
even involving the 10 percent that are often hard to prove, 
even when there seems to be plenty of evidence there is 
service connection. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I believe so. There are many border- 
line cases that it seems should receive compensation. They 
are difficult sometimes to prove under the rules, and yet we 
must have some fixed rules. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I yield to the gentleman from Wis- 
consin. 

Mr. BOILEAU. The House Committee on Pensions a short 
time ago reported a bill providing pensions should be paid to 
widows of all World War veterans. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I do not know about that. 

Mr. BOILEAU. That bill is now on the calendar. As I 
understand, the bill will come up for consideration Wednes- 
day of next week, the next day when Calendar Wednesday 
business will be in order, and we can consider the subject at 
that time. If this bill is being brought out today, it may have 
some adverse effect on another bill, one such as the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. JENKINS] was talking about. I know 
there has been a good deal of jealousy between the Commit- 
tee on World War Veterans’ Legislation and the Committee 
on Pensions and some veterans’ organizations on this subject. 
I was hoping that when the matter did come up the whole 
question could be brought up at one and the same time and 
be disposed of at one and the same time. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. May I say to the gentleman—and I must 
decline to yield further, except for questions about this legis- 
lation—that I do not know anything about what the Com- 
mittee on Pensions has done. There is no jealousy, to my 
knowledge, between the committees. Their jurisdiction pre- 
vents that. I am not a member of that committee and have 
never read the bill to which the gentleman refers. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Has not the gentleman heard about the 
bill? 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I have understood it is a bill which 
gives some $90,000,000 or more to its beneficiaries the first 
year. From all the information I have, it is a bill which, if 
passed, would in all probability be vetoed. I am interested in 
doing something for the veteran and not in merely making an 
effort to deceive him with the plea that I am trying to do 
something for him when I know it cannot be accomplished. 

Mr. BOILEAU. May I say I was hopeful the whole mat- 
ter could be disposed of at one and the same time. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I may say further to the gentleman I 
believe the veterans’ organizations agree on the viewpoint I 
have stated, because all three of the veterans’ organizations 
have endorsed this bill. 

Mr. DONDERO and Mr. MAY arose. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I yield first to the gentleman from 
Michigan. 

Mr. DONDERO. What does the passage of this bill mean 
in the way of additional pensions? Can the gentleman 
inform the House on this feature? 

Mr. GRISWOLD. Under section 1 of the bill some 1,500 
cases will be added to the rolls at an estimated cost the 
first year of $540,300. Under section 3 of the bill 2,200 
service-connected cases will be added the first year at an 
estimated cost of $794,900. Then there will be 1,200 addi- 
tional cases at an estimated cost the first year of $313,300. 
This makes a total cost the first year of $1,651,500. 

Mr. DONDERO. A little more than a million and a half. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. A little over a million and a half, by 
which we give between 4,000 and 5,000 widows and depend- 
ents, who are justly entitled to something, that to which 
they are entitled. 

I now yield to the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. MAY. Can the gentleman inform us whether or 
not many of the difficulties with respect to these service- 
connected cases, even those with which this bill proposes to 
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deal, arise out of regulations and Executive orders, hereto- 
fore made by the Veterans’ Administration in pursuance of 
legislation, that preclude the service-connected veterans from 
being paid compensation when they should receive it? 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I could not go as far as to say that. 
I have had some unfortunate experiences, but whether they 
were justified or not I do not know. It is hard to at all times 
see both sides. On veterans’ claims brought to our attention 
we generally, as Congressmen, are the advocates of the 
veteran. 

Mr. MAY. My experience has been that when I do have 
a case I am up against some regulation of the Veterans’ 
Administration that bars relief. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I have also had some very kindly con- 
sideration in the handling of claims. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I yield. 

Mr. COLMER. In answer to the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. Boreau], as I understand the position of the gen- 
tleman from Indiana [Mr. Griswo.p], the best thing we can 
do is to get something very definite which we can get now 
and let the matter of a general pension take care of itself 
later on. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. If the other body acts favorably on this 
legislation, we are practically assured we will get something 
for the particular class we are trying to help. Without the 
passage of this bill we are not assured of anything. 

Mr. COLMER. I understand the gentleman’s position. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I yield. 

Mr. DINGELL. May I ask the gentleman whether the 
committee was prompted in this instance to liberalize the 
law affecting widows of service-connected disabled veterans 
by the fact it is evident that such liberalization is absolutely 
essential? 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I will answer the gentleman in this way. 
At the last session, the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
RANKIN], the chairman of the Committee on World War 
Veterans’ Legislation, brought a bill before this House that 
had as its object the very thing we are endeavoring to do 
now. In connection with that measure we were forced to 
compromise, and we did compromise and that bill was 
passed by the House and is now law. This bill merely rein- 
states and effectuates the thing we were endeavoring to do 
at that time. 

Mr. DINGELL. I thank the gentleman for the informa- 
tion. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The estimated cost of this measure for 
the first year, I understand, is $1,651,000. Has the gentleman 
projected the cost for the further years, second, third, and 
fourth years? 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I have not that information handy, 
but the cost runs approximately the same. The increase 
is slight because of the marriage date. The marriage date 
will be moved up to the effective date of this act from 
July 2, 1931. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. But there were no figures from the Vet- 
erans’ Administration on that? 

Mr. GRISWOLD. Yes; but I have not the figures handy. 

Mr. MASSINGALE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I yield. 

Mr. MASSINGALE. I am wondering what the provision 
in the bill is for the distribution of this pension to the chil- 
dren in case of the death of the widow? 

Mr. GRISWOLD. The gentleman will understand that 
pensions are an individual matter that go to the individual. 
The children do not receive a pension by right of the widow 
receiving a pension. They receive their pension through 
the father, and the death of the widow would not affect the 
rights of the dependent children one way or the other if 
they were of an age that would bring them under the pension 
act. 
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Mr. MASSINGALE. I do not believe the gentleman quite 
understands the question I am asking. In case of the death 
of a veteran leaving a widow and children, of course, alto- 
gether they would get more if she were alive, but in case of 
her death would the amount originally allowed to all of them 
be paid to the children? 

Mr. GRISWOLD. No; it would not. 

This legislation has been approved by the representatives 
of the American Legion, the Disabled American Veterans, 
and the Veterans of Foreign Wars. The officials of those 
organizations appeared at the hearings and urged its pas- 
sage. The Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs stated that he 
would recommend it favorably to the President. The com- 
mittee reported it favorably by a unanimous vote, and we 
urge its passage. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. JENKINS]. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I am very much 
pleased to vote for this bill, but I think we should have 
some legislation that would go further. This bill, as you 
appreciate from the very splendid discussion by the gentle- 
man from Indiana, carries in it the controlling factor of 
service-connected disability. In other words, for a widow to 
draw a pension under this law she must show that her hus- 
band was at the time of his death suffering from a service- 
connected disability of at least 10 percent. 

I believe we shall never do justice to the World War 
widows until we take need as the criterion by which they 
should be compensated. For instance, the saddest cases 
I know of in my district will not be reached by this bill. 
The saddest cases are those of women whose husbands have 
died or have been killed, where the husband had no service- 
connected disability, but where he left a wife and in many 
instances some small children totally unprovided for. 

I say to you that in this great country of ours, while we 
are spending money so freely, we ought to have a provision 
in our law to take care of the widow of a World War veteran 
or where that widow has some children that she cannot rear 
and cannot keep without having to go on relief or having 
to separate herself from these children by putting them in 
some children’s home or some institution of that sort. 

So I hope the time will soon come when this House can 
find it advisable, financially and every other way, to come 
forward with a bill that we can enact into law taking care 
of these people that ought to be cared for. For years 
I have advocated such a bill. I think that when I intro- 
duced such a bill about 8 years ago that it was the first 
bill of that kind introduced up to that time. That bill or 
some bill similar to it should pass. I think we could pass it 
over the President’s veto. Let us do something for the 
widows and helpless children of those who risked their lives 
for their country. [Applause.] 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BOILEAU]. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, I want to congratulate the 
Pensions Committee for getting this bill upon the floor of 
the House for consideration. [Laughter.] I think the 
Pensions Committee is deserving of a good deal of the 
credit, although this bill, as we all know, is reported by the 
Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

As I understand it, effort has been made for quite some 
time to get the Committee on World War Veterans’ Legisla- 
tion to take some action on this type of legislation, and it 
was not until after the Pensions Committee reported the 
bill providing for pensions to the widows of all World War 
veterans that the Committee on World War Veterans’ Legis- 
lation started to have hearings and later reported out this 
bill. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I yield. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I do not believe the gentleman wants 
to make deliberately any erroneous statement. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Ii I am in error I would like to be 
corrected. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


MARCH 21 


Mr. GRISWOLD. If the gentleman had listened, he 
would have realized that I stated before that a bill in 
practically the terms of the bill now before us was presented 
to the House at the last session at the time Public 304 was 
passed. The terms were almost identical with the terms of 
this bill. At that time we were forced to compromise, to 
take what we could get, because the World War Veterans’ 
Committee believed in getting the veterans something. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I appreciate that, and I know the gentle- 
man is a real friend of the veteran. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. And now the Veterans’ Committee 
comes back in this session with a bill by which they get 
what we were asking at that time and could not get. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I appreciate the fact. I know there is no 
man in the House who is a better friend of the World War 
veterans than is the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I am not making any statement for 
myself, but on behalf of the World War Veterans’ Committee, 
of which I am acting as chairman during the illness of the 
author of this bill, the Honorable JoHN RANKIN. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Iam sure the gentleman does not have to 
do that, because he has demonstrated for too long his friend- 
ship for the World War veterans. I submit, however, Mr. 
Speaker, that if it had not been for this bill being brought up 
today, on Calendar Wednesday of this week in the call when 
the Pensions Committee comes to the call, it would have been 
possible for us to consider at that time a bill broad enough in 
its provisions to provide for pensions for widows of all World 
War veterans and at that time it would have been open to 
debate, and to amendment, and we would have had oppor- 
tunity to consider this matter from different angles. I 
regret personally that we do not have that opportunity here 
today, because this bill is being brought to us under suspen- 
sion of the rules, under which we cannot offer any amend- 
ment that we may desire to offer. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Wis- 
consin has expired. £ 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
gentleman 1 minute more. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield to me? 

Mr. BOILEAU. Les. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. May I ask if the gentleman can give 
us any information as to that compromise, which I under- 
stand was made during the last Congress, as described by 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Griswo.p], and with whom 
that compromise was made? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I cannot give the gentleman that infor- 
mation. So far as I am concerned, I recognize no com- 
promise except a compromise made between the Senate and 
the House or between Members of the House on the floor in 
open debate. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Then the gentleman cannot answer 
my suggestion that perhaps the compromise was made with 
the President of the United States? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I am not informed. 

Mrs, ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, it is our 
understanding that the President would not approve that 
last bill, and that was the compromise made. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I believe the way to compromise in that 
respect is to pass the bill that we believe in and send it to 
the White House, and a compromise can then be made if 
the President vetoes it. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I believe a 
general pension bill might come up at a later date. I do not 
think this would interfere with the passage of that bill, and 
it ought not to. I think that bill ought to be considered 
upon its merits. Many of us were sorry that a more exten- 
sive bill was not passed out of the World War Veterans’ 
Committee. Some of us would have liked to have secured a 
larger pension for the widows and orphans of service-con- 
nected cases, and we would like to have had this bill go much 
further in some other respects. The veterans’ organizations 
appeared before the committee and endorsed the bill. I 
gathered from their testimony that they think it important 
to secure at least as much as there is in this bill and they 
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wanted to be sure of the passage of some relief for widows 
and orphans. They feared a Presidential veto as apparently 
do many others. There was one very cruel provision in the 
bill of last year, and that was that it debarred the widows 
who had no children from benefiting under the terms of the 
bill. That has been removed. Also there is no time limit to 
the filing of claims, and that is of tremendous help to widows 
who may not realize that they may secure service connection 
for their husbands after they are dead. I am very happy 
that this bill has come up for action. I believe it will pass 
the House unanimously. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will the gentlewoman 
yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Yes; very gladly. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. If this bill passes, then every 
wife of every World War veteran whose husband had at least 
10 percent disability would be entitled to pension if she has 
any children. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Yes; and even if she 
does not have any children. 

This liberalization falls far short of what should be done. 
We should pass a bill which would give these dependents of 
World War veterans a rate of payment equal at least to that 
paid by the Canadian Government. That country gives the 
widows and children of men who died of service-connected 
causes double what we give them. 

In this present depression—and it is fast earning the un- 
savory reputation of being the country’s worst—women are 
suffering more than men. There is a very definite trend of 
public sentiment against employed women, caused by the 
feeling that they are taking away employment from heads of 
families. You and I know that it is very difficult for a 
women to secure work; we know it from the hundreds of 
letters we receive asking assistance in finding any kind of 
employment for them. It is doubly hard upon the widows 
of veterans, for many of them have been thrown upon their 
own resources, through the death of the veteran husband, 
after a long period during which they have been occupied 
in their home duties. Even if at one time they were fitted 
for office work, or for factory employment, that experience 
and that aptitude is now so far in the background as to be 
almost without value when they go seeking a job. The 
Government has a very definite obligation to them and that 
obligation is being only partly fulfilled by this bill. Their 
situation is desperate. They cannot live upon the amount 
granted them by this legislation, and they are not fitted to 
take their places in industry and in business. We shall have 
to increase the compensation for these dependents and I 
regret exceedingly that it is not being done in the present 
bill. 

I have been a member of the World War Veterans’ Com- 
mittee since 1925 and have the honor to be the ranking 
Republican Member. I wish to express my appreciation of 
the courteous and fair manner in which the acting chairman 
of the committee, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Gris- 
wor] conducted the hearings upon this bill. It was a pleas- 
ure to serve with him and with the members of the committee 
of both sides. I earnestly trust that the inequalities in the 
legislation for all veterans will be righted some day. 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gentleman from Kentucky 
[Mr. Rogsron] such time as he may desire. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, we have be- 
fore us for consideration H. R. 9725, which is being con- 
sidered under suspension of the rules of the House. This 
means that the time for debate is very much limited and 
no amendment can be offered to the bill. Only one of two 
courses is open to Members—to vote for or against the bill. 
I shall vote for this bill. It is the only bill before us. 

This bill proposes to change the existing laws governing 
pensions for widows and children of World War veterans. 
It changes the existing law in some two or three respects. 

Until we passed the act of August 16, 1937, the widows 
and children of World War veterans could not secure a pen- 
sion unless they were able to establish to the satisfaction 
of the Veterans’ Administration that the veteran at the 
time of his death had a 30-percent permanent service dis- 
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ability. The act of August 16, 1937, made it 20 percent in- 
stead of 30 percent. The bill before us provides that widows 
and children of World War veterans may secure a pension 
provided they can prove that at the time the veteran died 
he had a 10-percent permanent service disability. 

When the act of August 16, 1937, was before the House 
an effort was made then to fix the permanent disability at 
10 percent instead of 20 percent, but it was announced that 
President Roosevelt would veto the bill unless the 20 percent 
was retained in the bill. 

The measure before us also provides that a widow married 
to the veteran any time before the passage of this act can 
secure a pension even though there was no child or children 
born to her and the veteran, provided, of course, she proves 
that the veteran at the time of his death had a 10-percent 
permanent service disability. 

The report of the Veterans’ Committee filed with this 
bill shows that it will not help more than 8,300 cases of 
widows or children of World War veterans. 

Of course, if the veteran has a 10-percent disability due 
to service at the time of his death and leaves children but 
no widow, the children will take the pension; or in the 
event that the widow of a World War veteran remarries, 
then the pension will go to the children; but in each it must 
be proved the death of the veteran was due to service or 
at the time of his death he had a 10-percent disability due 
to service. 

PREFER H. R. 9285 

The bill under consideration was introduced in the House 
by Mr. Rankin, chairman of the Veterans’ Committee, on 
March 4, 1938. On January 5, 1937, the first day of the 
Seventy-fifth Congress, I introduced H. R. 1615, granting 
pensions to widows and minor and helpless children of sol- 
diers, sailors, and marines of the World War. My bill pro- 
vides a pension for widows of $30 per month during their 
widowhood and also pensions for minor and helpless children 
of the veteran even though the death of the veteran was not 
due to service and even though he did not have at the time of 
his death a permanent service disability. 

For more than 40 years we have been paying pensions to 
widows, minor children, and helpless children of Civil War 
veterans even though the death of the veteran was not due to 
service and he had no permanent service disability at the 
time of his death. Ever since 1918 we have been paying pen- 
sions to the widows and minor and helpless children of 
Spanish War, Philippine Insurrection, and Indian war vet- 
erans even though the death of the veteran was not due to 
service and the veteran had no permanent service disability 
at the time of his death. We should not have a different rule 
for widows and minor and dependent children of World War 
veterans to that of the widows and children of Civil War, 
Spanish War, and Indian war veterans; therefore in 1928 
I introduced a bill in the House and when I went to the Sen- 
ate I introduced a bill in the Senate placing widows and minor 
and dependent children of World War veterans on an equal 
footing with the widows and minor and dependent children 
of Civil War, Spanish War, and Indian war veterans. 

Other Members of the House, Democrats and Republicans, 
including Mr. Gasque, of South Carolina, chairman of the 
Pension Committee, introduced similar bills in the Seventy- 
fifth Congress. On January 25 and 28 hearings were had on 
the several bills introduced by Mr. Gasqur, Mr. TAYLOR of 
Tennessee, others, and myself, and the Pensions Committee 
on February 2, 1938, reported favorably to the House the bill 
of Chairman GASQUE. 

I have heretofore referred to the fact that the bill, H. R. 
9725, introduced by Mr. RANKIN on March 4, 1938, at the 
most will not take care of more than 8,300 cases and will cost 
for the first year approximately $1,651,500. The administra- 
tion is opposed to my bill and the bill of Chairman GASQUE, as 
well as other similar bills. The Veterans’ Administration 
claims that the bills of Mr. Gasque and myself would take 
care of the widows and children of 188,400 deceased World 
War veterans. 

It can be seen that the Rankin bill was introduced after 
there had been hearings on the bills of Mr. Gasqus, others, 
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and myself, and a favorable report had been made to the 
House. The administration then, in my opinion, got busy 
and had the Rankin bill introduced on March 4, 1938, and 
had it reported out in order to head off a real pension bill 
for the widows and minor and dependent children of World 
War veterans. The administration has control of the House 
and Senate and has the votes and no doubt it will prevent 
the Gasque bill coming up next Wednesday or at any other 
time during this session of Congress. This is most unfor- 
tunate, because there are tens of thousands of needy widows, 
minor and dependent children of World War veterans, 
Thousands and thousands of these deceased World War 
veterans served their country at $1.10 overseas during the 
World War and contracted diseases that ultimately caused 
their deaths, but their widows and children cannot establish 
this to the satisfaction of the Veterans’ Administration. 
BILLIONS FOR SUPERNAVY—CRUMBS FOR WIDOWS AND ORPHANS 

The President, the Bureau of the Budget, and Congress 
had already set in motion the appropriation of nearly 
$1,100,000,000 for the Army and Navy for the coming fiscal 
year. Congress had already authorized another $1,500,- 
000,000 for which no appropriations have ever been asked or 
are now being asked to expand the Navy. Congress author- 
ized ample funds to construct seven more great battleships 
at approximately $75,000,000 each, but for which the Navy 
has asked no appropriation and the construction of which 
cannot possibly be completed within the next 5 years; yet 
on today the House, at the request of the President, by vote 
authorized another $1,121,000,000 to build three battleships 
that cannot be started before 1945 or 1946, and then they 
bring out this little bill that will pension the dependents of 
8,300 World War veterans when there are 180,000 other 
widows and minor and dependent children of World War 
veterans, most of whom are in dire need. I have said many 
times, and I desire to repeat here that no dollar for national 
defense can bring better results than in taking care of the 
disabled veterans who have served their country, and in 
providing for the widows and orphan children of veterans. 

Billions for battleships to be built years in the future, and 
less than $2,000,000 for the needy widows and orphans of 
those who served their country nobly and heroically. We are 
spending other billions and taking care of 1,000,000 or more 
aliens and their dependents and at the same time hand a 
few crumbs to the dependents of our veterans, 

Mr, MAY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I shall be glad to yield. 

Mr. MAY. Is there anything in this bill that will au- 
thorize the Veterans’ Administration to put out rules and 
regulations contrary to the acts of Congress? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. There are no such provisions 
in the bill, but the President and the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration have issued rules and regulations which in my 
opinion do override the acts of Congress. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Jarman]. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, as one who practically since 
the armistice has industriously interested himself in behalf 
of the veterans of the World War, and particularly the dis- 
abled veterans and their dependents, I yield to no man or 
woman in my interest in them. I think I can say the same 
of the members of the World War Veterans’ Legislation Com- 
mittee. I believe they are just as much interested in the 
veterans and their dependents as I am; and I say to you that 
as practical people we went very carefully into this propo- 
sition and decided, as the gentleman from Indiana, our able 
acting chairman, has intimated, that a bird in the hand—and 
we understand this is the bird—is worth two in the bush. We 
feel that we acted in the interest of the veterans and their 
dependents in bringing this bill up today, and we very much 
hope it will pass overwhelmingly. 

The SPEAKER. The question is, Shall the rules be sus- 
pended and the bill be passed? 

The question was taken; and two-thirds having voted in 
the affirmative, the rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members may have 5 legislative 
days within which to extend their remarks on the bill just 
passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and 
to include therein an address by the Honorable Joseph B. 
Keenan, Assistant to the Attorney General, delivered on 
March 17. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my own remarks in the Record and to include therein 
a speech I made at Savannah, Ga., on last Thursday. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Georgia. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and 
to include therein an address I delivered before the Lodge 
Nansen, No. 410, Sons of Norway, St. George, Staten Island, 
N. Y., on March 18, 1938. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
Wednesday, of this week, after the conclusion of the legis- 
lative program of the day, I may be permitted to address 
the House for 30 minutes on the subject of the wage and 
hour law. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 


CONSTITUTIONAL SESQUICENTENNIAL COMMISSION 


Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I move to suspend the 
rules and pass House Joint Resolution 623, making avail- 
able additional funds for the United States Sesquicentennial 
Commission. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved, etc., That for an additional amount for the United 
States Constitution Sesquicentennial Commission to carry out the 
provisions of the public resolution entitled “Joint resolution to 
enable the United States Constitution Sesquicentennial Commis- 
sion to carry out and give.effect to certain approved plans, and for 
other purposes,” approved June 1, 1936 (49 Stat. 1392), as amended 
by the public resolution entitled “Joint resolution to authorize an 
additional appropriation to further the work of the United States 
Constitution Sesquicentennial Commission,” approved August 19, 
1937 (50 Stat. 694), there is hereby appropriated out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $50,000, to 
remain available until June 30, 1939. Not to exceed $155,000 of 
the sums heretofore and hereafter received by the Commission 
from the sale of publications and other material are hereby appro- 
priated as a revolving fund for the further acquisition of such 
publications and material as authorized by section 2 of such pub- 
lic resolution of August 19, 1937, to remain available until June 
30, 1939, and to be available for the payment of obligations hereto- 
fore incurred for such purposes and for personal services in con- 
nection with the sale of such publications and other material. 


The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded? 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I demand a second. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that a second be considered as ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia is recog- 
nized for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from New York is 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, quite some time ago Congress passed a law 
setting up the United States Constitution Sesquicentennial 
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commission. The President of the United States is chair- 
man of the Commission. The other members of the Com- 
mission are distinguished Members of the House and the 
Senate of both the majority and minority parties. That 
law provided for the designation of a director general and 
for a celebration of the birth of the United States Constitu- 
tion, culminating with the anniversary of the inauguration 
of Washington as President, in April 1939. It gave the 
Commission the authority to run throughout the calendar 
year 1939, to wind up its business by December 31, 1939. 

The original law authorized an appropriation of $350,000. 
Subsequently that law was amended to increase the amount 
authorized to $475,000 for the purpose of authorizing the 
appropriation of $125,000 with which to have books printed, 
the little “Story of the Constitution,” in order that there 
might be a distribution of those volumes among Members 
of the House. The Appropriations Committee has never 
brought in an appropriation of $125,000 which was author- 
ized, nor is it contained in this appropriation. The item 
we bring in here is the remaining part of the appropriation 
authorized in the original legislation; that is to say, $50,000 
in the original legislation. Authority also was given to this 
Commission to have the use of funds which might come in 
from the sale of pamphlets, documents, and volumes which 
might be printed and published and sold under the auspices 
of this Commission, these funds going into the general funds 
of the Treasury and not being available for distribution or 
expenditure by the Commission until they were regularly 
appropriated by Congress. To date there is something like 
$98,000 in the general funds of the Treasury from the sales 
of these various pamphlets, documents, and literature. 

There is on hand in the Sesquicentennial Commission 
something like $127,000 worth of material which is yet to 
be sold and which from all appearances will likely be sold 
and taken up by the public in these educational demonstra- 
tions in behalf of the Commission. 

The resolution which we present today appropriates the 
remaining $50,000 which was originally authorized for the 
Sesquicentennial Commission. It gives the Commission the 
use of its revolving fund, not to exceed $155,000, which will 
be sufficient to pay for materials and administrative ex- 
penses which they have incurred up to date and to wind up 
the celebration which will be completed on July 1, 1939. 
In this respect, Mr. Speaker, we have curtailed the original 
authorization by not appropriating the $125,000 for books 
which were to be distributed and we have also somewhat 
shortened the duration of the celebration by providing that 
the Commission shall wind up its affairs on June 30, 1939, 
rather than on January 1, 1940. 

This appropriation was carried in the regular independent 
offices bill and when the bill was considered on the floor of 
the House the committee, as the record will show, asked 
that this item be stricken from the bill in order that some 
parliamentary situations might be straightened out with 
reference to the appropriation and in order that the com- 
mittee might go back and hold additional hearings and give 
further consideration to the matter. The deficiency sub- 
committee did hold additional hearings. We went into the 
matter very carefully, and I think thoroughly, and this is 
brought forward with a unanimous report of the subcom- 
mittee on deficiency. 

I do not know that it is necessary to say anything further 
unless there are questions. 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 5 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. TOBEY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield to the gentleman from New 
Hampshire. 

Mr. TOBEY. Is it the contention of the gentleman now 
addressing the House that in the joint resolutions pertaining 
to the Sesquicentennial Commission there ever was given the 
authority to go into the merchandising business; that is, to 
buy and sell for a potential profit or loss, as the case may be? 
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Mr. WOODRUM. I may say to the gentleman that the 
authorization carried for this Commission was like many 
authorizations which Congress passes. We too frequently 
are somewhat careless, or I might say we are not as careful 
as we should be in the language used in authorizing acts. 

There is in the authorization the specific statement that 
the revolving fund may be available for the purpose of 
paying the expenses of the Commission and for the pur- 
pose of buying and selling material. The Director General of 
the Commission construed that as giving him the power to 
buy and sell materials, and, apparently, the Congress meant 
to give him that authority; but the Comptroller General’s 
office held, and I think properly, if he had the authority 
to use those funds after they went into the Treasury there 
must be an appropriation by the Congress. I think that is 
unquestionably true. 

Undoubtedly the Congress meant to put this Commission 
in the same position as the George Washington Bicenten- 
nial Commission. That Commission, as the gentleman 
chose to put it, did go into the merchandising business. 

Mr. TOBEY. I think the gentleman misunderstood the 
import of my question. I hold in my hand three resolu- 
tions, Nos. 97, 63, and another one, and after scanning them 
closely I fail to find wherein the Congress has given author- 
ity to the Commission to sell goods or to manufacture goods 
on order and then sell or retail them. There may be some 
authority, but it is not in here. 

I pass to another question. In connection with the reso- 
lution now before us which the gentleman is offering, if 
he will turn to the next to the last paragraph on page 2 
he will find these words: 

The revolving fund is to be made available only for acquisition 
of materials and publications and for such personal services as 
may be necessary in connection with the sale. 

Then, if you will skip down to the last sentence of the 
paragraph I call attention to this contrast. There is a 
reference to $15,000 there as a charge for personal services. 

What is the connection between those two important 
paragraphs and sentences? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I think it is meant to say that the 
services in connection with the sale of that material will 
amount to $15,000. 

Mr. TOBEY. The first paragraph is superfluous? 

Mr. WOODRUM. That is correct. In other words, this 
is intended to be a limitation on the amount used for sery- 
ices in connection with sales. 

Mr. TOBEY. Now, looking over a little further, we find 
that the total receipts amount to $224,000, consisting of 
$97,000 now in the Treasury from sales, and an inventory 
of $127,000. Of course, this inventory value is largely a 
state of mind, it is not an actuality. It may be we will 
have to have a rummage sale to get rid of it. If we 
do not receive that amount of money and there is a short- 
age, the gentleman will come before us again asking for an 
additional deficiency appropriation. 

Mr. WOODRUM. We will not ask for any more money. 

Mr. TOBEY. Suppose the inventory does not turn out? 

Mr. WOODRUM. The first thing that will be done will 
be to pay the bills we now owe. No more contracts of any 
kind for any sort of material will be incurred until the 
money is in hand to pay therefor. 

Mr. TOBEY. It is the purpose then of the committee and 
the import of this resolution to get the thing out of the 
way and close the books as soon as possible? 

Mr. WOODRUM. It is the purpose to wind it up. 

Mr. TOBEY. That is what I have been trying to do all 
the time, and I am glad the committee has taken action to 
that end. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

The SPEAKER. The question is on suspending the rules 
and passing the joint resolution. 

The question was taken; and two-thirds having voted in 
favor thereof, the rules were suspended and the joint reso- 
lution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATION BILL, 1939 


Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I call up the conference re- 
port on the bill (H. R. 9181) making appropriations for the 
government of the District of Columbia and other activities 
chargeable in whole or in part against the revenues of such 
District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for 
other purposes. 

The Clerk read the conference report. 

The conference report and statement are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9181) 
making appropriations for the government of the District of Co- 
lumbia and other activities chargeable in whole or in part 
the revenues of such District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1939, and for other purposes, having met, after full and free 
conference, have agreed to recommend and do recommend to their 
respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 1, 4, 6, 7, 
8, 14, 15, 23, 24, 25, 28, 31, 32, 33, 34, 38, 39, 41, 43, 44, 45, 49, 50, 
74, 81, 85, 88, 89, 90, 100, 102, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 
119, 125, 126, 130, and 134. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendments 
of the Senate numbered 3, 9, 13, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 27, 30, 36, 37, 40, 
42, 46, 48, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 64, 65, 67, 68, 72, 73, 75, 76, 79, 
86, 87, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 96, 98, 99, 101, 103, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, 
110, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 131, and 132, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 2: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 2, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert “$240,000"; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 11: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 11, and 

to the same with an amendment, as follows: Restore the 
matter stricken out by said amendment amended to read as follows: 

“For the use of the Senate and House Committees on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, acting jointly or separately as the Chairmen of 
the two Committees may decide, to employ such clerical help as 
will be necessary to make a complete study of the various surveys 
previously made of the government of the District of Columbia for 
the express purpose of forming such legislation as will effect a more 
efficient and economic handling of the government affairs of the 
District of Columbia, $5,000, to be immediately available.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 16: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 16, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed, insert 876,980“; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 26: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 26, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed, insert “$862,500”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 47: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 47, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed, insert “$132,600”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 51: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 51, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert “$190,000”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 59: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 59, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed, insert “$2,894,870"; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 60: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 60, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the sum 
proposed, insert “$76,595"; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 61: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 61, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert “$50,500”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 62: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 62, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: Restore the 
matter stricken out by said amendment amended to read as follows: 

“For maintenance of a suitable place for the reception and deten- 
tion of girls and women, and of boys under seventeen years of age, 
arrested by the police on charge of offense against any laws in 
force in the District of Columbia, or held as witnesses or held pend- 
ing final investigation or examination, or otherwise, or committed 
to the guardianship of the Board of Public Welfare, including 

rtation, clinic supplies, food, clothing, upkeep and repair 
of buildings, fuel, gas, ice, laundry, supplies and equipment, elec- 
tricity, and other necessary expenses, $13,500; for personal services, 
$9,240; in all, $22,740.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 63: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 63, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert 840,000“; and the Senate agree to the same. 
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Amendment numbered 70: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 70, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert “$4,000”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 71: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 71, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: Restore the 
matter stricken out by said amendment amended to read as 
follows: “including not to exceed six full time chief resident 
physicians at $5,600 per annum each, to be appointed without 
reference to civil service requirements, and”; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 78: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 78, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert “$64,270”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 80: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 80, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the sum 
proposed insert 898,400“; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 83: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 83, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the sum 
proposed insert “$267,500”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 84: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 84, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter inserted by said amendment insert the following: 

“For the maintenance, under the jurisdiction of the Board of 
Public Welfare, of a suitable place in a building entirely separate 
and apart from the house of detention for the reception and de- 
tention of children under seventeen years of age arrested by the 
police on charge of offense against any laws in force in the District 
of Columbia, or committed to the guardianship of the Board, or 
held as witnesses, or held temporarily, or pending hearing, or 
otherwise, including transportation, food, clothing, medicine, and 
medicinal supplies, rental, repair and upkeep of buildings, fuel, 
gas, electricity, ice, supplies and equipment, and other necessary 
expenses including not to exceed $9,560 for personal services, 
$19,000: Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be 
3 for the operation of this institution after December 31, 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 97: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 97, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
figure proposed insert “814”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 104: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 104, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert “$510,860”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

The committee of conference report in disagreement amend- 
ments numbered 5, 10, 12, 22, 29, 35, 58, 66, 69, 77, 82, 127, 128, 129, 
133, 135, and 136. 


JOSEPH E. CASEY, 
ALBERT J. ENGEL, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at the conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 9181) making appropriations for the gov- 
ernment of the District of Columbia and other activities charge- 
able in whole or in part against the revenues of such District for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for other p sub- 
mit the following statement in explanation of the effect of the 
action agreed upon and recommended in the accompanying confer- 
ence report as to each of such amendments, namely: 

On amendment No. 1: Appropriates $56,000, as proposed by the 
House, instead of $57,000, as proposed by the Senate, for personal 
services in the purchasing division. 

On amendment No. 2: Appropriates $240,000 for the department 
of inspections instead of $234,196, as proposed by the House, and 
$245,440, as proposed by the Senate. 

On amendment No. 3: Appropriates $126,600 for services 
in connection with the care of the District buildings, as proposed 
by the Senate, instead of $129,000, as proposed by the House. 

On amendment No. 4: Appropriates $50,000, as proposed by the 
House, instead of $52,050, as proposed by the Senate, for personal 
services in the collector's office. 

On amendment No. 6: Appropriates $57,980, as proposed by the 
House, instead of $60,120, as proposed by the Senate, for personal 
services in the municipal architect's office. 

On amendments Nos. 7 and 8: Appropriates $8,420, as proposed 
by the House, instead of $9,420, as proposed by the Senate, for 
2 services for the Minimum Wage Board; and provides $2,500 
or the salary of the secretary of the Board, as proposed by the 
House, instead of $3,500, as proposed by the Senate. 
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On amendment No. 9: Appropriates $111,440, as proposed by the 
Senate, instead of $110,000, as proposed by the House, for salaries, 
office of the recorder of deeds. 

On amendment No. 11: Provides $5,000 for the use of the Senate 
and House District of Columbia Committees, jointly, if desired, for 
clerical assistance necessary to make a complete study of surveys 
previously made of the government of the District of Columbia, and 
makes such appropriation immediately available, instead of pro- 
viding for such survey by the House District of Columbia Committee, 
as proposed by the House, or elimination of the item, as proposed 
by the Senate. 

On amendments Nos. 13, 14, 15, and 16, relating to the central 
garage: Appropriates $61,780, as proposed by the Senate, instead 
of $60,980, as proposed by the House, for the maintenance and 
operation of mger-carrying automobiles; provides $1,500, as 
proposed by the House, instead of $2,000, as proposed by the Senate, 
for the purchase of a motor bus; and corrects the totals in the 
paragraph. 

On amendment No. 17: Authorizes the use of $9,900, as proposed 
by the Senate, instead of $8,900, as proposed by the House, for the 
purchase of steet-car and bus fares. 

On amendment No. 18: Broadens the scope for which the $2,500 
emergency fund appropriated for use by the Commissioners may be 
expended, as proposed by the Senate. 

On amendments Nos. 19 and 20: Provides that personnel to be 
employed in connection with the preparation of plans and specifi- 
cations for the Municipal Center may be secured without civil- 
service requirements, and that appropriations for the Center shall 
be available for fixed equipment, as proposed by the Senate. 

On amendment No. 21: Provides that approximately 50 percent 
of funds for binding for the Public Library shall be expended for 
work performed at the Reformatory at Lorton, Va., as proposed by 
the Senate. 

On amendments Nos, 23, 24, and 25, relating to the sewer depart- 
ment: Appropriates $175,000, as proposed by the House, instead of 
$180,000, as proposed by the Senate, for personal services; provides 
$230,000, as proposed by the House, instead of $240,000, as proposed 
by the Senate, for cleaning and repairing sewers; and makes avail- 
able $225,000 for assessment and permit work, as eet by the 
House, instead of $250,000, as pro by the Senate. 

On amendment No. 26: Appropriates $862,500 for the collection 
and disposal of garbage and miscellaneous refuse, instead of $850,000, 
as proposed by the House, and $875,000, as proposed by the Senate. 

On amendments Nos. 27 and 28, relating to public playgrounds: 
Appropriates $131,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $127,780, 
as proposed by the House, for personal services; and strikes out the 
proposal of the Senate to provide $29,700 for the operation of school 
playgrounds during the summer months and after school hours. 

On amendment No. 30: Strikes out, as proposed by the Senate, 
the provision of the House appropriating $15,000 for a survey of the 
power needs of the District of Columbia. 

On amendment No. 31: Appropriates $673,700, as proposed by the 
House, instead of $691,817, as proposed by the Senate, for adminis- 
trative and supervisory officers in the public schools. 

On amendment No. 32: Appropriates $179,540, as proposed by the 
House, instead of $180,740, as proposed by the Senate, for clerks and 
other employees for the public schools. 

On amendments Nos. 33 and 34: Appropriates e ee as pro- 


the average of the salaries pai 
exceed the average paid in the Public Library, as proposed by the 
House. 


On amendment No. 36: Appropriates $2,700, as proposed by the 
Senate, instead of $2,000, as proposed by the House, for providing 
educational opportunities for children of men who were killed in 
action or died during the World War. 

On amendment No. 37: Appropriates $17,699, as proposed by the 
Senate, instead of $30,000, as proposed by the House, for vocational 
education. 

On amendment No. 38: Restores the provision of the House ap- 
propriating $25,000 for the maintenance of school playgrounds 
during the summer months and after school hours under the 
direction of the community center department. 

On amendment No. 39: Appropriates $948,785, as proposed by the 
House, instead of $967,950, as proposed by the Senate, for custodial 
employees in the public schools. 

m amendments Nos. 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 
and 52, relating to miscellaneous items of expense under the public 
schools; Appropriates $7,500, as proposed by the Senate, instead of 
$7,000, as proposed by the House, for maintenance of schools for 
tubercular and crippled pupils, and provides $20,000, as proposed 
by the House, instead of $22,500, as proposed by the Senate, for the 
transportation of such pupils; appropriates $64,000, as proposed by 
the Senate, instead of $60,000, as proposed by the House, for 
manual and vocational equipment; provides $300,000, as 
proposed by the House, instead of $325,000, as proposed by the 
Senate, for the purchase of fuel, and requires that such appropria- 
tion shall be apportioned in such manner as will prevent a defi- 
ciency, as proposed by the House; strikes out the amendment of 
the Senate providing $2,400 for the purchase of furniture and 
equipment for the Phelps Vocational School and not exceeding 
$26,000 for replacement of furniture and equipment for the Central, 
McKinley, and Armstrong High Schools, and ap) $2,500 for 
the purchase of books for the Wilson Teachers College, as proposed 
by Senate, instead of $1,500, as proposed by the House; makes 
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a total of $192,600 available for contingent instead of 
$131,600, as proposed by the House, and $160,000 as proposed by the 
Senate; retains the language of the Senate which will make funds 
available for new furniture and equipment for Eastern High School; 
strikes out the amendment of the Senate with reference to furni- 
ture and equipment of the Banneker Junior High School and the 
Senior High School at Fifth and Sheridan Streets NW., and appro- 
priates a total of $82,415, as proposed by the House, instead of 
$325,000, as proposed by the Senate, for the purchase of such 
furniture and equipment; appropriates $190,000 for the purchase 
of textbooks and supplies, instead of $180,000, as proposed by the 
House, and $200,000, as proposed by the Senate; and appropriates 
$16,975, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $15,000, as proposed 
by the House, for purchase of apparatus, etc., in co: on with 
the srr ce of laboratories of the departments of physics, 
, etc. 

On amendments Nos. 53, 54, 55, 56, and 57, relating to school 
buildings and grounds: Appropriates $64,000, as proposed by the 
Senate, instead of $60,000, as proposed by the House, for improve- 
ments of the grounds and the erection of structures thereon at the 
Woodrow Wilson Senior High School; appropriates $60,000 for a 
second-story addition to the Crosby Noyes School, as proposed by 
the Senate; provides $10,000 for a sloping floor in the auditorium 
of the Alice Deal Junior High School, as proposed by the Senate; 
and corrects two totals, as proposed by the Senate. 

On amendments Nos. 59, 60, and 61, relating to the Metro- 
politan police: Appropriates $2,894,870 for 85 percent of the salary 
appropriation and allows 10 additional policemen, instead of 
$2,878,720 and no additional policemen, as proposed by the House, 
and $2,965,038 and 50 officers and men, as proposed by the Senate; 
provides $76,595 for contingent expenses, instead of $76,375, as pro- 
posed by the House, and $77,475, as proposed by the Senate; and 
appropriates $50,500 for uniforms, instead of $49,750, as proposed 
by the House, and $53,500, as proposed by the Senate. It was 
agreed by the conferees that through lapses in salaries sufficient 
funds would be available for the promotion of officers to staff the 
new No. 2 precinct, and that the increase in the number of police 
would be more than sufficient to meet service being rendered by 
the police department in the Senate wing of the Capitol. 

On amendment No. 62: Restores the language of the House pro- 
viding for the house of detention and provides funds for the care 
of children now being detained at the receiving home on Potomac 
Avenue SE., in said institution, effective January 1, 1939. 

On amendment No. 63: Appropriates $40,000 for repairs to motor 
vehicles in the fire department, instead of $35,000, as proposed by 
the House, and $45,000, as proposed by the Senate. 

On amendments Nos. 64, 65, 67, 68, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, and 76, 
relating to the health departments: Provides for the inspection of 
Federal buildings and all public establishments where food is sold 
or served, as proposed by the Senate; appropriates $151,540, as pro- 

by the Senate, instead of $143,440, as proposed by the House, 
for additional nurses; provides $25,900, as proposed by the Senate, 
instead of $25,000, as proposed by the House, for the maternal and 
child-health service; appropriates $4,000 for repairs and improve- 
ments at the Tuberculosis Sanatoria, instead of $3,000, as proposed 
by the House, and $5,000, as proposed by the Senate; provides six 
full-time chief resident physicians at the Gallinger Municipal 
Hospital, appropriates $26,760, as proposed by the Senate, instead 
of $13,000, as proposed by the House, for out-patient relief of the 
poor, and strikes out the proposal of the Senate providing $25,000 
for additional nurses at said hospital; appropriates $270,000, 2s 
proposed by the Senate, instead of $262,500, as proposed by the 
House, for maintenance of the hospital; and appropriates $200,000, 
as proposed by the Senate, instead of $165,000, as proposed by the 
House, for the construction of a health center in southwest 
Washington 


On amendments Nos. 78 and 79, relating to the juvenile court: 
Appropriates $64,270 for personal services, instead of $62,270, as 
proposed by the House, and $68,840, as proposed by the Senate, and 
appropriates $2,400 for general expenses, as proposed by the Senate, 
instead of $2,150, as proposed by the House. 

On amendments Nos. 80 and 81, relating to the police court: 
Appropriates $98,400, for salaries, instead of $96,000, as proposed by 
the House, and $98,680, as proposed by the Senate; and strikes out 
the proposal of the Senate limiting the salary of clerks to $3,000 
per annum. 

On amendment No. 83: Appropriates $267,500 for board and 
care of children instead of $260,000, as proposed by the House, and 
$275,000, as proposed by the Senate. 

On amendment No. 84: Provides for the operation of the receiv- 
ing home until January 1, 1939, instead of operation on a full 
year’s schedule, as proposed by the Senate. 

On amendment No. 85: Appropriates $473,660, as proposed by 
the House, instead of $477,100, as proposed by the Senate, for per- 
sonal services at the Werkhouse and Reformatory. 

On amendments Nos. 86 and 87: Strikes out $5,000 for the pur- 
chase of additional land at the Workhouse and Reformatory, as 
proposed by the Senate. 

On amendments Nos. 88, 89, and 90, relating to the National 
Training School for Girls: Strikes out the provisions inserted by 
the Senate for the operation of this institution, it being agreed by 
the conferees that during the next fiscal year girls now being pro- 
vided for in said institution shall be cared for at the Industrial 

NW., and at the Indus- 
„at Blue Plains, D. G. 


Home School, on Wisconsin Avenue, 
trial Home School for Colored 
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On amendment No. 91: Appropriates $6,500 for repairs at the 
District Training School, as proposed by the Senate, instead of 
$4,500, as proposed by the House. 

On amendments Nos. 92, 93, 94, 95, and 96, relating to the In- 
dustrial Home School for Colored Children: Appropriates $39,580, 
as proposed by the Senate, instead of $38,260, as proposed by the 
House, for personal services; provides $28,675, as proposed by the 
Senate, instead of $25,500, as proposed by the House, for operation 
and maintenance; and appropriates $7,500, as proposed by the Sen- 
ate, instead of $4,500, as proposed by the House for repairs and 
improvements. 

On amendments Nos. 97, 98, and 99, relating to public assistance: 
Provides that not to exceed 844 percent of the total appropriation 
may be used for personal services, instead of 12 percent, as pro- 
posed by the Senate, and 7½ percent, as proposed by the House; 
makes $20,000 available for the distribution of surplus commodi- 
ties, as proposed by the Senate; and limits to $60 per month the 
amount which may be paid to any one family, as proposed by the 
Senate, instead of $75, as proposed by the House. 

On amendments Nos. 100 and 101, relating to assistance against 
old-age want: Provides $32,265 for ‘personal services, as proposed 
by the House, instead of $50,000, as proposed by the Senate; and 
appropriates $597,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of 
$489,000, as proposed by the House, for such purpose. 

On amendment No. 102: Strikes out the amendment of the Sen- 
ate appropriating $150,000 for the purchase of a site for an armory. 

On amendments Nos, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 
112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 125, 126, 
and 130, relating to the highway fund, gasoline tax, and motor 
vehicle fees: Makes available for temporary clerk hire in the 
department of vehicles and traffic $11,000, as proposed by the Sen- 
ate, instead of $5,000, as proposed by the House; appropriates 
$510,860 for police traffic control, instead of $508,010, as proposed 
by the House, and $523,242, as proposed by the Senate; provides 
$251,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $246,000, as pro- 
posed by the House, for personal services in the highway depart- 
ment; retains $277,000 of individual street paving items proposed 
by the Senate, and strikes out a total of $554,000 of such items 
inserted by the Senate; appropriates $200,000, as proposed by the 
Senate, instead of $150,000, as proposed by the House, for construc- 
tion of curbs and gutters; provides $450,000, as proposed by the 
Senate, instead of $350,000, as proposed by the House, for surfac- 
ing and resurfacing streets; appropriates $50,000, as proposed by 
the Senate, instead of $80,000, as proposed by the House, for main- 
tenance and repair of bridges; makes available $850,000, as pro- 
posed by the Senate, instead of $825,000, as proposed by the House, 
for repairs to streets; restores the provisions of the House appro- 
priating $320,000 for a grade separation structure at K Street NW., 
and $530,000 for an underpass at Thomas Circle NW.; strikes out, 
as proposed by the Senate, the appropriation of $480,000, pro- 
posed by the House, for an underpass at Dupont Circle NW.; and 
restores the matter stricken out by the Senate with reference to 
the operation of a testing leboratory by the highways department. 

On amendments Nos. 131 and 132: Provides that not exceeding 
$750 each may be expended for the purchase of one and one-half 
ton trucks for the distribution service of the water department, 
as proposed by the Senate, instead of $675, as proposed by the 
House; and appropriates $367,700 for such service, as proposed by 
the Senate, instead of $362,300, as proposed by the House. 

On amendment No. 134: Provides that materials and supplies 
shall be purchased through the Procurement Division of the 
Treasury Department whenever possible, as proposed by the House, 
instead of making such purchases discretionary, as proposed by 
the Senate. 

The committee of conference report in disagreement the follow- 
ing amendments of the Senate: 

On amendment No. 5: Relating to appropriations for the office 
of the Auditor. 

On amendment No. 10: Relating to advertising in ee 

On amendment No. 12: Relating to an investigation of public 
relief in the District of Columbia. 

On amendment No. 22: Relating to the preparation of plans and 
specifications for a library building. 

On amendment No. 29: Relating to street lighting. 

On amendment No. 35: Relating to lectures in the schools on 
the effects of alcohol and narcotics. 

On amendment No. 58: Relating to the purchase of a site for the 
Thomas Jefferson Memorial Junior High School. 

On amendment No. 66: Relating to contract investigational serv- 
ices for the Health Department. 

On amendment No. 69: Relating to the appropriation for per- 
sonal services for the Tuberculosis Sanatoria, 

On amendment No. 77: Relating to the use of the unexpended 
balance of the st es ote for a health center on the site of 
the Jones Elementary Schoo! 

On amendment No. 82: Relating to contract investigational serv- 
ices for the Board of Public Welfare. 

On amendment No. 127: Relating to the construction of a bridge 
in line of Pennsylvania Avenue over the Anacostia River. 

On amendment No. 128: Relating to the construction of a bridge 
in line of Massachusetts Avenue NW. 

On amendment No. 129: Corrects a total. 

On amendment No. 133: Relating to an appropriation for the 
construction of a reservoir on the grounds of the United States 
Soldiers’ Home. 
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On amendment No. 135: Crediting the accounts of the Distriet 
of Columbia for certain disbursements. 
On amendment No. 136: Relating to the installation of parking 


meters. 
Ross A. COLLINS, 
MILLARD F. CALDWELL, 
JOSEPH E. CASEY, 
ALBERT J. ENGEL, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I wish to make a general 
statement with reference to this bill. 

This bill is $489,000 under the Budget. It is $865,000 less 
than the amount appropriated by the Senate. The general 
fund items in the bill are $682,000 under the general fund 
items appropriated last year. There are certain increases 
in the bill, but they are increases from funds that originate 
as a result of gasoline taxes and taxes on motor vehicles. 

With this preliminary statement, Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the adoption of the conference report. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The conference report was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the first amend- 
ment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 5: On page 5, in line 4, after the word 
“amended”, insert, “and civil-service requirements for the em- 
ployment of a real-estate expert, to be immediately available; and 
the compensation of the present incumbent of the position,” 


Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and con- 
cur in the Senate amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. LANHAM). The question 
is on the motion of the gentleman from Mississippi. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate amendment No. 10: Page 11, line 23, after "$9,000", 
insert “Provided, That this appropriation shall not be available 
for the payment of advertising in newspapers published outside 
of the District of Columbia, notwithstanding the requirement for 
such advertising provided by existing law.” 


Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and con- 
cur in the Senate amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment No. 12: Page 13, beginning in line 1, strike out 
all of lines 1 to 7, inclusive, and insert: 

“For an investigation of public relief in the District of Colum- 
bia to be made under the supervision of the chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Appropriations and the chairman of the 
House Committee on Appropriations, who are authorized to select 
a person to act as director of investigation at a salary to be fixed 
by the said chairmen; such investigation shall cover the extent 
of unemployment in said District; the need for all types of 
relief; the extent to which existing agencies are meeting both 
the unemployment and relief situations; the adequacy or inade- 
quacy of individual grants; the characteristics of cases receiving 
assistance from public agencies; the policies and procedures of 
public administrative organizations, including the adequacy, 
qualifications, and competency of personnel. The said director 
of investigation is authorized and empowered to employ necessary 
assistants at rates of pay to be approved by the chairmen of the 
committees aforesaid, and the said director may request and be 
entitled to obtain such assistance as he may deem n 
from Federal and District agencies, including the Social Se- 
curity Board and the Works Progress Administration, and the 
said director and his assistants shall have access to any and all 
records of such agencies, including financial statements, social 
case histories and correspondence, and he shall be free to seek 
information from staff members and employees of such agencies; 
and the said director shall make a full report to the aforesaid 
chairmen prior to May 1, 1938, of the results of the investigation, 
including such recommendations as he may deem necessary relat- 
ing to administrative efficiency, the adequacy or inadequacy of 
public relief in the District of Columbia, existing and proposed 
work projects providing for unemployed employables, and any 
other kindred matters, $10,000, said sum to be available immedi- 
ately and to be expended without reference to the Classification 
FE of 1923, as amended, civil-service requirements, or any other 

W.“ 


1938 


Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and con- 
cur in the Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 12: Mr. CoLLINSs moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate No. 12, 
and agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu 
of the matter inserted by said amendment insert the following: 

“For an investigation of public relief in the District of Columbia 
to be made under the supervision of the chairmen of the respec- 
tive Subcommittees on District of Columbia Appropriations of 
the Committees on Appropriations of the Senate and House of 
Representatives, who are authorized to select a person to act 
as director of inv at a salary to be fixed by the said 
chairmen; such investigation shall cover the extent of unemploy- 
ment in said District; the need for all types of relief; the extent 
to which existing agencies are meeting both the unemployment 
and relief situations; the adequacy or inadequacy of individual 
grants; the characteristics of cases receiving assistance from public 
agencies; the policies and procedures of public administrative 
organizations, including the adequacy, qualifications, and com- 
petency of personnel. The said director of investigation is au- 
thorized and empowered to employ necessary assistants at rates 
of pay to be approved by the chairmen of the subcommittees 
aforesaid, and the said director may request and be entitled to 
obtain such assistance as he may deem necessary from Federal 
and District agencies, including the Social Security Board and 
the Works Pr Administration, and the said director and his 
assistants shall have access to any and all records of such agencies, 
including financial statements, social case histories and cor- 
respondence, and he shall be free to seek information from staff 
members and employees of such agencies; and the said director 
shall make a full report to the aforesaid chairmen prior to August 
1, 1988, of the results of the investigation, including such recom- 
mendations as he may deem necessary relating to administrative 
efficiency, the adequacy or imadequacy of public relief in the 
District of Columbia, existing and proposed work projects providing 
for unemployed employables, and any other kindred matters, 
$10,000, said sum to be available immediately and to be expended 
without reference to the Classification Act of 1923, as amended, 
civil-service requirements, or any other law.” 


Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman from 
Mississippi yield? 

Mr. COLLINS. I yield to the gentleman from Connecticut, 
for any question he may want to ask. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. When this bill was originally considered, 
on points of order there was stricken out of the bill a pro- 
vision to pay for staff help for the people’s counsel in this 
city. 

Mr. COLLINS. The gentleman is correct. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. As I recall, the provision for the secretary 
and staff of the people's counsel was stricken out on points of 
order. 8 

Mr. COLLINS. Yes; but the secretary can still be allotted 
to the people’s counsel by the Commission. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I thank the gentleman, 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLINS. I yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. In what respect, if any, is there a differ- 
ence between the bill as amended by the Senate and the 
amendment proposed by the gentleman? 

Mr. COLLINS. The only difference is that my amend- 
ment gives the investigating agency more than 30 days to 
investigate. It would be impossible to complete the investi- 
gation within that time. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The gentleman means the report is to 
come back on what date? 

Mr. COLLINS. On August 1 or prior thereto. They can 
come in any time they want to. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Was not from now until the Ist of May 
1938, as contemplated in the Senate amendment, sufficient 
time? 

Mr. COLLINS. No. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Of course, the Congress probably will 
not be in session August 1. 

Mr. COLLINS. I understand; but they can report 2 weeks 
from now or 3 weeks from now. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I have just had a chance to examine the 
bill. May I ask if a provision was put in the bill to make the 
amount for relief run over a period of 12 months? 

Mr. COLLINS. That is right. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. In other words, they will have to so hus- 
band their resources as to come out even for the 12 months? 
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Mr. COLLINS. Yes; but this does not mean they will 
have to spend an equal amount each month. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. And in the event we run into the same 
condition we had in respect of the deficiency relief bill, where 
we had to come in for $250,000,000 more because of the un- 
usual economic situation of the country, of course the Dis- 
trict of Columbia would be in the same position we were in 
in that respect. 

Mr. COLLINS. I do not believe the gentleman need have 
any apprehension about that. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Of course, I may say to the gentleman 
it is a matter of opinion whether the need will arise, and I 
had contemplated resisting the conference report, but I 
thought, in view of the fact that an investigation is taking 
place, we could well defer the matter. 

Mr. COLLINS. I think we will have all the money we will 
need, and in the event there is not a sufficient amount of 
money I am quite certain the Congress will provide it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Of course, we will have from January 3 
on in case a deficiency is necessary. 

Mr. COLLINS. That is right. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the mo- 
tion of the gentleman from Mississippi to recede and concur 
in the Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 22: On e 20, beginning in line 1 
strike out all of lines 10, 11, and 3 * 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and concur 
with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Collins moves that the House recede from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the Senate No. 22 and agree to the same 
with an amendment as follows: Restore the matter stricken out 
by said amendment amended to read as follows: “For the prepara- 
tion of plans and specifications for a library building to be con- 
structed on square 491 in the District of Columbia, $60,000.” 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLINS. Yes. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The language of the gentleman’s motion, 
of course, differs from the language in the bill as contem- 
plated by the House when this bill was up for consideration 
by striking out the words “branch library”? 

Mr. COLLINS. That is all. The only difference is it is a 
library building instead of a branch library. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Will the gentleman refresh my memory 
by giving me the exact location of square 491. 

Mr. COLLINS. It is down here where the Ford Build- 
ing is. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the 
motion of the gentleman from Mississippi to recede and 
concur in the Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
next amendment in disagreement. . 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No, 29: On page 23, after line 20, insert: 

“Street lighting: For purchase, installation, and maintenance of 
public lamps, lampposts, street designations, lanterns, and fixtures 
of all kinds on streets, avenues, roads, alleys, and public spaces, 
part cost of maintenance of airport and airway lights necessary for 
operation of the air mail, and for all necessary expenses in connec- 
tion therewith, including rental of storerooms, extra labor, opera- 
tion, maintenance, and repair of motortrucks, this sum to be 
expended in accordance with the provisions of sections 7 and 8 
of the District of Columbia Appropriation Act for the fiscal year 
1912 (36 Stat. 1008-1011, sec. 7), and with the provisions of the 
District of Columbia Appropriation Act for the fiscal year 1913 
(37 Stat. 181-184, sec. 7), and other laws applicable thereto, $765,000: 
Provided, That this appropriation shall not be available for the 
payment of rates for electric. street lighting in excess of those 
authorized to be paid in the fiscal year 1927, and payment for 


electric current for new forms of street lighting shall not exceed 
2 cents per kilowatt-hour for current consumed: Provided further, 
That no part of this appropriation shall be available for the pay- 
ment on any contract required by law to be awarded through com- 
petitive bidding, which is net awarded to the lowest responsible 
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bidder on specifications, and such specifications shall be so drawn 
as to admit of fair competition.” 


Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and concur 
in the Senate amendment. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLINS. I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I notice this street lighting was under 
the public playgrounds, and I am wondering if that was 
done by accident or design? 

Mr. COLLINS. That was an error in printing. The effect 
of this amendment is to pay for street lighting out of the 
general funds of the District instead of out of the gasoline- 
tax fund. 

The motion to recede and concur in the senate amendment 
was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No, 35: On page 27, after line 15, insert a new para- 
graph, as follows: 

“For financing 110 lectures by qualified medical experts on the 
effects of alcoholic beverages and other narcotics, to be delivered 


at student assemblies in all the public school buildings in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia which have auditoriums, $550.” 


Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and concur 
in the Senate amendment with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Corus moves that the House recede from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the Senate No. 35 and agree to the same with 
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment insert the following: 

“Qualified Federal personnel is authorized with the approval of 
the head of the Federal agency concerned and upon request by the 
Board of Education to give lectures in the public schools on the 
effects of alcoholic liquors and narcotics.” 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for 
a question? 

Mr. COLLINS. I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. What would be the proper Federal bureau 
concerned here whence they could get lecturers for this pur- 
pose? 

Mr. COLLINS. Let me state the situation that confronts 
us. Senator Capper added the amendment requiring 110 
lectures in the public schools to be delivered to the school 
children on the injurious effects of alcohol. A fee of $5 was 
to be paid for each lecture to each person delivering the lec- 
tures. The effect of this amendment is to permit the lec- 
tures but to permit persons in Federal agencies to deliver 
them without cost. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. So that we would save $550? 

Mr. COLLINS. Yes. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. In the discussions had, if the gentleman 
knows, what authoritative, competent lecturer could be ob- 
tained to deliver such a lecture for $5? 

Mr. COLLINS. I do not know about that, but we will use 
the Public Health agency—that is, persons employed there— 
to deliver these lectures. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLINS. Yes. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. Is it proposed to leave anything to the 
churches or the parents to do in respect to the training 
of children, or is that a matter to be turned entirely over to 
Government departments? 

Mr. COLLINS. The gentleman is in a better position to 
answer that question than I am. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the mo- 
tion of the gentleman from Mississippi to recede and concur 
with an amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 58: Page 37, line 14, after the word 
“available”, insert “For the latter purpose without restriction as 


to area in southwest W. m in which said building may be 
located.” 


The Clerk will report the 
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Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and concur 
in the Senate amendment. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLINS. Yes. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. My understanding is 
that the House accepted $5,000 increase for inspection, so 
that that money could be used for the eradication of certain 
smoke. 

Mr. COLLINS. I hope they will use it for that purpose. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Will the gentleman explain what the ef- 
fect of that language will be? 

Mr. COLLINS. It is to increase the area in which the site 
can be located. It was a limited area fixed in a previous bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the mo- 
tion of the gentleman from Mississippi to recede and concur. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 66: Page 41, line 3, after the word 


“services,” insert “without reference to section 3709 of the Revised 
Statutes (41 U. S. C. 5), $229,690. 


Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and concur 
in the Senate amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 69: Page 48, line 11, strike out 8335980“ 
and insert 362,740.“ 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and concur 
with an amendment which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. CoLLINS moves that the House recede from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the Senate No. 69, and agree to the 
same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum pro- 


posed insert “$350,000, and nurses for said sanitoria may be ap- 
pointed without reference to the civil-service requirements.” 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the motion of the gentleman from Mississippi. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 77: Page 50, after line 14, strike out all of 
lines 14 to 23 inclusive. 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and concur 
with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Corus moves that the House recede from its disagreement 
of the amendment of the Senate No. 77, and agree to the 
same with an amendment as follows: Restore the matter stricken 
out by said amendment amended to read as follows: “The un- 
expended balance of the appropriation of $165,000 for the con- 
struction of a health center on the site of the Jones Elementary 
School at First and L Streets, NW., made in the District of 
Columbia Appropriation Act for the fiscal year 1938, is hereby 
repealed.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the mo- 
tion of the gentleman from Mississippi to recede and concur 
with an amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment No. 82: Page 54, line 4, after the word “services”, 
insert “without reference to section 3709 of the Revised Statutes 
(41 U. S. C. 5), $104,990.” 


Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re- 
cede from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate 
No. 82 and concur in the same. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
next amendment in disagreement. 


1938 


The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment No. 127: Page 83, beginning in line 18, insert a 
mew paragraph, as follows: 

“For the construction of a bridge to replace the bridge in line of 
Pennsylvania Avenue over the Anacostia River in accordance with 
plans and profiles to be approved by the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia, including construction of and changes in 
sewer and water mains, traveling expenses in connection with the 
inspection of material at the point of manufacture, employment of 
engineering and other professional services, by contract or other- 
wise, and without reference to section 3709 of the Revised Statutes 
(41 U. S. C. 5) or the Classification Act of 1923, as amended, and 
engineering and incidental expenses, $620,000, and the Commis- 
sioners are authorized to enter into contract or contracts for the 
completion of said bridge at a cost not to exceed $2,000,000: Pro- 
vided, That the expense of necessary personnel to handle railroad 
traffic during construction and the changes in power and con- 
ductor lines incident to construction of the bridge shall be borne 
by the Pennsylvania Railroad Co.” 


Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate No. 
127 and concur in the same. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment No, 128: Page 84, beginning in line 11, insert a new 
paragraph, as follows: 

“For the construction of a bridge to replace the existing culvert 
in the line of Massachusetts Avenue NW. across Rock Creek and 
Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway, including the necessary repav- 
ing of approach roads and streets, changes and reconstruction of 
sewers and water mains, relocation of fire and police alarm boxes 
and traffic lights, the employment of engineering or other profes- 
sional services, by contract, or otherwise, and without reference to 
section 3709 of the Revised Statutes (U. S. C., title 41, sec. 5) or 
the Classification Act of 1923, as amended, civil service require- 
ments, and engineering and incidental expenses, $460,000.” 


Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate No. 
128, and concur in the same with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment No. 128: That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate No. 128, and agree to the 
same with an amendment, as follows: 

“For the construction of an additional culvert under Masa- 
chusetts Avenue NW. in the line of Rock Creek and Potomac Park- 
way in accordance with plans and profiles to be approved by the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia, including necessary 
changes, construction and reconstruction of roadways, sidewalks, 
and curbing, and construction of and changes in sewer and water 
mains, fire alarm and police patrol boxes, and construction, recon- 
struction, and relocation of parkway roads, walkways, etc., as 
may be approved by said Commissioners, travel expenses in con- 
nection with the inspection of material at the point of manufac- 
ture, employment of engineering and other professional services 
by contract or otherwise and without reference to section 3709 of 
the Revised Statutes (41 U. S. C. 5) or the Classification Act of 
1923, as amended, civil service requirements, and engineering and 
incidental expenses, $125,000, and the Commissioners are author- 
ized to enter into contract or contracts for the completion of said 
culvert at a cost not to exceed $300,000.” 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the mo- 
tion of the gentleman from Mississippi. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 129: Page 85, in line 17, strike out “$3,934,600” 
and insert “$4,660,600.” 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate 
No. 129 and agree to the same with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 129: Mr. CoLLINS moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate No. 129, 
and agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the sum proposed insert “$4,621,600.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
next amendment in disagreement. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment No. 133: On page 89, after Iine 23, insert a new 
paragraph, as follows: 

“For the construction of a reservoir of approximately 15,000,000 
gallons capacity on the grounds of the United States Soldiers’ 
Home, District of Columbia, including necessary appurtenances 
and auxiliaries, and including not to exceed $12,000 for the em- 
ployment, by contract or otherwise, and without reference to sec- 
tion 3709 of the Revised Statutes (41 U. S. C. 5) or the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1923, as amended, of engineering and other professional 
services, $400,000, to continue available until June 30, 1940.” 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate No. 
133 and concur in the same. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLINS. I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Would not engineering and professional 
services within the scope of the Classification Act be avail- 
able for this work? 

Mr. COLLINS. No. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. It would not? 

Mr. COLLINS. No. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I accept the gentleman’s opinion in the 
matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the mo- 
tion of the gentleman from Mississippi to recede and concur 
with an amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A Amendment No. 135: Page 9, after line 5, insert a new section, as 
‘ollows: 

“Sec. 10. Credit is allowed in the accounts of the District of 
Columbia for disbursements made from the appropriation ‘Divi- 
sion of Child Welfare, District of Columbia, 1933’, covered by 
audit Nos. 180442, 186060, 192920; and General Accounting Office 
Certificate No. G-73092-DC, dated October 11, 1937.” 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re- 
cede from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate 
No. 135 and concur in the same. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLINS. I yield. 


Mr. DIRKSEN. How much is involved? 
Mr. COLLINS. One hundred and twenty-five dollars. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. What are they, lost vouchers? 


Mr. COLLINS. The Comptroller held them up on a tech- 
nicality. Only $125 is involved. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment No, 136: Page 96, after line 11, insert a new section 
as follows: 

“Sec. 11. The Commissioners of the District of Columbia are 
hereby authorized and empowered, in their discretion, to secure and 
to install, at no expense to the said District, mechanical parking 
meters or devices on the streets, avenues, roads, highways, and 
other public spaces in the District of Columbia under the juris- 
diction and control of said Commissioners; and said Commission- 
ers are authorized and empowered to make and enforce rules and 
regulations for the control of the parking of vehicles on such 
streets, avenues, roads, highways, and other public spaces, and as 
an aid to such regulation and control of the parking of vehicles 
the Commissioners may prescribe fees for the privilege of parking 
vehicles where said meters or devices are installed. 

“The Commissioners are further authorized and empowered to 
pay the purchase price and cost of installation of the said meters 
or devices from the fees collected, and thereafter such meters or 
devices shall become the property of said District, and all fees 
collected shall be paid to the collector of taxes for deposit in the 
Treasury of the United States to the credit of the revenues of said 
District.” 


Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate No. 
136 and agree to the same with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Cottrns moves that the House recede from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the Senate No. 136, and agree to the same 
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with an amendment as follows: In the third line of the second 
paragraph of said amendment, after the word “collected”, insert 
the following: “which are hereby appropriated for such purpose,” 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to make an 
initial statement on this amendment. After that I shall be 
very happy to yield to anyone who wants time or who wants 
to make a statement. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Is the time to be equally divided be- 
tween the opposition and those in favor? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair may say that 
the time will be at the disposal of the chairman of the 
committee. 

Mr. COLLINS. I will yield to anyone who wants to make 
a statement. 

Mr. Speaker, the conferees realized that there was con- 
siderable opposition to this proposal. We realized also this 
was a very controversial subject. Before we reached an 
agreement with the Senate conferees in reference to this 
matter we had it distinctly understood that only a very lim- 
ited space, not to exceed four blocks, would be set aside for 
this project. There are about 10 different types of parking 
meters, and the Commissioners will give a test to each and 
every one of these 10 types of parking meters in the 
three or four blocks, without cost to the District, so that we 
may determine whether or not they should be installed as 
a going institution in the District of Columbia. 

As this is presented it is a very small matter. Frankly 
I do not believe that any parking-meter concern in the 
country will make a penny as a result of this experimenta- 
tion. I believe they will be acquired for the smallest pos- 
sible sum. It does not entail the expenditure of one single 
penny so far as the District of Columbia is concerned. I 
do not believe anyone will be affected unless it be some park- 
ing lot that may lose a little revenue as the result of the 
installation of these parking meters for a temporary period 
of time. 

Up to about 30 days ago I would have voted against this 
proposal to temporarily establish the meters in the District 
of Columbia; however, about a month ago I was in Miami, 
Fla., and on the principal street of that city I drove up 
to a vacant space and was able to park for 1 hour for a 
5-cent charge. Without the meters I never would have been 
able to have parked within 8 or 10 blocks of the place I 
wanted to go. 

I want you to understand that both the chairman of the 
House subcommittee and the chairman of the Senate sub- 
committee will write to the Commissioners setting out the 
facts in full as I have stated them to you today in the event 
this item is left in the bill. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLINS. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. For years every one has 
realized that the parking problem in the District of Colum- 
bia is a real problem and perhaps greater than any other 
city in the country. I just saw some figures today. There 
is one automobile to every two people in the District of 
Columbia as compared with one automobile to every nine 
people in the city of New York. You may start at the end 
of Constitution Avenue in Potomac Park and ride to the 
Capitol, and you will see all the signs, “One Hour Parking” 
and “Two Hours Parking.” The Commissioners can look out 
of their windows in the District Building and see thousands 
and thousands of violations of the traffic law. The streets 
are being used for parking purposes day and night like no- 
where else in the country. 

Mr. COLLINS. And all day and all night. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Yes. The Government 
employees drive their cars to work, which takes them about 
5 or 10 minutes. They leave their cars downtown all day, 
then drive them home and leave them on the street all 
night. No other city in this country would permit that. 
The hazard is too great. Something must be done about 
the parking problem in the District of Columbia. I do not 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


MARCH 21 


know whether parking meters will solve it or not. In other 
cities it has solved the problem. I believe it is worth while 
permitting them to have a try-out. 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I want to emphasize once 
again to the House that the chairman of the Senate Sub- 
committee on Appropriations for the District of Columbia 
and the chairman of your subcommittee will write to the 
District Commissioners and ask them to test all of these 10 
types during the test period for the purpose of ascertaining 
which one of them is the best. I know there has been a lot 
of talk about parking meters, but I do not believe you are 
going to experience any of the difficulties that have been 
represented to us by other cities. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois, Mr. DIRKSEN. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I have no hard and fast 
notions on this matter of parking meters, but I do not believe 
it is the thing for the city of Washington. What has been 
said may be perfectly true about Miami, Fla. For 2 or 3 
months of the year down there there is a peak season when 
the tourists go down there, but we have a peak season every 
month in the year and every day. There are 127,000 people 
on the pay roll in Washington, a condition without parallel 
in other cities. 

If you want to find out what congestion is, all you have 
to do is go downtown about 4 o'clock and watch the traffic 
moving into the outskirts of the city. The real problem in 
Washington is to get the cars off the streets and not to rent 
a portion of city streets for 5 cents an hour. That theory 
is wrong. We can draw all the analogies we like, but you 
cannot adapt them to the city of Washington, because con- 
ditions here are different. 

So far as the information that has come to me is con- 
cerned, I do not know whether this parking meter business 
has gotten to be a racket or not. They sell uniformly for 
about $58 apiece, and they cost, after figuring salesmen’s 
commissions and profits, as well as making a generous allow- 
ance for company profit, about $20 apiece. I do not know 
why that disparity of $38 unless that is a fund made neces- 
sary to merchandise them where opposition develops. 

There has been a lot of talk as to where parking meters 
are now installed. I think it is time to get the record 
straight, since we have already discussed this matter three 
or four times in the House. First, may I give you the names 
of the companies manufacturing parking meters: 

Dual Parking Meter Co., Oklahoma City, Okla. 


Parking Timer Co., Cincinnati, Ohio. 
Mark-Time Parking Meter Co., Miami, Fla. 


You see, they have a company in Miami and they have 
been able to sell their own town on the idea. That would 
be only natural. 

The Parkrite Co., Houston, Tex. 

Miller Parking Meter Co., Chicago, III. 

Parking Tax-O-Meter, Long Beach, Calif. 

Vaco Parking Meter Co., Oklahoma City, Okla, 

Karkark Corporation, New York City. 

How many towns have parking meters at the present time? 
I believe the record ought to be clarified on that matter, be- 
cause it has not been heretofore. There are 27 cities in the 
United States that have parking meters at the present time. 
I am going to insert the list in the Recorp. I notice that for 
the most part they have 150 or 200 meters. There is one 
town, Toledo, Ohio, that has a thousand. Meadville, Pa., has 
117; Sharon, 100; and Wilkes-Barre, 200. Dallas has 1,500; 
El Paso, 502; and Fort Worth, 950. The rest of them I will 
put in the RECORD. 

Mr. O'CONNOR. of New York. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Atlantic City probably is a 
fair comparison with the District, as far as tourists are con- 
cerned. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I would say for only a few months in the 
year. 
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Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Atlantic City has started 
within the year, as I am informed, to experiment with these 
parking meters. It has a number of visitors, as has the Dis- 
trict. I wonder if an automobile party from the gentleman’s 
district could come into Washington at this minute and find 
a place to park anywhere between beyond the Capitol and 
Potomac Park. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I may say to the gentleman parking is an 
admitted evil. I recognize it as well as anybody, but I am 
afraid we will be fooling ourselves with a lot of palliatives 
which are just like so many mustard plasters. They will give 
temporary relief but will not solve the problem. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Is it not a fact that if these 
people instead of paying for a garage—and you can get garage 
space in Washington for $3 a month; cheaper than anywhere 
else in this country—were compelled to pay for parking on 
the public streets all day and all night, they might not be on 
the public streets and would find some other place to park, 
either a parking lot or a garage? 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. I want to find out where one of these 
$3-a-month garages is to be found in my neighborhood. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. That was gone into some- 
time ago. They are to be found within walking distance of 
the Capitol. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. A majority of us do not live within 
walking distance of the Capitol, however. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Near the hotels you will 
find garages charging from $3 to $5 a month. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. I would like to find one. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. It is expected, of course, that if parking 
meters are installed the city Commissioners will look after 
their regulation. You start out with the understanding that 
Commissioner Hazen has no faith in parking meters. I will 
read you the statement he made when this matter was 
brought up: 

My theory of this matter is to get cars off the streets to facili- 
tate traffic and not rent the public streets for parking purposes. 

Of course, he may or may not be an expert on the subject. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Why does he not get them 
off the street? Because this afternoon he could find 5,000 
violations within 10 blocks of the District Building. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I may say, of course, I do not know any- 
thing about the mental processes of the gentleman, and I 
cannot account for his attitude on the matter, nor do I 
know whether those violations are in fact taking place. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. There is no way to ac- 
count for violation of these laws. Street after street is 
lined with cars all day, although 1-hour parking signs are 
up on the streets. I have seen fire engines try to get to a 
fire on some of these streets and they could not get near 
the plugs. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. To continue for a moment, there are 
nine cities that have installed parking meters and have 
taken them out. They are West Haven, Conn.; Mobile, 
Ala.; Birmingham, Ala.; Hutchinson, Kans.; Topeka, Kans.; 
Paducah, Ky.; Salt Lake City, Utah; and Lubbock and 
Tyler, Tex. These towns have had parking meters but for 
various reasons have taken them out, principally because 
the downtown merchants have objected to having parking 
meters. Fearing business would be driven away from them, 
they have prevailed upon the city councils in these respective 
municipalities to have the parking meters taken out. So 
you have 27 cities today that have them and 9 cities that 
did have them but have eliminated them by action of the 
municipal council. For the purposes of the Recorp that is 
the status so far as the country’s parking meter experience 
is concerned. 

As I say, I have been opposed to the parking meter. I do 
not believe we ought to experiment with the Nation’s Capital 
on so flimsy a basis, for one thing. Secondly, I do not be- 
lieve it is a remedy for the difficulty. If the purpose of in- 
stalling parking meters is going to be for revenue rather 
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than regulation, we may very manifestly run up against 
a challenge of the authority of the municipality here to 
install them on the ground they are imposed for revenue 
and that it is not commensurate with the amount of 
regulation, inspection, and service that may be accorded 
the motorists. 

I do not pretend to any intimate knowledge on the sub- 
ject, but to me this is rather persuasive. The American 
Automobile Association that takes real pride in purveying 
service to motorists everywhere in the country is opposed 
to the parking meter idea. The Keystone Automobile Asso- 
ciation, which I understand is the largest association of 
motorists in the East, is also opposed to it. These people 
have been dealing with the problems of the motorists, with 
problems of parking, and with problems of taxation for a 
great many years. They are experts and maintain expert 
centers down here at the lower end of Pennsylvania Avenue 
for conducting surveys in different parts of the country, 
and for one I would rather take their opinion on a matter 
of this kind than to take my own or, perhaps, that of Mem- 
bers of Congress who have no special knowledge in this field. 

Mr. COLLINS. Is the gentleman certain that the Key- 
stone Association is against this, because it has been my 
understanding that the Keystone Association in the District 
is for it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. It was my understanding up to 2 days 
ago that they were opposed to it, unless they have changed 
their mind. For the sake of accuracy, I am certain that the 
American Automobile Association is opposed to meters, but 
not certain about the Keystone. In any event, I trust the 
House will reject this proposal and send it back to the 
Senate in disagreement. 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. O'MALLEY]. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, this proposition came up 
last year in the House and was very thoroughly and roundly 
defeated. Today this bill comes in here with a very small 
proportion of the Members of the House even knowing in ad- 
vance that this conference report was to be called up and, 
certainly, with a very few of the Members here who last year 
voted overwhelmingly to take this out of the District appro- 
priation bill. 

Here is another instance where the other body has been 
able to write legislation into an appropriation bill which we 
in this body are prevented from doing by the rules of the 
House. 

Here is a flea that hopped on the back of the dog just as 
it was leaving the kennel, because you can see where it is 
located in this bill. It is the tail end, sneaked in there as an 
afterthought and a rider, although last year this House 
conclusively defeated the same proposition. Here is a cheap, 
chiseling piece of nickel snatching that the District of Co- 
lumbia, the great Capital of the United States, is asked to 
indulge in to the detriment of our constituents who come 
here from time to time to visit this shrine of the Republic. 
This odoriferous proposition of parking meters was attempted 
in the city I represent and I read in our local papers only the 
other day that a citizens’ committee asked for a complete 
investigation of the methods used by these manufacturing 
companies to try to persuade our community to purchase 
these curbstone slot machines. I think there ought to be a 
thorough investigation of some of the methods used by the 
manufacturers of these meters to get them into the various 
cities because I think I know a little about the lobbying 
tactics they have resorted to in various cities and why the 
cost for these devices is exorbitantly high. 

Here is a proposition where the rich man can put his 
$10,000 limousine in a specially selected part of the street 
in the morning and then send his chauffeur out every hour 
to put in the money and let him hog the street for 24 hours 
if he wants to, while the poor man who sometimes can ill 
afford the nickel or dime they propose to charge, is limited 
to parking time by the limitations of his meager pocket- 
book. 
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I think that we ought to vote down the motion to recede 
and concur and take this item out of the bill. We defeated 
it once and it is my own opinion that if we are prevented 
from doing certain things by the rules of this body, if we 
are prevented from adding legislation to an appropriation 
bill we ought to stand up and jealously defend the rights 
and the rules of this body by refusing to allow legislation to 
be added to appropriation bills by way of conference reports. 

I can appreciate the position of the distinguished chair- 
man of the subcommittee. His subcommittee undoubtedly 
has agreed to recede and concur in this amendment, but 
we owe it first to the people we represent not to let this 
chiseling proposition get a foothold in the District that all 
of our constituents want to visit some time, and we owe it, 
secondly, to the Members who are not here to voice their 
position on this matter today to defer this motion so it can 
be taken up again. 

I wish to say only one thing more. When this proposi- 
tion was up last time every automobile association which 
conveyed its opinion to me was against this proposition. 
The American Automobile Association only last week con- 
veyed to me the information that they are unalterably 
against it. 

The question involved in this motion is whether we are 
going to try to adhere to the wishes of a majority of auto- 
mobile owners and drivers or whether we are going to try to 
accommodate the wishes of a couple of parking meter manu- 
facturers who have a group in the Capitol halls trying to slip 
this thing across. 

Mr. McGRANERY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O’MALLEY. I yield. 

Mr. McGRANERY. Does the gentleman know whether or 
not the Senate committee held any public hearings or any 
hearings of any sort with respect to these meters? 

Mr. O’MALLEY. I may say to the gentleman that I do 
not know how this got into the bill in the Senate, because this 
comes up here suddenly, and I only got a copy of the report 
today. I do not know how this provision was added to the 
bill in the Senate, or how many were present when it got in 
over there. 

Mr. COLLINS. The Senate had very extensive hearings 
upon it, and I shall read some of the statements in those 
hearings. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLINS. Yes. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. They started out for the purpose of reg- 
ulating traffic, and then if they take in 50 cents each day, 
and there is a number of them, the revenue adduced is so 
handsome for municipalities that are in straitened circum- 
stances that then, whether he will want them or not, they 
keep them in, and I think that is one of the reasons why 
parking meters have remained in a whole lot of places. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Usually when these things get a foot- 
hold it is pretty hard to get rid of them. I am not sur- 
prised that they have them in Miami, because it is hard to 
get rid of things once they get started in a resort city. 
Washington is not a resort city. You know how hard it is 
to get rid of slot machines when the revenue from them has 
been enough to take care of the right people. They prob- 
ably have the same experience in Florida with these 
parking meters as they had with the slot machines, which 
were very hard to get rid of. If the parking meter is de- 
signed to make the streets available for the people who want 
to park, why does not the police department of this city 
enforce the 1-hour parking regulations? I have seen them 
park on these streets where they have stayed all day long, 
and never have seen any policeman put a ticket on a car. In 
my city parking regulations are enforced, and when a man 
stays more than 1 hour he gets a ticket, and whether he be 
rich or poor, he must go to the court and pay a fine. I ask 
any Member of the House if he has ever seen, downtown, 
any of these policemen enforce the 1-hour parking regu- 
lation in any section. Of course, they may tag some Mem- 
bers of Congress who have parked to transact the business 
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ef the Government, but I have not seen them do it on many 
streets where needed. I think if they would enforce the 
i-hour parking regulations here in our downtown districts, 
we would not have to have any parking meters to do the 
work of policemen who appear to have nothing else to do 
from the record of criminal apprehension in the past years. 

Mr. SACKS. That still does not relieve the policeman 
from doing his work, even if they have parking meters. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Oh, yes, it does. He does the collecting 
on the parking meters if they are to be checked for viola- 
tions, and probably collecting is more pleasant than ticket 
writing under present regulations. 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. McSweeney]. 

Mr. McSWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I feel, before we criticize 
the chairman of the subcommittee with regard to his pro- 
gram, we should try to offer a solution. I have taken up 
with the chief of the fire department and also with the 
Commissioners the question of using the space now left 
open for fireplugs as taxi stands. I find in going over 
the congested area of the city that many of the taxi stands 
are quite close to fireplugs. I understand that the Commis- 
sioners have issued a regulation that no taxi driver can be 
more than 5 feet from his taxi, and if four or five taxis 
were parked at a fireplug, then in case of an emergency, 
those taxis would pull away, and as the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. O’Connor] said, that would give a better 
opportunity for the fire equipment to get up to the fire- 
plug. Making a rough estimate, I found this would relieve 
about 2,500 parkings in the downtown congested area of 
the city. I learned from the chief of the fire department, 
and I think we should be anxious to cooperate with him 
in his efforts to protect life and property here against fire, 
that he feels that the sudden flow of taxis into the stream 
of traffic, should there be a fire alarm, would greatly add 
to the hazard of getting the equipment up to the fire, 
but I believe this problem could be solved. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McSWEENEY. Yes. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Why should we limit that to taxicabs 
only. Why not also permit private automobiles to park in 
front of a fireplug, provided there is a driver in the auto- 
mobile at all times? 

Mr. McSWEENEY. That would be all right. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I do not think it should be confined to 
taxicabs. 

Mr. McSWEENEY. I then suggested that all bus stops 
should be at hydrants, because the bus merely draws up and 
pulls away. As it is they retain enough space—I measured 
it roughly—at bus stops to park about five cars, and I am 
sure the bus is only there about every 10 minutes, and only 
about 1 minute at a time. I believe that if this were taken 
up with the Commissioners it would add greatly to the relief 
of the parking question. I think the gentleman from Mis- 
souri [Mr. CocHRAN] and myself as Representatives from 
our respective States, owe it to the businessmen of the 
District to make it possible for the potential patron to be 
able to get up to their places of business. If we do not we 
are going to make the man who pays the high rent in the 
congested area lose a great deal of money, because we are 
driving business to the outlying areas, which may be a good 
thing in some circumstances, but it is unfair to the man 
who pays the higher rent in the congested area. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I think this is a question 
that ought to be tried out by the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict. Let them take all the types of the meters there are, 
experiment with them, and see which is the best. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLINS. I yield. 

Mr. HULL. Does not the chairman think that before we 
install something of this kind we should consider how we are 
going to get rid of it in case we do not want it? 
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Mr. COLLINS. There will be no difficulty getting rid of it. 

I do not think a very large space ought to be utilized in 
the experiment. I do not think it is necessary. If an exor- 
bitant price is to be paid for these meters, I will be one of 
the first to start an investigation to learn the reason for the 
payment of the exorbitant price. 

This question was debated at length in the Senate. It 
came up under a suspension of the rules and was passed by 
a two-thirds majority. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield 
there? 

Mr. COLLINS. I hope the gentleman will let me proceed. 

The gentleman from Illinois stated that the representatives 
of the A. A. A. and the Keystone both were against this. I 
asked him if he was certain about Keystone, because it was 
my understanding that Keystone favored it. He stated that 
he did not know, but it was still his impression that the 
Keystone Club was against it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLINS. I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I may say to the gentleman that I am not 
certain about Keystone, but I am certain about the Ameri- 
can Automobile Association. 

Mr. COLLINS. I understand. The representatives of the 
A. A. A. and Keystone both appeared before the Senate sub- 
committee. Here is what Mr. Keneipp of the Keystone 
Club had to say on the subject: 

Basically it is simply a question of making parking space on 
the streets available to the greatest number and not simply to 
the person who gets there first and stays longest. The parking 
meter apparently does make for more parking spaces, and that 


is what the motorist, the merchant, the director of traffic, and 
everyone else concerned with the problem wants, and wants 
badly. 


y. 

It is for these very practical reasons that the advisory board 
of the Keystone Automobile Club has gone on record in fayor of 
giving the meters a trial here. We only say that no city in the 
United States has any more critical parking problem than Wash- 
ington, and that the parking meter may very well provide a 
means of alleviating it. It is all very well to strike a dogmatic 
attitude and to insist on one’s legal rights to park on the public 
streets free of charge. 

But what does that avail the motorist and merchant when 
finding a space on the public streets free of charge is a practical 
impossibility? We believe it would be simply a matter of com- 
mon sense to give the parking meter an opportunity to see 
whether it can help Washington as it has helped other communi- 
ties throughout the country. 

We will be glad, if the committee wishes, to insert in the record 
certain pertinent material on the subject compiled from our survey. 

We urge your consideration of an authorization to the Com- 
missioners to experiment with parking meters in the city. 

Mr. Van Duzer, the director of traffic, likewise is in favor 
of parking meters. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLINS. I yield. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Permit me to say in connection with 
the gentleman’s last remark that the mere fact Mr. Van 
Duzer has recommended these things is sufficient to con- 
vince me that I could not possibly vote for them. With the 
condition traffic has gotten into under his direction, I 
could not accept his recommendation on anything. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield 
for one observation? 

Mr. COLLINS. I would like to vote on the amendment, 
for there is another committee waiting to get the floor. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. This will be the last observation I shall 
make. 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield briefly to the gen- 
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. With the charge of 5 cents an hour for 
the parking meters it means 50 cents a day of 10 hours in 
many instances. Parking lots and parking garages charge 
50 cents a day. So things even themselves up, but this does 
not relieve the difficulty or get the cars off the streets. If 
the gentleman has read the newspapers recently he will 
remember that I made an observation that the District 
Commissioners should be authorized and empowered to ac- 
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quire parking lots where people could park their cars for 
10 cents a day. This would take care of the workers who 
congest the downtown area. 

Mr. COLLINS. The gentleman seeks to provide additional 
parking spaces. That is exactly what these parking meters 
will accomplish. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLINS. I yield. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I think a provision ought to be placed 
in the bill by the committee that these parking meters be 
tried out in areas where people are not now permitted to 
park. 

Mr. COLLINS. That is exactly what they are going to do. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I thank the gentleman for the infor- 
mation. 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques- 
tion on the amendment. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the 
motion to recede and concur with an amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded 
by Mr. CoLLINs) there were—ayes 17, noes 26. 

So the motion was rejected. 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House in- 
sist on its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, a motion 
to reconsider the votes by which the Senate amendments 
were agreed to will be laid on the table. 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. KERR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for one-half minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. Speaker, may I say I was unable to be 
present to vote this afternoon on the Navy appropriation 
bill on account of the lateness of the arrival of a train. If 
I had been here, I would have supported the bill and would 
have voted “yea.” 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my own remarks at the point where the 
bill H. R. 9789 was under consideration. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KVALE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Record and to include therein 
letter of transmittal from the Governor and the commander 
in chief of the Minnesota military forces, or the National 
Guard, to the adjutant general of the State, embodying cer- 
tain findings and opinions of a court of inquiry with reference 
to a matter which I believe will be of interest to the House. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 


HEARINGS ON FEDERAL AID HIGHWAY ACT 


Mr. LAMBETH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
for the present consideration of a resolution which I send to 
the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as follows: 


House Concurrent Resolution 43 

Resolved, by the House of Representatives (the Senate concur- 
ring), That in accordance with paragraph 3 of section 2 of the 
Printing Act approved March 1, 1907, the Committee on Roads of 
the House of Representatives be. and is hereby, authorized and 
empowered to have printed for its use 5,000 additional copies of the 
hearings held before said committee during the current session on 
the bill (H. R. 8838) to amend the Federal Aid Highway Act ap- 
proved July 11, 1916, as amended and supplemented, and for other 
purposes, 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 


TREASURY AND POST OFFICE DEPARTMENTS APPROPRIATION BILL, 
1939 


Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, I call up the conference re- 
port on the bill (H. R. 8947) making appropriations for the 
Treasury and Post Office Departments for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the statement may be read in lieu of 
the report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

The conference report and statement are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
8947) “making appropriations for the Treasury and Post Office 
Departments for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for 
other purposes,” having met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to their respective Houses 
as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 1, 6, 11, 
16, 21, 24, and 30. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendments 
of the Senate numbered 4, 5, 9, 10, 13, 20, 23, 27, and 29, and 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 2: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 2, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert 81,050,000; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 3: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 3, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert “$485,000”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 7: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 7, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the matter 
inserted by said amendment insert the following: “Construction of 
public buildings outside of the District of Columbia”; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 12: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 12, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the sum 
proposed insert $230,000"; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 14: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 14, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the sum 
proposed insert “$2,284,000”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 15: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 15, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the sum 
proposed insert 86,950,000“; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 17: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 17, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the sum 
proposed insert “$1,542,300”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 18: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 18, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert “$138,750,000"; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 19: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 19, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert “$3,150,000”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 22; That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 22, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert 816,650,000“; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 25: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 25, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert “$635,000"; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 26: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 26, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert 815,300,000“; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 28: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 28, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the 
matter inserted by said amendment insert the following: “or a 
person in the service of the United States on the date of the ap- 
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proval of this Act who being eligible for citizenship has filed a 
declaration of intention to become a citizen or who owes allegiance 
to the United States”; and the Senate agree to the same. 
The committee of conference report im disagreement amendment 

numbered 8. 

Lovis LUDLOW, 

JoHN J. BOYLAN, 

EMMET O'NEAL, 

J. Burrwoop DALY, 

Gro. W. JOHNSON, 

JOHN TABER, 

J. W. Drrrer, 

Managers on the part of the House. 


H. STYLES BRIDGES, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 

The managers on the part of the House at the conference on 
the ing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8947) making appropriations for 
the Treasury and Post Office Departments for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, submit the follow- 
ing statement in explanation of the effect of the action recom- 
mended in the accompanying conference report as to each of such 
amendments, namely: 

Treasury Department 

On Nos. 1 and 6, relating to the guard force of departmental 
buildings: Appropriates $306,840 in the phraseology proposed in 
each the Senate and House bills, but places the appropriation 
under the office of the Secretary of the Treasury for custody of 
departmental buildings as proposed by the House instead of under 
the Secret Service as proposed by the Senate. 

On No. 2: Appropriates $1,050,000, instead of $1,075,000, as pro- 
posed by the Senate, and $1,000,000, as proposed by the House, for 
distinctive paper for United States securities. 

On No. 3: Makes $485,000 of the appropriation for salaries and 
expenses, Bureau of Customs, available for personal services in 
the District of Columbia, instead of $489,740, as proposed by the 
Senate, and $474,460 as proposed by the House. 

On Nos. 4 and 5 relating to the Coast Guard: Makes the appro- 
priation for “civilian employees” available for “per diem labor," 
as proposed by the Senate, and strikes out authority for the em- 
ployment of “labor” under the appropriation for “contingent 
ex) * 


On No. 7: Inserts, as proposed by the Senate, a caption for the 
ra ieee for public buildings outside the District of 
a. 


Post Office Department 

On Nos. 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13, relating to salaries in bureaus and 
Offices in the department in the District of Columbia: Appropri- 
ates $387,000, as p by the Senate, instead of $384,000, as 
proposed by the House, for the office of the First Assistant; 
appropriates $788,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $783,- 
000, as proposed by the House, for the office of the Third Assist- 
ant; appropriates $81,280, as proposed by the House, instead of 
$83,440, as proposed by the Senate, for the Solicitor’s office; appro- 
priates $230,000 instead of $220,000, us proposed by the House, 
and $237,000, as proposed by the Senate, for the office of Chief 
Inspector; and appropriates $47,240, as proposed by the Senate, 
instead of $44,000, as proposed by the House, for the office of 
the purchasing agent. 

On No. 14: Appropriates $2,284,000 instead of $2,271,500, as pro- 
posed by the House, and $2,296,500, as proposed by the Senate, 
for salaries of post-office inspectors. 

On No. 15: Appropriates $6,950,000, instead of $6,875,000, as 
proposed by the House, and $7,000,000, as proposed by the Senate, 
for assistant postmasters. 

On No. 16: Appropriates $199,000,000, as proposed by the House, 
instead of $198,000,000, as proposed by the Senate, for clerks at 
first- and second-class offices. 

On No. 17: Appropriates $1,542,500 instead of $1,585,000, as pro- 
posed by the Senate, and $1,500,000, as proposed by the House, for 
clerks in charge of contract stations. 

On No, 18: Appropriates $138,750,000 instead of $138,000,000, as 
proposed by the Senate, and $139,000,000, as proposed by the 
House, for city letter carriers. 

On No. 19: Appropriates $3,150,000, instead of $3,100,000, as pro- 
posed by the Senate, and $3,200,000, as proposed by the House, for 
travel allowance of railway postal clerks. 

On No. 20: Appropriates $460,000, as proposed by the Senate, 
instead of $455,000, as proposed by the House, for miscellaneous 
expenses of the Railway Mail Service. 

On No. 21: Strikes out the following language inserted by the 
Senate in the appropriation for foreign-mail transportation: “as 
authorized by law, or in accordance with convention or treaty.” 

On No. 22: Appropriates $16,650,000, instead of $15,800,000, as 
proposed by the House, and $16,931,336, as proposed by the Senate, 
for contract domestic air-mail service. The additional amount 
over the House bill allowed by the conference agreement, $850,000, 
is included for additional routes and increased frequencies on 
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existing routes and the managers on the part of both Houses 
have agreed that this additional sum of $850,000 is to be allocated 
by the Post Office Department without reference to any specific 
earmarking of particular services which may have been indicated 
collaterly in connection with the passage and discussion of the 
appropriation. 

On Nos. 23 and 24, relating to equipment and supplies: Increases, 
&s proposed by the Senate, from $57,000 to $57,500, the allocation 
for pay of employees in the District of Columbia in connection 
with the shipment of supplies, and appropriates $2,700,000, as 
proposa by the House, instead of $2,750,000, as proposed by the 

nate. 

On No. 25: Makes available $635,000, instead of $645,000, as pro- 
posed by the Senate, and $627,000, as proposed by the House, for 
personal services for the equipment shops in the District of 
Columbia, 

On No. 26: Appropriates $15,300,000, instead of $15,250,000 as 
proposed by the House and $15,350,000 as proposed by the Senate 
for the vehicle service. 

On No. 27: Appropriates $625,000 as proposed by the Senate 
instead of $600,000 as proposed by the House for furniture, carpets, 
and safes for public buildings. 

On Nos. 28, 29, and 30, relating to the prohibition of the use of 
appropriations contained in the bill for the payment of officers 
and employees of the United States whose post of duty is in 
continental United States unless such officer or employee is a 
citizen of the United States: The Senate modified the House 
proposal (sec, 5) by exempting from the section persons owing 
allegiance to the United States or persons now in the service 
of the United States. The House accepts this provision in 
the following form: “or a person in the service of the United 
States on the date of the approval of this act who being eligible 
for citizenship has filed a declaration of intention to become a 
citizen or who owes allegiance to the United States.” The Senate 
further modified the section by making it inapplicable to enlisted 
men of the Coast Guard who are on active duty in that service 
on the effective date of this act until the expiration of the period 
required for such enlisted men to complete their naturalization 
and inapplicable to personnel of such service on the retired list 
and to enlisted men on active duty with over 12 years’ honor- 
able service who are ineligible for United States citizenship. The 
House has accepted this Senate provision. The Senate further 
amended the section by making it inapplicable to alien employees 
of the United States in foreign countries. The Senate receded 
from this provision as the original House section is only applicable 
to employees whose post of duty is in continental United States. 

The committee of conference report in disagreement Senate 
amendment No. 8 relating to annex buildings for the Government 
Printing Office. 

Louis LUDLOW, 

JOHN J. BoYLAN, 

EMMET O'NEAL, 

Gro. W. JOHNSON, 

J. Burrwoop DALY, 

JOHN TABER, 

J. W. Drrrer, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, we offer to the House 2 
unanimous report, and I ask for a vote. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LUDLOW. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. BOILEAU. As I understand the conference report, 
it provides for additional money for clerk hire and so forth? 

Mr. LUDLOW. The full amount for clerk hire as agreed 
to by the House. 

Mr. BOILEAU. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Mean] led this fight and his views prevailed at that time. I 
do not see the gentleman on the floor at the present time. 
Will the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. LupLow] state 
whether or not the gentleman from New York [Mr. MEAD] 
is agreeable to these amendments? 

Mr. LUDLOW. I may say to the gentleman, and I do not 
think this violates any confidence, that I have discussed the 
matter with the gentleman from New York [Mr. MEAD], and 
I believe he is entirely satisfied with the conference report. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the con- 
ference report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the Senate amend- 
ment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 47, after line 21, amendment No. 8, insert the following: 

“Government Printing Office, annex buildings, Washington, 
D. C.: For continuation of construction of annex buildings for 
the Government Printing Office, $2,500,000; and the limit of cost 
for this project is hereby increased from $5,885,000, as authorized 
in the Second Deficiency Appropriation Act, fiscal year 1935, 
approved August 12, 1935, to $7,000,000.” 
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Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, I offer a motion, which I 
send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Lu ow moves that the House recede from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the Senate No. 8, and agree to the 
same with an amendment as follows: In the last line of the 
matter inserted by said amendment strike out the sum 87,000, 
000” and insert in lieu thereof the following: „ $7,700,000, which 
sum shall include the completion of annex building No. 3, the 
remodeling, rewiring, and installation of new elevators in buildings 
Nos. 1 and 2, and all furniture and the cost of moving machinery 
in connection with the entire project: Provided, That any unex- 
pended balances of appropriations for such project unobligated 
on the date of completion thereof shall revert to the Treasury.” 


The motion was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
insert in the Record at this point a brief statistical table 
summarizing the conference report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, the table to which I referred 
is as follows: ‘ 
Treasury and Post Office appropriation bill 
Amount of bill as passed Senate: 


RPORRUTY 3 5 oH oe ete iiei $610, 937, 627 
Post. Omites.. soca ose Ann 791, 466, 395 


$1, 402, 404, 022 


608, 362, 627 
791, 989, 659 
— — — 1,400, 352, 286 
+2, 575, 000 
— 623, 264 
+2, 051, 736 
Net added to amount of House total 
by House agreeing to Senate 
amendments: 
Tres tne ee ue +2, 550, 000 
Post OMice...- eget eine +781, 240 
+8, 331, 240 
Net amount added to Senate total 
by Senate receding from amend- 
ments: 
87ꝙ— / ̃ ̃ ͤQ—— — 25. 000 
FO een oe +1, 304, 504 
+1, 279, 504 
Amount of bill as agreed upon: 
c ( 610, 912, 627 
Post Ooo -aaaea n 792, 770, 899 
— — 1, 403, 683, 526 
Bill is less than Budget estimates: 
— 7. 734, 810 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr. 
Buck from March 21 to 26, inclusive, on account of im- 
portant business. 

AIR-MAIL ROUTES 


Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, the conference report on 
the Treasury-Post Office appropriation bill just agreed to 
appeals to me in that it specifically calls attention to the 
appropriation for additional air-mail facilities and makes it 
plain that the conferees do not intend that the Department 
consider this appropriation earmarked in any way. This was 
done because in the hearings before the Senate committee 
and on the floor of the Senate it was brought out that the 
Senate would expect certain lines to be extended and others 
to be installed. The Post Office Department is entitled to 
and should understand that the conferees do not agree to 
this attempt to dictate where the new routes should be lo- 
cated. That should be left to the Department and the 
Officials should determine where service is most needed, and 
not be guided by the suggestions advanced in the other body. 
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If we are to have an efficient air-mail service, influence 
should not prevail in determining the routes. It is only 
proper that all suggestions be considered, but when the final 
decision is rendered let the routes be selected where the serv- 
ice is most needed. The Post Office Department is justified 
in following this policy by reason of the wording of the report 
of the conferees just agreed to. 
ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, may I ask the Speaker or the 
majority leader, or whoever is in a position to speak on it, 
if it is still the intention to bring up on tomorrow the con- 
ference report on the independent offices appropriation bill? 

The SPEAKER. In the absence of the majority leader, 
who is temporarily out of the Hall, the Chair feels justified 
in stating it is the purpose to call up tomorrow the confer- 
ence report on the independent offices appropriation bill 

Mr. TABER. There will be no other business of any 
importance on tomorrow? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair regards all business as im- 
portant. It might not be of paramount importance. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. Crrron asked and was given permission to extend 
his own remarks in the RECORD. 

Mr. SHANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include 
therein an address by a member of the Kansas City bar. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


The SPEAKER announced his signature to an enrolled 
bill of the Senate of the following title: 

S. 3655. An act amending section 312 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 
33 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Tuesday, March 22, 1938, at 12 o’clock noon. 


COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON PATENTS 

The Committee on Patents will hold hearings at 10 o’clock 
a. m. on Tuesday, March 22, 1938, to continue for a period 
of 10 days: H. R. 9259, to provide for compulsory licensing of 
patents; H. R. 9815, to provide for the granting of licenses 
under patents brought within a single control by competitors 
to dominate an industry; H. R. 1666, to provide counsel for 
the defense and prosecution of rights of indigent patentees. 

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m., Tuesday, March 22, 1938. 
Business to be considered: Continuation of hearing on H. R. 
9738, civil aeronautics. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. Matonry’s subcommittee 
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 
10 a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Continuation of hearing on S. 1261—through routes. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. BuLWINKLE’s subcommittee 
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 
10 a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Hearings on H. R. 9073—to extend services of the Cape Fear 
River. 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m. Tuesday, April 12, 1938. 
Business to be considered: Hearing on H. R. 9047—control 
of venereal diseases and other kindred bills. 

COMMITTEE ON THE POST OFFICE AND POST ROADS 


There will be a hearing before Subcommittee No. 1 of the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads at 10:30 a. m. 
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Tuesday, March 22, 1938, on bills in behalf of post-office 
substitutes. Room 213, House Office Building. 

There will be a hearing before Subcommittee No. 1 of the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads at 10 a. m. 
Wednesday, April 6, 1938, on bills in behalf of custodial 
employees in the Postal Service. Room 213, House Office 
Building. 

COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS 

Full open committee, Naval Affairs, meets at 10: 50 a. m., 
Tuesday, March 22, 1938, for consideration of H. R. 9315— 
to regulate the distribution, promotion, and retirement of 
Officers on the line of the Navy, and for other purposes. 


COMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION 


There will be a meeting of the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization in room 445, House Office Building, at 
10:30 a. m. on Wednesday, March 23, 1938, for the public 
consideration of unfinished business—private bills. 


COMMITTEE ON MILITARY AFFAIRS 


There will be a meeting of the Committee on Military 
Affairs, room 1310, New House Office Building, at 10:30 a. m. 
Tuesday, March 22, 1938, for the consideration of H. R. 3801, 
To remove discrimination against an Army Chief of Service. 


COMMITTEE ON CLAIMS 


A special subcommittee of the Committee on Claims will 
reconsider at an open meeting at 2 p. m., Wednesday, March 
23, 1938, in room 327, House Office Building, the follow- 
ing bills, which were objected to in the House and recom- 
mitted to the committee on August 20, 1937, January 4 
and February 1, 1938, and several bills objected to prior to 
said dates, for the purpose of determining whether they 
merit inclusion in an omnibus bill: 

H. R. 568. For the relief of James A. Henderson (by Mr. 
TARVER). 

H. R. 591. For the relief of John T. Clarkson (by Mr. 
THURSTON). 

H. R. 841. For the relief of Ida A. Gunderson (by Mr. 
WHITE of Idaho). 

H. R. 938. For the relief of Mr. and Mrs. Joseph Konderish 
(by Mr. WALTER). 

H. R. 1185. For the relief of D. X. Sanders (by Mr. 
NICHOLS). 

H. R. 1750. For the relief of Capt. Walter L. Shearman 
(by Mr. DORSEY). 

H. R. 2353. For the relief of Bolinross Chemical Co. (by 
Mr. HARTLEY). 

H. R. 2436. For the relief of Anna V. Bivans (by Mr. 
O’Brien of Illinois). 

H. R. 3179. For the relief of R. L. Scott (by Mr. BOYKIN). 

H. R. 3648. For the relief of K. E. Parker Co. (by Mr. 
HavENN ER). 

H. R. 5347. For the relief of Ray E. Nies (by Mr. Mars). 

H. R. 5450. For the relief of William C. Reese (by Mr. 
PATRICK). 

H. R. 5781. To provide for the carrying out of the award 
of the National War Labor Board of April 11, 1919, and the 
decision of the Secretary of War of date November 30, 1920, 
in favor of certain employees of the Minneapolis Steel & 
Machinery Co., Minneapolis, Minn.; of the St. Paul Foundry 
Co., St. Paul, Minn.; of the American Hoist & Derrick Co., St. 
Paul, Minn., and of the Twin City Forge & Foundry Co., 
Stillwater, Minn. (by Mr. Jonnson of Minnesota). 

H. R. 5909. For the relief of the Allegheny Forging Co. 
(by Mr. EBERHARTER). 

H. R. 5910. For the relief of the Allegheny Forging Co. 
(by Mr. EBERHARTER). 

H. R. 5911. For the relief of the Allegheny Forging Co. 
(by Mr. EBERHARTER). 

H. R. 5994. For the relief of S. Uttal (by Mr. Vooruits). 

H. R. 6011. For the relief of E. C. Beaver (by Mr. Dis- 
NEY). 

S. 178. For the relief of the estate of J. D. Warlick (by 
former Senator Black). 
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S. 410. For the relief of Roy D. Cook, a minor (by former 
Senator Steiwer). 

S. 545. For the relief of John Mulhern 
HAYDEN). 

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 

The Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee will hold 
hearings at 10 a. m. in room 219, House Office Building, 
on the following bills on the dates indicated: 

Special hearing, Tuesday, March 22, 1938: 

Considerable interest has been manifested in the aircraft 
provisions of the merchant marine bill, 1938, recently re- 
ported to the House (H. R. 9710, sec. 4). 

There also appears to be considerable conflict over just 
what provisions should be made for the aircraft industry, 
and for this reason a special hearing has been scheduled 
for 10 a. m. Tuesday, March 22, 1938. 

Wednesday, March 23, 1938: 

S. 922. To make electricians licensed officers after an ex- 
amination. 

Thursday, March 24, 1938: 

H. R. 6745. To require a uniform manning scale for mer- 
chant vessels and an 8-hour day for all seamen. 

H. R. 8774. To amend the Seamen Act of March 4, 1915, 
as amended and extended, with respect to its application to 
tug towing vessel firemen, linemen, and oilers. 

H. R. 9588. To provide for an 8-hour day on tugs on the 
Great Lakes, 

Tuesday, March 29, 1938: 

H. R. 9765-8. 3595. To authorize the purchase and dis- 
tribution of products of the fishing industry. 

Wednesday, March 30, 1938: 

H. R. 8840. To amend section 6 of the act approved May 
27, 1936 (49 Stat. L. 1380). 

S. 1273. To adopt regulations for preventing collisions at 
sea. 

Tuesday, April 5, 1938: 

S. 2580. To amend existing laws so as to promote safety 
at sea by requiring the proper design, construction, mainte- 
nance, inspection, and operation of ships; to give effect to 
the Convention for Promoting Safety of Life at Sea, 1929; 
and for other purposes. 

Tuesday, April 12, 1938: 

H.R.6797. To provide for the establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more fish-cultural stations in 
each of the States of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. 

H. R. 8956. To provide for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary in- 
vestigations, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking 
operations for these purposes. 

S. 2307. To provide for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary in- 
vestigations, surveys, and stream improvements and stocking 
operations for these purposes. 

Thursday, April 14, 1938: 

H. R. 8533. To amend section 4370 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 46, sec. 316). 

Tuesday, April 19, 1938: 

H. R. 5629. To exempt motorboats less than 21 feet in 
length not carrying passengers for hire from the act of 
June 9, 1910, regulating the equipment of motorboats. 

H. R. 7089. To require examinations for issuance of motor- 
boat operators’ license. 

H. R. 8839. To amend laws for preventing collisions of ves- 
sels, to regulate equipment of motorboats on the navigable 
waters of the United States, to regulate inspection and man- 
ning of certain motorboats which are not used exclusively 
for pleasure and those which are not engaged exclusively in 
the fisheries on inland waters of the United States, and for 
other purposes. 


(by Senator 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


3809 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communications 
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

1163. A letter from the Governor, Farm Credit Adminis- 
tration, transmitting the fifth annual report of the Farm 
Credit Administration, covering operations for the year 1937 
(H. Doc. No. 553); to the Committee on Agriculture and 
ordered to be printed. 

1164. A letter from the Secretary of the Interior, transmit- 
ting the draft of a bill entitled To amend sections 7, 14, and 
20 of the Organic Act of the Virgin Islands of the United 
States (49 Stat. 1807)”; to the Committee on Insular Affairs. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, 

Mr. KLEBERG: Committee on Agriculture. H. R. 8649. 
A bill to amend the Commodity Exchange Act, as amended, 
to extend its provisions to wool and other agricultural com- 
modities traded in for future delivery; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 1982). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington: Committee on Pensions. 
H. R. 8729. A bill granting pensions and increases of pen- 
sions to needy war veterans; with amendment (Rept. No. 
1983). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

Mr. KLEBERG: Committee on Agriculture. H. R. 8780. 
A bill to extend the provisions of the act entitled “An act 
to provide that the United States shall aid the States in 
wildlife-restoration projects, and for other purposes”, ap- 
proved September 2, 1937, to the District of Columbia or 
any Territory or possession of the United States; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1984). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. JONES: Committee on Agriculture. H. R. 9915. A 
bill to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, and 
for other purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 1985). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, 

Mr. O'MALLEY: Committee on Indian Affairs. S. 840. 
An act to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to issue 
patents for certain lands to certain settlers in the Pyra- 
mid Lake Indian Reservation, Nev.; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 1986). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CELLER: A bill (H. R. 9957) to provide for the 
appointment of public defenders for the district courts of the 
United States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GIFFORD: A bill (H. R. 9958) providing for an ex- 
amination and survey of Menemsha Creek, Martha’s Vine- 
yard, Mass.; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON: A bill (H. R. 9959) to 
amend section 381 (a) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938 so as to authorize immediate payment to farmers of 
cotton price adjustment of 1937 crop, authorized under the 
Third Deficiency Appropriation Act; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. LEMKE: A bill (H. R. 9960) to amend an act en- 
titled “An act to provide for the fifteenth and subsequent 
decennial censuses and to provide for apportionment of Rep- 
resentatives in Congress,” approved June 18, 1929; to the 
Committee on the Census. 

By Mr. RAMSAY: A bill (H. R. 9961) to provide for the 
holding of terms of the district courts of the United States 
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for West Virginia at Fairmont and Beckley; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SMITH of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 9962) to 
provide for the holding of terms of the district courts of 
the United States for West Virginia at Fairmont and Beck- 
ley; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ZIMMERMAN: A bill (H. R. 9963) to authorize the 
acquisition of the bridge across the Mississippi River at Cape 
Girardeau, Mo., and the approaches thereto, by a single 
condemnation proceeding in either the District Court for 
the Eastern Judicial District of Missouri or the District Court 
for the Eastern Judicial District of Illinois, and providing 
the procedure for such proceeding; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. CELLER: A bill (H. R. 9964) to provide municipal 
self-government for the District of Columbia; to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. KNIFFIN: A bill (H. R. 9965) to provide for 
civilian naval training, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. LEA: A bill (H. R. 9966) to authorize Federal 
cooperation in the acquisition of the Muir Wood Toll Road 
located in Marin County, State of California, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: Resolution (H. Res. 
447) to clarify the status of public and private obligations 
of Austria to the Government and people of the United 
States; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. LAMNECE: Resolution (H. Res. 448) to create a 
committee of seven Members of the House to make a thor- 
ough and complete investigation on the monetary policy; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. FLETCHER: Resolution (H. Res. 449) to provide 
for an investigation by the Census Committee on statistical 
services of the Government, and coordination thereof; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. CRAWFORD: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 625) 
expressing the views of Congress as to a program to continue 
the use of butter for table purposes in United States institu- 
tions and establishments sustained by the Federal Treasury; 
to the Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Depart- 
ments. 

By Mr. MEAD: Concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 42) 
concerning the observance of National Air Mail Week; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. GARRETT: A bill (H. R. 9967) for the relief of 
R. H. Snyder; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. HEALEY: A bill (H. R. 9968) for the relief of 
Ethel McKenney, Leo McKenney, and John Tamulynas; to 
the Committee on Claims, 

By Mr. HOLMES: A bill (H. R. 9969) to extend to Chief 
Quartermaster Clerk David C. Buscall, United States Ma- 
rine Corps (retired), the benefits of the act of May 7, 1932, 
providing highest World War rank to retired warrant offi- 
cers; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr, IZAC: A bill (H. R. 9970) for the relief of Hallie 
Coffman; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. O'TOOLE: A bill (H. R. 9971) for the relief of 
Aniello Cirillo; to the Committee on Immigration and Nat- 
uralization. 

By Mr. SHORT: A bill (H. R. 9972) granting a pension to 
Sarah E. Hermanstorfor; to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were 
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 
4534. By Mr. BOYLAN of New York: Resolution adopted 
at the annual joint meeting of the National Furniture Ware- 
housemen’s Association and the Allied Van Lines, Inc., en- 
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dorsing the principles and aims of the Social Security Act 
but favoring the abandonment of the full reserve system, 
and recommend the substitution of a contingent reserve, 
etc.; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

4535. By Mr. CLASON: Memorial of the General Court 
of Massachusetts, favoring the enactment of legislation to 
promote the general welfare of the United States by alle- 
viating the hazards and insecurity of old age; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

4536. By Mr. COFFEE of Washington: Resolution of 
James Sales Grange, Tacoma, Wash., Mildred Gates, secre- 
tary, pointing out that there should be included in the pro- 
posed Wallgren Olympic National Park bill certain ocean 
beaches, favoring the proposed enlargement of the park, as 
provided in the revision of the Wallgren bill, and opposing 
any high lead logging within the boundaries of the pro- 
posed park; to the Committee on the Public Lands, 

4537. Also, resolution of the Washington State Grange, 
Ervin E. King, master, opposing vigorously the Senate 
amendment to the independent offices appropriation bill, 
which amendment would allow oleomargarine to be used on 
tables in veterans’ hospitals; to the Committee on Appro- 
priations. 

4538. By Mr. CONNERY: Resolution of the General Court 
of Massachusetts, memorializing Congress for legislation and 
for action to promote interstate cooperation, in respect to 
the removal of industrial establishments from one State to 
another; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

4539. Also, resolution of the General Court of Massachu- 
setts, memorializing Congress in favor of legislation requir- 
ing all shoes imported from foreign countries to have the 
name of the country of manufacture stamped on the outer 
soles thereof; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

4540. By Mr. CRAWFORD: Petition of Otto Trinklein and 
over 600 other residents of the Eighth Congressional District 
of Michigan, urging enactment of Senate bill 25 and House 
bill 6704; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

4541. By Mr. CURLEY: Petition of the New York County 
Lawyers Association of New York City, urging enactment of 
House bill 8765, to keep America out of war by establishing 
and enforcing a policy of actual neutrality; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

4542. Also, petition of the Propeller Club of the United 
States, Port of New York, New York City, opposing House 
bill 3134, to impose a Federal tax of 1 percent on fuel oil 
used in the operation of heat or power; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

4543. By Mr. FORAND: Petition of the Association of 
Highway Officials of North Atlantic States, urging that the 
Boston-Washington link in the system of arterial transcon- 
tinental highways be given first consideration in the adoption 
of such a system of highways, and that the supervision of 
the planning and construction of any such highways be in- 
vested in the Bureau of Public Roads, United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture; to the Committee on Roads. 

4544. By Mr. KENNEDY of New York: Resolution of the 
membership of the Propeller Club of the United States, com- 
prising approximately 700 persons whose lives, destinies, and 
fortunes are devoted to the operation and the development 
and expansion of the American merchant marine, expressing 
their sincere and unalterable opposition to the passage of 
House bill 3134, by virtue of which it is intended to levy a 
tax of 1 cent a gallon on the sale of fuel oil to be used for the 
generation of heat or power; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

4545. Also, petition of the National Society for Prevention 
of Blindness, approving House bill 9047, proposing further 
Federal appropriations and assistance through the United 
States Public Health Service to the States, looking toward 
adequate control and eradication of syphilis and gonorrhea, 
and offers the cooperation and assistance of the society to 
the United States Public Health Service, the State health 
authorities, and the general public in making it effective if 
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Congress enacts the bill into law; to the Committee on 
Education. 

4546. By Mr. KEOGH: Petition of the New York State 
Shorthand Reporters’ Association, New York City, concerning 
the Hobbs bill (H. R. 9789); to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

4547. Also, petition of the Propeller Club of the United 
States, Port of New York, opposing the passage of the Boland 
bill (H. R. 3134), designed to impose a Federal tax of 1 
cent per gallon on fuel oil; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

4548. Also, petition of Redwillow County, Nebraska War 
Veterans’ Council, favoring the Coffee bill (H. R. 9182), 
authorizing the Veterans’ Administration to erect a hospital 
for mental cases somewhere in Nebraska; to the Committee 
on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

4549. Also, petition of the Rosedale Taxpayers’ Association, 
Borough of Queens, Long Island, N. Y., opposing the passage 
of the Boland bill (H. R. 3134), imposing 1 cent per gallon 
on fuel oil; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4550. By Mr. KVALE: Petition of Twin City Milk Pro- 
ducers’ Association, St. Paul, Minn., protesting against fur- 
ther reductions in import duties on dairy and livestock prod- 
ucts; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4551. By Mr. LAMNECK: Petition of R. W. Grahel and 
other citizens of Columbus, Ohio, urging that the General 
Welfare Act be amended so as to provide for old-age pensions 
at the rate of $75 a month instead of $200; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

4552. By Mr. MEAD: Petition of Local Union No. 16 of 
the International Union of United Brewery, Flour, Cereal, 
and Soft Drink Workers of America, of Buffalo, N. Y., urg- 
ing the enactment of House bill 9190; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

4553. By Mr. PFEIFER: Petition of the Propeller Club of 
the United States, New York City, opposing House bill 3134, 
which places a 1-cent per gallon tax on fuel oil; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

4554. By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: Petition of the 
General Court of Massachusetts, memorializing Congress for 
the enactment of legislation to promote the general welfare 
of the United States by alleviating the hazards and inse- 
curity of old age; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4555. By Mr. SHAFER of Michigan: Resolution of the 
Michigan Federation of Post Office Clerks, relative to House 
bill 190; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads. 

4556. Also, resolution of the Michigan State Association 
of Supervisors, relative to taxes on federally owned lands 
in the State of Michigan; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

4557. Also, memorial of the Mississippi Valley Conference 
of State Highway Departments, relative to Federal aid for 
1939; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4558. By Mr. TERRY: Petition to the house of represent- 
atives of the fifty-first general assembly, convened in 
extraordinary session, that Congress enact the McClellan, 
Arkansas, highway construction amendment; to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 

4559. Also, petition of the Senate of the Fifty-first General 
Assembly of the State of Arkansas, assembled in extraor- 
dinary session, the House concurring, that the Congress en- 
act legislation to provide Federal grants for educational pur- 
poses in accordance with the recommendations of the report 
of the President’s Advisory Committee on Education; to the 
Committee on Education. 

4560. Also, memorial of House of Representatives of the 
Fifty-first General Assembly of the State of Arkansas, as- 
sembled in extraordinary session, the Senate concurring, 
that Congress pass legislation to authorize the minting of 
mills by the Treasury Department of the United States; to 
the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 

4561. Also, petition of the senate of the fifty-first general 
assembly, convened in extraordinary session, that Congress 
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enact the McClellan, Ark., highway construction amend- 
ment; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

4562. By Mr. WIGGLESWORTH: Petition of the General 
Court of Massachusetts, memorializing Congress for the en- 
actment of legislation to promote the general welfare of the 
United States by alleviating the hazards and insecurity of 
old age; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4563. By the SPEAKER: Resolution of the city of Minne- 
apolis, petitioning enactment of legislation that would place 
the special-delivery messengers under the classified civil 
service; to the Committee on the Civil Service. 

4564. Also, resolution of the city of Chicago, petitioning 
the President of the United States to try to call a congress 
of nations that may formulate a plan whereby such bar- 
barism as the murder of noncombatant women and children 
may be outlawed and war humanized as far as possible in 
conformity with the modern rules of warfare; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 


SENATE 


TUESDAY, MARCH 22, 1938 
(Legislative day of Wednesday, January 5, 1938) 


The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m., on the expiration of the 
recess. 
THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. BaRRKLRY, and by unanimous consent, the 
reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar day 
Monday, March 21, 1938, was dispensed with, and the Journal 
was approved. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. BARKLEY. I note the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Adams Connally Hughes Overton 
Andrews Copeland Johnson, Calif. Pittman 
Ashurst Davis Johnson, Colo. Pope 

Austin Dieterich King Radcliffe 
Bailey Donahey La Follette Reames 
Bankhead Duffy Lee Reynolds 
Barkley Ellender Lodge Russell 

Berry Frazier Logan Sch 

Bilbo George Lonergan Schwellenbach 
Bone Gerry Lundeen Sheppard 
Borah Gibson McAdoo Smathers 
Bridges Gillette McGill Smith 
Brown, Mich Glass McKellar Thomas, Okla 
Brown, N. H Green McNary Thomas, Utah 
Bulkley Guffey Maloney Townsend 
Bulow Hale Miller Tydings 
Burke Harrison Milton Vandenberg 
Byrd Hatch Minton Wagner 
Byrnes Hayden Murray Walsh 
Capper Neely Wheeler 
Caraway Hill Norris 

Chavez Hitchcock Nye 

Clark Holt O'Mahoney 


Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Nevada 
Mr. McCarran] is detained in his State on official business. 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis], the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. PEPPER], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. TRU- 
Max], and the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van Nuys] are 
detained from the Senate on important public business, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-nine Senators have an- 
swered to their names. A quorum is present. 

CONDOLENCE ON DEATH OF SENATOR ROBINSON 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a resolution 
adopted by the annual convention of the Veterans of the 
Philippine Revolution at Manila, P. I., expressing regret be- 
cause of the death of Hon. Joseph T. Robinson, late a Sen- 
ator from the State of Arkansas, which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 


SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE—DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
(S. DOC. NO. 157) 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a com- 
munication from the President of the United States, trans- 
mitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation for the 
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Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, fiscal 
year 1939, amounting to $1,000,000, which, with the accom- 
panying paper, was referred to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions and ordered to be printed. 

PETITIONS 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a resolution 
adopted by the City Council of the City of Chicago, Il., 
favoring the initiation by the President of a congress of na- 
tions which would formulate plans whereby the bombing and 
murder of noncombatant women and children may be out- 
lawed in warfare, which was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

He also laid before the Senate a telegram in the nature 
of a petition from the Amalgamated Association of Strect 
Electric Railway & Motor Coach Employees of America, of 
Detroit, Mich., praying for an amendment to the naval ex- 
pansion bill which would place shipbuilding under the pro- 
visions of the Walsh-Healy Act, which was referred to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Mr. WALSH presented a resolution adopted by Belmont- 
Waverly Post, No. 165, the American Legion, of Belmont, 
Mass., favoring the enactment of legislation to enlarge the 
Navy, which was referred to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

Mr. GLASS, from the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency, to which was referred the bill (S. 3400) to extend 
from June 16, 1938, to June 16, 1939, the period within which 
loans made prior to June 16, 1933, to executive officers of 
member banks of the Federal Reserve System may be re- 
newed or extended, reported it without amendment. 

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 7448) to 
provide for experimental air-mail services to further develop 
safety, efficiency, and economy, and for other purposes, re- 
ported it with amendments and submitted a report (No. 1531) 
thereon. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani- 
mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. BARKLEY: 

A bill (S. 3697) granting a pension to Katherine Slusher; 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. LOGAN: 

A bill (S. 3698) for the relief of the Cedar Supply & Lumber 
Co.; to the Committee on Claims. 

A bill (S. 3699) authorizing the Library of Congress to 
acquire, by purchase or otherwise, the whole or any part of 
the Charles Cotesworth Pinckney Papers now in the pos- 
session of Harry Stone, of New York City; to the Committee 
on the Library. 

By Mr. DAVIS: 

A bill (S. 3700) to amend section 907 of the Social Security 
Act; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. McNARY: 

A bill (S. 3701) for the relief of Benson Allen; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. MINTON: 

A bill (S. 3702) for the relief of Samuel T. Monroe; and 

A bill (S. 3703) for the relief of W. T. McGuire; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

A bill (S. 3704) granting a pension to Gertrude Claypool 
(with accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pen- 
sions, 

By Mr. SCHWELLENBACH: 

A bill (S. 3705) for the inclusion of certain lands in the 
Kaniksu National Forest in the State of Washington, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys 


By Mr. BILBO: 

A bill (S. 3706) to establish and promote the use of stand- 
ard methods of grading cottonseed, to provide for the col- 
lection and dissemination of information on prices and 
grades of cottonseed and cottonseed products, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 
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By Mr. CLARK: 

A bill (S. 3707) to authorize the acquisition of the bridge 
across the Mississippi River at Cape Girardeau, Mo., 
and the approaches thereto, by a single condemnation pro- 
ceeding in either the District Court for the Eastern Judicial 
District of Missouri or the District Court for the Eastern 
Judicial District of Illinois, and providing the procedure for 
such proceeding; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. WALSH: 

A bill (S. 3708) for the relief of Jack Lecel Haas; to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. ANDREWS (for himself and Mr. PEPPER) : 

A bill (S. 3709) to authorize the coinage of 50-cent pieces 
in commemoration of the one hundredth anniversary of the 
signing of the Florida State Constitution; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. BURKE: 

A bill (S. 3710) to authorize the erection of a Veterans’ 
Administration hospital in the State of Nebraska; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. CHAVEZ: 

A bill (S. 3711) authorizing the grant of a patent for cer- 
tain lands in New Mexico to Mitt Taylor; to the Committee 
on Public Lands and Surveys. 

A bill (S. 3712) for the relief of certain Navajo Indians, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. SHEPPARD: 

A bill (S. 3713) to authorize an increase of 1,271 officers 
for the Regular Army, made necessary by increases in en- 
listed personnel and numbers and types of aircraft; and 

A bill (S. 3714) for the relief of Joe V. Adair; to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of California: 

A bill (S. 3715) for the relief of certain stevedores em- 
ployed on the United States Army transport docks in San 
Francisco, Calif.; and 

A bill (S. 3716) for the relief of the K. E. Parker Co.; to 
the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. KING: 

A bill (S. 3717) to regulate the practice of professional 
engineering and creating a board for licensure of profes- 
sional engineers, in and for the District of Columbia; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado: 

A bill (S. 3718) for the relief of Thomas Stovall; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 


AMENDMENT TO INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL 


Mr. POPE submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 9621) making appropriations 
for the Department of the Interior for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, which was referred to 
the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed, 
as follows: 

On page 77, line 7, to insert the following: 


“Boise project, Idaho: Twin Springs Dam and Snake River pump- 
ing plant for construction fiscal year 1939, $1,000,000.” 


TAX REVISION—AMENDMENTS 

Mr. McNARY submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 9682) to provide revenue, 
equalize taxation, and for other purposes, which was referred 
to the Committee on Finance and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. DAVIS submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 9682) to provide revenue, 
equalize taxation, and for other purposes, which was referred 
to the Committee on Finance and ordered to be printed. 

REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS—AMENDMENTS 

Mr. BULKLEY and Mr. WALSH each submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by them to the bill (S. 3331) to 
provide for reorganizing agencies of the Government, extend- 
ing the classified civil service, establishing a General Auditing 
Office and a Department of Welfare, and for other purposes, 
which were ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 
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HARRIET E. GRAVES 

Mr. BRIDGES submitted the following resolution (S. Res. 

253), which was referred to the Committee to Audit and 
Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 


Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate hereby is authorized 
and directed to pay from the contingent fund of the Senate to 
Harriet E. Graves, a niece and dependent of David S. Corser, late 
an employee of the Senate under the supervision of the Sergeant 
at Arms, a sum equal to 1 year’s compensation at the rate he was 
receiving by law at the time of his death, said sum to be considered 
inclusive of funeral expenses and all other allowances. 


ADDRESS BY SENATOR COPELAND AT FIFTH ANNUAL PORT OF NEW 
YORK BANQUET 

Mr. Matonry asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Recorp an address delivered by Senator COPELAND on 
March 15, 1938, at the Fifth Annual Port of New York ban- 
quet, which appears in the Appendix.] 

SOME INSPIRATIONS FROM IRELAND—ADDRESS BY SENATOR 

DUFFY 

(Mr. McKELLAR asked and obtained leave to have printed 
in the Recorp an address entitled Some Inspirations From 
Ireland,” delivered by Senator Durry at the Irish Society 
of Memphis dinner, Memphis, Tenn., March 17, 1938, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 
THE CAPITAL MARKET AND THE INVESTMENT BANKER—ADDRESS BY 

JOHN W. HANES 

[Mr. HILL asked and obtained leave to insert in the 
Record an address delivered by Hon. John W. Hanes, Com- 
missioner of the Securities and Exchange Commission, 
before the Central States Group of the Investment Bankers’ 
Association of America at Chicago, III., March 17, 1938, on 
the subject of The Capital Market and the Investment 
Banker,” which appears in the Appendix.] 


RURAL RELIEF—STATEMENT BY C. C. ZIMMERMAN 


Mr. McNary asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Recorp a statement made by C. C. Zimmerman, of 
Harvard University, before the special Senate Committee to 
Investigate Unemployment and Relief on March 11, 1938, on 
the subject of rural relief, which appears in the Appendix.] 
WEALTH VERSUS MANPOWER FOR WAR—EDITORIAL FROM OKLA- 

HOMA CITY TRANSCRIPT 

(Mr. Lee asked and obtained leave to have printed in the 
Recorp an editorial from the Oklahoma City Transcript of 
March 10, 1938, entitled “Wealth Versus Manpower for War,” 
which appears in the Appendix.] 

REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 


The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 3331) 
to provide for reorganizing agencies of the Government, 
extending the classified civil service, establishing a General 
Auditing Office and a Department of Welfare, and for other 
purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Nevada [Mr. PITTMAN], 
on which the yeas and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am opposed to the general 
principle of making exceptions of various bureaus and 
Departments which will be the subject of a general reorgani- 
zation plan. The other day, when the Senator from Mis- 
souri [Mr. CLARK] was speaking, I agreed with the thoughts 
he uttered about the exceptions which have been made in 
the bill. Therefore, I choose to say at this time that my 
vote on the pending amendment should not be considered in 
any sense a precedent as to what I shall do on other amend- 
ments as they may be offered. Neither should the vote 
which I expect to cast in favor of the pending amendment 
be construed as a settlement of the difficulties or contro- 
versies existing between the different departments. 

I do not know to which Department it would be better for 
the Forest Service to be attached. It might be better to 
transfer it to the Department of the Interior. I do not pass 
on that question now; but throughout the debate during 
the past several days the very definite statement has been 
made on the floor that there is a general understanding 
that nothing shall be done with the Forest Service. 
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Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HATCH. I yield. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I think the Senator is mistaken. I think 
there are Senators on the floor who, if they were at liberty 
to state what the President has said, would not sustain that 
statement. That is what I believe. I think there are Sen- 
ators on this floor who, if they were at liberty to state what 
they had been told, would go as far as the Senator from 
New Mexico has gone, and say that the President has not 
the slightest intention of transferring the Forest Service from 
the Department of Agriculture; but they would also say 
that that statement does not apply to certain functions of 
the Forest Service. One of the functions which undoubtedly 
has been under consideration for a long time is grazing. The 
other function is the marketing of timber on the forest 
reserves. 

Mr. HATCH. I hope the Senator from Nevada did not 
understand me to say that I have had any understanding 
with anyone, because such is not the case. There has been 
no understanding, so far as I am concerned; but from what 
has been said on the floor I have at least gathered the very 
definite impression that Senators understand that nothing 
is going to be done with the Forest Service. The very state- 
ment the Senator from Nevada has just made strengthens 
me in the belief that we should adopt this amendment, because 
clearly somebody misunderstands the situation. Either the 
Senator from Nevada misunderstands it or I misunderstand it. 
In either event, the matter is left uncertain and indefinite. 

Certain Senators believe that nothing is going to be done 
with the Forest Service. Other Senators think that some of 
its functions are going to be transferred. If we are to have 
any understanding about the Forest Service, it is my thought 
that that understanding should be written in the bill. Then 
there will be no opportunity or room for misunderstanding 
on the part of anyone. 

Mrs. CARAWAY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HATCH. I yield. 

Mrs. CARAWAY. Will not the Senator agree that if the 
President is not going to take any action with respect to the 
Forest Service, he can have no objection to this amendment? 

Mr. HATCH. I do not venture to say anything about 
whether the President does or does not object to the amend- 
ment. I do not know. My support of the amendment is not 
because of any fear or distrust of what the President of the 
United States is going to do or not going to do. I would join 
the Senator from Missouri in striking from the pill all excep- 
tions. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr, President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HATCH. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator will not join me in striking 
from the bill all exemptions, because I am in favor of putting 
in more exemptions. 

Mr. HATCH. When the Senator from Missouri first spoke, 
I understood him to say he thought it was a mistake to in- 
clude in the bill two specific exceptions which are embraced 
within it. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I do not want to take the 
Senator’s time, but if he will yield, what I said was that I 
was opposed to exempting certain things and not exempting 
others, and that I would not offer amendments which would 
seem to lend adherence to the principle of Congress abdicat- 
ing its power. Since the Wheeler amendment has been voted 
down, however, it certainly seems to me to be entirely proper 
to exempt other agencies as well as the two which are 
exempted. 

Mr. HATCH. I should not and do not attempt to construe 
the purposes of the Senator from Missouri or what he has in 
mind. I so understood his statement; but if we are to have a 
general reorganization of the departments of government, I 
believe we cannot do it by placing limitations and restrictions. 
There are perhaps but one or two proper ways to reorganize 
the departments of government. The first is for the Congress 
to do it. I do not believe Congress can do it. It has not done 
it, and I do not believe it will do it. 
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That is one of the reasons why I am supporting the meas- 
ure as a whole, and I intend to support it as a whole 
whether or not this amendment is adopted. It might have 
been wise to include something along the lines of the Wheeler 
amendment. I did not agree with it, and will state one rea- 
son why I did not agree with it. After the President of the 
United States has worked for 3 years trying to reorganize 
the departments of the Government, to present a complete 
reorganization plan and expect the Congress of the United 
States within 10 days to pass intelligently upon every move 
that has been made is to my mind beyond the realm of pos- 
sibility. We have been debating this bill all this month, and 
I do not believe that in 10 days’ time Congress could pass 
an intelligent opinion on whether or not the President had 
acted wisely. 

That, however, is aside from what I intended to mention. 
I wanted to discuss this particular amendment, and to say 
that in view of the understanding which apparently exists, 
in protection of the executive department and Senators 
and everyone else, the proper place to write that under- 
standing is in the bill, and not have misunderstandings in 
the future. That is what I intended to say, and that is the 
reason why I am supporting this particular amendment. I 
do not believe that can be said as to any other amendment 
which is to be proposed. Therefore, I do not consider my 
vote on this amendment as in any way a precedent or 
binding upon me as to what I shall do on other amendments 
as they may be offered. 

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I desire to state very briefly 
some of my reasons for supporting the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Prrrman] to prohibit the 
President from abolishing or transferring the Forest Service 
from the Department of Agriculture, or abolishing or trans- 
ferring to any other agency any of the functions of the 
Forest Service. 

It is not necessary to recite the resolutions and petitions 
from some 200 organizations, including all the major farm 
organizations and the General Federation of Women’s Clubs, 
protesting against the threatened removal of the Forest Serv- 
ice from the Department of Agriculture. The senior Sena- 
tor from Nevada put these resolutions in the Recorp last 
week, and I hope they will have the thoughtful attention of 
the Senate. But I do wish to say, Mr. President, that the 
Senate, by all means, should adopt the Pittman amendment, 

I know that it has been given out and talked around that 
President Roosevelt has no intention of making this change. 
But there are powerful influences which desire the change 
to be made which would place the Forest Service in the 
Department of the Interior. I say the thing to do is to 
make certain in this matter and relieve the White House of 
any of the pressure that surely will be brought if this amend- 
ment is defeated. 

I want to say further, Mr. President, that I do not con- 

_ Sider it good legislative practice to extend legislative powers 
to the Executive upon promises passed from mouth to ear 
that the powers will not be exercised. Who has made these 
promises? No one has said. Suppose we did have the offi- 
cial promise from the final authority. Who can say that the 
power granted might not later be exercised by some other 
authority? 

The thing is wrong in principle. Just look at it. We give 
the President this power upon the second- or third- or 
fourth-hand assurance from someone else that the Presi- 
dent does not intend to use the power. It is a legislative 
power, anyway. If it is not to be used, why grant it at all? 
And as long as there is any remote possibility that the 
power might be used in this instance I certainly believe ‘t 
should not be granted. It is best to make it certain by 
adopting the Pittman amendment. 

The Forest Service in half a century of service has de- 
veloped into an efficient and well-directed organization in 
the Department of Agriculture. It deals with agriculture. 
It is a part of the Department of Agriculture. Farmers, as 
well as farm organizations, will resent any change such us 
has been proposed. 
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While my native State of Kansas is not directly affected to 
any great extent by the proposed change in the Forest Serv- 
ice, Kansas is primarily an agricultural State, and any move 
that would cripple or minimize the effectiveness of the De- 
partment of Agriculture is of grave concern to the people of 
Kansas. 

Such agencies as the Forest Service, the Biological Survey, 
and Soil Conservation, we feel, should remain in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, where they belong. I believe farmers 
and farm groups are almost unanimous in their strong feel- 
ing that it is the plain duty of Congress to guard against 
the possibility of a transfer of the Forest Service or of any 
of its functions from the Department of Agriculture. 

If it is the desire of Congress to reform and improve the 
governmental service, why not reform and improve some 
agencies that do not have such a record of efficient service 
and economical management as does the Forest Service? 

I repeat, I consider it the plain duty of the Senate to 
protect the Forest Service and the farmers of the Nation 
against the possibility of interference with the Forest Serv- 
ice. I hope the amendment offered by the Senator from 
Nevada will be agreed to. I believe it is imperative that 
it should be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Haren in the chair). 
The question is on agreeing to the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. Prrrman], on which the yeas and 
nays have been ordered. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I wish to say a few words 
with reference to the amendment. When the bill was con- 
sidered in the committee it contained a provision changing 
the title of the Department of the Interior to Department 
of Conservation. A statement of the duties of that De- 
partment caused many friends of the Forest Service to be- 
lieve that the language employed would hereafter be con- 
strued as an intimation, at any rate, on the part of the 
Congress of the belief that the Forest Service should be 
transferred to the Department of Conservation The com- 
mittee struck from the bill the provision changing the name 
of the Department of the Interior. It did so in order that 
there might be no ground for the belief, or the statement, 
that Congress in establishing such a department was inti- 
mating that the Forest Service should be transferred from 
the Department of Agriculture. 

Immediately thereafter the Secretary of Agriculture, who 
is as much interested in retaining the Forest Service in the 
Department of Agriculture as is any Member of the Senate 
or of the House of Representatives, issued a statement in 
which he said that, with the deletion from the bill of the 
provision changing the name of the Department of the In- 
terior, there remained nothing which even by implication 
could be said to carry the idea that Congress believed there 
should be a transfer of the Forest Service from the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to any other department. 

Gentlemen have stated on the floor of the Senate that 
they are confident that nothing will be done to affect the 
Forest Service. I call the attention of the Senate to the 
fact that March 3, 1933, the power to transfer agencies was 
placed in the President of the United States, and for 18 
months President Roosevelt had the power to transfer the 
Forest Service from the Department of Agriculture, had he 
so desired, without submitting his proposal to the Congress 
for consideration. During all those 18 months while he had 
that power the President did not transfer the Forest Service 
or any branch of the Forest Service from the Department of 
Agriculture. There is no reason for the belief on the part 
of any Member of the Senate, in my opinion, that if now 
given the power to change agencies, the President would do 
at this time what he did not do during the whole 18 months 
when he had the power. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRNES. I yield. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Is it not a fact that during practically all 
that time the Secretary of the Interior, with the persistence 
for which he is famous, was not only hammering away at the 
President but was hammering away at a great many Sena- 
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tors, as they can testify, in an attempt to have all of the 
grazing functions of the Forest Service placed under his De- 
partment? And will he not keep that up unless some pe- 
culiar change, not natural to him, comes over him? 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I would not join the Senator 
in criticism of the Secretary of the Interior, or, for that 
matter, of any other member of the Cabinet. I do not know; 
it may be true that during the 18 months when the President 
had the power to transfer, the Secretary of the Interior was 
seeking to have the Forest Service transferred; but the fact 
is that, notwithstanding any efforts, if he did make efforts, 
to have the transfer made, the President of the United States 
did not transfer the Forest Service. 

We may say that for 50 years, according to my informa- 
tion, certainly for 25 years I can testify, there has been a 
discussion between the Department of Agriculture and the 
Department of the Interior as to the Forest Service. Long 
before Mr. Ickes became Secretary that question was argued. 
The President of the United States is more interested in 
forestry than are many Members of the Senate. The Nation 
knows his interest in forestry. He has demonstrated it time 
and again, and there is no one who believes that he would 
do anything which would not be for the best interests of the 
Forest Service of the Government. 

It may be said, then, “If you are confident that nothing 
would be done”—and I am so confident—“why not accept the 
amendment?” Why is this amendment, of all the amend- 
ments which propose to exempt 17 or 18 agencies, offered 
first? It is simply because Senators know the Forest Service 
has more friends than have other bureaus. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] has a large num- 
ber of amendments to offer. Everyone knows that just so 
soon as the pending amendment shall be disposed of one of 
the amendments proposed by the Senator from Missouri will 
be offered, as to some labor division, as to soil conserva- 
tion, as to the Biological Survey, or as to some other organi- 
zation. Then Senators who are in favor of the bill, but who 
have voted for the Forest Service amendment, will be met 
with the statement, “When it was your pet, Senators, you 
voted to eliminate the Forest Service. Now join me and 
eliminate Soil Conservation. Join me and eliminate this 
Labor Division. Join me and eliminate the Biological Sur- 
vey.” Then, when we get through, we will give to the Presi- 
dent a law and tell him he has the power to consolidate 
agencies; but no agencies will be left for him to consolidate. 

Mr. LOGAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRNES. I yield. 

Mr. LOGAN. There is one thing that is worrying me about 
this whole question. I do not care whether the Forest 
Service is under the Department of the Interior or the 
Department of Agriculture, but I want to know if there is 
any reason why it would not function just the same and just 
as well under the one as under the other. If there is any 
reason why it would not, I should like to know what it is. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I am unable to answer the 
Senator. Senators from some States believe it would operate 
better under one than under another. Of course, when we 
analyze the situation, no matter what department may ad- 
minister the Forest Service, the question of the efficiency and 
acceptability of its administration depends entirely upon the 
man who is in charge of it. 

Mr. LOGAN. Will the Senator yield further? 

Mr. BYRNES. If I may make just one further state- 
ment, then I will yield. 

Mr. LOGAN. Certainly. 

Mr. BYRNES. We know that even if Senators believe that 
those now in charge of administering the Department of the 
Interior would not administer the Forest Service to the satis- 
faction of certain Senators who hold views different from 
the views of those in control of that Department, the man 
now in charge of the Department of the Interior will not be 
at the head of it through all time to come. 

Mr. LOGAN. That is quite true; but there is one further 
thought. I do not believe there is one voter in the United 
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States out of every thousand who knows whether the Forest 
Service is under the Department of Agriculture or under the 
Department of the Interior, or whether it is under any de- 
partment at the present time. 

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator is so correct, in my opinion, 
that I know the importance of this matter is exaggerated. 
Certainly only a small percentage of the voters of the Nation 
know about it or would ever be interested in it, except that 
Members of the House and the Senate might cause them to be 
interested in it by the views they disseminate. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRNES. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. PITTMAN. The Senator asks why this amendment 
was put forward first. I do not know what other amend- 
ments will be pressed, but I put forward this amendment 
because a large number of important organizations in the 
country, not only farmers, but various kinds of societies, in- 
cluding 32 of the chambers of commerce of the United States, 
have urged that this exception be made. They all know 
something which the Senator from Kentucky does not know; 
they know forestry. The President knows forestry. In prac- 
tically all these resolutions it is stated that range control 
is an integral part of the Forest Service; that the cutting of 
matured timber is an integral part of the Forest Service. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President—— 

Mr. PITTMAN. The President himself is an able forester, 
but I do not believe he knows anything about grazing. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I have only 15 minutes. The 
amendment is offered first, then, because forestry is an in- 
tegral part of the Department of Agriculture; that is the 
reason, but it is not a convincing reason, in my opinion. 
But of 18 amendments pending, as to all other bureaus, this 
is brought forward first because the Forest Service is an 
integral part of the Department of Agriculture. That is not 
very convincing to me. It is offered first because if Senators 
can be induced to vote for it, and eliminate the Forest 
Service from the bill, then the Senator from Missouri will 
arise with 16 amendments and offer them in order, and if 
the pending amendment should be adopted, the Senators 
who vote for it will be told, “If you can take one out, take 
my pet out, then we will take your pet out.” Then, when 
we get through, we can say, “Mr. President, reorganize the 
Government, but do not touch anything in the Government.” 
That is what it means. 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, the argument is made that 
there is no danger of the transfer of the Forest Service, be- 
cause for 18 months the President had the power to make 
the transfer and the transfer was not made. One month 
passed and no transfer was made. Two months passed and 
no transfer was made. Time went on up to 18 months, and 
no transfer was made. 

I read of a traveling salesman in South Carolina who went 
out on his round of duties by automobile each morning. 
Some distance from his home he was required to cross the 
railroad tracks at about the time a fast express went by. 
The first morning he drove over the crossing safely and had 
plenty of time to spare. The second morning he drove across 
safely, and so on, morning after morning. He became a little 
careless. Everything seemed all right. As I recall, the nine- 
teenth time he attempted to cross in front of the train he was 
unfortunate in not getting across the track. 

I think there is no merit in the argument at all that, because 
in the hectic days of 1933, with this power in the President’s 
hands, no transfer was made, those who are interested in 
keeping the Forest Service where it is can rest assured that 
it will not be transferred. 

I presume there is no intention to make the transfer, but, 
as has been pointed out frequently in the Senate, there is 
a tremendous interest in certain quarters that the transfer 
be made. I think the time to be sure that it will not be 
made is now, when we are considering the bill, when we 
can write this simple provision in the measure. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish to call attention to 
one or two things in connection with this amendment. One 
of the causes for uneasiness on the part of those who want 
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to have the Forest Service remain in the Department of 
Agriculture grew out of the proposal to change the name of 
the Department of the Interior to the Department of Con- 
servation, and the fear was, forestry being a matter of 
conservation of timber and the preservation of soil, under 
the soil-erosion program, which is concerned with conserva- 
tion of the fertility and richness of the soil, that the mere 
change in the name to the Department of Conservation would 
by an association of ideas ultimately result in the transfer of 
all conservation activities to such a department. 

I think we might as well admit that the Secretary of the 
Interior would like to have the Forest Service in his depart- 
ment. 

The Forest Service was once under the Department of the 
Interior, and it was transferred to the Department of Agri- 
culture. It may be that, like the desire of France to regain 
possession of Alsace and Lorraine, the Interior Department 
has been trying to regain jurisdiction of the Forest Service 
ever since it was taken away. We might admit that for the 
sake of the argument. But the Department of the Interior 
has never gotten the Forest Service back, and even though 
for 18 months, as the Senator from South Carolina has said, 
the President had the power to transfer the Forest Service, 
and the Secretary of the Interior was importuning the Presi- 
dent to do it all those 18 months, and was unsuccessful, at 
a time when there was no real public agitation about it, and 
when it might have been done if the President had desired to 
do it, before the public generally knew that any such thing 
was under contemplation. I think it is certainly an extreme 
argument now to say that although he did not do it when 
he had the power to do it, although it is understood that he 
has no intention now to do it, or to do it in the future, yet 
we ought to vote this exemption. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield, but I have only a few minutes. 

Mr. CLARK. I do not intend to take much of the Sena- 
tor’s time. However, would it not follow from the argument 
the Senator is now making that by passing this measure we 
would be doing an utterly futile thing, inasmuch as the 
President, during the time he had the power, made prac- 
tically no changes whatever in any of the agencies of the 
Government? 

Mr. BARKLEY. The President did not make as many 
changes as probably might have been made or ought to have 
been made. He did not make as many as I hope he will 
make after the enactment of the pending bill. 

Mr. CLARK. He did not make more than one, did he? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not know whether he made one or 
more than one. I know he transferred the Emergency Fleet 
Corporation from where it was to some place else. But, of 
course, that was at the beginning of an administration, and 
in the first place it took longer than 18 months to survey all 
the departments and bureaus of the Government, and with 
the stress of an emergency resting upon the President, he 
had very little time to consider that matter during the 18 
months that he had the power. 

I am not in favor of transferring the Forest Service, and 
I have not the slightest fear that it is going to be transferred. 
Yet I am not one of those who believe that if it were trans- 
ferred from the Department of Agriculture to the Depart- 
ment of the Interior all the trees would immediately shrivel 
up, and the leaves would fall off, and not another tree would 
grow in the United States. 

I know the Director of the Forest Service, Mr. Silcox, and 
there is not a more able, more conscientious, more public- 
spirited or devoted public servant, in my judgment, in any 
bureau than is Mr. Silcox, head of the Forest Service. 

By leaving the Department as it is, we have undertaken 
to eliminate the fear which people entertain simply because 
of the proposal to change the name of the Department of the 
Interior to the Department of Conservation. It brought to 
memory that old peroration delivered in Arkansas when the 
question of changing the name of Arkansas was under dis- 
cussion, and a famous speech was delivered which, of course, 
I would not attempt to repeat in the Senate, in which the 
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speaker exclaimed, Change the name of Arkansas! Hell's 
fire, no!” The name was never changed. There is a great 
deal more to the speech that I will not repeat. 

Mr. MILLER. And the name of Arkansas will not be 
changed, either. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of coure the name Arkansas will not 
be changed! No one would want to change it, because it is 
such a euphonious name, and the State has been so ably 
represented at all times, and especially now the State of 
Arkansas is so ably represented in the Senate that no one 
would want to change either the name of Arkansas or the 
representatives from that State in the Senate. 

It reminds me of agitation that creates fear in the minds 
of people because of an association of ideas. If we are going 
to exempt a bureau which I think everyone has a right to 
know is not going to be touched, then there would be even 
more argument for exempting one with respect to which no 
one knows what is going to happen. If we are to exempt 
one as an example, if we are to say, “We do not believe that 
we can trust the President with respect to the Forest Serv- 
ice,“ how can we decline to exempt any number of other 
bureaus on the same ground? 

Mr. President, I am not one of those who believe or antici- 
pate that the President is going to do a foolish thing. The 
President is satisfied, as we are, with the administration of 
the Forest Service in the Department of Agriculture. Even 
though there exists an ambition on the part of any man in 
any department to reach out and to accumulate under his 
own authority bureaus, either because they were once in his 
department or for any other reason, that gives no substance 
to the assumption that the President is going to do a ridicu- 
lous and foolish thing. 

I have no doubt that many independent agencies which 
are functioning efficiently and effectively and to the satis- 
faction of the President are not going to be touched merely 
because he has the power to transfer them or allocate them 
te some department. I could mention two or three such 
services which I do not believe will ever be interfered with 
by the President, or transferred to any other department. 
But I am not going to assume in the Senate the role of 
prophet with respect to what the President may do with any 
of them, except to say that I am satisfied that the President 
is just as much interested as we are, not only in the Forset 
Service but in the efficient and proper administration of all 
the bureaus which he may have the power to transfer or 
allocate, but which in all probability, in the exercise of his 
judgment and wisdom, he will not touch. If we are going to 
exempt the Forest Service and exempt all the other bureaus 
that are involved in the amendments of the Senator from 
Missouri, and other amendments which may be offered, we 
might as well throw the reorganization bill out of the win- 
dow and devote the time of Congress itself to reorganization. 
If we are not willing to trust the President to do it, then we 
ought to do it, and we ought to abandon this bill and devote 
a whole session of Congress to reorganizing the Government 
service. 

We know we have not done it. For 40 years we have not 
done it. During those 40 years, without any reflection upon 
Congress or its ability or its patriotism or its service, we 
have contributed to the confusion that we are now trying 
to eliminate by setting up from time to time bureau after 
bureau, duplication after duplication, and year after year 
appropriating money to continue a bureau wholly inde- 
pendently, when at the time of their creation we could have 
allocated them to some department but did not do so. 

If during the years Congress has created the condition of 
more or less chaos referred to by the establishment of 135 
or 136 independent bureaus or agencies all over Washington 
and all through the Government, when we could have allo- 
cated them to some department but did not do so, how 
much longer would it take Congress, if it had nothing else 
to do, to go through all the departments and all the agen- 
cies with a fine-tooth comb and itself decide in mass meet- 
ing where they ought to be located than it would take if it 
were left to the President, with the understanding that 30 
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days after the President allocates any bureau to any depart- 
ment we can pass an act nullifying such allocation and 
retransfer it to wherever we may see fit to transfer it? 

For these reasons I hope this amendment will be defeated, 
not only because I do not think there is any danger to the 
Forest Service but because I think it would be setting a woe- 
ful example of legislative effort to confer upon somebody 
who is capable of reorganizing the power to reorganize, and 
to exempt one bureau because there has grown up in the 
country, due to the circumstance I referred to a moment 
ago, the fear that it might be transferred from the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to the Department of the Interior. We 
have gone as far as possible to eliminate that fear; and I 
believe any fear on the part of any Senator or any organi- 
zation, or the Bureau itself, has been eliminated, or at least 
the ground for such fear has been eliminated, if we look the 
situation fairly in the face. 

For the reasons I have stated, I hope this amendment will 
not be agreed to; and I hope other amendments of a similar 
nature which may be offered will be rejected, and that we 
may confer the power on the President of the United States, 
as we have heretofore conferred it upon Democratic and 
Republican Presidents alike, to do what we are now trying 
to accomplish, without any exemption whatever. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, I have lis- 
tened with attention, as I always do, to what the Senator 
from Kentucky (Mr. BARKLEY] has said. I do not think he 
is his logical self in the argument he makes this morning. 
I do not think the Senator has really considered all the im- 
plications which may arise from the argument which he 
advances. 

The Senator says that the President is interested in the 
Forest Service. I am willing to admit that he is interested 
in the Forest Service, and I am willing to admit that he 
wishes to do what is best for that service. The Senator says 
that the President had a long period of time in which he 
could have made this change if he had wanted to, and he did 
not make it; and therefore we may rest assured that he will 
not make it in the future. 

The Senator says, in addition, that with the assurances 
which have been given—I do not quote him exactly—we may 
rest assured that no change will be made. 

I insist, Mr. President, that those are reasons which no 
lawmaking body should consider for a moment. If consid- 
ered, they are reasons presented against the bill. Can it be 
said that no exceptions have been made by the Senator from 
South Carolina in his bill? It is full of exceptions. In the 
form in which the bill is offered to the Senate, it begins with 
the exception of all the important independent agencies of 
government, which might be reorganized or regrouped in 
some better manner. They are important exceptions. He has 
specifically exempted in this bill two agencies which are not 
of the same character as those to which I have just adverted. 
Yet all this heat arises over not permitting an exemption of 
the Forest Service, when 108 organizations in this country 
are asking that it be exempted. We are asked to leave with 
the President the power to transfer it because, forsooth, 
some distinguished gentleman on the other side has tele- 
phoned to some unknown individual at some unknown time 
and has received some unknown assurance that there will be 
no change in the status of the Forest Service. 

I submit, Mr. President, that is no way to legislate. I 
submit that if there were no other reasons for legislating 
on this subject and permitting this exception reasons have 
been afforded by the Senators who have advocated that 
nothing be done. The situation cannot be read otherwise. 
If there is no danger, if there will be no danger, if Senators 
are so certain that the President never will interfere with 
the Forest Service, why not write that assurance into the 
law and be certain ourselves? 

Who should be certain in this instance? Good heavens! 
We are going pretty far when we go to the extent we are 
asked to go in connection with this amendment. The pro- 
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ponents of this bill have made the amendment extremely 
important. At first it was not an amendment which inter- 
ested me greatly; but the proponents of the bill have made 
it extremely important, because they say the Senate cannot 
act upon it and must not act upon it because of the various 
assurances which Senators have received. How the Senate 
has fallen! 

While I am about it, Mr. President, I desire to read into 
the Record a telegram received by me this morning from 
Mr. William Green, president of the American Federation 
of Labor. I assume the other Members of the Senate have 
received a similar telegram. I read: 

The American Federation of Labor urges you to vote to recom- 
mit the reorganization bill, S. 3331, for further study and con- 
sideration and in order that those most vitally affected by reor- 
ganization legislation may be given an opportunity to be heard 
and to present information and recommendations. 

The reorganization bill now being considered by the Senate is 
highly objectionable to the American Federation of Labor and its 
entire membership. 

It must be freely conceded that the usual custom of according 
hearings to those interested in legislation was not followed with 
reference to this reorganization bill. No hearings were held by 
the House committee and only a superficial hearing by the Senate 
committee, at which only the chairman of the committee was 
present. 

The reorganization bill now pending represents a broad and 
sweeping delegation of congressional authority to the executive 
branch of the Government. 


I invite particular attention to this part of the telegram. 
I care not for the rest of it: 

The reorganization bill now pending represents a broad and 
sweeping delegation of congressional authority to the executive 
branch of the Government. That provision of the bill is highly 
objectionable to labor. Congress ought to retain all its constitu- 
tional authority in conformity with principles of democratic pro- 
cedure and democratic government. 

That is exactly what is at issue—put in issue by the pro- 
ponents of the bill. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I yield. I hope the Senator 
will not take up much of my time. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I shall not do so. I am afraid somebody 
has misinformed Mr. Green with respect to the hearings 
before the committee. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Perhaps that is true. I do 
not care about that portion of the telegram. 

Mr. BARKLEY. However, I desire to correct the im- 
pression that nobody was present at the hearings but the 
chairman of the committee. More than a majority of the 
committee were present. The newspapers were full of the 
fact that for days and days hearings were held; and nobody 
who asked for a hearing was denied the opportunity to be 
heard. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I said that I cared not 
about hearings, and I cared not about those parts of the 
dispatch up to the portion I have just read. Let me repeat 
it. I want every Senator in the Chamber to hear it, because 
it deals with the substance of the vote that we shall soon 
take upon this particular amendment, and it admirably 
states what is in issue today. 

The reorganization bill now pending represents a broad and 
sweeping delegation of congressional authority to the executive 
branch of the Government. That provision of the bill is highly 
objectionable to labor. Congress ought to retain all its constitu- 
tional authority in conformity with principles of democratic pro- 
cedure and democratic government. Said power ought to be 
broadened and extended but never curtailed nor surrendered. 

That expression is in accord, indeed, with my idea of demo- 
cratic principles, and I compliment Mr. Green upon stating 
the facts in a succinct and absolutely convincing manner. 

Now we are going to add to the delegation of power a 
delegation of power upon a whisper. Somebody has whis- 
pered that the President of the United States will not touch 
the Forest Service, and upon that whisper that we do not 
know whence it emanated, we do not know from whom, we 
do not know when, and we do not know anything about it— 
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upon that whisper we are to take another part of a delegation 
of power and yield it unto the Executive. 
Then Mr. Green’s telegram continues: 


I assure labor is greatly alarmed over the serious implica- 
tions involved in this legislation. 


So am I, and upon that subject I hope sometime during 
this debate to speak with some degree of solemnity and, I 
assure the Senate, with an utter sincerity. Mr. Green’s tele- 
gram concludes: 

I sincerely and earnestly appeal to you to vote to recommit the 
bill for further consideration, study, and analysis. 

WILLIAM GREEN, 
President, American Federation of Labor. 

I have, as well, a telegram from Edw. Vandeleur, of the 
California State Federation of Labor, making the same 
request. 

Further than that, I do not care to go at the present time, 
but here we have distinctly before us a question involving 
the interest of and dealing with a subject matter upon 
which over a hundred thousand people have seen fit to peti- 
tion this body. We say to them, We will not protect you, 
because—why? Because somebody has heard a whisper 
from down the street from somebody who is not disclosed, 
and upon that whisper we will deny you your prayer.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ScHWELLENBACH in the 
chair). The question is on the amendment of the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. Prrrman], which will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed, on page 4, line 12, after 
the word “act”, to insert a semicolon and the following: 
or to abolish or transfer the Forest Service from the Department 
of Agriculture to any other executive department, or to abolish or 
transfer to any other agency or department, any of the functions 
exercised by the Forest Service. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, on that amendment the 
yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas and nays having 
been ordered, the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. GLASS (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIP- 
STEAD], who is detained from the Senate by sickness. Not 
knowing how he would vote, I withhold my vote. If I were 
permitted to vote, I should vote “nay,” as I do not want to 
obstruct the President. 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. HALE. On this vote my colleague the junior Senator 
from Maine [Mr. WEITE] is paired with the junior Senator 
from Florida (Mr. PEPPER]. If present and voting, my col- 
league would vote “yea,” and, I understand, the Senator from 
Florida would vote “nay.” 

Mr. WAGNER. On this vote I am paired with the senior 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van Nuys]. I am informed that 
if present he would vote “yea.” If I were permitted to vote, 
I should vote “nay.” 

Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Utah 
{Mr. Tuomas] is detained in a conference at the White House. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] is detained in 
his State on official business. 

The Senator from Washington [Mr. Bong], the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. Kine], and the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. LUNDEEN] are detained in important committee meet- 
ings. 

The Senator from Ilinois [Mr. Lewis], the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. PEPPER], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Tau- 
Man], and the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van Nuys] are 
detained on important public business. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] is paired with 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis]. If present and voting, 
the Senator from Nevada would vote “yea,” and the Senator 
from Illinois would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Utah [Mr. Krnc] is paired with the Sen- 
ator from Missouri [Mr. TRUMAN]. I am not advised how 
either Senator would vote if present. 
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The result was announced—yeas 33, nays 50, as follows: 
YEAS—33 
Austin Capper Hale Maloney 
Bailey Chavez Hatch Pittman 
Berry Clark Holt Smith 
Borah Davis Johnson, Calif. 
Bridges Donahey Johnson, Colo. Vandenberg 
Bulkley Duffy Lodge er 
Bulow George Lonergan 
Burke Gerry McGill 
Byrd Gibson McNary 
NAYS—50 
Adams Ellender Logan Radcliffe 
Andrews Frazier McAdoo es 
Ashurst Gillette McKellar Reynolds 
Green Miller Russell 
Barkley Guffey Milton Schwartz 
Bilbo Harrison Minton Schwellenbach 
Brown, Mich. Hayden Murray Sheppard 
Brown, N. H. Herring Neely Smathers 
Byrnes Hin Norris Thomas, Okla., 
Caraway Hitchcock Nye 
Hughes O'Maho; Walsh 
Copeland La Follette Overton 
Dieterich 
NOT VOTING—13 
Bone Lundeen Thomas, Utah White 
Glass McCarran Truman 
Kini Pepper Van Nuys 
Le Shipstead Wagner 


So Mr. Prrrman’s amendment was rejected. 
MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages in writing from the President of the United 
States were communicated to the Senate by Mr. Latta, one 
of his secretaries. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. 
Chaffee, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed without amendment the following bills of the 
Senate: 

S. 975. An act to amend the act approved February 7, 
1913, so as to remove restrictions as to the use of the Little 
Rock Confederate Cemetery, and for other purposes; 

S. 1759. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to elimi- 
nate the requirements of cultivation in connection with cer- 
tain homestead entries,” approved August 19, 1935; 

S. 2339. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to pro- 
vide for the construction of certain public buildings, and 
for other purposes,” approved May 25, 1926 (44 Stat. 630), 
as amended; and 

S. 2963. An act authorizing the Superintendent of the 
United States Naval Academy, Annapolis, Md., to accept 
gifts and bequests of money for the purpose of erecting a 
building on land now owned by the United States Govern- 
ment at the Naval Academy, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the House had passed 
the following bills of the Senate, each with amendments, in 
which it requested the concurrence of the Senate: 

S. 1570. An act granting the consent of Congress to com- 
pacts or agreements between the States of Minnesota, South 
Dakota, and North Dakota with respect to the Red River of 
the North; and 

S.1986. An act to amend section 42 of title 7 of the Canal 
Zone Code. 

The message further announced that the House had agreed 
to the report of the committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate 
to the bill (H. R. 8947) making appropriations for the Treas- 
ury and Post Office Departments for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, and that the House 
had receded from its disagreement to the amendment of the 
Senate No. 8 to the said bill and concurred therein with 
an amendment, in which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate. 

The message also announced that the House had agreed 
to the report of the committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate 
to the bill (H. R. 9181) making appropriations for the gov- 
ernment of the District of Columbia, and other activities 
chargeable in whole or in part against the revenues of such 
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District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for other 
purposes; that the House receded from its disagreement to 
the amendments of the Senate Nos. 5, 10, 29, 58, 66, 82, 
127, 133, and 135 to the said bill and concurred therein: 
that the House receded from its disagreement to the amend- 
ments of the Senate Nos. 12, 22, 35, 69, 77, 128, and 129 
to the bill and concurred therein severally with an amend- 
ment, in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate; 
and that the House insisted upon its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate No. 136 to the bill. 

The message further announced that the House had agreed 
to a concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 43) authorizing the 
Committee on Roads of the House of Representatives to have 
printed for its use additional copies of the hearings on the 
bill (H. R. 8838) to amend the Federal Aid Highway Act 
approved July 11, 1916, as amended and supplemented, and 
for other purposes, in which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


The message also announced that the Speaker had affixed 
his signature to the enrolled bill (S. 3655) amending section 
312 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, and it was 
signed by the President pro tempore. 


TREASURY AND POST OFFICE DEPARTMENTS APPROPRIATIONS 


Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent for 
the consideration at this time of the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate numbered 8 to the 
Treasury and Post Office appropriation bill, being House bill 
8947. The amendment has already been agreed to by the 
Senate conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the Presiding Officer laid before 
the Senate the amendment of the House to the amendment 
of the Senate No. 8, which was, in the last line of the 
matter inserted by said Senate engrossed amendment No. 
8, to strike out “$7,000,000” and insert a comma and “$7,700,- 
000, which sum shall include the completion of annex build- 
ing No. 3, the remodeling, rewiring, and installation of new 
elevators in buildings Nos. 1 and 2, and all furniture and 
the cost of moving machinery in connection with the entire 
project: Provided, That any unexpended balances of appro- 
priations for such project unobligated on the date of com- 
pletion thereof shall revert to the Treasury.” 

Mr. GLASS. I move that the Senate concur in the House 
amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 


The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 3331) 
to provide for reorganizing agencies of the Government, ex- 
tending the classified civil service, establishing a. general 
auditing office and a department of welfare, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I offer the amendment which 
I send to the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 4, line 6, after the word con- 
trol“, it is proposed to insert “or of the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion with regard to veterans’ activities.” 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, a few days ago, in the course 
of the debate on the amendment offered by the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. WHEELER], I stated that I had received many 
requests from many parts of the United States to offer an 
amendment to this bill putting the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion on the same footing as the Federal Reserve Board, the 
Engineer Corps of the Army, the Mississippi River Commis- 
sion, and the other agencies of government which have 
been specificially exempted in this bill, and that I had re- 
fused to do so for the reason that I believed that such 
exemptions prior to the disposition of such an amendment 
as the Wheeler amendment tended to weaken the support of 
the Wheeler amendment, and tended to give adherence to 
the principle involved in this bill of the abdication by Con- 
gress of its constitutional powers and duties. 
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Since, however, the defeat of the Wheeler amendment by 
4 votes — and, incidentally by reason of four dead“ pairs, 
I may say—it seems to me not only proper but very desirable 
that the Senate be given an opportunity to go on record 
not only with regard to the question of whether or not the 
Veterans’ Administration is to be subjected to being merged, 
or divided, or anything else at the Presidential whim, but 
with regard to the question of whether they should be placed 
in the same category with the Mississippi River Commission, 
the Engineer Corps of the Army, the Federal Reserve Board, 
and the various independent commissions. 

Mr. President, as I have said, I have received communica- 
tions from all the veterans’ organizations in the United 
States. I do not by any manner of means slavishly adhere 
to the wishes or desires of the veterans’ organizations of this 
country, although I myself am a member of several of them. 
For instance, I am opposed to what I regard as an iniquitous 
measure now pending in the House of Representatives, and 
likely soon to be pending here, setting up a fascist govern- 
ment in this country in time of war, the so-called May-Hill- 
Sheppard bill. But when it comes to the matter of famil- 
iarity with and interest in the welfare of the ex-service men 
of the country, particularly the disabled ex-service men, nat- 
urally there are no bodies of men which have as great 
familiarity with or as great interest in their welfare as the 
various veterans’ organizations. 

I have on my desk communications from all the leading 
veterans’ organizations pleading with Congress not to subject 
the welfare of the veterans to the breaking up of the Vet- 
erans’ Administration. I am going to read some of them, 
although I almost hesitate to do so for fear that the fact that 
they have petitioned Congress under the constitutional right 
of petition may lead to their subjection to inquisition, and 
perhaps intimidation, by the Senatorial Ogpu; and I should 
not venture to read the communications from these men 
except for the fact that I have had long association with 
them, and I happen to know that they are not likely to be 
intimidated either by the Senator from Indiana [Mr. MIN- 
ton], the Senator from Washington [Mr. ScHWELLENBACH], 
now occupying the chair, or anyone else. Therefore, I make 
bold to present their communications for the consideration of 
the Congress. i 

Here is one from the national commander of the American 
Legion, Daniel V. Doherty: 

Borse, Inano, March 19, 1938. 
Hon. BENNETT C. CLARK, 
Senate Office Building: 

Urgently request you offer amendment excepting Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration from provisions of reorganization bill. Essential pres- 
ent agency dealing with disabled veterans and veterans’ affairs 
generally be preserved. Departure from existing set-up will in- 
volve serious confusion and adversely affect interests of veterans 
and dependents. 

DANIEL V. DoHERTY, 
National Commander, the American Legion. 

Here is one from the commander in chief of the Disabled 

American Veterans: 


WASHINGTON, D. C., March 21, 1938. 
Hon. BENNETT CHAMP CLARK: 

Your vigorous efforts to have Veterans’ Administration spe- 
cifically exempted from reorganization act will be thoroughly ap- 
preciated by the Disabled American Veterans. With veterans’ af- 
fairs today being more smoothly administered than in the past it 
would be little short of calamity to have that agency disturbed 


in immediate future. 
Marte T. Hari, National Commander. 


Another one: 

DENVER, CoLo,, March 21, 1938. 
Senator BENNETT CLARK, y 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Please do all you can to prevent transfer of Veterans’ Administra- 
tion to any other governmental department. Spanish War veterans 
are pleased with the manner General Hines is administering ex- 
isting laws. Veterans are a unit in desiring the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration to be directly responsible to the President. 

Rice W. MEANS, 
Chairman, National Committee on Legislation and 
Administration, United Spanish War Veterans. 


Here is another: 


Much concerned over the possibilities under the Government 
reorganization bill, S. 3331, the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the 
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United States, at its last national encampment, in Buffalo, N. Y., 
3 29 to September 3, 1937, adopted resolutions requesting 

1, The Veterans’ Administration be named as one of the inde- 
pendent establishments, the identity and functions of which are 
not to be disturbed. 

This much-to-be-desired protection against transfer of the 
Veterans’ Administration or any of its functions into some execu- 
tive department or other Federal agency could be given by amend- 
ing section 5, subparagraph (2), of S. 3331, by imserting the words 
“the Veterans’ Administration”, immediately after the words 
“Exchange Commission” therein. 

s + * * s $ . 
Respectfully yours, 
M. W. RICE, 
Legislative Representative. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Record in this connection a letter from Colonel Taylor, 
director of the national legislative committee of the American 
Legion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The letter is as follows: 


THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
Washington, D. C., March 8, 1938. 
Hon. BENNETT CHAMP CLARK, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR CLARK: The reorganization bill is now before 
the Senate for debate. In it there are certain agencies of the Gov- 
ernment specifically excepted from its provisions, but apparently 
most anything can happen to the Veterans’ Administration. 

All of the difficulties pertaining to the administration of the 
laws affecting veterans were traceable in the beginning to the fact 
that responsibility was at first distributed amongst a half dozen 
different departments of the Government and then under the 
Treasury Department. Finally the Veterans’ Administration was 
created by law and from then on we knew definitely with whom 
We were dealing. Repeatedly the statement is made that this is 
one of the largest and most important departments of the Gov- 
ernment. It should be kept separate. 

(1) If the reorganization bill should be passed and the Veterans’ 
Administration again placed under one of the existing Cabinet 
officers—or if it should be split up and its work distributed around 
amongst various departments of the Government—we will have 
nothing but trouble for years to come. We have gone all through 
this grief and as a result we have one agency upon which and 
to which the Members of Congress can place their fingers on all 
matters dealing with veterans or their dependents, and for this 
reason alone it should be placed amongst the class of “excepted” 
agencies. ° 

(2) Over the years with the enactment of laws and the issuance 
of Executive orders, veterans and their wives or their widows have 
been granted a certain preference in securing employment with the 
Government. If the reorganization bill is passed as it is written 
all veteran preference is wiped out. May I suggest therefore that 
when amendments are offered to the bill, the following be presented 
to the Senate at its proper place: 

“Provided further, That nothing herein contained shall be con- 
strued to prevent the application of the existing veteran preference 
provisions in civil-service laws, Executive orders and rulings.” 

I can assure you that we shall appreciate this very much indeed. 
Otherwise, unless something is done there will be little or no 
chance for veterans so far as Government employment is con- 
cerned if for no other reason than for the “age factor” alone. 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHN THOMAS TAYLOR, 
Director, National Legislative Committee. 


Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I cannot make a better argu- 
ment for the exemption of the Veterans Administration 
from the operation of this bill than by reading a letter ad- 
dressed to me by Mr. Thomas Kirby, of the Disabled Ameri- 
can Veterans, a man known to many Members of this body 
and held by them in high regard: 


My Dear SENATOR CLARK: It is earnestly urged that the pending 
reorganization bill be amended so as to specifically exempt the 
Veterans’ Administration from merger with any other Federal 
agency. 

As a World War veteran, you realize the trials and tribulations 
that beset the disabled men when they were shunted around from 
the Public Health Service, the Bureau of War Risk Insurance, the 
Federal Board for Vocational Rehabilitation, and the national 
homes prior to the creation of the consolidated Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration. No informed person would attempt to maintain that the 
Veterans“ Administration of today is a perfect institution— 


And with that I entirely agree with Captain Kirby— 


Still we all agree that there is an immeasurably better condi- 
tion than that which obtained in the years immediately following 
the war. If the Veterans’ Administration should now be placed in 
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a permanent department, it will probably be under an assistant 
secretary, meaning further removed from the White House, thereby 
making it even more difficult to solve these perplexing problems, 

While it is true that under the pending bill there would 
be no compulsion to interfere with the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion, nevertheless, the President, in making these decisions, 
must look to others for information and recommendations— 
and I call the attention of Senators to this sentence— 
and we still have a vivid recollection of after March 20, 1933, 
when broad powers were granted the President and the regula- 
tions played havoc with the whole system of veterans’ relief 
including the service-connected men and their dependents. 

If, as contended, the President has no intention to include the 
Veterans’ Administration in reo; g, it would appear that 


rganizin: 
there is no legitimate reason why the exemption should not be 
specifically stated in the law. 


This is a matter of grave importance to those still handicapped 
from their war service and your vigorous presentation of such 
an amendment will be deeply appreciated. 

With kindest personal regards, 

Cordially yours, 
THOMAS KIRBY. 

Mr. President, the statements contained in Captain 
Kirby’s letter are absolutely true. Every man who served 
in this body at the time to which he refers realizes 
that under the broad powers granted the President in the 
Economy Act of 1933, cruel injustices were perpetrated. I 
remember on one occasion the late Senator from New Mexico, 
Mr. Cutting, brought into a committee room in this build- 
ing a man who was so frightfully injured that it was pos- 
sible to look into his back, into his wounds, and see the 
beating of his heart. Under the arbitrary powers granted 
in the Economy Act that man had been refused the relief 
which his grateful countrymen had intended he should have. 
I recall that in the debate following that exhibition the 
senior Senator from California [Mr. JoHNson] rose in his 
place and with as deep feeling as I have ever seen shown in 
this Chamber, stated that some of the officials who made 
these regulations ought to be given an opportunity of seeing 
that man, to see what the action of the human heart looked 
like. 

Mr. COPELAND. I examined that case myself. 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator from New York, an eminent 
physician, examined the man, and will corroborate what I 
say as to his condition. 

Mr. President, when the veterans’ organizations of this 
country speak with regard to veterans’ welfare, I make bold 
to say that they speak for the country, because this country 
intends to see that the rehabilitation and welfare of veterans, 
particularly of disabled veterans, shall not be neglected. The 
veterans’ organizations of this country are a unit in their 
urgent request to the Congress not to subject the veterans 
to the same experience they underwent in 1933, not to wipe 
out all of the gains that were made when it was made possible 
for a wounded or otherwise disabled veteran to go to one 
central agency and present his claim, instead of being 
shunted from pillar to post, from bureau to bureau, and 
department to department, as was the situation in this coun- 
try before the Veterans’ Administration was established. 

It is true that I have other amendments which I intend 
to offer; but, irrespective of any other consideration, I ap- 
peal to the Senate in this particular matter to insure that 
the advantages gained through a long struggle in behalf of 
the effort to take care of disabled veterans shall not undergo 
any possibility of being ruined. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I desire to supple- 
ment what the able Senator from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] has 
just stated. The exhibit I present deals specifically with 
the amendment offered, but deais more generally and funda- 
mentally with the menace of pretending to legislate upon the 
basis of assurances that something will not happen that can 
or could happen under the textual privileges which we are 
asked to grant the Executive. 

The Senator from Missouri has referred to the experience 
we suffered in connection with the Economy Act. The Econ- 
omy Act was passed about the third week in March 1933. I 
voted for it, as did almost every other Senator, under the 
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pressure of emergency and under the assurance—‘assur- 
ance,” that familiar word which runs all through this de- 
bate—the assurance that certain things would not happen 
to the disabled veterans in particular as a result of the 
regulations which could ensue. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the Senator does not know of 
any Senator who has had any assurance with regard to the 
Veterans’ Administration, does he? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. No; and if I did, the assurance would 
mean nothing to me after the experience I underwent per- 
sonally on the basis of assurances in connection with the 
Economy Act in 1933. 

On April 20, 1933, the regulations were promulgated. That 
was just about 1 month after the power had been granted, 
1 month after the assurances had been given. 

I desire to quote what the Senator from Massachusetts 
(Mr. WatsH] stated in debate on June 14, 1933. He said: 

Shortly after the 4th of March we enacted the economy law. 
The banks of the country were closed. The credit of the Govern- 
ment was threatened. The President asked Congress to give him 
the power to make drastic reductions in the expenses of the Gov- 
ernment, to cut salaries, and to rewrite all legislation affecting the 
veterans of all wars. We gave him that power willingly. The 
country demanded and approved it. On the floor of the Senate I, 
myself, with other Senators, pleaded that he be given that power, 
expressing my sincere confidence in the belief that he would ad- 
minister with liberality and with justice the extraordinary powers 
granted— 

The same old story—a reliance upon liberality and justice 
which is subsequently to appear in respect to the regulations 
issued under our grant of power. I continue to quote from 
the speech of the Senator from Massachusetts: 

Because we all believed reasonable and not unfair regulations 
would be adopted— 


That being precisely the expectation under which we labor 
today, and are asked to proceed confidently with this bill— 

Because we all believed reasonable and not unfair regulations 
would be adopted, we voted for the bill * 

On April 20 regulations were promulgated Gone the power which 
we decreed in the economy law— 


That was about a month later— 


That these regulations shocked all who had knowledge of veterans’ 
legislation cannot be denied. I do not hesitate to say that I have 
not found anyone from the highest to the lowest official of the 
Government who has undertaken to justify or defend these regu- 
lations. Every strong adjective which could be found has been re- 
soi ted to by conservative and informed Members of the Congress 
in order to describe the character of those regulations. “Inhuman,” 
“unjust,” “cruel,” “brutal” have been the descriptive words. I 
have not heard a Senator on this floor assert that these regulations 
were reasonable or just. 

Mr. President, those were the regulations which followed 
within 1 month after the assurance that regulations were 
to be equitable and fair and just. 

There was a veritable revolution on the floor of the Senate 
because of the fact that the regulations which were pro- 
mulgated within 1 month after the grant of this extraordi- 
nary power were so completely at variance with the assur- 
ances which had been given that not only was there a revo- 
lution in respect to speeches on the floor of the Senate, but 
there was an immediate revolution in respect to the legisla- 
tion itself. 

Mind you, the regulations came out on April 20. On June 
14, which was about 6 weeks later, the Senate adopted the 
so-called Steiwer-Cutting amendment, substantially over- 
taking the errors which had been made, and by “errors” I 
mean things which were done contrary to assurances, con- 
trary to a justifiable reliance on wisdom and equity. The 
Steiwer-Cutting amendment was adopted by a vote of 51 to 
39, and that was followed by numerous corrections. On 
February 27, 1934, another correction was voted by the over- 
whelming Senate vote of 69 to 15. The able Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] himself, the sponsor of the 
pending bill, was offering amendments on the floor within 
6 weeks after the regulations appeared, seeking to correct 
the injustices which had been done contrary to the assur- 
ances which we were asked to accept as the basis for our 
votes. 
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Mr. President, in the face of that experience I think the 
Senator from Missouri is justified, as are the veterans’ 
organizations for which he speaks, in asserting that those of 
us at least who still sit in the Senate who were here and 
suffered this experience in 1933 are not justified or war- 
ranted in relying again upon assurances, or upon the con- 
templation that equity and justice and wisdom are to be 
forthcoming in connection with the rules and regulations. 

The fundamentally important conclusion to be drawn 
from the exhibit it seems to me goes far beyond this mere 
amendment. It goes to the fundamental question that we, 
upon our responsibility as Senators under the Constitution, 
have no right to legislate upon the basis of assurances or 
expectations when, on the contrary, it is our responsibility 
to say what we mean in the textual form of the law. 

I agree with the Senator from South Carolina that it 
would be infinitely better to permit the initiation of re- 
organization in the hands of the President without limita- 
tion. I would not quarrel with that power if Congress re- 
tained the right of veto. If the Wheeler amendment were 
in the bill, I would vote for none of these exemptions. 
Without the Wheeler amendment, in the face of the ex- 
periences that many of us have had under rules and regula- 
tions based upon assurances, I submit that the pending 
amendment should be agreed to, and so should any amend- 
ment dealing with any other exemption in which any Sena- 
tor has a profound belief. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, in support of the amend- 
ment to exempt the Veterans Administration, the Senator 
from Michigan and the Senator from Missouri referred to 
cases that appealed to our sympathies, occurring back in 
1933, and which today appeal to our sympathies. We can 
recall that the regulations then adopted were criticized, and 
it is a fact that at that time I offered amendments to the 
bill seeking to modify those regulations. But, Mr. President, 
we must not forget that those things which now cause Sen- 
ators to speak so sympathetically, happened in the Veterans 
Administration as now constituted, and the Director of the 
Veterans Administration was Genéral Hines, the same man 
who is now the Director of the Veterans’ Administration, 

Mr. CLARK. Will the Senator yield to me for just 1 
moment? 

Mr. BYRNES. I yield. 

Mr. CLARK. Of course, the Senator is aware of the 
fact—no one knows it better than the Senator from South 
Carolina—that during that period the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration, without any change in the law, was practically not 
an independent agency, but under the control of the Director 
of the Budget, Mr. Lewis Douglas, and the regulations were 
drafted under the direction of the Director of the Budget. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I do not know that. I 
know, on the contrary, that General Hines was the Director, 
and I am unwilling to believe that he abdicated his office. 
I do not believe that the Senator would be paying such a 
high tribute to a man who, when charged with the duties 
of passing upon the compensation of soldiers, deliberately 
abdicated in favor of some other official of the Government. 

The fact is that at that time I consulted on numerous 
occasions with the Director of the Veterans’ Administration 
as to those regulations, and if criticism is to be made it is to 
be made of the Veterans’ Administration as now constituted, 
and against the Director.. If ever a man was criticized he 
was criticized at that time. If Senators have now come to 
the conclusion that they were wrong and that General Hines 
was not to be blamed, or that the regulations which he 
adopted really were not subject to criticism, I am delighted 
to hear it. At that time I believed he was unjustly criticized, 
that he was wrongfully condemned for many things, and 
that there were facts in mitigation of what was done. If 
Senators have changed their minds and believe that the 
gentleman who issued those regulations in 1933 did the right 
thing, and that the administration which administered them 
is a splendid administration and a wise administration, 
instead of an unjust and unfair Veterans’ Administration, I 
am very glad to hear it. 
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In the letter read by the Senator from Missouri it is stated, 
substantially, that the Veterans’ Administration is now 
running smoothly. If so, what reason is there to believe that 
immediately upon the enactment of this bill the Veterans’ 
Administration under General Hines, the object of criticism 
2 years ago, is going to be transferred? There is nothing in 
the bill to indicate such a thing. There is no warrant for 
such a supposition. Beginning in 1933, for 18 months the 
President had the power to transfer. He did not do it. If 
the Senators who support the pending amendment believe 
that the Veterans’ Administration should be continued as it 
is, they have no warrant, based on the action of the President 
in 1933, for believing that he would now undertake to trans- 
fer it. 

The argument made against this amendment must be the 
same as that which was made against the last amendment 
to be presented to the Senate. The Senator from Missouri 
has at least 16 other amendments. One after another of 
those amendments is to be presented. If some Senators are 
not interested in the Forest Service they may be interested 
in the veterans, and if they are not interested in the vet- 
erans they may be interested in soil conservation, or the 
Biological Survey, and each Senator in turn will be ap- 
pealed to in the effort to induce him to vote to exempt his 
particular pet in the hope that on the next vote some other 
Senator will vote to exempt his particular hobby. As the 
result nothing will be left when they are all exempted, and 
the Senator from Missouri will then vote against the pas- 
sage of the bill because of other provisions contained in it. 
If the Senator from Missouri were permitted to put every 
one of his amendments in the bill he would still vote against 
the bill. I think he is always frank, and he would say that 
he would vote against the bill for other reasons. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRNES. I yield. 

Mr. CLARK. I will say to the Senator from South Caro- 
lina that if my amendments prevail, and the amendment 
which will be offered by. the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Bryn D] having to do with the Comptroller General’s Office 
prevails, I will have no objection to the bill. 

Mr, BYRNES. If the Senator’s 16 amendments are 
adopted to take every agency covered by them out of the bill, 
the Senator would not object to the bill? 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, there are many more than 
16 agencies. I may have some other amendments. 

Mr. BYRNES. Yes, Mr. President; the Senator may have 
some more amendments. There are about 10 departments 
exempted in the bill. The Senator has amendments pro- 
viding for exempting 16 bureaus. Because there are other 
bureaus he may offer some more amendments exempting 
those bureaus, and then attempt to strike out all reference 
to the General Accounting Office, and leave the number of 
the bill, and then the Senator will be for it. But if there 
remains anything more than the number of the bill the Sen- 
ator from Missouri, who is always frank, and who will admit 
that he is not trying to perfect the bill, will also frankly ad- 
mit that he is trying to destroy it little by little, and if he 
cannot succeed in doing that when he gets through using 
every other means, he will try to destroy it in one fell 
swoop by voting against the final passage of the bill. Other 
than that he is in favor of the bill. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I received a letter from 
the legislative representative of the American Legion some 
days ago in which he said that he hoped the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration would not be transferred to any department and 
become subordinate thereto. I share that hope, and I share 
the belief that it will not be, because as the Senator from 
South Carolina stated a while ago, notwithstanding the fact 
that General Hines was severely criticized at the time to 
which reference has been made, General Hines has vindicated 
himself so completely not only with the veterans but with the 
Government, from the highest to the lowest officer thereof, 
that I entertain no fear whatever that there is any danger of 
the transfer of the Veterans’ Administration. 
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In that letter to me the only specific amendment that was 
suggested by the American Legion was one which I intend to 
offer. I do not think there is anything in the bill that would 
authorize interfering in any way with the right of a veteran 
to have preference in civil-service appointments. But be- 
cause of the general provisions of the bill some fear is enter- 
tained that it might in some indirect way affect such prefer- 
ence. In order that that fear may be completely allayed I 
have prepared and will offer, and I understand the Senator 
from South Carolina will accept, if it is agreeable to the 
Senate, an amendment providing that nothing in the bill 
shall in any way interfere with the preference rights of vet- 
erans under the civil-service and classification laws in the 
appointment of Government employees throughout the 
country. 

Mr, JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, will the Sena- 
tor yield to me? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I beg the Senator’s pardon, 
but he turned just as he was speaking, so I did not hear him 
clearly. Did he refer to some amendment he will offer? 

Mr. BARKLEY. The amendment I shall offer provides 
that nothing in the bill shall be so construed or cause it to 
be administered in such a way as to interfere with the 
preference rights now enjoyed by veterans in civil-service 
examinations and appointments and in the classification of 
employees of the Government. I am offering the amendment 
not because it is necessary, for I do not think that there is 
anything in the bill that could be so construed, but in order 
to allay any fear on that subject. 

Mr, JOHNSON of California. The Senator is not offering 
any amendment for the purpose of allaying a fear, is he? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I am offering the amendment for the 
purposes that I have indicated, on which the Senator can 
put his own interpretation. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. The Senator stated he was 
offering it for the purpose of allaying fear. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I say that althcugh there is nothing in 
the bill, in my judgment, that can be construed as author- 
izing anyone to interfere with the rights of veterans to pref- 
erence in the civil-service examinations and in appointments, 
I am offering the amendment in order that that matter may 
be cleared up. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. The Senator then with- 
draws what he stated with respect to the former amend- 
ment in relation to allaying fear. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not withdraw anything that I have 
said on that or any other amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. We have both statements, 
then, in the RECORD. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; both of them will remain in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Les in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Kentucky yield to the Senator from South 
Carolina? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. BYRNES. I understood the Senator to refer to the 
proposed amendment, and I repeat what I said the other 
day. There is nothing in this bill that in any way affects 
veterans’ preferences, and it is because that is true, but also 
because the Senator’s statement was that someone was of 
the opinion that some language could be construed to affect 
them, that I had no objection to the amendment. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is correct. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. CLARK. It seems to me the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] is showing great partiality. He ac- 
cepts the amendment of the Senator from Kentucky and 
does not accept my amendment. I have to run for reelection 
this year, too. It seems to me he ought to treat all of us 
alike. (Laughter.] 

Mr. BARKLEY. I understand the Senator has no opposi- 
tion up to date. 
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Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, the amendment which the 
Senator from Kentucky intends to offer is not now before 
the Senate. I desire to suggest to him, however, that when 
he offers it he should also include in it a provision that 
“nothing in this act shall be construed to decrease the salary 
of any postmaster in the United States.” I do not think 
there is anything in the bill about postmasters’ salaries, but 
there should be such a provision to allay any fear that in 
some way some construction may be put on something by 
somebody, somewhere, at some time, that it affects the 
salaries of postmasters. We might just as well include such 
a provision, might we not? Ido not see why we should not 
remove any fear that may arise in any postmaster’s mind 
that his salary is to be decreased. 

We might also say that “nothing in this act shall be con- 
strued as in any way affecting the salary of any Senator of 
the United States.” It is true there is nothing in the bill 
about it, but just to make it sure and give us a “cinch,” that 
is the way we ought to doit. We might follow that amend- 
ment with many other amendments. 

I have been voting against these amendments, Mr. Presi- 
dent, and I shall continue to vote against them, because I 
have reached the conclusion—although I am not at all en- 
thusiastic about it—that we ought to pass the reorganization 
bill. When an amendment with respect to the T. V. A. is 
offered, I shall vote against it. At least, I shall be consistent. 

I do not want to question the motives of any Senator in 
offering any such amendment. If I were against the bill, and 
did not want to do anything, I should vote for all such 
amendments, or vote for anything that came along. But if 
we put in all these amendments, we might just as well throw 
the bill out of the window. We are seeking to pass a re- 
organization bill giving to the President the authority and 
power to reorganize, transfer, and try to improve the generai 
condition of all the various bureaus which are overlapping 
and interfering with one another; but if we put in an excep- 
tion for this, an exception for that, and an exception for 
something else, until there is nothing left, the bill will be 
futile. 

It seems to me that if the theory of reorganization is sound, 
we ought not to take out of the bill all the power to reor- 
ganize. That is what we shall do if we put in all these 
amendments. The amendment which the Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. BARKLEY] proposes to offer is in the same class 
with the amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. CLARK]. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. We now have a law which provides that 
in civil-service examinations and appointments veterans shall 
be entitled to a 5-percent preference. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. This bill does not affect that law. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is correct. It does not. 

Mr. NORRIS. This bill has nothing to do with that. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The veterans’ preferences are preserved. 

Mr. NORRIS. It seems to me the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] and the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
BARKLEY] are taking a course which is subject to fair crit- 
icism, in asking us to vote against these other amendments— 
and I think they are right about that—while proposing to 
offer an amendment such as the one suggested by the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky. 

I do not desire to see the Forest Service transferred. Be- 
fore the debate began I expected to support, and probably 
to offer, if no one else did, an amendment exempting the 
Forest Service from the provisions of the bill. But when I 
see the condition which results from offering amendments 
exempting anything and everything, leaving the bill without 
any power, I merely want to congratulate those who are 
opposed to granting any power to anybody, especially the 
President, to do anything. Those who are offering the 
amendments are doing an efficient job. If they succeed in it, 
they will kill the bill. Some of them want to do that. Per- 
haps they will perform a good service if they do. I am not 
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criticizing them for taking that course. But if we wish to 
reorganize; and if we agree that we ourselves cannot do it, 
and desire to delegate to somebody the power to do it, then 
we must not take away from the reorganizing authority, 
wherever it is or whoever it is, the right to reorganize, or 
when we get through we shall not have any reorganization. 

I think we shall be disappointed anyway, at best. I do not 
see how the task of reorganization can be performed by one 
man. It seems to me almost impossible to do it. But if 
we are going to tie strings around the fingers of the re- 
organizing authority, and say “You must not touch this 
little pet, or that little pet,“ and put in all kinds of pro- 
visos, the field is unlimited, if we follow the Senator from 
South Carolina and the Senator from Kentucky in their 
proposal. 

I feel that we ought to have a reorganization. I was will- 
ing to vote for it and to vote down amendments which I 
thought would interfere with a proper reorganization. But 
if we are going to say that the bill shall not apply to this, 
that, and the other, we shall enter upon a field which is un- 
limited, and we might as well quit now and throw the bill 
out of the window. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. BYRNES. I agree with the Senator in his desire not 
to support any amendment which limits the power of the 
President to reorganize. The amendment which was sug- 
gested, of course, was an entirely different thing. As I said 
the other day in agreeing with the Senator’s view, we 
might just as well say that “nothing herein shall be con- 
strued to limit the publication of weather forecasts.” Of 
course there is nothing in the bill about weather forecasts. 

Mr. NORRIS. But many persons are interested in the 
weather. I think if an effort were made to do so, petitions 
by the millions could be brought to the Congress from farm- 
ers all over the country saying “For God’s sake do not con- 
strue this bill in any way which might affect the issuance 
of weather reports by the Weather Bureau.” 

Mr. BYRNES. I have no objection to the proposed 
amendment, because it is entirely harmless. 

Mr. NORRIS. Oh, yes; it is harmless. 

Mr. BYRNES. The other amendments were harmful, in 
that they seemed to limit the power to reorganize. 

Mr. CLARK. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following 
Senators answered to their names: 


Adams Clark Hill Neely 
Andrews Connally Hitchcock Norris 
Ashurst Copeland Holt Nye 

Austin Davis Hughes O'Mahoney 
Bailey Dieterich Johnson, Calif erton 
Bankhead Donahey Johnson, Colo Pittman 
Barkley Duffy La Follette Pope 

Berry Ellender Lee Radcliffe 
Bilbo Frazier Lodge Reames 

Bone George Logan Reynolds 
Borah Gerry Lonergan Russell 
Bridges Gibson Lundeen Schwartz 
Brown, Mich, Gillette McAdoo Schwellenbach 
Brown, N. H. Glass McGill Sheppard 
Bulkley Green McKellar Smathers 
Bulow Guffey McNary Smith 

Burke Hale Maloney Thomas, Okla. 
Byrd Harrison Miller Thomas, Utah 
Byrnes Hatch Milton Townsend 
Capper Hayden Minton Tydings 
Chavez Murray Vandenberg 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-four Senators have 
answered to their names. A quorum is present. The ques- 
tion is on the amendment, as modified, offered by the Sena- 
tor from Missouri [Mr. CLARK]. 

The amendment of Mr. CLARK, as modified, proposes, on 
page 4, line 6, after the word “control”, to insert the fol- 
lowing: “or of the Veterans’ Administration with regard to 
veterans’ activities.” 

Mr. CLARK. On the amendment I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 
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Mr. GLASS (when his name was called). Repeating the 
announcement I made on the last yea-and-nay vote as to 
my pair with the senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIP- 
STEAD], I withhold my vote. 

Mr. BARKLEY (when Mr. WHEELER’s name was called). 
On this vote the Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER] has 
a pair with the junior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. BILBO], 
who is unavoidably absent. If the junior Senator from Mis- 
sissippi were present, he would vote “nay,” and if the Sena- 
tor from Montana were present and voting, he would vote 
“yea.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. HALE. My colleague the junior Senator from Maine 
[Mr. WHITE] is paired on this vote with the junior Senator 
from Florida [Mr. PEPPER]. If present and voting, my col- 
league would vote “yea,” and, I understand, the Senator 
from Florida, if present, would vote “nay.” 

Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mrs. Caraway], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis], the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. Perper], the Senator from Mis- 
souri [Mr. Truman], the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van 
Nuys], the Senator from New York [Mr. WAGNER], the Sena- 
tor from Massachusetts [Mr. Wats], and the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. WHEELER] are detained from the Senate on 
public business. 

The Senator from Utah [Mr. Kine] is detained from the 
Senate by a committee meeting. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] is absent in 
his State on official business. On this question he is paired 
with the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis]. If the Senator 
from Nevada were present, he would vote “yea,” and the Sen- 
ator from Illinois if present would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van Nuys] is paired with 
the Senator from New York [Mr. WAGNER]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from Indiana would vote “yea,” and the 
Senator from New York if present would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Utah [Mr. Kine] is paired with the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Truman]. If the Senator from 
Utah were present and voting, he would vote “yea,” and the 
Senator from Missouri if present would vote “nay,” 

The result was announced—yeas 41, nays 41, as follows: 


YEAS—41 
Adams Capper Gibson Maloney 
Austin Chavez Hale Nye 
Bailey Clark Holt Pittman 
Berry Connally Johnson, Calif. Smith 
Bone Copeland Johnson, Colo. Thomas, Okla. 
Borah vis Lee Townsend 
Bridges Donahey Lodge dings 
Bulkley Duffy Lonergan Vandenberg 
Bulow Frazier Lundeen 
Burke George McGill 
Byrd Gerry McNary 

NAYS—41 
Andrews Guffey McKellar Reames 
Ashurst m Miller Reynolds 
Bankhead Hatch Milton Russell 
Barkley Hayden Minton Schwartz 
Brown, Mich. Herring Murray Schwellenbach 
Brown, N. H. Hill Neely Sheppard 
Byrnes Hitchcock Norris Smathers 
Dieterich Hughes O'Mahoney Utah 
Ellender La Follette Overton 
G! Logan Pope 
Green McAdoo Radcliffe 

NOT VOTING—14 

Bilbo Lewis Truman Wheeler 
Caraway McCarran Van Nuys White 
Glass Pepper Wagner 
King Shipstead Walsh 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the amendment, as 
modified, of the Senator from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] the yeas 
are 41 and the nays are 41. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, I challenge 
the announcement of the vote, and I wish a recapitulation of 
it; not that I question anybody’s intent, but I tallied it with 
some care, 41 to 40. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the clerk 
will recapitulate the vote. 

The vote was recapitulated. 
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Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, I was wrong. 
The vote is 41 to 41. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment, as modi- 
fied, of the Senator from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] is rejected. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I offer the following amend- 
ment: 

On page 4, after clause (5), I move to insert the following: 

(5a) to abolish, consolidate, or transfer functions of the Veterans’ 
Administration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. CLARK. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sena- 
tors answered to their names: 


Adams Copeland Hughes Nye 

Andrews Davis Johnson, Calif. O'Mahoney 
Austin Dieterich Johnson, Colo. Overton 
Bailey Donahey La Follette Pittman 
Bankhead Duffy Lee Pope 

Barkley Ellender Radcliffe 
Berry Frazier Logan 

Borah George Lonergan Reynolds 
Bridges Gerry Lundeen Russell 
Brown, Mich Gibson doo Schwartz 
Brown, N. H Gillette McGill Schwellenbach 
Bulkley Glass McKellar Sheppard 
Bulow Guffey McNary Smathers 
Burke Hale Malon: Thomas, Okla. 
Byrd Hatch Miller Thomas, Utah 
Byrnes Hayden Milton ‘Townsend 
Capper Hi Minton Tydings 
Chavez Hill Murray Vandenberg 
Clark Hitchcock Neely Walsh 
Connally Holt Norris 


The VICE PRESIDENT. Seventy-nine Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Missouri [Mr. CLARK]. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the amendment has not been 
reported. May it be stated? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Missouri. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 4, line 6, after the word 
“control” following the semicolon, it is proposed to insert 
the words “(5a) to abolish, consolidate, or transfer functions 
of the Veterans’ Administration.” 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I desire to modify the 
amendment by adding at the end of it the words “as now 
authorized and constituted by law.” 

Mr. BARKLEY. A parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Is not this amendment substantially the 
same as the one upon which we have just voted? f 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The present occupant of the 
chair was not in the chair when the other amendment was 
offered and voted on, but the Chair asked the Parliamentar- 
ian a moment ago about the matter, and the Parliamentarian 
stated that the amendments were different. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not care to make a point of order, 
but the amendments are similar. We voted a while ago 
on an amendment exempting the Veterans’ Administration. 
Of course, that meant the Veterans’ Administration as it 
exists under the law. The pending amendment makes an 
exemption, in effect, of the transfer, abolition, or consoli- 
dation of the functions of the Veterans’ Administration. 
Of course, it means practically the same thing; but I shall 
not make a point of order. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, this amendment goes fur- 
ther than the other amendment. I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. AUSTIN. The Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNary] 
is paired with the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. HARRISON]. 
If the Senator from Oregon were present and permitted to 
vote, he would vote “yea,” and the Senator from Mississippi 
would vote “nay.” The Senator from Oregon is necessarily 
detained. 
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Mr. GLASS. I have a general pair with the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. Surpsteap]. In his absence I withhold my 
vote. 

Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Ne- 
vada (Mr. McCarran] is detained in his State on official 
business. 

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. AsHurst], the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. Bol, the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mrs. Caraway], and the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
SmirH] are detained from the Senate on departmental mat- 
ters. 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison], the Sen- 
ator from Washington [Mr. Bone], the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr, Green], the Senator from Utah [Mr. Kal, the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. O’Manoney], the Senator from 
New York [Mr. Wacner], and the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. WHEELER] are detained in important committee meet- 
ings. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER], the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. Truman], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Lewis], and the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van Nuys] are 
detained on important public business. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] is paired with 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis]. If present and vot- 
ing, the Senator from Nevada would vote “yea,” and the 
Senator from Illinois would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van Nuys] is paired with 
the Senator from New York [Mr. Wacner]. The Senator 
from Indiana, if present and voting, would vote “yea,” and 
the Senator from New York would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Utah [Mr. Kina] is paired with the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Truman]. If present and vot- 
ing, the Senator from Utah would vote “yea,” and the Sen- 
ator from Missouri would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER] is paired with 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Br. O]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from Montana would vote yea, and the 
Senator from Mississippi would vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 38, nays 38, as follows: 


YEAS—38 
Adams Capper Maloney 
Austin Chavez Gibson Nye 
Bailey Clark Hale Pittman 
Berry Connally Holt ds 
Borah Copeland Johnson, Thomas., Okla. 
Bridges Davis Johnson, Colo. Townsend 
Bulkley Donahey Lodge Tydings 
Bulow Duffy Vandenberg 
Burke Frazier Lundeen 
Byrd George McGill 

NAYS—38 
Andrews Hatch McKellar Reames 
Bankhead Hayden Miller Russell 
Barkley Milton Sch 
Brown, Mich Hill Minton Schwellenbach 
Brown, N. H. Hitchcock Murray 
Byrnes Hughes Neely Smathers 
Dieterich La Follette Norris Utah 
Ellender Overton Walsh 
Gillette Logan Pope 
Guffey Radcliffe 

NOT VOTING—20 

Ashurst Green McNary Truman 
Bilbo Harrison O'Mahoney Van Nuys 
Bone King Pepper Wagner 
Caraway Lewis Shi: 
Glass McCarran Smith White 


So Mr, CLARK’s amendment was rejected. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is still before the Senate 
and open to further amendment. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I send to the desk an amend- 
ment which I ask to have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 43, line 5, after the period 
following the word “annum”, it is proposed to insert the 
following: 

Such assistants shall be in addition to the present secretaries to 
the President, who deal with the public, with the Congress, and 
with the press and the radio; such aides shall have no power to 


make decisions or issue instructions in their own right; they shall 
not be interposed between the President and the heads of his de- 
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partments; they shall not be assistant presidents in any sense; 
their functions shall be, when any matter is presented to the 
President for action affecting any part of the administrative work 
of the Government, to assist the President in obtaining quickly 
and without delay all pertinent information possessed by any of 
the executive departments so as to guide him in making his re- 
sponsible decisions; they shall remain in the background, issue no 
orders, make no decisions, emit no public statements; they shall 
be men in whom the President has personal confidence and whose 
character and attitude is such that they will not attempt to exer- 
cise power on their own account; they shall be possessed of high 
competence, great physical vigor, and a passion for anonymity. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I trust and believe that the 
Senator from South Carolina and the Select Committee on 
Government Organization will be glad to accept this amend- 
ment, because it simply supplies what was evidently left out 
of the bill through an oversight in the actual preparation 
of the measure. The language of the amendment is copied 
verbatim from the report of the President’s committee, the 
Brownlow committee, which was transmitted to the Con- 
gress by the President, with his approval, and is actually 
copied, with the exception of the last sentence, from the 
report of the Select Committee on Government Organiza- 
tion itself. It simply specifies by law what is the universal 
desire of the Brownlow committee and the Select Committee 
on Government Organization, and apparently of all con- 
cerned, with respect to the qualifications of the officials 
concerned. 

Mr. President, I take it there is not a Member of this body 
or the House of Representatives who does not desire the 
President of the United States to have all the assistants he 
needs or desires. This is a proposal that cannot be contro- 
verted in any way. So long as both the Brownlow commit- 
tee and the Select Committee on Government Organization 
of the Senate have seen fit to lay down these qualifications 
in their reports, I simply suggest that they be written into 
the bill so they will be a matter of statute. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, the Senator from Missouri 
has for the last 3 weeks indulged in so much criticism of the 
so-called Brownlow committee, and of every suggestion they 
have offered, that I am glad to find that he is at least in 
favor of the oratory of the Brownlow committee. He is not 
willing to take their suggestions, but does want to write 
into the law an oratorical statement of this kind: I do 
not think the Senate will do it, and I ask for the yeas and 
nays in order to see how many Senators are willing to join 
him in voting favorably on his amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. KING (after having voted in the affirmative). I have 
a pair with the junior Senator from Missouri [Mr. TRUMAN], 
and, therefore, withhold my vote. 

Mr. McKELLAR (after having voted in the negative). I 
inquire if the senior Senator from Delaware [Mr. TOWNSEND] 
voted? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Dela- 
ware has not voted. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I find that I can transfer my pair with 
the Senator from Delaware to the senior Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. AsHurst]. I transfer my pair accordingly, and 
allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. BILBO. On this vote I have a pair with the senior 
Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER], who is not present. 
I withhold my vote. If at liberty to vote, I should vote “nay” 
on this question. 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. HALE. I announce that my colleague [Mr. WHITE] 
has a general pair with the junior Senator from Florida 
[Mr. PEPPER]. If present, my colleague would vote “yea” 
on this question, and if present the Senator from Florida 
would vote “nay.” 

Mr. GLASS. I have a general pair with the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD]. Not knowing how he would 
vote on this question, I withhold my vote. 

Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. AsHurst], the Senator from Arkansas [Mrs. Caraway], 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Lux DEN I, and the Senator 
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from Montana [Mr. WHEELER] are detained from the Senate 
on departmental matters. 

The Senator from Washington [Mr. Bone], the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. Burke], the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
Gerorce], the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Green], the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison], and the Senator 
from New York [Mr. Wacner] are detained in important 
committee meetings. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] is detained in 
his State on official business. 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis], the Senator from 
Florida (Mr. PEPPER], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. TRU- 
man], and the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van Nuys] are 
detained on important public business. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] is paired with 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis]. If present and vot- 
ing, the Senator from Nevada would vote “yea,” and the 
Senator from Illinois would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van Nuys] is paired with 
the Senator from New York [Mr. WAGNER]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from Indiana would vote “yea,” and the 
Senator from New York would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER] is paired with 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Brrso]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from Montana would vote “yea,” and the 
Senator from Mississippi would vote “nay.” 

Mr. AUSTIN. I announce that the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. McNary] is paired with the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. Harrison]. 

The result was announced—yeas 10, nays 63, as follows: 


YEAS—10 
Bailey Clark Johnson, Calif. 
Bridges Copeland Hale Vandenberg 
Byrd Davis 

NAYS—63 
Adams Duffy Lodge Pittman 
Andrews Ellender Logan Pope 
Austin Frazier Lonergan Radcliffe 
Bankhead Gibson McAdoo Reames 
Barkley Gillette McGill Reynolds 
Berry Guffey McKellar Russell 
Brown, Mich. Hatch Maloney Schwartz 
Brown, N. H. Hayden Miller Schwellenbach 
Bulkley Herring Milton Sheppard 
Bulow Minton Smathers 
Byrnes Hitchcock Murray Smith 
Capper Holt Neely Thomas, Okla. 
Chavez Hughes Norris Thomas, Utah 
Connally Johnson, Colo. Nye Tydings 
Dieterich La Follette O'Mahoney Walsh 
Donahey Lee Overton 

NOT VOTING—23 

Ashurst George Lundeen Truman 
Bilbo Glass McCarran Van Nuys 
Bone Green McNary Wagner 
Borah Harrison Pepper Wheeler 
Burke King Shi White 
Caraway Lewis Townsend 


So Mr. CLARK’s amendment was rejected. 

Mr, KING. Mr. President, having been called to one of 
the departments a few moments ago, I was absent from the 
Chamber when the vote was had upon the so-called Clark 
amendment as modified. The amendment was, on page 4, 
line 6, after the word “control” and the semicolon, to insert 
the following: 

(5a) to abolish, consolidate, or transfer functions of the Veter- 
ans’ Administration as now constituted. 

I regret that I was not present and did not vote on the 
amendment. I now move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Ken- 
tucky moves to lay on the table the motion of the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. Kine]. 

Mr. CLARK. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following 
Senators answered to their names: 


Adams Bankhead Borah Bulkley 
Andrews Barkley Burke 
Austin Berry Brown, Mich. Byrd 
Bailey Bulbo Brown, N. H. Byrnes 
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Capper Green Lodge Nye 
Chavez Guffey Logan O'Mahoney 
Clark Hale Lonergan Overton 
Copeland Hatch Lundeen Pittman 
Davis Hayden McAdoo Pope 
Dieterich Herr! McGill Reames 
Donahey Hin McKellar Reynolds 

Hitchcock McNary Schwartz 
Ellender Holt Maloney Schwellenbach 
Frazier Hughes Miller Sheppard 
George Johnson, Calif. Milton Smathers 

Johnson, Colo. Minton Thomas, Utah 
Gibson King Murray Townsend 
Gillette La Follette Neely Vandenberg 
Glass Lee Norris Walsh 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Seventy-six Senators have 
answered to their names. A quorum is present. 

The question is on the motion of the Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. BARKLEY] to lay on the table the motion of the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. KING]. 

Mr. McNARY. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HALE (when Mr. WRTrE's name was called). On this 
question my colleague [Mr. WRITE] has a pair with the 
junior Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER]. If present, my 
colleague would vote “nay,” and, I understand, the Senator 
from Florida, if present, would vote “yea.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. BILBO (after having voted in the affirmative). I 
have a temporary pair with the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
WHEELER]. Thinking he would return to the Chamber, I 
inadvertently voted “yea.” I will transfer my pair with him 
to the Senator from Arizona [Mr. AsHurst], and will let my 
vote stand. 

Mr. McNARY (after having voted in the negative). I 
have a pair with the senior Senatcr from Mississippi [Mr. 
Harrison]. I am unable to obtain a transfer of my pair. 
If the Senator from Mississippi were present, he would vote 
“yea.” I withdraw my vote. 

Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. AsHurst], the Senator from Arkansas [Mrs, Caraway], 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL], and the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. SMITH] are detained from the 
Senate on departmental matters. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] is detained in 
his State on official business. 

The Senator from Washington [Mr. Bone], the Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr. Burow, the Senator from Texas 
[Mr. Connatty], the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. HARRI- 
son], the Senator from Maryland [Mr. RADCLIFFE], the Sena- 
tor from Oklahoma [Mr. THOMAS], the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. Typrnes], the Senator from New York [Mr. Wac- 
NER], and the Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER] are 
detained in important committee meetings. 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis], the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. PEPPER], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. TRU- 
MAN], and the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van Nuys] are 
detained on important public business. 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewrs] is paired with the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran]. If present and vot- 
ing, the Senator from Illinois would vote “yea,” and the 
Senator from Nevada would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from New York |Mr. Wacner! is paired with 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van Nuys]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from New York would vote “yea,” and 
the Senator from Indiana would vote “nay.” 

Mr. GLASS. I have a general pair with the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. Suipsteap]. In his absence I withhold my 


vote. 

The result was announced—yeas 38, nays 36, as follows: 

YEAS—38 

Bankhead Guffey McAdoo Pope 
Barkley Hatch McKellar 
Bilbo Hayden Miller Schwartz 
Brown, Mich. Herring Milton Schwellenbach 
Brown, N. H. Hill Minton Sheppard 
Byrnes Hitchcock Murray thers 
Dieterich Hughes Neely Thomas, Utah 
Ellender La Follette Norris 
Gillette Lee O'Mahoney 
Green Logan Overton 


NAYS—36 

Adams Byrd George Lonergan 
Andrews Capper Gerry Lundeen 
Austin Chavez Gibson McGill 
Bailey Clark Hale Maloney 
Berry Copeland Holt Nye 
Borah Davis Johnson, Calif. Pittman 
Bridges Donahey Johnson, Colo. Reynolds 
Bulkley Duffy King Townsend 
Burke Prazier Lodge Vandenberg 

NOT VOTING—22 
Ashurst Harrison Russell Van Nuys 
Bone Lewis Shipstead Wagner 
Bulow McCarran Smith Wheeler 
Caraway McNary Thomas, Okla. White 
Connally Pepper Truman 
Glass Radcliffe Tydings 


So Mr. King’s motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. 
Chaffee, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed the following bills and joint resolutions, in which 
it requested the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. R. 4540. An act authorizing the Red Lake Band of 
Chippewa Indians in the State of Minnesota to file suit in 
the Court of Claims, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 5690. An act to amend the Longshoremen’s and 
Harbor Workers’ Compensation Act; 

H. R. 6813. An act to authorize the acquisition of land 
and buildings for cemeterial purposes in the vicinity of 
Tennent, Monmouth County, N. J., and for other purposes; 

H. R. 7277. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to 
refer the claim of the Menominee Tribe of Indians to the 
Court of Claims with the absolute right of appeal to the 
Supreme Court of the United States,” approved September 3, 
1935; 

H. R. 7515. An act to authorize the sale of certain lands of 
the Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians, North Carolina; 

H. R. 7688. An act to authorize the addition of certain 
lands to the Modoc, Shasta, and Lassen National Forests, 
Calif; 

H. R. 7689. An act to authorize the addition of certain 
lands to the Shasta and Klamath National Forests, Calif.; 

H. R. 7690. An act to authorize the addition of certain 
lands to the Plumas, Tahoe, and Lassen National Forests, 
Calif.; 

H. R. 8039. An act to authorize the attendance of the 
Marine Band at the observance of the seventy-fifth anni- 
versary of the Battle of Gettysburg, to be held at Gettys- 
burg, Adams County, Pa., on July 1, 2, and 3, 1938; 

H. R. 8203. An act for the inclusion of certain lands in 
the Kaniksu National Forest in the State of Washington, 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 8460. An act to authorize the city of Vancouver, 
Wash., to construct and maintain a historical memorial on 
the Vancouver Barracks Military Reservation, Wash.; 

H. R. 8654. An act to amend the act entitled “An act au- 
thorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to convey to the city 
of Wilmington, N. C., marine-hospital reservation,” being 
chapter 93, United States Statutes at Large, volume 42, part 
1, page 1260, approved February 17, 1923; 

H. R. 8714. An act authorizing the State of Maryland, by 
and through its State Roads Commission or the successors of 
said commission, to construct, maintain, and operate certain 
bridges across streams, rivers, and navigable waters which 
are wholly or partly within the State; 

H.R.8715. An act to authorize the Secretary of Com- 
merce of the United States to grant and convey to the State 
of Delaware fee title to certain lands of the United States 
in Kent County, Del., for highway purposes; 

H. R. 8885. An act for the benefit of the Goshute and other 
Indians, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 8982. An act to amend Public Law No. 282, Seventy- 
fifth Congress, relative to the fisheries of Alaska; 

H. R. 9358. An act to authorize the withdrawal and reser- 
vation of small tracts of the public domain in Alaska for 
schools, hospitals, and other purposes; 

H. R. 9418. An act to amend an act entitled “An act au- 
thorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to convey to the 
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Board of Education of New Hanover County, N. C., portion 
of marine-hospital reservation not needed for marine- 
hospital purposes,” approved July 10, 1912 (37 Stat. 191); 

H. R. 9526. An act to amend the act of May 27, 1908, au- 
thorizing settlement of accounts of deceased officers and 
enlisted men of the Navy and Marine Corps; 

H. R. 9683. An act to amend the act of June 25, 1910, relat- 
ing to the construction of public buildings, and for other 
purposes; 

H. R. 9725. An act to liberalize the provisions of existing 
laws governing death-compensation benefits for widows and 
children of World War veterans, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 9764. An act to authorize an appropriation for recon- 
struction at Fort Niagara, N. Y., to replace loss by fire; 

H. R. 9784. An act to authorize an appropriation to aid 
in defraying the expenses of the observance of the seventy- 
fifth anniversary of the Battle of Gettysburg, to be held at 
Gettysburg, Pa., from June 29 to July 4, 1938, and for other 


purposes; 

H. R. 9789. An act to provide for the recording of the pro- 
ceedings in one of the courtrooms of the District Court of 
the United States for the District of Columbia by sound- 
recording equipment; and for the reproduction of the sounds 
of such proceedings, in whole or in part, in the District of 
Columbia Circuit Court of Appeals and in the Supreme 
Court of the United States upon the review of any such case; 

H. R. 9882. An act to permit the issuance of certain cer- 
tificates under the shipping laws by inspectors of hulls, in- 
spectors of boilers, and designated assistant inspectors; 

H. J. Res. 463. Joint resolution to permit the transporta- 
tion of passengers by Canadian passenger vessels between 
the port of Rochester, N. Y., and the port of Alexandria Bay, 
N. Y., on Lake Ontario and the St. Lawrence River; 

H. J. Res. 468. Joint resolution to dedicate the month of 
April in each year to a voluntary national program for the 
control of cancer; 

H. J. Res. 499. Joint resolution authorizing the erection of 
a memorial to the late Guglielmo Marconi; 

H. J. Res. 594. Joint resolution directing the Federal Trade 
Commission to investigate the policies employed by manu- 
facturers in distributing motor vehicles, accessories, and 
parts, and the policies of dealers in selling motor vehicles at 
retail, as these policies affect the public interest; and 

H. J. Res. 623. Joint resolution making available addi- 
tional funds for the United States Constitution Sesquicen- 
tennial Commission. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The message also announced that the Speaker had affixed 
his signature to the following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the President pro tempore: 

S. 975. An act to amend the act approved February 7, 1913, 
so as to remove restrictions as to the use of the Little Rock 
Confederate Cemetery, and for other purposes; 

S. 1759. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to elimi- 
nate the requirements of cultivation in connection with cer- 
tain homestead entries,” approved August 19, 1935; 

S. 2339. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to pro- 
vide for the construction of certain public buildings, and for 
other purposes,” approved May 25, 1926 (44 Stat. 630), as 
amended; and 

S. 2963. An act authorizing the Superintendent of the 
United States Naval Academy, Annapolis, Md., to accept 
gifts and bequests of money for the purpose of erecting a 
building on land now owned by the United States Govern- 
ment at the Naval Academy, and for other purposes. 

HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS REFERRED 

The following bills and joint resolutions were severally 
read twice by their titles and referred or ordered to be placed 
on the calendar as indicated below: 

H. R. 4540. An act authorizing the Red Lake Band of 
Chippewa Indians in the State of Minnesota to file suit in 
the Court of Claims, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 7515. An act to authorize the sale of certain lands 
of the Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians, North Carolina; 
and 
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H. R. 9358. An act to authorize the withdrawal and reser- 
vation of small tracts of the public domain in Alaska for 
schools, hospitals, and other purposes; to the Committee on 
Indian Affairs. 

H. R. 5690. An act to amend the Longshoremen’s and Har- 
bor Workers’ Compensation Act; and 

H. R. 9789. An act to provide for the recording of the pro- 
ceedings in one of the courtrooms of the District Court of 
the United States for the District of Columbia by sound- 
recording equipment; and for the reproduction of the sounds 
of such proceedings, in whole or in part, in the District of 
Columbia Circuit Court of Appeals and in the Supreme Court 
of the United States upon the review of any such case; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 6813. An act to authorize the acquisition of land and 
buildings for cemeterial purposes in the vicinity of Tennent, 
Monmouth County, N. J., and for other purposes; 

H. R. 9764. An act to authorize an appropriation for recon- 
struction at Fort Niagara, N. Y., to replace loss by fire; and 

H.R.9784. An act to authorize an appropriation to aid in 
defraying the expenses of the observance of the seventy-fifth 
anniversary of the Battle of Gettysburg, to be held at Gettys- 
burg, Pa., from June 29 to July 4, 1938, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

H. R. 9725. An act to liberalize the provisions of existing 
laws governing death-compensation benefits for widows and 
children of World War veterans, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

H. R. 7688. An act to authorize the addition of certain 
lands to the Modoc, Shasta, and Lassen National Forests, 
Calif.; 

H. R. 7689. An act to authorize the addition of certain 
lands to the Shasta and Klamath National Forests, Calif.; 

H. R. 7690. An act to authorize the addition of certain 
lands to the Plumas, Tahoe, and Lassen National Forests, 
Calif.; and 

H. R. 8203. An act for the inclusion of certain lands in the 
Kaniksu National Forest in the State of Washington, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys. 

H. R. 8039. An act to authorize the attendance of the Ma- 
rine Band at the observance of the seventy-fifth anniver- 
sary of the Battle of Gettysburg, to be held at Gettysburg, 
Adams County, Pa., on July 1, 2, and 3, 1938; to the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

H. R. 8654. An act to amend the act entitled “An act au- 
thorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to convey to the city 
of Wilmington, N. C., marine hospital reservation,” being 
chapter 93, United States at Large, volume 42, part 1, page 
1260, approved February 17, 1923; 

H. R. 9418. An act to amend an act entitled “An act au- 
thorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to convey to the 
Board of Education of New Hanover County, N. C., portion of 
marine hospital reservation not needed for marine hos- 
pital purposes”, approved July 10, 1912 (37 Stat. 191); and 

H. R. 9683. An act to amend the act of June 25, 1910, re- 
lating to the construction of public buildings, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

H. R. 8714. An act authorizing the State of Maryland, by 
and through its State Roads Commission, or the successors 
of said commission, to construct, maintain, and operate cer- 
tain bridges across streams, rivers, and navigable waters 
which are wholly or partly within the State; 

H. R. 8715. An act to authorize the Secretary of Commerce 
of the United States to grant and convey to the State of Dela- 
ware fee title to certain lands of the United States in Kent 
County, Del., for highway purposes; 

H. R. 8982. An act to amend Public Law No. 282, Seventy- 
fifth Congress, relative to the fisheries of Alaska; 

H. R. 9526. An act to amend the act of May 27, 1908, 
authorizing settlement of accounts of deceased officers and 
enlisted men of the Navy and Marine Corps; 

H. R. 9882. An act to permit the issuance of certain cer- 
tificates under the shipping laws by inspectors of hulls, in- 
spectors of boilers, and designated assistant inspectors; and 
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H. J. Res. 463. Joint resolution to permit the transporta- 
tion of passengers by Canadian passenger vessels between 
the port of Rochester, N. Y., and the port of Alexandria Bay, 
N. Y., on Lake Ontario and the St. Lawrence River; to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

H. J. Res. 594. Joint resolution directing the Federal Trade 
Commission to investigate the policies employed by mami- 
facturers in distributing motor vehicles, accessories, and 
parts, and the policies of dealers in selling motor vehicles at 
retail, as these policies affect the public interest; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate Commerce. 

H. J. Res. 499. Joint resolution authorizing the erection of 
a memorial to the late Guglielmo Marconi; to the Committee 
on the Library. 

H. J. Res. 623. Joint resolution making available additional 
funds for the United States Constitution Sesquicentennial 
Commission; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

H. R. 7277. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to 
refer the claim of the Menominee Tribe of Indians to the 
Court of Claims with the absolute right of appeal to the Su- 
preme Court of the United States,” approved September 3, 
1935; 

H. R. 8460. An act to authorize the city of Vancouver, 
Wash., to construct and maintain a historical memorial on 
the Vancouver Barracks Military Reservation, Wash.; and 

H. R. 8885. An act for the benefit of the Goshute and 
other Indians, and for other purposes; to the calendar. 


DESIGNATION OF APRIL AS CANCER-CONTROL MONTH 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
joint resolution (H. J. Res. 468) to dedicate the month of 
April in each year to a voluntary national program for the 
control of cancer, which was read the first time by its title 
and the second time at length, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That the President of the United States is hereby 
authorized and requested to issue annually a proclamation set- 
ting apart the month of April of each year as cancer-control 
month and to invite annually the Governors of the several States 
and Territories and possessions of the United States to issue proc- 
lamations for like purposes. It is requested that such proclama- 
tions invite the medical profession, the press, and all agencies 
and individuals interested in a national program for the control 
of the disease of cancer by education and other cooperative means 
to unite during the month in a public dedication to such a program 
and in a concerted effort to impress upon the people of the Nation 
the necessity of such a program. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
for the present consideration of House Joint Resolution 468, 
just laid before the Senate. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, what does the Senator mean by 
the dedication of an entire month? 

Mr. GEORGE. This is a joint resolution which passed the 
House of Representatives yesterday, authorizing the President 
to designate the month of April for special activity in cancer- 
control work. 

There is no opposition to the joint resolution. It merely 
authorizes the President to designate this particular period 
each year, within his discretion, of course. I make the re- 
quest at this time because I am compelled to leave the 
Chamber for a day, and because of the unusual activity in 
my own State by a great many organizations looking to an 
effective control of cancer. 

Mr. KING. Mr, President, I shall not object, but it seems 
to me that this is scarcely proper legislation. We are setting 
apart many days for various purposes, and to dedicate a 
month for the consideration of the control of cancer, an 
affliction which is challenging the attention not only of the 
United States but of members of the medical profession 
everywhere, seems to me to be an extension of the authority 
of the Government which cannot be justified. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, if we could devote a 
month to the consideration of cancer in the Government of 
the United States, I think it would be well worth while. 

Mr. KING. I shall not object, but I shall vote in the nega- 
tive when it comes to a vote on the joint resolution, although 
I voted for the large appropriation for the investigation of 
cancer and efforts to eradicate it. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 
468) to dedicate the month of April in each year to a volun- 
tary national program for the control of cancer, was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 


REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 


The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 3331) 
to provide for reorganizing agencies of the Government, 
extending the classified civil service, establishing a General 
Auditing Office and a Department of Welfare, and for other 


purposes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill is still before the 
Senate and open to amendment. If there be no further 
amendment proposed, the question is, Shall the bill be read 
a third time? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I offer an amendment, which 
I ask the clerk to read. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 7, line 5, after the words 
“such Executive order”, it is proposed to insert a comma 
and the following: “together with a detailed report showing 
the increase or decrease in expenditures which will result 
from such order,”. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the amendment simply pro- 
vides that when the President submits Executive orders to 
the Congress any increase or decrease in expenditures which 
may thereby be involved shall be stated in the order. I can- 
not conceive there can be any objection to this amendment, 
for certainly the Congress and the people are entitled to 
know whether an Executive order will have the effect of 
increasing or decreasing the expenditures of the Govern- 
ment. 

The Senate has already defeated the proposal that Execu- 
tive orders shall be subject to ratification by Congress; it 
has already defeated the proposal to include a declaration 
of policy calling for a reduction in expenditures; and this 
amendment would simply require information to be furnished 
as to whether or not an increase or a decrease in expendi- 
tures was involved in connection with each Exesutive order 
submitted to Congress. I repeat that I cannot conceive that 
there should be any objection to the amendment. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Suppose the President should issue an 
order transferring some bureau bodily, with its personnel and 
all its functions, from one department to another; how could 
he know at that time whether there would be any reduction 
in expenditures or an increase; and if so, how much? How 
could the President convey such information as that? 

Mr. BYRD. Paragraph (c), on page 4 of the bill, provides: 

(c) Any Executive order issued by the President under this title 
shall make provision for the transfer or other disposition of the 
records, property (including office equipment), and personnel of 
the agency or agencies affected by such Executive order. In any 
case of a transfer under this title the Executive order issued by the 
President shall also make provision for the transfer of such unex- 
pended balances of appropriations available for use in connection 
with the agency or function transferred as he deems necessary by 
Treason of the transfer. 

Mr. President, certainly the President would not issue an 
Executive order without knowing the effect of the order and 
whether or not it would increase or decrease expenditures. 

Mr. BARKLEY. At the time of the transfer of any bureau 
from one department to another, I doubt whether the Presi- 
dent could know whether there would be a saving or whether 
there would be an increase in the expenditures. We might 
assume that there would be none if he simply transferred 
functions and personnel all over from one department to 
another, and we might assume, of course, there might be 
some economies worked out by the elimination of personnel 
after the transfer is made, but in the act of transfer, and in 
the proclamation making the transfer, I do not see how any 
President could prophesy in advance how much would be 
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saved, or if there should be an increase what it would 
amount to. 

Mr. BYRD. Does the Senator from Kentucky believe that 
the President would issue such an order without knowing its 
financial effect upon the Treasury? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think he would, of course, ascertain, 
so far as would be humanly possible for him to ascertain, the 
financial effect of such orders, but I do not think any Presi- 
dent could foresee the amount that could be saved by trans- 
ferring a bureau from one department to another or whether 
the transfer would involve an increase in expenditures. After 
the transfer it might over a period of a year or period of years 
be possible to work out economies, but I do not see how any 
President could, in advance, guarantee to the Congress how 
much was going to be saved by a transfer. 

Mr. BYRD. I will say to the Senator that there is no 
guaranty involved in the amendment. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I understand that. 

Mr. BYRD. It simply provides that when the President 
issues an Executive order the Congress shall be notified 
whether or not there will be an increase or a decrease in 
expenditures. Constantly the President is making estimates 
of costs of the departments; he is required by this bill itself to 
transfer unexpended balances when he merges or consolidates 
one agency with another; and I submit, Mr. President, that 
the people of the country are entitled to have information 
as to whether or not the expenses are going to be increased 
or decreased by the Executive orders which may be issued. 

As I have said, the Senate has already defeated the amend- 
ment providing that Executive orders shall be ratified by the 
Congress; it has already defeated the amendment providing 
for economy; and all I am asking by the pending amendment 
is that information be given the people of the country as to 
the true facts when transfers are made. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, it has been my intention to 
express my views about this bill at some time during the 
debate. I have tried, so far as possible, to accommodate the 
time to the convenience of other Senators. 

I have listened to the debate with a great deal of appre- 
ciation of the knowledge of the subject which has been 
shown on the part of both the proponents and the opponents 
of the bill. It has occurred to me that there is a cleavage 
in the United States Senate which is more marked than at 
any time before in all the time I have been in the Senate. 
On the one side are those who favor the Government as a 
government, always endeavoring to enhance and aggrandize 
its power. On the other side are those who are for the 
governed, always struggling, and generally struggling un- 
successfully, to preserve and save the rights of the gov- 
erned. 

Here we are at this moment with those two great con- 
flicting ideas which throughout all time have marked the 
progress and development of constitutional government 
throughout the world, namely, the interest of the spenders 
against the interest of those who provide. Providers against 
spenders, fighting through the generations and through the 
ages, have established safeguards which are written into 
constitutions in countries which are so fortunate as to have 
the constitutional system expressed in writing, worked out 
in the combat of the spenders against the providers. Kings 
have lost their crowns, many of them have had to retire or 
withdraw, over the question of taxation of the people, and 
the power of spending. Usually, the conflict has occurred 
over the limitations which the people insisted upon impos- 
ing upon the kingly power of spending. Thus, the conflict 
developed Magna Carta in King John’s time. It developed 
the committee on expenditure of taxes in 1244. It devel- 
oped the House of Commons. Really, the House of Com- 
mons was created as a result of the fight between the spend- 
ers and the providers, by virtue of the formation of a sort 
of council that would control the expenditure of the taxes 
which the king required for his wars and for his household. 
The great Statute of Westminster, which came in the era 
of Edward I, known as Edward the Great—probably one of 
the wisest of the British Kings—arose out of the demand 


3830 


of the King for money, and the demand of the people for 
the right to control the expenditure of the money. 

The confirmation of the Magna Carta, obtained from 
Edward I in 1301, was due to the same question which 
exists today as between the spenders and the providers in 
the United States. That was followed by a confirmation of 
the same principles embedded in Magna Carta with re- 
spect to international commerce in what was called the 
Charta Mercatoria, also obtained from Edward I, in order 
to govern commerce between the nations, between old Eng- 
land and her neighbors, and the expenditure of the taxes 
imposed upon such commerce. 

I am not undertaking to write a ‘history of the develop- 
ment of our Constitution, although I assert that our Con- 
stitution stems upon the history to which I am briefly 
referring; and the great constitutional safeguards of the 
providers in this country against the excesses of the spenders 
are embedded in the various institutions of the British 
constitution which we inherited, which are a part of our 
national being and our nature. They are part of our men- 
tality. 

There was a great revolution in 1688, which arose over the 
conflict between the spenders and the providers of money 
for operating the government. Out of that revolution came 
another step in the development of our own Constitution, 
and, of course, in the Constitution of Great Britain, namely, 
the Bill of Rights, which was established in 1689. 

In the progress-of constitutional government incident to 
these various conflicts between the spenders and the pro- 
viders we have seen men step down from the throne and lose 
their crowns. We have seen Charles I lose his head. We 
have seen bloody revolution. We have seen Runnymede. 
We have seen Cromwellian crusades. Then we come to that 
step in our own history when we rebelled against taxa- 
tion. 

The providers rebelled against the spenders, and our 
rebellion developed into revolution; and out of revolution 
came a declaration of independence from the mother 
country, and the establishment of the confederated States, 
a very loose union; but, whatever it was, it was the beginning 
of an institution of government which to some extent pro- 
tected the providers from the excesses of the spenders. 

Then followed, of course, the development of our own 
Constitution; and after the adjournment of the Constitu- 
tional Convention—which originally was called purely as a 
commercial meeting, but had to do with the question of 
duties and taxation between the several States—Benjamin 
Franklin, probably the wisest and the most spiritual of all 
the members of that great society of statesmen, was asked, 
“What kind of a government have you given us?” His reply 
has come down to us with venerable accent, and ought to 
have significance with us today in the consideration of what 
I regard as one of the most dangerous and evil measures that 
has come before Congress in my brief experience in the 
Senate. To the question “What kind of a government have 
you given us?” he replied, “A republic, if you can keep it so.” 

Mr. President, the necessity for finding new sources cf 
revenue and the age-long conflict between the spenders and 
the burden bearers supply the chief events of the constitu- 
tional history of any country. Today we are facing a step 
the importance of which I fear the Congress and the people 
of the United States do not realize. 

Through all the generations to which I have alluded, from 
the twelfth century to the present time humanity has ad- 
vanced and maintained its advance fairly uniformly— 
though at times we recognize steps backward and losses on 
the part of the people and in favor of the royal preroga- 
tive, such as took place during the reign of the Stuarts; but, 
generally speaking, there has been a continuous development 
of human rights, human safeguards, the stability and per- 
manency of free institutions, founded upon the doctrine that 
the purse strings should always be kept in the hands of the 
people. That meant, in the first instance, the levying of 
taxes. The people got to the point where they would not 
surrender their property to operate the king’s household and 
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to conduct the king’s war unless the king gave to them 
some account of the expenditure of the money. Then they 
came forward and responded to the demand for money. 

The next step in the progress of constitutional develop- 
ment which safeguarded the right of the providers or bur- 
den bearers against the excesses of the spenders occurred 
late in the thirteenth century, when the people insisted that 
a committee or council should be formed to watch over the 
expenditure of the money and to see to it that the taxes 
should be converted into what they regarded as an ex- 
chequer, a current control, as we speak of it, exercised over 
the expenditure of the money by the king. From time to 
time that right was lost by virtue of the great powers of 
the king. One of those powers was forced loans. The 
king would make loans by virtue of which he would commit 
the kingdom; the people felt bound in honor and decency to 
meet the loans, and, therefore, they were forced to surrender 
their property to him and create an exchequer for him with- 
out the corresponding control which had been taken or 
exacted from other kings. But in the main that idea con- 
tinued to our own period, when, after having an experience 
with current control through the executive department 
which was entirely unsatisfactory, in 1921 we established a 
Comptroller General who would not be the servant of the 
President, but who would be an agency of the Congress of 
the United States and would examine the expenditure of 
funds before an error had been made, before an inaccuracy 
had occurred. 

It will be observed. that I do not charge any President of 
the United States with willfully diverting or misappropriat- 
ing or misapplying the taxes of the people. That-is not the 
point. In handling huge sums of money which run into fig- 
ures which are entirely incomprehensible—I doubt if any liv- 
ing being can visualize what a billion dollars is, and we are 
dealing in billions; no longer are we dealing in thousands or 
millions—there is great opportunity for inaccuracy; there is 
great opportunity for disagreement about the meaning of a 
contract. A contractor represents one interest and the payor 
represents another interest, and over even doubtful language 
alone there may be such a controversy that a Chief Execu- 
tive, in order to go forward with a project which he is anxious 
to have constructed, may yield to the demands of a con- 
tractor, and have reasonable grounds for doing so, when in 
truth and in fact payment ought never to be made on the 
theory of the contract. I use that merely for illustration. 

Setting aside any ulterior motives, not considering for the 
time being the element of politics which naturally enters into 
the expenditure of huge sums of money, and which I think 
the Congress of the United States recognized did enter into 
the expenditure of the funds during the past 6 years—not re- 
garding those things, but confining our attention to the 
interests of the providers of the money in having the spenders 
adhere to the law and to the spirit of the law and of the 
contract, and to perform their functions of spending ac- 
curately, on the basis of these considerations alone it is of 
the greatest importance to the rights of our people that the 
Office of the Comptroller General should not be abolished. 

Further, it is of the greatest importance to the rights of 
the providers as against the claims of the spenders that the 
power of current control, the power of advising the President 
of the meaning of an obligation, of the terms of a contract, 
of the time when it is payable, and all the factors which 
enter into the spending of money, should not be transferred 
to an agency which is under his control. 

Mr. President, I say that that is advancing backward three 
or four centuries and returning to the days of the Stuart 
kings. Not since that time have the people who live under 
the British constitutional system and the American constitu- 
tional system submitted the property of the people, their 
rights, which are always tied up in the subject of taxation, 
wholly and entirely to the opinion and the decision of the 
spenders. 

I say that the adoption of a plan which would abolish 
control of the current expenditure of such huge sums of 
money as are now being expended, which would abolish con- 
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trol by an agency of the Congress, which represents the pro- 
viders and the burden bearers, and which would turn over to 
the Chief Executive control through a Budget Director, is a 
step far backward in constitutional history, and one the sig- 
nificance of which the people of this country should readily 
realize, as should the Congress. 

Mr. President, I desire to propound a parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. AUSTIN. How much time have I left? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator has ex- 
hausted his time on the amendment. Does the Senator 
desire to speak on the bill? 

Mr, AUSTIN. I desire to speak on the bill. 

Mr. President, this is not a theoretical discussion. I am 
trying to make clear something about which I am so sincere, 
about which I am so convinced, that I would not, in fighting 
the pending bill, which I consider exceedingly bad, impair or 
minimize whatever influence I may have here by voting for 
an amendment which appeared to me to be somewhat 
frivolous. 

Mr. President, I think we are facing a condition of the 
gravest concern to the people of the United States of Amer- 
ica. It will not be possible for a Republican administration, 
when and if it comes into power, to reverse in 4 years or 8 
years the various and numerous steps which have been 
taken toward the destruction of the Republic, and the estab- 
lishment of a totalitarian state. No such administration, by 
whatever name it might come into or have power, would 
dare to overturn in that short period of time all of the insti- 
tutions which have been set up and which have been called 
“new instrumentalities of public power” by a very high au- 
thority. They would not dare do it because of the disloca- 
tions and the suffering to our people which would be caused 
by a sudden change. Therefore, it is of the gravest concern 
to us to meet each attack upon the Republic as it arises. The 
safest, the most secure, the most stable, the most normal, 
and natural way to save our country is by meeting each 
unwholesome measure as it comes forward; and we are meet- 
ing one today which I think is equally as bad as the court 
reorganization bill by which the President sought to obtain 
control over the judiciary of this country. 

Mr. President, let no man make the claim here that the 
officer to whom is transferred, by the pending bill, the cur- 
rent control of spending is not an agency of the Chief 
Executive. I shall take sufficient time to establish that 
proposition, no matter what may occur hereafter, or whether 
I have time to discuss other views I have about this matter. 

The only change made in the act which created the Bureau 
of the Budget and the office of Director of the Budget to 
whom current control is transferred occurs in paragraph 
(f) on page 28 of the new draft of the bill, and all that does, 
as I interpret it, is to add, respecting the appointment of 
the officer, the provision that he may be appointed by the 
President by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. 
There is some change in detail as to salary, but other than 
that, there is no substantial change in the law. The powers, 
the responsibilities, the liabilities of the Bureau of the 
Budget are exactly the same as they were created in 1921, 
and I shall point them out, because I claim that this officer is 
the servant of the President, no matter what he is called. He 
is referred to in the pending bill as an “independent agency.” 
But let me read what his responsibilities are, what his duties 
are, and remind the Senate that he is appointed by the Presi- 
dent by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, and 
that he holds his office subject to removal by the President 
upon cause being shown for his removal. 

Senators will observe that turning over the control of the 
spending of the money of the people is releasing to the 
President of the United States a power to which no other 
is equal, save only the power of the sword. It is the power 
which might enable him to maintain his position as Presi- 
dent of the United States. 
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I shall now read section 207 of the act of 1921: 


There is hereby created in the Treasury Department a bureau 
to be known as the Bureau of the Budget. There shall be ine 
the Bureau a Director and an Assistant Director, who shall be 
appointed by the President and receive salaries of $10,000 and 
$7,500 a year respectively. The Assistant Director shall perform 
such duties as the Director may designate, and during the absence 
or incapacity of the Director or during a vacancy in the office 
of Director, he shall act as Director, The Bureau, under such 
Fag and regulations as the President may prescribe, shall prepare 
‘or him 


That is, for the President— 


the Budget, the alternative Budget, and any supplemental or defi- 
ciency estimates, and to this end shall have authority to assemble, 
correlate, revise, reduce, or increase the estimates of the several 
departments or establishments. 

Mr. President, no man however adroit or skillful he may 
be, however, much a sophist he may be, can convert that 
officer into anything else except a servant of the Chief 
Executive, and that he would continue to be if this bill 
should be passed in the form in which it is today. 

Thus, reduced to its simplest terms, we find that this par- 
ticular part of this bad bill would not merely abolish an 
office, namely, the office of the Comptroller General, but it 
would turn over to the Director of the Budget, the agent of 
the President, the person who must be answerable to the 
President, and who may favor him whenever an issue arises 
between the provider and the spender, the current control of 
the money. So, although auditing may be had afterward, 
although a great committee of the United States Congress 
may receive a report of the auditor, although action may be 
had by Congress which may say to the proper official of the 
United States Government, Go after thay money that was 
illegally spent and try to recover it,” yet, as a constitutional 
principle, considering the matter in the light most favorable 
to those who propose this change, this is a backward step 
in our constitutional history, for we are giving up a consti- 
tutional principle for which our forebears have fought 
through the centuries, and which had to be gained and re- 
gained time after time at the cost of loss and sacrifice on 
the part of generations of patriotic citizens. Here we are 
calmly considering stepping back centuries in constitutional 
government. Without any more struggle than appears here, 
we are relinquishing control of the purse strings, surrender- 
ing the sacred right, the necessary protection to the liberties 
of the people of current control, control in advance, control 
prior to the wasting, the diversion, or, perchance, the misap- 
propriation of the people’s money, or possibly its employ- 
ment for political purposes. 

Mr. President, this would perhaps not be so stirring an 
issue were we not conscious of the many steps of this kind 
already tdken and yet to be taken. In the report of the 
Comptroller General we find a reference to the Government 
owned or controlled corporations. They are spending mil- 
lions of dollars of the people’s money, and the Comptroller 
General says about their expenditures: 

Accordingly, under such procedure the collections are not covered 
into the Treasury and are never reflected as receipts and expendi- 
tures on the books of the Government, with the result that hun- 
dreds of millions of dollars have been received and expended by 
the Federal Government or agencies thereof without having been 
covered into the Treasury and for which a proper accounting and 
audit is not had. 

What does that mean? It means that already the Congress 
has sided with the spenders and against the providers. Al- 
ready it has sided with the Government as against the gov- 
erned. Already Congress has given up control, by means of 
this peculiar creature known as a Government owned or 
controlled corporation, such as the Electric Home and Farm 
Authority, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, the 
Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation, the Federal Savings 
and Loan Insurance Corporation, the Home Owners’ Loan 
Corporation, and the Virgin Islands Co. 

The list of these corporations is taken from the report of 
the Comptroller General, and doubtless the fact that we, 
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representing the people of the United States, have a Comp- 
troller General who is not dependent for his office upon the 

President of the United States and who cannot be removed 
by the President of the United States, enables us to have 
this information, to which our attention might not be called 
if the situation were reversed and if the control were in the 
hands of an agency of the President. 

Why would it not? Because there would not be any occa- 
sion for it. If the current control were in the hands of the 
President we would have exactly the condition that is de- 
scribed by the Comptroller General in speaking of these 
corporations. They are now under the authority of the 
President—that is, the President spends this money without 
any control, because Congress surrendered control specifically 
in the bills that created those corporations. 

Already the folly that is contained in the pending bill 
has been carried into execution in the several bills which 
created these agencies, and by our acts in Congress we have 
surrendered the right of the provider, the right of the people 
who raise the money to run the Government, to have it spent 
as it ought to be and under their own control. We have by 
these specific bills, one by one, surrendered this control and 
given it over to the President of the United States, without 
any restriction whatever. 

Who ever heard of any check on the expenditures of these 
corporations being brought to the attention of Congress? 
And if these expenditures are made illegally, without any 
warrant of law, in violation of ethics, we will say, then what 
to do about it? I should like to know if there is a lawyer 
in the Senate who thinks he could recover money spent by 
such Government corporations that are entirely under the 
control of the Chief Executive? 

Mr. President, that ought to be enough to cause us to 
pause, but it is not all there is in this picture. 

Mr. President, I inquire how much time have I left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CLARK in the chair). 
The Senator has 9 minutes remaining. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Then, I think I shall continue with this 
subject. 

I call attention to bills which are now pending and which 
have not as yet become law, but which, if enacted, would do 
the thing which is sought by this bill, and that is to transfer 
to the President complete control of the expenditure of the 
moneys to be spent by the corporations referred to. 

The Comptroller General says: 

With respect to agencies not required by law to render accounts 
to this Office and those which are not complying with such require- 
ments, there is given below a list of the agencies, including Gov- 
ernment corporations, whose accounts it is considered are not 
subject to audit by the General rita Office, together with a 
brief statement of the reasons therefor. 

In order to save time, I ask unanimous consent to have 
inserted in the Recorp at this point, in connection with my 
remarks, pages 17 to 22 of the Annual Report of the Acting 
Comptroller General of the United States for the fiscal year 
1937. 

There being no objection, the matter referred to was 
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

With respect to agencies not required by law to render accounts 
to this Office and those which are not complying with such re- 
quirements, there is given below a list of the agencies, including 
Government corporations, whose accounts it is considered are not 
subject to audit by the General Accounting Office, together with 
a brief statement of the reasons therefor. 

Federal Reserve banks: The capital stock of the Federal Reserve 
banks is all owned by member banks. N. expenses of the 
banks are paid from earnings. No Federal funds are involved and 
therefore the accounts are not considered as subject to audit by 
the General Accounting Office. 

Federal Reserve Board: To meet its expenses and to pay the 
salaries of its members and employees the Board, under the au- 
thority of section 10 of the Federal Reserve Act, as amended, 
makes semiannual assessments upon the Federal Reserve banks in 
proportion to their capital stock and surplus. The Attorney Gen- 
eral in 1914 ruled that such assessments were “public moneys” and 
that the Board was a “board” or “establishment” within the 
meaning and intent of section 7 of the act of July 31, 1894. Such 
moneys were accordingly deposited into the Treasury to the credit 
of a “special fund“ and accounted for, and audited by the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office up to and including the fiscal year 1933. 
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The Banking Act of 1933 (48 Stat. 167), amending section 10 of 
the Federal Reserve Act, as amended, provided in part that— 

The Board shall determine and prescribe the manner 
in which its obligations shall be incurred and its disbursements 
and expenses allowed and paid, and may leave on deposit in the 
Federal Reserve banks the proceeds of assessments levied upon 
them to defray its estimated expenses and the salaries of its 
members and employees, whose employment, compensation, leave, 
and expenses shall be governed solely by the provisions of this 
act and rules and regulations of the Board not in- 
consistent therewith; and funds derived from such assessments 
shall not be construed to be Government funds or appropriated 
moneys. * * 

Since the eee of the above amendment the Federal Re- 
serve Board has rendered no accounting to the General Account- 
ing Office and, accordingly, no audit has been made of the ex- 
penditures made er. Board. 

Reconstruction ance Corporation: The act of January 22, 1932, 
creating the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, provides that 
“The board of directors of the Corporation shall determine and 
prescribe the manner in which its obligations shall be incurred 
and its expenses allowed and paid,” and further provides that the 
funds of the Corporation may be deposited with the Treasurer 
of the United States, or in any Federal Reserve bank, and be sub- 
ject to check by authority of the Corporation. No accounting is 
made to the General Accounting Office. 

Reconstruction Finance Mortgage Co.: This is a private 
tion. The Reconstruction Finance Corporation under authority of 
the act of January 31, 1935 (49 Stat. 1), subscribed to $10,000,- 
000 of the capital stock of the Reconstruction Finance Mortgage 
Co. Managers of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation loan 
agencies will act as agents for the mortgage company. 

Inland Waterways Corporation: The Corporation is independent 
of annual appropriations by Congress and functions entirely on 
funds derived from o W seodea o There is no audit by the General 
Accounting Office evidently because the act e À the Corpora- 
tion does not provide for an — either to the General 
Accounting Office or to the Congress. 

Corporation of Foreign Security Holders: This Corporation was 
created by the Corporation of Foreign Bondholders Act, 1933 (48 
Stat. 92), for the purpose of protecting, conserving, and advancing 
the interests of holders of foreign securities in default. The act 
authorizes the Corporation to borrow money, and further author- 
izes the Reconstruction Finance Corporation to loan $75,000 for 
the use of the Corporation. It is provided that— 

“The board of directors shall cause accounts to be kept of all 
matters relating to or connected with the transactions and busi- 
ness of the Corporation, and cause a general account and balance 
sheet of the Corporation to be made out in each year, and cause all 
accounts to be audited by one or more auditors who shall ex- 
amine the same and report thereon to the board of directors.” 

it is further ee that— 

The board of directors of the Corporation shall deter- 
e ana 8 the manner in which its obligations shall be 
incurred and its expenses allowed and paid.” 

The above provisions of the law N to eliminate an ac- 
counting to the General Accounting Offi 

Gorgas Memorial Institute: Annual e to the Gorgas 
Memorial Laboratory is contained in the State Department ap- 
propriation act, and accounting is made to the General Account- 
ing Office for payment by the State Department to the Gorgas 
Memorial Institute of Tropical and Preventive Medicine. The law 
requires that the books and accounts of the laboratory shall at all 
times be opon to examination by the Comptroller General of the 
United Sta Accordingly, examination of the books is made an- 
nually at the offices of the institute, but no accounting is rendered 
to the General Accounting Office. 

Panama Co. (including Panama Railroad Steamship 
Co.): The Panama Railroad Co. was created by a charter from 
the State of New York and has always been operated under the 
charter as a private corporation. In view of Executive Order No, 
2135, February 4, 1915, establishing regulations governing the ac- 
counting to the Treasury of the United States (now the General 
Accounting Office) for Panama Canal collections, which states that 
the accounts which the collector is required to render need not 
include moneys of the Panama Railroad Co., it has been held that 
there is no legal authority for requiring an accounting to the 
General Accounting Office for its funds. 

Joint-stock land banks: Joint-stock land banks were authorized 
by the Federal Farm Loan Act of 1916, the act providing “That 
the Government of the United States shall not purchase or sub- 
scribe for any of the capital stock of any such bank.” Such banks 
thus being private corporations with no Government funds, no 
accounting to the General Accounting Office is required. 

However, by the act of May 12, 1933, the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation was authorized to make available to the Farm Loan 
Commissioner (Land Bank Commissioner) the sum of $100,000,000, 
to be used for a period of 2 years for making loans to joint-stock 
land banks for liquidation of the business thereof. Such moneys 
are accounted for by the Farm Credit Administration. 

Federal land banks: The banks were established under the Fed- 
eral Farm Loan Act of 1916, each to have a subscribed capital of 
not less than $750,000, the stock to be subscribed for and held by 
any individual, firm, or corporation, or by the government of any 
State or of the United States. The act granted the banks authority 
“to deposit its securities and its current funds, subject to check, 
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with any member bank of the Federal Reserve System and to re- 
ceive interest on the same as may be .” Accordingly, the 
funds of the banks not having been covered into the Treasury, no 
accounting therefor has been made to the General Accounting 
Office. 


Federal intermediate credit banks: The banks were created under 
authority of the Agricultural Credits Act of 1923 (42 Stat. 1454), 
the charters being granted upon application of the directors of the 
Federal land banks. Although the capital stock was purchased 
by the United States, the banks being similar to and in a manner 
allied with Federal land banks they have administratively been 
construed as being in the same category as the Federal land banks 
with no accounting to the General Accounting Office. 

Federal home-loan banks: The banks were created under the 
authority of the Federal Home Loan Bank Act approved July 22, 
1932, the act that the Federal Home Loan Bank Board 
shall require examinations and reports of condition of all banks 
in such form as the Board shall prescribe. In view of such re- 
quirement no accounting has been made to the General Account- 


Office. 
me — credit unions: Federal credit unions were authorized by 
the act of June 26, 1934 (48 Stat. 1216), and may be organized by 
any group, not less than seven in number, having common bonds 
of occupation and living within a well-defined community. Being 
private associations, no accounting to the General Accounting Of- 
fice is 


However, fees received from the unions by the Farm Credit Ad- 
ministration for supervisory expenses are accounted for by the 
Farm Credit Administration. 

National farm-loan associations: National farm-loan associations, 
also authorized by the Federal Farm Loan Act, are associations of 
persons desiring to borrow money on farm-mortgage security, 
through which loans are made to farmers by Federal land banks. 
Being of a private nature, no accounting is required to be made to 
the General Accounting Office. 

There follows a list of agencies considered to be subject to audit 
by the General Accounting Office but whose accounts are not be- 
ing submitted as required: 

Home Owners’ Loan Corporation: The Corporation was created 
by the Home Owners’ Loan Act of 1933, under supervision and 
direction of the Home Loan Bank Board. Capital stock of $200,- 
000,000 was subscribed by the Secretary of the Treasury. An ac- 
counting procedure was prescribed, and the Corporation agreed to 
account accordingly, as evidenced by correspondence with the 
Comptroller General and by a statement made by the Chairman of 
the Board before a Subcommittee on Banking and Currency, United 
States Senate, on March 22, 1935, the details of which are fully 
set out on page 25 et seq. 

Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation: The Federal 
Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation was created under title 
IV of the National Housing Act and obtains its funds by receivin; 
premiums from insured institutions, admission fees, and spe 
assessments a the insured institutions. The law provides 
that the funds shall be deposited into the United States 3 
in any Federal Reserve bank subject to the approval of the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury, or invested in obligations of the United States 
or in obligations of which the principal and interest are guaran- 
teed by the United States. 

The General Accounting Office prescribed an accounting pro- 
cedure for the Corporation, wherein it was provided that all moneys 
would be covered into the Treasury and advanced upon account- 
able warrant. The Treasury Department refused to cover such 
moneys, with the result that the accounting received from the 
Corporation through the chief disbursing officer had to be handled 
as a “special deposit” accounting. Under date of June 15, 1936, 
the acting administrative assistant to the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, by direction of the Secretary, addressed a letter to the Treas- 
urer of the United States in part as follows: 

“In accordance with an understanding reached between the 
‘Treasury t and the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance 
Corporation, the procedure heretofore established to care 
for funds of the Corporation will be eliminated, effective imme- 
diately. Hereafter the Corporation will deposit its collections di- 
rectly with the Treasurer of the United States for credit of its 
special deposit account, and the treasurer of the Corporation will 
draw checks directly on the Corporation’s account in payment of 
its obligations. A al deposit account, symbol No. 13820, has 
been established by your office in the name of the Corporation for 
that purpose.” 

As a result of this arrangement, whereby there was established 
an accounting procedure contrary to that prescribed by the Comp - 
troller General, and one which negatives an accounting to the 
General Accounting Office, since June 30, 1936, no accounting has 
been made to the General Accounting Office for the funds of the 
Federal Savings and Loan, Insurance Corporation. 

For further details see page 28 et seq. 

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation: This Corporation was 
created under the Banking Act of 1933, the chief function being 
to insure the deposits of all banks entitled to the benefits of 
insurance under the law. The capital of the Corporation was sub- 
scribed by the Treasury of the United States and the Federal Re- 
serve banks. Funds of the Corporation, when not otherwise em- 
ployed, are required to be invested in securities of the Government 
of the United States, except that for temporary periods they may 
be deposited in a Federal Reserve bank or with the Treasurer of 
the United States. 
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mera 5 has even been rendered to the General Account- 

War Finance Corporation: The War Finance Corporation was 
created by the act of April 5, 1918, to give financial support to 
industries whose operations were or contributory to 
the prosecution of the war” and to banking institutions that aided 
in financing such industries. The Corporation is now in liquida- 
ton under the supervision of the Secretary of the Treasury. 

Le i ea has ever been made to the General Accounting 


Tennessee Valley Associated Cooperatives, Inc.: The Tennessee 
Valley Associated Cooperatives, Inc., was organized and incorpo- 
rated under the laws of the State of Tennessee to promote, organize, 
establish, manage, finance, coordinate, and assist in any way what- 
soever in the development of cooperative enterprises in the Ten- 
nessee Valley and contiguous areas through grants and loans of 
funds and management services. The officers of the association 
are also directors and officers of the Tennessee Valley Authority 
and serve the association without pay. 

No accounting is rendered to the General Accounting Office, and 
the association admits no jurisdiction of this Office over its 
financial transactions, as evidenced by the following extract from 
a letter of its president, under date of July 21, 1934, in reply to 
the letter of the Comptroller General dated July 14, 1934: 

“Because of the fact that these funds were granted by the Fed- 
eral Emergency Relief Administration to the State of Tennessee 
and by the State of Tennessee to the Tennessee Valley Associated 
Cooperatives, Inc., and because no money has been put into the 

tion directly by the United States, we feel that this organi- 
zation is not subject to the usual regulations affecting Govern- 
ment departments, Neverheless, we are glad to furnish you this 
information, and we have been glad to cooperate with your 
auditors, who are now in Knoxville, by opening up to them all 
books and records in connection with the transactions of this 
organization.” 

Electric Home and Farm Authority: This Authority was incorpo- 
rated under the laws of the District of Columbia, August 1, 1935, 
and by Executive Order No. 7139, August 12, 1935, was designated 
as an agency of the United States. An accounting is made to the 
General Accounting Office, but not in the manner prescribed by 
the Comptroller General, in that the moneys are not covered into 
the Treasury and advanced by warrant, thereby exercising a proper 
control over such i 

This is another instance where the. action of the Treasury De- 
partment undertakes to counsel and direct the setting up of 
accounting procedures. For further details see page 29 et seq. 

Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation: The Corporation was cre- 
ated by the Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation Act approved Janu- 
ary 31, 1934 (48 Stat. 344), to furnish additional funds for loans to 
farmers. The stock was subseribed by the Governor, Farm Credit 
Administration, for the United States. Accounting is received, but 
not in the manner prescribed by the Comptroller General, and as 
funds have not been covered into the Treasury, accounts must be 
handled as special deposits. See page 30. 

government funds: The Treasurer of the United States 
acting as fiscal agent of the Philippine and Puerto Rican govern- 
ments, received funds for their accounts for which no accounting 
is rendered to the General Accounting Office. The Treasurer, as 
an accountable officer of the United States, should render an ac- 
counting for all moneys received by him in his official capacity. 

Tennessee Valley Authority: The Authority was created by the 
Tennessee Valley Authority Act of 1933 as a permanent independ- 
ent agency of the Government, the law providing that the Comp- 
troller General of the United States shall audit the transactions 
of the Corporation at such times as he shall determine, but not less 
frequently than once each Government fiscal year. Although an 
accounting is made to the General Accounting Office, it is not in 
the manner prescribed by the Comptroller General. 


Mr. AUSTIN. We may not be conscious of the other 
pending bills to which I have referred, and which form the 
atmosphere for this bill, unless our memory is revived about 
them. We ought to be conscious of them, because, when 
taken together, they give us a true sense of the demand 
which is being made, through us, on the people of this 
country to relinquish the sacred rights which have cost them 
so much and which have been the chief protection of their 
liberties. 

The pending bills to which I have made reference involve, 
among other things, flood-control authorities, Ohio Valley 
Authority, Potomac Valley Authority, Upper Mississippi Val- 
ley Authority, conservation authorities, St. Croix Valley 
Authority, Connecticut Valley Authority, Missouri Valley 
Authority, Wisconsin Valley Authority, National Water 
Board, Water Conservation and Flood Control Commission, 
agricultural development, payment of certain indebtedness 
on lands acquired by the United States, and the Agricul- 
tural Marketing Act. 

These, Mr. President, are bills still pending, which will 
give to the President the power he asks for in this bill, 
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namely, the power to spend money without any other cur- 
rent control than that of the Bureau of the Budget, which 
is his agency. 

Mr. President, at the proper time, if no one else should 
do so before then, it is my intention to move to strike from 
this bill title III, which is the part which would transform 
the present Government with respect to spending the money 
of the people, and which would remove the safeguards which 
the people now enjoy and the degree of protection which is 
connected with other expenditures than those which are 
made under the New Deal laws. 

It has been characteristic of the New Deal laws, taken 
separately, that they have been for the Government and 
against the people. They have been for the spenders and 
against the providers. That continues to be the plan. It 
continues to be the theme running through all these laws. 

My distinguished colleagues who have introduced bills of 
that character have faith in the security of the Republic. 
They are optimists. The great events which are taking place 
in the world, and which have destroyed republics all around 
us, have no significance to them. They serve not as a warn- 
ing, even though in the case of other republics steps similar 
to those proposed to be taken under the pending bill led to 
their destruction and the establishment of totalitarian states. 
Oh, no; all my colleagues who have introduced such bills will 
assert confidence in the Republic. They have nofear. They 
are not even apprehensive of the effect of these steps, taken 
one after another, massing into a solid front the transfer 
from the people of their power to the President of the United 
States, the transfer from the several States to the Federal 
Government of powers and rights, and the transfer from the 
Congress to the President of the United States of the legis- 
lative power and the legislative obligation. Oh, no; my col- 
leagues do not seem to be at all concerned about it. Certainly 
it is not for me to accuse them of any lack of good faith, and 
I do not do so. I have asserted time and again that I think 
their intentions are good, that they intend to do nothing but 
good. But, Mr. President—and I say it from the bottom of 
my heart—I am concerned over the effect of the accumulation 
of various laws and bills which take away from the people 
their security and their protection, because, having lived 
abroad and under other conditions than these, I know from 
observation how easy it is to slip away from the securities 
which maintain free institutions and free governments, and 
how hard it is to recover them afterward. 

The only way for us to save the Republic is to fight every 
one of these steps; to fight this one now, defeat this one now, 
and not quietly acquiesce in the idea that some day we 
shall have an election and overturn the authors of our dis- 
tress and our anxiety, and that we then will do the job as a 
whole. I say that is an impractical thing, almost impossible 
to accomplish. If we should have that undertaking upon 
our hands, we should have to do it step by step, piecemeal, 
backtracking along this hard trail; and it would be an up- 
hill climb. There is nothing so easy as going downhill. 

I am not concerned only in this part of the bill. I say of 
this bill, in the language of the old Chinese poet, “Rotten 
wood cannot be carved, nor walls of sand be plastered.” We 
cannot, by taking out of this bill title ITI, make a good bill 
of it. It is a bad bill in principle, and it ought not to pass. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator 
has expired. 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS 


Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, I ask the 
Chair to lay before the Senate the action of the House of 
Representatives on certain amendments of the Senate to the 
District of Columbia appropriation bill, being House bill 9181. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the 
action of the House, which was read as follows: 


In THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, U. S., 
March 21, 1938. 
Resolved, That the House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendments of the Senate numbered 5, 10, 29, 58, 66, 82, 127, 133, 
and 135 to the bill (H. R. 9181) making appropriations for the gov- 
ernment of the District of Columbia and other activities chargeable 
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in whole or in part against the revenues of such District for the 
on Fan ending June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, and concur 
erein. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 12 to said bill and concur therein with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter imserted by said 
amendment insert: 

“For an investigation of public relief in the District of Columbia 
to be made under the supervision of the chairmen of the respec- 
tive Subcommittees on District of Columbia Appropriations and 
the Committees on Appropriations of the Senate and House of 
Representatives, who are authorized to select a person to act as 
director of investigation at a salary to be fixed by the said chair- 
men; such investigation shall cover the extent of unemployment in 
said District; the need for all types of relief; the extent to which 
existing agencies are meeting both the unemployment and relief 
situations; the adequacy or inadequacy of individual grants; the 
characteristics of cases receiving assistance from public agencies; 
the policies and procedures of public administrative organizations, 
including the adequacy, qualifications, and competency of per- 
sonnel. The said director of investigation is authorized and em- 
powered to employ necessary assistants at rates of pay to be ap- 
proved by the chairmen of the subcommittees aforesaid, and the 
said director may request and be entitled to obtain such assistance 
as he may deem necessary from Federal and District agencies, in- 
cluding the Social Security Board and the Works Progress Adminis- 
tration, and the said director and his assistants shall have access to 
any and all records of such agencies, including financial statements, 
social case histories and correspondence, and he shall be free to seek 
information from staff members and employees of such agencies; 
and the said director shall make a full report to the aforesaid chair- 
men prior to August 1, 1938, of the results of the investigation, 
including such recommendations as he may deem necessary relat- 
ing to administrative efficiency, the adequacy or inadequacy of 
public relief in the District of, Columbia, existing and p 
work projects providing for unemployed employables, and any other 
kindred matters, $10,000, said sum to be available immediately and 
to be expended without reference to the Classification Act of 1923, 
as amended, civil-service requirements, or any other law.“; 

That the House recede from its disagrement to the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 22 to said bill and concur therein with an 
amendment as follows: Restore the matter stricken out by said 
amendment amended to read as follows: 

“For the preparation of plans and specifications for a library 
building to be constructed on square 491 in the District of 
Columbia, $60,000.”; 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 35 to said bill and concur therein with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment insert: 

“Qualified Federal personnel is authorized, with the approval of 
the head of the Federal agency concerned, and upon request by 
the Board of Education, to give lectures in the public schools on 
the effects of alcoholic liquors and narcotics."; 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 69 to said bill and concur therein with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum inserted by said amend- 
ment insert: ‘$350,000, and nurses for said sanatoria may be 
appointed without reference to civil-service requirements”; 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 77 to said bill and concur therein with an 
amendment as follows: Restore the matter stricken out by said 
amendment amended to read as follows: 

“The unexpended balance of the appropriation of $165,000 for the 
construction of a health center on the site of the Jones elementary 
school at First and L Streets Northwest, made in the District of 
Columbia Appropriation Act for the fiscal year 1938, is hereby 
repealed.“; 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 128 to said bill and concur therein with 
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment insert: 

“For the construction of an additional culvert under Massa- 
chusetts Avenue NW. in the line of Rock Creek and Potomac Park- 
way in accordance with plans and profiles to be approved by the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia, including necessary 
changes, construction and reconstruction of roadways, sidewalks, 
and curbing, and construction of and changes in sewer and water 
mains, fire alarm and police patrol boxes, and construction, recon- 
struction, and relocation of parkway roads, walkways, etc., as 
may be approved by said Commissioners, travel expenses in con- 
nection with the inspection of material at the point of manufac- 
ture, employment of engineering and other professional services 
by contract or otherwise and without reference to section 3709 of 
the Revised Statutes (41 U. S. C. 5) or the Classification Act of 
1923, as amended, civil-service requirements, and engineering and 
incidental expenses, $125,000, and the Commissioners are author- 
ized to enter into contract or contracts for the completion of said 
culvert at a cost not to exceed $300,000.”; 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 129 to said bill and concur therein with an 
amendment, as follows: In lieu of the sum inserted by said amend- 
ment insert $4,621,600"; and 

That the House insist upon its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 136 to said bill. 


1938 


Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I move that the Senate 
concur in the amendments of the House to the amendments 
of the Senate Nos. 12, 22, 35, 69, 77, 128, and 129. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I move that the Senate 
insist upon its amendment No. 136, ask a further conference 
with the House thereon, and that the conferees on the part 
of the Senate be appointed by the Chair. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 
Oklahoma, yield to the Senator from Vermont? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I should like to inquire whether the mat- 
ter concerning which I asked the Senator the last time the 
District appropriation bill came up is involved in the ques- 
tion before us. I refer to the appropriation for Gallinger 
Hospital. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. That was agreed to by the 
House. Six regular physicians were allowed and some addi- 
tional nurses were allowed for Gallinger Hospital. 

Mr. AUSTIN. The provision for additional nurses was 
not stricken out? Some 25 nurses were provided for, as I 
remember. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Some additional nurses 
were agreed to in the House bill, but not 25. 

Mr. AUSTIN. As the conference finally settled the mat- 
ter, it settled it on the basis of the House bill, did it not? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Practically so. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I am sorry that was done; but I shall not 
oppose the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the mo- 
tion of the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THomas] that the 
Senate insist on its amendment numbered 136, request a 
further conference with the House on the amendment, and 
that the Chair appoint the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Presiding Officer ap- 
pointed Mr. Tuomas of Oklahoma, Mr. GLAss, Mr. COPELAND, 
Mr. Kina, and Mr. Nye conferees on the part of the Senate 
at the further conference with the House. 

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES OF HEARINGS ON BILL TO AMEND 
FEDERAL AID HIGHWAY ACT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, laid before the Senate a con- 
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 43), which was read, as 
follows: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concur- 
ring), That in accordance with paragraph 3 of section 2 of the 
Printing Act, approved March 1, 1907, the Committee on Roads of 
the House of Representatives be, and is hereby, authorized and 
empowered to have printed for its use 5,000 additional copies of 
the hearings held before said committee during the current session 


on the bill (H. R. 8838) to amend the Federal Aid Highway Act 
approved July 11, 1916, as amended and supplemented, and for 


other purposes. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I move that the Senate concur in the 
concurrent resolution. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I inquire of the Senator 
from Arizona what was the action just taken? 

Mr. HAYDEN. The House Committee on Roads has held 
hearings on a bill for the continuation of the policy of 
Federal aid to the States in highway construction. There 
being an unusual demand for copies of these hearings, the 
House adopted a resolution providing for the printing of 
5,000 additional copies. By the action just taken, the Senate 
extends the courtesy to the House of allowing them to have 
the number of copies which they desire. 

JUDICIAL OFFICERS IN CANAL ZONE AND PUERTO RICO 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the 
amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill 
(S. 1986) to amend section 42 of title 7 of the Canal Zone 
Code, which were to strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 


That section 42 of title 7 of the Canal Zone Code be, and it is 
hereby, amended to read as follows: 
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“The district judge, district attorney, and marshal shall— 

“a. be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, the judge for a term of 8 years and the 
district attorney and marshal for terms of 4 years each; 

“b. continue to discharge the duties of their respective offices, 
unless sooner removed by the President, until their successors are 
appointed and qualify in their stead; 

“c. be allowed 60 days’ leave of absence each year, with pay, 
under such regulations as the President may from time to time 
prescribe; and 

“d. reside within the Canal Zone during their terms of office.” 

Sec, 2. That section 41 of the act entitled “An act to provide a 
civil government for Porto Rico, and for other purposes,” ap- 
proved March 2, 1917, as amended (U. S. C., 1934 edition, title 48, 
sec. 863), is amended to read as follows: 

“Puerto Rico shall constitute a judicial district to be called ‘the 
district of Puerto Rico.“ The President, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, shall appoint one district Judge, who 
shall serve for a term of 8 years and until his successor is 
appointed and qualified and whose salary shall be $10,000 per 
annum. There shall be appointed in like manner a district attor- 
ney and a marshal for said district, each for a term of 4 years 
unless sooner removed by the President. The district court for 
said district shall be called ‘the District Court of the United States 
for Puerto Rico,’ and shall have power to appoint all ne 
Officials and assistants, including the clerk, interpreter, and such 
commissioners as may be necessary, who shall be entitled to the 
same fees and have like powers and duties as are exercised and 
performed by United States commissioners. Such district court 
shall have jurisdiction of all cases cognizable in the district courts 
of the United States, and shall proceed in the same manner. In 
addition, said district court shall have jurisdiction for the natural- 
ization of aliens and Puerto Ricans, and for this purpose residence 
in Puerto Rico shall be counted in the same manner as residence 
elsewhere in the United States. Said district court shall have 
jurisdiction of all controversies where all of the parties on either 
side of the controversy are citizens or subjects of a foreign state 
or states, or citizens of a State, Territory, or District of the United 
States not domiciled in Puerto Rico, wherein the matter in dispute 
exceeds, exclusive of interest or cost, the sum or value of $3,000, 
and of all controversies in which there is a separable controversy 
involving such jurisdictional amount and in which all of the 
parties on either side of such separable controversy are citizens or 
subjects of the character aforesaid. The salaries of the judge and 
officials of the District Court of the United States for Puerto Rico, 
together with the court expenses, shall be paid from the United 
States revenues in the same manner as in other United States 
district courts. In case of vacancy or of the death, absence, or 
other legal disability on the per of the judge of the said District 
Court of the United States for Puerto Rico, the President of the 
United States is authorized to designate one of the judges of the 
supreme court of Puerto Rico to discharge the duties of judge of 
said court until such absence or disability shall be removed, and 
thereupon such judge so designated for said service shall be fully 
authorized and empowered to perform the duties of said office 
during such absence or disability of such regular judge, and to 
sign all necessary papers and records as the acting judge of said 
court without extra compensation.” 


And to amend the title so as to read: “An act to amend 
section 42 of title 7 of the Canal Zone Code and section 41 of 
the act entitled ‘An act to provide a civil government for 
Porto Rico, and for other purposes,’ approved March 2, 1917, 
as amended (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 48, sec. 893).” 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 


RED RIVER OF THE NORTH 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Haren in the chair) laid 
before the Senate the amendments of the House of Rep- 
resentatives to the bill (S. 1570) granting the consent of 
Congress to compacts or agreements between the States of 
Minnesota, South Dakota, and North Dakota with respect to 
the Red River of the North, which were to strike out all 
after the enacting clause and insert: 


That the consent of Congress is hereby given to the compact and 
agreement set forth below: Provided, That nothing therein con- 
tained shall be construed as impairing or in any manner affecting 
any right or jurisdiction of the United States in and over the 
Red River of the North and streams tributary thereto, or in re- 
gard to any of the matters covered by the said compact: 

“A Compact BETWEEN THE STATE or SOUTH DAKOTA, THE STATE OF 

NortTH DAKOTA, AND THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


“This compact made and entered into by and between the State 
of South Dakota, the State of North Dakota, and the State of 
Minnesota, Witnesseth: 

“Whereas the Red River of the North, which has its source 
in the State of South Dakota, and which flows northward, forming 
the boundary line between the State of Minnesota and the State 
of North Dakota, has a drainage area which includes a portion 
of all three States; and, 
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“Whereas the surface waters in said drainage area, if properly 
conserved and regulated, will produce benefits common to all three 
of said States; and, 

“Whereas the interests of the people of said three States will 
be best served by the organization of an interstate authority 
vested with sufficient power; and, 

“Whereas all three States have mutual interests in the regula- 
tion 1 5 administration of said surface waters in said drainage 
area; an 

“Whereas it is highly desirable that there be a single agency 
of all three of said States empowered to further the aforesaid 
regulation and administration of said surface waters in the in- 
terests of all of said States, 

“Now, therefore, the State of South Dakota, the State of North 
Dakota, and the State of Minnesota, do hereby solemnly covenant 
and agree, each with the other, as follows: 


“ARTICLE I 


“The following terms, whenever used in this agreement, shall 
have the following meanings, unless a different meaning clearly 
appears in the context: 

“(a) The term ‘commission’ shall mean the Tri-State Waters 
Commission, the corporation created by this agreement and the 
acts authorizing the same. 

“(b) The term ‘acquire’ shall mean and include construct, 
acquire by purchase, lease, devise, gift, or the exercise of the 
rights of eminent domain, or any other mode of acquisition what- 
soever. 

“(c) The term ‘Federal agency’ shall mean and include the 
United States of America, the President of the United States of 
America, the Public Works Administration, the Works Progress 
Administration, and any and every other authority, agency, or 
instrumentality of the United States of America heretofore or 
hereafter created or established. 

“(d) The term ‘real property’ shall mean and include lands, 
structures, franchises, and interests in land, including waters 
and riparian rights, and any and all things and rights usually 
included within the said term, and includes not only fees simple 
absolute but also any and all lesser interests, such as easements, 
rights-of-way, uses, leases, licenses, and all other incorporeal here- 
ditaments, and every estate, interest or right, legal or equitable, 
including terms of years and liens thereon by way of judgments, 
mortgages or otherwise, and also claims for damages to real estate. 

“(e) The term ‘drainage area’ shall mean the area from which 
surface waters drain from the States of South Dakota, Minnesota, 
and North Dakota into the Bed River of the North. 


“ARTICLE II 


“Each of the States of North Dakota, South Dakota, and Minne- 
sota undertake to cooperate with the other two States for the 
most advantageous utilization of the waters of the Red River 
of the North, for the control of the flood waters of this river and 
for the prevention of the pollution of such waters. 


“ARTICLE II 


“To that end the said three States do hereby create a district 
to be known as the Tri-State Waters Area, which shall comprise 
that portion of the drainage basin of the Red River of the North 
lying within the boundaries of the said States. 

“ARTICLE IV 

“The said three States do hereby create the Tri-State Waters 
Commission, which shall be a body corporate and shall have the 
powers, duties, and jurisdiction herein set forth and such other 
powers, duties, and jurisdiction as shall hereafter be conferred 
upon it by acts of the legislatures of each of said three States 
concurred in, when of a character to require such concurrence, by 
act of Congress. 

“ARTICLE V 


“The Tri-State Waters Commission, hereafter in this compact 
called the Commission, shall consist of nine Commissioners, three 
from each State, appointed by each State in such manner and for 
such length of term as may be determined by the legislature 
thereof. Each Commissioner shall be a citizen of the State from 
which he is appointed, and at least one Commissioner from each 
State shall be a resident of the drainage area of the Red River 
of the North. Each Commissioner may be removed or suspended 
from office in such manner as shall be provided by the law of the 
State from which he shall be appointed. Each Commissioner 
shall receive such compensation as may be provided by the legis- 
lature of the State he represents, which compensation shall be 
paid by such State. Each Commissioner shall be paid actual ex- 
penses necessarily incurred in the performance of his duties as 
such Commissioner. 

“ARTICLE VI 

“The Commission shall elect from its number a chairman and 
vice chairman and shall appoint and at its pleasure remove an 
executive secretary and such other officers and assistants as may ba 
required to carry the provisions of this compact into effect, and 
shall r and determine their duties, qualifications, and com- 

nsation. 

“It shall adopt a seal and suitable bylaws and shall promulgate 
Tules and regulations for its management and control. 

“A majority of the members from each State shall constitute a 
quorum for the transaction of business, the exercise of any powers, 
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or the performance of any duties, but no action of the Commission 
shall be binding unless at least two of the members from each State 
shall vote in favor thereof. 

“The Commission shall keep accurate accounts of all receipts 
and disbursements and shall make an annual report to the Gover- 
nor of each State setting forth in detail the operations and trans- 
actions conducted by it pursuant to this compact, and shall make 
recommendations for any legislative action deemed by it advisable, 
including amendments to the statutes of the said States which 
may be necessary to carry out the intent and purpose of this com- 
paras zon such changes in the area of the district as may seem 

e. 

“The Commission shall not incur any obligations for salaries. 
office, or other administrative expenses prior to the of 
appropriation adequate to meet the same; nor shall the Commis- 
sion pledge the credit of any of the said States except by and with 
the authority of the legislatures thereof. Each State reserves the 
right to provide hereafter by law for the examination and audit of 
the accounts of the Commission by its comptroller or other official. 

“The Commission shall meet and organize within 30 days after 
the effective date of this compact. 


“ARTICLE VII 
“It shall be the duty of the Commission to study the various 
water problems relating to water supply within the tri-State waters 
area. 
“ARTICLE vm 


“Plans for works on boundary waters in said drainage area pre- 
pared by the State, municipal, or industrial agencies shall receive 
the approval of the Commission before construction is begun. 

“It shall be the duty of the Commission to maintain and control 
lake levels and stream flow on boundary waters within the area- 
but such action shall be taken only with the approval of the au- 
thorized county or State agencies, in which such lake or stream is 
located, but said Commission shall have no power or jurisdiction 
over water levels or stream flow in the Otter Tail River which is 
known as that portion of the Red River originating in Becker and 
Otter Tail Counties extending and flowing through in a southerly 
and southwesterly direction through the counties of Becker, Otter 
Tall, and Wilkin, and emptying into the Red River of the North 
at the junction of the Boise de Sioux at Breckenridge, Minn., and 
its chain of lakes and its tributaries. 

“The Commission shall have power to cooperate with any duly 
authorized Federal, State, or municipal agency in studies and sur- 
veys, construction, maintenance, and operation of water projects 
within the scope of its jurisdiction. 

“The Commission shall be authorized to exercise the power of 
eminent domain, to acquire such real and personal property as 
may be reasonably necessary to effectuate the purposes of this 
compact, and to exercise all other powers not inconsistent with 
the constitutions of the States of North Dakota, South Dakota, 
and Minnesota, or with the Constitution of the United States, 
which may be reasonably necessary or appropriate for or inci- 
dental to the effectuation of its authorized purposes, and gen- 
erally to exercise in connection with the property and affairs and 
in connection with property within its control any and all powers 
which may be exercised by a private corporation in connection 
with similar property and affairs. 

“ARTICLE IX 


“The Commission shall study the methods of financing the con- 
struction, control, maintenance, and operation of projects, and 
shall recommend for enactment to the legislatures of the States 
concerned such legislation as will effectuate the purposes and ends 
of the Commission. 

“ARTICLE X 


“Each State shall bear its proportionate share of the expense of 
the Commission based on the pro rata value to such State of the 
activities of the Commission, which expense shall be provided for 
by appropriation by the legislature. 


“ARTICLE XI 


Should any part of this compact be held to be contrary to the 
constitution of any of said States or of the United States such 
part of said compact shall become inoperative as to each State but 
all other severable provisions of this compact shall continue in full 
force and effect. 

“ARTICLE XII 


“This compact shall become operative immediately after it has 
been signed by the Governor of the State of South Dakota, the 
Governor of the State of North Dakota, and the Governor of the 
State of Minnesota. 

“In testimony whereof the Governor of the State of South 
Dakota, the Governor of the State of North Dakota, and the Gov- 
ernor of the State of Minnesota have signed this compact in 
triplicate and the seals of said States have been thereunto affixed. 

“Done this 23d day of June A. D. 1937. 

“LESLIE JENSON, 
“Governor of the State of South Dakota. 
“WILLIAM LANGER, 
“Governor of the State of North Dakota, 
“ELMER A, BENSON, 
“Governor of the State of Minnesota.” 

Src. 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is 

hereby expressly reserved. 
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Amend the title so as to read: “An act consenting to an 
interstate compact between the States of Minnesota, South 
Dakota, and North Dakota relating to the utilization of, the 
control of the floods of, and the prevention of the pollution of 
the waters of the Red River of the North and streams tribu- 
tary thereto.” 

Mr. FRAZIER. I move that the Senate concur in the 
amendments of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 

REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 


The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 3331) 
to provide for reorganizing agencies of the Government, 
extending the classified civil service, establishing a general 
auditing office and a department of welfare, and for other 


purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Virginia (Mr. 
Byrp]. 3 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I wish to say a few words 
about the amendment offered by the Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. BYRD]. Before doing so, however, I should like to speak 
in praise of one feature of the pending bill. I refer to the 
provision making the national resources planning board a 
permanent organization of the Government. 

This is an emergency agency which has continued to 
operate, and I think is now operating. I tried hard during 
the last session of Congress to have passed by the Senate a 
proposal to make this a permanent board. The matter came 
to the committee of which I have the honor to be chairman, 
and hearings were held. At that time I had opportunity to 
learn the work of the board and what had been accom- 
plished. Frankly, I was greatly impressed by what this 
organization had done up to that time. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York yield to the Senator from Missouri? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator must admit, I believe, however, 
that the provision with respect to the national resources 
planning board has the effect of negativing the exemption 
of the Army Engineers and the Mississippi River Commis- 
sion from the provisions of the bill. In other words, it in- 
terposes a separate agency between the Army engineers and 
the Mississippi River Commission or any other agency of 
that sort. 

Mr. COPELAND. If what the Senator says is true, I am 
against it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I cannot agree with the interpretation 
placed on the provision of the bill by the Senator from Mis- 
souri. The national resources planning board has no au- 
thority to intervene or to do anything except to take a gen- 
eral bird’s-eye view of the resources and physical conditions 
of the country and submit a report to the President. Then, 
of course, the President may transmit such report to the 
Congress and ask the Congress to enact any legislation it may 
see fit. The national resources planning board, however, 
has no authority to interfere with the Mississippi River 
Commission or with the Corps of Engineers. It has no 
authority to take any action except to make investigations 
and submit reports. I cannot understand why the Senator 
from Missouri interprets the language to mean that the 
board could set themselves up as a sort of intermediary be- 
tween the Mississippi River Commission, the Corps of Engi- 
neers, or any other bureau of the Government and Congress 
or the President or anybody else. 

Mr. CLARE. Mr. President, will the Senator from New 
York yield a moment further? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. CLARK. I merely desire to say that I do not wish 
now to take the time of the Senator from New York, inas- 
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much as there is a limitation of debate, but when this section 
of the bill shall be reached in proper sequence, in my own 
time, I shall desire to point out that it does negative the 
exemption of the Mississippi River Commission and the Army 
engineers elsewhere provided in the bill. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, if the situation were ex- 
actly as stated by the Senator from Missouri, I would be 
here opposing this proposal instead of speaking for it. I 
should not want anything to interfere with the efficient 
service of the Army engineers, a service which has continued 
from the beginning of our Government. I think that the 
Senator from Missouri is mistaken; I believe the Senator from 
Kentucky has properly interpreted the meaning of the lan- 
guage of the bill, namely, to make certain that all the na- 
tional resources planning board may do, as I read the pro- 
visions, is to investigate, examine, study, and consult with 
various agencies of the Government. If that is the purpose, 
it is commendable, as I see it. 

To revert to the Army engineers, their work is in connec- 
tion with the improvement of rivers and harbors, the control 
of floods, the improvement of navigation, and that sort of 
thing. We have learned, however, that there must be a 
wider study than that given merely to the engineering 
features of the control of rivers. That was made clear by 
the report which the national resources planning board 
submitted as to what they had ascertained about the need 
of regulation of rivers in such manner as to make certain 
that away back in their upper reaches there should be 
protection in order that we might no longer have “dust 
bowls,” erosion, and disintegration of land, attrition, and 
destruction of fertility. We need to have somebody who 
is looking at the whole picture. That is why I think this 
is a wise provision of the bill, and I compliment its author 
upon including in the bill one or two things that are really 
important, and this particular provision, I believe, is such a 
one. But, I reserve final opinion until I have heard what 
the Senator from Missouri may have to say about it. 

Mr. President, to recur now to the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], I may say, in the 
first place, that our colleague from Virginia has won the 
respect of the American people—I think he already had it, 
but he has renewed his hold upon it—because of the con- 
structive work he has done in connection with the analysis 
of this bill. 

The people of our country are very much disturbed over 
the prospect of reorganization, because they feel that there 
is a possibility of such increased authority being lodged in 
the administration in the Presidency, that its powers will be 
almost dictatorial in their nature. Our people have wit- 
nessed what has gone on in Europe; they have witnessed 
the overthrow of governments; they have witnessed what is 
now transpiring in Spain, the situation in Germany and in 
Italy and in Russia. In consequence, they are resentful of 
anything which has to do with the increase of Executive 
power or the greater centralization of power. 

I can tell the Senate how greatly my people are disturbed. 
In the first mail in my office this morning there were 1,384 
letters, most of them relating to the pending reorganization 
bill and overwhelmingly against it. 

I cannot see why the particular amendment now pending 
should not be accepted at once. I know I have been accused 
sometimes by those in high place of “voting for all appro- 
priations and against all taxes.” I do not think it is quite 
a true statement of fact. But from high authority, from lips 
that are listened to, that statement has come. 

But while the light holds out to burn 
The vilest sinner may return, 

So if I have been in the position of voting for all appro- 
priations and against all taxes, I now serve notice that I 
have reformed. 

Mr. President, what the Senator from Virginia asks is that 
when an Executive order is submitted to Congress, as is pro- 
vided in section 4, when the President submits an Executive 
order he shall include with it a detailed statement showing 


3838 


the increase or decrease in expenditures which will result 
from the execution of such order. Why should such a pro- 
vision not be included in the bill? The purpose of the bill, 
I presume, primarily is to increase efficiency. We wish to 
know whether it will increase efficiency at such tremendous 
cost that we will not be able to afford to be efficient in certain 
directions. Ordinarily, improved efficiency does mean less 
cost. But certainly the Congress should be advised as to the 
effect on expenditures of a given Executive order. The 
President could say, “I am sending te Congress an order 
embodying recommendations that will transfer a certain 
organization or change the structure of the Government. If 
this order is put into effect, it will decrease the cost of Gov- 
ernment.” He can tell us how it will do so. On the other 
hand, he can be frank and say to us that while there will 
be a slight increase in expenditures, the efficiency of Govern- 
ment will be so greatly promoted we can well afford to make 
the extra expenditure. 

Frankness is important. I believe the old saying about 
“putting all the cards on the table” is a true saying, and gives 
expression to a thought which ought to be applied in prac- 
tice. Let the people know. The people can be trusted. Let 
them know; and certainly they have a right to know whether 
or not some proposal of the President, or of others in high 
place, will increase the cost of government or otherwise. 

Mr. President, the other day we had a little discussion about 
our people being tax conscious. We debated whether 
they are tax conscious because of the Federal taxes or 
because of the nuisance taxes. They are tax conscious, 
and they are going to be more tax conscious, and as the 
difficulty of paying the taxes increases they are going to 
become more tax conscious. So they will want to know— 
we ought to recognize that fact—they will demand to 
know, “Does this proposal increase the cost of govern- 
ment, or does it promote efficiency and at the same time save 
expense?” So, to my mind, it is a perfectly sane, logical, sen- 
sible, wise provision. I hope it may be adopted. 

Before I sit down, let me say that our people are dis- 
turbed about this bill. Of course, I know a great many of 
them are not vocal. It may be alleged that those who have 
not spoken are in support of the bill. I do not believe that 
to be the case. I do not believe the men and women of the 
United States are willing to have more power concentrated in 
the Central Government. Everything that we are doing, all 
the trends, are in the direction of centralization; and, having 
seen the ultimate effect of centralization of power, we do 
not want that in America. In the beginning, centralization 
perhaps may be along the lines of wisdom; but when it goes 
too far we do not know what may be the result. 

I find that the religious people of America are disturbed. 
They see what is happening to religion in Spain, in Italy, in 
Germany, in Russia, and elsewhere. Consequently the reli- 
gious folk are giving thought to what is going on in America. 
Are we on the way to such centralization of power that there 
may be brought to our people embarrassment and distress? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator 
from New York on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I desire to make a 
brief statement regarding the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation, and I may as well make it now as later. 

I had intended to offer an amendment to exempt the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation from the powers of 
transfer and manipulation conferred under this bill; but it 
is perfectly evident that the Senate is not in a mood to vote 
exemptions, and I do not want to put the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation in the position of having been denied 
an exemption by the Senate, lest it be improperly construed 
at some time as a license on the part of the Senate for 
transfer. 

The able Senator from Washington [Mr. ScHWELLEN- 
BACH! on yesterday indicated the possibility of such an inter- 
pretation in the event of the failure of an exemption to be 
voted. Under no circumstances would I want that hazard to 
attach to the F. D. I. C. So Iam not going to offer a pro- 
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posal specifically to exempt the F. D. I. C.; but I am going 
to reassert my belief that precisely the same reasoning which 
justifies the committee itself in including the Federal Re- 
serve System in the exemptions would have justified the in- 
clusion of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, and 
would now justify that exemption. There is no more reason 
why the Federal Reserve System should enjoy this immunity 
from reorganization power and this relative stability than 
there is that the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 
should similarly have a fixed status. If there is sound rea- 
son—and I admit there is—why the Federal Reserve System 
should not be at the mercy of the general blanket vicissi- 
tudes which may exist as a result of this delegation of 
power, precisely the same reason exists why the instrumen- 
tality of government which is now insuring the bank deposits 
of the country should have a kindred protection. Indeed, 
the rigid maintenance of F. D. I. C. independence is vital to 
the country at a time when banking confidence is of supreme 
importance. 

I express the very fervent hope that even though the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation is not specifically 
exempted, it will succeed in surviving the jurisdiction of this 
bill and will not find itself transferred to some hostile instru- 
mentality of control where, through the method of its admin- 
istration, it could be relatively emasculated and its efficiency 
substantially destroyed. That would be an incalculable blow 
to the common welfare. 

I repeat. that I deeply regret that the Federal Deposit In- 
surance Corporation is not specifically named among the 
exemptions along with the Federal Reserve System. I 
seem to recall that I heard the able Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. Byrnes], in charge of the bill, assert the other 
day in this connection that he had not the slightest idea 
that the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation would be 
involved in any of these transfers or manipulations. I have 
asked for no assurances in high places in this respect. Un- 
fortunately, I am not in position either to sue for such as- 
surances or, probably, to be given them if I should sue. I 
wish somebody had asked for assurances, inasmuch as it is 
apparently on the basis of assurances that we are asked to 
delegate this blanket authority to the Chief Executive. But 
I am going to hope, vainly or otherwise, that the sheer logic 
of the situation will protect the F. D. I. C. against any 
assault under the use of the pending powers. 

Mr. President, having said that in respect to the F. D. I. C. 
and reasserting that I do not intend to offer un amendment 
to exempt it, lest the amendment be blindly rejected by the 
Senate in its present mood, I desire to say just a word re- 
garding the pending amendment, which has been offered by 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp]. 

The able Senator is proposing solely that when the Chief 
Executive issues one of these orders—which are to have 
practically a final authority, now that the Senate has de- 
clined to assert its own legislative responsibility—he shall 
tell the country and the Congress what he expects to accom- 
plish by it in the way of economy. Perhaps it would be 
difficult for him to show literally the increase or decrease 
in expenditures which would result from such an order in- 
asmuch as the contemplation is speculative; but I suggest 
that by including the word “estimated” before the word 
“increase” in line 3 of the amendment, that particular objec- 
tion could be obviated, so that then we should simply con- 
front the proposition that when this reorganization power 
shall be used in the name of economy, there shall be a brief 
bill of particulars to indicate what is contemplated and 
expected. 

Mr. President, we have been denied the right to assert a 
10-percent economy in respect to the use of these powers. 
We are denied any of these so-called assurances, indeed, in 
respect to what the economies may be. The Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] is very realistic about the 
matter, and I honor him for his refusal to promise any sub- 
stantial.savings; but the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 
who probably is the closest student of this problem on the 
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floor, asserts that he expects an actual increase in Federal 
expenditures as a result of the use of these powers. It seems 
to me that at least we have the right—inasmuch as we are 
to be denied every other right—to know what is contem- 
plated by way of economy in respect to one of these orders 
if, as, and when it is issued. In other words, it seems to me 
that to vote down this Byrd amendment would be almost 
as indefensible as was one other vote in the Senate about 
1 year ago with respect to the stabilization fund. 

The Senate will recall that we placed $2,000,000,000 in the 
hands of the Secretary of the Treasury, subject to the super- 
vision of the President, for stabilization purposes in respect 
to the currency and public credit—“stabilization”, whatever 
that means. It is almost as broad and liquid a power as the 
reorganization power included in the pending bill. 

Amazingly, this grant of $2,000,000,000 to the Executive 
includes textually within the law the mandate that the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury never can be questioned anywhere, 
at any time, respecting what he has done with $2,000,000,000 
of the public money. To me it is a travesty upon democracy. 
Talk about transferring the purse to the Executive; it was 
transferred in that connection almost to an unbelievable 
degree. 

Mr. President, this is what I was coming to. When that 
power was extended by the Congress 1 year ago I offered a 
very modest amendment, which asked only for a final report 
to the Congress after the complete operation of the stabiliza- 
tion fund had been concluded, and the Senate declined even 
to order a final report and audit upon the handling and 
control and expenditure of $2,000,000,000 of public money oyer 
a period of 5 years. I think the action was indefensible; I 
think the day will come when the Senate will regret it took 
any such action. 

Only less challenging is the request of the Senator from 
Virginia that when an Executive order issues under the terms 
of this blanket delegation of power there shall be a state- 
ment of information respecting the economies which are 
contemplated. It seems to me that to decline this amend- 
ment would be on all fours with the amazingly indefensible 
action of the Senate upon a previous occasion in declining to 
permit examination into the expenditure of $2,000,000,000 of 
public money under any circumstances upon the legislative 
responsibility of Congress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 

Mr. BYRNES obtained the floor. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sen- 
ators answered to their names: 


Adams Connally Hughes Overton 
Andrews Copeland Johnson, Calif. Pittman 
Ashurst Davis Johnson, Colo, Pope 

Austin Dieterich King Radcliffe 
Bailey Donahey La Follette Reames 
Bankhead Duffy Lee Reynolds 
Barkley Ellender Lodge Russell 

Berry Frazier Logan Schwartz 
Bilbo George Lonergan Schwellenbach 
Bone Gerry Lundeen Sheppard 
Borah Gibson McAdoo Smathers 
Bridges Gillette McGill Smith 
Brown, Mich Glass McKellar Thomas, Okla 
Brown, N. H. Green McNary Thomas, Utah 
Bulkley Guffey Maloney Townsend 
Bulow Hale Miller Tydings 
Burke Harrison Milton Vandenberg 
Byrd Hatch Minton Wagner 
Byrnes Hayden Murray Walsh 
Capper Herring Neely Wheeler 
Caraway Hill Norris 

Chavez Hitchcock Nye 

Clark Holt O'Mahoney 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-nine Senators hav- 
ing answered to their names, a quorum is present, 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I have only a few words to 
say with reference to the pending amendment. The amend- 
ment provides for the insertion on page 7, line 5, after the 
words “such Executive order,” of a comma and the words, 
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“together with a detailed report showing the increase or 
decrease in expenditures which will result from such order.” 

Upon its face the amendment is a very plausible request, 
but I submit to the Senate that it is absolutely unnecessary. 
The amendment provides that at the time the President 
signs an order he shall submit to the Congress a detailed 
report showing the increase in expenditures which will re- 
sult from such order, There can be no increase in expendi- 
tures resulting from such order. I would not want anyone to 
believe that by a merger of departments there would be an 
increase in expenditures. 

For instance, the appropriation bills make available funds 
for departments for the next fiscal year. Half the appro- 
priation bills have already been passed. Let us say, for in- 
stance, that $1,000,000 is made available to the Department 
of Justice, and $100,000 is made available to the Alien Prop- 
erty Custodian’s office, and that the President should sign 
an order transferring Alien Property Custodian functions 
to the Department of Commerce. The Congress has made 
available to the Department of Justice and to the Alien 
Property Custodian $1,000,000 plus $100,000, or a total of 
$1,100,000. If the President transferred the whole office of 
the Alien Property Custodian to the Department of Com- 
merce he could not make ayailable one single cent more than 
the Congress has appropriated for the next fiscal year. 

Therefore it is a futile and vain thing to ask him to report 
the increase in expenditures that will result from transferring 
an agency to another department. No one could increase the 
expenditures of the agencies involved except the Congress of 
the United States. 

As to the decrease, the amendment asks that the President 
show in a detailed statement the decrease that would result. 
That should be done, and the bill requires that it be done, but 
it requires that it be done not in a mere detailed statement 
to the Congress but the bill requires that it be done in the 
effective way that it should be done. 

If Senators will turn to page 4, line 17, they will find this 
language: 

In any case of a transfer under this title the Executive order 
issued by the President shall also make provision for the transfer 
of such unexpended balances of appropriations available for use in 
connection with the agency or function transferred as he deems 
necessary by reason of the transfer. 

But such unexpended balances so transferred shall be used 
only for the purposes for which such appropriations were 
originally made. Then it provides: 

The appropriations or portions of appropriations not so trans- 
ferred shall not be used for any purpose but shall be impounded 
and returned to the Treasury. 

So that an Executive order signed by the President and 
sent to the Congress, which transfers one agency to another, 
must show the amount of the appropriation that is trans- 
ferred, and the amount that is put back into the Treasury, 
and that will give not only to the Congress but to the country 
a statement of the decrease in expenditures resulting from the 
transfer. The bill does more than require a mere submission 
of a statement. That would not save any money. It says 
that the statement must show the amount of money actually 
put back into the Treasury by reason of the transfer. 

Therefore, I submit that the committee, having in mind 
the purpose, has seen fit to provide for it in what the com- 
mittee believes to be the most effective way, not in any sep- 
arate statement but in the Executive order making the trans- 
fer, requiring the President to say how much of the appro- 
priations of the various agencies were transferred and how 
much was put back into the Treasury. So it is a statement 
exactly in accordance with what some of the Members of the 
Senate have expressed a desire to have. 

I ask that the amendment be not adopted. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Senator from South Caro- 
lina says it is impossible for the President to increase ex- 
penditures. I think he is correct. I wish to modify my 
amendment in line 3 by striking out the word “report” and 
insert in lieu thereof the word “statement” and after the 
words “showing the” to strike out the words “increase or.” 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Virginia 
modifies his amendment by substituting for the word “re- 
port” the word “statement” and eliminating the words 
“increase or.” 

Mr. BYRD. The amendment will then read: 
together with a detailed statement showing the decrease in ex- 
penditures that will result from such order. 

The Senator from South Carolina says that the informa- 
tion will be furnished under the bill as it is now drawn. I 
call the attention of the Senate to the fact that on page 3, 
subdivision (4), the President is given the power to— 

Prescribe the name and the functions of any agency affected by 
any such Executive order, and the title, powers, and duties of its 
executive head. 

I submit that the Congress and the people of this country 
are entitled to a detailed statement of any reduction in ex- 
penditures that may result from the execution of an Execu- 
tive order, and a detailed statement is not possible under the 
bill as it is now written. 

Mr. President, this bill proposes to abolish the Office of 
Comptroller General, an official of the Congress, and the 
only official to whom Congress may look for an accurate 
statement as to the expenditures of government. The Sen- 
ate has already defeated an amendment providing that 
Executive orders shall be ratified by the Congress. Yester- 
day the Senate negatived the idea that there should be any 
economy in this bill. I submit that the least we should do is 
to make provision so that accurate and detailed information 
may be furnished to the people of the country as to the 
effect of such Executive orders as may be issued. 

As modified, the amendment I have offered will read as 
follows: 

Together with a detailed statement— 


And I will put in the word “estimated”, so there cannot be 
any question about it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Where does the Senator 
place the word “estimated”? 

Mr. BYRD. Before the word “decrease.” 
ment will read: 

Together with a detailed statement showing the estimated de- 
ctease in expenditures that will result from such orders. 

I am astonished, Mr. President, that the patrons of this 
bill are opposed to having such information furnished the 
public when Executive orders are issued. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, if I understand the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Virginia as it is now modified, 
when the President issues an order transferring any bureau 
from one department to another, or consolidating any bureau 
with another, or if after transferring the functions of a 
bureau to some other bureau or department he should abolish 
the shell that is left without any functions, it seeks to require 
the President to give to Congress a detailed statement as to 
how much money is to be saved by the transaction, 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. BYRD. I call the attention of the Senate to the fact 
that the bill provides that Executive orders transferring an 
agency shall show the amount of funds transferred and the 
amount put back into the Treasury, but this amendment will 
make certain that exact information will be furnished. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Let us assume, for instance, that the 
President should transfer a bureau from the Department of 
the Interior or the Treasury Department. Let us take the 
Public Health Service, which is now in the Treasury Depart- 
ment. I have no way of knowing whether it will remain 
there or whether it will be transferred to the new department 
of welfare. There is no connection between the Public Health 
Service and the Treasury, but it has always been in the 
Treasury Department, because originally it was established as 
an agency for looking after certain employees and certain 
others engaged in the Revenue Cutter Service and the In- 
ternal Revenue Service, but it has been expanded until it is 
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now one of the great bureaus and activities of the Govern- 
ment. 

Let us suppose that the available appropriation for the 
Public Health Service in the Treasury is $2,000,000, and the 
President transfers it to the department of welfare, and 
he should find that by consolidation and by the elimination 
of duplication only $1,000,000 is necessary for the Public 
Health Service in the new department, and he should cover 
the other million dollars back into the Treasury. I am not 
giving these figures as exact figures. I am using them only 
by way of illustration. It is perfectly apparent that the 
amount of money saved by that transaction would be a 
million dollars, because that is the amount that the President 
would be required to turn back into the Treasury as an un- 
expended balance. Under the amendment of the Senator 
from Virginia, the President would have to go into detail to 
show why and how even that unexpended balance—— 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, does the Senator from Ken- 
tucky object to the word “detailed”? If so, I will still further 
modify my amendment and eliminate the word “detailed.” 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, it looks as if the Senator 
is willing to make any kind of modification in order to have 
the amendment adopted. 

Mr. BYRD. I will say to the Senator that what the Sena- 
tor from Virginia is attempting to do is to have the truth 
furnished to the American people as to the cost of the 
proposed reorganization. 

Mr. BARKLEY. No one is undertaking to withhold the 
truth from the American people; but there is no use in re- 
quiring an impossibility of the President by requiring him, 
as a bookkeeper, as an accountant, to advise Congress or 
the country in every detail how much money is to be saved 
by the elimination of this employee, that employee, this ac- 
tivity, or some other activity. 

Mr. BYRD. The word “detailed” seems to disturb the 
Senator from Kentucky; and I have modified the amend- 
ment to eliminate it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It was sufficiently important in the mind 
of the Senator from Virginia to cause him to put it in. I was 
discussing the amendment as it is left, after he has modified 
it in the respect to which I have referred. But he has now 
modified it until it is no longer necessary, even to accomplish 
the Senator’s purposes. 

Mr. BYRD. Let me read the amendment to the Senator. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The bill itself provides that the unex- 
pended balances shall go back into the Treasury. Certainly 
we can find out how much is returned to the Treasury. Any 
detailed estimate as to the savings in connection with the 
remainder which is transferred would be impossible. As I 
said earlier in the day, neither the President, the General 
Accounting Office, the Comptroller General, nor anybody 
else in the Government service could estimate in advance 
how much would be saved out of $1,000,000 transferred from 
one department to another, because it would be impossible 
to know until the end of the fiscal year, when it could be 
ascertained in detail, how much was saved as a result of 
the new operation in the department to which the funds 
were transferred. 

The committee, in undertaking to frame this bill, had in 
mind that the President might transfer and ought to trans- 
fer funds from one department to another. It would be a 
futile thing to transfer any bureau from one department to 
another and not transfer the funds which Congress has ap- 
propriated to administer that bureau. We have provided 
that the President shall not use the funds for any other pur- 
poses than those provided by Congress in the appropriation, 
We have provided that when he transfers part and does not 
transfer all, the remainder shall go into the general fund of 
the Treasury and shall not thereafter be expended, because 
it is not subject to further expenditure. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. BYRD. If the Senator will read the provision at the 
bottom of page 4, he will see that the transfer of unex- 
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pended balances does not reflect the true situation. What 
I want to do is to have the Congress know, in the 60 days 
before the time elapses when Executive orders may be acted 
upon, whether or not there is any saving as a result of the 
Executive orders which may be issued. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator evidently does not under- 
stand that provision. It reads: 

In any case of a transfer under this title the Executive order 
issued by the President shall also make provision for the transfer 
of such unexpended balances of appropriations available for use 
in connection with the agency or function transferred as he deems 
necessary by reason of the transfer. 

So the order by which the President makes the transfer of 
the function or the bureau must make provision for the 
transfer of any part of the unexpended balance up to that 
date for the use of that bureau in the department to which 
it is transferred. The President may transfer all the un- 
expended balances to the new department, or he may trans- 
fer only half of them. If he transfers only half of them, the 
other half goes back into the Treasury, and it is easy to 
understand how that much money can be saved. 

Mr. BYRD. The Senator from Virginia understands that 
it is true that the President can issue one Executive order 
and a few days later he can issue another Executive order 
and change what was done by the first Executive order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, the Senator is drawing on his 
imagination for an extreme example; but whenever the Pres- 
ident transfers a bureau or a function, he is bound under 
this language to transfer whatever part of the funds he thinks 
may be necessary to administer the bureau in the new de- 
partment, and to turn over the balance of the funds to the 
Treasury. So long as this authority exists, I presume he 
might later make different orders. In some cases he might 
even nullify his own orders. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. BYRNES. Under this language, if the President 
issues a subsequent order, the subsequent order of transfer 
would have to make provision for the transfer of such unex- 
pended balances. The language is: 

In any case of a transfer under this title the Executive order 
issued by the President shall also make provision for the transfer 
of such unexpended balances. 

He cannot a few days later issue another order without 
at the same time, in the same order, providing for the 
transfer of funds. The provision is as plain as the English 
language can make it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator is absolutely correct, and 
that is the point I was attempting to make. I thank the 
Senator for emphasizing it. Even though the President 
might subsequently modify an order which he had already 
issued, he must, even in the modification, make provision 
for the transfer of funds to the new department or bureau 
which is to carry on the functions of the bureau which has 
been transferred or whose functions have been transferred. 

For that reason, Mr. President, it seems to me the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Virginia is not only unnecessary 
but it complicates the clear language of the bill itself, in 
which it is provided that in orders of transfer the President 
shall make provision for the allocation or return to the 
Treasury of the funds which are available and unexpended 
up to that time in the administration of the bureau. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Durry in the chair). 
The question is on agreeing to the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Virginia, as modified. 

Mr. CLARK. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Adams Borah Byrd Dieterich 
Ashurst Bridges Byrnes Duffy 
Austin Brown, Mich. Capper Ellender 
Bailey Brown, N. H. Clark Frazier 
Bankhead Bulkley Connally Gerry 
Barkley Bulow Copeland Gibson 
Bone Burke Davis Gillette 
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Green Johnson, Colo. Maloney Pope 

Guffey King Miller Radcliffe 

Hale La Follette Milton Reynolds 
Hatch Lodge Minton Schwellenbach 
Hayden Logan Murray Sheppard 
Herring Lonergan Neely Smathers 
Hitchcock Lundeen Norris Townsend 
Holt McGill Nye Vandenberg 
Hughes McKellar O’Mahoney Walsh 
Johnson, Calif. McNary Overton Wheeler 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-eight Senators have 
answered to their names. A quorum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp], as modified. 

Mr. BYRD. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. McNARY (after having voted in the affirmative). I 


“have a pair with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 


Harrison], who has not voted. If he were present, he would 
vote “nay.” Under the circumstances, I withdraw my vote. 

Mr. HALE. On this vote my colleague the junior Senator 
from Maine [Mr. WHITE] is paired with the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. PEPPER]. If present and permitted to vote, my 
colleague would vote “yea,” and, I understand, the Senator 
from Florida, if present, would vote “nay.” 

Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Missis- 
sippi [Mr. Brmzo], the Senator from Arkansas [Mrs. CARA- 
way], the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Cuavez], the Sena- 
tor from Ohio [Mr. Donaney], the Senator from Nevada 
LMr. Prrrman], the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Reames], and 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SmrrH] are detained 
from the Senate by departmental matters. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. Anprews], the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. Berry], the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
GEORGE], the Senator from Virginia [Mr. GLass], the Sena- 
tor from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison], the Senator from Ala- 
bama [Mr. HILL], the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. LEE], 
the Senator from California [Mr. McApoo], the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL], the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
Tsomas], the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Typrves], and 
the Senator from New York [Mr. Wacner] are detained in 
important committee meetings. 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis], the Senator from 
Florida (Mr. PEPPER], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. TRU- 
Max], and the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van Nuys]: are 
detained from the Senate on public business. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] is absent in 
his State on official business. 

The Senator from Utah [Mr. Tuomas] is absent in attend- 
ance on a meeting of the Jefferson Memorial Committee. 

I further announce that on this vote the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. McCarran] is paired with the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. Lewis]. If present, the Senator from Nevada 
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from Illinois would vote 
“nay.” 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van Nuys] is paired with 
the Senator from New York [Mr. Wacner]. If present, the 
Senator from Indiana would vote “yea,” and the Senator 
from New York would vote “nay.” 

Mr. AUSTIN. I announce the general pair of the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. Suipsteap] with the Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. Grass]. 

The result was announced—yeas 29, nays 38, as follows: 


YEAS—29 
Austin Copeland , Johnson, Calif. Nye 
Bailey Davis Johnson, Colo. Townsend 
Bridges Frazier King Vandenberg 
Bulow Lodge alsh 
Burke Gibson Lonergan Wheeler 
Byrd Gillette Lundeen 
Capper Hale Maloney 
Clark Holt Miller 

NAYS—38 
Adams Brown, N. H. Ellender Hitchcock 
Ashurst Bulkley Green Hughes 
Bankhead Byrnes Guffey La Follette 
Barkley Connally Hatch gan 
Bone Dieterich Hayden McGill 
Brown, Mich, Duffy McKellar 


Milton Norris Radcliffe Sheppard 
Minton O'Mahoney Reynolds Smathers 
Murray Overton Schwartz 
Neely Pope Schwellenbach 
NOT VOTING—29 

Andrews Glass Pepper Truman 

Harrison Pittman Tydings 
Bilbo Hill Reames Van Nuys 
Borah Lee Russell Wagner 
Caraway Lewis Shipstead White 
Chavez McAdoo Smith 
Donahey McCarran Thomas, Okla 
George McNary Thomas, Utah. 


So Mr. Byrv’s amendment, as modified, was rejected. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I send forward an amend- 
ment, which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, line 6, after the word 
“control”, it is proposed to insert the following: “or of the 
Bureau of Biological Survey with regard to its present 
functions.” 

Mr. CLARK, Mr. President, I do not desire unduly to 
delay the Senate by a discussion of the amendment, for the 
reasons which apply to excluding the Biological Survey from 
the provisions of the bill are almost precisely the same as 
those which apply to the Forest Service with regard to which 
the Senate today saw fit to give away its birthright by abdi- 
cating its powers and turning them over to the Executive. 
The reasons which should impel the Senate to consider the 
situation and have regard for the department in which the 
Biological Survey ought to be located are precisely the same 
as those which apply to the Forest Service. The Biological 
Survey should be retained in the Agricultural Department 
for precisely the same reasons. 

I do not think there is any misapprehension in the mind 
of any Senator as to the reasons why the Reorganization 
Committee saw fit to pick out certain activities of the Gov- 
ernment and exempt them from the possibility of Presi- 
dential transfer, and then to subject every other govern- 
mental agency to such transfer without recourse to the Con- 
gress. I think we all know that on the Reorganization 
Committee were two of the most powerful and popular 
figures who have been in public life and in Congress during 
my lifetime, one of whom a few months ago went to his 
reward amid the universal grief of his fellow citizens all 
over the country, and the other of whom is still one of the 
brilliant ornaments of the Senate. They were perfectly will- 
ing to grant general plenary power to the President to make 
transfers, except as to activities which vitally concern the 
States of Arkansas and Mississippi, which happen to be 
within the jurisdiction of the Corps of Army engineers and 
the Mississippi River Commission. It seems to me that the 
principle which those very eminent Senators applied to the 
activities which they knew best, and in which they were most 
interested, should be applied to other vital agencies of the 
Government. Therefore, I simply offer this amendment. I 
have no particular hope, I may say, of its adoption, because, 
as the amendment with regard to the Forest Service was 
voted down, this one will be also; but, in order that the 
record may be made on this question, I offer the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Mr. President, I am opposed to that par- 
ticular provision of the bill relating to the national re- 
sources planning board and will take a few moments at this 
time to discuss that problem. x 

The provisions of this bill relative to the establishment of a 
national resources planning board are better understood 
in the light of the developments which have led to them. 

On July 20, 1933, a National Planning Board consisting of 
Frederic A. Delano, Charles E. Merriam, and Wesley C. 
Mitchell was appointed by the Administrator of Public Works, 
and it seems to have been primarily established for the pur- 
pose of what is ordinarily known as physical planning. 

However, in November 1933, about 4 months after its first 
appointment, the board presented a program of research to 
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the Administrator of Public Works, which embraced—see 
Report of National Planning Board, page 15—not merely 
physical planning covering minerals, fuels, water, and so 
forth, but also, to quote from the board’s report, “sociological 
planning,” such as “population distribution, trends and move- 
ments; welfare, education, problems of health, old age, un- 
employment, adult education, leisure time and recreation, 
correction, and races”; and “governmental planning,” includ- 
ing “budgetary methods and controls; reorganization of ad- 
ministration of local, metropolitan, State, and National units, 
methods of administration”; and, finally, general “economic 
planning,” such as “balancing production and consumption,” 
“banking, currency and credit, controls of overproduction, 
taxation, the labor figure in the production question; markets, 
price control, and fair competition.” 

This program was approved and financed by a special al- 
lotment of public-works funds. 

In other words, the board which on July 20, 1933, was ap- 
pointed to “advise and assist the Administrator in the prepa- 
ration of the ‘comprehensive program of public works’ re- 
quired by the Recovery Act,” by November of the same year 
was blossoming out into a general planning board of the 
broadest kind. It is noteworthy, also, that this board not only 
desired to cover the whole field of national policy, but that its 
program of research also covered the reorganization of 
administration of local, metropolitan, and State units. 

On August 1, 1934, the Committee submitted a report to the 
Administrator of Public Works, and, on page 35 of this report, 
recommended that the Federal Government create a perma- 
nent national planning board directly responsible to the 
President. 

The plan of organization proposed in this report of August 
1, 1934, is very similar to that embodied in the present bill. 
It recommended that this National Planning Board should 
consist of not more than five members appointed by the 
President of the United States. It recommended that the 
term of the board members be made indefinite, and, as an 
argument for this, said that a long term of office is no ade- 
quate protection against an unfriendly or indifferent Execu- 
tive and Congress, and that in any case a deadlock between 
the board and the authorities would make the success of 
the board very dubious. 

The important thing, in the light of the present proposal 
for a national resources planning board, is that this re- 
port of August 1, 1934, of the first National Planning Board, 
like its research program of November 1933, clearly showed 
that its members were in favor of a board that would not 
merely be a physical planning board primarily concerned 
with the natural resources of the Nation, but would be a 
general planning board whose scope would embrace not only 
physical planning but economic planning of the broadest 
kind, and which would be a kind of general planning board 
for the Nation entirely appointed by and controlled by the 
President, serving at his pleasure, and subject to removal at 
any time upon difference with him. 

The report said that, if successful, the efforts of the board 

Should make it possible to apprehend more clearly and promptly 
the emerging trends and problems of the Nation and should con- 
tribute to the formulation of sound national policies adapted to 
the technological, economic, and social changes in life. 

This report of August 1, 1934, further emphasized that it 
would be the function of the board— 

To initiate independent lines of inquiry into various aspects of 
a national program, and to bring the results of its work to the 
President with such findings and recommendations or alternative 
recommendations as may be indicated by the research and mature 
reflection, and for such use as the responsible Government agencies 
of the Nation may deem appropriate under all circumstances. 


The vastness of the project as envisaged by the members 
of the board may also be gathered from such statements as 
these: 


In moments of industrial insecurity and widespread and bitter 
distress, the possibility of a far finer and richer life for the mass 
of mankind than ever before may seem a mocking unreality. But 
the sober fact is that in America, with its abundance of natural 
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resources, with its technological and managerial ability, with its 
energetic and capable blend of peoples, a new world is within 
our reach if we can organize and act to take on of it. 
What stands between us and the realization of the hopes that 


statesmanship and science can keep even pace, the new world 
may become a marvel of human achievement. It is not our ca- 
pacity to produce that fails us, but our capacity to plan the wisest 
use of our wealth of resources in materials and men. The gray, 
sober facts of science and technology, the cold e figures 
expressing our production possibilities, show what might be done 
if. skepticism, confusion, and timidity do not paralyze us in the 
presence of the incredible richness of American opportunity. 

On June 24, 1934, the President requested the board to 
prepare a report on the land and water resources of the Na- 
tion; and on June 30, 1934, he issued an Executive order 
establishing the National Resources Board to supersede the 
National Planning Board and to carry on its work. 

Both the nature of work that the President asked the 
Board to do for him and the change in name from a Na- 
tional Planning Board to a National Resources Board indi- 
cated a tendency to limit the scope of the functions of the 
Board to that of a natural resources board, or a natural 
resources planning board, as opposed to a general national 
planning board. However, the change in name was not 
decisive, because the new Board, instead of being called a 
Natural Resources Board, was called a National Resources 
Board—a very indefinite term, which might include almost 
anything. It is important, however, to point out that the 
average citizen, or probably even the average Member of 
Congress, is very likely to confuse a National Resources 
Board with a natural resources board, and to assume that 
the National Resources Board is a natural resources board, 
the primary function of which would be physical planning. 

It is also important to note that in spite of changing the 
name, the report of the new Board to the President, which 
was made November 28, 1934, was in large part a restate- 
ment of the report of the National Planning Board; and 
many paragraphs are identical, or practically so, with para- 
graphs appearing in the earlier report. It is significant, 
also, that in spite of the fact that the name had been 
changed by the President, the report of the Board recom- 
mended another change back to the old name of National 
Planning Board, and recommended again that a general 
national planning board should be set up. 

On May 13, 1935, the Senator from New York [Mr. COPE- 
LAND] introduced in the Senate a bill, S. 2825, which was 
referred to the Committee on Commerce. This bill, pur- 
suant to the recommendations of both the National Plan- 
ning Board and the National Resources Board, provided for 
the establishment of a National Planning Board of five 
members to be appointed by the President. The Board was 
authorized— 

To investigate, examine, study, analyze, assemble, and coordi- 
nate, and periodically to review and revise basic information and 
materials appropriate to plans or planning policies for the con- 
servation and development of the natural, human, and other re- 
sources of the Nation, and on the basis thereof to initiate and 
propose in an advisory capacity such plans and planning policies. 

It will be noted that this section of the bill for a National 
Planning Board, introduced in May 1935, and reported in 
June of the same year, is practically identical with section 
403 of the pending bill, setting forth the authority of a 
national resources planning board. It clearly appears, 
therefore, that while the names have been changed, the es- 
sential idea and scope have not been changed, and that the 
underlying purpose of sections of the present bill providing 
for a national resources planning board is to set up a 
general planning board for the Nation. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 
Ohio yield to the Senator from New York? 

Mr. BULELEY. I yield. 

Mr.COPELAND. A few moments ago, in my own remarks, 
I said that I approved this section of the bill. This is 
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almost the only section of it that I do approve. At the 
hearings on the bill to which the Senator has referred, how- 
ever, I was much impressed with the great good which 
would come to the country from a continuance of that work 
as a permanent part of our life. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Yes; but the Senator’s hearings referred 
entirely, as I recall, to the development of natural resources. 

Mr. COPELAND. When the bill came to the floor of the 
Senate, there were included in it the words “human re- 
sources”; but that insertion was fought on the floor, and I 
conceded that the words should be removed from the bill. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Yes; and the Senator remembers that 
that matter was not particularly discussed in the hearings, 

Mr. COPELAND. It was not discussed at all. 

Mr. BULKLEY. I am glad to have the Senator confirm 
my statement in that respect. 

If any board of this kind is to be set up, there seem to be 
many valid reasons why the sections relating to a national 
resources planning board in title IV of Senate bill 3331 
should be amended in such a way as to establish a natural 
resources planning board with jurisdiction in the field of 
the land, mineral, and water resources of the Nation. 

The field of natural resources is a special field in itself, 
and one of tremendous importance. The qualifications of 
members of a natural resources board would almost cer- 
tainly be considerably different from the qualifications 
needed for a board working in the field of general social 
and economic policy. The job of a natural resources board 
would be more purely an engineering job, especially when 
work in connection with natural resources is joined with the 
planning of public works. Plans for flood control and simi- 
lar physical planning entail in large part engineering prob- 
lems. Expertness in banking or international finance might 
be a desirable qualification for a general policy or economic 
board, while probably other qualifications would be much 
more need for a natural resources board. 

Because of the vastness and importance of the field of our 
natural resources, the special nature of this field, and the 
different qualifications and types of ability that would be 
needed for such a board as compared to a board studying eco- 
nomic problems such as social security, banking, or even un- 
employment, and the fact that the work of the National 
Resources Board has in the past largely been that of a nat- 
ural resources board—all of these considerations clearly 
point to the desirability of continuing this Board, if it is con- 
tinued at all, as a Natural Resources Board. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator 
on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. BULKLEY. I will reserve the remainder of my time, 
and will later address the Senate again. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. CLARK]. 

Mr. BAILEY. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Adams Copeland Hughes O'Mahoney 
Ashurst Davis Johnson, Calif. erton 
Austin Duffey Johnson, Colo. Pittman 
Bailey Ellender La Follette Pope 

ead Lodge Radcliffe 
Barkley Lonergan Reynolds 
Bilbo Gibson McGill Schwartz 
Brown, Mich. Gillette McKellar Schwellenbach 
Brown, N. H. Green McNary Sheppard 
Bulkley Guffey Maloney Smathers 
Bulow Hale Miller Thomas, Okla. 
Burke Hatch Milton To 
Byrd Hayden Minton Wagner 
Byrnes Herring Murray Wheeler 
Capper Hill Neely 
Clark Hitchcock Norris 
Connally Holt Nye 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-five Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. CLARK]. 
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The amendment proposes on page 4, line 6, after the word 
“control”, to insert the words “or of the Bureau of Biological 
Survey with regard to its present functions”. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. WAGNER (when his name was called). Upon this 
vote I am paired with the senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
Van Nuys]. If he were present and at liberty to vote, he 
would vote yea.“ If I were at liberty to vote, I should vote 
“nay.” 

Mr. HALE (when Mr. WHITE’s name was called). On this 
vote my colleague [Mr. WHITE] has a pair with the junior 
Senator from Florida [Mr. Pepper]. If present, my colleague 
would vote “yea,” and, if present, I understand the Senator 
from Florida would vote “nay.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. McNARY. Again referring to my pair, I wish to say 
that if the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison] were 
present he would vote “nay” on this question, and if I were 
at liberty to vote I should vote “yea.” 

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, I announce that the Sen- 
ator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison], the Senator from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. Grass], the Senator from Washington [Mr. Bone], 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Georce], the Senator from 
Utah (Mr. Kine], the Senator from California [Mr. McApoo], 
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Typrnes], and the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. WatsH] are absent attending im- 
portant committee meetings. 

I also announce that the Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. SMITH], the Senator from Florida [Mr. Anprews], the 
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. Berry], the Senator from Ar- 
kansas [Mrs. Caraway], the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavezl, the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIETERICH], the Sen- 
ator from Ohio [Mr. Donaney], the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. LEE], the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. Locan], the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota [Mr. Lunpren], the Senator from Ore- 
gon (Mr. Reames], and the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Rus- 
SELL] are absent in Government departments. 

I further announce the Senator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS] 
is absent at a meeting of the Jefferson Memorial Committee. 

I also announce that the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lew1s], 
the Senator from Florida [Mr. Pepper], the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. Truman], and the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
Van Nuys] are absent on public business. 

I announce that the Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] 
is absent on official business. 

I also announce the pair of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
McCarran] with the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis], and 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. Kal with the Senator from 
Arkansas (Mrs. Caraway]. 

If present and at liberty to vote, the Senator from Nevada 
and the Senator from Utah would vote “yea.” 

If present and at liberty to vote, the Senator from Illinois 
and the Senator from Arkansas would vote “nay.” 

I announce the general pair of the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. Grass] with the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIP- 
STEAD]. 

Mr. DAVIS (after having voted in the affirmative). I 
transfer my pair with the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
Locan] to the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES], 
and let my vote stand. 

The result was announced—yeas 21, nays, 42, as follows: 


YEAS—21 
Austin Clark Hale Pittman 
Batley Copeland Holt ‘Townsend 
Bulow Davis Johnson, Calif. Wheeler 
Burke Frazier Johnson, Colo. 
Byrd Gerry Lodge 
Capper Gibson Lonergan 

NAYS—42 

Brown, N. H. Gillette III 

Ashurst Bulkley Green Hitchcock 
Bankhead Byrnes Guffey Hughes 
Barkley Hatch La Follette 
Bilbo Duffy Hayden McGill 
Brown, Mich. Ellender Herring McKellar 
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Maloney Neely Pope Sheppard 
Miller Norris Radcliffe Smathers 
Milton Nye Reynolds Thomas, Okla. 
Minton O'Mahoney 
Murray Overton Schwellenbach 

NOT VOTING—33 
Andrews McCarran 
Berry Glass McNary Vandenberg 
Bone Pepper Van Nuys 
Borah King Reames Wagner 
Bridges Lee Russell Walsh 
Caraway Lewis White 
Chavez Logan Smith 
Dieterich Lundeen Thomas, Utah 
Donahey McAdoo 


So Mr. CLARK’s amendment was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is still before the 
Senate and open to further amendment. 

Mr. CLARK. I send forward an amendment which I ask 
to have stated. 
ee PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 

t d 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, line 6, after the word 
“control”, it is proposed to insert “or of the United States 
Employees’ Compensation Commission with regard to its 
present functions.” 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I shall not ask for a roll call 
on the amendment. I merely desire to say that in my opin- 
ion this is one of the most useful of the minor agencies of 
the Government, one that has been of very great advantage 
to the employees of the country, one which the employees 
and the laboring people are very anxious to have retained. 

I may say further that it is in the nature of a semi-judicial 
commission, and therefore should have been properly in- 
cluded within the category of other agencies which have been 
exempted from the operation of the measure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the Senator from Missouri. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CLARK. I send forward another amendment which I 
ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, line 6, after “control”, 
it is proposed to insert “or of the National Mediation Board 
with regard to its present functions.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the Senator from Missouri. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I send forward an amend- 
ment which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, line 6, after the word 
control“, it is proposed to insert the following: “or of the 
Railroad Retirement Board with regard to its present 
functions.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the Senator from Missouri. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I send forward another 
amendment which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, line 6, after the word 
“control”, it is proposed to insert the following: “or of the 
Bureau of Animal Industry with regard to its present 
functions.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. CLARE. Mr. President, the Senator from New York 
(Mr. Wacner] requests an explanation of the amendment. 
I do not know whether it would be possible to explain to 
the Senator from New York what the Bureau of Animal 
Industry is. Living in New York, the chances are he has 
never seen an animal. But to the country at large the 
Bureau of Animal Industry is one of the most valuable and 
useful bureaus of the Government, and it is certainly essen- 
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tial that it not be transferred and put under the jurisdic- 
tion of a hostile agency. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I hope the Senator from New York will 
not ask for any more explanations. 

Mr. WAGNER. After the explanation, I am sure I will 
vote against the amendment. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, the able Senator from Mis- 
souri said he doubted whether the Senator from New York 
would understand the functions of the Bureau of Animal 
Industry. Some years ago, in the evolution of affairs, the 
able junior Senator from New York [Mr. WacNneErR] became 
chairman of the Senate Committee on Public Lands and Sur- 
veys. Although I knew that the able Senator from New 
York was an erudite scholar and a profound lawyer, I my- 
self wondered if he could take charge of a great committee 
having to do with public lands and learn its problems. 

Mr, President, the able Senator addressed himself to the 
question of public lands with an assiduity and an ability and 
a zeal never surpassed and rarely equaled. He visited nearly 
every national park, and talked with the pioneers, untii at 
the end of his term as chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Public Lands and Surveys he was able to and did on many 
occasions instruct the Senators from the West as to the 
public lands in their own States. 

Mr. WAGNER. And I also saw the animals. 

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator saw the animals, too. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, since New York has been 
mentioned, I wish to say a word about the pending amend- 
ment. The Senator from Missouri said that probably my 
colleague never saw an animal. I want the Senator to know 
that New York stands eighth in agriculture. The Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Durry] is in the chair. I will say that 
we have more fine dairy cattle in New York than can be found 
in any other State in the Union. I would not dare say that 
if the Senator from Wisconsin were on the floor. 

I wish to say a word seriously about the pending amend- 
ment. Dr. Mohler, the head of the Bureau of Animal In- 
dustry, in the battle against foot-and-mouth disease has ren- 
dered a service to America that it can never repay. Foot- 
and-mouth disease, as we first knew of it in New York, pre- 
sented the problem of how to get food enough for the mouth 
and shoes for the feet. New York is a great dairy State. 
Dr. Mohler made the fight against the foot-and-mouth dis- 
ease, found the way to cure it, and saved the cattle industry 
of America. z. 

Mr. President, I am with the Senator from Missouri in 
this matter. I should not want anything to happen to the 
Bureau of Animal Industry. I should not want it disturbed. 
I want it left where it is. The Senator from Missouri is 
rendering a service to the Senate in calling attention to the 
importance of preserving that Bureau in its present atmos- 
phere. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the Senator from Missouri. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, in view of the very high 
encomium passed by the distinguished Senator from Ari- 
zona [Mr. AsHurSsT] on the Senator from New York [Mr. 
Wacner], as a mark of respect to the Senator from New 
York, and as a testimonial of my admiration for him, I offer 
another amendment which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, line 6, after the word 
“control”, it is proposed to insert “or of the National Park 
Service with regard to its present functions.” 

The PRESIDING ‘OFFICER. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I offer a further amendment, 
which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 
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The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, line 6, after the word 
“control”, it is proposed to insert “or of the United States 
Tariff Commission with regard to its present functions.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr, President, I offer a further amendment, 
which I ask to have stated. 

3 PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, line 6, after the word 
“control”, it is proposed to insert or of the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation with regard to its present functions.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr, President, I offer another amendment, 
which I ask to have stated. 

ae PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, line 6, after the word 
“control”, it is proposed to insert “or of the Bureau of Public 
Roads with regard to its present functions.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr, President, I offer a further amendment, 
which I ask to have stated. 

: a PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, line 6, after the word 
“control”, it is proposed to insert “or of the Bureau of 
Investigation with regard to its present functions.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I offer a further amendment, 
which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, line 6, after the word 
“control”, it is proposed to insert “or of the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service with regard to its present functions.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I should like to hear 
from the Senator why he thinks the Soil Conservation Serv- 
ice should not be disturbed. 

Mr. CLARK. None of the bureaus with respect to which 
I have suggested amendments should be disturbed, except 
by act of Congress, in accordance with its constitutional 
function. 

Mr. COPELAND. I should say that every Senator, espe- 
cially those from rural States, including my own, would wish 
to have the Soil Conservation Service undisturbed. I can- 
not think it possible that a single Senator would fail to insist 
upon it. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I should also think that every 
Senator interested in highways, as is my friend from Ari- 
zona (Mr. Haypen], would like to have the Bureau of Public 
Roads remain undisturbed. Yet we see the spectacle of 
Senators who have been the champions of these bureaus 
now deliberately voting away the power to protect them, 
and asking that the power be put into the hands of some- 
body to wipe them out, or transfer their functions. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. HAYDEN. If I thought there was any danger of the 
Bureau of Public Roads being removed from the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, I might be interested. 

Mr. CLARK. Does the Senator have assurances? 

Mr. HAYDEN. No; I have no assurances. However, in 
the first place, I cannot become excited about something 
that is not going to happen. In the second place, if the 
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Bureau of Public Roads were transferred by any action of 
the Executive, I am so confident that the Congress of the 
United States would pass a bill putting it right back into 
the Department of Agriculture, and that if the bill were 
vetoed there would be more than a two-thirds majority in 
both Houses of Congress to override the veto, that I am not 
at all worried about the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, in the first place, with 
appropriate modesty I desire to acknowledge or concede 
everything that the Senator from Arizona [Mr. AsHursT] has 
so well said. But does not my colleague [Mr. COPELAND] think 
we can trust the President to preserve the activities of the 
Soil Conservation Service, particularly in view of the fact 
that the present President more than any other President, it 
seems to me, has awakened the country to the necessity of 
soil conservation, and more than any other President has 
interested himself in that vital subject? 

Mr. HAYDEN. May I point out one other fact in connec- 
tion with the Soil Conservation Service? It was originally 
established in the Department of the Interior, and the present 
President, by Executive order, transferred it to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

Mr. CLARK. Then certainly nobody can take exception to 
embodying in the law what the present President of the 
United States already has seen fit to do by Executive order. 
Such a provision would be rather in the nature of a confirma- 
tion of the President’s action, would it not? 

Mr. HAYDEN. On the other hand, it would assume that 
he might undo that which he himself already has done. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! 

Mr. COPELAND. Let us not vote yet, Mr. President. The 
time has not expired. 

I desire to absolve the Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN] 
from the need of fear or anxiety, because if there is one man 
in the United States Senate who can obtain appropriations 
for public roads, he is the man. So he is not alarmed. He 
knows that no matter what we do, and no matter what the 
President may do, the highways are safe, because the Senator 
from Arizona is here to make them safe. 

I think that is all I can do to help the cause today. 

SEVERAL Senators. Vote! 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I offer a further amendment, 
which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, line 6, after the word 
“control”, it is proposed to insert “or of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority with regard to its present functions.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I offer a further amendment 
which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, line 6, after the word 
“control”, it is proposed to insert or of the Bureau of Chem- 
istry and Soils with regard to its present functions.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I offer a further amendment, 
which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, line 6, after the word 
“control”, it is proposed to insert or of the Bureau of Agri- 
cultural Economics with regard to its present functions.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri. 

The amendment was rejected. 
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Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the amendments which I de- 
sire to offer from this point on are amendments which I 
may wish to discuss, and I may desire to request record 
votes on them. Therefore, in view of the lateness of the 
hour, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator withhold 
that suggestion? 

Mr. CLARK. I gladly withhold it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Would I be guilty of an impropriety if I 
should ask the Senator how many more amendments he 
may offer? 

Mr. CLARK. At the present time I have in mind two 
matters which may be the subject of serious discussion. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I have no desire to hold 
the Senate in session any longer today. I, therefore, move 
that the Senate proceed to the consideration of executive 
business, 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to 
the consideration of executive business. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Durry in the chair) laid 
before the Senate, messages from the President of the United 
States, submitting several nominations, which were referred 
to the appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, see the end of Senate 
proceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


Mr. WAGNER, from the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency, reported favorably the nomination of Ernest G. Dra- 
per, of Connecticut, to be a member of the Board of Gover- 
nors of the Federal Reserve System for the unexpired por- 
tion of the term of 14 years from February 1, 1936, vice 
Joseph A. Broderick. 

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads, reported favorably the nominations of several 
postmasters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reports will be placed 
on the Executive Calendar. 


POSTMASTER AT ALBUQUERQUE, N. MEX. 


Mr. McKELLAR. From the Committee on Post Offices 
and Post Roads, I report back favorably the nomination of 
John A. Werner to be postmaster at Albuquerque, N. Mex., 
in place of R. L. Cook, resigned. This nomination is ap- 
proved by both Senators from New Mexico; and I ask unani- 
mous consent that it be considered and confirmed, and that 
the President be notified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The nomination will be 
read. 

The legislative clerk read the nomination of John A. Wer- 
ner to be postmaster at Albuquerque, N. Mex. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the nomination? The Chair hears 
none, and, without objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

Is there objection to the request of the Senator from Ten- 
nessee that the President be notified of the confirmation of 
this nomination. The Chair hears none, and the President 
will be notified. 

If there be no further reports of committees, the clerk 
will state, in their order, the nominations on the calendar, 
with the exception of the one passed over. 


POSTMASTERS 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read sundry nominations 
of postmasters. 3 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask unanimous consent that the nom- 
inations of postmasters on the calendar be confirmed en 
bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 
nominations of postmasters are confirmed en bloc. 

That completes the calendar. 
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RECESS 
The Senate resumed legislative session. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate take a recess 
until 11 o’clock a. m. tomorrow. 
The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 o’clock and 58 
minutes p. m.) the Senate took a recess until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, March 23, 1938, at 11 o’clock a. m. 


NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the Senate March 22 
(legislative day of January 5), 1938 
COMPTROLLER OF CUSTOMS 
Charles I. Lafferty, of Atlantic City, N. J., to be comp- 
troller of customs in customs collection district No. 11, with 
headquarters at Philadelphia, Pa., in place of Ralph W. 
Wescott, whose term of office expired on February 28, 1938. 
COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS 
Joseph McGrath, of Boston, Mass., to be collector of cus- 
tems for customs collection district No. 4, with headquarters 
at Boston, Mass., to fill an existing vacancy. 


CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 22 
(legislative day of January 5), 1938 
POSTMASTERS 
ALABAMA 
Earle H. Smith, Greenville. 
Robert Rice Hairston, Hayneville. 
COLORADO 
Benjamin H. Snyder, Gunnison. 
Grace M. Crouse, La Veta. 
Lulu C. Marold, Saguache. 
Ben B. Beshoar, Trinidad. 
Matthew W. Huber, Victor. 
CONNECTICUT 
Samuel Morgan Bella, Centerbrook. 
ILLINOIS 
Clarence B. Muchmore, Charleston. 
George Racey, Cypress. 
Fabian F. Colgan, Dunlap. 
Virginia D. Wall, Nebo. 
Ora C. Maze, Tower Hill. 
INDIANA 
Frank Ulmer, Bluffton. 
Irven V. Tyler, Georgetown. 
Ernest R. Presser, Lapel. 
Henry Wyrick, Maywood. 
KANSAS 
George O. Hunt, Belle Plaine. 
MARYLAND 
Lewis H. Stoner, Emmitsburg. 
Helena R. Guyther, Mechanicsville. 
Charles W. Carney, Mount Savage. 
MASSACHUSETTS 
John E. Roche, Orange. 
Anna T. Tufts, Pocasset. 
Florence S. Roddan, Randolph. 
Nellie G. McDonald, Ward Hill. 
NEW MEXICO 
John A. Werner, Albuquerque. 
NEW YORK 
Fred J. Burns, Jr., Glenwood Landing. 
James E. McWilliams, Prattsville. 
OHIO 
Michael F. O’Donnell, Cleveland. 
Edward V. Hartmann, Holland. 
Fred W. Justus, Massillon. 
Howard A. Haber, New Lebanon. 
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John Maurer, New Philadelphia. 
William E. Farmer, Piketon. 
Albert E. Beardmore, Salem. 
Theodore A. Lauber, Sandusky. 
Paul M. Keyser, Shadyside. 

OKLAHOMA 
William J. Allen, Boynton. 
Frank H. Clark, Idabel. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

Thomas B. Hallman, Aiken. 
Leamonde Avery Hall, Beaufort. 
William Clyde Coward, Cheraw. 
John B. O’Neal, Fairfax. 
Lorna M. Hutson, Hardeeville. 
John W. Willis, Lynchburg. 
James M. Muirhead, Mount Pleasant. 
Lindsay C. McFadden, Rock Hill. 
William S. Gibson, Sharon. 
George C. Cartwright, York. 

VIRGINIA 
Henry C. Swanson, Danville. 
James H. Ashby, Exmore. 
Wilbert D. R. Proffitt, Highland Springs. 
Howard O. Rock, Irvington. 
Edward L. Graham, Lexington. 
Joseph W. Harvey, Montross. 
John P. Mugler, Phoebus. 

WASHINGTON 

Clinton L. Byers, Longview. 
Mary E. Brown, Sequim. 
Grover C. Houtchens, Waitsburg. 
Joshua E. Leander, White Bluffs. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
TUESDAY, MARCH 22, 1938 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., 
offered the following prayer: 


O Lord God of Hosts, who is like unto Thee, Thy truth is 
on every side. Thou hast a mighty arm; strong is Thy hand, 
and high is Thy right hand. Give Thy blessings to these, 
Thy servants, that by their deliberations our country may 
rest in peace and happiness. Grant that in every way we 
may give our institutions, upon which it must abide for its 
future stability and glory, our emphatic faith, unquestioning 
loyalty, and our impassioned devotion. Our Father, quicken 
and stimulate us with freshness of soul and with a warm, 
spiritual yearning for Thee. O Master, bend over us in 
inspiration and make us equal to any duty or sacrifice. De- 
liver us, we pray Thee, from those tendencies which impov- 
erish and destroy, and forbid that they should afflict the 
soul or stain the life; and Thine is the praise forever. 
Through Christ. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my own remarks in the Recorp by including some re- 
marks made by me before the Reciprocity Committee of 
the State Department. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. VOORHIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Recorp by including a radio 
speech on the subject of the employment problem of persons 
past 40 years of age. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 


3848 


Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp by inserting a 
radio speech I made last night over the National Broadcasting 
System, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. St. Claire, one of its 
clerks, announced that the Senate agrees to the amend- 
ment of the House to the amendment of the Senate No. 8 
to the bill (H. R. 8947) entitled An act making appropria- 
tions for the Treasury and Post Office Departments for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for other purposes.” 


INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION BILL, 1939 


Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I call up the conference 
report on the bill (H. R. 8837) making appropriations for 
the Executive Office and sundry independent executive bu- 
reaus, boards, commissions, and offices for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, and ask unan- 
imous consent that the statement may be read in lieu of 
the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT NO. 1906 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8837) 
“making appropriations for the Executive Office and sundry inde- 
pendent executive bureaus, boards, commissions, and offices, for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for other purposes,” having 
met, after full and free conference, have agreed to recommend and 
do recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 17 and 
18. 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendments 
of the Senate numbered 11, 12, 19, 20, 23, 25, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, and 
35, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 1: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 1, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum 
proposed, insert 8125, 000“; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 2: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 2, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed, insert $126,000”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 4: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum 
proposed, insert “$2,450,000”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 5: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 5, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum 
proposed, insert 888.750“; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 6: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 6, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed, insert “$77,457,750”; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 7: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 7, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the 
sum named in said amendment insert the following: “$300,000”; 
and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 8: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 8, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed, insert “$478,225”; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 9: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 9, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed, insert “$8,250”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 10: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 10, 
and agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu 
of the sum proposed, insert “$5,261,475”; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 13: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 13, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the matter inserted by said amendment, insert the following: 
“Not to exceed $2,000 for the purchase of transportation to be 
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used as evidence of violations of said Act”; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 14: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 14, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the sum proposed, insert 63,250,000“; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 15: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 15, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed, insert “$8,551,000”; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 16: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 16, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum 
proposed, insert “$8,726,000"; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 29: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 29, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed, insert “$26,500,000”; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 36: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 36, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the 
matter inserted by said amendment, insert the following: “or a 
person in the service of the United States on the date of the 
approval of this Act who being eligible for citizenship has filed a 
declaration of intention to become a citizen or who owes allegiance 
to the United States”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

The committee of conference report in disagreement amend- 
ments numbered 3, 21, 22, 24, 26, 27, 28, and 37. 


O. A. Wooprum, 

JED JOHNSON, 

James M. FITZPATRICK, 
Gro. W. JOHNSON, 
JoHN M. HOUSTON, 
R. B. WIGGLESWORTH, 


Everett M. DIRKSEN, 
Managers on the part of the House. 
CARTER GLASS, 
JAMES F. BYRNES, 
RIcHARD B. RUSSELL, Jr., 
Arva B. ADAMS, 
FREDERICK HALE, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 8837) making appropriations for the 
Executive Office and sundry independent executive bureaus, boards, 
commissions, and offices, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, 
and for other purposes, submit the following statement in explana- 
tion of the effect of the action agreed upon and recommended 
in the accompanying conference report, as to each of such amend- 
ments, namely: 

The following amendments relate to the correction of totals, 
section numbers, etc.: 2, 6, 10, 12, 15, 16, 18, 23, 32, 33, 34, and 35. 

On amendment No. 1: Appropriates $125,000 for salaries and 
expenses of the Central Statistical Board, instead of $175,000, as 
proposed by the House, and $100,000, as proposed by the Senate. 

On amendment No. 4: Appropriates $2,450,000 for salaries and 
expenses of the Civil Service Commission, instead of $2,492,500, as 
proposed by the House, and $2,350,000, as proposed by the Senate. 

On amendment No. 5: Appropriates $88,750 for printing and 
binding for the Civil Service Commission, instead of $92,500, as 
proposed by the House, and $85,000, as proposed by the Senate. 

On amendment No. 7, Civilian Conservation Corps: Limits the 
amount which may be expended for salaries and expenses of the 
Office of the Director to $300,000, instead of $200,000, as proposed 
by the Senate. 

On amendment No. 8: Appropriates $478,225 for salaries and 
expenses of the Employees’ Compensation Commission, instead of 
$490,000, as proposed by the House, and $466,450, as proposed by 
the Senate. 

On amendment No. 9: Appropriates $8,250 for printing and bind- 
ing for the Employees’ Compensation Commission, instead of $8,500, 
as proposed by the House, and $8,000, as proposed by the Senate. 

On amendment No. 11: Appropriates $15,000, as proposed by the 
Senate, for printing the findings of the Federal Trade Commission 
relating to the principal farm products under its agricultural 
income inquiry. 

On amendment No. 13, motor-transport regulation, Interstate 
Commerce Commission: Inserts the following in lieu of the respec- 
tive provisions proposed by the House and the Senate: “not to 
exceed $2,000 for the purchase of transportation to be used as 
evidence of violations of said act.” 

On amendment No. 14, motor-transport regulation, Interstate 
Commerce Commission: Appropriates $3,250,000 instead of $3,500,- 
000 as proposed by the House and $3,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 


On amendment No. 17, National Advisory Committee for Aero- 
nautics: Appropriates $1,679,000 for salaries and expenses as pro- 
posed by the House instead of $1,579,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
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On amendment No. 19: Appropriates $1,650,000 for salaries and 
expenses of the Rural Electrification Administration as proposed 
by the Senate instead of $1,587,000 as proposed by the House. 

On amendment No. 20: Appropriates $52,000 for printing and 
binding for the Rural Electrification Administration as proposed by 
the Senate instead of $65,000 as proposed by the House. 

On amendment No. 25, Social Security Board: Authorizes pay- 
ment of rentals in the District of Columbia under the appropria- 
tion for grants to States for unemployment-compensation adminis- 
tration as proposed by the Senate. 

On amendment No. 29, Home Owners’ Loan Corporation: Appro- 
priates $26,500,000 for salaries and expenses instead of $28,000,000 
as proposed by the House and $25,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

On amendment No. 30, Reconstruction Finance Corporation: 
Retains the Senate provision exempting the Corporation from the 
requirement contained in section 4 of the bill that its administra- 
tive expenses be subject to audit by the General Accounting Office. 

On amendment No. 31: Strikes from the bill the section, inserted 
by the House and stricken out by the Senate, authorizing the 
President to eliminate or reduce by Executive order, in whole or 
in part, any appropriation or appropriations made by this act or 
any act or joint resolution. 

On amendment No. 36, relating to the section, inserted by the 
House and amended by the Senate, prohibiting the payment of 
the compensation of officers or employees of the Government not 
citizens of the United States: strikes out the following exceptions 
inserted by the Senate: “or a person owing allegiance to the United 
States or who is now in the service of the United States” and 
inserts in lieu thereof the following: “or a person in the service of 
the United States on the date of the approval of this act who, being 
eligible for citizenship, has filed a declaration of intention to 
become a citizen or who owes allegiance to the United States.” 


IN DISAGREEMENT 


The committee of conference report in disagreement the follow- 
ing amendments of the Senate: 

On amendment No. 3: “Provided, That no other money appropri- 
ated in this or any other act shall be available for the Central 
Statistical Board after the passage of this act, except the Independ- 
ent Offices Appropriation Act for the fiscal year 1938.” 

On amendments Nos, 21 and 22, Rural Electrification Adminis- 
tration: Appropriates $40,000,000 for loans as proposed by the 
Senate, instead of $30,000,000 as proposed by the House. 

On amendment No. 24, Social Security Board: “Provided further, 
That none of the funds herein appropriated under the heading 
‘Social Security Board’ shall be used to pay the salary of any 
expert or attorney receiving compensation of $5,000 or more per 
annum unless and until such expert or attorney shall be appointed 
by the President, by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate.” 

On amendments Nos. 26 and 27, Tennessee Valley Authority: 
Restores the House cut of $2,613,000 for the beginning of the con- 
struction of a dam at or near Gilbertsville, Ky., where the House 
had provided $285,000 for further study of the project only; and 
restores the House cut of $100,000 for chemical engineering research 
and experimentation, and the House cut of $50,000 for soil and 
8 investigation—a total restoration by the Senate of 

763,000. 

On amendment No. 28, relating to the use of oleomargarine or 
butter substitutes by the Veterans’ Administration: The House pro- 
vision, which has been in the bill since 1932, reads as follows: 
“Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be expended for 
the purchase of oleo. or butter substitutes except for 
cooking purposes” to which the Senate amendment adds the follow- 
ing: “unless made wholly of products grown or produced in the 
United States.” 

Amendment No. 37, relating to certain employees compensated 
a the rate of $5,000 or more per annum. The amendment is as 

ows: 

“Sec. 6. No part of any appropriation contained in this act or 
authorized hereby to be expended shall be used to pay the com- 
pensation of any experts or attormeys under any independent 
establishment, except the Tennessee Valley Authority, of the 
Government of the United States (except persons now in the 
employ of the Government and persons heretofore or hereafter 
appointed under the civil service laws), the rate of which is 
$5,000 or more per annum, who shall not have been appointed 
by the President, by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate.” 

C. A. Wooprum, 

JED JOHNSON, 

JAMES M. FITZPATRICK, 

Gro. W. JOHNSON, 

JohN M. HOUSTON, 

R. B. WIGGLESworTH, 

EVERETT M. DIRKSEN, 
Managers on the part of the House, 


Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, there is nothing contro- 
versial in the conference report itself that I know of, and I 
therefore move the previous question on the conference report. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The conference report was agreed to. 
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The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the first amendment 
in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 3: On page 6, after line 18, insert “Provided, 
That no other money appropriated in this or any other act shall be 
available for the Central Statistical Board after the passage of this 
act, except the Independent Offices Appropriation Act for the fiscal 
year 1938.“ 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and con- 
cur in the Senate amendment with an amendment, which I 
send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Wooprum moves that the House recede from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the Senate No. 3, and agree to the same with 
an amendment, as follows: In leu of the matter inserted by said 
amendment insert the following: “: Provided, That no other money 
appropriated in this or any other act, except the Independent Offices 
Appropriation Act for the fiscal year 1938, shall be available for the 
Central Statistical Board after the passage of this act.” 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

Mr. WOODRUM. On this amendment; yes. 

Mr. RICH. If I understand the amendment correctly, this 
is to prohibit the Central Statistical Board from securing 
funds from any source other than the independent offices 
appropriation bill? 

Mr. WOODRUM. That is correct. 

Mr. RICH. Will the gentleman explain how a department 
of the Government can secure funds or any public moneys 
from any other source than the appropriation which is made 
by the Congress for that specific board? 

Mr. WOODRUM. By the detailing of personnel provided 
for in an appropriation bill for other departments. This is 
done almost every day in the Government service. It is a 
practice which we have been trying to break up for a number 
of years, but we do not seem to get much cooperation. 

Mr. RICH. Does the gentleman mean to say it is a func- 
tion of any department of Government to operate without 
authority of Congress by detailing persons from one depart- 
ment to another. 

Mr. WOODRUM. By detailing their personnel to some 
other department; yes. The gentleman knows very well the 
situation where the Interstate Commerce Commission was 
called by a Senate investigating committee and sent 40 or 50 
of its accountants to the committee and they worked there 
for a number of months or years, working for the Senate in- 
vestigating committee and being paid by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. 

Mr. RICH. Is Congress going to permit such a practice to 
continue? 

Mr. WOODRUM. Apparently it does permit it. We tried 
to do something about it, but we were not very successful, 
as the gentleman well knows. 

Mr. RICH. With the large majority the gentleman has 
in Congress, why does not the gentleman correct anything 
of that sort that is being done in a wrongful way? It seems 
to me we ought not to have any trouble in correcting such a 
situation. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques- 
tion on the motion. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend- 
ment in disagreement. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that amendments numbered 21 and 22 be considered together 
as they relate to the same proposition. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

6 No. 21: Strike out “$30,000,000” and insert 840. 
3 No. 22: Strike out “$31,652,000” and insert 641, 
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Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
further insist upon its disagreement to the amendments of 
the Senate numbered 21 and 22. 

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Speaker, I offer a motion to recede 
and concur in the Senate amendments. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the preferential 
motion offered by the gentleman from Alabama. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Starnes moves that the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate Nos. 21 and 22 and concur 
in the same. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. Starnes]. 

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Speaker, when the Rural Electrifica- 
tion Authority was set up by an act of Congress it was con- 
templated that $40,000,000 would be made available annually 
for lending money to rural electrification associations for 
the purpose of bringing the benefits of rural electrification to 
our farmers. Under that act the sum of $50,000,000 was 
made available the first year of its operation, $30,000,000 the 
second, and an additional allocation of $15,000,000 was made 
from relief funds. More than $86,000,000 of this amount has 
already been allocated. I am informed by the Rural Elec- 
trification Authority that there are now on hand applications 
totaling more than $90,000,000. 

If we make available for the purpose of lending to the 
farmers this additional $10,000,000, or the total of $40,000,- 
000 for the coming fiscal year, there will remain on hand at 
the present time $50,000,000 of applications which cannot be 
cared for due to a lack of funds. 

Let me call the attention of the Members to the work of 
the Rural Electrification Authority. Eighty thousand miles 
have been allotted; 65,000 miles have been completed or are 
under construction at the present time. Two hundred and 
fifty thousand customers are now being served by the Rural 
Electrification Authority, which means that at least 1,000,000 
farmers are enjoying all the social and economic benefits of 
rural electrification. Forty-two States have received alloca- 
tions under this act, and at the present time four more States 
have applications pending before the Rural Electrification 
Authority. The work of this Authority is Nation-wide in its 
scope. 

Twenty-three percent of the funds made available to these 
associations goes to labor on the job and approximately 60 
percent of the amount available goes to labor either directly 
or incidentally. In the localities where these projects are 
undertaken, wiring is done by local electricians. Sales of 
electrical appliances are made through local sales offices and 
business firms handling electrical appliances. 

In my judgment the man who is administering the Rural 
Electrification Authority is doing one of the finest jobs be- 
ing done by any administrative officer in our Government. 
He is practical, gifted with common sense, and loves his 
work. He is imbued with the spirit of the act under which 
he serves. He is bringing power, light, and service to rural 
America. I pay tribute to the splendid, efficient, and able 
services of John M. Carmody, the courteous, yet hard-boiled, 
practical Irishman who is steering the work of the Rural 
Electrification Authority. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN, Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STARNES. I yield. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. We are all interested in rural electri- 
fication. There are three projects in the district of Missouri 
which I have the honor to represent. We find that the 
T. V. A., of the gentleman’s State, Alabama, is selling power 
to certain big companies down in Arkansas which supply 
electricity for our State. The sale by T. V. A. to this com- 
pany is at a very nominal cost; but we, the users, cannot 
get this Tennessee Valley generated current at a reasonable 
rate; consequently, the farmers in my district are unable to 
avail thmselves of the benefits of this T. V. A. power. I call 
this to the attention of the distinguished gentleman from the 
State of Alabama to see if he cannot help us get some of this 
electrical energy over in Missouri at a rate which will enable 
our farmers to enjoy the benefits of it at a reasonable cost, 
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instead of this power being sold to big companies down in 
Arkansas who on the resale of it make a big profit. 

Mr. STARNES. I think the farmers in the gentleman’s 
district in Missouri are entitled to the benefits of cheap 
power rates under the T. V. A. After the litigation which 
has been under way for several years is finally resolved in 
favor of the T. V. A., they will get this power. 

Mr. Speaker, this amount of money, if made available, is 
in no sense an additional appropriation. It is money that 
is to be lent to the farmers themselves on adequate security; 
money that will be lent at a rate of interest which will make 
it a recoverable asset for this Government. No loss has been 
experienced by the Government and none will be. This 
money will be spent in every section of the country. Since 
the advent of the farm-to-market roads and the rural free 
delivery, I know of no other particular agency of the Gov- 
ernment which has accomplished more for the farmers of 
America than the Rural Electrification Authority. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STARNES. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. As I understand it, the House has 
passed a bill providing for $30,000,000 and the Senate pro- 
vision provides for $40,000,000. The amendment offered by the 
gentleman is to recede and concur in the Senate amendment? 

Mr. STARNES. That is correct. This is the amount con- 
templated originally when we passed the Rural Electrifica- 
tion Act. 

Mr. MAHON of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STARNES. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. MAHON of Texas. I might point out that in my own 
State of Texas last year we had applications totaling well 
over $7,000,000. We were only able to get about $1,000,000. 
We are certainly not going too far by concurring in the 
Senate amendment and placing an additional ten millions 
in this bill. Numerous worthy projects are now pending in 
my own district and I am most anxious to see this program 
expanded. - 

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Speaker, unquestionably the adoption 
of this amendment will bring untold benefit to thousands of 
American farmers who would otherwise be denied these 
benefits. They are entitled to the use of cheap electricity to 
alleviate the social and economic problems of the farm. 
Nothing will bring more happiness to the farm homes of 
America today than an abundant use of cheap electricity. It 
will make our farm homes more attractive. It will bring 
happiness and comfort to wives and mothers and save them 
from the back-breaking drudgery of yesterday. It will enable 
our farmers to use many labor-saving devices not practicable 
heretofore. 

Mr. SCHNEIDER of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STARNES. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. SCHNEIDER of Wisconsin. Just what portion of the 
amount we are appropriating will go to the private utility? 
Is there any estimate of the amount that may go to the 
private utilities? 

Mr. STARNES. Iam glad the gentleman asked that ques- 
tion. Thus far less than 10 percent of the amount allotted 
to date has been used by private utilities. However, private 
utilities in many sections, including my own, are applying 
for loans under R. E. A. We are told that the private utili- 
ties have tuned the progress of their rural electrification 
programs to that of the R. E. A., and in some instances have 
exceeded the efforts of the R. E. A. because they have had 
more money available. Certainly it has stimulated activity 
on the part of the private utilities and they have hundreds 
of thousands of additional customers to whom they are bring- 
ing power. These additional customers include farms 
throughout this country that would not have been served 
otherwise had it not been for the Government initiating this 
program. 

Mr. TERRY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STARNES. I yield to the gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. TERRY. Reference was made a few moments ago 
by the distinguished gentleman from Missouri, Mr. ZIMMER- 
MAN, to the fact that the T. V. A. has sold surplus power 
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to the Arkansas Power & Light Co. in Arkansas. Last year 
when that contract was made, I took the matter up with the 
head of the T. V. A. to ascertain why T. V. A. power should 
be sold on any other basis than under the yardstick that 
is made for T. V. A. rates. One of the directors, Mr. Lilien- 
thal, told me that they had a surplus of power in the T. V. A. 
and that it was necessary to sell to the utilities in order to 
have an outlet. I told him at that time that it seemed 
to me instead of building more dams in the Tennessee 
Valley it would be better to build high lines out of the 
T. V. A. region so that other areas in this country may 
have the benefit of T. V. A. rates. 

Mr. STARNES. The gentleman from Arkansas under- 


stands, of course, that litigation made it impossible for the 


T. V. A. to carry on its rural electrification program as was 
originally planned. 

[Here the gavel fell. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Frs! to propound a unanimous-con- 
sent request. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks and to include in the Appendix of 
the Recorp an editorial by William Randolph Hearst on 
peace. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 
object, and I hate to object. 

Mr. FISH. This is to be in the Appendix of the RECORD. 

Mr. WOODRUM. I understand that, but I may say to 
the gentleman this request comes at a time when the mem- 
bership of the House would not ordinarily expect such a 
request to be made. The leader of the House is temporarily 
absent. I wish the gentleman would withhold his request 
until consideration of this conference report is completed. 

Mr. FISH. I will if the gentleman insists, but I will not 
be here. I do not think there will be any objection to an 
editorial on peace. 

Mr. WOODRUM. I do not know whether there would be 
or not. 

Mr. FISH. This is not on the Navy bill. 

Mr. WOODRUM. I would like to have the gentleman 
withhold his request. 

Mr. FISH. I will have to do so if the gentleman insists. 
Mr. Speaker, I withdraw the request. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. LUCKEY]. 

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, I am heartily 
in favor of the Senate proposal to allocate $40,000,000 in- 
stead of $30,000,000 for the rural electrification program. 
The eastern part of my State is very densely populated, and 
there is a great demand for rural electrification. We now 
have pending applications for $7,928,000 for projects which 
cannot be started because there is no money available. 

The loans made by the R. E. A. have been well made. 
They have created new public services and have increased 
national wealth. The loans have been made on a sound 
basis. Let me give you an example taken from my own 
congressional district. Under the leadership of an unusually 
able man, Dr. A. P. Fitzsimmons, the Eastern Nebraska 
Public Power District has erected lines serving more than 
650 farm homes. The Eastern Nebraska Public Power Dis- 
trict has had its full share of opposition from those ill- 
disposed to look upon public power districts with favor. 
But here is the important thing: Dr. Fitzsimmons writes me 
that the customers pay their bills promptly and that the 
district is not only able to keep up on its current expenses 
but is actually ahead of its repayment schedule. There is 
a concrete case where one of these projects, under the 
leadership of a distinguished public servant, has shown that 
rural electrification is economically sound. 

If additional funds are made available some of these 
counties that are very densely populated will be able to get 
funds. For instance, I have in mind Butler County, located 
in my district, a very densely populated county which has 
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a very fine class of thrifty, hard-working people. They are 
anxious to secure rural electrification. Just across the Platte 
River is located the city of Columbus, which now has a 
power plant that is ready and in condition to furnish cur- 
rent to the people of Butler County. However, the people 
of Butler County cannot build these extension lines for 
themselves. If they can get these Federal loans they can 
develop their rural electrification projects and can get the 
power from Columbus. 

The funds for rural electrification are not used for grants 
but for loans, and the loans are well secured because the 
projects are self-liquidating. At the low rate of interest of 
only 3 percent these people can and will pay back the loans 
in due course of time. 

At the present time there is a great demand for relief 
work. If we can build these rural lines this money will go 
to create jobs on rural electrification lines and will put men to 
work. This will ease the relief load. At the same time you 
will enable the farmers to get the current they so sorely need. 

This additional program of $10,000,000 would stimulate 
business very extensively, because it would create a demand 
for wire, for poles, for labor, for equipment, and for all the 
various electrical appliances. This would tend to give work 
all along the line. 

Further, this program would be a great boon to the 
farmers. The consummation of this program would con- 
tribute much in removing the drudgery from farm life. At 
the present time there is a great movement in eastern Ne- 
braska to start what is known as pump irrigation. They 
are drilling wells to pump water by power, and the power 
that is needed for that purpose is electricity. If we have 
rural electrification we can have pump irrigation which will 
enable the farmers to irrigate all the way from 3 to 10 or 
even more acres of land on their respective farms, and will 
help tide our farmers over in years of drought. 

The rural electrification program will help to decentralize 
industry. We have no coal in Nebraska and depend entirely 
on imported gasoline and coal. If we can manufacture elec- 
tricity from our own streams, as we now do in the Columbus 
area and can distribute that electrical energy, we can de- 
velop industries at home, such as planing mills, packing 
plants, grist mills, and similar businesses in the little towns 
where such industries are so sorely needed, 

The rural electrification program on which the Govern- 
ment has embarked has done very much to reduce the price 
of electric current to the consumers. In my district the rate 
for electricity has been reduced one-half since the rural- 
electrification program has been started. 

Therefore, I am very desirous to see the Senate amend- 
ment prevail. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. RICH]. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, it is very easy to think we can 
give everybody in this country everything he wants when he 
wants it. The question is, Can we do it without wrecking our 
country? We have tried to give everybody all they wanted 
for the last 4 or 5 years, and now we are getting ourselves 
into a difficult situation. All you need to do is read the 
Government's financial statement, published by Secretary 
Morgenthau to see where we are heading. We are heading 
for a wreck—the national debt is $37,765,135,000.61—if you 
do not stop doing everything everybody wants, and squander- 
ing the taxpayers’ money, and especially every Member of 
Congress voting for votes in expending money yet uncol- 
lected. I have never in all my life seen men so desirous of 
spending somebody else’s money as Members of Congress. 
You are drunk with power and are trying to spend the money 
of your children’s children. This fact will rise up to damn 
you later in your life, and especially your political career. 

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. RICH. I have only 5 minutes, and toward the end of 
that time I will yield. 
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The situation is that the New Deal has been trying to give 
the people the more abundant life and do the things every- 
body wants without restraint or without sound planning. 

In your effort and zeal, from the White House down to the 
Congress, you have succeeded in creating the most abundant 
deficit this Nation has ever known. You have had more 
abundant labor troubles than you have ever seen in the his- 
tory of this Nation. You have created more abundant Fed- 
eral jobs than at any time in the history of this Nation. 
Think of it. We have put more people on the Federal pay 
roll than we did during the World War. We have more 
abundant unemployment. You have more abundant idle- 
ness in industry. The unemployment in this Nation today 
is a most serious situation. You will not be able to take 
care of the people of this Nation if you do not stop putting 
them on the Federal pay roll. Stop destroying foodstuffs. 
Start planting and harvesting. Put men to work and pay 
farmers for producing. Pay them for putting men to work. 
You should use your ingenuity, if you have any, in trying to 
put the people back on the pay roll of industry and get them 
off the Government pay roll before we break down our tax- 
payers and our financial structure. 

Mr. LEAVY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICH. In a few minutes. At this time you have more 
abundant taxes. The people of this country are almost 
breaking their backs paying the abundant taxes you have 
placed on them. 

Mr. Speaker, you have more abundant crime in America 
today, according to the report of J. Edgar Hoover. 

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska and Mr. LEAVY rose. 

Mr. RICH. I must yield first to the gentleman from Ne- 
braska. 

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. I wish to call the gentleman’s 
attention to the fact that this is not a grant, but a loan 
and these people will pay these loans back and they will be 
a great boon to the people in that territory. 

Mr. RICH. I think the gentleman is sincere in making 
the statement that this is a loan that will be paid back. 

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. It will not cost the Govern- 
ment a cent. 

Mr. RICH. But I may say right here that you will re- 
call the bill we had up several days ago that relieved Jesse 
Jones and the R. F. C. of about $1,750,000,000, which was 
turned back to the different organizations, and you know that 
many millions and millions of dollars of that money will 
never be paid back into the Treasury, and you have a 
number of millions of dollars that you are lending to 
rural electrification that will never be paid back. No one 
knows it better than you and I. 

Mr. LEAVY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICH. I yield to the gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. LEAVY. The gentleman usually makes a very logical, 
connected, and convincing address, but the gentleman is 
missing the point in this particular argument, and I want 
to ask the gentleman this pointed question: Is the gentle- 
man in favor of rural electrification as now being carried on, 
or is he opposed to it? 

Mr. RICH. Well, you know the Members on this side of 
the House pay me a compliment and then they try to get 
me in a hole, thinking it will go back to my constituents, but 
that does not make a bit of difference to me. I am not for 
politics; I am for safe, sane development. I want to tell 
you that you can spend more money for rural electrification, 
but you do not have to put rural electrification into every 
farm during the years 1937, 1938, and 1939. You should use 
sense in spending Government money. This you have not 
been doing the past 5 years. The record bears me out in this. 

Mr. LEAVY. Will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. RICH. Wait until I answer the gentleman’s question. 
I am for the farmer, but I want to help the Pennsylvania 
farmer some, not the southern and western farmers at the 
expense of the Pennsylvania farmer. 

The gentleman from Washington is a fine fellow. There 
is not a finer fellow in the House, and the gentleman is going 
to get votes by having the T. V. A. and the Grand. Coulee 
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spend money for reclamation and electrification to aid every- 
body in Washington, but my constituents in Pennsylvania 
must tax their backs to pay the bill. Their backs are now 
bending with taxes. 

Mr. LEAVY. My question called for an answer “yes” 
or “no.” 

Mr. RICH. Yes; but that would be a political answer. 
{Laughter and applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Gray]. 

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. Rick! repeats his stock inquiry here, 
“Where are you going to get the money?” I answer, we do 


“not have to get the money. The farmers are going to pay 


this money, every dollar, cent, and farthing, principal, inter- 
est, and all incidental costs. The farmers are going to pay 
all this money. The farmers are going to pay for all the 
surveys, for all the plans and specifications, for all the engi- 
neers and inspectors, for all the cost of administration. 
This will not cost the Government a single cent. 

The farmers who are borrowing this money and will pay 
all this money back, in fact, provide all this money, and 
these farmers will give your men jobs digging holes or helping 
operate pole-setting machines, and stringing wires and 
building the lines. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. I yield for a question but not a 
speech. 

Mr. RICH. When you get to digging these holes you will 
dig them with machines and you will not give men any 
chance to work. 

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. We will employ the men to work 
the machines, and there are a thousand and one things to 
do; and not only that, after we get these lines up, then the 
farmer will use his own money to buy all kinds of electrical 
equipment. 

You ask, “Where will you get the money to take your 
people off the dole?” The farmers will pay your men from 
these loans; then the farmers will pay their loans back, pay 
back both principal and interest and all costs of surveys and 
Plans and specifications, and give your men employment 
and take them off the dole without cost to the Government 
of a single cent. The farmers are going to pay this money. 
Every cent of this money will come from the farmers and 
they will pay it back, both principal and interest. 

The gentleman will not pay any part of it, either directly 
or indirectly, as taxes. He is no farmer and he is not in 
this except to keep the farmers and their wives out of the 
benefits and blessings of electricity. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. No; not at this time. 

Mr. RICH. I worked on the farm more days than the 
gentleman ever did. 

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. No; that could not be possible. 
I have worked on the farm all my life and I am older in 
years but younger in strength, vitality, and enthusiasm to 
help the farmers. 

I know the needs of the farmers and their wives and the 
many helps of electricity on the farm. 

You may have worked there a long time ago, but you are 
far out of touch and sympathy with the farmers today. 
You have electricity yourself, but you do not want others 
to have it even at their own expense. Surely you are not 
one of the farmers. 

If your factories are closed and lying idle, if your shops 
are running low, if your mills are working part time, then 
they must be started up and made go and your men must 
be called back and the wheels must be started to run. 

When the farmers get their electric lines the farmers will 
use their own money. They will start to buy electric uten- 
sils and equipment; they will buy feed grinders and pumps. 
They will buy wood saws and milking machines and the 
thousand and one electrical devices needed on the farm. 
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When these lines are built and energized, the farmers’ 
wives will steal and use the farmers’ money to buy washing 
machines and wringers, to buy refrigerators and water heat- 
ers, to buy smoothing irons and sweepers, to buy curling irons 
and radios. 

When the farmers and their wives begin to buy with their 
own money, from their milk, butter, eggs, and crops, elec- 
trical devices, equipment, and utensils, and the thousand 
and one electrical needs they require, then your factories 
will start running, then your people will go back to work, 
then your people will go off the dole. 

And there is where and when and how we are going to get 
this money. 

Now, what is the gentleman’s question. 

Mr. RICH. I thank the gentleman, but does he not expect 
to extend these rural electrification lines to any other citizens 
than the farmer? We have lots of people that need them 
beside the farmer. I want to help the farmer, but I want to 
help the others, too. 

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. We want everybody to have it. 
We want the rural home owners to have it, and we want all 
of the country people to have it. The gentleman is located 
in a town, or a nearby country estate supplied with electricity 
where everybody has it except the farmers and common rural 
home owners. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. The cities already have this. 

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Yes; for 30 years, but the farmers 
have been denied electricity because it has been less profit- 
able to serve them. 

Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Yes. 

Mr. WITHROW. As a matter of fact, these sums are 
only intended to extend lines into sections which have not 
electrical energy available now, into virgin territory, while 
the lines the gentleman from Pennsylvania speaks of are in 
the city, where they now have lights available. 

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. This is correct only where elec- 
tricity cannot otherwise be secured. The gentleman has 
lights himself but he is opposed to them going outside of the 
city or his circumscribed locality. We do not want to retali- 
ate or take the gentleman’s lights away from him. We want 
him to keep his lights, but for him to keep out of the 
farmers’ cooperative business carried on with his Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. RICH. Why, I live in the country. 

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. You may live on a country estate, 
but you are no farmer, and you are not in sympathy with 
the farmers. 

The Lord said, “Let there be light,” and we are swearing 
by the eternal gods that there shall be light, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania to the contrary notwithstanding. 

In your opposition to rural electrification you do not 
have a leg to stand on. You do not have an arm to fight 
with. You do not have a breath to talk with. You do not 
have a mind—no; I will not say that, because you have a 
good mind and you are a good man, but you do not show 
it in your talk here today opposing electricity for the 
farmers. [Laughter.] 

You are fighting here with the utilities, with the private 
electric holding companies, who have refused to serve the 
farmers with electricity for more than 30 years, and when 
the Government comes to help them you object and play 
the role of the dog in the manger. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Yes; I will yield. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. The real reason for Federal aid in car- 
rying electricity to the rural areas is due to the fact that 
the private company lines have not been carried there. 

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. That is exactly true. These men 
for whom the gentleman is speaking, for 30 years have re- 
fused to serve the farmer except the cream of the farmers, 
the farmers nearby and special favorites. And now when 
the Government comes to their rescue, to help serve these 
farmers whom these men have not and will not serve them- 
selves, they object to the Government helping to serve them. 
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Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. No; the gentleman has had his 
question, his day in court, to stop the farmers getting elec- 
tricity, while he himself enjoys its benefits and its blessings. 

Taking advantage of the delay in making allotments, cer- 
tain private electrical companies, who have denied electricity 
to the farmers for over 30 years and have held them out 
in the gloom and darkness while town and city dwellers have 
been given electricity, are now sitting on the dead limbs of 
the electrical service, waiting for the farmers to give up in 
despair, to impose excessive charges or leave them in the 
darkness. 

But more distracting than all this, while the farmers are 
patiently waiting, many private companies are taking ad- 
vantage of the delay to run out spite electric lines through 
its county to serve a few of the cream of farmers, and 
to divide and cut up the farm territory in a way which will 
make it impossible for the rural lines ever to be built to the 
many left-out farmers. 

There is no service which could be carried to the farmers 
that is so valuable an equipment to the farm home and 
which drives away the monotony of farm life that helps the 
farmers’ wives to do their work and gives them time to take 
care of their bodies and minds and have a breathing spell 
for a rest. 

But unless the farmers are now provided their loans, their 
territory will be cut up by private electric spite lines so that 
they can never meet the requirements of three consumers to 
the average of each mile, which will leave them even more 
handicapped than before, and forever precluded from obtain- 
ing electric. service. 

The individual farmers of the country have far more use 
and need for electricity in their business as producers than 
any other class of individual men and yet they have been 
the last class to be afforded the help of electric service and 


have been continually and constantly ignored. 


And farmers’ wives in their farm-home work have far 
more need and use for electricity in the farm home and 
in the work required of farm women than housewives in the 
towns and cities, and yet they have been denied this help 
and left burdened in the drudgeries of incessant labor. 

Many of the great nations of Europe, including Sweden, 
France, England, and Germany, are building government 
lines and plants to carry electricity to the farmers of the 
country and charging them only the actual cost of service 
as a public economic policy of the country, to equalize farm 
production with other industry. 

But the American farmers are only asking that the Gov- 
ernment make them a loan at 3½ percent, with payments of 
principal and interest to be amortized and paid in regular 
installments and all the costs of the construction of their 
lines and the preliminary surveys and engineering are like- 
wise to be paid by the farmers. 

In making these loans to the farmers, it should be realized 
and understood that this money is issued by the Govern- 
ment and guaranteed as the obligations of the Government, 
and then turned over to bond bankers and following, bor- 
rowed back from them at 3% percent and charged against 
the farmers. 

If I had my way in these loans, instead of borrowing this 
money at interest from bond bankers and money lenders and 
charging the farmers 34-percent interest, I would issue non= 
interest-bearing United States notes and charge the farmers 
1 percent instead of 3% percent, with the interest paid to 
the Government. 

When the President issued his Executive order creating the 
Rural Electrification Administration to carry electricity to 
the rural areas, and Congress followed up with a permanent 
law, providing for its wider scope and application, many 
thousands of farmers organized cooperative companies to 
take advantage of the Federal statute. 

Many thousands of these farmers and rural home owners 
have secured allotments and built their lines and are enjoy- 
ing the benefits and blessings of electricity. But many more 
thousands and a far greater number who have signed up 
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membership and paid their money are still left waiting for 
funds to build their lines and the held-out promise to be 
fulfilled. 

Many thousands of these farmers and rural home owners 
who promptly signed up and paid their money have been 
waiting for their allotment of funds with which to build 
their distribution lines from soon after the Executive order 
was issued and many have been waiting for almost 2 years. 

Many of these farmers and rural home owners under the 
offer and in anticipation have had their houses and build- 
ings wired. Many have bought electrical equipment for farm 
operations, and many farm wives have purchased household 
utensils—all under the promise that the loan would be 
granted. 

City or publicly owned electrical plants in many counties 
and different States are ready with their city-owned gen- 
erating equipments to furnish the farmers lines with elec- 
tricity at wholesale and low and reasonable rates to light 
their homes and give them electric power, but of which they 
cannot take advantage for want of distributing lines. 

And many thousands of these farmers are standing out in 
the mud and darkness of the country in the sight of these 
smokestacks of electrical plants, only to see the reflected 
lights on the clouds above, while willing and ready to obli- 
gate themselves for the cost of their lines and electrical 
equipment and likewise for all the costs. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from Indiana has expired. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. Prerce]. 

Mr. PIERCE, Mr. Speaker, I have a great deal of sym- 
pathy for our colleague from Pennsylvania [Mr. Rico] who 
often asks us where we are going to get the money, and that 
is no laughing matter with me. It is really serious, and I am 
willing as a Member of this body to join a group to see if we 
cannot bring some sort of balance between outgo and in- 
come, without sacrificing human needs. It is necessary to 
achieve stability er the Government’s credit is going to be 
seriously impaired. . 

However, after making that much of a statement, I say 
further that I am in favor of raising this appropriation. 
The one debt that is always paid is a debt for an automobile 
or for gasoline or for electric light. The farmer is not going 
to throw out the electric light after he once gets it. It is the 
last thing that he will give up, next to the car. It gives the 
farmer a chance to have his radio. I have lived on a farm, 
at a time when we had no electricity, not so many years ago. 
I know what it means, and I know nothing that brings the 
comfort and pleasure to farm-home life that electricity 
brings. I think there is no more desirable expenditure today 
on the part of the Government than this money to help out 
rural electrification. It is a loan, to be repaid. 

Mr, LEAVY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PIERCE. Yes. 

Mr. LEAVY. Is it not a fact, particularly in the West, 
that the private utilities before they would carry electricity 
to the farmer would require that he advance or obligate 
himself for the total cost of the line? 

Mr. PIERCE. Yes. 

Mr. LEAVY. Sometimes one to three thousand dollars a 
mile, then, after he paid for the cost of the line, they would 
own the line and make him pay a rate for his electricity 
sufficiently high to pay an interest return on the investment 
that he had made. 

Mr. PIERCE. I had to pay a bonus to get electricity into 
my farm home, for I live 5 miles out of the city, and I had 
to do it at the rate prescribed by my colleague from Wash- 
ington, and that has been universal. Now that we are giv- 
ing the people their rural electrification and electric light, 
the big companies have let up in their extortionate demands. 
I do not think any of this $40,000,000 ought to be given to 
the private electric companies at such low rates; I think it 
all ought to be through local associations, 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from Oregon has expired. 

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield to the gentleman from Okla- 
homa 3 minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, as one mem- 
ber of the conference committee, I have consistently sup- 
ported the Senate amendment to increase the appropriation 
for rural electrification from $30,000,000 to $40,000,000. 
There are abundant reasons why the Senate added the extra 
$10,000,000. The evidence shows that even the $40,000,000, 
as proposed in this amendment, will not begin to take care 
of the approved applications for rural electrification projects. 

You will recall that Congress authorized $40,000,000 for 
rural electrification. Remember, also, that $50,000,000 was 
available for the first year under that authorization. The 
mere fact that the Budget only recommended $30,000,000 
for the next fiscal year is not a convincing argument from 
my viewpoint and I so stated to the committee while in con- 
ference. As a member of the subcommittee, I suggested that 
the amount should be increased to $40,000,000, the amount 
authorized, and signed the report with that reservation, so 
I cannot be charged with inconsistency. 

As explained in the able presentation of this matter a 
few minutes ago by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
Starnes] the Rural Electrification Administration advises 
that there are approved applications for which no funds are 
now available for rural electrification projects that would 
cost more than $90,000,000. This means that even though 
we accept the Senate amendment, which I feel certain will 
be done, there will be in excess of $50,000,000 of applications 
approved but which cannot possibly be financed. If you will 
examine the record you will find that 20 States in this 
Union have applications totaling in excess of $2,000,000 each 
that cannot be acted upon favorably at this time because 
the Rural Electrification Administration does not have the 
money. ‘ 

Remember, in voting here today for rural electrification 
you are not voting for a gift to anyone. The loans made 
for this purpose will be paid back with interest. This Con- 
gress has been very good to the city dwellers. One of the 
first bills enacted was the slum-clearance bill, not a dollar 
of which will go to my district and I doubt if any will go to 
the State I have the honor to represent in Congress. I was 
glad to give slum-clearance legislation my support even 
though none will be paid back to the Treasury. But, if we 
are to have a happy, contented, and reasonably prosperous 
Nation, we must not deprive the Nation’s breadwinners of 
these conveniences that they so much desire, especially when 
they agree to pay every dollar back to the Government with 
interest. 

This Congress has spent much time and money in passing 
farm legislation, farm-tenant bills, and different kinds of 
farm bills in a desperate effort to keep the farmers on the 
farms. Some of you who are opposing rural electrification 
get out in the rural communities and talk about keeping the 
boys and girls on the farm. You deliver speeches to the 
farmers of your districts expressing your interest in their 
welfare. You say that one of the serious problems facing 
us is how to keep the farmers on the farm, and especially 
how to keep the boys and girls on the farm. I am not one 
of those who feel that all boys and girls should be urged to 
remain on the farm, but while they are there they are cer- 
tainly entitled to all the conveniences of the city dwellers. 
It is true, nevertheless, that this $10,000,000 will do more to 
keep the boys and girls of America on the farms than any 
other bill for twice the amount appropriated by this Con- 
gress for any other purpose. Every dollar proposed to be 
expended in the pending amendment actually will go to the 
benefit of the farmers. I say that the farmers have a right 
to demand the ordinary conveniences that the town and 
city folk have. Farm children have the same right of the 
privilege of electric lights as have children who happen to 
reside in the cities. Here is an opportunity actually to aid 
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the people. They are entitled to this consideration. The 
farmers of America who are feeding the Nation are begging, 
pleading, and demanding that Congress give them an op- 
portunity to real necessities of life and electricity undoubt- 
edly is one of the real necessities of a home, whether it be on 
the farm, in town or city. [Applause.] 

My own State of Oklahoma is very much interested in 
rural electrification. The district I represent in Congress is 
rural electrification minded. Practically every county in the 
district is included in a rural electrification project. Prac- 
tically all of these projects have been actually approved but 
it has been extremely difficult to get sufficient funds to ac- 
tually get them started and getting them completed. When 
these projects are completed it will mean the dawn of a new 
day for the farmers and their families in these areas. I 
sincerely hope that the House will recede and concur in the 
Senate amendment in order that the extra $10,000,000 for 
rural electrification may become available. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. HOUSTON]. 

Mr. HOUSTON. Mr. Speaker, there are five and a half 
million farms in this country without electric service. That 
is too many. We have it in our power to make a substantial 
reduction in that number without adding permanent expense 
to the Government, and I consider it imperative that we take 
advantage of our opportunity, 

The Rural Electrification Administration was created 3 
years ago, when rural electrification in this country was at a 
standstill. Since that time rural electrification has come 
alive. It has reached the greatest point in activity and ac- 
complishment so far recorded. New customers are being 
added to rural lines, R. E. A. and utility, at the rate of about 
a quarter of a million a year. Rural electrification has be- 
come a major force not only in rural communities but also 
in industry, trade, and transportation. 

R. E. A. does not claim to be solely responsible for this 
great movement. Many factors have contributed to this 
very desirable result. It is given full credit, however, by all 
who have looked into the matter, for being the leader and 
the driving force in this movement. Within the limits of its 
authority and its resources R. E. A. acts as a coordinator of 
national effort in its field, as a clearing house for principles 
and practices, and as a catalytic agent. 

Its chief activity has been the lending of money to finance 
the construction of new rural lines. In its brief existence 
R. E. A. has lent about $90,000,000. For the current fiscal 
year we appropriated $30,000,000 for loans. During the first 
half of the fiscal year most of that money was lent and the 
loan appropriation is now exhausted. R. E. A. has applica- 
tions now docketed, but on which it has taken no action 
because of a lack of funds, totaling more than $75,000,000, 

These pending applications represent the desire of more 
than 200,000 farmers for their own electric lines. They want 
to extend the benefits of electric service to all rural residents 
over a wide area. Many of them of course will have to wait, 
but we should help as many as possible. All these people 
want is a loan. They are willing to demonstrate their ability 
to pay the money back, with interest, over a period of years. 

It is proposed to appropriate $40,000,000 for R. E. A. loans 
during the coming fiscal year, in place of thirty millions. 
The larger amount is the sum which was contemplated by 
the Congress when it passed the Rural Electrification Act 
of 1936, 2 years ago, and is authorized in that act. The 
experience of R. E. A. lending activities in the past demon- 
strates that this money can be used advantageously; the 
great volume of applications indicates the need and desire 
for it. 

Moreover, this additional sum will enable the R. E. A. to 
make more efficient utilization of its facilities for servicing 
its loans. The present organization is about a minimum 
necessary for covering the great area—42 States—in which 
approved projects are located. These facilities have to be 
provided, whether the loans next year total thirty million 
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dollars or forty millions. The additional ten million of loans 
m not occasion any appreciably increased administrative 
cost. 

The advantages of rural electrification to the farms of this 
country have been discussed so often and are so thoroughly 
understood and appreciated that I do not need to repeat 
them. But the benefits of the program which we are trying 
to reinforce and keep up to schedule are not confined to agri- 
culture. Practically every phase of our commercial and in- 
dustrial life derives direct or indirect material advantages 
from it. For example, the lines already under construction 
are using more than a million southern yellow pines and 
western cedars for poles—and they must all be treated, trans- 
ported, and set in place. The wires which carry the elec- 
tricity on these new projects contain 100,000,000 pounds of 
metal—copper, aluminum, and steel—and one source, the 
Copper Wire Engineering Association, indicates that these 
new rural lines required an eighth of all the copper used in 
this entire country for all purposes last year, or 25 percent 
of all the copper used in electrical equipment. Line erection 
and assembly on the job required over 16,000,000 man-hours 
of labor; indirect labor is several times as great. The rail- 
roads got over 10,000,000 car-miles of freight, bringing fin- 
ished materials to the job. Electrical manufacturers, in addi- 
tion to furnishing the meters and transformers and other 
equipment for the lines, sold $60,000,000 worth of house- 
wiring equipment and electrical appliances. There were 
175,000 electrically operated pressure water systems sold last 
year, a large number of them on R. E. A. financed rural lines. 
This program is opening up a tremendous market for bath- 
tubs and kitchen sinks. 

Looking to the future, former President F. A. Merrick, of 
the Westinghouse Electric & Manufacturing Co., estimated a 
potential billion-dollar business in rural electric-line equip- 
ment, home and farm appliances, and machinery in the next 
decade. The Westinghouse Co. has termed rural electrifica- 
tion “worthy of unqualified support by everyone interested 
in America’s economic welfare.” 

Mr. Speaker, in my own State R. E. A. projects to the extent 
of a million and a half dollars have already been approved. 
The new lines being built in Kansas will provide electric serv- 
ice for nearly 4,000 farms—20,000 men, women, and children. 
This is a very splendid start, but there are more than 150,000 
Kansas farms still without electricity. Applications filed 
with R. E. A. from my State total two and a half million 
dollars, and many other projects are being developed. These 
people do not want a hand-out. They want a little help in 
getting started. They want the opportunity to compete on 
an equal basis with the crowded cities and industrial towns 
for their sons and daughters. They want to provide for 
themselves the comforts and conveniences by which we in the 
cities measure our progress and our degree of civilization. 
The Government program, which will do much to give them 
what they want without any permanent drain on the public 
purse, will be rendered much less effective, and many of these 
people will be doomed to postponement and possible eventual 
frustration of their very legitimate desires, unless we provide 
adequate funds. We should vote the extra $10,000,000 asked 
for by the Senate. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BRADLEY]. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. Speaker, I intend to vote for the mo- 
tion offered by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. STARNES], 
because I believe we should extend the comforts of modern 
life to the people of the rural sections of our country. No 
one in my district, or in any industrial district, will benefit 
from this or any other appropriation for rural electrification, 
but I would point out to the Members from the rural districts 
that on all measures such as this they have had the coopera- 
tion and support of the Members from the industrial dis- 
tricts. I wish they would bear in mind that we are entitled 
to similar cooperation from them on measures which affect 
cur districts. It is becoming exceedingly difficult for Mem- 
bers from the industrial districts to support such legislation 
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as this, because our constituents are asking what we are 
getting in return in the way of cooperation from Members 
from the rural sections of this country on legislation such as 
the wage and hour bill. While I shall vote for this bill and 
intend to support all legislation of this kind, because I do not 
think we should view matters from a sectional standpoint, 
yet there must be reciprocity. The gentleman from Okla- 
homa [Mr. Jonnson] says they want to keep the boys and 
girls of this country on the farms, because it is essential to 
the welfare of the Nation. We should have cooperation 
from them when we seek a living wage for the boys and 
girls in the factories in the industrial sections of this coun- 
try, because that also is important to the future welfare of 
the Nation. I hope the Members from the rural districts 
cooperate with us at the proper time in the same manner 
that we are cooperating with them now. [Applause.] 

{Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Pack]. 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Speaker, the question of balancing the 
Budget is not involved in this item. Much as I desire to see 
this increase, if this $10,000,000 would balance the Budget 
I would vote against it. 

Mr. Speaker, I am delighted with the fine attitude of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BRADLEY]. I say to him, 
however, that he can tell his constituents so far as I am con- 
cerned that through me he received a vote a few weeks ago 
for an emergency appropriation of $250,000,000 for relief, 
of which very little will go to my district. He received from 
me and from others similarly situated, a vote for $500,- 
000,000 for slum clearance for the benefit of those who live 
in these industrial areas. I ask the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania and other Members from industrial areas if when 
they sit down at night after the day’s work is done they must 
read their paper by candlelight? Do their children, when 
they come home from school, have to do their studying by 
the light of an old kerosene lamp? 

There are thousands in my district that must do this. I 
appeal to the Representatives of the great industrial centers 
to help the people in the great farm areas and give them an 
opportunity to enjoy the same blessings and the same bene- 
fits we have tried to bestow upon them. 

Applications from many of the 24 counties in my district 
are now pending before the Rural Electrification Adminis- 
tration, to carry light and power to the homes of hundreds 
of my people, but there are no funds on hand to allot to 
these projects. The urgent need for this appropriation is 
shown by the applications, by States, now pending before 
the administration, totaling $90,000,000, for which no funds 
are available, as follows: 


Unallotted loan applications received by the Rural Electrification 
Administration 


cS CREAT OPT 7 0G TAR DUNES RS OLE SE a ea 1, 129, 000 
Na ClO Sbe set AET OAE FRAAS R Se 500, 000 
Marth r pO NOE a a a 650, 000 


North Dakota 4%ͤ!₆ — ce een enn ence 738, 000 
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Unallotted loan applications received by the Rural Electrification 
Administration—Continued 
9 acc. 


TOM on oan ooo oes a ES esis 90, 000, 800 


Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. FITZGERALD]. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Speaker, I represent an industrial 
State in New England. Not one cent of Rural Electrification 
money has been spent in my State, not because the Rural 
Electrification Authority is not willing to have it spent there, 
but due to legislation that was passed through the efforts of 
utility companies the Rural Electrification Authority has been 
prevented from coming into my State and giving aid to the 
farmers therein. 

Mr. Speaker, the farmers in my district want help. They 
are complaining at the high prices and the lack of service 
extended to them by the private utilities. I am therefore in 
favor of this amendment, because I believe that through the 
work and the efforts of the Rural Electrification Authority 
here in Washington there will be aroused enough public opin- 
ion in the rural districts of my State to force a change in the 
legislation to which I have heretofore referred, and that by 
reason thereof this great agency of the Federal Government 
will be permitted to come in and serve my people at reason- 
able rates. 

I am for this amendment because I want all my farm 
women in my State to enjoy the same rights and privileges 
that the farm women in other parts of the country enjoy. 
LApplause. ] 

{Here the gavel fell. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. MASSINGALE]. 

Mr. MASSINGALE. Mr. Speaker, I am in favor of the 
Starnes amendment. I believe that every Member of Con- 
gress who is acquainted with rural conditions ought to be 
for this amendment. 

The Starnes amendment provides for restoring $10,000,000 
to the appropriation which was recommended but which was 
reduced when the matter was for consideration befcre the 
House. I think that when the Senate restored the $10,000,- 
000 to the appropriation made in the House bill it was more 
in keeping with the spirit and progress of the age and 
showed a real desire to render a service to farm folks. It 
really would be, in my judgment, a distinct disservice in view 
of the enormous demand of farm dwellers, for this House not 
to restore the $10,000,000 to this bill recommended by the 
Senate. 

Of course, the $40,000.000 appropriation authorized by the 
Senate is not nearly sufficient to meet the demands for rural 
electrification projects in the United States. In fact, it will 
not be sufficient to complete the projects that have already 
been applied for and approved and on which some amount 
has already been allotted. It does assure people living on 
the farms that Congress is interested in making farm life 
more attractive and will enable them to get Government 
assistance for these essential utilities without having to go 
to the individual expense of buying and installing their own 
lighting system, which, on account of the economic situa- 
tion, many deserving people cannot buy and install. We 
must take into consideration the fact that the farmer is 
denied this modern convenience of electric lights in his 
home and on his premises largely because of the fact that 
unless he is financially able to build a private line of his own 
from some adjoining town, he must go without lights or go 
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to the expense of putting in some private independent light- 
ing system of his own. 

This money is not an appropriation in the usual sense of 
appropriations. It really amounts to nothing more nor less 
than a 3-percent loan, and it appears that the Government 
is certain to be reimbursed for every cent that it will advance 
for the purpose of making farm life so much more pleasant 
and desirable. 

As my colleague from Oklahoma [Mr. Jonnson] stated, a 
farmer is not going to be able to keep his family intact on 
the farm unless he is able to furnish them with the ordinary 
things that people in the towns enjoy. One of the most 
essential and effective things, of course, in all household 
utilities is the ability to have light when darkness comes. 

I think it goes without saying that the addition of light 
and electric appliances and equipments in the homes will 
bring more real happiness than perhaps any other one thing 
that Congress can do for the folks who do not live in the 
towns. It relieves farm life of a great deal of drudgery, for 
where the funds are made available to extend rural electri- 
fication into the country homes, at a decent price, the 
farmer will be able to equip his barns and outbuildings with 
light, and the household will be able to perform such chores 
as churning, sweeping, washing, ironing, and cooking, and 
the like, by the use of the electric current that will do away 
with the old-time back-breaking drudgery that, until now, 
has required so much time and so many hours of hard labor. 

I understand that there are now on file with the R. E. A. 
applications for $1,375,000 in projects for Oklahoma. Ap- 
proval cannot be had on these projects because of the lack 
of funds. 

In addition to the above amount, R. E. A. has in process of 
development projects calling for $700,000 in Oklahoma. 
These projects are at a standstill for the lack of funds. 

Out of funds previously appropriated, Oklahoma has re- 
ceived a total of $2,518,000 to commence 11 projects, serving 
38 counties, with 12,171 customers signed up. There is a 
total of 4,009 miles of lines estimated for the 11 projects, and 
an estimated $1,455,000 is needed for their completion. 

In my section of the State there are four separate appli- 
cations pending for assistance so that electricity may be 
carried to the farms surrounding the towns nearby. Some 
of the projects down there have already been completed. 
The people are interested in this matter, and the Congress 
can better afford, in my judgment, to appropriate an addi- 
tional $10,000,000 for this purpose than for any other pur- 
pose I know anything about at the present time. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that all Members who have spoken on the pending amend- 
ment may revise and extend their own remarks in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may desire to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. WEARINI. 

Mr. WEARIN. Mr. Speaker, it is important to the farmers 
of the Nation that the House of Representatives agree to the 
Senate amendment providing for an increase of $10,000,000 
for rural electrification. One of my goals in life has been to 
assist in any way I could to bring electricity to every farm 
home in this Nation. It was with that thought in mind that 
I supported the establishment of the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority and have supported the administration’s efforts in 
the field of rural electrification. 

Those of us who live on the farm realize more vividly than 
anyone else the advantages of electricity. We have been 
without it. The gentleman from Washington -[Mr. Leavy] 
brought out the fact in a question that up until the advent 
of this administration power companies were in the habit of 
requiring farmers to pay the cost of building the lines that 
serviced their farms. They were then charged not only for 
the current and the servicing of the lines but were also 
charged a rate for the current sufficiently high to pay inter- 
est on the cost of the line that the farmer himself had built. 
I know this to be a fact because of my own personal experi- 
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ence in aiding my father in an effort to get a line built past 
our farm. 

The R. E. A. has changed all of this. The farmers are 
able to construct their lines through the aid of this set-up 
and purchase the current wholesale from municipal plants. 
Rates have been materially reduced that in the past have 
often run as high as 6, 8, 10, and 12 cents per kilowatt if you 
take into consideration the service charges. Large areas of 
this country are being rapidly electrified that would other- 
wise have been in the dark or illuminated by smoky oil lamps 
for 20 years to come. 

It is unnecessary for me to dwell upon the fact that the 
R. E. A. has applications pending for more than the $30,- 
000,000 provided for in this bill plus the $10,000,000 that we 
propose to increase it at this time. In view of these facts, it 
is important that the House make the total amount 
$40,000,000. I am for this amendment and intend to sup- 
port it. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ScHNEIDER]. 

Mr. SCHNEIDER of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, I am in 
favor of Amendment No. 21, which increases the appropria- 
tion from $30,000,000 to $40,000,000 for the Rural Electrifica- 
tion Administration. Let the farmers of Wisconsin and 
every other State have the benefits of electricity. The de- 
mand is there. Let it be supplied. 

ADDITIONAL $100,000,000 NEEDED 

The State of Wisconsin has but 50,000 of its approximate 
200,000 farms electrified, leaving about 75 percent without 
electricity. Mr. Speaker, with an appropriation of $40,000,- 
000, the farmers of Wisconsin will get less than a million 
dollars during the fiscal year of July 1, 1938, to June 30, 1939. 
The value of sound projects submitted by cooperatives in my 
State and awaiting loans already totals $4,137,000. The least 
we can do is to appropriate $40,000,000, in line with the 10- 
year program. However, I favor an additional $100,000,000 
for rural electrification, over and above the $40,000,000 for 
the coming fiscal year, and for two reasons: First, there are 
today, throughout the country, requests to the Rural Elec- 
trification Administration for $90,000,000 in loans for new 
projects and additions to existing projects. Second, the 
additional $100,000,000 is necessary because of the present 
depression. 

Let me repeat, at this time when men are begging for jobs, 
the rural-electrification program will not only bring the 
blessings of electricity into the farm home, but it will at the 
Same time provide much-needed employment. From raw 
material to finished product, including all means of transpor- 
tation, there will be untold opportunities for idle men. Local 
communities in which poles will be laid and the wires strung 
will also directly benefit from the earnings and expenditures 
of the workers employed. 

R. E. A. A BUSINESS ENTERPRISE 

It should be clearly understood, however, that the law 
provides that Federal money lent for the purpose of develop- 
ing rural electrification must be repaid with interest over a 
period of 20 years. These Federal funds are not being 
handed out in the form of doles. The R. E. A. is one agency 
of the Federal Government that is not a burden to the tax- 
payer. It is expected that ultimately all projects will be paid 
for, owned by the cooperatives, and the Federal Government 
will have its money back. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a sad reflection upon America that the 
farmers of this Nation—those without whose work none of us 
could live—have been so long denied many of the common 
comforts of civilization. Everywhere electricity is considered 
not only a luxury but a necessity. It is universally recog- 
nized as one of the greatest boons to mankind in abolishing 
the drabness and drudgery of life. And yet, 6,000,000 farm 
homes are still lighted by the old oil lamp, the household 
labor is performed with hours of back-breaking toil. 

Recognizing this fact, President Roosevelt, by Executive 
order in 1935, and with relief funds, created an agency to 
develop rural electrification in America. Subsequently, in 
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1936, by act of Congress, the R. E. A. was set up to carry on 
the work for a 10-year period. The act provided that 
$420,000,000 should be spent by the Federal Government in 
carrying out the program. It was contemplated that elec- 
tricity would be brought to over 1,000,000 farms not supplied 
by central-station service. Each Congress must appropriate 
the annual authorized funds needed by the Rural Electrifica- 
tion Administration. 

Not many people realize how the R. E. A. operates, nor the 
conditions under which rural electric service may be ob- 
tained. I wish to explain the elements involved in this 
activity. 

R. E. A. CUTS CONSTRUCTION COST 

When the program first got under way, it was found that 
it had many problems to solve before the electric lines could 
actually be built. In the first place, private power companies 
had made no serious attempts to build lines at a reasonable 
cost. In fact, they did not feel it was profitable to extend 
rural lines except in territories directly contiguous to the 
cities. Private power corporations were positive that rural 
lines could not be built for less than $1,500 to $2,000 per mile. 
As soon as the R. E. A. was well under way it was clearly 
demonstrated that the lines should not cost more than $1,000 
per mile. This is proved by the fact that in the 337 projects 
already built or under way, the average cost per mile is 
$958, including all overhead. 

NO MORTGAGE ON FARM REQUIRED 

It is the policy of the R. E. A. not to make loans to indi- 
viduals but to legally constituted groups, and to have the 
groups own and operate the lines they construct. As security 
for the Federal loan, a lien on the line is given by the coop- 
erative group. Under such an arrangement the R. E. A. 
lends the entire building cost of the lines to the rural group. 
The loan can be paid back over a period as long as 20 years. 
The rate of interest at present is 2.88 percent. 

There is no personal liability attached to any individual 
member of a farm group, under the R. E. A. No farm prop- 
erty is in any way required to be mortgaged. Nor does 
R. E. A. require any farm member of a rural electric group 
to be personally liable for any of the debts of the group or 
members of the group. It should be strictly understood that 
the only individual obligation of the farmer incurred under 
the R. E. A. program is the payment of the monthly electric 
bills. 

STARTING A R. E. A. COOPERATIVE 

The method by which the money is borrowed from the 
Federal Government is as follows: A group of farmers de- 
cide that they want to secure rural electric service. A tem- 
porary organization is formed and a canvass is made of the 
territory. If this canvass reveals a sufficient number in- 
terested to warrant going ahead, a cooperative is formed 
under the laws of the State in which the project is located. 
Those joining usually pay $5 for one share of stock, which 
entitle them to one vote in the affairs of the cooperative. 

Wisconsin cooperates with R. E. A. through a State 
government agency, the Wisconsin Rural Electrification Co- 
ordination. It was organized in 1936 and has its head- 
quarters in Madison. Wisconsin farmers interested in set- 
ting up a rural-electrification project need only write to the 
State Rural Electrification Coordination, Madison, to get a 
preliminary survey. The coordination provides engineering 
and other services for farmer electrification cooperatives. 

The typical R. E. A. cooperative buys electricity at whole- 
Sale from the nearest private utility or municipal plant at 
a rate averaging from 1 to 1% cents per kilowatt-hour. 
The cooperative has a superintendent or a manager and a 
bookkeeper. It maintains a small office, usually in the 
trading center of the project area. The superintendent or 
manager is responsible to a board of directors of from 
7 to 15 members, drawn from the cooperative membership. 
He has been selected by reason of his experience and knowl- 
edge of electricity, or business, or both. He is frequently 
a local man. Largely through him, but also through its 
directors, its members and R. E. A. representatives, the co- 
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operative contacts additional customers and gradually in- 
creases the use of electricity by those on the lines. 

A project in my congressional district in Wisconsin, 
Oconto No. 14, comprises 305 miles of power lines costing 
$307,000, borrowed from the Rural Electrification Adminis- 
tration. It has 1,095 farm members as customers. Alto- 
gether, the people whom the lines serve would make a 
small city, the size of the average Wisconsin rural county 
seat. The people, however, are scattered over an area of 
several hundred square miles of rolling countryside. The 
Oconto project lines are strung across hills and valleys, as 
well as along highways and roads. These short cuts reduce 
construction costs. 

A schedule of charges for the electricity used by members 
is worked out for each project. The rate adopted includes 
an amount which will pay the interest and retire the loan 
within a 20-year period. It is also sufficiently high to 
pay the operating and maintenance costs of the project, 
insurance, taxes, the cost of purchased wholesale current, 
and contingencies. But—and this is an important point— 
nothing is added for profit. 

The answer to the question of whether R. E. A. rates are 
lower than under private company prattice is to be found 
in the very nature of cooperative electrification. The serv- 
ice is provided by Federal funds at a very low rate of 
interest, about 2.88 percent at present, and members acquire 
ownership in the property merely by paying the regular 
charges or monthly bills. In other words, the individual 
farm consumer buys electricity at a rate per month which, 
in most cases, is much lower than that quoted by the Power 
Trust, and by so doing, acquires ownership in the property 
with all debts paid off. It is true that rural rates generally 
and of necessity are usually higher than rates in cities, for 
the very simple reason that it costs more to serve rural 
areas than it does urban centers. But by eliminating profit, 
the rural electrification cooperative provides the rural serv- 
ice at cost, and at the same time acquires the property. 

The Rural Electrification Administration, in the working 
out of its program, lends the money for building a project, 
as has already been pointed out. However, there is the 
question of securing a source of wholesale electricity at a 
price which the farm cooperative can afford to pay in order 
to supply its members at low rates. Every effort is made 
to contract with municipal plants or private utilities for the 
required power. However, because of the antagonism of 
certain private power interests, it has been necessary in a 
few instances for the R. E. A. to lend money for con- 
struction of independent power plants. 

WISCONSIN LEADS 

The largest of these plants is near Chippewa, Falls, Wis. 
In itself it is an interesting project. It was built to supply 
a number of individual cooperatives in that area, viz, those 
in Trempealeau, Buffalo, Jackson, Clark, Taylor, Chippewa, 
Eau Clair, Dunn, Pepin, St. Croix, and Pierce Counties. This 
project, known as the Wisconsin Power Cooperative, is owned 
cooperatively by the individual cooperatives to which it sup- 
plies service. It will ultimately supply over 10,000 individual 
rural consumers, and cover over 3,500 miles of distribution 
lines. The property, owned by the Wisconsin Power Coop- 
erative, consists of the power plant, having a present capacity 
of about 3,000 horsepower and an ultimate capacity of about 
5,000 horsepower, and some 270 miles of transmission lines to 
supply the various projects together with the substations for 
each project. The ultimate cost will be close to $1,000,000, 
which will also be repaid to the Government in the 20-year 
period. r 

Another interesting aspect of the Wisconsin situation is 
the fact that practically all of the engineering work required 
locally was done by the Wisconsin Rural Electric Coopera- 
tive Association, an organization set up for the purpose of 
coordinating the various rural electrification activities in the 
State and for doing the engineering work. This organization 
is also a cooperative, owned and controlled by all the indi- 
vidual cooperatives throughout the State. Thus, Wisconsin 
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farmers have ably demonstrated their ability to cooperate 
with very satisfactory results. 

The effect of R. E. A. upon the private electric companies 
has been productive of excellent results for the farmers. 
Private utilities, stimulated by R. E. A., built an estimated 
41,000 miles of rural lines during 1937. That mileage set a 
new high record of construction in rural areas for the second 
successive year since the creation of R. E. A. Rural line 
construction by private companies since R. E. A. began is 
as follows: 1935, 15,000 miles of new lines; 1936, 32,000 miles 
of new lines; 1937, 41,000 miles of new lines. 

COOPERATIVE AND COMPANY CHARGES 

Since R. E. A. entered the field of rural construction, the 
private power companies have almost universally reduced 
not only retail rates but also wholesale rates. They have, 
in practically every instance, also reduced the cost of con- 
struction to farmers to a negligible amount. 

In Armstrong and Butler Counties, Pa., the farmers’ rate 
was reduced from a minimum bill of $7.50 to approximately 
$2.50 when R. E. A. came in, and this was repeated many 
times. They also reduced the wholesale rate from 1.7 cents 
to 1.1 cents per kilowatt-hour—all as the result of R. E. A. 
activities. 

In Massachusetts a subsidiary of the New England Power 
Co. formerly charged $1,700 for constructing lines to farmers 
and required them to put up 20 percent of the cost, which 
amounted to $340 per customer. When R. E. A. wanted to 
come in, this was dropped to $108 per mile and the rates very 
greatly reduced. 

Formerly the power companies universally charged from 
$350 to $2,000 for building a mile of line in rural territories 
and required a considerable portion to be put up. The prac- 
tice now is to build in to the consumers without charging 
anything for line construction, and, at the same time, they 
have reduced the retail rates very materially. 

Thus, as a result of the competition of low-cost R. E. A. 
cooperative projects, the private utilities have lost their 
monopoly grip on the rural electricity business. Directly 
through its own cooperatives, and indirectly, through pres- 
sure upon and competition with the private companies, 
R. E. A. has greatly extended the use of electricity by the 
farmers, and cut the cost of such electricity to the rural 
users. In a word, R. E. A. blasted the dam which stopped 
the flow of electricity to hundreds of thousands of farmers 
throughout the country. 

R. E. A. has also shown the ability of the farmers to 
organize cooperatively. The R. E. A. cooperative is but one 
type. Wisconsin and other States have many other kinds 
of highly successful farmers’ cooperative organizations. The 
outstanding success of the R. E. A., however, has increased 
the prestige and financial standing of all cooperatives. 

ELECTRICAL AGE MUST REACH EVERY FARM 

For the first time literally millions of farm people are 
finding that many of the modern conveniences hitherto ac- 
cessible to city dwellers only, are also available to them 
through the R. E. A. service. The old lighting by candles, 
lanterns, and oil lamps is replaced by modern electric fix- 
tures in house and barn. Back-breaking, energy-absorbing 
washing over the tub is replaced by the handy electric wash- 
ing machine at very little cost. Food is preserved and saved 
and kept in an eatable and sanitary condition at all times 
by the electric refrigerator. Water is conveyed to the house 
by electrically driven pumps. More sanitary conveniences 
and comforts are now possible. And the news and enter- 
tainment of the world is brought into the home by a turn 
of the electric radio switch. Last but not least, R. E. A. 
is helping to keep the young folks on the farm by making 
life as pleasant in the rural areas as in the cities. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I would like to relate one of 
many human incidents which has come to my attention, 
illustrating the happiness which R. E. A. has brought into 
the lives of farm folk. One of the field men of the R. E. A. 
was investigating the possibilities of a proposed small cooper- 
ative in the Northwest. He called upon one of the main 
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sponsors of the project. After a talk with the man, the 
R. E. A. representative was asked to see the wife, who was 
found candling eggs. He was received cordially as one from 
Washington who could tell them about the program. After 
a short talk, she asked: “Do you really think we are going 
to get electricity here?” (The private company serving that 
territory had previously asked for $1,500 before it would 
build the lines to serve this farmer.) They were assured 
that if they would do their part the service would be pro- 
vided. When the R. E. A. man was ready to leave, the 
farmer’s wife said to him: “Do you know, I have been feel- 
ing happy the last few weeks—have found myself singing as 
I went about my work, and wondered why, but now I believe 
it was because we are going to get electric lights.” Those 
good people are now receiving service from an R. E. A. 
project representing a cost of about $300 per consumer, all 
of which was advanced by the Federal Government to the 
cooperative. The R. E. A. has truly meant the dawn of a 
new day for many an American farm home. It has also 
lightened the burden for the user of rural electricity by 
lower rates. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may desire to the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. Ran- 
DOLPH]. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, I believe the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Alabama is warranted and 
I shall vote for it. 

One of the real achievements under this administration 
has been the rural electrification program. I am pleased 
to once again voice my approval of the objectives and the 
accomplishments of this undertaking. 

Throughout practically every section of the country farm- 
ers have availed themselves of the opportunity to join to- 
gether to secure the advantages which come when electricity 
is made available to them. 

In West Virginia the public utility companies in many 
instances have cooperated splendidly, and some of them 
have shown certain initiative in constructing lines for rural 
users. I am advised that the following table shows the sit- 
uation in my State at this time: 


Rural Electrification Administration financed projects in West 
Virginia (as of Mar. 22, 1938) 


Cus- 


Project Amount | Miles tomers 
Under construction 
or completed: 
Hardy Hardy County Light & Power 163 573 
8 Inc., Moorefield, 
Harrison Harrison Rural Electrification 196 743 
Association, Inc., Clarksburg, 
W. Va. 
Loan contracts exe- 
cute 
Hard 3 Hardy County Light & Power (50 0 
i Association, Ine, Moorefield, } 
Harrison. Harrison Rural Electrification 09 (0) 
3 Inc., Clarksburg, 
Allotments ap- (Q) 100 


Hardy County Light & Power 
Association, Inc., Moorefield, 


ardy 
W. Va. 


proved: 


1 Generating plant. * Wiring. 

Although the above projects are suspended awaiting ruling 
by West Virginia State agencies, it is noteworthy to report 
that an awakened interest among rural folk has been brought 
about. The Rural Electrification Administration by its 
activity in West Virginia has certainly caused utility com- 
panies to undertake the building of hundreds of miles of lines 
to farm consumers. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. JOHNSON]. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Speaker, I favor the 
Starnes amendment and shall vote for it. The Rural Elec- 
trification Administration is one of the younger agencies of 
this administration, but its good work has already begun to 
bear fruit. In existence for only slightly more than a year, 
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it has already brought conveniences and opportunities to 
approximately 250,000 people residing in the rural areas. 

Many additional projects are being constructed, and a 
large list of applications are on file awaiting approval, and 
I think the Administration has wisely administered its funds, 
and I am glad to give my whole-hearted support to the 
enlargement of this most commendable work. 

These projects mean that the farm homes of America are 
given the same advantages as those who live in the cities 
and towns, and it is enhancing the living standards of those 
who live in the rural areas and upon the farms of America. 

Several projects have already been and are being con- 
structed in my congressional district, and several others are 
awaiting funds. 

The money which the Government is expending in rural 
electrification is not a gift or a grant but merely a loan, and 
will be repaid. The Government is merely financing the 
establishment of these rural electrification projects, and I 
think that Congress should supply adequate funds for this 
commendable purpose. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. MURDOCK]. 

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, although we 
have in Arizona a larger proportion of rural electrification 
for tilled acres than most other places, we still lack much. 
I am in favor of this amendment and shall vote forit. Right 
now, Arizona has.several worthy applications pending. 

My colleague from Pennsylvania a few moments ago indi- 
cated his pleasure in going along with us who represent farm- 
ing communities, to help us get electricity for our farms and 
for other agricultural benefits. I have noticed that broad- 
minded attitude on his part and on the part of some others 
who come from industrial areas. I for one appreciate this 
attitude and try to reciprocate. Only thus can we work for 
the welfare of all our people, recognizing a mutuality of 
interest. 

We have reached a point now when we judge a rural home, 
just as we do a city home, by the degree of modern equip- 
ment which it has. Electricity is one such modern feature. 
We must bring it, with its power and drudgery-saving means, 
to all farm homes. I take pride in what private enterprise 
has already done and also wish the Government to cooperate 
with private enterprise in making possible the universal 
application of this modern service to man. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield such time to the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. COLMER] as he may desire. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, 
I am glad of another opportunity to support the increase of 
$10,000,000 over the $30,000,000 authorized for the purpose of 
rural electrification in this country. On a previous occasion 
when this bill was before the House, providing for a $30,000,- 
000 appropriation for the fiscal year for this worth-while and 
meritorious endeavor on the part of our Federal Government, 
my distinguished colleague from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN] 
offered the amendment to increase the appropriation to 
$40,000,000. I was one of the 53 Members who supported 
that amendment. Certainly my position in the matter has 
not changed since then. The body at the other end of the 
Capitol saw fit to adopt the amendment increasing the appro- 
priation $10,000,000, and I am very much in hopes that the 
House today will reverse itself from its previous stand and 
adopt this amendment. 


Mr. Speaker, there are several reasons why I shall support 
this amendment. One of them, I confess, is more or less 
selfish. For several months I have from time to time con- 
ferred with the Administrator and others in the Rural Elec- 
trification Administration in an effort to secure the approval 
and construction of these projects in my own congressional 
district. Only recently a project covering several counties 
in my district and others in a neighboring district, which 
eventually would cost in excess of a million dollars, was 
approved. There are now a number of other projects in my 
own State and in my own district awaiting approval. In the 
first-named project, which embraces the counties of Jones, 
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Covington, Jefferson Davis, Lawrence, Smith, Jasper, and 
Simpson, $200,000 has been earmarked by the Administration 
for the immediate beginning of construction. The organiza- 
tion necessary therefor is now in process of being set up and 
actual construction should begin within the next 90 days on 
the lines and other physical equipment necessary therefor. 
But I realize, even if I had not been so advised, that in order 
to get this total project of over a million dollars in cost con- 
structed in these several counties it is necessary for the Rural 
Electrification Administration to have additional funds. 

Mr. Carmody, the Administrator of the Rural Electrifica- 
tion Administration, in testifying before the Appropriations 
Committee recently said that they had received requests for 
a total of $158,851,000 in projects; that after alloting the 
$81,000,000 which they had for that purpose they would still 
have requests for $78,000,000 of projects. Since that time a 
number of requests have been made for these projects, but 
even assuming, for the sake of argument, that there have not 
been any others, they would only have $40,000,000 or prac- 
tically half enough funds with which to meet the requests for 
these meritorious projects if this amendment is agreed to. 

Of course, I realize that there are other projects just as 
meritorious as mine, but I am more familiar with this par- 
ticular project than with many of the others, and I can, 
therefore, appropriately use it as a reference. This project, 
designated as Jones 30, would give the convenience of elec- 
trical energy to the farmers and other rural peoples of one 
of the most populous and agricultural sections of Mississippi. 
These people are intelligent rural people; they enjoy the 
benefit of good schools, churches, and so forth, and are fairly 
prosperous; they have the benefit of transportation in the 
form of automobiles and are, therefore, comparatively close 
to town. But simply because they live in the country they 
cannot enjoy the benefits of what we regard as a household 
necessity in the towns and cities in the form of electricity. 
They are, because of circumstances, enforced to rely upon 
primitive, antiquated utensils for lighting their homes. And 
the only alternative they have is to install a private lighting 
plant, the cost of which is in most instances prohibitive. So, 
feeling as I do about the desirability of this type of Federal 
undertaking, I am lending my voice and efforts in behalf of 
this amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, there are so many obviously good arguments 
that could be adduced in behalf of this increased appropria- 
tion and this type of Federal endeavor that I shall not at- 
tempt to enumerate them. I should like, however, to point 
out that a few years ago there was a great movement in this 
country known as “back to the farm.” That movement seems 
to have subsided, and whatever headway was made appears 
to have been lost due to certain other Federal activities. 
Many of our people living in the rural sections have found 
it to their advantage to move to town. And today our towns 
and cities are growing out of proportion to our rural sections. 
This is not a healthy condition either for our people or for 
the country as a whole. The thing that really made this 
country great was the fact that our country was so large that 
our people had an opportunity to spread out to enjoy the 
benefits that come from living in the great out-of-doors. 
History will prove the statement that most of our great men 
have come from the rural sections. In fact, the big business 
executives, those who guide the affairs of both private and 
public life, the heads of the various big corporations and 
Government officials who now live in cities, were in most 
instances reared in rural communities. The rural population 
of America today is the best bulwark that the country has 
against the various “isms” that are bearing down upon and 
destroying the democracies of the world. We desire that our 
rural people continue to live on the farms and in the rural 
sections, but it is incumbent upon us to try to make that 
rural life as attractive as possible. In this amendment we 
have an opportunity to do that. I hope the amendment will 
prevail. And thereby this $10,000,000 additional appropria- 
tion will be made available to the Rural Electrification Ad- 
ministration to carry out these projects already started as 
well as to approve and construct additional ones, 
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Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, in the language of the gentleman who faced 
the firing squad, “We who are about to die salute ycu.” 
Everybody has spoken for this amendment, and I do not know 
who is left here to vote against it. Two of my House con- 
ferees who signed the conference report further insisting on 
the House disagreement to the Senate amendment have made 
speeches against me, and here I am left with the flag. The 
Good Book states, “Join not the multitude to do evil,” so I 
guess I will carry the flag and let you roll over the top of me, 
but I am prompted to make just one or two observations as 
you go over. 

My good friend the gentleman from Washington asked 
what he said was a very pointed question of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, who was speaking against this increase 
of only $10,000,000 in the Budget estimate. He said, “Are 
you for or against rural electrification—just say that?” Of 
course, the inference was that if you are for rural electrifica- 
tion you would vote for this, and if you are against it you 
would vote against the motion. This is the same sort of in- 
ference as if you are for peace you will vote for all disarma- 
ment. By the same process of thinking, if you are not in 
favor of permitting your good wife to go up to Garfinckel’s 
and buy clothes you favor nudism. 

I am for rural electrification. I have in my district farm- 
ers who profit by it, and I believe the Rural Electrification 
Administration has done a fine job. I weep on the shoulders 
of my farmers just as much as you do, and I am just as 
anxious to have them vote for me as the rest of my colleagues 
are anxious to have the votes of their farmers. But when 
you vote for this increase you increase the Budget deficit 
$10,000,000 and you throw this bill $10,000,000 more above 
the Budget estimates. Do not make any mistake about that. 
Just consider the price we are paying as we go along. The 
gentleman from Georgia says no question of the Budget is 
involved in this matter. There is a question of $10,000,000 
involved, because this $10,000,000 comes out of the Treasury 
of the United States and goes into the fund that is lent to 
the farmers. It figures in the Budget picture and throws it 
out of joint just $10,000,000. 

In this bill we provide $30,000,000 to be lent to the farmers 
of the country next year, $2,500,000 every month, for the 
advancement and the progress of this splendid activity among 
our rural population. The President of the United States, 
the Budget, and those in authority figured that was a rea- 
sonable way to go forward with the program. It is not at all 
a question of whether you are for or against the Rural Elec- 
trification Administration; it is a question of whether or not 
you are in favor of going along with the President when he 
tries to hold down the program to what he believes is within 
reasonable bounds. 

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield to the gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. PIERCE. Was it not the original intention that this 
expenditure should be $40,000,000 a year for 10 years? Was 
not this the original authorization? 

Mr. WOODRUM. The authorization provides that amount, 
but as my good friend very well knows, we frequently provide 
an authorization of amounts with the expenditure of which 
for some subsequent reason or because of some subsequent 
circumstances we do not feel the ability to go forward. It is 
the same in our personal affairs, for we may figure we will 
go to Europe next summer, but when the time comes to go 
the budget is out of balance and we put the trip off until 
next year or compromise by going over to Baltimore and 
back. 

Mr. IZAC. However, the amount of $30,000,000 was pro- 
vided in the Budget? 

Mr. WOODRUM. Thirty million dollars was provided in 
the Budget. The amount carried in the Senate amendment 
is over the Budget. If this appropriation is granted, it 
throws the Budget for this year further out of balance by 
$10,000,000. 
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Mr. JENEINS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? I want to ask him a general question, to which he 
can give a general answer. 

What are the facts with reference to how the farmers are 
paying back this money? 

Mr. WOODRUM. They are paying it back very well. 
This is a splendid, fine thing to do, and there is no question 
about the merit of it. If we are going to give the Rural 
Electrification Administration $40,000,000, why not give them 
$100,000,000? Forty million dollars will not come any nearer 
meeting the demand for these loans than will $30,000,000. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question on the motion. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. HEALEY). The question 
is on the preferential motion offered by the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. Starnes] to recede and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Wooprum) there were—ayes 90, noes 26. 

So the motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
next amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 24: On page 42, after line 11, insert a 
colon and the following: “Provided further, That none of the 
funds herein appropriated under the heading ‘Social Security 
Board’ shall be used to pay the salary of any expert or attorney 
receiving compensation of $5,000 or more per annum unless and 
until such expert or attorney shall be appointed by the President, 
by and with the advice and consent of the Senate.” 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
insist on its disagreement to Senate amendment No. 24. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Wooprum moves that the House insist on i en 
to Senate amendment No. 24. . eee 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that amendment No. 37, on page 68 of the bill, known as 
the McKellar amendment, which involves the same proposi- 
tion, be considered in connection with the amendment which 
has just been reported. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOODRUM. And the motion on that, Mr. Speaker, 
is that the House further insist on its disagreement to the 
Senate amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 34: Page 68, after line 12, insert: 

“Sec. 6. No part of any appropriation contained in this act or 
authorized hereby to be expended shall be used to pay the com- 
pensation of any experts or attorneys under any independent 
establishment, except the Tennessee Valley Authority, of the Goy- 
ernment of the United States (except persons now in the employ 
of the Government and persons heretofore or hereafter appointed 
under the civil-service laws), the rate of which is $5,000 or more 


per annum, who shall not have been appointed by the President, 
by and with the advice and consent of the Senate.” 


The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Wooprum moves that the House insist on its disagreement to 
Senate amendments No. 24 and No. 37. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, these two amendments 
which are being considered together are amendment No. 24 
on page 42 of the bill and amendment No. 37, on page 68 of 
the bill, involving the same proposition, namely, the right of 
the Senate to confirm all positions not under civil service, 
the compensation of which is $5,000 and over. 

You will recall that last year in the independent offices 
appropriation bill the provision which is embodied in amend- 
ment No. 24, and only applies to the Social Security Board, 
gave the Senate the right to confirm all appointments to 
positions paying $5,000 and over. The history of that is 
that the conferees were in disagreement with the repre- 
sentatives of the other body for weeks over that amendment, 
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the House insisting upon its disagreement to the Senate 
amendment. 

The representatives of the Senate insisted that the Social 
Security Board had employed a great many attorneys, 
Specialists, and experts that did not have civil-service status, 
and that they had been employed by the Social Security 
Board without any legislative or Executive confirmation, and 
that these attorneys and experts should be required to be 
appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate. 
We resisted as long as we could, and then had to yield to 
the Senate on that amendment, and that provision was 
written into law. 

It is interesting to look back upon what happened. Every 
one of these attorneys and experts who had been employed 
by the Social Security Board was appointed by the President 
and every last one of them was confirmed by the Senate. 
So the only possible net result of that procedure was that 
instead of having experts and attorneys in the Social 
Security Board who were more or less free of political pres- 
sure and influence, all of them had to secure congressional 
approval. 

Then the so-called McKellar amendment, which is carried 
on page 68 of the bill, undertakes to write this principle into 
the law and make it applicable to all of the departments 
appropriated for in this bill. 

If this amendment stays in the bill, every person who is 
appointed to a position in the Federal Government paying 
$5,000 or more, not under civil service, must be confirmed 
by the other body. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that this is a far-reaching 
proposition and involves a fundamental principle; and I 
wish to express the very earnest hope that the House will 
stand by the House conferees who, in this instance, are 
unanimous and insistent. 

Mr. DIES. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield. 

Mr. DIES. Will the gentleman tell me what is the pur- 
pose of that amendment? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I have just tried to explain that to my 
friend. 

Mr. DIES. I am not talking about the declared purpose, 
but what is the real purpose? ‘ 

Mr. WOODRUM. I think the real purpose is to require 
people who get positions paying $5,000 or more to secure 
the approval of the Members of the other legislative body. 

Mr. DIES. The gentleman does not believe that the de- 
feat of this amendment will in any wise change the present 
lack of power on the part of Members of the House to have 
anything to say about these appointments? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I think, perhaps, under certain circum- 
stances, perhaps some unusually active and fortunate 
Member of the House might snag a job [applause], but with 
this provision in there I know he would not be able to do so. 
That is the difference. 

But that is not the question. It is not a question of po- 
litical patronage. If there were any merit in that propo- 
sition it is not apparent, for when the 200-odd attorneys and 
experts employed by the Social Security Board had to run 
the gamut of the Senate confirmation, not a living one was 
turned down, which really served to vindicate the care and 
supervision the officers of that great organization had 
used in employing their personnel. After all, however, they 
had to go and get this confirmation, and many of those 
men are not politicians, they know nothing about politics, 
but are scientists, experts. Nevertheless, they had to go and 
get the political endorsement. 

Mr. VOORHIS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOODRUM. Yes. 

Mr. VOORHIS. I agree 100 percent with what the gen- 
tleman is saying, and rise to thank him for the presentation 
that he is making. 

Mr. WOODRUM. I thank the gentleman very much for 
that. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOODRUM. Yes. 
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Mr. GIFFORD. But every little postmaster in the country 
has to be confirmed by the Senate. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Yes. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Does the gentleman approve of that? 

Mr. WOODRUM. That is entirely aside from the point. 
They are under civil service. They go through the form 
of a civil-service examination, and as the gentleman knows 
we have very much more restricted that right of confirma- 
tion by requiring the first eligible name to be certified. 

Mr. GIFFORD. And if the President should get his six 
additional secretaries at $10,000 each a year, they will be 
subjected to this approval. 

Mr. WOODRUM. I think the law provides that; yes. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOODRUM. Yes. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. It is gratifying to the Members of the 
House to know that the conferees of the House have not 
yielded to the Senate on this point, and the gentleman is 
merely asking us to back him up. 

Mr. WOODRUM. It is more or less a vote of confidence. 

I reserve the remainder of my time and yield 5 minutes 
to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. COCHRAN]. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I have continually opposed 
every effort upon the part of the Senate or on the part of 
Members of this House to place amendments in bills which 
would send us back to the old spoils system rather than to 
broaden civil service. We promised in our platform to im- 
prove the merit system. I am one who believes in keeping a 
pledge. 

I think the propositions we are about to vote upon right 
now are just about as vicious as any that could be added to 
an appropriation bill. It means, if this continues, eventually 
the Senate, having suggested the names of all those who 
receive salaries of $5,000 and over, one branch of the legisla- 
tive establishment will be controlling the executive branch 
of the Government. The President is responsible for the 
conduct of the executive branch of the Government, and if 
we are to continue to tie his hands by such amendments as 
this, how can we hold him to account for a proper steward- 
ship? How would we like it if there were some provision 
of law that enabled the executive branch of the Government, 
or some official in the executive branch of the Government, 
to tell us whom we could and whom we could not appoint 
to a position in the legislative branch? 

I know many Members of the House feel they owe obliga- 
tions to constituents, and would like to secure them positions, 
but the fact is, under this amendment, the men who are going 
to hold the key positions, and that is exactly what they are, 
the positions paying $5,000 and over, are not going to pay any 
attention to Members of the House if they are seeking any 
patronage. They are in a position to say, What do I owe the 
Members of the House? He or she is not responsible for my 
position; it is the Senators to whom I owe my job, and what- 
ever I have to give away in the matter of patronage will go 
to the Senators and not to the Members of the House. So, if 
the House agrees to the Senate amendment, you are simply 
taking away from yourselves whatever influence you might 
have at the present, if you have any. But, aside from that, it 
is the principle that is involved. This administration has been 
repeatedly attacked because too many positions go under the 
spoils system rather than the merit system. I have voted time 
after time to place the positions in the emergency offices under 
the civil service. I know that if they are there placed under 
the civil service the people I represent can take the examina- 
tions, and they are willing to take their chances with others. 
I am sure that they will get their share of the positions 
through the civil-service system if they are given an oppor- 
tunity to secure appointments in that way. 

I repeat, this is a vicious amendment; it is a vicious prac- 
tice, and we should, by a roll call today, not by a voice vote 
or by a standing vote, serve notice on the Senate that from 
now on the House of Representatives is not going to agree to 
any such provision as we find placed in this bill. [Applause.] 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. MAVERICK]. 


1938 


IN THIS SENATE TO CONTROL EVERYTHING? 


Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Speaker, in discussing this matter 
of appointments by the President, to be approved by the 
Senate, I know that the House already agreed to this and 
that what I say is more or less surplusage. At the same 
time, I rise today for the purpose of giving as much en- 
couragement as I can to our committee in order that they 
may stay with the position they have taken to the very last 
ditch. 

Let me tell you one thing that happened. A certain Mem- 
ber of the House—I shall not mention his name—had a bunch 
of personal enemies on the pay roll of a certain department. 
He went to that department and said, “What about this?” 
He was told that those jobs are controlled by the Senate. 

I am looking at it from a somewhat practical viewpoint; it 
is this—that the Senate is gradually taking all the power of 
the two legislative branches of Government. Why should we 
become a sort of footstool of the Senate; why should we be 
a door mat of the Senate? And it gets worse and worse all 
the time. 

There is a constantly receding power of the House of 
Representatives. I think we ought to develop some feeling 
about this thing; I think we ought to get sore about it, be- 
cause the House of Representatives is getting to be a group 
of messenger boys that only answers letters. 

All of the power is going to the Senate. 

CIVIL SERVICE BREAKS DOWN; IS IMPRACTICABLE 

This thing is bad from several viewpoints. One is that it 
is beginning to break down decent civil service. If there is 
such a thing as civil service we would like to have it for 
selfish reasons if for no other, because then we would not 
have people worrying us about jobs and we would have 
decent, independent people on the pay roll, neither enemies 
nor friends. 

This amendment of Senator McKELLAR is particularly bad 
because it reads “at the rate of $5,000.” This means that 
if one of the departments or bureaus wants the services of an 
expert for 3 days he has got to be appointed by the President 
and approved by the Senate. It puts all the power in the 
Senate. 

I know everybody is going to follow the committee on this, 
but let us remember this thing and stay by it so that we shall 
be known as the House of Representatives and not the “House 
of Messenger Boys.” 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GIFFORD]. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Speaker, even though I shall make a 
few remarks, perhaps favorable to the views of the Senate, 
I shall support the chairman of the committee. 

There must be a reason, must there not, for the Senate 
insisting on this amendment? Is it possible we want the 
Executive to make these important appointments without 
any curb or restraint? Have we not deservedly brought 
upon ourselves the opinion of the country that we were “rub- 
ber stamps” and that the Senate has saved the situation on 
several recent notable occasions? 

Certainly we do insist in limiting the Executive in the 
expenditure of money. We of this Chamber are supposed to 
exercise that power. Of late, has not the Senate had reason 
to suspect that the power of the Executive in selection is 
reaching too deeply into intimate family appointments and 
that it might be well continued to a degree that would not be 
good for the country? 

I suggested a moment ago that six new assistants to the 
President are to be provided at $10,000 a year. Whom has 
he already selected, and it may well be pondered as to the 
future selection of intimates? 

There has, I am sure, been great need in at least one 
branch of this Congress to use the power of confirmation in 
many questionable appointments. Have they not reason to 
feel they should exercise that right at this particular time 
when there deservedly seems to be a suspicion that the Chief 
Executive may plant in the White House those of a char- 
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acter so close to him and of the “rubber stamp” variety that 
the best interests of the country might well be jeopardized? 
One son is already installed. We read that 150 calls a day 
are made, largely from Congressmen, in realization that he 
has the ear of the President at all times. Do you want to 
increase this family control? I am simply bringing to your 
consideration the thought that there may be a reason in the 
minds of Members of the other branch who have already 
had to come to the rescue of the country to curb the over- 
powering ambition of the Executive. We have brought upon 
ourselves this lessening of our esteem by our docile “rubber 
stamp” attitude. 

However, having brought this to your attention and having 
tried to show you that the other branch is not acting en- 
tirely without reason, and that there may be some patriotism 
involved in their view, I will support the committee, who 
seem unanimous. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell. ] 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. O’Connor]. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
matter which has been before the House several times. To 
my mind, it raises the question of the dignity of this body. 
I do not believe that in any business, whether it be a part- 
nership or a corporation, the executive or head should not 
be permitted to appoint the responsible heads of depart- 
ments; but beyond that I have always felt that this body 
should never have an inferiority complex and yield to an- 
other body in the matter of the confirmation of such ap- 
pointments. I have always felt if it could be worked out 
practically, that if there must be confirmation of appoint- 
ments that this body, the House of Representatives, is just 
as much interested in it as another body. 

I believe this question now before us is a vital issue in 
our parliamentary system. I do not believe that we should 
surrender solely to another body the right to say who shall 
be the heads of bureaus or administrative agencies or other 
employees of the Government. The Executive should have 
sole appointing power and both Houses of Congress should 
confirm. I think it is more important in these days when 
Congress is so unjustly criticized in some quarters that we 
vote down this proposal that all these appointees must be 
confirmed by another body than it is that we pass even the 
entire bill. I hope the House of Representatives will rise to 
its own dignity and say to another body and to the country 
that we will not place in another body the sole confirmation 
of appointees in our various departments. 

Mr. SADOWSKI. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. SADOWSKI. If it is so that we should not condemn 
the Senate for reserving to itself the right of confirmation, 
why do we not ask for the same right on behalf of the 
House? 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Of course, I appreciate the 
practical difficulties of having this body confirm appointees. 

Mr. SADOWSKI. Why condemn the Senate for main- 
taining a right that is theirs? 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. I am not condemning the 
other body, but selfishness is a trait of human nature. 
People want for themselves what they would not yield to 
others. 

(Here the gavel fell] 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman 1 
additional minute. 

Mr. PEARSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield to the gentleman from Tennes- 
see. 
Mr. PEARSON. I was wondering if the gentleman had 
read carefully the language of the proposed amendment. 
This amendment does not provide that the appointment 
shall only be made upon confirmation of the Senate, but 
contains a further provision that they shall be appointed by 
the President and approved by the Senate, which would 
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mean in the absence of such provision that a departmental 

head could appoint attorneys and fill other responsible posi- 

tions which carry a salary of $5,000 or more without the 

consent of anybody, not excluding the President of the 

United States. 

aoe O’CONNOR of New York. I do not agree entirely with 
t. 

Mr. PEARSON. That is the language of the proposed 
amendment. 

Mr. O' CON NOR of New York. I believe the President 
should make the appointments of heads of departments, bu- 
reaus, agencies, and so forth, the same as the president of 
a corporation or the head of a business, but I would be will- 
ing that such heads appoint their subordinates, although I 
know that position is not presently politically popular. What 
I object to is having the whip hand in the other body, or 
even in this body by itself, to dictate who shall be the 
appointee. 

{Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, we sometimes strike an 
attitude on a proposition that comes before this body and 
I think we do so instinctively, knowing it is the proper atti- 
tude without being able to implement that attitude with 
good reason. I think since the McKellar amendment is pend- 
ing in this body we ought to examine that a little bit from the 
factual standpoint. 

First, we ought to be mindful of the fact that there are 
some 1,000,000 employees in the Government service and that 
the annual pay roll is about $1,500,000,000 a year. Approxi- 
mately 850,000 of those are in the executive branch and by and 
large they constitute the crew and the petty officers who work 
on the deck of the ship of state. That crew and those petty 
officers in a certain sense help to direct the expenditure of 
seven or eight billion dollars a year. It seems to me the Rep- 
resentatives of the people, and the people themselves as 
‘shareholders in this Government, have some interest in the 
qualifications and the merit of those who are helping to 
expend this tremendous sum of money. 

Out of the eight-hundred-and-fifty-thousand-odd who are 
on the executive pay roll, there are still 310,000 or 315,000 who 
are not on the classified list. Time and time again bills have 
come into this body for consideration with the language that 
is so familiar, “Notwithstanding the provisions in the Civil 
Service or Classification Act the employees hereunder shall be 
appointed.” 

This has been going on for a number of years. Little by 
little we have been making inroads into the merit system and 
the civil-service system. The pending amendment that is 
proposed on the other side of the Capitol is nothing more 
than an effort to augment what has been going on for a 
long time in torpedoing the merit system. 

It is said that the civil-service system is rather sloppy; 
that it is a kind of sloppy bureaucracy in itself. There may 
be some basis for argument along that line, but, as a matter 
of fact, if that charge is true, it can be laid on the doorstep 
of Congress and no other place. We appropriate approxi- 
mately two and a half million dollars for the personnel and 
the activities of the Civil Service Commission. 

Let me recite from the record how their work has grown 
by leaps and bounds since 1918. In 1918 they examined 
617,894 persons. In 1920, after the war hysteria was over 
and demobilization began, the examinations dropped to 325,- 
270. But in 1937 it increased to 843,887. That is about a 
300 or 350 percent increase, and yet we let them go on with 
niggardly appropriations, and then if they do not do an 
efficient and efficacious job we refer to them as an inefficient 
agency of the Government, when, as a matter of fact, the 
charge ought to be laid right here. Instead of two and a 
half million dollars, they ought to have $7,000,000 a year. Go 
into any large industrial enterprise in the country and find 
out what they pay for personnel expenditure and to maintain 
a decent and efficient organization. What we expend to run 
the biggest business on the face of the earth is comparatively 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


MARCH 22 


a mere drop in the bucket. When they charge the Civil 
Service Commission with doing an inefficient job, you, as 
Members of this body, have some responsibility. You must 
take your share of responsibility. Until we implement that 
agency with the necessary funds to do an efficient job, I 
suggest that we throw no brickbats at them. 

Getting back for a moment to the pending amendment, it 
is more than the diginity of the House of Representatives 
that is involved. First of all, I have it on fair authority that 
there are at least 1,000 or more select jobs in this Govern- 
ment involved herein. Does anybody want to put himself in 
the position of laying a thousand choice jobs on a platter 
and extending it to the other coordinate body, saying, “All 
right, you take these jobs?” There may be more. 

This may be translated into dollars and cents. You may 
say that each Senator may get $50,000 worth of jobs. Well, 
that is one thing, and it is probably selfish to say we do not 
want them to have all those jobs, but it goes further than 
that. The minute they confirm some expert or attorney in 
a $5,000 job, his flexibility is destroyed. If they try to shift 
him to other functions, there has to be reconfirmation by the 
Senate, as I understand it. So over, over, and over again 
the responsibility and the authority will be on the other side 
of the Capitol, not only to confirm but to reconfirm. 

I submit when we have an able man in one of the depart- 
ments and the boss wants to transfer him to other duties 
and other chores, we should not let this kind of a thing stand 
in the way. It is one of the best arguments why the House 
should never yield to the senatorial proposal. 

Then it goes even further than that. Suppose some expert 
or attorney has managed to file an application and be 
favorably considered for a job in some agency that may 
involve an investigation of one of the Senators? How far 
is he going to get with confirmation? He is going to get 
only so far as popularity with the Members of the other 
branch will carry him, and not one bit further. So this 
is not only a matter of preserving the dignity of this body 
but there is a danger element involved here from the stand- 
point of the national welfare and good government. There- 
fore, I need not seek to persuade the House that the thing 
to do is to insist upon the House position. Merely to im- 
plement your knowledge, I give you some reason why we 
ought to take that position. 

Unfortunately, last year through circumstance we receded 
insofar as the Social Security Board is concerned. There 
is no need to go over that controversy again. There was 
considerable vehemence and considerable heat and anger in 
the conference committee, and we finally receded. Now we 
are asked to go the whole hog. In effect, they say, “Since 
in 1937 you gave us authority to confirm the $5,000 jobs 
in the Social Security Board, now we ask the House for 
power to confirm all $5,000 jobs for attorneys and experts 
everywhere in the Government, with a few exceptions.” 
This is the very basis of the amendment that is offered. If 
we have any interest in the preservation of the merit system 
and in good government, the amendment will be voted down. 

Then, too, concurring in the Senate amendment will set 
a precedent. Suppose the Senate were given that authority 
with respect to $5,000 positions. They might come back 
next year and lower the ante and say, “We will make it 
$4,000,” and the next year come back and say, “We will 
make it $3,600.” So in a little while all the merit system 
will have gone out of this great democracy and they on the 
other side will become the great autocratic confirming body. 
This in itself is an indication of the danger that lurks in an 
amendment of this kind. 

Mr. KITCHENS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentleman from Arkansas, 

Mr. KITCHENS. The logical result of this proposal would 
be to turn over the selection of personnel for all these posi- 
tions to the other body. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The amendment speaks for itself in that 
respect. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 
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Mr. BOILEAU. In the event the Senate should confirm 
an appointment, what right would the head of a department 
have to discharge such an employee? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Frankly, I do not know, but it would in- 
volve the equation of personal popularity. It would run all 
through the Government, and that would be the end of 50 
years of effort in building up the merit principle in this 
country. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I am just wondering if any head of a 
department would have a right to discharge a disloyal or 
incompetent employee after the Senate had confirmed him. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Assuming he did have the right, to what 
extent would he be a free agent in exercising that right if 
his position depended on senatorial popularity. Let us stand 
by the House position with vigor and determination. Let 
us as time goes on supply the Civil Service Commission with 
ample funds to do a proper job, and the question of ability, 
merit, and capacity for the tasks of government will be on 
the way to solution. é 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. SADOWSKI]. 

Mr. SADOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Illi- 
nois has glorified and praised the Civil Service Commission. 
I do not desire to disagree with the gentleman, but I do want 
to point out that the law expressly provides the Civil Service 
Commission shall distribute these positions on a pro rata 
basis among the various States. I may also point out that 
my State of Michigan has received only 35 percent of the 
positions to which it is entitled under this quota under the 
law as passed by the Congress. It is fine to come down here 
and sing the glories of the Civil Service Commission, but here 
is a law they are violating and have violated for years, under 
Democratic and Republican administrations, and no one has 
the courage to come down here and criticize the Civil Service 
Commission for it. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SADOWSKI. No; I have only 2 minutes. 

May I say further that I commend the Senate for the 
action it has taken here. I believe the House ought to stand 
back of the Senate. If anything, let us have the courage to 
stand up here and demand for the House of Representatives 
the same right the Senate demands. Certainly the people of 
the United States have confidence in the Congress, and have 
confidence in the Members of the House and of the Senate. 
When you let a lot of these bureaucrats run loose here so a 
Member of Congress cannot go down to a department and 
intercede for his people when they have problems that are 
most urgent and most important, and when a Member can- 
not receive civil treatment from these bureaus, it is high time 
people holding important positions were confirmed by the 
Senate and by the House of Representatives jointly. Why 
condemn the Members of the Senate because they insist on 
reserving that right to themselves? Rather we should con- 
demn the House for not insisting on retaining that right for 
itself as well. 

[Here the gavel fell. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. RAMSPECK]. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. SapowsKI] is not very well informed about 
the so-called quota system or he would not have made the 
statement he has just made, that the civil service is violat- 
ing that law. In the first place, the positions that come 
under this quota law are only a portion of those in the city 
of Washington in the departmental service. The quota sys- 
tem got out of balance during the World War and the Com- 
mission has been doing its best to bring it back in line since 
that time. 

Mr. SADOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. The gentleman would not yield to me, 
and I am not going to give him any of my time. 

Mr. SADOWSKI. I had only 2 minutes. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. The gentleman should study the law. 

Mr. SADOWSKI. I have studied it. 
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Mr. RAMSPECEK. If he will do so, he will find out to 
what it refers. Of course, the Commission is enforcing the 
law. If the gentleman will study the records under the 
quota system he will see that all of the States are gradually 
coming up to their quota, and the District of Columbia, 
Maryland, and Virginia have all gone down. 

Mr. SADOWSKI. The State of Michigan has not in- 
creased 1 percent. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I decline to yield to the gentleman. 

I am opposed to the Senate amendments not because they 
directly affect the Civil Service Commission, because they 
do not, although the original proposal made in the Senate 


would have included positions under civil service and would 


have effected 23,000 jobs in the Government service. 

I estimate that perhaps the present provision, I may say 
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], will include at 
least 10,000 positions in the Government service instead of 
the 1,000 the gentleman referred to. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I may say to the gentleman that no can- 
vass has been made, and so they made a minimum estimate 
and stated that it might be a good deal more. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I think it would run considerably more 
than that, because I find that the salaries in these agencies 
that are not under civil service run considerably higher at the 
top than they do in the civil-service agencies, and it was esti- 
mated that 23,000 would be included in the original McKellar 
amendment, which included civil-service employees as well as 
those outside. If you study the history of the Constitutional 
Convention you will find that our forefathers set up a Gov- 
ernment of three coordinate branches—the legislative, the 
executive, and the judicial—and they did not intend that 
either should control the other; but they did, as a check, put 
in the hands of the United States Senate the right to con- 
firm judicial appointments and Cabinet members and such 
other positions as were of a policy-forming nature. This au- 
thority has been extended from time to time by the Senate, 
and now they are attempting to go even further, to the point 
where they will control positions that cannot, by any stretch 
of the imagination, be called policy-determining positions. 

I agree with some of the statements that have been made 
here this afternoon that this matter has a lot to do with 
Politics. As a matter of fact, I would like to discuss with 
you a minute or two some practical political effects that this 
policy will have. 

We have in our States directors of the Public Works 
Administration and of the W. P. A., and these men say where 
the money is to be spent that the Congress has been dumping 
into the hands of these agencies by lump-sum appropria- 
tion, and if you permit the heads of these agencies to be 
appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate, you 
know that the Senators are going to control the projects in 
your States as well as the jobs. 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I yield. 

Mr. HOOK. Does not the gentleman know that if they 
get 1 of over 85,000 they are now confirmed by the 
Senate? 

Mr. RAMSPECRK. Exactly, and that is what I am object- 
ing to, and if there is a conflict of interest between the gen- 
tleman and his Senator, you know who is going to win out. 

Mr. HOOK. That is what is done now. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. Yes; but we do not want it continued. 
We want to stop it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. To follow the contention made by the 
gentleman from Michigan that the House ought to share in 
this right to confirm, that simply doubles the evil and, as a 
matter of fact, gives two bodies a chance to get their hands 
into it instead of having the merit system. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I agree with the gentleman. It takes 
away from the agency the right to control the personnel, 
and I may say to the gentleman from Illinois that since 
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these appointments are to be made by the President and 
confirmed by the Senate, they can only be removed by 
the President. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I yield. 

Mr. BOILEAU. In the event the President should deem 
it necessary to fill a vacancy in an important position while 
the Senate was not in session, and in view of the fact 
this is a restriction upon the expenditure of the appropria- 
tion, I am of the opinion, and I would like to ask the gen- 
tleman if he agrees with me, that such a person could not be 
paid until his appointment was confirmed by the Senate. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I presume the same rule would apply. 
that applies to judges and appointments to other positions 
that are required to be confirmed by the Senate, although 
I have not looked into that question. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I think there is a distinction here, be- 
cause this is a limitation upon the expenditure of the money 
herein appropriated. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. The gentleman may be correct about 
that. 

Mr. SADOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I now yield to the gentleman from 
Michigan. 

Mr. SADOWSKI. Does not the gentleman feel that if 
these bureaucrats are confirmed by the Senate, when a 
Member of Congress goes to one of these bureaus and does 
not receive civil treatment, he has the right of appeal to 
the Senator and can tell him that the man he confirmed is 
not rendering good service to the public and is not accord- 
ing good treatment to those who come in contact with him, 
but how would you appeal now when you go before one of 
these departments and do not receive civil treatment? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I do not believe this method will get 
what the gentleman wants, and I will say very frankly if his 
experience has been the same as mine, the Senators are not 
interested in our problems. They are looking after them- 
selves, and if we are not going to have a merit system witn 
respect to these appointments, I am not willing to turn over 
the control of these jobs to the United States Senate. I do 
not believe in such a system. I believe in the merit system, 
but if we are not to have a merit system and if they are to be 
under patronage, why should the House of Representatives 
let the Senate contro] these appointments and thereby control 
the personnel all the way down the line, and in this way con- 
trol the projects that are to be started in the various districts? 
Any Senator under this sort of law could destroy any Mem- 
ber of the House that he might have a grievance against, and 
I think it is a bad policy for us, a bad policy for the country, 
and we ought not to permit it. We ought not to let the Senate 
get away with it. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. Les. 5 

Mr. COCHRAN. Is it not a fact that if there is one Gov- 
ernment agency that should be free from the spoils system it 
is the Social Security Board? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I agree with the gentleman, I think 
the experience of the State of Oklahoma illustrates the fact 
that you cannot operate a system that gives away money 
without the merit system, unless you expect to get into trouble 
about it. I think it is most important that we keep the 
Social Security System as free from politics as can be done 
with any human agency. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. Yes. 

Mr. McFARLANE. I wonder what the gentleman’s views 
are on really revising the civil-service system, to make it 
function as such, so that periodically everybody in the civil 
service would be examined to determine their efficiency to 
the end that we would know that we have qualified people 
instead of a lot of people who have become inefficient. 

Mr. RAMSPECE, I do not agree with the gentleman that 
we have a lot of inefficient people in there now. 

Mr. McFARLANE. I think we have. 
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Mr. RAMSPECK. I am just as much interested as the 
gentleman in improving the civil service, but when Con- 
gress starves that agency and when Congress refuses to give it 
support, and it has its back to the wall fighting for its very 
existence, you cannot have much time for improving it, and 
that has been the situation since I have been a Member of 
Congress. I am in favor of improving it, but we cannot 
do that while it is being starved by Congress. 

Mr. McFARLANE. What legislation has the gentleman’s 
committee brought in along that line of keeping the effi- 
ciency of the civil service up to the right standard in that 
regard? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. It is not necessary in my judgment to 
have any legislation. The Civil Service Commission has now 
on the President’s desk a request for rules putting into effect 
a promotion system by examination, but they cannot get the 
money to put it into effect. They have also asked for a 
system of transfers. 

Mr. McFARLANE. From what department of the Govern- 
ment have they requested the money? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. From the Budget. 

Mr. McFARLANE. That is the President’s check upon us 
and the departments. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. That is all right, but Congress has not 
even given them what the Budget recommended. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Then, do not put it on the Appropria- 
tions Committee. 

Mr. RAMSPECK.. In this very bill the Senate cut down 
the appropriation the House made for that agency, and that 
is where your trouble is. This does not involve the question 
of civil service, however; it involves the question of the 
policy of the Government and the rights of the House of 
Representatives, and I agree with the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. O'Connor] that we ought to maintain our dig- 
nity. The forefathers who wrote our Constitution discussed 
this body as the first House and the other body as the second 
House, and yet we have permitted the opinion to grow up in 
this country that we are the inferior body, 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Georgia 
has expired. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN]. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I trust the motion of the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Wooprum] will prevail. I am 
one of those who has always felt that the two bodies of 
Congress should do everything within their power to have 
good feeling existing between the two bodies. I have never 
made a statement about the body at the other end of the 
Capitol or about an individual in it from this floor. I do 
say, however, that I think it would be much better for that 
good feeling that has always existed between the two Houses 
if this amendment is rejected. Many Members of the House 
think that we have gone as far as we can possibly go and 
maintain the respect that we think we should maintain for 
ourselves in yielding on matters similar to this, and I think 
that if we reject this amendment, or agree to the motion of 
the gentleman from Virginia, by a majority in this House, 
that will show itself to be positive, and no negation about it, 
the Senate will yield. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques- 
tion on my motion. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from Virginia. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Wooprum) there were—ayes 158, noes 10. 

So the motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend- 
ment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 26: Page 46, line 15, after the words 
“Hiwassee Dam”, insert “and for construction of a dam at or near 
Gilbertsville, Ky.” 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and con- 
cur in the Senate amendment. 
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The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from Virginia to recede and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, would it not be possible to 
consolidate this item and the next item and vote on them 
together? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I was about to make that request. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that amendments 
numbered 26 and 27, both of which relate to the Gilbertsville 
Dam, be considered en bloc and that one vote be taken on 
the two amendments. I further ask that time for the con- 
sideration of both amendments be limited to one hour and a 
half, to be equally divided and controlled between myself 
and the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
I notice in the statement of the managers on the part of 
the House that one of these amendments involves the ques- 
tion of the restoration of funds made by the Senate for 
chemical engineering research and for soil and fertilizer 
investigation. Which amendment is that, may I inquire of 
the gentleman from Virginia? 

Mr. WOODRUM. The funds, I may say to the gentleman 
from Georgia, are carried in amendment 27, and include the 
funds for the purpose about which the gentleman has just 
spoken, in addition to funds for beginning construction on 
the dam. There is no controversy so far as the chemical 
engineering research amendment is concerned. The contro- 
versy is over the money for the construction of the dam. 

Mr. TARVER. If the gentleman’s request be granted, 
anyone voting to disagree with amendment 26 would neces- 
sarily have to vote also to disagree with amendment 27, 
which has reference to the fertilizer investigation. 

Mr. WOODRUM. No; that does not follow. Amendment 
26 relates to the building of the dam at Gilbertsville, Ky. 
Amendment 27 carries the funds to which the gentleman has 
referred, and also the funds for the dam, so there is no way 
there could be any vote for or against the proposition. 

Mr. TARVER. A vote by the House on amendment 26 
would involve only the question of the Gilbertsville Dam. 

Mr. WOODRUM. The gentleman is correct. 

Mr. TARVER. A vote on amendment 27 would involve 
the other question to which I have made reference. Inas- 
much as the action we take on amendment No. 26 will be 
reflected in our action on amendment 27, I think the two 
propositions, Gilbertsville Dam and the soil and fertilizer 
investigation, ought not to be confused. For this reason I 
object to the request. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I modify my request to 
the extent of asking that amendments 26 and 27 be con- 
sidered together but voted on separately, and that time for 
debate on these two amendments be limited to one hour and 
a half. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia asks 
unanimous consent that amendments 26 and 27 be consid- 
ered en bloc but voted on separately, and that time for de- 
bate on these two amendments be limited to 1 hour and 30 
minutes, one-half to be controlled by himself and one-half 
to be controlled by the gentleman from New York. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report Senate amendment 
No. 27. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 27: Strike out 
840,000,000.“ 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia is recog- 
nized for 45 minutes. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 5 minutes, 

Mr. Speaker, I shall take only 5 minutes in introducing 
this subject. Then I shall yield time to gentlemen more fa- 
miliar with the Tennessee Valley development and this 
project, and I am confident that before the hour and a half 
has been used the Members will be highly entertained as 
well as tremendously enlightened as to the merits and de- 
merits of the whole proposition. 


“$37,237,000” and insert 
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Mr. Speaker, when this item came from the Committee 
on Appropriations in the House we had deleted from the 
Budget estimates the language and the funds for begin- 
ning the construction of the Gilbertsville Dam. Let me 
make this clear, if I may. The Budget estimates contem- 
plated that something over $2,000,000 should be appropri- 
ated for beginning the construction of Gilbertsville Dam. 
The Committee on Appropriations backed by the judgment 
of the House finally left that fund out concluding, as I 
think we did, that regardless of the merit of the proposal it 
could wait for another year before construction began. The 
Senate reinserted the language and reinserted the funds, had 
hearings on the proposal and then appropriated over $2,000,- 
000 for next year’s work. The total project will be, as we 
are told, $112,000,000 or $115,000,000. 

Mr. PETTENGILL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield 
for a question? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield. 

Mr. PETTENGILL. Was the Senate action contrary to 
the recommendation of the Budget? 

Mr. WOODRUM. It is in accordance with the recom- 
mendations of the Budget. So if the appropriation is passed, 
it will be within Budget estimates. 

Now, may I reiterate what I said upon the floor of the 
House when I opposed putting the money in when the bill was 
in the House originally? Obviously the building of the Gil- 
bertsville Dam is one of the key projects of the Tennessee 
Valley development. Whether that was wise or unwise is 
beyond the point of discussion in debate at the present time. 
So far as I am concerned, I voted for it. I believe in the 
project; I believe it is a great development, and I voted for 
it and stand by that vote. I say, however, that we have 
passed that point. It is a fact, nonetheless, that the building 
of a dam of some sort at Gilbertsville or in that neighborhood 
is absolutely necessary for the proper rounding out of that 
great Tennessee Valley project. May I say further that not- 
withstanding any sort of internal difficulties, and there ap- 
pear to be many in the Tennessee Valley Authority, there is 
not now nor has there ever been any division of opinion 
among the three members of the Authority as to this particu- 
lar project. Commissioners Lilienthal and Dr. Harcourt 
Morgan are strongly in favor of Gilbertsville Dam, and Dr. 
Arthur Morgan, the Chairman of the Commission, is equally 
in favor of building Gilbertsville Dam. 

So, whatever may be the unseemly dissension going on in 
the Authority, I join with my colleagues in the hope and 
belief it will be speedily cleared up and washed out. It is a 
stench in the nostrils of the public and it ought to be cleaned 
up, whatever there is to it. I am confident the President 
intends to do that, whether by his own investigation or 
through a congressional investigation. 

The question of the Gilbertsville Dam is not involved in 
that discussion because there is no discord among the three 
directors in this respect. 

Mr. REECE of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield to the gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. REECE of Tennessee. As I understand it, navigation 
is one of the underlying purposes of the T. V. A. project. Is 
not the construction of the Gilbertsville Dam necessary for 
the development of navigation on the river? 

Mr. WOODRUM. It is necessary for that and equally nec- 
essary for flood-control purposes, because it is undoubtedly 
the greatest flood-control project in the whole Tennessee 
Valley development, according to the information that came 
to our committee, from the standpoint of storage of water and 
caring for water that comes down that great river and its 
tributaries, 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. JOHNSON]. ` 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I also yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
often take very much time on the floor of the House in useless 
debates and I wonder if I could by unanimous consent proceed 
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for 10 additional minutes on this important matter if I find 
it necessary? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I have control of the time on this side 
and if the gentleman wants additional time I think I can 
give it to him. 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. Mr. Speaker, to me this 
is one of the most serious problems that this Congress has 
to solve. We are all familiar with the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. The Tennessee River is the only stream in the 
United States that has been removed, by legislative author- 
ity, from the War Department and placed in the hands of 
& new set-up for development. I shall not go into that his- 
tory in detail. But I desire to call attention to some facts 
that I think we all should consider before we finally consent 
to building the Gilbertsville Dam. 

This river is about 600 miles long. At the present time it 
has three completed dams. These are generating more 
hydroelectric power than can possibly be consumed b fore 
1940. There are now under construction also four addi- 
tional dams. Regarding these may I read from a letter 
which I received from the Tennessee Valley Authority: 

As you will note, Wilson Dam was completed in 1935. It was 
turned over to the Authority by the War Department in 1936. 
Norris and Wheeler Dams were constructed by the Authority, being 
completed in 1936. Pickwick Landing and Guntersville Dam will 


be finished this year. It is expected that the Chickamauga Dam 
will be completed in 1939 and Hiawasse in 1940. 


Mr. Speaker, I want to emphasize here and now that I am 
not opposed at this moment, nor shall I be in the future, to 
the development of the Tennessee Valley and the Tennessee 
River. We have gone so far now with the development of 
that river that we cannot stop. We must develop the river 
as the original plan contemplated. 

Failure to build the dam at Gilbertsville will in no wise 
affect rural electrification. The evidence shows, Mr. Speaker, 
that the Gilbertsville Dam is primarily for flood-control pur- 
poses, and not for navigation. It is not feasible as a navi- 
gation proposition. The distance from this dam at the mouth 
of the Tennessee River to the first dam above it is 188 miles. 
The evidence proves conclusively that for navigation purposes 
you could build three or four low-level dams in that stretch 
which would fulfill all requirements at about one-third of the 
cost of Gilbertsville Dam. In addition, they would obviate the 
necessity of huge purchases of land, removal of towns, and 
relocation of highways and railroads. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. I yield to the gentleman 
fror Ohio. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Is the Gilbertsville Dam to be on 
the Tennessee River proper or on a tributary of that river? 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. It is near the mouth 
of the Tennessee River, about 8 miles from Paducah. 

We are told that it is to be for flood-control purposes. 
When they have no excuse, they always say it is for flood 
control. Then when they cannot use it for flood-control 
purposes, they tell us it is for navigation. Mr. Speaker, it is 
not for navigation or flood control either. This is nothing in 
the world but a hydroelectric project. You may call it what 
you please, but, after all, it is a hydroelectric proposition, 
pure and simple. 

Mr. DONDERO. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. DONDERO. Did not this dam begin at Aurora on the 
basis of $60,000,000, then was advanced to $95,000,000 at 
Gilbertsville and now has grown to $112,000,000? We do not 
know whether the end is yet in sight. 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. I agree that the end is 
not in sight. Mr. Speaker, the Government has spent on the 
Tennessee River nearly $750,000,000. We will have to spend 
on Gilbertsville and the surrounding country another 
$200,000,000 or $250,000,000 before we finish. There will be 
spent on the Tennessee River over $1,200,000,000 before the 
ultimate program is completed, including the proposed 
purchases of privately owned utilities. 

Mr. COOPER. Will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. I yield to the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. COOPER. As I understood the gentleman just now, he 
stated that this would not have any effect whatever on rural 
electrification. Did I understand him correctly? 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. As far as the Gilberts- 
ville Dam only is concerned. 

Mr. COOPER. The gentleman stated the dam is not for 
flood control and not for navigation but is for hydroelectric 
power. 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. I did say that, but that 
those who are anxious to construct it declare that it is purely 
for flood control. 

In my humble judgment, it is for producing hydroelectric 
power or anything else, just like the other T. V. A. dams. 

Mr. COOPER. If the dam is not for flood control, not for 
navigation, and not for producing hydroelectric power, what 
is it for? 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. I do not believe anybody 
really knows what it is for. I have never heard of a flood- 
control dam being erected at the mouth of a stream. They 
build them at the headwaters. 

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man yield for a question? 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. 
from Colorado. 

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. It could not be for both flood 
contro] and power. 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. That is absolutely true 
on the basis of expert testimony. 

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Certainly it is. If it is for 
flood control, they have to dam the water up when it comes 
and hold it there, and the rest of the time keep the basin 
empty. 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. I want you to recall I 
am from West Virginia, although my district is not a coal- 
bearing region. The rest of my State is coal bearing. I ask 
the representatives of coal States for help in this matter. 
If this trend continues the coal in the ground will not be 
worth a nickel, for it is proposed to enlarge not only this, 
but other similar projects. You can use coal only for power 
and heat. If you use hydroelectric projects to produce 
power and heat, what will become of coal? 

Mr. PETTENGILL. And the coal miners? 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. I am coming to them in 
a moment. 

If you destroy the coal mines in Pennsylvania, Ohio, West 
Virginia, Kentucky, Indiana, and Illinois, what becomes of 
those properties? 

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. I yield to the gentleman 
from Oregon. 

Mr. PIERCE. Is it not true all the hydroelectric develop- 
ment in the United States would furnish only a small per- 
centage of the electric power needed? 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. That is possibly true, 
although I do not know the exact percentage. It is in its 
earliest infancy. 

Mr. PIERCE. It is only a small percentage, and most of 
the power would still come from coal and oil. 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. Today; yes. But if they 
are going to destroy the coal, oil, and gas fields in my State 
and the others, what is going to become of the workers? 
The relief rolls will be boosted to that extent permanently, 
not temporarily. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. How many men are engaged in coal 
mining? 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. There are at least 
100,000 in my State alone. 

Mr. FULLER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. I yield to the gentleman 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. FULLER. The T. V. A. is producing down there now 
8 or 10 times more power than it can sell. What is the pur- 
pose of extending this project when they are already pro- 
ducing more power than they can sell? 


I yield to the gentleman 
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Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. I hope the gentleman 
will not insist that I answer. I may have my own individual 
feelings and thoughts about the matter, but I hesitate to 
express them at this time. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. I yield to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The cost of the product being equal 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. It is less than equal. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does not the gentleman believe power 
produced from coal has the same value as power produced 
from water? 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. The testimony is that 
a kilowatt of electricity can be produced cheaper from coal 
than from a hydroelectric project. 

{Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 additional min- 
utes to the gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. PIERCE and Mr. KNUTSON rose. 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. My time is limited, and 
I cannot yield. My mind is full of this thing and I want 
to get it out. I have shown you what is going to become 
of the coal in these coal-bearing States. I have shown you 
what is going to become of the miners.if this program is 
carried to conclusion. 

Why should we condemn this vast industry to death, 
starve its workers, and swell the taxpayer’s relief burden? 

If the Government really desires to produce cheap elec- 
tricity for the public, it should buy large fields in the coal- 
bearing States for this purpose just as it has done for T. V. A. 
and other hydroelectric projects. 

Production costs would be less and humanitarian bene- 
fits would be far wider. 

Mr. KLEBERG. How about gas? 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. I am coming to that. 
Where are the Members who have oil companies in their 
districts and who voted down a proposition to put a tax of 
25 to 50 cents a barrel on fuel oil? What becomes of fuel 
oil and gas if hydroelectric power replaces power, heat. and 
light produced by them? 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. What size dam is this that 
is going to damn both the coal and the oil industries? 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. I do not have time to 
answer that sort of a question. And now, what is going 
to become of the railroads? They are already facing bank- 
ruptey. Are you going to take away their right to carry 
coal from the mines to points of consumption while they are 
asking Government assistance during their present crisis? 
It will lead to Government ownership, because the greatest 
strength the railroads have is the transportation of coal. 
And what is going to become of the people who work for 
the railroads? 

Mr. CREAL. Perhaps we will run the power more cheaply 
on electric trolleys. 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. Not only that, but the 
Tennessee Valley Authority is doing worse. It is advertising 
all over the country at the expense of the Government for 
manufacturing plants to settle in that area. The T. V. A. 
boasts about cheap labor and cheap power. Those of you 
who have manufacturing plants should pause to think before 
voting for this gigantic undertaking. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. I would rather not yield. 

I am in favor of developing the Tennessee Valley, but at 
the right time. There are other projects for flood control 
at Paducah where this dam is located. Out of the total 
$24,877,000 voted by us in our appropriation bill last year, 
Paducah obtained over $1,000,000 for flood control. It seems 
to me a fair share at this time. 

One of the chief objections to building the Gilbertsville 
Dam and the reason the appropriation was not made last 
year was that T. V. A. engineers could not find a safe 
foundation for it. Recently, they said they had found a 
foundation of sufficient strength to carry it. But under the 
present circumstances I am not willing to take their word 
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for it. What we want is a report from the Army engineers 
as to the fitness and suitability of this location. 

Mr. Speaker, what would be the effect if this dam should 
be located and the foundations turn out to be insufficient, 
causing a break with all this vast water behind it? What 
would happen to the communities below if there should be 
such a catastrophe? 

Mr. Speaker, I have used about all of my time. To me it 
seems we would be making the greatest mistake on earth if 
we appropriated a cent for the Gilbertsville Dam at this par- 
ticular time. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. Yes. 

Mr. SHORT. We have already spent approximately $500,- 
000,000 in the Tennessee Valley alone. Does the gentleman 
think we would be warranted in spending $112,000,000 more 
when there are so many other parts of the country in need 
of such development? 

Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia. Not at this moment; no. 
CApplause.] 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. PEARSON]. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. Speaker, it is rather interesting to 
listen to the discussion on the floor of this House of people 
who avow themselves to be the friends of the farmers, of the 
consumers of electrical energy, and the friends of those who 
live in some sections of this country that have not been so 
well favored by Nature as other sections, and at the same 
time hear fall from the lips of those who proclaim so loudly 
their friendship for them, a most venomous attack against 
the one thing which would bring real benefits to those whose 
friendship they proclaim. 

The Tennessee Valley Authority, say what you will, is one 
of the greatest Government organizations ever visualized by 
the Congress of the United States, and if Congress in its wis- 
dom would permit the Tennessee Valley Authority to carry 
out, in a sensible way, the program which it has started, there 
would not be a Member on the floor of this House who, upon 
the completion of the program, would deny the fact that 
every dollar invested had been safely, soundly, and wisely 
invested in the Tennessee Valley territory. 

I only have 5 minutes and I realize I could not persuade 
anybody to change his mind or to vote this way or that, 
but in all frankness, let me say to you it is passing strange 
that the feeling of dissension which has existed in the direc- 
torate of the Tennessee Valley Authority almost since its 
creation is just now being brought to the light of day, at a 
time when the consummation of the program of the Tennes- 
see Valley Authority is about to blossom into fruition. 

I have the highest respect and regard for the three gen- 
tlemen who man and control the policies of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority. They are all honorable and high-class 
gentlemen, all experts in their line, yet it cannot appear as 
anything except strange, Mr. Speaker, when we realize that 
just as a three-man court has determined in the State of 
Tennessee that the Tennessee Valley Authority has the right 
to go ahead and complete the program which it has started, 
one of the directors of the Tennessee Valley Authority, who 
for 5 years has been a party to everything it has attempted 
to do, should step to the fore and say it is time to call a 
halt in the affairs of the Tennessee Valley Authority, and 
that it needs a thorough investigation, and yet proof of the 
charges upon which he would base his investigation is being 
withheld until, apparently, it can be held at the hands of 
partisans or avowed enemies of this great organization, who 
would destroy it. 

I live in the shadow of the Tennessee Valley Authority. 
I do not have to speak from hearsay about what it is doing 
for that country. I speak from first-hand, personal experi- 
ence and observation as to what it is doing, and it is bringing 
to these people social and economic benefits which they have 
never been privileged to enjoy before, and I hope the Mem- 
bers of this House who proclaim friendship for those who 
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have been denied these privileges so long will go along with 
this program and carry out a program which Congress has 
already authorized to be carried out. 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman 2 
additional minutes. 

Mr. PEARSON. Let me call your attention to the fact 
that a year ago Congress authorized the construction of a 
dam at Gilbertsville, Ky. It has already been authorized and 
what we are now discussing is an appropriation of $2,600,000 
to start carrying out what the Congress has already au- 
thorized. 

The directors themselves agree that this dam is neces- 
sary, and the entire unified program of the Tennessee River 
cannot be completed without the dam at Gilbertsville. We 
have already expended $500,000,000 on the river. Can we 
say, in all good judgment, that, having spent it, we will now 
junk it, we will scuttle it, we will not go on with the pro- 
gram; that we will stop where we are and lose the $500,000,000 
that we have already invested, or shall we move on to the 
completion of this program by authorizing one dam which 
constitutes the very key to the situation and through which 
we hope to derive full benefit of the money which has already 
been expended on the Tennessee River? 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PEARSON. Not now. I am sorry. This is a thing of 
such vital importance that I cannot refrain from making 
myself as earnest as is possible for me to be, because it is 
of such vital importance to the people who live on that river 
and to all the people of this Nation who are consumers of 
hydroelectric energy. {Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee has again expired. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I yield now to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DITTER]. 

Mr. DITTER. Mr. Speaker, the words that came from 
the distinguished gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. JOHN- 
son] on this Tennessee Valley Authority, challenges the 
attention of every man who has the interest of his own 
State and his own people at heart. 

It is gratifying and encouraging to hear such expressions 
of independence of thought coming from the majority side 
on this controversial matter. Apparently the spirit of the 
Declaration of Independence has been resurrected as some 
men see the subtle yet sinister signs of one-man government 
asserting themselves. The change is a most wholesome one. 
It is something the country has been hoping for, yes, even 
praying for, since the days that the odium of “rubber stamp” 
fastened itself with all of its shame upon an abject and 
subservient Congress, threatening as it did the complete 
collapse of representative government. More and more, we 
have seen this evidence of independence manifesting itself. 
New recruits are being added daily so that company of 
Democrats who insist that self-assertiveness rather than 
self-complacency measures the worth of men who cherish 
the traditions of freedom and who would safeguard the 
treasure of self-government. 

We are called upon today to pass on a most controversial 
subject—the proposed extension of the now rather notorious 
T. V. A. project. It is most fitting that this subject should 
come before the House at this time. The T. V. A. commands 
the attention of the country. There have been those who 
have been bold enough to suggest that this pet power project, 
disporting itself as a flood-control project, as a fertilizer 
project, and even as a national-defense project, should have 
the floodlight of public investigation turned upon it so that 
the rank and file of our people could know more about the 
real purpose of this colossal Federal investment. The sug- 
gestion for such an investigation does take courage, the more 
so since it comes not only from Republicans but from Demo- 
crats as well. Again, it should be noted, Mr. Speaker, that 
boldness alone could prompt men to call in question any ac- 
tivity that carries the blessing of this administration, which 
has sought at every turn to impress upon our people its pious 
purposes and the high-and-holy character of its mission. 
But it would appear from what we read in the press that the 
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T. V. A. has been more than a series of prayer meetings. The 
sanctimonious spirit of a more abundant life in the T. V. A. 
has had an admixture of such worldly and grossly material 
things as personal ambitions and individual profits, so that 
many of its heavenly attributes are turning out to be dust 
and clay. Without doubt this change has encouraged those 
who have made bold in their demands for an inquiry into 
the methods, purposes, and, one might even say, the machina- 
tions of this gigantic Federal power scheme. 

For some reason the effort to inquire into this intensely 
interesting question has been blocked. The reason for the 
objection to this inquiry is hard to fathom. One would as- 
sume that such an inquiry could supplement the highly spe- 
cialized propaganda program of the administration by 
emphasizing the virtues as well as the values of Government 
competition with private industry. Such an inquiry would 
enable those who seek to show how well and completely 
Government competition can destroy individual initiative 
and destroy private property to give a full and detailed ac- 
count of the methods to be pursued in reaching the objective 
which they advocate. But for some reason they desire to 
avoid these disclosures. Modesty at times is ill-becoming. 
Innocence is sweet when it is genuine. Both can appear 
grotesque under certain circumstances. I repeat, therefore, 
Mr. Speaker, that this matter of extending this colossal 
Federal power project by appropriating additional millions 
of dollars is a most timely one today. 

The request for this appropriation has not been justified 
in any way. Hazardous conditions are present which require 
extended study and scientific examination. Ordinary care 
compels such study and examination before launching into 
another capital investment of millions of dollars. Even if 
the general scheme of Government ownership of power- 
producing units, with its attendant aspects of a socialistic 
state, were desirable, this extension of generating electricity 
for a comparatively small section of the country at the 
expense of other sections cannot be justified without a care- 
ful scientific study of all the pertinent and material facts. 
This, Mr. Speaker, I submit has not been completed 
satisfactorily. 

Those of us who represent the Commonwealth of Penn- 
Sylvania are interested particularly in this proposed enlarge- 
ment of T. V. A. activities. Pennsylvania has a wealth of 
industrial life. It has been in the forefront of industry in the 
Nation for many years. Its factories, shops; and mills have 
provided the opportunity for employment for thousands of 
its citizens. During the last few years the welfare of these 
people, workers in all lines of industrial activity, has been 
threatened by an exodus of manufacturing life from our 
State. True it is, of course, that the heavy hand of the 
present Democratic administration in our State has been 
felt by its crushing taxation, but other factors have contrib- 
uted to drive from Pennsylvania many manufacturing con- 
cerns which for years had given employment to thousands 
of workers, leaving these people without any prospect of se- 
curing a livelihood. These people, in most cases, are home 
owners, people who prefer to remain in the surroundings to 
which they have become attached and who now find them- 
selves forced to move to other sections of the country where 
industries are locating. This T. V. A. project has been a 
factor in closing the mills of Pennsylvania and driving thou- 
sands of our people out of their fields of employment. 
Cheap power, distributed not on the basis of its cost of 
production but distributed to its consumers as a benefaction 
paid for by the other taxpayers of the country, is one of the 
inducements held out to manufacturers to leave Pennsyl- 
vania and locate in the area of this supposed flood control, 
fertilizer, national defense project, otherwise known as the 
T. V. A. I submit, Mr. Speaker, this program, together with 
other New Deal policies, has worked havoc on the industrial 
life of our State. I protest, Mr. Speaker, today on behalf of 
the thousands of workers, men and women of Pennsylvania, 
whose welfare—jobs, homes, happiness—is threatened by 
this unfair and inequitable competition in the power field. 
I protest, Mr. Speaker, that these men and women have a 
right to expect fair treatment. I urge the defeat of the 
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proposed enlargement of the T. V. A. and join with those 
who demand a searching inquiry into its management and 
operation. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. Bacon]. 

Mr. BACON. Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that this is a 
time when the Congress of the United States should stop, 
look, and listen. The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Woop- 
RUM] has referred to the row going on in the Tennessee Val- 
ley Authority. To say the least, the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority seems to most of us and to the general public to be 
demoralized. I believe that a fair joint congressional in- 
vestigation is necessary and is demanded by the public. I 
believe it will be made. I say I believe Congress will act, 
because I do not believe that the Congress will abdicate. 
Charges and countercharges have been hurled back and 
forth, and here we are about to appropriate money to start 
a new project, to be conducted by an authority which seems 
to be, to say the least, disorganized. Letters have come to 
me from citizens of Kentucky living in the vicinity of Gil- 
bertsville, charging that insiders have been buying land for 
as low as $3 an acre with the purpose of selling it to the 
T. V. A. at a later date for as high as $60 an acre. Whether 
these charges are true or are not true, it seems to me that 
some responsible authority, and that is the Congress of the 
United States, should conduct a fair and honest investiga- 
tion of this whole proposal before going ahead with this new 
project. 

Whether or not this dam is to be used for hydroelectric 
power, navigation, or flood control, I do not know. At least, 
the testimony before our committee is that it is mainly for 
flood control. So, therefore, let us assume that it is for 
flood control. That means that we are here committing 
ourselves today to an expenditure of $112,000,000 to $115,- 
000,000, and it may be higher, for one flood-control project 
on one river of the United States. There are already three 
dams built and four dams building on that river, and it 
would seem that seven dams might possibly be sufficient to 
control the floods on this one river. 

The President has suggested a comprehensive flood-control 
Plan for the entire United States. I do not think we here 
ought to commit ourselves to an expenditure of $112,000,000 
on one river when there are so many other rivers that are 
in need, crying for some attention as far as flood control is 
concerned. Take the Connecticut River in New England, 
the Merrimac River in New England, where disastrous floods 
have occurred but a little time ago. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BACON. I am sorry, but I have only 5 minutes. 
Take the Los Angeles flood that occurred this year. The 
Army engineers some years ago warned the Rivers and Har- 
bors Committee of this House that a disastrous flood would 
occur at Los Angeles unless something was done, and nothing 
has been done. Take the floods in western Pennsylvania, 
only 2 years ago, destroying lives and millions of dollars 
worth of property. Nothing has been done there. Take the 
rivers in middle New York, destroying lives and many mil- 
lions of dollars worth of property. Nothing has been done 
there. There are many other places in this country that 
need comprehensive flood-control work, and yet we do noth- 
ing as far as the rest of the country is concerned, and are 
today asked to start a new project costing $112,000,000 for 
one river that has already three dams built and four dams 
building. It is time to stop, look, and listen. [Applause.] 

The, SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Bicrtow]. 

Mr. BIGELOW. Mr. Speaker, I have very frequently voted 
against what is supposed to be an administration measure, 
but there is one part of the New Deal that has my most 
earnest and loyal support, the greatest thing that I think 
President Rooseveit has done, and that is his power policy. 
LApplause. ] I hope that the little trouble that has been 
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developed in the organization of the T. V. A. is not going to be 
used to bring about the defeat of this proposal at this time. 

The Tennessee River is a great 600-mile horseshoe. One 
calk of that horseshoe is at Norris Dam. The other calk 
of it must be at Gilbertsville. In this great horeshoe there 
are to be some 12 great hydroelectric plants with sufficient 
power to send electricity all over the State of Kentucky, all 
over southern Indiana and southern Ohio. The longer we 
delay the longer it will take for us to get the maximum 
benefit from this investment. Cincinnati and cities in north- 
ern Kentucky are almost in a line between the two calks of 
this horseshoe. 

Our farmers all over southern Ohio could have their elec- 
tric-current rates from this source reduced from the 9 cents 
and up they are now paying to 1 and 2 cents a kilowatt-hour. 
Whether we ever use this power, the mere availability of it is 
exercising and should exercise a great influence on rates all 
through this territory—an influence that will reduce the cost 
of power to this section far more than the cost of the invest- 
ment. If you build this dam, we will then be able to get into 
Ohio and southern Indiana current from two lines—Norris 
Dam and Gilbertsville—and thus avoid the hazards of inter- 
ruption of service. [Applause.] 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Creat]. 

Mr. CREAL. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from West Vir- 
ginia stated he did not know which of three this project was 
for—power, flood control, or navigation. The gentleman and 
every Member of this body knows it is for all three, that it 
will be used for all three purposes and that each one of the 
three purposes for which it will be used will be worth the 
investment. 

To the gentlemen who speak of floods, I may say you 
have never seen any floods east of the Appalachian Moun- 
tains. Over here it is nothing but a little spring rise com- 
pared with the floods of the valley over there. You do not 
know anything about floods on this side of the Appalachians, 
as you have never seen a real flood. May I say that if the 
Gilbertsville Dam had been built last fall, the saving at that 
one time would have been worth more than the investment 
we are proposing to make here. 

The Tennessee River runs through three States, namely, 
Kentucky, Tennessee, and Alabama, Very little of the river 
is in Kentucky, and therefore Kentucky will receive very 
little benefit. I do not know whether my part of the State 
will receive any electric power or not. However, I do not 
fancy the argument made by the gentlemen from the coal 


and coal-mining States on the idea they can choke off leg- 


islation at all times which might keep anything from inter- 
fering with coal. I have not a bushel of coal in my district, 
I may say to the Representatives of the coal districts that 
there are others like myself who have voted with you on 
every proposition that concerns your mine labor. I expect 
to do so in the future, I am not going to mistreat your 
people because you take a narrow view on a proposition like 
this. But when the time comes there is no power on earth 
that can choke anything tight enough that will keep one 
commodity from competing with another commodity if it 
is more valuable and cheaper. Oil is a great commodity, but 
when it comes to something cheaper, oil will be replaced, 
like the horse faded out in favor of the automobile. [Ap- 
plause.] 

(Here the gavel fell. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Martin]. 

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, my attitude on 
this appropriation is not conditioned on the matter of power 
one way or the other. I have always been, and am now, an 
advocate of public power ownership. This cannot be a flood- 
control project and a power project. It must be one or the 
other. It must be empty to catch the floods and full to 
make power, and it cannot be both at the same time. AS 
for navigation, there never will and cannot be navigation on 
the Tennessee River. 
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My objection to this appropriation was voiced the other 
day by a former distinguished Member of the House, sit- 
ting over here on my right, Mr. MILLER, of Arkansas, who 
is now a Member of the other body, when he pointed out 
in the debate on this project in the other body the fact that 
flood-control projects on other rivers in the United States 
were being subordinated to the development of this one and 
only river. This one dam will cost more than 13 flood dams 
on the Arkansas River. I want this body to know there are 
other rivers in the United States besides the Tennessee 
River which need and are entitled to attention so far as 
floods are concerned. The Tennessee now has seven great 
dams completed or under way. Other flood rivers have 
none. There were carried in the Flood Control Act of 1936 
flood-control projects in 39 States, but this whole program 
seems to be stymied, bogged down, and abandoned. Little 
money is being appropriated to build these projects, while 
at the same time we pour hundreds and hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars into the building of dams on every possible 
dam site on the Tennessee River. 

There is another consideration. This dam and every dam 
on the Tennessee River will result in great local damages to 
lands and improvements, not one cent of which will have to 
be paid by the people of the Tennessee Valley. The Federal 
Treasury will pay all these local damages, while in the case 
of dams carried in the Flood Control Act of 1936 the local 
sponsors must pay these damages. They are unable to do so. 
That is the reason many of those projects are at a stand- 
still. If you gentlemen expect to get any dams, you had 
better appear before the Flood Control Committee of the 
House, which begins hearings on the 30th of this month, and 
urge an amendment to place these other rivers on an equal- 
ity with the Tennessee River and require the Federal Gov- 
ernment to pay the local damages to lands and improvements, 
injured or destroyed by the projects. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 5 
minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, this question was carefully considered about 
2 months ago by the subcommittee in charge of this appro- 
priation bill. Subsequently it was considered by the full 
Appropriations Committee and after that by the House as a 
whole. In each instance the decision was arrived at that 
we could not fairly embark upon the construction of the 
proposed dam at Gilbertsville at this time. I believe the 
decision was sound when it was made. Surely if it was 
sound then, it is sound and more than sound today under 
the conditions which have developed since that time. 

The project under consideration is an enormous one and 
calls for an enormous expenditure. It is something like 
8,600 feet long and 150 feet high. It will flood some 58,000 
acres and will create a lake with a shore line about 2,000 
miles long. It is intended to control a river for a distance 
of about 185 miles—something I am told that has never been 
done in the world heretofore. The estimated cost is about 
$112,000,000. 

I do not believe, Mr. Speaker, we can justify embarking 
upon this project at this time on any basis in the light of 
present information and under present conditions. 

Surely the record does not justify the dam as a navigation 
project. There are only about 2,000,000 tons a year passing 
over the river and of that 54 percent is Government freight. 
Moreover, what appears to be the weight of expert testimony 
is to the effect that the desired improvement for navigation 
can be done far more cheaply and more effectively with a 
different type of dam. 

Surely the record does not justify the dam as a power 
project. Tables submitted by T. V. A. indicate that there 
is something over 100 percent surplus power available as 
compared with estimated power demand. Furthermore, 
they indicate that much of the estimated power demand is 
from municipalities and cooperatives which have heretofore 
been served by private companies. Therefore, regardless of 
any question of policy, there is clearly no urgency insofar 
as power is concerned. : 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


MARCH 22 


Surely the record does not justify the dam as a flood- 
control project. It shows a wide difference of opinion be- 
tween the experts who are most qualified to speak as to 
whether the type of dam proposed and the location proposed 
is or is not the right type and the right location for flood- 
control purposes. 

Read the testimony at the Chattanooga hearing of Colonel 
Putnam, former district engineer in Chicago. Read the 
testimony of Mr. Ford Kurtz, formerly of the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey and resident engineer of the United States 
Nitrate Plant No. 2, steam plant, at the same hearing. 
Read the testimony of Capt. Donald Wright, river pilot and 
editor of the Waterways Journal of St. Louis, before the 
Committee on Rivers and Harbors. Consider the principle 
upon which the Army engineers are working to control the 
Ohio River, and you will see what a diversity of opinion 
there is among experts. 

Why, it was less than a year ago that the T. V. A. officials 
appeared before the subcommittee in charge of deficiency 
appropriations stating that they were not yet able to say 
what was the most desirable location for this dam. More- 
over, it has been emphasized at both ends of the Capitol in 
the last 2 or 3 months that there is competent engineering 
opinion which believes that this dam, if constructed, instead 
of helping solve the flood-control problem, will actually make 
it more difficult. It is asserted, for example, that the pro- 
posed dam, if constructed, would serve to shut off a great 
natural storage channel in the Tennessee River which acts 
as a great protection in times of flood in the Ohio, and that 
if the proposed dam had been constructed a year ago it 
would have served to increase by millions of acre-feet the 
water in the Ohio and thus to raise the level of the crest of 
that river materially. 

On January 10, Mr. Speaker, I expressed my views on the 
T. V. A. at some length. In the course of my remarks, I 
made the following statement: 

Regardless of * * fundamental questions of policy * © * 
Congress and the country are entitled to an administration of 
T. V. A. which is both cooperative and competent * * * and yet, 
Mr. Chairman, after 4 years of operation, the T. V. A. is unable or 
unwilling to make any allocation of its costs as between naviga- 
tion, flood control, and power in respect to any one of the projects 
constructed or to be constructed. T. V. A. is unable or unwilling to 
give any statement as to power facilities or power demands before 
T. V. A. in the communities which it is now serving or is about to 
serve with power. T. V. A. is either unable or unwilling to present 
to the Congress a balance sheet of its operations and it has failed to 
obtain any proper audit of its expenditures for the year 1934 or 
any subsequent year. The question arises in my mind as to how 
long a situation of this character is to be tolerated by Congress, 

Since that time there have been major developments with 
which we are all familiar. 

The Comptroller General has indicated in his annual re- 
port that no less than 5,000 items of expenditure, aggregat- 
ing nearly $11,000,000, have been disallowed to date in 
respect to T. V. A. for the fiscal years 1936-37. 

Still more important of course are the charges made by 
the T. V. A. Chairman, bringing into question not only the 
efficiency but the integrity of those responsible for the 
administration of T. V. A. These charges as reported in- 
clude the alleged “attempt at barefaced steal” involving 
millions of dollars and the name of a member of another 
body. They include “failure to protect the public interest” 
in contracts with large users. They include “evasion, deceit, 
and misrepresentation” to the President, to Congress, and 
to the public. They include “intrigue, sharp strategy with 
remarkable skill in alibi, and the habit of avoiding direct 
responsibility which makes Machiavelli seem open and can- 
did.” They include the prediction that an unbiased exam- 
ination of the electrical program will disclose disorder, waste, 
confusion, and lack of planning to a startling degree.” They 
include the assertion that “the real difficulty has been in the 
attempt to secure honesty, openness, decency, and fairness 
in government.” 

In view of the condition of the Treasury, Mr. Speaker, 
and the dangers inherent for all in that situation; in view 
of the specific request by the President for postponement of 
any appropriation which can be postponed without harming 
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the safety of the Nation or necessary Government func- 
tions; in view of the charges made by the Comptroller Gen- 
eral and the Chairman of T. V. A., surely we are justified in 
deferring actual construction on the proposed project for 
the time being. Surely we are justified in deferring that 
construction pending adequate investigation and determina- 
tion of the engineering, financial, and administrative ques- 
tions which have been raised. It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, 
that we owe it to ourselves and to the Nation to vote down 
the motion to recede and concur in the Senate amendment 
and to defer for the time being a commitment to throw 
another $112,000,000 into T. V. A. on top of the $200,000,000 
or thereabouts which has already been made available. 
[Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DEMUTH]. 

Mr. DEMUTH. Mr. Speaker, the amendment to the inde- 
pendent offices appropriation bill to add $2,600,000 for the 
construction of the Gilbertsville Dam is a guarantee that the 
Government will spend in all $130,000,000 on a project not 
at all part of, or at least in no sense an essential part of, 
the T. V. A. In fact, it is an eccentric proposal, not neces- 
sarily indicating that those backing this proposal are not of 
sound judgment, but it certainly is eccentric as part of the 
T. V. A; 

If it was logical to spend hundreds of millions of dollars 
on Norris, Pickwick, Wilson, Wheeler, Guntersville, Chicka- 
mauga, and Hiwassee Dams for so-called flood-control dams 
to protect the Tennessee Valley with a total population of only 
289,918 for its entire length from Knoxville to Paducah—if 
this expenditure were justified as being of good judgment 
where the loss of lives and property has been very small 
compared to other districts—then it must be assumed that 
the lower 184 miles of the valley should not be ruined by 
flooding it by building the Gilbertsville Dam. This would be 
cockeyed economy. 

If the Tennessee River is to be made a navigable river 
throughout these 184 miles from Gilbertsville to Pickwick, 
should this valley be ruined by using it as a flood reservoir 
basin. This land on both sides of the rivers, including the 
riparian values, would be forever destroyed. This would be 
an irreparable loss to the State of Kentucky, and would be 
forever known as authority gone mad, or “the T. V. A. 
folly.” 

Any fool can do things or build large works with unlimited 
funds. It takes real wisdom and good judgment to do much 
with a little money. The Authority is loose and drunk with 
our money to the detriment and neglect to our worth-while 
and sound flood-control projects. 

I understand this proposed Gilbertsville $130,000,000 night- 
mare will relieve Cairo of only 1% feet of water in a flood 
of equal size to that of the 1937 flood. Down the Missis- 
sippi at Memphis, I estimate it will not remove more than 
6 inches from the flood crest. 2 

For approximately $2,000,000 the United States Army 
engineers will protect Cairo by increasing the height of 
the levees several feet and divert more water back around 
Cairo by the Cache River diversion improvement than 
the Gilbertsville Dam will remove from the Ohio River at 
Cairo. 

The building of reservoirs in many instances are justified 
in the headwaters on the tributaries of navigable streams. 
The treatment on the main stems, such as the Mississippi and 
Ohio, as practiced by the United States Army engineers, is 
accepted as good practice after hundreds of years of actual 
operation and study by engineers here and abroad. 

The treatment for floods in the lower Mississippi from 
Cairo to the Gulf is by walls, levees, and channel improve- 
ments. This $130,000,000 spent on channel improvements 
and levees on the Mississippi will be 10 times as effective in 
preventing floods on the Mississippi River. The 1937 flood 
proved this point beyond all doubt. It proved the United 
States Army engineers right and Gilbertsville wrong. 
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In order to make the Tennessee River navigable from 
Gilbertsville to Pickwick Dam it will require five dams at a 
total cost of $7,680,000 located as follows: 

Aurrora Landing, 42.2 miles, lift of 13 feet. 

White Oak, 83.3 miles, lift of 13 feet. 

Perryville, 135.6 miles, lift of 15 feet. 

Wolf Island, 192 miles, lift of 10 feet. 

Big Bend Shoals, 204.6 miles, lift of 14 feet. 

If these navigation dams are built, the Tennessee River 
Valley would not be ruined by converting it into a reservoir 
site. The valley’s present and future commercial and agricul- 
tural value would be maintained and increased, not destroyed. 

It may be advisable to construct these navigation dams 
in order to develop the upper valley, although the navigation 
on the river now per year could be put in your eye. It is not 
over 10,000 tons, if you deduct the sand, gravel, cement, and 
machinery used in the construction of the T. V. A. dams. Let 
us be fair. With our old dams with the old locks measuring 
56 by 182 put on the lower Monongahela River at Pittsburgh 
we moved 20,000,000 tons in 1936. The old dams after giving 
long and good service are being replaced gradually with new 
dams with standard 110- by 600-foot locks. 

For the Tennessee River, the following tabulation gives 
a break-down of the Government materials, in tons, trans- 
ported over the river during the calendar year 1936, data 
for other years not being available: 


Direction 


Up- Down- 
not stated 


bound 


umber... 
Railroad ties. 


Let us be sensible and not neglect deserving and sound 
flood-control projects by permitting the diversion of these 
funds to this unsound, eccentric barnacle on the T. V. A. 
It is time to shut off their drinks and make them sober up. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that all Members who may speak on this bill may be per- 
mitted to revise and extend their own remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I yield such time 
as he may desire to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. JENKINS]. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, in considering the 
Gilbertsville Dam we should consider first its tremendous 
expense. Second, that it is primarily a power dam and is 
not needed now. Third, it is not of great value as a flood- 
control project. 

In these days when the Government is running behind 
nearly $10,000,000 a day it is unconscionable to think that 
we would engage on a project costing from one hundred and 
twelve to one hundred and fifty million dollars when there 
is no one who will argue that its need is at all imminent. 
Such a program cannot be justified even though it had 
tremendous merits in many other respects. The administra- 
tion is forcing this upon the Congress purely to gratify its 
desire to foist more T. V. A. upon the country. Already the 
T. V. A. is a stench in the nostrils of the people. Newspapers 
everywhere and the people everywhere are demanding that 


the administration permit an investigation of the T. V. A., 


and that this investigation be made by the Congress. David 
Lawrence, one of the leading commentators on national 
subjects, in his editorial yesterday emphatically demands 
that this Government agency be brought to task so that 
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the people may know what the facts are. Why add $112,000,- 
000 to the colossal sum of $750,000,000 that already have been 
spent or will be spent in the Tennessee Valley. More flood 
protection can be had with one-tenth of the money pro- 
vided in this project. 

There is no question but that this dam is purely and simply 
a power dam. It is a part of the T. V. A. scheme to manu- 
facture power in competition with private enterprise and 
with coal and other commodities from which energy is 
created. Already the facilities established and paid for by 
the Government at a tremendous expense far exceeds the 
immediate demands for power in that section. It is little 
short of criminal for the Government to take from the tax- 
payers of the Nation this large sum of money when business 
is prostrate and millions are out of employment and the 
prospects for recovery are dark and uncertain. 

If this is to be a flood-control project the expenditure of 
one hundred and twelve or one hundred and fifty million 
dollars would be a national crime. This amount of money is 
about half of the amount necessary to carry out the full and 
complete flood-control program for the whole Nation. Where 
this dam is to be located there are at present many natural 
reservoirs in the lowlands which are always flooded in times 
of high water. The construction of this dam will not add 
greatly to the storage capacity of these natural reservoirs. 
True it has some fiood-control possibilities. It would be 
unfair and unjust to claim that the whole lake of water that 
would be held back behind this dam, if it were constructed, 
would be due to the presence of the dam. This is not true, 
for as I have heretofore stated, practically all of the acreage 
that would be held back by this dam would be held back 
naturally in the lowlands behind the proposed site of the 
dam. The Bluestone Dam, which is to be located in West 
Virginia, will hold back a 610,000-acre field of water. This 
will have more effect on the floods in the Ohio River than 
will the Gilbertsville Dam. It is estimated that the ex- 
pense of the Bluestone Dam will not be more than $12,- 
000,000. The Bluestone project will come along for consid- 
eration by the Congress in the near future. Instead of 
commending a project that would call for this immense sum 
of money at this time, the administration could take the 
same amount of money and build all of the flood walls that 
are contemplated to protect all the cities from Pittsburgh to 
Cairo and build the Bluestone Dam, and still have some 
money left. [Applause.] 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as 
he may desire to the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. TAYLOR]. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
the magnanimity of my distinguished friend the gentleman 
from Massachusetts in yielding me this time, knowing as 
he does I am in favor of the proposition. I have not dis- 
tinguished myself on this floor as a protagonist of the New 
Deal, but this is one of the features of the New Deal I have 
supported 100 percent, and I am just as strong for it today. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. MITCHELL of Tennessee. Will the gentleman permit 
us to congratulate him? 

Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee. I thank the gentleman. I just 
wanted to go on record again, as I have many times in the 
past, in my support of Tennessee River development. I have 
been supporting the development of the Tennessee Valley for 
20 years. I was supporting it long before the New Deal or 
the T. V. A. were ever heard of. The Tennessee Valley 
Authority was set up for three major objectives—fiood con- 
trol, navigation, and power. The money already expended 
has contributed greatly to the solution of flood control and 
has resulted in providing electric power, which has meant 
much to the inhabitants of the Tennessee Valley and adja- 
cent areas. The building of the Gilbertsville Dam, however, 
is absolutely indispensable to the navigation element con- 
templated in the act. If we are to have navigation from 
the Tennessee to the Ohio and into the Mississippi, Gilberts- 
ville must be constructed. And the flood-control benefits 
which will result from this dam will be of inestimable value. 
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Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I strongly favor the proposal. 
[Applause,] 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes 
to the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. MCMILLAN]. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I am sure the Members 
of the House realize today exactly what they are proposing 
to do by the motion now pending before us. Many of us 
on both sides of the aisle have supported the T. V. A. and 
I am included in that number, but let us stop for a moment 
and think just exactly what we are undertaking to do. Here 
is a project that will cost more than $100,000,000, and every- 
body admits that as a fact. It is true this project has been 
authorized by an act of Congress, but I call your attention 
to the fact that hundreds of millions of dollars have been 
authorized for flood control and for river and harbor proj- 
ects all over America, yet you will have before you in the 
next week or so an appropriation bill providing for river 
and harbor improvements in America, and you will find in 
that bill a total of only some $30,000,000 recommended for 
such improvements. 

Let us be fair about this situation. You cannot justify 
your position when you go back to your respective districts 
and say you would not stand for large appropriations for 
river and harbor projects where millions and millions of 
dollars of commerce and millions and millions of tons of 
commerce are being moved, and yet today you voted for 
this $2,500,000 which will let down the bars for an eventual 
expenditure of $125,000,000. 

This is my position on the proposition. I do not think 
this is the time or place to undertake such a project in view 
of the existing financial structure of our Government as we 
now see it, coupled with the fact that the T. V. A., as every- 
one knows, is in an unfortunate administrative situation and 
none of us knows what the future policy will be. I submit 
in view of these conditions, regardless of whether you voted 
for or against the T. V. A., this is not the time to start this 
great expenditure of money. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McMILLAN. I yield to the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania. 

Mr. RICH. Can the gentleman tell us where we are going 
to get the money? 

Mr. McMILLAN. I will leave that to the gentleman, but 
speaking quite frankly, I do not know. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. COOPER]. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks and to quote briefly from an article. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to have this 
opportunity of raising my voice in support of the pending 
motion made by the distinguished gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. Wooprum], chairman of the committee having charge 
of the measure under consideration. I have actively sup- 
ported and voted for all T. V. A. legislation. This is one of 
the greatest programs in the history of the country. 

Much has been said during the course of this debate about 
the value of the Gilbertsville Dam from the standpoint of 
navigation and flood control, as well as the production of 
hydroelectric power. 

If I may, in the few minutes I have, I want especially to 
emphasize to some extent the tremendous value of this proj- 
ect to flood control in this country. 

Under date of March 10, 1938, the press carried a state- 
ment from Dr. Arthur E. Morgan, Chairman of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority. This article quotes Dr. Morgan as saying: 

Dr. Arthur E. Morgan, Chairman of the Tennessee Valley Author- 
ity, in a statement issued today approved construction of the pro- 
posed Gilbertsville Dam on the lower Tennessee River as a sound 
and necessary improvement in a general system of Ohio and Mis- 
sissippi River flood control. Dr. Morgan said the dam's value for 


navigation and flood control is so great that its construction would 
be justified even if no power were to be developed there, and that 


1938 


no other similar project on the Mississippi River system above the 
mouth of the Arkansas River would provide so much flood control 
for the money expended. 

This is a statement from this outstanding authority, the 
Chairman of the T. V. A., and it is well to note that he places 
the emphasis on the great value of this project to this Nation 
from the standpoint of flood control. Have we forgotten just 
about 1 year ago the horrible disaster visited upon the people 
of Ohio and Mississippi Rivers because of the most disastrous 
flood in all history? It has been reported that the construc- 
tion of this dam would lower the flood height at Cairo some 
2 feet. 

The people of the Ohio and Mississippi Valley have suf- 
fered throughout all these years from these disastrous floods 
coming year after year, sweeping away human life and 
millions of dollars worth of property. 

This project is justified by the chairman of the T. V. A. 
on the ground of flood control, in addition to its great value 
for navigation and the production of hydroelectric power. 

It should be remembered that this item in controversy 
here amounting to only $2,600,000 has been approved by the 
Budget. It was included in the recommendations that came 
from the Budget Bureau under the message of the Presi- 
dent to the Congress. All that is sought here is to carry for- 
ward this Budget recommendation and include this item of 
$2,600,000 for this project at Gilbertsville, Ky. 

Mr. MITCHELL of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield. 

Mr. MITCHELL of Tennessee. I would like to have the 
gentleman state, if he knows, how much damage was done 
at Paducah about 12 months ago? 

Mr. COOPER. I do not have the figures immediately 
before me, but it is a matter of common knowledge that it 
was one of the most disastrous floods in all history. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. TABER]. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, shall we at this time spend 
from $112,000,000 to $150,000,000 building a dam to be op- 
erated by the discordant T. V. A. management at a time 
when they have entered into a contract with the Aluminum 
Co. of America to turn over 85,000,000 minimum kilowatts 
of power for 7 months each year out of a total of 250,000,000 
kilowatts at a rate way below the published rate? Is it not 
time to let a thing like this wait, as the House did when the 
bill was before the House, until the matter can be investi- 
gated and settled, rather than to run wild and start spending 
from $110,000,000 to $150,000,000 without knowing just what 
we are going to do or how we are going to do it? 

I hope the House will vote down the motion that has been 
offered by the gentleman from Virginia. [Applause.] 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. MCREYNOLDS]. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I have for many years 
taken a great deal of interest in the improvement of the 
Tennessee River. Surveys were made under the jurisdiction 
and direction of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, of 
which the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MANSFIELD] has 
been chairman for many years, to determine how we could 
improve navigation and flood control. I heard the statement 
made on this floor today that the building of this dam would 
not improve navigation. If they have proof to that effect, 
it is new proof, and the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MANS- 
FIELD] knows that for years we proceeded upon the theory 
that we would build all of these dams and have 9 feet of 
water from Knoxville to the Ohio River. Every report showed 
it, and now I understand they say that it will not improve 
navigation from this dam to Pickwick. Under the present 
conditions, with Pickwick, with Wilson, with Wheeler, and 
with Chickamauga, we would have 9 feet of water, excepting 
the last 200 miles, which this dam would provide. As we have 
been taught by the Army engineers heretofore in their sur- 
vey of the Tennessee River, without this dam we will only 
have four feet and a half from Pickwick Dam to the Ohio 
River, 
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We have started this project and have spent millions of 
dollars on these dams, and now to complete the project we 
will have to put this other dam in, regardless of any state- 
ment they might make at the present time. I cannot help 
but say that if the engineers have changed their statement 
after 10 years of investigation, there must be some financial— 
I will not put it that way—but some reason that I cannot 
understand, because these dams were built upon the theory 
of improvement of navigation and flood control. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Yes. 

Mr. WOODRUM. May I remind the gentleman that last 
year we put a provision in the deficiency bill providing for the 
construction of the dam at Gilbertsville, to perfect the project. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. That is correct. That was put in, 
and this House has approved it. We are now merely asking 
for a small sum to start this development to finish these dams: - 
along the Tennessee River. I am sorry to see these gentle- 
men from the coal mines after they have gotten their part, 
after they have come to this Government to get their coal 
difficulties solved—and we helped solve them—I am sorry to 
see them taking the attitude of we got ours, and we object to 
you getting yours.” I hope I shall never find myself on the 
floor advocating such a thing as that. I hope that, because 
I come from one State I shall not take a stand in the way of 
a development in another State, because we may think that 
State is getting too much. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee has expired. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, since we are about to close 
debate I fancy the issue ought to be redefined. In my hum- 
ble judgment the issue is not whether Gilbertsville Dam 
should or should not be built, The issue is whether it is 
to be built now or later, and whether the dam as proposed 
to be built shall be a high dam at Gilbertsville, instead of 
alow dam. There has been a lot of indifferent talk here 
and I think for the accuracy of the record some of it 
ought to be cleared up first. First of all, we have not spent 
$500,000,000 in the Tennessee Valley as yet, The overall 
cost of this program is to be $505,000,000 and I want the 
record to show that up to November 1937 there has been 
appropriated for the Tennessee Valley $170,230,141. Sec- 
ondly, I want to rebut some of the emphasis that has been 
placed on the power program. One would think for all the 
world the power program is identified exclusively with Gil- 
bertsville. Let me show you from the testimony what the 
situation is. This proposed dam will cost three times as 
much as Pickwick Landing, but it will produce less power. 
It will cost three times as much as the Wilson Dam but it 
will produce less than half the power the Wilson Dam pro- 
duced. It will cost three times as much as Wheeler Dam, 
and will produce less power. It will cost three times as much 
as Watts Bar Dam and produce the same amount of power. 
The record will show that this dam will cost almost 25 per- 
cent of the overall cost, but will produce only 10 percent of 
all the power. These figures one can find in the hearings. 

Mr. CREAL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Not now. I say the question is whether 
or not Gilbertsville should be constructed now. If you make 
this appropriation you are on the way to an expenditure of 
$112,000,000. The question you have to decide is whether 
in view of the disagreement that has been aired in the 
newspapers the Congress ought to defer this thing for a 
year or whether we ought to do it now. I think that is a 
temperate statement of the situation. Also, whether or not 
a low flood-control dam should be built or this high dam. 
There is a conflict of testimony. Some of the Army engi- 
neers have had a different viewpcint, and there are some 
private engineers who have a different viewpoint. I do not 
know what the correct viewpoint is. I have an idea that as 
it goes on this will be built. I do not take a rather arbi- 
trary attitude about that, because to go into the Tennessee 
Valley and complete two-thirds of it is like half boiling a 
ham. You cannot do a thing with it until you go all the 


3876 


way. There is a well-defined issue here of whether or not 
we should start on the road to a $112,000,000 appropriation 
with this disagreement pending at the present time and 
whether or not there should be a lot more investigation to 
determine what the proper dam is to build at this time. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr, DIRKSEN. Yes. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Is there any disagreement in the 
Tennessee Valley Authority in regard to a low dam or a 
high dam? ` 

Mr. DIRKSEN. No; they are unanimous for a high dam. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Yes. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. A low dam wouid not be beneficial for 
flood control. 

There is no question about that. All the Commissioners 
are agreed as to the dam. They did decide, however, that 
they would engage the best technical engineering knowledge 
they could. There has been some disagreement insofar as 
their consultants are concerned. I think the record will 
show that a previous investigation by the Army engineers 
indicated that possibly a dam could be built here for the 
purposes of flood control to cost, not $112,000,000 but ap- 
proximately $56,000,000. But let us be honest and be tem- 
perate about it. That is the issue, if you please. 

Mr. MITCHELL of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. MITCHELL of Tennessee. There is no disagreement, 
absolutely no disagreement, among the Authority as to the 
wisdom of this dam. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. No. That is declared by the record. 
[Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance 
of my time to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MANSFIELD], 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas is recognized 
for 11 minutes, 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I am sorry to see that I 
am today lined up against gentlemen with whom I have here- 
tofore been working shoulder to shoulder. I have supported 
every proposition for the Tennessee Valley. I have been and 
am now in favor of the utilization of all our natural resources. 
I do not want one drop of water to go into the Atlantic, or the 
Pacific, or the Gulf, or the Great Lakes without performing 
every reasonable purpose for which it can be made available. 
I want to use that water for transportation and for the 
production of power wherever it is possible and practicable. 

In 1922 I was brought from the hospital in an ambulance 
and unloaded in a wheel chair here to sit in conference on a 
bill providing $500,000 for a power survey of the Tennessee 
River. I have voted for all of those propositions. I have been 
conducting, or taken part in, hearings concerning the Ten- 
nessee River for 20 years or more. In 1930 a river and harbor 
navigation project was adopted for the Tennessee River at an 
expense of about $75,000,000. I remember well the able argu- 
ment offered on that occasion by the distinguished gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. MCREYNOLDS], one of the most convinc- 
ing and able arguments I have ever heard on a river and 
harbor project. I agreed with him then—I yet agree with 
what he said. 

One thought I want to leave in your minds: Whenever you 
build this Gilbertsville Dam according to the plans that are 
now under consideration you may have a power dam, you may 
have a flood-control dam, but take it from me in my horse- 
sense view, you totally destroy navigation. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield 
at that point? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the gentleman for a short 
question. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Have we not proceeded on the 
theory that if we build a dam at Aurora there would be a 
depth of 9 feet when these other dams were completed? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am not sure as to that, but please 
excuse me, let me finish what I started to say. This lake will 
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be one-hundred-and-eighty-odd miles long. It will be deep 
enough in the main part to float the largest ships upon the 
high seas. At its widest point it will be 7 miles across. Every 
engineer with whom I have talked has told me that the barges 
in operation on the Ohio and on the Mississippi cannot navi- 
gate such a lake. Those barges stand only a foot or two 
above the water level when loaded, and the high seas that 
would occur on a lake of those dimensions would render it 
hazardous for any man to undertake to put this barge fleet 
there for the purpose of transportation. The consequence 
would be that they would have to unload the barges at 
Gilbertsville Dam, placing the cargo on another type of boat, 
go up the river and again transfer the cargo to the barges 
at the upper end of the lake. That will render navigation 
entirely impracticable. Every man within the hearing of my 
voice knows that the expense involved would be too great. 
Water transportation cannot afford it. 

Here is another viewpoint: Let us suppose that it is a 
flood-control proposition. Then the reservoir must be kept 
practically empty in order to catch flood waters, and that 
would destroy navigation, with it dry and empty you could 
not navigate it. 

It occurs to me that the only logical and reasonable thing 
to do is to wait awhile and hold up the appropriation of this 
$112,000,000, or whatever the amount may be, build the 
large dams on the upper river which are going to be ample 
for both power and flood control, then build the series of low 
dams for navigation to connect the upper Tennessee with the 
Ohio and have a unified system throughout. 

In regard to flat barges upon the Great Lakes, that was 
tried at Lake Michigan. 

We undertook to try out the different barges operating on 
the Mississippi River, and we find it cannot be done, 

Mr. Speaker, I have been a great advocate of connecting 
up the Great Lakes with the Mississippi River, and I have 
voted for millions of dollars to carry out that idea. Yet 
every engineer, without a single exception, who has ever ap- 
peared before the Committee on Rivers and Harbors has told 
us that transportation between the Great Lakes and the 
Mississippi River system cannot be continuous. They are 
bound to unload and transfer their cargoes from one type of 
boat to another. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 334 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN]. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, when I disagree with my 
distinguished colleague from Texas [Mr. MANSFIELD], I usu- 
ally feel as if I should revise my judgment; but upon 
this occasion I never was more certain in my life that I 
was right in espousing this motion or that my distinguished 
colleague was wrong. 

For many years Army engineers under the old Jadwin 
plan were sold on the idea that they could control the Mis- 
sissippi by building levees along that river. After the ex- 
penditure of hundreds of millions of dollars in 1927 when 
they thought they had it controlled there was a flood in the 
Mississippi Valley which destroyed a minimum of $350,000,- 
000 worth of property. The engineers themselves changed 
their opinions and they have become convinced, I think, that 
the only way you can control the flood waters in the Mis- 
sissippi River is by controlling the water through the build- 
ing of reservoirs in the upper reaches of the tributaries of 
the Mississippi. It seems to me this is the only sensible 
thing to do. [Applause.] 

This proposition, in my opinion, stripped of everything 
else, is justified 100 percent on flood control alone. [Ap- 
plause.] I cannot understand how those gentlemen living 
in the Ohio Valley, where they had destructive floods in 
1936 and 1937, could fail to understand, as the engineers 
have said, that this one dam alone in the highest flood time 
that would ever come upon the Ohio River would lower 
the flood in that river at least 24 inches. When you have 
dikes and floods, it is not the last 24 inches, nor the last 
12 inches; but the last 1 inch or 2 inches that goes over your 
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dike and washes it away, which brings about destruction in 


the valleys. 


Another thing I believe in is that the people of the United 
States should retain for themselves what few natural re- 


sources they have left. 


[Applause.] If by the development 


of power we can bring a cheaper product to the people and 
make these projects self-liquidating in toto or to a very 


great degree, I want to see that done. 


Here is a proposition 


that has the endorsement of the Budget. Here is a propo- 
sition that the two Morgans and Lilienthal agree upon. 
This should appeal to the reason of some Members of this 
House, even though they do not endorse the action of Mr. 
Lilienthal or either one of the Morgans. 

We must start now if we are to save this country from 
erosion and from the destruction brought about by floods, 
to build these giant dams in the upper reaches of our great 


rivers. 


[Applause.] 


country from these devastating floods. 
[Here the gavel fell.) 
Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques- 
tion on the motion. 
The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion offered 
by the gentleman from Virginia to recede and concur in 


Senate amendment No. 26. 


In that way alone can we save this 


The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Wooprum) there were—ayes 105, noes 93. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 157, nays 187, 


not voting, 85, 


Buckler, Minn. 
Burdick 
Byrne 
Cannon, Mo. 
Cartwright 
Celler 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clark, Idaho 
Coffee, Wash. 
Collins 
Colmer 
Cooper 

Creal 

Crosby 
Crosser 
Cullen 


as follows: 
[Roll No. 43] 
YEAS—157 
Dunn Kopplemann 
Eckert Kramer 
Eicher Kvale 
Elliott Lanzetta 
Fernandez Larrabee 
Fitzgerald Leavy 
Fitzpatrick Lemke 
Fletcher Lewis, Md 
Ford, Calif. Luecke, Mich. 
Ford, Miss. McFarlane 
Fries, III. McGehee 
Gehrmann McGranery 
Gildea McGrath 
Green McReynolds 
Gregory McSweeney 
Griffith Maverick 
Haines Mead 
Harlan 
Harrington Mitchell, Tenn. 
Harter Moser, Pa. 
Havenner Murdock, Utah 
Healey Nelson 
Hendricks O'Brien, Mich. 
O'Connell, R. I 
Hildebrandt O'Connor, N. Y. 
O'Day 
Hobbs Oliver 
Hull 
Hunter Patman 
Izac Patton 
Jacobsen Pearson 
Peterson, Fla. 
Johnson, Luther A. Phillips 
Johnson, Lyndon Pierce 
Johnson, Minn. Ramsay 
Johnson, Okla. Ramspeck 
Jones 
Kee Rayburn 
Keogh Reece, Tenn. 
Kerr Robinson, Utah 
NAYS—187 
Brewster Connery 
Bulwinkle Costello 
B Cox 
Cannon, Wis. Cravens 
Carlson Crawford 
Crowe 
Case, S. Dak. Crowther 
Casey, Mass. Culkin 
Church DeMuth 
Citron Dies 
Clason Dirksen 
Claypool Ditter 
Cochran Dixon 
Coffee, Nebr. Dockweiler 
Cole, N. T. Dondero 


Sauthoff 


Doughton 
Dowell 
Driver 
Eaton 


Eberharter 
Edmiston 


Engel 
Englebright 
Evans 
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Frey, Pa. Kinzer Norton Seger 
Fuller Kitchens Shafer, Mich. 
Fulmer Kleberg O'Malley Short 
Gamble, N. Y Kautson O'Neal. Ky. Smith, Conn 
Gambrill, Md Lambertson O'Neill, N. J. Smith, Maine 
Garrett Lambeth Owen Somers, N. T. 
Gavagan Lamneck Palmisano South 
Gifford Lanham Parsons Stack 
Gilchrist Lea Patterson Stefan 
Ging Lewis, Colo. Peterson, Ga. Sutphin 
Goldsborough rd Pettengill Swope 
Gray, Pa. Plumley Taber 
Greenwood Luckey, Nebr. Polk Tarver 
Greever McAndrews Powers Taylor, S. G 
Griswold McClellan Rabaut Terry 
Guyer McCormack Randolph Thom 
Gwynne McLaughlin Reed, Thompson, il. 
Halleck McLean Reed, N. Y. Thurston 
Hamilton McMillan Rees, Tinkham 
Hancock, N. Y Reilly Tobey 
Mahon, S. C. Rich e 
Hoffman Mahon, Tex. Richards Umstead 
Hook Maloney Rigney Wadsworth 
Hope Mansfield be Warren 
Houston Mapes Robsion, Ky. Welch 
Imhoff Martin, Colo. Rockefeller Wene 
Jarrett Massingale Rogers, Mass. White, Ohio 
Jenkins, Ohio Meeks Rutherford Wigglesworth 
Jenks, N. H Michener Ryan Wolcott 
Johnson, W. Va. Mosier, Ohio Sanders Wolverton 
Keller Mott Satterfield 
Kennedy, N. Y. Nichols Schaefer, Il. 
NOT VOTING—85 
Barry Douglas Ludlow Simpson 
Beam Drewry, Va. McGroarty Smith, Va. 
Bell ley McKeough Snell 
Bernard Flannagan Magnuson 8 
Biermann Fleger Martin, Mass. Sullivan 
Bland Gasque Mason Sumners, Tex. 
Bloom Gearhart May Taylor, Colo. 
e Gray, Ind. tt Thomas, N. J. 
Boren N. C. Mitchell, Ul. Towey 
Boykin Hartley Mouton Treadway 
Boylan, N. Y. Holmes Murdock, Ariz. Vinson, Ga. 
uck Honeyman O'Brien, Ill. Voorhis 
Buckley, N. Y. Jenckes, Ind. O'Connell, Mont. Wearin 
Caldwell elly, Ill. O'Connor, Mont. West 
Champion Kelly, N. Y. 0 Whelchel 
Clark, N. C Kennedy, Md. Patrick White, Idaho 
Cluett Pfeifer Wilcox 
Colden Poage Wolfenden 
Cole, Md Kocialkowski Quinn 
Cooley Sacks 
Deen Long Schuetz 
Disney Lucas Shannon 


So the motion was rejected. 
The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
On the vote: 


White of Idaho (for) with Mr. a (against). 

Merritt (for) with Mr. Martin of Massachusetts (against). 
Boylan of New York (for) with. Mr. Wolfenden (against). 
Magnuson (for) with Mr. Barry (against). 

Sullivan (for) with Mr. Treadway (against). 

Pfeifer (for) with Mr. May (against). 

Kelly of New York (for) with Mr. Holmes (against). 

Bloom (for) with Mr. Thomas of New Jersey (against). 


Until further notice: 


55555555 


Champion with Mr. Sachs. 

Disney with Mr. O'Connell of Montana. 

Boren with Mrs. J of Indiana. 

Towey with Mr. Mouton. 

Quinn with Mr. Farley. 

Hancock of North Carolina with Mr. Flannagan. 
Kocialkowski with Mr. Deen. 

Whelchel with Mr. Voorhis. 

West with Mr. Ludlow. 


Fleger with Mr. Poage. 

Gray of Indiana with Mr. Patrick. 

Clark of North Carolina with Mr. Lesinski. 

Biermann with Mr. Long. 

Murdock of Arizona with Mr. Kirwan. 

O'Connor of Montana with Mr. Buckley of New York. 
Caldwell with Mr. Shannon. 

Kelly of Illinois with Mr. Cole of Maryland. 
O'Brien of Illinois with Mr. Wilcox. 
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Mr. FLETCHER changed his vote from “nay” to “yea.” 

Mr. HAMILTON changed his vote from “yea” to “nay.” 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House in- 
sist on its disagreement to Senate amendment No. 26. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House in- 
sist on its disagreement to Senate amendment No. 27. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the Senate amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: i 

Senate amendment No. 27: On page 47, line 5, strike out “$37,- 
237,000” and insert 840, 000,000.“ 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I announce that 
my colleague the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Hoitmes] was unavoidably absent from the last roll call, just 
completed. If present, he would have voted “nay.” 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend- 
ment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 28: On page 53, line 6, after the word 
“purposes”, insert a comma and the following: “unless made wholly 
of products grown or produced in the United States.” 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
insist on its disagreement to the Senate amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to say just a word of explanation about 
this amendment, and perhaps a few of the Members would 
like to be recorded in the Recorp on the matter. I hope it 
will not be necessary to take a great deal of time. 

For a number of years there has been carried in the ap- 
propriation for the Veterans’ Administration the following 
language: 

Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be expended 
for the purchase of oleomargarine or butter substitutes except for 
cooking purposes. 

The purpose of this language, which has been carried in 
the bill for a number of years, is to prevent the use of any 
sort of butter substitute in our hospitals for sick veterans. 
This year a very persistent propaganda was circulated by 
certain sections of the country and chambers of commerce 
and organizations interested in all sorts of butter substitutes 
made from peanut oil, cottonseed, and what not. An amend- 
ment was inserted by the Senate, reading as follows: 


F Unless made wholly of products grown or produced in the United 
tates. 


This amendment, if agreed to, would permit the use of any 
sort of a butter substitute in our hospitals and would permit 
the introduction into our hospitals of butter substitutes. 
The argument made in behalf of the amendment is that in 
some instances people may prefer to eat oleomargarine or 
some butter substitute. Our answer is that it may be all 
right to give a person going into a restaurant or a cafe the 
right to order the kind of butter he wishes to eat, but cer- 
tainly a hospital should be required to give its patients a 
pure product. 

The statement is further made that it ought to be left 
to the discretion of the patients to order something else 
besides butter. Of course, the whole proposition is to break 
down this barrier in order that the manufacturers and sellers 
of butter substitutes may have some ground upon which 
to plaster the country with advertisements stating this but- 
ter substitute is under some circumstances permissible to be 
used in Government hospitals. 

Mr. KVALE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOODRUM. [yield to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. KVALE. Coming from the part of the Union the 
gentleman does, he is making a courageous statement. I 
should like to recall to his attention the fact that when this 
provision was first offered, I believe in the appropriation bill 
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of 1931, the identical question was then presented. It is in 
full force now and is being admirably presented by the gen- 
tleman. I hope he presents the question as strongly as he 
can. 

Mr. WOODRUM. I thank the gentleman. I am very 
pleased the gentleman asked me to yield to him. 

Mr. KLEBERG. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield 
for a question? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. KLEBERG. Has my distinguished friend ever had 
it occur to him that possibly oleomargarine made of farm 
products, just as is butter, may when made from domestic 
components be possibly more sanitary and cleaner and bet- 
ter than butter? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I do not believe so. 

Mr. KLEBERG. I do not mean better than all butter; 
I mean than some of the butter that is served in veterans’ 
hospitals. f 

Mr. WOODRUM. I believe when you give a person in a 
hospital anything, whether a pill or butter, it ought to be 
what it is stated to be on the label. If it is given to them 
as butter or cream, it ought to be butter or cream. I do 
not know of any substitute anywhere, even if it comes from 
cottonseed oil made in my own section of the country, that 
is as good as butter made from good old cow’s milk. 
LApplause. ] 

Mr. KLEBERG. If the gentleman will yield further, does 
he know of any package of legitimate oleomargarine that is 
not so labeled? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I am not raising any question with the 
gentleman about that. 

Mr. KLEBERG. The question of its being distinguished 
as a substitute was raised by the gentleman. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Yes. 

Mr. KLEBERG. I hope the gentleman will make it per- 
fectly clear that whenever the people of the United States 
buy oleomargarine or butter they can know if they buy a 
legitimate product. 

Mr. WOODRUM. I am perfectly willing to concede that 
oleomargarine may be a very palatable and a very edible 
product, and if anybody wants to buy it he has a right to 
buy it. I might buy it myself under some circumstances. 
I go back to the proposition, however, that this is not a 
question of feeding oleomargarine to the men in the Navy, 
the Army, or the C. C. C. camps; this is feeding it to sick 
people. I think if we give it to them as butter it ought to 
be butter. 

Mr. MAHON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. WOODRUM. In just a moment. 

The purpose of this motion is to ask the House, in a very 
substantial way, I hope, to back up the conferees in our in- 
sistence that this language shall not go into the bill, which 
would open the door for butter substitutes to be used in 
veterans’ hospitals. 

I think the Congress is the guardian of our sick veterans, 
and I think it is our prime duty to see that the veterans in 
the hospitals get the best attention possible. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield to the gentleman from Ulinois. 

Mr. SABATH. Has the gentleman or the committee re- 
ceived any requests from the patients in these hospitals that 
they would prefer butterine or some other. substitute in lieu 
of good, wholesome butter? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I have not received any such requests, 
I will say to the gentleman. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield to the gentleman from Wis- 
consin. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Does the gentleman believe that Con- 
gress ought to force upon these patients something that most 
Members of Congress do not buy or eat themselves? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I believe a good many things are forced 
on patients when they are sick that they do not like; but the 
doctors say it is good for them and they have to take it, and 
that is the way it should be with food. I think when we 
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provide food for them it ought to be the very best; and, in my 
opinion, good old creamery butter is better than anything you 
can buy to spread on bread. [Applause.] 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield to the gentleman from Minne- 
sota. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Isit not a fact that if this 
restriction were removed there is a danger that oleo might 
be served to all the patients, whether they might want it or 
not? 

Mr. WOODRUM. Yes. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of my time and yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. TARVER]. 

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Speaker, I do not want to participate 
in any effort to direct for the veterans who are confined 
in our hospitals what they must eat. This is what the gen- 
tleman from Virginia wants to do, as evidenced by his posi- 
tion on this amendment. I think they should be provided 
with whatever they want to eat. 

There is no necessity for incorporating the language 
which has been placed in the bill for several years by the 
House in order that the veterans of the World War and 
of the Spanish-American War who are sick and disabled in 
our hospitals may have what they want to eat. There 
is nothing in that language which affords them any char- 
acter of protection. The matter is left to those in charge 
of these hospitals and of the administration of the Veterans’ 
Administration as to what items of food shall be furnished 
to the veterans. Without the language, the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration does not have to furnish any of them oleomar- 
garine if they do not want oleomargarine. 

So far as Iam concerned, I am in favor of these sick and 
disabled veterans having whatever food they want. This 
item was placed in the bill originally as the result of 
propaganda. Those who appear before the House today 
agitating for its retention in the bill in its original form 
make use of the frequently circulated propaganda among vet- 
erans as to their being entitled to the use of butter rather 
than any substitute for butter. They are, of course, entitled 
to butter if they want it. 

Let me state that when the gentleman refers to oleo- 
margarine as a substitute for butter, he is clearly in error. 
Oleomargarine is a distinct, agricultural product, and when 
it is produced of all American materials it is a product 
largely of the cotton fields of the South, and it is not a 
substitute for anything. 

It may be true that the veterans who are in the hospitals 
should be served butter at all times, and if they prefer it, 
I think they ought to be; but I do think it is unfair to the 
cotton farmers of the United States to place in a bill an 
inhibition against the purchase by the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration or any other agency of the Government of a per- 
fectly pure, agricultural product, when composed of all- 
American materials, if it should seem advisable to the au- 
thorities having the matter in charge, to make such pur- 
chase, and if their doing so is in any instance satisfactory 
to the man who consumes that product. I do not want to 
say to a veteran or any other American citizen that you 
shall not eat, even if you want to, an American product 
produced by American farmers. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TARVER. Les. 

Mr. FLETCHER. The gentleman will admit, will he not, 
that oleo is very much inferior to butter as a food? 

Mr. TARVER. I certainly will not. The gentleman, of 
course, if he has read the authorities on the question, real- 
izes that many of them hold that oleomargarine produced 
from cottonseed is oftentimes purer than butter produced 
from cattle and is equally nutritive. Whether any citizen, 


veteran or not, desires to eat it in preference to butter is 


his own affair. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Oh, I thin 

Mr. TARVER. I do not yield to the gentleman further. 
The cotton plant is not afflicted with Bang’s disease, and 
the cotton plant is not afflicted with tuberculosis. These 
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diseases oftentimes affect the purity of butter. The cotton 
Plant is not afflicted by insanitary conditions that do afflict 
many of the dairies of the country, and when gentlemen 
talk about butter being necessarily purer and more healthful 
than oleomargarine, they simply either do not know what 
they are talking about or they are misrepresenting the facts. 
Oleomargarine really is oftentimes purer than butter, cer- 
tainly than some butter. 

Several gentlemen rose. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield 
for a correction? 

Mr. TARVER. No. The gentleman ought not to make 
mistakes, and if he desires to correct them he should do so 
in his own time. [Laughter.] 

I realize that the Representatives from the cotton sections 
of the country constitute only a small minority of the mem- 
bership of this House and that many of them are misled by 
propaganda, and I know that the membership of the House 
is going to adopt the motion of the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. Wooprum] simply because they are more interested in 
the dairying industry as a rule than they are in the cotton 
industry, but I cannot allow that motion to prevail without 
making the remarks which I have made and without point- 
ing out that the inclusion of this language in the bill with- 
out the qualifying clause added by the Senate is merely for 
the purpose of discriminating against a pure agricultural 
commodity, which the American people and any agency of 
the American people, the Veterans’ Administration or other- 
wise, have just as much right to buy as they have to buy 
butter, and the inclusion of such an inhibition against the 
purchase of a commodity of that sort is un-American and 
ought to be rejected by the House. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. JOHNSON]. 

Mr, JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, as one of the 
conferees I suggested we might work out a compromise on 
this item that would be satisfactory to all concerned. It 
occurred to me that an amendment permitting oleomar- 
garine to be served only upon specific request or upon the 
recommendation of a physician might be satisfactory, but 
as I understand the situation now we must either vote for 
the Senate amendment authorizing oleomargine to be sub- 
stituted for butter in veterans’ hospitals or stand by the 
position of the House prohibiting any substitute for butter. 

Mr. SIROVICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Not now. I note with 
interest that considerable opposition comes from the cotton- 
producing sections of the South. I come from one of 
the greatest cotton districts in Oklahoma. My home county 
is one of the champion cotton-raising counties in the 
United States, but merely because practically all of the 
farmers produce cotton in my home county and that every 
county I represent in Congress grows cotton, I could not, 
in good conscience, as one of the conferees on this bill 
have a part in forcing oleomargarine or any other substi- 
tute for butter upon the sick veterans in the hospitals of 
the United States. [Applause.] 

Mr. SIROVICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Yes, but please be brief. 

Mr. SIROVICH. Since the gentleman speaks about sick 
veterans, let me explain for the benefit of the House, from 
a scientific standpoint, that oleomargarine contains no vita- 
min A, which is absolutely essential for the maintenance 
of the health of sick veterans—— 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I thank the distinguished 
gentleman from New York, who is a very eminent physician, 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man yield just for a brief question? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Yes, for a brief question. 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man please explain to the House just what vitamin A will 
do to a person. 

Mr. SIROVICH rose. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to finish my statement if I might be permitted to do so. I 
do not pose as authority on vitamin A, but we as guardians 
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of the sick veterans of the country cannot afford to permit 
any substitute for butter to be fed to the thousands of sick 
veterans in the hospitals of the United States. 

Mr. SIROVICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Yes; for a brief statement. 

Mr. SIROVICH. From a medical standpoint I call the 
attention of the Members of the House to the fact that if 
vitamin A is missing from food products, it reduces the 
resistance of every human being who eats that food, and 
makes them susceptible to every infection known to man- 
kind. ‘Therefore, it is necessary to have vitamin A contained 
in butterfat in a food product, instead of oleomargarine. It 
takes 25 pounds of oleomargarine to give as much nutritive 
value as is contained in 1 pound of wholesome butter made 
from cow’s milk. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, I am not one 
of those who pretend that oleomargarine is not a pure food. 
Undoubtedly it is. But I am sure we are not going to permit 
it or any other ‘substitute to be fed our helpless veterans 
and have them think they are getting real butter. [Ap- 
plause.] 

As I stated at the outset it was my thought that those who 
want oleomargarine or any other food should be permitted 
to have it, and I repeatedly suggested in conference that 
such a compromise be worked out. But that is out of the 
question now. We must either vote for the House or 
Senate proposals. Bear in mind that we are dealing with 
men who are unable to speak for themselves here today. It 
is our solemn duty to stand by the sick and disabled veter- 
ans today and protect their welfare. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques- 
tion on the motion. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from Virginia. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Wooprum) there were—ayes 289, noes 15. 

So the motion was agreed to. 

On motion of Mr. Wooprum, a motion to reconsider the 
votes on the several amendments was laid on the table. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that all Members may have 5 legislative days in which to 
extend their own remarks on this amendment. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 


FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A further message from the Senate by Mr. Frazier, its 
legislative clerk, announced that the Senate had passed 
without amendment a joint resolution and a concurrent 
resolution of the House of the following titles: 

H. J. Res. 468. Joint resolution to dedicate the month of 
April in each year to a voluntary national program for the 
control of cancer; and 

H. Con. Res. 43. Concurrent resolution authorizing the Com- 
mittee on Roads of the House of Representatives to have 
printed for its use additional copies of the hearings on the 
bill (H. R. 8838) to amend the Federal Aid Highway Act 
approved July 11, 1916, as amended and supplemented, and 
for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to the 
amendments of the House to the amendments of the Senate 
Nos. 12, 22, 35, 69, 77, 128, and 129, further insists upon its 
amendment No. 136 to the bill (H. R. 9181) making appro- 
priations for the government of the District of Columbia and 
other activities chargeable in whole or in part against the 
revenues of such District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1939, and for other purposes, asks a further conference with 
the House on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints Mr. THomas of Oklahoma, Mr. GLASS, 
Mr. Correnanp, Mr. Kd, and Mr. Nye to be the conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as 
follows: 

To Mr. May, indefinitely, on account of death in family. 

To Mr. Vinson of Georgia, for 10 days, on account of impor- 
tant business. 

To Mr. ZIMMERMAN, for 1 week, on account of business. 

RESIGNATION FROM COMMITTEES 

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following com- 

munication: 


MarcH 22, 1938. 
Hon. WII LTIANI B. BANKHEAD, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington, D. O. 

Dran Mr. SPEAKER: I submit herewith my resignation as a mem- 
ber of the Committees on Education, Claims, Civil Service, and 
District of Columbia. 

Respectfully, 
Epwarp L. O'NEILL, 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the resignation will 
be accepted. 

There was no objection. 

APPOINTMENTS TO COMMITTEES 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a privileged reso- 
lution, and ask for its immediate consideration, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. DOUGHTON offered the following: 

House Resolution 450 


Resolved, That the following-named Members be, and they are 
hereby, elected members of the standing committees of the House 
of Representatives as follows: 

A Interstate and Foreign Commerce: Epwarp L. ONEHL, New 
ersey. 

Printing: PETE Jarman, Alabama. 

Flood Control: KENT E. KELLER, Illinois. 

Civil Service: THOMAS A. FLAHERTY, Massachusetts, 


The resolution was agreed to. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include 
therein a statement made by me before the Committee for 
Reciprocity Information on the proposed trade agreement 
with Great Britain. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 10 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair trusts the gentleman will with- 
hold his request for the time being. 

Mr. SCOTT. I will withhold it for the time being, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr, PETTENGILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include 
therein a radio address I gave last Saturday. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PETTENGILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to extend my remarks in the Record by including three 
paragraphs on a speech by Woodrow Wilson. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to address the House for 20 minutes tomorrow after the dis- 
position of business on the Speaker’s table, the program for 


the day, and following the special order already on the 
calendar for tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 


consent that tomorrow, following the special orders hereto- 


fore made, I may address the House for 45 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection, 


1938 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATION BILL, 1939 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill (H. R. 9181) 
making appropriations for the government of the District of 
Columbia and other activities chargeable in whole or in part 
against the revenues of such District for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, with Senate 
amendments, and move that the House further insist on its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 136 
and agree to the further conference requested by the Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from Mississippi. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints the following con- 
ferees: Messrs, COLLINS, CALDWELL, STARNES, CASEY of Massa- 
chusetts, and ENGEL. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks by inserting in the Appendix of the 
Record a very able article by Prof. R. L. Hunt, of my State, 
on the subject I Believe in Democracy. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. IZAC. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include a radio 
address given by the chairman of the Foreign Affairs Com- 
mittee of the House, Mr. McReyno.tps, over a Nation-wide 
hook-up. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 


Mr. LEA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce may 
sit during the sessions of the House on Thursday and Fri- 
day of this week. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. IMHOFF. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include 
therein an address made by myself today before the Reci- 
procity Committee on behalf of the pottery industry. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. Manon of Texas and Mr. Donpgro asked and were 
given permission to revise and extend their own remarks in 
the RECORD. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my own remarks in the RECORD 
and to include therein a letter and a brief description by the 
Veterans’ Administration of the so-called widows and or- 
phans pension bill which the House passed yesterday. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that on tomorrow after the disposition of business on the 
Speaker’s table, the business in order for the day, and at the 
conclusion of the special orders heretofore made, I may 
address the House for 5 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection? 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my own remarks in the Record and to include therein 
an editorial by William Randolph Hearst on peace. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BIGELOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Recor on the subject of the 
T. V. A., which was considered this afternoon. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SCHNEIDER of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and 
to insert in connection with the remarks some tables on elec- 
trical rates that we considered in the independent offices bill 
today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 10 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I do not desire particularly to 
speak this late in the afternoon, but I am afraid it is going 
to be necessary for me to do so, because I expect to be absent 
tomorrow, and I think the matter is of sufficient importance 
to detain the Members who are present for another 10 min- 
utes. A situation in the District of Columbia should be 
brought to the attention of the House of Representatives. 
I refer to the controversy that has arisen over the Group 
Health Association, Inc. This matter was referred to by the 
President in his press conference on March 18, and he made it 
quite clear he thought it was a pity that the District Medical 
Society should oppose this system, which has worked very 
successfully elsewhere and is working very successfully here. 

The Group Health Association was organized for the pur- 
Pose of granting to Federal employees hospital facilities and 
medical care on a prepayment basis. The employees are 
entitled to join by paying $2.20 for an individual member 
and $3.30 for the family. They get health advice and medi- 
cal attention if there is something wrong with them. 

Mr. Speaker, it is impossible for 30 percent of the people 
of the country to pay for the medical attention they need. 
If something happens to them they have to go to a hospital 
and incur a big hospital bill. The Group Health Association 
was formed for the purpose of meeting this condition. The 
District Medical Society is doing everything it can to break 
up the Group Health Association movement and it is receiv- 
ing assistance from the American Medical Association. 

If any of you know anything about railroad hospitals or 
group health associations elsewhere, you will appreciate that 
the drive now being made against the Group Health Associa- 
tion of the District, if successful on the part of the District 
Medical Association and the American Medical Association, 
will continue throughout the United States against any other 
attempt at cooperative medical attention. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for 
a question? 

Mr. SCOTT. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Has not this group-health program been 
successful elsewhere? 

Mr. SCOTT. I said it has been very successful elsewhere. 
The President has referred to it as a success in other places. 

In addition to the fact the medical society is making this 
fight, I want to show you how they do it. I do not care what 
you may think about the Group Health Association. I believe 
the medical society is doing an improper thing by assuming 
the tactics it is employing against the Group Health Associa- 
tion. A certain woman is a secretary in one of the Govern- 
ment departments. She belongs to the Group Health Asso- 
ciation. She went to the hospital, being sent there after 
examination by a physician employed by the Group Health 
Association. He sent her to the hospital with a diagnosis of 
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appendicitis. The doctor who sent her there was Dr. Selders, 
of the clinic. She was admitted to the hospital and made 
ready for the operation. The doctors and the attendant 
nurses had dressed themselves in preparation for the opera- 
tion, morphine was administered to her by an employee of the 
hospital, and then the question was raised by the resident 
physician whether or not Dr. Selders was to be permitted to 
operate on this young woman. The resident physician said, 
“No; he is employed by the Group Health Association and 
cannot operate in this hospital.” 

The young woman refused to accept any other doctor and 
said, “Dr. Selders has taken care of me. He knows my condi- 
tion. I want him to operate on me because I have confidence 
in him.” They would not allow this, and thereupon the super- 
intendent of the hospital refused to allow the operation to 
proceed. The resident physician, without consultation with 
other medical authorities, declared the case was not an emer- 
gency case, going on record to that effect in writing, and the 
girl was taken out of the hospital. This is despite the fact 
Group Health Association patients are let into the hospitals 
only in emergency cases, and even then not all of the hospitals 
will take emergency cases. 

Forty-eight hours later the young woman was operated 
upon by another physician in another hospital, and it was 
found at that time her appendix had ruptured. The resident 
physician in the first hospital would not let her be operated 
upon because she wanted her own doctor, said it was not 
an emergency case, and sent her out of the hospital after 
an employee of the hospital itself had injected morphine into 
her in preparation for the operation. What might have 
happened did not happen, because she lived. The operation 
was successful. 

I think that when the medical society of this District says 
to its physicians, “If you take employment with the Group 
Health Association, we will kick you out,” when physicians 
that belong to the medical society say to the hospitals, “If 
you take Group Health Association patients, we will walk 
out,” and when the physicians who belong to the medical 
society say, We will not let any of the physicians on the 
Group Health Association staff into these hospitals,” then 
the District Medical Society is doing something it should not 
do; it is effecting control over the hospitals that supposedly 
are established for all the people of this District. The hos- 
pitals are forced by the medical society to discriminate 
against anybody who takes employment with the Group 
Health Association, and such doctors are kicked out of the 
society, although other doctors who are working under con- 
tract with other organizations are not kicked out of the 
medical society. If this is true—and I have the facts here 
to prove it and would give them if I had time I believe it 
is about time the Congress of the United States, which has 
control over the hospitals of the District, finds out whether 
every citizen in the District can go into a hospital and have 
his own doctor operate on him, and whether the hospitals 
are under the control of the boards of trustees of the hos- 
pitals, under the control of the physicians, or under the con- 
trol of the medical society. Unless they quit this discrimina- 
tion, unless they quit this type of operation, and unless they 
quit the oppressive action against the doctors who have 
worked with this association, I know what I have decided to 
do, whether I get any place with it or not. I am going to 
introduce a resolution to revoke the charter that was granted 
to the District Medical Society. I do not believe we should 
set up an organization and give to it such control over the 
doctors and citizens of the District. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCOTT. I yield to the gentleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I am very much interested in the gentle- 
man’s remarks. I should be pleased to help the gentleman. 
I believe that doctor’s license to practice in the District should 
be taken away from him, and I would gladly go around ped- 
dling a petition to bring that about. 

Mr. SCOTT. Not only that, but the Dr. Selders who took 
employment with the Group Health Association is now hav- 

ing pressure brought to bear on him in his home State of 
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Texas. The District Medical Society wrote letters to his own 
county back in Texas stating he was taking a job that was 
not an ethical job, and that he was not working for enough 
money. The Group Health Association pays him $6,000 a 
year for what he is doing, which is about $2,000 a year above 
the average income of doctors in this District. Neverthe- 
less, the medical society has written to this doctor’s own 
county saying, “Kick him out of your medical society.” They 
have brought pressure to bear on the different men who have 
been hired by Group Health Association. 

These men, while still working for the association, were 
kicked out of the medical society, but when they resigned 
their employment with the Group Health Association they 
were immediately reinstated in the medical society. I do not 
believe it is right that this group should have this control 
over the ability of doctors in this District to enjoy the ad- 
vantages that are granted to the other doctors in the 
hospitals. 

Lack of time makes it impossible for me to conclude. I 
am going to extend my remarks, which, although repetitious 
in some parts, will give a more complete picture of what is 
going on. 

The serious nature of this question was commented upon 
by the President on March 18 in his press conference. The 
President made it quite clear that he felt it was a pity for 
the District Medical Society to oppose a system which has 
been working successfully in other cities. Because of the 
connection between the hospitals and the Community Chest 
the attack of the medical society upon Group Health Asso- 
ciation brings about a most unfortunate misunderstanding 
which may involve financing of all of the charitable and 
social agencies supported by the chest. 

Naturally prominence has been given to the controversy 
because it has become perfectly plain that a small group 
constituting the dominant leadership of the District Medi- 
cal Society are intent upon using their attack upon this 
association of Federal employees as the entering wedge in 
a Nation-wide attack upon similar organizations supported 
by employees of State and Federal agencies as well as of 
industrial and commercial enterprises. In the heat of this 
attack it appears that certain officials of the medical society 
have lost sight of professional standards and have resorted 
to tactics which are subjecting Federal employees and their 
dependents to needless inconvenience and, in the final re- 
sult, might actually seriously endanger the lives of men, 
women, and children in the District. 

From the time that its charter was issued in February 
1937 officials of G. H. A. have made patient and systematic 
endeavors to secure the cooperation of the District Medical 
Society and of the local hospitals in their efforts to provide 
medical and hospital services at reasonable cost for the low- 
income group of employees who make up the major portion 
of the membership. 

The utmost forbearance has been exhibited by the trustees 
and the members of G. H. A. in the face of constant rebuffs, 
carefully planned attacks upon the association’s principles 
and policies, and social and professional ostracism of the 
physicians employed by the members. 

Shortly after the association was formally organized, its 
president presented a written request to each District hos- 
pital, asking that the hospital admit members of G. H. A. 
for customary hospital services upon the request of its med- 
ical director. At the same time hospitals were asked to 
extend hospital courtesy privileges to Dr. Raymond E. Selders, 
a surgeon employed by the association, who had already 
obtained a license to practice in the District of Columbia 
and whose qualifications by every appropriate standard were 
unmistakably outstanding. These requests had substantial 
precedents in the acceptance by the hospitals of similar re- 
quests from several other hospital associations whose mem- 
bers now number several thousands in the District of 
Columbia. 

The employment of physicians and surgeons in the clinic 
maintained by the association had similar precedents in 
scores of cities throughout the United States where full- 
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time doctors, still active members of the American Medical 
Association, are employed by groups of citizens and their 
dependents. It is stated on good authority that more than 
22,000 doctors are now employed under somewhat similar 
terms throughout the United States. 

In spite of these precedents, the District Medical Society 
saw fit to take official action by reason of which members of 
this association have been denied entrance to local hospitals, 
the physicians and surgeons employed by the association 
have been denied the privilege of caring for patients even in 
emergency cases in some of the hospitals, and practitioners of 
high standing in the profession have either been expelled 
from the society or have been barred from admission. 

It should be understood that each of the local hospitals 
maintains a recognized staff of physicians and surgeons who 
regularly practice in the hospital. From the active and 
consultant medical staff a medical council is selected which 
passes upon the qualifications of any physician or surgeon 
who applies for so-called courtesy privileges. When ap- 
proved, this enables him to render treatments or perform 
operations or make visits when his patients are in the hos- 
pital and to make other professional use of the facilities 
afforded by the hospital. It is through this device that the 
District Medical Society controls the admission of patients 
and the approval of the requests of practitioners for admis- 
sion to membership on the courtesy staffs of the various 
hospitals. i 

The record of the Washington hospitals is replete with 
worthy service to the residents of Washington. Some of the 
noblest citizens of this Nation, both men and women, have 
given their money, their energies, their time, and some- 
times have even come to the brink of sacrificing life itself, 
in their untiring efforts to provide hospital facilities for the 
alleviation of human suffering in the Nation’s Capital. A 
few of these worthy persons have attained distinction in 
their fields of endeavor and are well known to our people 
throughout the States. However, many of them who ren- 
dered the finest service to humanity will never be known 
beyond the board of trustees of the hospitals which they 
sought to serve. Nevertheless their names will be written on 
the roll of those who loved their fellowmen, and the service 
they have rendered has made it possible for the public ser- 
vants and citizens who dwell here to enjoy appropriate pro- 
tection of health and of life itself. 

From time to time representatives of the District hos- 
pitals have come before the Congress, before the Commis- 
sioners of the District, and have pled with officers in the 
Government for public funds for the establishment and de- 
velopment of hospital facilities in the District, primarily 
for the sake of those who find it difficult to meet the unex- 
pected onset of financial burdens brought on by illness. The 
plea of these hospital representatives has always been made 
on a sound basis of equality and nondiscrimination. The 
charters and bylaws of these hospitals without exception 
either expressly or by implication provide for nondiscrimina- 
tion. Incorporators and trustees of our Washington hos- 
pitals, in addition to public funds, have secured contribu- 
tions from charitable funds, gifts and donations in wills, and 
church funds, all on the basis of humanitarian service to the 
people of the District of Columbia without discrimination. 
At the least estimate, the 10 hospitals in the District now 
hold properties accumulated and acquired with this distinct 
understanding, amounting to many millions of dollars. 

The question now has arisen whether the trustees of these 
hospitals, at the mercy of the minority group in the District 
Medical Society, are to be compelled to adopt a course highly 
inconsistent with their trust. Are they to permit this prop- 
erty to be used to serve the private and selfish ends of a 
relatively small group of physicians and surgeons who have 
been outspoken in their determination to prevent in the 
District a form of cooperative undertaking which the Presi- 
dent himself has characterized as successful in other parts 
of the Nation? Are these trustees to be hindered and ob- 
structed in their desire to further a useful cooperative ex- 
periment in health protection and in the practice of preven- 
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tive medicine among Federal employees who now number 
more than 2,700, employed in 19 Federal agencies, and who 
with their wives and children and other dependents total 
more than 6,000 persons resident in or near the District? 

There has been placed in my hands ample evidence to show 
that the hospitals are caught in the net of a conspiracy to 
give the members of the District Medical Society a monopoly 
of the practice upon their own terms in the Washington 
hospitals. It appears likewise that some of these physi- 
cians and surgeons may be violating the Medical Practices 
Act of the District of Columbia; and if not, their actions are 
certainly contrary to the high moral and professional stand- 
ards which have everywhere and at all times characterized 
the true and competent leadership of the medical profession. 

On February 5, 1938, a superintendent of a local District 
hospital wrote to Mr. W. C. Kirkpatrick, president of Group 
Health Association, Inc., returning a check of the association 
for $66.80. This check was tendered for a member of the 
association and a competent Federal employee in excellent 
standing. This employee, a woman on the pay roll of a 
Federal agency, had been attended at the hospital in ques- 
tion by a physician who was in good standing in the District 
Medical Society, but because this Federal employee had seen 
fit to join in an association with other Federal employees, 
seeking to budget their sickness bills, this particular hospital 
refused to accept the check tendered in payment of her hos- 
pital bills, and the hospital later went on record in the 
following language on February 21, 1938: 

It should be apparent that “ the institution would 
not receive your members as such. 

This letter goes on to say: 

This hospital is open to citizens of the District of Columbia and 
the surrounding country, and has been since its foundation over 
40 years ago. 

In spite of this fact, these trustees, under pressure from 
the District Medical Society, now see fit to refuse the checks 
of a solvent association of Federal employees and deny its 
members as such entrance to its doors for humane treatment 
when ill. 

Another woman, a secretarial employee on the pay roll of 
one of the District Federal agencies, has recently been sub- 
jected to the most inconsiderate treatment under circum- 
stances which might very well have cost her life. She was 
taken to a local hospital with a diagnosis of appendicitis by 
Dr. Selders, of the clinic maintained by the association. 
Upon admission to the hospital she was made ready for an 
operation, and the doctors and the attendant nurses dressed 
themselves in preparation for the operation. Morphine was 
administered by an employee of the hospital. The question 
was then raised by the resident physician as to whether Dr. 
Selders could be permitted to operate. The names of other 
surgeons were suggested to the patient. She refused to ac- 
cept any of them, stating clearly her determination to 
entrust herself only to Dr. Selders. Thereupon the hospital 
superintendent refused to allow the operation to proceed, 
and the resident physician, without consultation with other 
medical authorities, declared that the case was not of an 
emergency nature, and went on record in writing to that 
effect. Within less than 48 hours this patient was operated 
upon by another surgeon in another hospital, and it was 
found at that time that the appendix had been ruptured. 
I am safe in saying that this shameful controversy in this 
case might very well have cost a human life and accordingly 
ought to subject those responsible to severest criticism. 

Today’s press reports carry another story which is equally 
shameful in its implications and equally subversive to health 
standards and professional idealism which ought to obtain 
in this city. A member of Group Health Association, Inc., 
seriously ill with a heart disease known as coronary throm- 
bosis, placed himself under the care of Dr. Richard H. Price, 
a member of the Group Health medical staff. When his 
condition reached a critical stage on March 20, 1938, Dr. 
Price wished to call into consultation a heart specialist of 
repute, who is a member of the District Medical Society. 
This specialist immediately advised Dr. Price that he had 
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been instructed by the Medical Society of the District of 
Columbia that he would not be permitted to enter into such 
aconsultation. This specialist is reported as saying, in effect, 
that the society had ruled that no member of the Medical 
Society of the District of Columbia could consult with a 
physician on the staff of Group Health Association, Inc.; he 
could not visit a member of the association, nor render any 
service in the presence of a Group Health physician, regard- 
less of the critical nature of the case. It seems almost incon- 
ceivable that any group of physicians should attempt to thus 
constitute themselves as the judges and arbitrators over the 
lives and well-being of thousands of citizens and at the same 
time attempt to dictate to their associates and to local hos- 
pitals as to the terms of all contracts which can be made in 
the District of Columbia for medical and hospital services. 

Further evidence of the high-handed way in which this 
entire subject is being treated by the District Medical Society 
may be offered in connection with the recent expulsion from 
the society of Dr. Mario Scandiffio, pediatrician for the as- 
sociation. Dr. Scandiffio has been a resident of the District 
for a number of years and has been highly regarded by his 
patients and by his associates in the medical profession. He 
has been honored by the distinction of lecturing before one 
of the local medical institutions. Since his association with 
the clinic of Group Health he has been subjected to a so- 
called trial by the District Medical Society, has been ostra- 
cized by the members of the medical profession, and now 
faces the loss of his courtesy privileges in the District hos- 
pitals; all of this solely because he has seen fit to accept 
employment by a cooperative group of Federal employees. 

In another case, that of Dr. Raymond E. Selders, the long 
arm of the American Medical Association has reached out 
to Dr. Selders’ home town in Texas. Letters written from 
the District Medical Society have stirred up the local medical 
association in the county where Dr. Selders was an honored 
practicing physician, and have brought about the threat of 
expulsion from the Texas society on March 30. The case 
of Dr. Allan E. Lee is also relevant. Due to pressure from 
the local medical society he was forced to resign from em- 
ployment with Group Health, and immediately after his 
connection with the association was severed, he was returned 
to full privileges and standing as a member of the District 
Medical Society. 

It is unnecessary for me to place before you further evi- 
dence of the seriousness of this situation. It has far-reach- 
ing implications; it involves several thousand Federal em- 
ployees, property amounting to millions of dollars, and the 
tactics employed by the aggressors threaten the stability and 
the very existence of certain institutions and privileges 
which every American citizen prizes highly and desires in 
every reasonable way to protect. 

Patient efforts by the association to arrive at a mutual un- 
derstanding and to gain goodwill by friendly conferences 
have failed. I am unable to understand why the hospitals, 
in spite of their need of money, either decline to accept the 
association’s members as patients or to admit their surgeon 
to their courtesy staffs, except on the basis that the trustees 
of the hospitals are subjected to unwarranted pressure from 
sources against which they are unable to defend themselves. 
I am more convinced that this is true when I learn that 
the trustees of one hospital passed a resolution permitting 
members of the association to receive the usual hospital 
privileges. Immediately thereafter a threat was made that 
unless this motion were at once rescinded the medical staff 
would withdraw from the hospital in a body. Apparently 
the trustees had no alternative but to accede to this unrea- 
sonable demand. p 

In view of the evidence which I have placed before you 
and on the basis of many other considerations which time 
does not permit me to outline in full, I am moved to charge 
that members of the medical staff of the hospitals and others 
permitted to practice in the hospitals are not now being 
approved because of merit or professional standing. ‘The 
charge can be sustained that members of the medical 
profession licensed to practice medicine in the District of 
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Columbia, who are persons of good character and fully 
qualified professionally, are excluded from practice in the 
hospitals for the sole reason that such persons find them- 
selves on the wrong side of a disputed issue as to how our 
medical bills and doctors’ bills may be paid. 

The charge can be amply sustained that lives of Federal 
employees are being endangered. Women and children are 
suffering from remediable complaints requiring prompt 
surgical attention which is being denied them because of 
their membership in a worthy institution which the Presi- 
dent of the United States has seen fit to characterize as 
representative of other similar successful undertakings. 
APPOINTMENT OF ADDITIONAL DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE NORTHERN 

DISTRICT OF ALABAMA 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of the bill (S. 3554) authorizing 
the appointment of an additional judge of the District Court 
for the Northern District of Alabama. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman explain the purpose of the bill? 

Mr. HOBBS. This is a bill, Mr. Speaker, the necessity for 
which grows out of the disability of the only judge in the 
northern district of Alabama, the Honorable David J. Davis. 
Serious illness has completely disabled him for 4 months 
and the doctors certify that his recovery and resumption of 
duties are not to be hoped for for many months yet to come, 
if then. Judge Kennamer of the middle district, Judge 
McDuffie of the southern district, and all other judges in the 
adjacent area have been thoroughly cooperative, but, of 
course, having their own dockets to attend to, they cannot 
give the time necessary to this, the heaviest docket in that 
part of the South. Therefore, there are at the present time, 
according to my information, more than 5,000 cases on the 
docket of Judge Davis’ court. 

In addition to this heavy trial docket, there are daily serv- 
ices requiring judicial performance. Prisoners in jail who 
wish to plead guilty may not do so. Routine orders in bank- 
ruptcy cases cannot be made. Naturalization and progress 
in civil and equity cases depending upon interlocutory de- 
crees are at a standstill. Birmingham, and most of the other 
large cities in Alabama are in real and pressing need of the 
relief which the passage of this bill would give. Therefore, 
as Judge Kennamer states in a telegram to Senator BANK- 
HEAD today, there is an urgent and immediate need. There 
can be no question about it, and if we mean, as I am sure 
we do, to take care of the administration of justice in a 
proper way, this, the heaviest docket, by far. in Alabama, 
with more than 5,000 pending cases, should be given im- 
mediately the services of an active, full-time judge. The 
appointment of this judge will not make this a 2-judge 
district permanently. 

We all hope that Judge Davis may soon recover his normal, 
buoyant health and resume his distinguished career on the 
bench. We pray that his able service may soon be again 
available. But if such be not the case, the vacancy resulting 
from his resignation, retirement, or death is not to be filled. 

I may state further that the action of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee of the House in reporting this bill was unanimous and 
there was no opposition, so far as I know, from any quarter 
whatsoever. 

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

Mr. HOBBS. I am pleased to yield. 

Mr. MAPES. Did the minority members of the Committee 
on the Judiciary know the gentleman was going to call up 
this bill this afternoon? 

Mr. HOBBS. Yes; and the distinguished and able gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. MICHENER] stayed here until a 
moment ago when he had to leave. The gentleman from 
Michigan spoke to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
RicH] about the matter and satisfied him. The gentleman 
from Michigan is cordially in favor of the bill and knew it 
was coming up and I asked him to advise the Republican 
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leadership and his fellow minority members of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. MAPES. The gentleman did speak to the minority 
members of the committee of his intention to bring the 
matter up this afternoon? 

Mr. HOBBS. Yes; and they know of the emergency. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the President is authorized to appoint, 
by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, one additional 
judge of the District Court of the United States for the Northern 
District of Alabama who in addition to the powers and authority 
of a district judge shall also have the powers and authority of 
senior district judge for said district when the senior judge has 
been absent from his active duties for 3 months and thereafter 
until the senior judge returns and actively resumes the duties of 
senior judge for said district. 

Sec. 2. That whenever a vacancy shall occur in the office of the 
district judge for the northern district of Alabama by the retire- 
ment, resignation, or death of the judge senior in commission, 
such vacancy shall not be filled, and thereafter there shall be but 
one district judge in said district. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 

A similar House bill was laid on the table. 

LEAVE TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, after other orders agreed 
upon for tomorrow are disposed of, I ask unanimous consent 
to address the House for 5 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

WORLD ECONOMIC COOPERATION 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to address the House, and also to extend my remarks 
in the RECORD, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, beginning to- 
morrow, March 23, and extending through March 26, there 
is to be a session at the Washington Hotel of the Conference 
on World Economic Cooperation, which, so far as I can gather 
from its literature, is a part of a campaign for world economic 
cooperation under the national peace conference. 

There have been invited to be a part of this conference in 
Washington some 39 or 40 women’s organizations, including, 
I am informed, such substantial nonpolitical groups as the 
Woman’s Christian Temperance Union, National Council of 
Jewish Women, the American Association of University 
Women, the American Christian Endeavor Society, the Gen- 
eral Federation of Women’s Clubs, and similar organizations. 

Presumably this conference is to consider the most funda- 
mental problems now facing the world and the most vital 
questions which concern the United States or America at 
this time. 

As we know, a series of rapid events in the world have so 
changed the political map of the globe and the interrelation- 
ships of the great nations and peoples of the world as to re- 
quire a new study of the place we as a nation shall occupy 
and the part that we shall take in the future in our relations 
with the rest of the world. 

It is needless for me to say that these problems are funda- 
mental in the extreme; they embrace practically every ques- 
tion relating to peace or war, relating to the self-determina- 
tion of peoples and nations, industry, and labor; they in- 
volve every question embraced within the economic structure 
of world trade; and, finally, they affect every citizen of the 
United States in a vital way, because within the problems 
which are thus presented are embraced the questions of war, 
economic readjustment, and the destruction of life and prop- 
erty and of the human agony inseparably coincidental to 
war. 

It is exceedingly disquieting to learn that these groups of 
earnest women are being called into this conference for the 
purpose of approving a report of a committee of “experts,” 
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which report is one of the most subtle and strong pieces of 
New Deal propaganda that has been devised in the 5 years 
of Mr. Roosevelt’s administration. 

The report which, of course, cannot be adequately dis- 
cussed, let alone studied in 3 days by these women, approves 
in toto and insists with great vigor that the reciprocal trade 
program of Mr. Cordell Hull, Secretary of State, be con- 
tinued and expanded, This report, prepared in advance for 
the pro forma approval of these women’s organizations un- 
equivocally approves the proposed trade agreement with 
Great Britain even before the hearings prerequisite to in- 
telligent negotiation of such a treaty have been anywhere 
near completed. Testimony and studies from American in- 
dustries which will be vitally affected by this treaty, and 
by its generalization under the most-favored-nations policy 
to all the other countries of the world except Germany, are 
still being considered by those charged with the negotia- 
tions concerning this treaty with Great Britain and her do- 
minions, and yet here we have, prepared in advance, with- 
out any access to any of these reports, arguments or state- 
ments by affected American industries, a complete blanket 
endorsement of that treaty. 

This advance report to be thus presented to these wom- 
en’s organizations for their approval goes further and says 
in this language: 

Because attacks have been launched from time to time against 
the trade agreements program and are sure to be repeated, we 
express our confidence in the fair-mindedness toward interests 
affected and the firm devotion to the best interests of the Amer- 
ican people with which Secretary Hull and his aides are conducting 
their difficult task. We urge support for them. The people at 
large, in their interests as workers, farmers, businessmen, and con- 
sumers, and people of every section, have an overwhelming inter- 
est in the increased national economic welfare and the more stable 
basis for world peace which the trade agreements help to promote. 
Groups with a present interest in protection should be given fair 
consideration, but campaigns of misrepresentation against the 
p: should not be allowed to succeed, nor should subtle legis- 
lative attempts to hamstring it be permitted. 


Not only that, but this hand-picked group of experts in 
their predigested report specifically recommends the defeat 
of bills which have been introduced in the Congress requir- 
ing trade agreements to be submitted to Congress before 
going into effect, suspending further negotiations for 1 year, 
or requiring certification of every agreement by the War 
and Navy Departments, and any other proposals in the fu- 
ture which have the same effect and which openly or cov- 
ertly attack the trade agreements program. 

In other words, Mr. Speaker, if I read the English lan- 
guage aright as it is included in this report, these women’s 
organizations are to be asked to endorse and affirm a policy 
that would exclude the Nation’s defense instrumentalities, 
the Army and Navy, from any knowledge or of any advisory 
function in trade agreements or other agreements collateral 
to trade agreements between this country and the other 
nations of the world. 

This is an astounding proposal which I cannot believe 
these organizations of estimable and patriotic women can 
endorse if they realize what is contained in this report which 
is to be presented to them for their approval. 

The report is filled with so much propaganda that it is 
impossible for me, in the brief time I have at my disposal, 
to acquaint the Members of this Congress with all the dan- 
gerous proposals that are to be found in it, but I earnestly 
urge every Member of this Congress to get, if possible, a copy 
of this report and read it from cover to cover. 

The report of these so-called experts specifically advocates 
that the power and authority for establishing tariffs be abdi- 
cated by the Congress and that when the Trade Agreement 
Act expires in 1940 it should be replaced by a still more liberal 
grant of power to the Secretary of State to carry on tariff 
negotiations in the interest of promoting trade in any way he 
may see fit. They even state that— 

This does not preclude unilateral downward revision of the Ameri- 
can tariff. 

This report in a very subtle but nevertheless very apparent 
way seeks to open the door to a cancelation of the old war 
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debts and to the elimination of the Johnson Act for the 
purpose of reopening the treasure house of American money 
to the raids of foreign borrowers. 

It becomes utterly amazing when we stop to consider that 
here is an agency of the so-called National Peace Conference 
under the pretensions of a campaign for world economic 
cooperation that is advocating in its predigested report efforts 
to establish conditions favorable to a healthy international 
flow of capital. The report says: 

Such capital movements, the unfortunate experiences of the 
1920's notwi , offer great advantages to both the borrowers 
and the lenders. At the same time an attempt should be made 
to guard against the dangers associated with so-called “hot” 
money. 

The report goes on: 

In this connection we recommend that some sort of compromise 
be sought in order to dispose of the troublesome war-debts question, 
already the cause of more damage to the economy of the United 
States and the world than the sums involved are worth. Almost 
any settlement, which would help to increase American trade, would 
be preferable to letting this dead hand of the World War continue 
to hold up future progress. No new legislation is necessary, as 
the general powers of the President give him authority to negotiate 
with foreign countries and to submit the results to Congress. 


I might observe at this point, Mr. Speaker, that such nego- 
tiations seem to have been carried on with the result that 
Hungary has now proposed that the trifling sum that it owes 
the United States be cut to one-third or thereabouts of its 
original amount and that Hungary be given 30 years in which 
to pay the balance. Mr. Roosevelt, we are informed by the 
press, is preparing to send this proposal to the Congress. 
Every Member of this body recognizes, of course, that the 
Hungarian offer is a feeler for the other debtor nations whose 
debts have already been twice reduced, and that the whole 
scheme is nothing more or less than an effort to avoid the 
provisions of the Johnson Act in order that foreign nations 
which are arming for war may again get their loans for the 
upbuilding of such war armaments from the citizens of the 
United States; and this, Mr. Speaker, is the sort of propa- 
ganda concealed under this so-called campaign for world 
economic cooperation under the aegis of the National Peace 
Conference. 

How easy it is for a group of experts to calmly, without a 
qualm, advocate the tossing away of the billions of dollars 
belonging to the American people, not to the experts but to 
the American people, who are to this hour, and who will be 
for years to come, having to bear the losses which the experts, 
the international experts, peace-loving international experts, 
are willing to sacrifice in order to open the door to more 
American loans abroad, most of which would go to prepare the 
rest of the nations of the world for a conflict that would make 
the last one look like a football scrimmage. 

As I have said, Mr. Speaker, I have not the time to go into 
further detail beyond saying that this report of this so-called 
committee of experts is filled from cover to cover with propa- 
ganda for the entanglement of this country in the problems 
of foreign countries; it is filled with propaganda for the 
centralization of more and more power in the Executive; 
it is filled with propaganda for still further abdication by 
the Congress of its constitutional functions and responsibili- 
ties; it is filled with propaganda for the opening of the Amer- 
ican markets to low-wage, long-hour, low-living-level labor 
of the rest of the world; and that whole question is airily 
disposed of by these experts in the following language: 

Trade, meaning both imports and exports, makes possible higher 
living standards for the nations that engage in it. Both sides 
gain. This is true of trade between countries on different levels 
of economic welfare as well as trade between countries on nearly 
the same level. It is a common mistake to hold that trade be- 
tween the United States and countries with lower living or work- 
ing standards will pull American standards down. Quite the 
opposite is true as a general rule. America gains economically 
by trade with low-standard countries like India, China, or Mexico, 
as well as with high-standard countries like Great Britain, Den- 
mark, or Sweden; and all of these countries gain by trading with 
America. 

In heaven's name, Mr. Speaker, why, if the findings of 
this committee of alleged experts are correct, do we have 
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any tariff at all? Why do not we go to a system of complete 
free, unrestricted trade in order that the working classes 
of America may be lifted to the levels of India, Japan, and 
China? 

One wonders how Mr. John L. Lewis and his C. I. O. will 
regard that statement. One wonders how Mr. William 
Green and his American Federation of Labor will regard 
that statement. One wonders how the organizations of 
farmers and the organizations of industrialists, who are 
fighting to keep the people of America at work, and who are 
struggling to keep their heads above water, will regard this 
declaration in favor of lowering the protective tariff against 
cheap foreign products and its advocacy of admitting those 
products to flood into the domestic market. 

I am convinced that these women’s organizations do not 
know the import of this report which they are to be asked, 
sight unseen, with the blinders on, to endorse. 

Of one thing I am certain; there must be great numbers 
of those women whose husband's would have plenty to say 
if they could see this report and see what it portends for 
their businesses. 

The point, however, that I wanted to make was to warn 
these women’s organizations and to warn this country that 
the purpose of this entire conference is to bring these pre- 
sumably nonpolitical organizations, like the Christian En- 
deavor Society and others, into this conference for the pur- 
pose of inveigling them into endorsing a report which has 
clearly been prepared by individuals whose attitude of mind 
is that American industry, American workingmen, and 
women, American farmers and their well-being mean noth- 
ing in the light of this phobia for a world cooperation that 
seeks to harness this Nation with the load of lifting all the 
people of the world to our own living level. 

Of course, history contradicts these experts. The history 
of those countries which have indulged in free trade with 
other countries of lower labor and living standards has been 
consistently that the tendency is to pull the higher stand- 
ards down farther than the lower standards are lifted up. 

This, Mr. Speaker, is typical of the sort of thing that is 
going on all over this country in which organizations and 
individuals are lured into the attitude of approval reports 
and policies and theses which are prepared in advance and 
which are nothing in the world but plain international 
propaganda. 

It is my sincere hope that the representatives of these 
women’s organizations who are attending this conference 
will not fall into this trap buf will insist on having the time 
to study and digest this report before they approve it. [Ap- 
plause.] 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. O’NEILL of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp and to 
include an address delivered by Dr. Fulton Sheen, of the 
Catholic University, on the subject of property. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman from New York [Mr. Smroyicu] be per- 
mitted to extend his remarks in the Recorp on the subject of 
oleomargarine. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bills 
of the Senate of the following titles: 

S. 975. An act to amend the act approved February 7, 1913, 
so as to remove restrictions as to the use of the Little Rock 
Confederate Cemetery, and for other purposes; 

S. 1759. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to elimi- 
nate the requirements of cultivation in connection with 
certain homestead entries,” approved August 19, 1935; 

S. 2339. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to pro- 
vide for the construction of certain public buildings, and for 
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other purposes,” approved May 25, 1926 (44 Stat. 630), as 
amended; and 

S. 2963. An act authorizing the Superintendent of the 
United States Naval Academy, Annapolis, Md., to accept gifts 
and bequests of money for the purpose of erecting a building 
on land now owned by the United States Government at the 
Naval Academy, and for other purposes. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 
3 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, March 23, 1938, at 12 o’clock noon. 


COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY 

The Committee on Banking and Currency will continue 
hearings on Wednesday morning, March 23, 1938, at 10:30, on 
the Patman bill, H. R. 7230. 

COMMITTEE ON PATENTS 

On Wednesday, March 23, Thursday, March 24, and Fri- 
day, March 25, 1938, at 10 a. m. each morning, the Committee 
on Patents will continue hearings that began Monday, March 
21, on the following measures: H. R. 9259, to provide for 
compulsory licensing of patents; H. R. 9815, to provide for the 
granting of licenses under patents brought within a single 
control by competitors to dominate an industry; H. R. 1666, 
to provide counsel for the defense and prosecution of rights 
of indigent patentees. 

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m., Wednesday, March 23, 
1938. Business to be considered: Continuation of hearing on 
H. R. 9738, civil aeronautics. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. MALonry’s subcommittee of 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 10 
a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Continuation of hearing on S. 1261—through routes. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. BULWINKLE’s subcommittee 
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 
10 a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Hearings on H. R. 9073—to extend services of the Cape Fear 
River. 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m. Tuesday, April 12, 1938. 
Business to be considered: Hearing on H. R. 9047—control 
of venereal diseases and other kindred bills. 

COMMITTEE ON THE POST OFFICE AND POST ROADS 

There will be a hearing before Subcommittee No. 1 of the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads at 10 a. m. 
Wednesday, April 6, 1938, on bills in behalf of custodial 
employees in the Postal Service. Room 213, House Office 
Building. 

COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS 

Full open committee, Naval Affairs, meets at 10:30 a. m. 
Wednesday, March 23, 1938, for consideration of H. R. 9315— 
to regulate the distribution, promotion, and retirement of 
officers on the line of the Navy, and for other purposes. 

COMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization in room 445, House Office Building, 
at 10:30 a. m. on Wednesday, March 23, 1938, for the public 
consideration of unfinished business—private bills. 


COMMITTEE ON MILITARY AFFAIRS 


There will be a meeting of the Committee on Military 
Affairs, room 1310, New House Office Building, at 10:30 a. m. 
Wednesday, March 23, 1938, for the consideration of H. R. 
3801, to remove discrimination against an Army Chief of 
Service. 
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COMMITTEE ON CLAIMS 

A special subcommittee of the Committee on Claims will 
reconsider at an open meeting at 2 p. m., Wednesday, March 
23, 1938, in room 327, House Office Building, the following 
bills, which were objected to in the House and recommitted 
to the committee on August 20, 1937, January 4 and February 
1, 1938, and several bills objected to prior to said dates, for the 
purpose of determining whether they merit inclusion in an 
omnibus bill: 

H. R. 568. For the relief of James A. Henderson (by Mr. 
TARVER). 

H. R. 591. For the relief of John T. Clarkson (by Mr. 
THURSTON). 

H. R. 841. For the relief of Ida A. Gunderson (by Mr. 
WITTE of Idaho). ; 

H. R. 938. For the relief of Mr. and Mrs. Joseph Konderish 
(by Mr. WALTER). 

H. R. 1185. For the relief of D. X. Sanders (by Mr. 
NICHOLS). 

H. R. 1750. For the relief of Capt. Walter L. Shearman 
(by Mr. Dorsey). 

H. R. 2353. For the relief of Bolinross Chemical Co. (by 
Mr. HARTLEY). 

H. R. 2436. For the relief of Anna V. Bivans (by Mr. 
O’Brien of Illinois). 

H. R. 3179. For the relief of R. L. Scott (by Mr. BOYKIN). 

H. R. 3648. For the relief of K. E. Parker Co. (by Mr. 
HAVENNER). 

H. R. 5347. For the relief of Ray E. Nies (by Mr. Marks). 

H. R. 5450. For the relief of William C. Reese (by Mr. 
PATRICK). 

H. R. 5781. To provide for the carrying out of the award 
of the National War Labor Board of April 11, 1919, and the 
decision of the Secretary of War of date November 30, 1920, 
in favor of certain employees of the Minneapolis Steel & 
Machinery Co., Minneapolis, Minn.; of the St. Paul Foundry 
Co., St. Paul, Minn.; of the American Hoist & Derrick Co., St. 
Paul, Minn., and of the Twin City Forge & Foundry Co., 
Stillwater, Minn. (by Mr. Jounson of Minnesota). 

H. R. 5909. For the relief of the Allegheny Forging Co. 
(by Mr. EBERHARTER). 

H. R. 5910. For the relief of the Allegheny Forging Co. 
(by Mr. EBERHARTER). 

H. R. 5911. For the relief of the Allegheny Forging Co. 
(by Mr. EBERHARTER) . 

H. R. 5994. For the relief of S. Uttal (by Mr. VOORHIS). 

H. R. 6011. For the relief of E. C. Beaver (by Mr. DISNEY) . 

S. 178. For the relief of the estate of J. D. Warlick (by 
former Senator Black). 

S. 410. For the relief of Roy D. Cook, a minor (by former 
Senator Steiwer). 

S. 545. For the relief of John Mulhern (by Senator HAYDEN). 

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 


The Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee will hold 
hearings at 10 a. m. in room 219, House Office Building, 
on the following bills on the dates indicated: 

Wednesday, March 23, 1938: - 

S. 922. To make electricians licensed officers after an ex- 
amination. 

Thursday, March 24, 1938: 

H. R. 6745. To require a uniform manning scale for mer- 
chant vessels and an 8-hour day for all seamen. 

H. R. 8774. To amend the Seamen Act of March 4, 1915, 
as amended and extended, with respect to its application to 
tug towing vessel firemen, linemen, and oilers. 

H. R. 9588. To provide for an 8-hour day on tugs on the 
Great Lakes. 

Tuesday, March 29, 1938: 

H. R. 9765-S. 3595. To authorize the purchase and distri- 
bution of products of the fishing industry. 

Wednesday, March 30, 1938: 

H. R. 8840. To amend section 6 of the act approved May 
27, 1936 (49 Stat. L. 1380). 
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S. 1273. To adopt regulations for preventing collisions at 
sea. 

Tuesday, April 5, 1938: 

S. 2580. To amend existing laws so as to promote safety 
at sea by requiring the proper design, construction, mainte- 
nance, inspection, and operation of ships; to give effect to 
the Convention for Promoting Safety of Life at Sea, 1929; 
and for other purposes. 

Tuesday, April 12, 1938: 

H.R.6797. To provide for the establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more fish-cultural stations in 
each of the States of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. 

H. R. 8956. To provide for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary in- 
vestigations, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking 
operations for these purposes. 

S. 2307. To provide for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary in- 
vestigations, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking 
operations for these purposes. 

Thursday, April 14, 1938: 

H. R. 8533. To amend section 4370 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 46, sec. 316). 

Tuesday, April 19, 1938: 

H.R.5629. To exempt motorboats less than 21 feet in 
length not carrying passengers for hire from the act of June 
9, 1910, regulating the equipment of motorboats. 

H. R. 7089. To require examinations for issuance of motor- 
boat operators’ license. 

H. R. 8839. To amend laws for preventing collisions of ves- 
sels, to regulate equipment of motorboats on the navigable 
waters of the United States, to regulate inspection and man- 
ning of certain motorboats which are not used exclusively 
for pleasure and those which are not engaged exclusively in 
the fisheries on inland waters of the United States, and for 
other purposes. 

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Education on 
Friday, March 25, 1938, at 10 a. m. Report of President's 
Advisory Committee on Education. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communications 
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

1165. A letter from the Director, Civilian Conservation 
Corps, transmitting the draft of a proposed bill to amend the 
act entitled “An act to establish a Civilian Conservation 
Corps, and for other purposes,” approved June 28, 1937; to 
the Committee on Labor. 

1166. A letter from the Acting Attorney General, trans- 
mitting the draft of a proposed bill to authorize the tem- 
porary appointment of a special judge for the District Court 
of the Virgin Islands; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1167, A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting an estimate of an appropriation for the 
Treasury Department, amounting to $40,561,886.43 (H. Doc. 
No. 554); to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered 
to be printed. 

1168. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated March 8, 1938, submitting a report, together with ac- 
companying papers, on a preliminary examination of, and 
review of reports on, Deep Waterway to connect Lake St. 
Francis on the St. Lawrence River with the Hudson River at 
Albany, N. Y., via Lake Champlain, authorized by the River 
and Harbor Act approved August 30, 1935, and requested by 
resolution of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, House 
of Representatives, adopted January 16, 1935; to the Com- 
mittee on Rivers and Harbors. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


MARCH 22 


1169. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated March 7, 1938, submitting a report, together with 
accompanying papers and illustrations, on a preliminary 
examination of Patuxent River and its tributaries, Mary- 
land, authorized by the Flood Control Act approved June 
22, 1936; to the Committee on Flood Control. 

1170. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated March 4, 1938, submitting a report, together with ac- 
companying papers and illustration, on reexamination of St. 
Augustine Harbor, Fla., requested by resolution of the Com- 
mittee on Rivers and Harbors, House of Representatives, 
adopted March 20, 1936 (H. Doc. No. 555); to the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be printed, with 
illustration. 

1171. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated March 8, 1938, submitting a report, together with ac- 
companying papers and illustrations, on a preliminary exam- 
ination of, and review of reports on, Scituate Harbor, Mass., 
authorized by the River and Harbor Act approved August 
26, 1937, and requested by resolution of the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors, House of Representatives, adopted 
May 18, 1937 (H. Doc. No. 556); to the Committee on Rivers 
and Harbors and ordered to be printed, with two illustrations. 

1172. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropria- 
tion for the National Capital Park and Planning Commission, 
for the fiscal year 1939, amounting to $300,000 (H. Doc. No. 
558); to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to 
be printed. 

1173. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a draft of proposed provision pertaining 
to existing appropriations of the National Mediation Board 
for the fiscal year 1938 (H. Doc. No. 557); to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, 

Mr. HOBBS: Committee on the Judiciary. S. 3554. An 
act authorizing the appointment of an additional judge of 
the District Court for the Northern District of Alabama; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1987). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. McCLELLAN: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R. 
5763. A bill to provide for the extension of the boundaries 
of the Hot Springs National Park in the State of Arkansas, 
and for other purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 1988). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, 

Mr. McREYNOLDS: Committee on Foreign Affairs. H. R. 
9649. A bill authorizing the President to present the Dis- 
tinguished Service Medal to Rear Admiral Reginald Vesey 
Holt, British Navy, and to Capt. George Eric Maxia O’Don- 
nell, British Navy; and the Navy Cross to Vice Admiral Lewis 
Gonne Eyre Crabbe, British Navy, and to Lt. Comdr. Harry 
Douglas Barlow, British Navy; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1989). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. BLAND: A bill (H. R. 9973) to improve the 
efficiency of the Lighthouse Service, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 
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By Mr. DEMPSEY: A bill (H. R. 9974) to authorize the 
purchase of certain lands for the Apache Tribe of the Mesca- 
lero Reservation, N. Mex.; to the Committee on Indian Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. DIES: A bill (H. R. 9975) to extend the times for 
commencing and completing the construction of a bridge 
over Lake Sabine at or near Port Arthur, Tex.; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. DITTER: A bill (H. R. 9976) to provide for the 
promotion, retirement, and discharge of officers of the line 
of the Navy, and for other purposes: to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. ELLIOTT: A bill (H. R. 9977) for the relief of the 
State of California for damages to and destruction of city 
streets, county roads, bridges, and highways, reclamation 
district levees, river channels, and levees by floods in 1937 
and 1938; to the Committee on Roads. 

By Mr. HARLAN: A bill (H. R. 9978) to authorize settle- 
ment for certain inequitable losses in pay sustained by of- 
ficers of the commissioned services under the emergency 
economy legislation, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments. 

By Mr. HOOK: A bill (H. R. 9979) for the acquiring of 
lands in the Ottawa National Forest and other lands to safe- 
guard the public interest in certain lands in Baraga, Gogebic, 
Houghton, Iron, and Ontonagon Counties in the State of 
Michigan; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. O’NEAL of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 9980) amend- 
ing sections 1 and 4 of an act of Congress approved June 18, 
1930, entitled “An act authorizing the Commonwealth of 
Kentucky, by and through the State Highway Commission of 
Kentucky or the successors of said commission, to acquire 
construct, maintain, and operate bridges within Kentucky 
and/or across boundary line streams of Kentucky”; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 

By Mr. SMITH of Connecticut: A bill (H. R. 9981) for 
the relief of the State of Connecticut; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KING: A bill (H. R. 9982) to provide for the con- 
struction and supervision of irrigation works on the island 
of Molokai, Territory of Hawaii, for promoting the rehabilita- 
tion of the native Hawaiian people and for promoting the 
national defense, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on the Territories. 

By Mr. WHITTINGTON: A bill (H. R. 9983) authorizing 
the city of Greenville, Miss., and Washington County, Miss., 
singly or jointly, to construct, maintain, and operate a toll 
bridge across the Mississippi River from a point at or near 
the city of Greenville, Washington County, Miss., to a point 
at or near Lake Village, Chicot County, Ark.; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. DIRKSEN: A bill (H. R. 9984) to extend certain 
credit under the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 
1930, as amended, for service rendered by certain employees 
in the legislative and judicial branches of the Government; 
to the Committee on the Civil Service. 

By Mr. FISH: Resolution (H. Res. 451) providing for the 
consideration of House Joint Resolution 576; to the Com- 
mittee on Rules. 

By Mr. SABATH: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 626) author- 
izing the selection of a site and the erection thereon of “The 
Columbian Fountain” in Washington, D. C.; to the Com- 
mittee on the Library. 


MEMORIALS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials were presented 
and referred as follows: : 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of Massachusetts, memorializing the President and the 
Congress of the United States for the enactment of legisla- 
tion to promote the general welfare of the United States by 
alleviating the hazards and insecurity of old age; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


3889 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 9985) for 
the relief of Katherine Nelson, Katherine Tillman, Alice Mae 
Tillman, Robert Tillman, and Gertrude Tillman; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

By Mr. BARRY: A bill (H. R. 9986) for the relief of Horace 
Leslie Coates; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. CARTER: A bill (H. R. 9987) for the relief of Toney 
Lemon; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. CARTWRIGHT: A bill (H. R. 9988) for the relief 
of Milton J. Byars; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. FLAHERTY: A bill (H. R. 9989) for the relief of 
Walter W. Davis; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. GREENWOOD: A bill (H. R. 9990) granting a 
pension to Joseph E. Snyder; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. McGEHEE: A bill (H. R. 9991) for the relief of 
J. M. Williams; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. McMILLAN: A bill (H. R. 9992) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Maribel Williams Croft; to the Commit- 
tee on Pensions. 

By Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 9993) for the 
relief of Larkin Walker; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SCHULTE: A bill (H. R. 9994) for the relief of 
Christos Koutsougeras; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were 
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

4565. By Mr. ANDREWS: Resolution adopted by the Navy 
Association of Western New York, favoring increase in naval 
strength of the United States; to the Committee on Naval 
Affairs. 

4566. Also, protest received from the Niagara Chapter 
of the American Institute of Chemists in Buffalo and west- 
ern New York, opposing passage of House bill 9259; to the 
Committee on Patents. 

4567. By Mr. BATES: Memorial of the General Court of 
Massachusetts, memorializing Congress for the enactment 
of legislation to promote the general welfare of the United 
States by alleviating the hazards and insecurity of old age; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4568. By Mr. BEITER: Petition of the California Wool 
Growers Association of San Francisco, Calif., opposing recip- 
rocal-trade agreement concerning agricultural products and 
wool in particular; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

4569. Also, petition of a group of citizens of Buffalo, Erie 
County, N. Y., containing suggestions for bringing about 
economic prosperity; to the Committee on Labor. 

4570. By Mr. COFFEE of Washington: Resolution in the 
form of a telegram from the Whatcom County Dairymen's 
Association, urging support of House bill 2730, pointing out 
that the dairy industry produces one-fourth of the agricul- 
tural dollar, provides employment for over 4,000,000 people, 
which accounts for one-sixth of the Nation’s population, 
and that milk cows consume feed produced from an acreage 
equivalent to two and one-half times the area of Kansas, 
Nebraska, Idaho, and Washington; and also opposing pro- 
vision in trade agreements facilitating the entry of butter 
and competitive products into the United States from foreign 
countries; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4571. Also, resolution of the Grant County (Wash.) Board 
of Commissioners, Ephrata, Wash., urging that the Secretary 
of Agriculture establish a regional research laboratory in 
Grant County and tendering to the Secretary of Agriculture 
for the establishment of such a laboratory as much agricul- 
ture land belonging to Grant County as the Secretary may 
select in various parts of the county for the establishment 
of experimental plots in connection with the laboratory; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 
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4572. Also, resolution in the nature of a letter of the Sal- 
mon Purse Seiners Union of the Pacific, J. F. Jurich, secre- 
tary-treasurer, of Seattle, Wash., an affiliate of the American 
Federation of Labor, pointing out that the Alaska Packers 
Association enjoys the monopoly of the Karluk River in 
Alaska, that fishermen generally are opposed to such mo- 
nopolies; that all efforts tending to stop the increase of traps 
in Alaska and prevent the transfer from depleted locations 
to virgin fields is in line with the program endorsed by the 
people of the State of Washington, therefore unanimously 
endorsing the Coffee bill, known as House Joint Resolution 
593, which provides for opening the Karluk River, Alaska, 
on an equal basis to fishermen, and urging further that the 
Congress forthwith pass such measure; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

4573. Also, resolution of the Seattle (Wash.) Newspaper 
Guild condemning the Vandenberg bill (S. 2712), amending 
the National Labor Relations Act; the Walsh bill (S. 2108), 
compelling the National Labor Relations Board to hold sep- 
arate craft elections, even at the request of one employee, re- 
gardless of the wish of the majority; the Copeland bill 
(S. 3078), imposing compulsory arbitration upon seamen; 
the Copeland bill for incorporation of unions; the Hoffman 
bill (H. R. 8911), which would compel review by courts of 
every case before the National Labor Relations Board; the 
Hoffman bill (H. R. 6456) providing for Federal registration 
of trade-unions and Government supervision of all their 
internal affairs; Hoffman resolution (H. Res. 253), request- 
ing the President to enforce “right to work” of scabs and 
strikebreakers through use of Federal troops; and the Hill- 
Sheppard bill, which would conscript labor in case of war; 
to the Committee on Labor. 

4574. Also, resolution in the form of a telegram, numer- 
ously signed by widely known clergymen, teachers, editors, 
city officials, physicians, lawyers, all of Seattle, Wash., urg- 
ing the absolute necessity of quarantining aggressor nations, 
asserting that indifference to international barbarism by 
democracies assures further spread of international lawless- 
ness, asservating that America’s present neutrality policy 
actually aids aggressor nations; therefore urging emphati- 
cally the passage of the O’Connell amendment (H. J. Res. 
527), giving the President only the power to designate and 
place embargo upon aggressor nations; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

4575. By Mr. CURLEY: Petition of the New York County 
Lawyers Association, urging disapproval of House bill 9925, 
which seeks to take the profit out of war by steeply graduated 
income and other taxes in order to provide for the national 
defense, promote peace, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

4576. Also, petition of the New York County Lawyers As- 
sociation, urging disapproval of House bill 8890, to abolish 
bank holding companies; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

4577. By Mr. FLAHERTY: Resolutions of the Common- 
wealth of Massachusetts, memorializing Congress in favor of 
legislation requiring all shoes imported from foreign coun- 
tries to have the name of the country of manufacture 
stamped on the outer soles thereof; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

4578. Also, resolutions of the Commonwealth of Massachu- 
setts, memorializing Congress for legislation, and for action 
to promote interstate cooperation, in respect to the removal 
of industrial establishments from one State to another; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

4579. Also, resolutions of the Commonwealth of Massachu- 
setts, memorializing Congress for the enactment of legisla- 
tion to promote the general welfare of the United States by 
alleviating the hazards and insecurity of old age; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

4580. By Mr. FORD of California: Petition of over 200 
residents of California, urging the support of the Federal 
arts bill (H. R. 8239), to establish a permanent Federal 
Bureau of Fine Arts; to the Committee on Education. 
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4581. By Mr. KENNEDY of New York: Petition of the 
United Electrical, Radio, and Machine Workers of America, 
Local 1224, endorsing the peace policy of President Roosevelt 
enunciated in his Chicago speech of October 5, 1937, which 
calls for the concerted action on the part of the democratic 
nations to quarantine the Fascist aggressors; to the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

4582. Also, petition of the executive council of the Amer- 
ican Federation of Labor, that adequate funds should be 
provided by the Federal Government in order to supply a 
necessary amount of relief for the unemployed; the demand 
for assistance comes from practically every city and com- 
munity throughout the land; to the Committee on Appro- 
priations. 

4583. By Mr. MEAD: Petition of the Navy Association of 
Western New York, urging support of the naval defense bill; 
to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

4584. By Mr. PFEIFER: Petition of the Federation Bank 
& Trust Co., New York City, concerning the undivided-profits 
and capital-gains tax; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4585. Also, petition of the Eberhard Faber Pencil Co., 
Brooklyn, N. Y., concerning a revised corporation income- 
tax law; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4586. Also, petition of the New York State Shorthand Re- 
porters Association, New York City, opposing the passage of 
House bill 9789; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

4587. Also, petition of the International Woodworkers of 
America, Lumber Workers Local No. 105, New York City, 
concerning the O’Connell peace resolution; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

4588. By Mr. RICH: Petition from citizens of Kane, Pa., 
opposing Senate bill 2970, known as the reorganization bill; 
to the Committee on Government Organization. 

4589. Also, petition from citizens of Lycoming County, Pa., 
opposing the so-called antifirearms bill; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

4590. By Mr. TERRY: Petition of the Senate of the Fifty- 
first General Assembly of the State of Arkansas, in extraor- 
dinary session, the house concurring, to the President of 
the United States and the Arkansas Representatives in the 
Congress, that they ascertain if the States constituting the 
regional headquarters of the Farm Security Administration at 
Little Rock, Ark., covering the States of Arkansas, Louisiana, 
and Mississippi, are each furnishing its proper and equitable 
proportion of the employees in said regional district; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

4591. Also, petition of the Senate of the Fifty-first General 
Assembly of the State of Arkansas, in extraordinary session, 
the house concurring, that the principle or practice of enact- 
ing into law of State or Federal Governments statutes which 
by taxation or otherwise inhibit or bar the free movement 
between the several States of healthful and wholesome food 
products suitable for consumption by man or beast be re- 
pealed; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

4592. Also, petition of the Senate of the Fifty-first General 
Assembly of the State of Arkansas, in extraordinary session, 
the house concurring, that the Representatives in Congress 
from Arkansas do all within their power to secure the estab- 
lishment of one of the four regional research laboratories in 
Arkansas, provided for under section 202 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938; to the Committee on Agriculture. 


SENATE 
s WEDNESDAY, MARCH 23, 1938 
(Legislative day of Wednesday, January 5, 1938) 


The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m., on the expiration of 
the recess. 
THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent, the 
reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar 
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day Tuesday, March 22, 1938, was dispensed with, and 
the Journal was approved. 
T. v. A. HEARINGS AT WHITE HOUSE (S. DOC. NO. 155) 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I desire to submit a unani- 
mous-consent request. The Senate has ordered printed as a 
Senate document the first hearing at the White House of 
the President and members of the board of the T. V. A. 
There have been two subsequent hearings. I ask that the 
two subsequent hearings be added to the first hearing and 
that the three be printed together as one document. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. BARKLEY. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sen- 
ators answered to their names: 


Adams Gillette Minton 
Austin Capper Hale Norris 
Barkley Hayden Reames 
Berry Davis Hitchcock Schwartz 
Bridges Dieterich Johnson, Calif. Smathers 
Brown, N. H Ellender Lee wnsend 
Bulkley Frazier Logan Vandenberg 
Burke Gerry McGill 

Byrd Gibson McNary 


Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. Lewis], the Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER], the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Truman], and the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. Van Nuys] are detained from the Senate on 
important public business. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] and the Sena- 
tors from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE and Mr. RUSSELL] are de- 
tained in their respective States on official business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Thirty-four Senators have an- 
swered to their names. There is not a quorum present. The 
clerk will call the names of the absent Senators. 

The legislative clerk called the names of the absent Sena- 
tors, and the following Senators answered to their names 
when called: 8 

Messrs. ANDREWS, ASHURST, BAILEY, BANKHEAD, BILBO, BONE, 
Boram, Brown of Michigan, Burow, Mrs. Caraway, Messrs. 
CHAVEZ, CONNALLY, COPELAND, DoNAHEY, DUFFY, GLASS, GREEN, 
Gurrey, HARRISON, HATCH, HERRING, HILL, Hott, HUGHES, 
Jounson of Colorado, Ka, La FOLLETTE, LODGE, LONERGAN, 
LUNDEEN, MALONEY, McApoo, MCKELLAR, MILLER, MINTON, 
Morray, NEELY, NYE, O'MAHONEY, OVERTON, PITTMAN, POPE, 
RADCLIFFE, REYNOLDS, SCHWELLENBACH, SHEPPARD, SHIPSTEAD, 
Sworn, THomas of Oklahoma, Tuomas of Utah, Typrncs, 
WAGNER, WALSH, and WHEELER. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-eight Senators have an- 
swered to their names. A quorum is present. 

BUDGET OF ST. THOMAS AND ST. JOHNS, VIRGIN ISLANDS 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the Secretary of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, copy of an amendment to the Budget for the munici- 
pality of St. Thomas and St. Johns for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1938, adopted at a recent meeting, which, with 
the accompanying paper, was referred to the Committee on 
Territories and Insular Affairs. 

DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate letters from 
the Archivist of the United States, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, lists of papers and documents on the files of the 
Department of Agriculture, the Civil Service Commission, the 
Panama Canal, and the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation, 
which are not needed in the conduct of business and have no 
permanent value or historical interest, and requesting action 
looking to their disposition, which, with the accompanying 
papers, were referred to a Joint Select Committee on the 
Disposition of Papers in the Executive Departments. 

The VICE PRESIDENT appointed Mr. BARKLEY and Mr. 
Gieson members of the committee on the part of the Senate. 
PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the follow- 
ing resolution of the House of Representatives of the State 
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of Ohio, which was referred to the Committee on Education 

and Labor: 

Resolution memorializing President Franklin D. Roosevelt and Con- 
gress to continue the Works Progress Administration in Ohio 


Whereas the need for the continuance of relief to the unem- 
ployed in Ohio is almost as great today as it was at the time the 
Works Progress Administration was created; and 

Whereas the cessation of the Works Progress Administration at 
the present time would work undue hardship on those who are 
being employed through this agency; and 

Whereas through the Works Progress Administration many public 
improvements, additions, and betterments of a lasting and bene- 
ficial nature are being carried to completion: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the house of representatives of the ninety-second 
general assembly, That we hereby memorialize President Franklin 
D. Roosevelt and the Congress of the United States to continue the 
Works Progress Administration in Ohio as a means of affording 
relief to those unemployed who are able to work on public projects; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That the clerk of the house transmit a copy of this 
resolution to President Franklin D. Roosevelt, to Vice President 
John N. Garner, the two United States Senators, and the 24 
Members of Congress from Ohio, and to the clerk of the United 
States Senate and the Clerk of the United States House of Repre- 
sentatives. 


The VICE PRESIDENT also laid before the Senate a letter 
in the nature of a petition from the State Camp of Pennsyl- 
vania, Patriotic Order Sons of America, Philadelphia, Pa., 
praying for the enactment of legislation to further restrict 
immigration, which was referred to the Committee on Im- 
migration. 

Mr. LODGE presented memorials of sundry citizens of 
the State of Massachusetts, remonstrating against the enact- 
ment of legislation imposing a Federal tax on fuel oil, which 
were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. TYDINGS presented a resolution adopted by the Na- 
tional Furniture Warehousemen’s Association and Allied 
Van Lines, Inc., of Santa Barbara, Calif., favoring an amend- 
ment to the Social Security Act so that pay-roll taxes, equally 
divided between employers and employees may remain at 
the present level, which was referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of Cumber- 
land, Md., remonstrating against the United States being 
entangled in any foreign war, which were referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented resolutions adopted by the executive 
committee of the Bar Association of Baltimore, Md., pro- 
testing against certain provisions in pending legislation re- 
lating to corporate reorganizations, which were referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the executive 
committee of the Maryland State World’s Poultry Congress, 
favoring the enactment of the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 
250) authorizing the issuance of a series of special postage 
stamps in honor of the Seventh World’s Poultry Congress 
and Exposition, which was referred to the Committee on 
Post Offices and Post Roads. 

Mr. WALSH presented a memorial of sundry citizens of 
the State of Massachusetts, remonstrating against the enact- 
ment of legislation reducing any tariff rates on foreign- 
made goods, which was referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

Mr. McNARY presented a telegram from Frank E. Gan- 
nett, chairman, National Committee to Uphold Constitu- 
tional Government, Washington, D. C., which was ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed in the Recorp, as 
follows: 

WASHINGTON, D. O., March 17, 1938. 
Senator McNary, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

In this very critical time, for our country and for the world, 
I earnestly beg you to lay aside every party consideration before 
you vote on the reorganization bill or amendments. Please think 
seriously of the plight of democracy here and everywhere. Your 
vote may mean more than any you have ever cast or are likely 
to in the future. 

In a great many countries the legislators themselves, in order 
to meet emergencies, have delegated powers which later they have 
not been able to regain; and soon, democratic control by the 
people's representatives has disappeared. Conceding that some 
executive reorganization is needed, it can certainly be gained 
without sacrificing the protection of a strong and independent 
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National Legislature. Please remember if you pass this bill, 
amended or not, a bare majority will have voted away the rights 
and constitutional powers of Congress, but these rights and 
powers cannot be regained over any President’s veto except by a 
two-thirds vote of both Houses. 

Would not it be better to postpone this controversy and con- 
centrate every effort on recovery? Recovery is the one big issue 
affecting everybody now. On such a program the people of every 
class will get together just as they did during the first few 
months of the Roosevelt administration. That was when we 
gained more in restoration of farm prices, general recovery, em- 
ployment, and business activity than at any other time. Then 
@ wave of courage and new hope swept the country. 

Whether or not the Wheeler amendment is adopted, this bill 
is dangerous. Its passage will create division and increased 
uncertainty. 

As I get public opinion, the country would be mighty glad 
if Congress would stop piddling with debatable or unessential 
reforms and work exclusively for recovery. 

FRANK E. GANNETT, 
Chairman, National Committee to Uphold 
Constitutional Government. 


UNIVERSAL SERVICE—RESOLUTION OF AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. SHEPPARD presented a resolution adopted by the New 
York National Convention of the American Legion, which 
was referred to the Committee on Finance and ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

Whereas the American Legion, by virtue of the experience of its 
members in the World War, is especially interested in the promo- 
tion and preservation of peace; and 

Whereas the American Legion since the year 1922 has consistently 
advocated the principle of universal service, as set forth in the 
Sheppard-Hill bill now before Congress, because, as an organization 
of World War veterans, it is interested in preventing the repetition 
of a situation which will during a national crisis make it possible 
for any group of American citizens to profit at the expense and 
misery of any other; and 

Whereas this legislation not only provides for the equal distribu- 
tion of the burdens of war, but also fortifies our country against 
the economic repercussions which might follow war; and 

Whereas the need of such legislation now becomes of paramount 
importance, due to the increasing acuteness of the international 
situation during the past year; and 

Whereas the American Legion’s bill has been brought to the 
status of having been favorably reported by the proper committees 
of both Houses of the Congress; and 

Whereas the American Legion believes that the American people 
as a whole will enthusiastically support this legislation when fully 
informed as to its purpose and its merits: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the American Legion repeats its demand for the 
immediate enactment of the universal-service principle into law. 


PEACE AND ARMAMENTS—RESOLUTIONS OF METHODIST EPISCOPAL 
CHURCH OF KANSAS 

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, the annual conference of the 
Methodist Episcopal Church of Kansas, meeting March 10 in 
Ottawa, Kans., adopted resolutions dealing with foreign and 
domestic policies of the United States relative to war and 
peace. 

This conference was attended by 244 ministers and about 
150 laymen. Mr. E. K. Resler, chairman of the committee on 
world peace and social causes of the conference, writes me 
that fewer than 10 votes were cast in opposition to these 
resolutions. 

I desire particularly to call attention to the resolutions, in 
which the conference goes on record against the naval ex- 
pansion bill which passed the House on Monday of this week. 

I wish to say that I am in sympathy with the spirit of these 
resolutions. We should have a Navy adequate for defense 
of the United States, and even large enough properly to carry 
out our obligations under the Monroe Doctrine. We need 
especially to expand our air forces. But we do not require a 
Navy of aggression, and it looks to me as if that is what we 
are being asked to authorize. I am opposed to those provi- 
sions of the May bill, which I understand would make the 
President a dictator in fact. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the resolutions which I 
send to the desk printed in the Recorp as a part of my re- 
marks at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The resolutions are as follows: 

Resolutions adopted by Kansas Conference, Methodist Episcopal 
Church, in annual session at Ottawa, Kans., March 10, 1938 


1. That we concur in the attitude taken by the General Con- 
ference on on World Peace on the Sino-Japanese War, as 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


MARCH 23 


given in the folder, A Statement of Redemptive Peace, issued 
November 1937. That we pledge ourselves to bring this statement 
before our churches as a means of creating a Christian attitude to- 
ward war. 


2. That we pledge our hearty cooperation as a conference and 
as individual pastors to the General Conference Commission in 
their efforts to secure for Methodists, who are conscientious ob- 
jectors to war and military service, and to military training in 
schools and colleges, the same recognition as has long been granted 
to the Society of Friends and other similar religious groups. 

3. That we are definitely opposed to the Hill-Sheppard bill (S. 25) 
and the May bill (H. R. 9391), as being dangerous and misli a 
in that they propose to prevent profiteering in wartime, and to 
equalize the burdens of war by conscription of men, money, and 
materials. In fact these bills do not do this in truth, but do pro- 
vide for a set-up of absolute dictatorship under the President. In 
these bills the rights of freedom of speech and the exercise of 
religious freedom traditional to our Nation are gravely endangered. 
We are opposed to anything in the way of a Fascist dictatorship 
and call upon our Senators and Representatives to work and vote 
for the defeat of such bills. 

4. We are opposed to the increased armaments program being 
urged upon Congress at the present time, as being unnecessary, 
and 8 to the increase of international tensions and condu- 
cive war. 


5. We instruct the chairman of this commission to send these 
statements of our stand on these matters of war and peace to the 
President, and to our Senators and Representatives, as being the 
ODPAL action of the Kansas Conference of the Methodist Episcopal 

urch. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


Mr. LOGAN, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
were referred the following bills, reported them each without 
amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

S. 3512. A bill for the relief of Elizabeth Cory (Rept. No. 
1532); and 

S. 3526. A bill to provide for reimbursing certain railroads 
for sums paid into the Treasury of the United States under 
an unconstitutional act of Congress (Rept. No. 1533). 

Mr. BURKE, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 3189) for the relief of Earle Embrey, 
reported it with amendments and submitted a report (No. 
1534) thereon. 

Mr. TOWNSEND, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 3111) for the relief of the estate of 
Lillie Liston, reported it with amendments and submitted a 
report (No. 1535) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred 
the bill (H. R. 4921) for the relief of Hugh Ray, reported it 
without amendment and submitted a report (No. 1536) 
thereon. 

Mr. CLARK, from the Committee on Commerce, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 3532) to extend the times for com- 
mencing and completing the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River at or near Randolph, Mo., reported it 
without amendment and submitted a report (No. 1537) 
thereon. 

Mr. BYRNES, from the Committee to Audit and Control 
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate, to which was re- 
ferred the resolution (S. Res. 251) providing for an investi- 
gation of the Tennessee Valley Authority (submitted by 
Mr. Norris on March 14, 1938), reported it without amend- 
ment. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 


Mrs. CARAWAY, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that that committee presented to the President of 
the United States the following enrolled bills: 

On March 15, 1938: 

S. 1077. An act to amend the act creating the Federal 
Trade Commission, to define its powers and duties, and for 
other purposes. 

On March 22, 1938: 

S. 3655. An act amending section 312 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938. 


BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani- 
mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. MALONEY: 

A bill (S. 3719) for the relief of Manuel L. Clay; and 

A bill (S. 3720) for the relief of Edward M. Jones; to the 
Committee on Claims. 


1938 


By Mr. TYDINGS (by request): 

A bill (S. 3721) to provide for the construction and super- 
vision of irrigation works on the island of Molokai, Terri- 
tory of Hawaii, for promoting the rehabilitation of the native 
Hawaiian people and for promoting the national defense, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Territories and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. TYDINGS: 

A bill (S. 3722) to amend sections 7, 14, and 20 of the 
Organic Act of the Virgin Islands of the United States (49 
Stat. 1807); and 

A bill (S. 3723) to amend section 5 of an act entitled “An 
act to provide for the construction and maintenance of roads, 
the establishment and maintenance of schools, and the care 
and support of insane persons in the District of Alaska, and 
for other purposes,” approved January 27, 1905 (33 Stat. 
616) ; to the Committee on Territories and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. LONERGAN: 

A bill (S. 3724) to recognize the principle of paying labor 
for regular and emergency overtime work in the Govern- 
ment service in certain cases, and for the allowance for extra 
labor above the legal day of 8 hours performed by engineers, 
firemen, laborers, and mechanics while employed in the care 
of public buildings of the United States outside the District 
of Columbia certified by the Court of Claims; to the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. BAILEY: 

A bill (S. 3725) for the relief of certain taxpayers with 
respect to taxes payable under title IX of the Social Security 
Act with respect to employment during the year 1936; to the 
Committee on Finance, 

TAX REVISION—AMENDMENT 


Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I submit an amendment which I 
intend to propose to the bill (H. R. 9682) to provide revenue, 
equalize taxation, and for other purposes. The amendment 
is designed to keep liquor out of dry States. I ask that it 
be printed and referred to the Committee on Finance. 

There being no objection, the amendment was received, 
referred to the Committee on Finance, and ordered to be 
printed. 

REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. BULKLEY submitted sundry amendments intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill (S. 3331) to provide for re- 
organizing agencies of the Government, extending the classi- 
fied civil service, establishing a General Auditing Office and 
a Department of Welfare, and for other purposes, which 
were ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 

ENLARGEMENT OF THE NAVY—AMENDMENT 

Mr. DAVIS submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 9218) to establish the com- 
position of the United States Navy, to authorize the con- 
struction of certain naval vessels, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the Committee on Naval Affairs and 
ordered to be printed. 

PRINTING OF REPORTS ON UMPQUA HARBOR AND RIVER AND DELA- 
WARE RIVER (S. DOC. NOS. 158 AND 159) 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed, with illustrations, as Senate documents 
the reports of the Chief of Army Engineers which I hold 
in my hand. Ordinarily these reports are printed by the 
House of Representatives, but it so happens that one of 
these reports relates to the Delaware River between Phila- 
delphia and the sea and the other to the Umpqua Harbor 
and River in Oregon. The reports have been made direct 
to the Committee on Commerce of the Senate, and I ask 
unanimous consent, therefore, that they be printed as Sen- 
ate documents. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

WORK AND SECURITY—ADDRESS BY SENATOR GREEN 

(Mr. Brown of New Hampshire asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the Record an address on the subject of 
Work and Security, delivered by Senator Green to the Na- 
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tional Conference on Work and Security, March 20, 1938, 
which appears in the Appendix.] 
PRESENTATION OF FIRST TENANT CHECK, JASPER, ALA, 

(Mr. HILL asked and obtained leave to have printed in the 
Record an address delivered by Will W. Alexander, Adminis- 
trator, Farm Security Administration, at the presentation 
of the first tenant check, Jasper, Ala., February 12, 1938, 
which appears in the Appendix.) 

RECIPROCAL-TRADE AGREEMENTS 

(Mr. BARKLEY asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Recor articles from the Miami (Fla.) Herald, the Green- 
ville (S. C.) News, the Salt Lake City (Utah) Tribune, and the 
Buffalo (N. Y.) Courier Express, relative to reciprocal-trade 
agreements, which appear in the Appendix.] 

INVESTIGATION OF RELIEF PROBLEMS—EDITORIAL IN BOSTON 

EVENING TRANSCRIPT 


[Mr. McNary asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Recorp an editorial entitled “The Truth Not Wanted,” 
published in the Boston Evening Transcript of Saturday, 
March 19, 1938, which appears in the Appendix.] 

MILITARY VALUE OF FLORIDA CANAL 

(Mr. SHEPPARD asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Recorp a statement by Gen. C. P. Summerall on the mili- 
tary value of the Florida Canal, which appears in the Ap- 
pendix.] 

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 


Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, yesterday the President of 
the United States, in my judgment, by very arbitrary action, 
removed Dr. Arthur E. Morgan as Chairman of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority. I think this is one of the most dictatorial 
proceedings that have taken place in this country to date. 
It reminds me a good real of Emile Zola’s book on the famous 
Dreyfus case. Dreyfus was banished far away in order that 
the reputations of high French Army officials might be saved. 
Apparently Dr. Morgan had to go without a fair trial—an 
innocent man convicted. Therefore I think it is very im- 
perative that an immediate congressional investigation be 
started. 

Bear in mind that at present Mr. Lilienthal and Mr. Har- 
court Morgan are in unquestioned possession of all the 
records of the Tennessee Valley Authority. Unless an im- 
mediate congressional investigation is started, many of the 
things to which Dr. Morgan has referred may be covered up 
or whitewashed. Having had an expression from the Presi- 
dent of the United States yesterday that he is not opposed 
to a congressional investigation, which is very interesting, 
and in view of the fact that most of the Members of this 
body, either publicly or in private conversation, have ex- 
pressed the belief that we must have a congressional investi- 
gation, I believe we should have one and have it at once. 

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent for the consideration 
at this time of Senate Joint Resolution 276, introduced by 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. Ko! and myself. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I object. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is heard. 

Mr. BARKLEY. In that connection I wish to say, if the 
Senator still has the floor and will yield to me 

Mr, BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. There is no question whatever with re- 
spect to the desirability of having an investigation, and, as I 
have heretofore stated, it is my judgment that the investiga- 
tion should be conducted by a joint committee of the House 
and the Senate. It should be an investigation not partici- 
pated in by anybody who has his mind already made up about 
his views on the T. V. A., either for it or against it. 

Mr. BRIDGES. May I ask the Senator if he will agree to 
that procedure in connection with all future investigations 
authorized by this body? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not cross a bridge until I reach it. 
This T. V. A. bridge is the one we are now approaching. I 
will confer with the Senator with reference to other bridges 
as we approach them, senatorial as well as physical bridges. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I shall be very happy to do that. I hope, 
however, the Senator will be consistent in the future. 
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Mr. BARKLEY. Under the circumstances, there are ample 
reasons why the Senator’s resolution should not be brought 
up at this time. The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] 
has submitted a resolution calling for a Senate investigation. 
The Senator from Nebraska has already indicated that he 
would not want to be on any committee appointed to inves- 
tigate the T. V. A., because he believes in the T. V. A., and he 
favors its continuance. I should not want to be on any such 
investigating committee—not that I would be, or that I would 
be appointed to any committee—but I myself have under 
consideration the matter of introducing a resolution for the 
appointment of a joint committee, and announcing in ad- 
vance that I would not serve on it because of my authorship 
of the resolution. I have not reached a conclusion about 
framing the resolution, or as to its form, or just when it will 
be submitted; but it will follow as soon after the disposition 
of the present unfinished business as it is possible to have it 
follow. 

For that reason I do not think the mere fact that the Presi- 
dent has exercised what I think is his right to dismiss Dr. 
Morgan, for reasons which appear to him to be satisfactory, 
furnishes any additional reason why we should hurry today, 
without further consideration, to act on the joint resolution 
submitted by the Senator from New Hampshire and the 
Senator from Utah. That is why I object. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Then, the Senator has formulated a defi- 
nite opinion as to the right of the President to remove Dr. 
Morgan? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not know that it would be binding 
on the Supreme Court if I had and should express the 
opinion. I have an opinion about it, as no doubt the Senator 
has, and I have no doubt that our opinions are not altogether 
coincidental or coextensive; but I have no opinion which 
could not be modified by further study or information or 
further investigation of the law. I do have a curbstone 
opinion more or less about it now. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I understand from the distinguished 
leader that upon the conclusion of the consideration of the 
pending business, which is the reorganization bill, he would 
agree that the T. V. A. matter be taken up next? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I would not enter into any agreement 
now about it. The minority leader, the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. McNary], and other Senators have for some days in- 
sisted that the calendar be called immediately upon the con- 
clusion of the consideration of the pending bill. It may take 
a day to consider the measures on the calendar; I do not 
know how long it will take. It is not very important whether 
the resolution of investigation passes on Thursday, Friday, 
or Saturday, or on any particular day. There is no disposi- 
tion on the part of anyone I know of, from the President 
down, to interfere with an investigation. No one, so far as 
I know, is afraid of one. I assure the Senator that he will 
not lose any of his political rights by reason of the objection 
which I am making today, and I think it is a legitimate 
objection. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I thank the Senator; but I may point out 
that after Mr. Humphrey was removed from the Federal 
Trade Commission Mr. Humphrey died and was resting in his 
grave when justice was rendered. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is not necessarily a precedent. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I hope not. I hope Dr. Morgan, a coura- 
geous, innocent man, who has been convicted without a fair 
trial, will have a leng, long life. I hope he will be on hand 
not only for the T. V. A. investigation but for many years to 
come. But I may point out that Mr. Humphrey died before 
he could obtain justice. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I may say that I share the Senator’s hope 
as to Dr. Morgan. I certainly hope that no untoward event 
will occur with respect to him or anyone else in connection 
with the T. V. A. or anything else. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I might point out to the distinguished 
leader of the majority party, who has indicated that he 
would not serve as a member of the investigating commit- 
tee—and I think the senior Senator from Nebraska and the 
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senior Senator from Tennessee have made the same state- 
ment—that I do not agree with their philosophy. So far as 
I have been able to trace the precedents, there has never 
been an investigating committee created by the Senate but 
that someone having an interest was placed in charge, or at 
least was included in the membership of the committee. 
This would establish a wholly different precedent, and I shall 
be much interested, if the precedent is established, to see 
whether henceforth it is followed in future investigations. 

I am not quite so modest as are the Senators in question. 
In the first place, I am not opposed to the T. V. A. as a yard- 
stick; I merely want it to be an honest yardstick. I would 
go into the hearing or investigation with an open mind and 
let the truth prevail, and, unlike some other Senators, in- 
stead of saying that I would not serve if I were appointed, I 
want to serve. 

Mr. BARKLEY. No one has had any doubt about that 
at all from the beginning. 

Mr. NORRIS. And, of course, no one doubts that the 
Senator is perfectly unbiased and unprejudiced. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I certainly am as unbiased and as un- 
prejudiced as is the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. NORRIS. The difference is that the Senator wants 
to be the judge and I do not; that is all. I might admit 
my bias, as well as the Senator might, but I do not want to 
be the judge also, and the Senator does. 

Mr. BRIDGES. May I ask the Senator if he agrees that 
the President had a legal right to remove Dr. Morgan yester- 
day? 

Mr. NORRIS. That has not anything to do with what the 
Senator is asking for now. That has not anything to do with 
whether we have a senatorial or a congressional investigation, 
which we would have had before this and been through with 
it if it had not been for the objection of the Senator from 
New Hampshire. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I do not agree with that. 

Mr. NORRIS. Of course, the Senator does not agree with 
it, but he would like to be the judge. 

Mr. BRIDGES. As to desiring to be the judge, yesterday 
we saw an example of the President of the United States 
being the judge, the jury, prosecuting attorney, and every- 
thing combined in one. I merely ask to help find the facts. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator is criticizing the President 
for acting in a way which he calls arbitrary, and he criticizes 
the Senator from Nebraska because he is biased and does not 
want to serve on the jury because he has a previous opinion; 
he criticizes me, by implication, because I am not willing to 
serve on the jury. Does the Senator approve of the conduct 
of Dr. Morgan in refusing to give the President any infor- 
mation to justify the charges which he has made against his 
colleagues? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I do, because Dr. Morgan stated from the 
very beginning that he was willing to submit the facts to 
a congressional committee; and to say the least, he was 
consistent. 

Mr. BARKLEY. But not willing to submit them to the 
man who appointed him, and the man who primarily is 
responsible for the execution of the laws of this Government. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I think that Congress having created the 
T. V. A., it was probably perfectly proper that the men ad- 
ministering it should be responsible to and should make their 
report to the organization which created it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, that could be said of every 
agency of the Government of the United States, and if that 
theory were followed, the President would have no control 
whatever over his subordinates in the administration of the 
law and in the enforcement of the law. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I will not take up further 
time of the Senate. I ask to have incorporated as a part of 
my remarks an editorial appearing in this morning’s New 
York Herald Tribune and an article in the New York Times 
by Arthur Krock. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 


1938 


There being no objection, the editorial and article were 
czdered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

[From the New York Herald Tribune of March 23, 1938] 
How Not To Run A GOVERNMENT 

If the President’s worst enemies had arranged it, they could 
hardly have conceived a more complete revelation of unadorned 
incompetence as an Executive than he has himself given in his 
handling of T. V. A. As an object lesson in how not to operate a 
government, Mr. Roosevelt has himself. This is true 
whether one believes in the righteousness of the T. V. A. venture 
or not and whether one sympathizes with Mr. Arthur E. Morgan 
or with his two opponents on the T. V. A, board of directors. 

The errors of commission and omission date back a long way. 
They are typical of that general maladministration which has 
grievously handicapped the New Deal from the start. The well- 
run branches of the Roosevelt administration have been the rare 
exception. The selection of the board itself was the initial 
blunder. The set-up of its organization proceeded along unsound 
lines as an almost inevitable consequence of the warring points 
of view of the three men chosen. Instead of a homogeneous 
directorate—responsible for the determination of board policies 
and the general supervision of the whole undertaking—wMr. 
Roosevelt named men who were certain to be at odds over funda- 
mentals and who could function at all only by subdividing the 
labors of T. V. A. and converting themselves into executives 
rather than directors. 

Then when the warring became acute the President, with his 
usual enjoyment of dispute, encouraged both sides instead of 
bringing the issues to a head for definite settlement. The Presi- 
dent’s liking for advisers who are at odds with one another has 
certain clear merits when the question is of devising policies or 
projecting legislation. It is a tragic blunder when applied to 
the administration of a great constructive undertaking. This 
fundamental of efficiency in administration has never apparently 
occurred to the President. 

It is not necessary to go on and retrace the President’s gross 
mishandling of the personal issues that arose between Mr. Arthur 
E. Morgan and his fellow directors. The country has gained a 
most painful impression of Mr. Roosevelt's lack of poise and of 
his vindictiveness toward an opponent. Fairness to subordinates 
is surely a first requisite for a great executive. The fashion in 
which the President has hounded and abused Chairman Morgan 
and yesterday pretended to oust him (by the assertion of a power 
which legal opinion generally denies him) is one of the most 
shocking performances of which the President has been guilty. 
It is a fair question whether any citizen of conscience and self- 
respect can take office under such a Chief Executive. 

We take this opportunity to congratulate Mr. Morgan on the 
courage and dignity which he has shown. It will be for the 
courts and not for Mr. Roosevelt to pass upon the constitution- 
ality of the attempted ouster. It is for Mr. Morgan’s fellow 
citizens to make him realize how warmly they appreciate his dis- 
tinguished service on the firing line. Long a first citizen of 
America, alike for his technical skill and for his fineness of 
character, Mr. Morgan stands today higher than ever in public 
admiration and respect. 

It is difficult to say which weaknesses of the President stand 
out most prominently in this shoddy performance. We would 
stress especially the general administrative ineptitude displayed. 
Yet the inability to bear criticism and the animosity displayed 
toward an honorable citizen attempting to serve his country as his 
conscience dictated cannot be overlooked. 

And this is the President who demands that Congress give him 
a free hand to reorganize the business of the Government as he 
desires by a series of dictatorial ukases! If any more nails needed 
to be driven into the coffin of the reorganization bill, here is 
surely a final one—hammered home by the President himself. 


{From the New York Times of March 23, 1938] 
In THE Nation—Bars Down To T. V. A. INQUIRY BY CONGRESS 
(By Arthur Krock) 

WasHIncTon, March 22.—Now that he has reversed the process 
for removal of a T. V. A. director as carefully set forth by Congress 
in the statute, the President indignantly repudiates any statement 
that he ever opposed a congressional investigation of the con- 
troversy that centers about Dr. Arthur E. Morgan. Presumably on 
this notice—given at today's press conference—the administration 
leaders who first frowned upon the proposal for an inquiry will 
fall in line, and the investigation will be held. 

Had the President proceeded as outlined in the statute, the 
message he is sending to Congress tomorrow to acquaint that 
body with his action in and reasons for removing Dr. Morgan as 
a T. V. A. director would have been a different document. It 
would have related that he, in pursuance of a plain duty, had 
taken cognizance of the public charges made by Dr. Morgan 
against the other two directors, and theirs against the chairman. 
It would have detailed the inquiry, cited Dr. Morgan’s refusal to 
testify, branded him with “contumacy,” and proposed to Con- 
gress that, according to the process set out in section 4 (f) of 
the T. V. A. act, it remove him from office by concurrent resolution. 

That course would have been in good order and would have 
followed the statute faithfully. It would have presented to Con- 
gress the decision whether to remove Dr. or refuse to re- 
move him; and whether there should be an investigation before 
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or after his removal or retention. That course would have raised 
no knotty points of law. That course would not have been a 
notice to Congress that so far as Mr. Roosevelt is concerned and 
such successors as may wish to assert similar powers, Congress 
cannot limit a President’s power to dismiss any executive officer 
created by that body. 

THE PRESIDENT’S MOOD 


But Mr. Roosevelt preferred to attend to the matter in his 
own way, and having forcefully expressed that preference, he must 
take the political and legal consequences. Considering the grow- 
ing uneasiness in Congress over his retention of the vast authority 
delegated to him during the national emergency, and the increas- 
ing feeling at the Capitol that he hungers for more, the Presi- 
dent’s refusal to take the orderly and unassailably legal method 
may prove to be another of the major mistakes he has been mak- 
ing since the election of 1936, 

He was undisputably within his rights and doing his duty when 
he called in the T. V. A. directors and asked them to support 
their charges against ome another; as President he is charged 
with responsibility for the conduct of such agencies as the T. V. A. 
If Mr. Roosevelt chose, as he did, to find Dr. A. E. Morgan “con- 
tumacious” for refusing to offer testimony until it could be given 
under the protections from libel and wide subpena powers of a 
congressional committee, he had every right to certify that opinion 
be Sonos with all the prestige of his office and individuality 

Why he did not do this, letting the cart come after the horse, 
can possibly be explained by the fact that the President at the 
moment seems determined to reassert his passing sway over Con- 
gress and the large majority that supported him in 1936. He has 
shown annoyance and even anger on several recent occasions. He 
clearly lost his temper with Chairman Morgan last Friday. ‘The 
persistent business slump has vexed as much as it has disturbed 
him, and visitors report that the President cannot wholly dismiss 
the notion that sinister human forces are depressing business to 
injure him politically. “His Dutch is up,” as the late Louis Mc- 
Henry Howe used to say, and sometimes when his Dutch is up, 
Mr. Roosevelt makes errors. 

TILTING WITH THE PRESS 


In that mood the President also likes to tilt with those outstand- 
ing sources of his annoyance, “the special writers and columnists.” 
If he had his way, they would all be out of jobs. He does not 
like even interpretative writing of the most courteous kind if the 
analyses of his acts and proposals reach other than a favorable 
conclusion. He excepts from his disapproval those whom he calls 
“straight news writers,” but in a recent installment of Mr. Roose- 
velt’s story of the New Deal he impugned the integrity of this 
corps by saying that many of them color the news on the orders of 
their employers. 

It was in this spirit that the President today at his press con- 
ference announced that certain “special writers and columnists” 
who said he opposed a congressional investigation of T. V. A. made 
that “of whole cloth.” In this correspondence the statement has 
never been made, and not in enough others to justify Mr. Roose- 
velt’s implication today. He implied strongly that the telegrams 
he has received critical of his treatment of Dr. A. E. Morgan were 
based on the belief that he opposed an inquiry by Congress rather 
than on his course with Dr. Morgan. 

What has been said in this space are these things: That when a 
congressional inquiry of T. V .A. was proposed, Presidential inti- 
mates were either cool or hostile to the plan; that some of them 
tried to divert the inquiry to the Federal Trade Commission, a 
loyal Presidential arm; that the political community suspected the 
President of wishing to forestall an investigation by Congress, and 
that the White House T. V. A. hearing would force one. Those 
statements are all still true. 


Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, as I have already stated, if 
it had not been for the objection made by the Senator from 
New Hampshire and the Senator from Utah, and their 
switching their entire course, going back on their own agree- 
ment, the investigation of the T. V. A. would probably be 
nearly finished by this time. 

In the first place, the Senator from New Hampshire, with- 
out notifying the Senate what he had or what he was pre- 
senting, when I sat here in his presence, when he knew that 
I would have objected to the reference of the resolution which 
he asked, by what I think was a trick, got the resolution into 
the hands of the committee, reference to which I would have 
objected, and I would have made a motion to send it to a 
different committee. Notwithstanding that, I agreed to 
change my resolution providing for an investigation of the 
T. V. A. by the Federal Trade Commission, which I believed 
then and believe now, would have brought about a much 
fairer investigation than can be had by Members of the 
House or the Senate under the present state of excitement on 
this subject. 

Be that as it may, I surrendered, I gave up to the Senator 
from New Hampshire and the Senator from Utah, and took 
a resolution already on the calendar, reported by a standing 
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committee of the Senate, and the entire resolution of the 
Senator from New Hampshire, and put them together as one, 
and abandoned all my idea of having an investigation by 
the Federal Trade Commission. I called the Senator from 
New Hampshire on the telephone, told him what I had done, 
and that I proposed to offer one resolution, my resolution and 
his, mine having already been reported from a standing com- 
mittee, and to surrender entirely my idea of a Federal Trade 
Commission investigation, and agree to his idea of a Senate 
investigation, for which he had been clamoring and to ob- 
tain which he had offered a resolution. The Senator said he 
was delighted. He thanked me. He said he thought it was 
fine of me to give up my preconceived ideas and come over 
to his. 

I said, “I cannot get in touch with the Senator from Utah, 
although I have tried to several times this morning. Can 
you reach him?” He said, “I can, and I will go and do it 
now.” He did so and came to me when I was sitting at 
my desk here, before I offered the resolution, and said he 
had seen the Senator from Utah, and the Senator from 
Utah was delighted at the compromise; and I supposed the 
investigation would proceed by unanimous consent; that 
there would be no objection. But the resolution went over 
on objection from both the Republican and Democratic 
leaders. 

Such an objection is not uncommon. Senators want to 
examine resolutions. I did not consider it serious. The res- 
olution went over until the next day. Then came the Sena- 
tor from New Hampshire and the Senator from Utah, with- 
out saying a word to me, without doing what I did, when 
I told them what I was going to do; but they offered a reso- 
lution providing for an investigation by a joint committee. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Did the Senator tell the whole story be- 
fore he got to the point of the joint investigation? 

Mr. NORRIS. If I have left out anything, I do not know 
what it is. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Does the Senator recall that I came to 
his desk and raised the question of the 23 charges which 
were made? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. 

Mr. BRIDGES. And asked him to incorporate them? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. 

Mr. BRIDGES. And he told me that during the after- 
noon he would let me know, and I heard nothing further 
from him. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; the Senator said he would like to 
incorporate in the resolution the 23 charges, which were not 
in the Senator’s resolution. He did not put them in his 
own resolution, and I assume he did not because he wanted 
to be courteous in his resolution. Those charges were printed 
in the Recorp at the Senator’s request in the form of a joint 
statement to the public, something rather uncommon in the 
Senate, but no one objected, and they went into the RECORD. 
Some of them were insulting. When the Senator from New 
Hampshire consulted me I said to him—I believe it was 
either to him or to his colleague who joined him in intro- 
ducing the resolution—that I had no objection to any of 
the 23 charges if they were couched in decent, respectable 
language. Some of the charges were based on the assump- 
tion, to begin with, that the T. V. A. was corrupt. Their 
language had almost the effect of asking the T. V. A. 
authorities, “Will you stop stealing from the Government? 
Answer ‘yes’ or ‘no’”; or “Will you quit beating your wife? 
Answer ‘yes’ or ‘no,’” without affording opportunity for giv- 
ing any explanation in connection with the answer. 

No one would want to place those 23 charges in a resolu- 
tion without some modification of them being made. Under 
the resolution of the Senator from New Hampshire and the 
Senator from Utah they would all go in as they were. 

Mr. President, I will state how I feel about the matter. 
I have been blocked in two attempts to get an investigation 
of the T. V. A. On the other hand, enemies of the T. V. A. 
are hurling charges that I am in a conspiracy to whitewash 
the T. V. A. These enemies have blocked two attempts to 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


MARCH 23 


have an investigation made of the T. V. A. With respect 
to one of my attempts for investigation I have surrendered 
and agreed to accept a Senate committee investigation, be- 
cause it seemed to me that my colleagues about me wanted 
that kind of an investigation. But when I surrendered, the 
two Senators, without telling me that they had gone back 
on their agreement, started on another tack. I suppose if 
I were to agree with them with respect to the second method 
they have proposed, they would suggest some other method. 

Mr. President, it seems to me the Senators have not 
treated me in either of these cases with the respect that one 
Senator owes to another. It seems to me that it has been 
almost insulting to me that they should make an agreement 
and then go back on it without ever telling me that they 
had done so, or giving me any reason why they had 
done so. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. In a moment I will yield. 

Mr. President, I am in this position. I have gone as far 
as I shall go willingly. I have offered a resolution in the 
Senate asking for a Senate investigation. If the Senate 
thinks that the investigation should be conducted by a joint 
committee of both bodies, under a joint resolution, I am not 
complaining, I am not finding fault. I shall not feel hurt 
if the Senate takes that view. But I am not going to sur- 
render any further. I am going to have action on my reso- 
lution providing for a Senate investigation if I can. If the 
House wants to investigate I have no objection. I have no 
objection to anyone who proposes any investigation or who 
wants a different kind of an investigation from that which 
I have suggested, but I feel that I cannot honorably with- 
draw any further from what I thought was an honorable 
course, which I was trying to pursue. 

By this time we would have had the investigation prac- 
tically completed if I had had my way about it. Yet those 
who were eager to investigate, who would thrust the knife 
of death into the back of the T. V. A. if they could, cry out 
in the Senate, “We want an investigation, and I want to be 
one of the judges in conducting the investigation.” 

As I said the other day, I should rather have Mr. Willkie 
on the investigating committee than to have the Senator 
from New Hampshire on it. I would take any of the private 
magnates in preference to the Senator from New Hampshire. 

Dr. Morgan, who was my friend for quite a number of 
years, whom I loved, has, I think, been moved into such an 
unreasonable, indefensible position with respect to his col- 
leagues, whom he has no right to think of as he has, that his 
usefulness as a member of the T. V. A. is finished. I should 
like to have every Senator, and every man, woman, and 
child in the United States read the transcript of the evi- 
dence and of what took place before the President of the 
United States in the several hearings. Do not talk to me 
about it: Read the evidence. Get it first-hand. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; I will yield pretty soon when I get 
ready. [Laughter.] 

Read the evidence. I do not believe any man can read 
the evidence without being shocked at the position taken by 
Dr. Arthur Morgan. I do not believe any unbiased and 
unprejudiced man can read it and believe that Dr. Morgan 
was justified in hurling defiance at the President of the 
United States, and in his denial to give the President infor- 
mation on a general charge of dishonesty, and refuse to 
testify or say anything in regard to it. I think his attitude 
was indefensible. I think his attitude in that respect was 
sufficient to justify his removal, because it showed a condi- 
tion of mind and heart in the man that utterly unfits him 
for the position he occupied. In my judgment, he ought to 
be removed. 

The Senator from New Hampshire has asked me to yield. 
Perhaps he wishes to ask me whether the President has au- 
thority to remove Dr. Morgan. The case is now in such a 
position that in less than 30 days Arthur Morgan can take 
that question into court. I presume it will go into court. I 
would rather not discuss what the court ought to do while a 
matter is pending in the court. I think I ought to stay away 
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from it as much as I can. I have done that in respect to 
other cases relating to the T. V. A. In connection with 
them I have not discussed what I thought the court ought 
to do. I have not expressed any opinion, even though I had 
one all the time. That is the way I feel, to some extent, with 
respect to this matter. 

I now yield to the Senator from New Hampshire. 
the question I referred to the one he wished to ask me? 

Mr. BRIDGES. The Senator from Nebraska has accused 
the Senator from Utah and myself of being insulting, and 
so forth, to him. I simply wish to say personally that there 
is no personal insult intended to the Senator, but we have 
convictions, and we do not intend to surrender them to the 
Senator from Nebraska or anyone else. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I do not want the Senator 
to surrender his convictions to me. God knows I would 
not want them thrown in my lap. I have sins enough of 
my own, and do not want to have a lot of them thrown 
into my lap by the Senator from New Hampshire. I do not 
ask him or anyone else to surrender his convictions. I do 
not want anyone to surrender his convictions. Whether 
Senators agree with me or whether they do not, I have re- 
spect for a man who stands by his word and who stands by 
his convictions, no matter what they may be. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I desire to say a word about 
this matter. It seems to me that we have reached a point 
where we ought to proceed rather speedily to an investiga- 
tion of this whole controversy. There has undoubtedly been 
a great deal of feeling upon the part of the most earnest 
advocates of the T. V. A. and its most earnest critics. But 
that is not the matter with which the Senate need neces- 
sarily be concerned. It seems to me that if we proceed at 
once, with as much speed as possible, to adopt a resolution 
authorizing the Presiding Officer of this body to appoint a 
committee we will then have an investigating body before 
the country in which the country will have confidence. I 
have no doubt at all that the Presiding Officer will appoint 
a committee which will be satisfactory to the Senate and to 
the country, and we can then have an investigation which 
will not only satisfy the Senate but satisfy public opinion. 

I do not think we ought to delay and have discussion with 
reference to the appointment of a joint committee. Let 
the Senate go ahead and make its investigation, and if the 
House wants to proceed, and thinks it should proceed, which 
I doubt very much it will think, it may do so. 

However, our duty now is plain. The question before us, 
involving as it does a great agency of the Government, is 
one of the most important questions which can possibly be 
considered, and the situation ought to be investigated with- 
out delay. I trust the Senate will proceed speedily to do so. 
We have had enough maneuvering and fencing. The Sen- 
ate should now look solely to securing the facts and to do 
justice to all parties. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I do not care to discuss 
this matter now. It will be discussed a little later. 

I call for the regular order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The regular order is the con- 
sideration of the so-called reorganization. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages in writing from the President of the United 
States were communicated to the Senate by Mr. Latta, one 
of his secretaries. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, may I inquire the sub- 
stance of the message from the President? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is unable to inform 
the Senator, as he has not seen the message. The Senator 
from Virginia has the floor, and when he concludes his 
remarks the Chair will lay the message before the Senate. 

REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 3331) 
to provide for reorganizing agencies of the Government, 
extending the classified civil service, establishing a General 
Auditing Office and a Department of Welfare, and for other 
purposes, 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be no further amend- 
ment, the question is on the engrossment and third reading 
of the bill. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, on behalf of the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. Barkey], the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. Burke], and myself I offer an amendment dealing with 
the provision of the bill affecting the General Accounting 
Office. I ask that the amendment be stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated 
by the clerk. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK, On page 3, lines 16 and 17, it is 
proposed to strike out “General Auditing Office” and insert 
“General Accounting Office.” 

On page 3, lines 21 and 22, it is proposed to strike out 
“General Auditing Office“ and insert General Accounting 
Office.“ 

On page 4, line 1, it is proposed to strike out General 
Auditing Office” and insert “General Accounting Office.” 

On page 4, line 9, beginning with the semicolon, it is pro- 
posed to strike out all down to and including the word “act” 
in line 8. 

On page 5, line 10, it is proposed to strike out III.“ 

On page 5, line 18, it is proposed to strike out “or title 
2 

On page 17, lines 8 and 9, it is proposed to strike out the 
General Auditing Office.“ 

On page 25, line 12, it is proposed to strike out all down 
to and including line 9 on page 34 and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

Sec, 301. (a) The head of any agency, or any disbursing officer, 
may apply for and the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall render his decision upon any question involving any pay- 
ment by them or under them, which decision, when rendered, 
shall be final and conclusive upon the executive branch of the 
Government. The head of any such agency requesting such 
decision may obtain a review of any such decision by filing a 
petition for review, within 30 days after the mailing to him of 
notice of such decision, in the United States Court of Claims. 
A copy of such petition shall be served forthwith upon the 
Comptroller General, who shall thereupon file in such court a 
copy of the letter requesting such decision, together with a copy 
of such decision. Upon such filing the court shall have jurisdic- 
tion of the proceeding and of the question determined in such 
decision and shall have power to enter a decree affirming, mod- 
ag: or reversing the decision of the Comptroller General, which 

decree shall be final and conclusive. Such court shall not have 
jurisdiction R any such to enter a decree with respect 
to any question not de ined in the decision under review. 
The Comptroller General and the head of any such agency filing 
any such petition for review are authorized to be represented 
by their own attorneys in such court in any proceeding arising 
under the provisions of this section, Any such proceeding shall 
pe given precedence over all other proceedings in such court not 
a like nature. The petitions and other papers (including 
briefs) igre with or submitted to the court in any such proceed- 


ing shall be typewritten, but the court av by special order 
in exceptional cases, such papers to Such 
court shall have power to V 


cedure with respect to the of such petitions for review and 
the conduct of the proceedings on review. 

7! eee ee on 
1894 (28 Stat. 208), as amended, is hereby repealed. 

On page 34, line 11, it is proposed to strike out “307” and 
insert “302.” 

On page 36, lines 8, 9, and 10, it is proposed to strike out 
“and to the joint committee by the Auditor General as pro- 
vided in section 303” and insert in lieu thereof “by the 
Comptroller General.” 

On page 43, it is proposed to strike out subsection (b) of 
section 505 and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

(b) Section 301 shall become effective upon the expiration of 
90 days after the date of enactment of this act. 

Mr. BYRD obtained the floor. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. May I ask the Senator if I 
correctly understand his amendment? It eliminates from 
the bill all provisions which would abolish the Comptroller 
General and substitute an Auditor General. It also specifi- 
cally authorizes a preaudit, and provides the method of 
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procedure in the event of preaudit. Is that a correct state- 
ment? 

Mr. BYRD. If the Senator will give me an opportunity 
to explain the amendment, I will say, briefly, that it pro- 
vides that the General Accounting Office shall be continued 
as it now is, except that there shall be an appeal to the 
Court of Claims from advance decisions of the Comptroller 
General. 

I should like to have it understood that in speaking to 
this amendment, under the limitation of debate, I am 
speaking only to the first amendment which I have offered, 
and I am not asking that all the amendments be considered 
as one. 

The General Accounting Office and the office of Comp- 
troller General were established in 1921. They were estab- 
lished by a unanimous vote of the United States Senate, 
and with a vote in the House of Representatives of 344 
to 9. Included among those who voted for the establishment 
of this independent office, responsible only to Congress, were 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes], the Demo- 
cratic leader of this body [Mr. Barkey], and the very 
able and distinguished Vice President of the United States, 
Mr. Garner. 

The purpose of establishing the office of Comptroller Gen- 
eral in 1921, as shown clearly by the debate which occurred 
at that time with respect to the passage of the bill, was 
that there should be established an officer, responsible only 
to the Congress, to see that all appropriations were dis- 
bursed strictly and entirely in accordance with the law. 

I desire to read a very clear statement made by a former 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, Mr. Byrns, of Ten- 
nessee, when the office of Comptroller General was estab- 
lished. At that time Mr. Byrns said: 

I think that the power of controlling the expenditures should be 
under Congress and under the Congress alone, and we can only 
secure an independent control of the appropriations made by the 
Congress by having an official who is responsible directly to the 
Congress and not responsible to the Executive for his tenure in office. 

I shall not take up the time of the Senate to read the 
remarks made at that time by the distinguished present 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, Mr. BANKHEAD, ex- 
cept to refer to one portion of what he said on May 3, 1921: 

It is clearly within the jurisdiction and province of the Congress 
to establish an office of this character; and it may be that without 
any constitutional restraint Congress itself could name the official 
to administer the law. But, be that as it may, it is a safe provision 
to allow this man who is to perform the great duties of Comptroller 
General to be absolutely free and independent of saan restraint by 
Executive interference. If he is to carry out the of Congress 
as proposed in this House bill and protect the Treasury and the 
interest of the taxpayers, he should be free and untrammeled from 
any sort of interference from any source. 

Mr. President, no Member of Congress at that time con- 
tributed more to the passage of this legislation than did the 
able and distinguished Vice President of the United States. 
He not only spoke in favor of the establishment of the Comp- 
troller General as an officer responsible only to Congress to 
see that the laws as made by Congress are obeyed but he was 
one of the conferees who worked out the differences between 
the House and the Senate at that time. 

The House of Representatives was so anxious that this 
officer should be absolutely and entirely independent that the 
bill as it passed the House provided that the term of office of 
the Comptroller General should be for life. The Senate pro- 
vided that the term should be 7 years; and in the compro- 
mise the term was made 15 years, without the power of re- 
moval except by a joint resolution of both Houses of Congress, 

Mr. President, since 1921, $80,000,000,000 have been spent 
under the control of the Comptroller General. 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 

Mr. BURKE. In order to clear up the situation, would 
it not be satisfactory to the Senator from Virginia to con- 
sider together all the amendments to this section of the 
bill? Otherwise, as I understand the matter, after con- 
sidering the first amendment it would be necessary to vote 
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on it. Would it not be satisfactory to the Senator from 
Virginia to consider as one amendment all the amendments 
relating to the General Accounting Office? It would seem 
to me very inadvisable to vote on one part of a matter and 
then proceed to discuss another amendment relating to the 
same matter. It seems to me it would unduly prolong the 
debate. 

Mr. BYRD. I agree with the Senator. Under the limi- 
tation of debate, I assume that a Senator may speak for 
only 15 minutes on one amendment and may not speak 
again until that amendment is disposed of. 

As I have said, since the establishment of the office of the 
Comptroller General $80,000,000,000 have been expended 
without a serious scandal. Numerous charges have been 
made against the Comptroller General, but no charge has 
been made that he failed in his duty to see that the appro- 
priations made by Congress are disbursed in accordance 
with the law. He has been charged with various things, 
but so far as I know no person has ever made the charge 
that he failed in the purpose for which the office was 
created; namely, to see that the money appropriated by 
Congress is spent in accordance with the law. 

It seems to me that about the only charge of any conse- 
quence which has been made against the Comptroller Gen- 
eral is that he has been too industrious, he has been too 
diligent in safeguarding the money of the taxpayers, and he 
has incurred the powerful displeasure of those in high office 
because he has insisted that the money appropriated by 
Congress shall be spent in accordance with the terms of the 
appropriation acts. Within the past 5 years, due to the dis- 
pleasure he has incurred in high places, 19 so-called New 
Deal agencies of the Government have been exempted from 
the operation of the General Accounting Office and the 
Comptroller General. 

I shall not attempt to discuss today the technicalities 
involved in the accounting system of the United States 
Government. I intend to direct my remarks to the principle 
involved whether or not Congress should have an officer re- 
sponsible only to it vested with the power to prevent unau- 
thorized and illegal expenditure. After this discussion is 
stripped of all its technicalities, it comes down to the ques- 
tion, are we to continue a system which has worked satisfac- 
torily for 17 years and which has operated without a major 
scandal in the disbursement of $80,000,000,000? Are we to 
destroy the Comptroller General and the General Accounting 
Office, responsible to the Congress only, and give all power to 
prevent illegal and unauthorized expenditures to the Director 
of the Budget, who is responsible to and appointed by the 
President of the United States, and can be removed at his 
pleasure? 

Mr. President, I wish to cite to the Senate some of the 
things which, in the performance of his duty, the Comp- 
troller General has done in the interest of the taxpayers of 
the country and which have caused him to incur the dis- 
pleasure of those who are now attempting to destroy him 
and this independent control of expenditures. 

One of the first, as I recall, was the action of the Comp- 
troller General in refusing to sign a warrant for the expendi- 
ture of $525,000 for the construction of a factory at Reedsville, 
W. Va., which was desired at that time by one very high in 
the favor of the administration. The Comptroller Genera! 
refused to approve the expenditure of $525,000 for that pur- 
pose because it was proposed to take it from funds allocated 
under the National Recovery Act to the Post Office Depart- 
ment. The Comptroller General contended that there was 
no authority in law for such an expenditure; that the Con- 
gress in passing the appropriation act did not intend that 
$525,000 thereof should be used for the construction of such 
a factory, which incidentally was to be leased to an organi- 
zation known as the Reedsville Community Association. Not- 
withstanding the refusal by the Comptroller General to 
approve the expenditure, those who had charge of the project 
went ahead and made contracts, among others, with the 
Truscon Steel Co., and later legislation had to be passed by 
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the Congress in order to pay the Truscon Steel Co. for the 
work which they illegally performed on this project. 

The next action, Mr. President, which incurred the dis- 
pleasure of those in very high places was the refusal of the 
Comptroller General to permit $15,000,000 to be expended for 
the so-called shelterbelt. It was proposed to spend some- 
where in the West $15,000,000, to be taken from an appro- 
priation made for the purpose of making loans to meet the 
emergency for relief in the stricken agricultural areas. It 
was contended at that time that to spend $15,000,000 for the 
shelterbelt was in accordance with the law, because the 
shelterbelt would prevent drought in the future in the 
areas which were suffering from drought. The Comptroller 
General, very properly and wisely, acting in accordance with 
his authority, refused to permit that expenditure. 

Mr. President, I have here a number of other instances of 
the Comptroller General refusing to approve in the last few 
years proposed expenditures of Government funds. He re- 
fused to approve on June 19, 1934, an expenditure of $100,- 
000,000 for the purpose of making certain cotton loans, which, 
he said, were not being made in accordance with the law. 

On November 26, 1934, he refused to approve an expendi- 
ture of $750,000 for certain loans from certain funds to be 
spent in Puerto Rico, because he contended it was not in 
accordance with law. 

On January 13, 1938, he refused to approve an expenditure 
of $2,137,000 for the construction of certain public works 
which were not authorized by law. 

Mr. President, I will not take up the time of the Senate to 
cite numerous other instances of the Comptroller General 
protecting the Treasury of the United States by preventing 
funds of the Government from being expended illegally and 
without authorization by the Congress. I will refer to the 
fact, however, that on July 1, 1936, he refused to approve a 
voucher of $15,000,000 for the purpose of compensating the 
Navy pension fund; on March 22, 1935——— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The time of the Senator 
from Virginia on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. BYRD. I will take time on the bill. 

On March 22, 1935, he refused to approve an expenditure of 
$17,000,000 for certain purposes which he contended were 
not in accordance with law. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to insert in the 
Recorp at this point a few of the disallowances which have 
been made by the Comptroller General during the past few 
years, so that there may be information as to such dis- 
allowances. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 
matter will be printed in the Recorp. 

(See exhibits printed at the end of Mr. Byrp’s speech.) 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, there was nothing said in 
criticism of the Comptroller General until the last few 
years. For at least 14 years the Comptroller General oper- 
ated under the plan as it was devised by the present Vice 
President of the United States and by other eminent men 
in 1921. No criticism was made of him until he incurred 
the animosity and displeasure of the President of the United 
States because he was not willing, in the performance of his 
duty as he saw it, to approve expenditures that were not 
authorized by law. From the day he refused to approve the 
Reedsville factory project—from the day he refused to ap- 
prove the shelterbelt expenditure and numerous other 
expenditures which the administration desired, and which 
the Comptroller General contended were not in accordance 
with law—from that time on it was determined that the 
system which had been in existence from 1921 should be 
abolished; that this “watchdog of the Treasury“ should be 
destroyed and that there should be given to an appointee 
of the President, the Budget Director, the entire and com- 
plete power to determine whether or not an appropriation 
is legally or illegally expended. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for 
a question only? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. It has been stated during the debate 
that the General Accounting Office has only passed by pre- 
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audits on about three and a half percent of all expenditures. 
However, I have been informed—I do not know whether or 
not reliably, and that is why I am asking the question— 
that while that is technically true, yet in many cases the 
Comptroller General has made rulings which have become 
precedents in all similar cases; that the departments have 
observed those rulings, have refrained from paying out 
moneys in such cases; and that, considering those cases, a 
very much larger percentage of the total expenditures would 
be involved. Can the Senator advise me whether or not 
that is correct? 

Mr. BYRD. The Senator from Texas has been correctly 
informed. ; 

I have a statement here which shows that there have been 
10,167,000 vouchers preaudited since the Comptroller Gen- 
eral was established; that there have been over $6,000,000,000 
preaudited since the Comptroller General was established. 
In addition to that, I call the attention of the Senate to 
the fact that that is not the only control in the hands of 
the Comptroller General to enable him to prevent illegal 
expenditures, for he may refuse to countersign warrants, 
which he did in the instances which I have just mentioned; 
and these instances of Reedsville and the shelterbelt are 
not included in the figures I have read with respect to 
preaudits. 

It has been contended here that only about 3 percert of 
the total amount of expenditures are preaudited; but, as a 
matter of fact, by the actual figures, which I will ask per- 
mission to insert in the Record, more than $6,000,000,000 has 
been preaudited, and very substantial savings have been 
realized to the Treasury. 

Mr. President, at this point I desire to call the attention 
of the Senate to the fact that the Comptroller General has 
been directly responsible for returning to the Treasury of the 
United States $59,000,000. I ask unanimous consent to in- 
sert in the Recorp an itemized statement showing, by years, 
the returns to the Treasury of funds for which the Comp- 
troller General has been responsible. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 
statement will be printed in the RECORD. 

(See exhibits printed at end of Mr. Bynp's speech.) 

Mr. BYRD. In addition to that, Mr. President, there have 
been other items that have been audited before payment 
and which have been disallowed to the extent of $117,000.000, 
and there has been $25,000,000 saved by the Comptroller 
General on account of the items that have been so pre- 
audited. I also insert in the Recorp, if I may have permis- 
sion to do so, statements as to the items to which I have 
referred. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 
matter will be printed in the RECORD. 

(See exhibits printed at end of Mr. Byrp’s speech.) 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the pending bill destroys com- 
pletely all control over the expenditures of the Government 
before they are made by this independent official. Under 
this bill there are transferred from the Comptroller General 
to the Director of the Budget the following duties: 

The rendering of decisions at the request of the disburs- 
ing officers or the head of any executive department or es- 
tablishment upon any question involving a payment to be 
made by them or under them. 

The countersigning of warrants issued by the Secretary 
of the Treasury for setting up appropriations for the pay- 
ment or advancement of funds therefrom, or transferring 
funds from one appropriation to another. 

The settling of all claims by or against the Government. 

The reporting under the act of April 10, 1928, of the equi- 
table claims to Congress for its consideration. 

The superintending of the recovery of debts certified to 
be due the United States. 

The draft and requisition for advance of funds for the 
settlement of accounts of disbursing officers. 

Then there is given to the Budget Director complete 
power to prescribe the forms and methods of accounting. 
The new officer who is set up under this bill, the auditor 
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general, is permitted to audit only after payment has been 
made. By the terms of the bill he is prohibited from audit- 
ing before payment is made, and under the terms of one 
section of the bill he is prohibited from reporting any dis- 
agreement he may have with the Budget Director until 30 
days have elapsed, and if that disagreement shall be recon- 
ciled no report is to be made to Congress. He is to report 
to a committee of Congress which may or may not be in 
session, or in Washington, and he has no power to prevent 
an illegal or unauthorized expenditure before it is made. 

Mr. President, again I want to emphasize to the Members 
of the Senate the fact that the only question involved here 
is whether the Congress of the United States, which has the 
power to appropriate money and likewise has the power to 
restrict and limit the appropriations, should have an officer 
responsible only to Congress to see that disbursements are 
made strictly in accordance with the law, or whether we 
should give to the Director of the Budget—an officer appointed 
by and responsible to the President, the Executive author- 
ity—full power to determine the availability of appropria- 
tions and to compel disbursements to be made in accordance 
with the law; and then the auditor general, as established 
in the pending bill, has power to audit expenditures only 
after they have been made. 

Mr. President, I do not contend that the administration of 
the General Accounting Office has been perfect in all of its 
functions. I think there are a great many changes that 
should be made in the General Accounting Office; but I think 
we should make allowances for the fact that for the past 4 
years—at least, ever since the Comptroller General defied 
the Chief Executive of the United States in connection with 
expenditures which in the judgment of the Comptroller Gen- 
eral were illegal—the Comptroller General and the General 
Accounting Office have been stepchildren in this Govern- 
ment. That branch of the Government has been denied the 
cooperation of the departments. The Treasury Department, 
for example, has constantly resisted and impeded the inde- 
pendent agent of Congress in the performance of his duty. 

Earlier in the day we were discussing the T. V. A. The 
Tennessee Valley Authority has never obeyed the law with 
respect to using forms and methods of accounting in accord- 
ance with the General Accounting Act; and the Tennessee 
Valley Authority, for some reason—I do not know why— 
employed an outside firm of accountants, Haskins & Sells, 
to audit the accounts of the T. V. A. treasurer in direct vio- 
lation of the law. Why they were unwilling to have their 
accounts audited, and have a precontrol of expenditures by 
the Comptroller General, as provided by law, I do not know; 
but they made a contract with Haskins & Sells to pay them 
$10,000 for an audit, and that payment was disapproved by 
the Comptroller General. 

We find, too, that there is connected with the T. V. A. an 
organization which apparently is completely exempt from 
the control of the General Accounting Office. I refer to the 
Tennessee Valley Cooperatives, Inc. Exactly what duties 
that organization performs, I have not been able to find out; 
but the fact remains that the Tennessee Valley Authority has 
never submitted to the forms and methods of accounting in 
accordance with the law, has never given the information 
that has been required by the General Accounting Office, 
and attempted to employ an outside firm of experts to audit 
its accounts, and, for some reason, was unwilling to submit 
to an audit by the official who is responsible to Congress. 
: Mr. President, the amendment to this section which I have 

prepared provides that the Comptroller General shall be con- 
tinued as he now is, shall be continued as an independent 
official of the Government, but a right is given to the de- 
partments to take an appeal to the Court of Claims from any 
decision he may make. I believe one of the defects of the 
original law was that there was no provision for appeal. I 
do not think any official of the Government should make 
arbitrary decisions on matters of great importance, such as 
the Comptroller General deals with, without there being a 
right of appeal. My amendment provides that whenever a 
department is dissatisfied with any decision made by the 
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Comptroller General, it has a right to appeal to the Court 
of Claims for an adjudication as between the department 
and the Comptroller General; but, mark you, while those 
who are in favor of this change claim that the Comptroller 
General has been too autocratic, the same power is given 
to the Budget Director to approve or disapprove any of the 
expenditures of the Government in advance of the disburse- 
ment, and no appeal can be taken from the decision of the 
Director of the Budget, who has arbitrary power to decide 
whether or not an expenditure is about to be made in ac- 
cordance with the law. 

It is reasonable to assume that an official responsible to 
the President, appointed by the President, and removable at 
the pleasure of the President, would have denied the Presi- 
dent’s request to spend $15,000,000 on a shelterbelt when it 
was not specifically provided by law; would have denied the 
request of the President to spend $525,000 for building a fac- 
tory at Reedsville, W. Va. Incidentally, I desire to say that 
when the full facts are known in regard to the whole Reeds- 
ville project, it will stand before the country as one of the 
most wasteful and one of the most impracticable projects 
ever undertaken by the Government, even in this era of reck- 
less spending. 

Would the Budget Director have denied his superior the 
right to spend this money, whether it was in accordance with 
the law or whether it was not in accordance with the law? 
If he had denied it, the President of the United States could 
have removed him and appointed another Budget Director 
So as to be able to do exactly what he wanted to do. 

I am not speaking of the present incumbent in the White 
House. I am speaking of a general policy of government. 
That policy should be that the Congress of the United States 
have an official responsible only to Congress, with power to 
see that the laws enacted by Congress shall be obeyed; with 
such power that if the spending agencies of the Government 
attempt to spend money in an unauthorized way, to spend 
money illegally, this officer can prevent the expenditure by 
refusing to countersign the warrants. The Congress should 
have an official who will make an independent audit, such 
as we have had during the past 17 years; an official who is 
responsible only to Congress, who will prevent illegal ex- 
penditures. 

Mr, President, as I have exhausted my time on the amend- 
ment, and am now using my time on the bill, I wish to say 
just a few words in conclusion, 

During the 5 years that I have been in the United States 
Senate, I have never seen such great pressure exerted on the 
Members of the Senate as has been exerted in behalf of those 
who desire this bill to be passed. We have before us a bill 
which, on its face, and by the admission of those who advo- 
cate it, contains not a single line providing for economy. It 
creates two great new departments, making permanent under 
the definitions set forth in the bill many of the emergency 
functions of the Government created during the time of the 
depression. It adds other officers of the Government. It 
does not abolish a single employee, and when I offered an 
amendment to declare as a policy that at least $350,000,000 
should be saved by this reorganization, by eliminating the 
overlapping activities and duplicated efforts, by reorganiz- 
ing the bloated bureaucracy that we have here in Washing- 
ton, we were told by the advocates of this legislation that 
not even the measly sum of $350,000,000 could be saved out 
of $8,000,000,000 of governmental expenditures. 

So we go before the country with this bill admitting on 
the face of it that no economy will be effected. I shall make 
this assertion—and I am willing to have the future determine 
whether I am right or whether the Senator from Kentucky 
is right—I say that the passage of this bill will greatly in- 
crease the cost of government. It will increase it, because the 
bill establishes a great department of public welfare, and in- 
corporates permanently in the department of public welfare 
many of the emergency functions which have been oper- 
ating for the past 2 or 3 years. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
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Mr. BARKLEY. The bill does not create any new agency. 
Under the bill the President cannot create any new agency. 
All he can do in the establishment of the new Department 
of Welfare will be either to transfer from some other depart- 
ment to it bureaus and agencies which already exist, or to 
fill it up with the independent agencies which are already in 
existence. 

It is for that reason that I cannot understand the Senator’s 
contention that the mere creation of a new basket, we might 
say, into which are to be dumped a number of miscellaneous 
bureaus and agencies already in existence will increase the 
expenses of the Government. 

Mr. BYRD. I have not said that it would create new 
agencies. 

Mr. BARKLEY. No; but the Senator says that the crea- 
tion of the Department will increase the expenses of the 
Government, whereas not a single new agency can go into the 
Department. All it will do will be to hold bureaus which 
already exist, and we assume that all of them are now in 
existence. It does not increase the number. Of course, 
there will be an additional salary for a Cabinet member, and 
probably there will be an insignificant number of assistants 
of the Cabinet member; but, taking it by and large, the 
expenses of the bureaus which will be allocated to the new 
Department permanently will not be increased unless the 
Congress increases the appropriations, 

Mr. BYRD. I ask the Senator not to interrupt me further, 
because I have not much time left. 

In answer, I read from the bill: 

The Secretary of Welfare shall administer the laws relating to 
any agency or function transferred to, or brought within the juris- 
diction and control of, the Department of Welfare pursuant to law, 
which relate to public health and sanitation; the protection of the 
consumer; education; the relief of unemployment and of the hard- 
ship and suffering caused thereby; the relief of the needy and dis- 
tressed; the assistance of the aged; and the relief and vocational 
rehabilitation of the physically disabled. 

In other words, the so-called emergency functions of the 
Government, those functions which the people of the coun- 
try were told were temporary—because there is a limitation 
in the present legislation which controls these activities— 
are made permanent, and we establish a Cabinet department, 
and the Senator knows from his long experience that when 
a new department is established it grows and grows and con- 
tinues to grow. It grows larger but never smaller. A man 
will be put at the Cabinet table who will advocate increased 
expenditures for the new department that is created. The 
National Resources Planning Board is also to be made per- 
manent. 

Mr. President, the bill now before us will increase the cost 
of the Government. It abolishes the nonpartisan Civil Serv- 
ice Commission, and gives the President the right to appoint 
a single administrator removable by him at his pleasure. 
It abolishes the independent control and accounting in the 
financial system of the country by the abolition of the office 
of Comptroller General, and it sets up a new method of 
accounting, which completely destroys any possibility of the 
existence of an official responsible to Congress to prevent 
illegal expenditures, because the auditor general can do no 
more than audit the accounts after the money has been 
spent, locking the stable door after the horse has been 
stolen. That is the proposal before us. 

I yield to no Member of the Senate in my desire for a 
reorganization of the Federal Government. I completely 
disagree with the Senator from South Carolina and the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky that great economies could not be 
effected in the bloated bureaucracy which exists in Washing- 
ton. In the past 5 years we have created 60 new and inde- 
pendent agencies of Government, and they have been estab- 
lished either by Executive order or upon the recommendation 
of the Executive. We have increased the independent 
agencies of Government by 60 in the past 5 years. We have 
doubled the number of employees in Washington in 5 years, 
and there are today in Washington more Federal employees 
on the regular pay roll than have been on the Government 
pay roll at any time in the history of the country, not ex- 
cepting the time when we were engaged in the World War. 
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Mr. President, it seems to me that if we are to reorganize 
the Federal Government, we should recognize economy as 
one of the main objectives of reorganization. The President 
of the United States in 1932 went throughout the length 
and breadth of this country saying that if he were elected 
he would reduce expenditures by merging departments, by 
abolishing unnecessary bureaus, and by economies, and re- 
trenchment. At the time when those statements were made 
in 1932 we were spending $3,000,000,000 annually. Today 
we are spending $8,000,000,000 annually, and we are told 
that we cannot even save $350,000,000 by reason of the re- 
organization of the Government. We are told that frankly 
by those who are advocating the enactment of the pending 
bill that no economy is possible. 

Mr. President, every Senator who goes to the departments 
here in Washington knows how overmanned they are. 
Every Senator who has investigated the matter at all knows 
that there is not a single bureau or department in Wash- 
ington which could not operate, and operate efficiently, with 
a smaller number of employees than it now has. 

In addition to building up this great bureaucracy in 
Washington we are doing the same thing in the 48 States. 
I made a calculation not long ago and found that the space 
occupied by the Federal Government outside of the city of 
Washington is equal to that of 52 Empire State Buildings. 
In other words, we are either renting or we own space equiv- 
alent to 52 Empire State Buildings outside of the city of 
Washington for the purpose of transacting the numerous 
activities which have been set up in the States; in many 
instances duplicating the work of the departments in Wash- 
ington, as every Senator knows who comes in contact with 
this matter. 

Mr. President, when we vote upon the bill we vote upon 
it with the notification to the people of the country that 
economy will not in any way be regarded as an objective. 
The President of the United States on two occasions has 
said that no economy can be effected by a reorganization. 
He has completely changed from the position he took in 
1932, when he stated that great economies would result from 
the reorganization of the bureaucracy which existed at that 
time; and the bureaucracy now is far greater than the 
bureaucracy of that day. 

We are voting to abolish the nonpartisan Civil Service 
Commission if we vote for the bill; but, even more important, 
we are voting to destroy the office of Comptroller General 
and the General Accounting Office, the only safeguard to 
prevent illegal expenditures. I have been endeavoring from 
time to time to get information as to the expenditures of the 
Federal Government, and I state to the Senate that the only 
department which has given definite and accurate informa- 
tion has been the General Accounting Office. In one in- 
stance I obtained information from the Resettlement Ad- 
ministration as to the cost of certain homestead projects in 
my own State. The Resettlement Administration stated 
that these projects cost $3,700 per home unit, when, as a 
matter of fact, the actual cost was $8,000 per home unit, 
and if the General Accounting Office had not had access to 
these accounts which were in the process of payment, they 
could not have given me this information. Another set of 
figures from the Budget Bureau was almost as far wrong as 
those submitted by Resettlement. 

Mr. President, amendments providing that Executive 
orders should be ratified by the Congress have been defeated. 
We are told that the Congress has not the capacity, has not 
the intelligence, and has not the patriotism, to act on these 
Executive orders. I think that statement is contradicted by 
the action of the Senate of the United States in rejecting 
the exemptions of the departments which have been pro- 
vided for in different amendments offered. Certainly if it 
was right not to make these exemptions, the pressure was 
just as great on Senators to vote for exemptions as it would 
be if the Executive orders came before the Congress and 
were subject to ratification. 

The Senate has defeated the proposal that economy should 
be the objective, and defeated the proposal that a plain 
statement should be made to the people of the country as to 
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the increase or decrease of expenses of the Government 
caused by each Executive order. It was contended that by 
reason of the transfer of any unexpended appropriations it 
could be ascertained as to whether or not there was an in- 
crease or decrease, but in order to save future embarrass- 
ment, the leaders of the administration in the Senate were 
unwilling to have adopted a simple and plain amendment 
providing that each Executive order should show on its face 
whether it would increase or reduce the cost of government. 
Not only is no economy proposed in the bill but the country 
is even to be denied information as to whether or not reor- 
ganization will increase or decrease expenses. 

However, some of the discussion has let in details which 
are not pertinent to the consideration of the broad princi- 
ples which are now generally accepted by the United States 
and written into the statutes. 

When an appropriation is made by the Congress, the fiscal 
system of the Government begins with the stating of an 
appropriation warrant by the Secretary of the Treasury 
pursuant to the provisions of title 5, section 242, United States 
Code, as follows: 

The Secretary of the Treasury * * shall grant, under the 
limitations herein established or to be provided, all warrants for 


money to be issued als the Treasury in pursuance of appropria- 
tions bylaw * * 


Title 31, section 70, United States Code, provides: 


All warrants, when authorized by law and signed by the Secre- 
tary of the eee oe be countersigned in the General Ac- 
counting Office. * 


Title 31, section 147, United States Code, provides: 


The Treasurer shall receive and keep the money of the United 
States, and disburse the same upon warrants drawn by the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury, countersigned in the General Accounting 
Office, and not otherwise. 


It will be seen from the statutes cited that expenditure of 
funds of the United States can be made only— 

First. When there has been an appropriation by the Con- 
gress; 

Second. When an appropriation warrant has been stated 
by the Secretary of the Treasury; and 

Third. When the appropriation warrant has been counter- 
signed in the General Accounting Office. 

The control exercised by the General Accounting Office 
over the illegal expenditure of public funds begins with its 
responsibility to countersign appropriation warrants. Under 
its authority to prescribe accounting forms, systems, and 
procedures, the General Accounting Office analyzes each 
appropriation, determines the purposes for which the amount 
appropriated may lawfully be spent, and prescribes an ac- 
count title briefly descriptive of such purposes under which 
the appropriation shall be established on the books of the 
Government. When the appropriation warrant stated by the 
Secretary of the Treasury and presented to the General 
Accounting Office for countersignature cites the prescribed 
account and otherwise indicates that the money is to be 
spent only for purposes authorized, it is countersigned. 

Frequently there are received in the General Accounting 
Office for countersignature appropriation warrants stated by 
the Secretary of the Treasury which evidence the intention 
of the executive branch to apply moneys appropriated for one 
purpose to another purpose. Such warrants are not counter- 
signed. 

By declining to countersign an appropriation warrant the 
General Accounting Office exercises its first power of con- 
trol in preventing illegal expenditure of public funds. There 
is no way in which the Secretary of the Treasury may bring 
about or permit the use of public funds except upon war- 
rants countersigned in the General Accounting Office be- 
cause it is upon such warrants only that the Treasurer of 
the United States is authorized to disburse. On numerous 
occasions the executive branch has been prevented from 
applying funds to unauthorized purposes through the refusal 
of the General Accounting Office to countersign the appro- 
priation warrant. Thus the countersignature responsibility 
and authority vested in the General Accounting Office con- 
stitutes a factor of real control and serves without ques- 
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tion to prevent illegal use of funds whenever the intentions 
to so use are declared. 
ACCOUNTABLE WARRANT OF REQUISITION 


After an appropriation has been established on the books 
of the Government through a countersigned appropriation 
warrant the amount appropriated becomes available to that 
agency of the Government under the jurisdiction of which 
the money is authorized to be spent. Such agency may pro- 
ceed immediately to enter into contracts of employment or 
for supplies, equipment, etc. Vouchers covering such ex- 
penses as it incurs are sent to disbursing officers for pay- 
ment. The general laws require all disbursing officers of the 
Government, with the exception of certain officers of the 
military branch, to give bond to the United States, in some 
cases in amounts prescribed by the Secretary of the Treasury, 
and in other cases in amounts fixed hy the heads of depart- 
ments or establishments. 

Funds are advanced to duly constituted disbursing officers 
on requisitions stated by the heads of the departments for 
which such officers disburse: For example, when expenses 
incurred in the Department of Agriculture are to be paid, 
the Secretary of the Department executes a requisition for 
advance of funds to the officer by whom the payments are 
to be made. On the requisition he- the Secretary—indicates 
the appropriations out of which he desires that payments are 
to be made and the amount to be advanced to the officer 
under each such appropriation. 

Under the provisions of title 31, section 76, United States 
Code: 

Every requisition for an advance of money before being acted 
on by the Secretary of the Treasury, shall be sent to the General 
Accounting Office for action thereon as required by section 78 
of this title. 

Section 78 of title 31 covers the time of rendition of ac- 
counts on the part of accountable officers of the Government 
and provides, in connection therewith, that: 

Should there be any delinquency in this regard at the time 
of the receipt by the General Accounting Office of a requisition 
for an advance of money, said Office shall disapprove the requisi- 
tion, which said Office may also do for other reasons arising ^ut 


of the condition of us officer’s accounts for whom the advance 
is requested; * 


Thus when a 8 for advance is received in the 
General Accounting Office it is examined— 

First. To see that the advance is to a duly constituted 
disbursing officer, who is under bond in good standing; 

Second. That the appropriations under which advances are 
requested are available for use by the requisitioning officer; 

Third. That there are balances sufficient under the ap- 
propriations from which the advance is requested; 

Fourth. That the officer to whom advance is to be made 
is not delinquent in the rendition of his accounts; and 

Fifth. That there are no other reasons why, in the public 
interests, the advance should not be made. 

In connection with item 5, it should be stated that the 
General Accounting Office makes periodic inspections of dis- 
bursing offices, as the result of which it is frequently ascer- 
tained that illegal payments are being made. Generally such 
payments are so well disguised that the illegality thereof 
would not be detected in the ordinary routine audit of 
vouchers. Whenever such conditions are found a stoppage 
is placed against further advances to the disbursing officer 
involved. Occasionally disbursing officers against whom dis- 
allowances are made do not act promptly to recover or to 
repay the amounts disallowed. In such circumstances also 
a stoppage is placed against further advances. 

For any of the reasons enumerated, that is to say, if the 
officer is not under bond in good standing, if the appropria- 
tions are not available to the officer requesting the advance, 
if there is not sufficient balance in the appropriation named, 
if the officer is delinquent, if disallowances are not properly 
restored, or if for other reasons the advance would not be in 
the public interest, the requisition is not approved. 

Thus the General Accounting Office exercises its second 
step in accounting control to prevent illegal use of public 
funds. 
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Legislative control over the spending of public money is 
effected—first, by the Congress stating in the permanent 
statutes from time to time since 1789 and in the current ap- 
propriation acts certain restrictions and directions as to the 
expenditure of the appropriations; and (2) by the require- 
ment that disbursing officers spending the public money be 
bonded, be personally responsible for any erroneous and 
illegal payments contrary to law; and that they shall submit 
accounts at short intervals to the General Accounting Office 
for audit and settlement. 

As aids to disbursing officers in determining whether any 
proposed payment is legal and authorized by the appropria- 
tion, the Congress has provided in section 8 of the act of 
July 31, 1894 (28 Stat. 208), that they may apply to and that 
the Comptroller General shall render his decision on any 
proposed payment and that the decision shall govern in 
the audit and settlement of the accounts. Also, because of 
the vast number of expenditures and the necessity for ex- 
peditious action, there has been established in the General 
Accounting Office a preaudit procedure where the legality of 
any proposed payment may be determined upon request. 
Both advance decisions and the preaudit procedure are but 
means to an end—the end being to see that the moneys are 
expended by the disbursing officers in accordance with the 
law. 

There are several thousand disbursing officers of the 
United States. Moneys are advanced to them on the books 
of the Treasury as a charge against their personal and 
bonded responsibility. These advances are made by war- 
rants countersigned by the Comptroller General and in cer- 
tain cases of failure of disbursing officers satisfactorily to 
render accounts or where large numbers of erroneous and 
illegal payments are made by him the Comptroller General 
may, and has, refused to countersign warrants placing fur- 
ther funds to the credit of any particular disbursing officer. 
This forces the administrative department to secure another 
disbursing officer, and to this extent gives control. 

Having the moneys advanced to him on the books of the 
Treasury, title 31, section 492, United States Code, requires 
the disbursing officer to keep the money deposited with the 
Treasurer of the United States or with one of the deposi- 
taries of the United States mentioned in title 31, section 476, 
United States Code— 

„ * * to draw for the same only as it may be required for 
payments to be made by him in pursuance of law and draw for 
the same only in favor of the persons to whom payment is 
made . 

Also, title 31, section 496, requires the disbursing officer to 
render their accounts as follows: 

Except as otherwise provided, every officer or agent of the United 
States who receives public money which he is not authorized to 
retain as salary, pay, or emolument, shall render his accounts 
monthly. Such accounts, with the vouchers necessary to the 
correct and prompt settlement thereof, shall be sent by mail, or 
otherwise, to the bureau to which they pertain, within 10 days 
after the expiration of each successive month, and, after exami- 
nation, there shall be passed to the General Accounting Office 
for settlement. Disbursing officers of the Navy shall, however, 
render their accounts and vouchers direct to the General Account- 
ing Office. In case of the nonreceipt at the General Accounting 
Office or proper bureau of any accounts within a reasonable and 
proper time thereaster, the officer whose accounts are in default 
shall be required to furnish satisfactory evidence of having com- 
plied with the provisions of this section. Nothing herein con- 
tained shall, however, be construed to restrain the heads of any 
of the departments from requiring such other returns or reports 
from the officer or agent, subject to the control of such heads of 
departments, as the public interest may require. 


These accounts are required by other sections of the law 
to include receipts from the depositaries of any collections 
made by disbursing officers; such moneys being required to 
be covered in the Treasury as a miscellaneous receipt or to 
the credit of various and sundry funds as applicable statutes 
may provide. There are many such statutes. 

When these accounts are received by the General Account- 
ing Office, they are required to be audited and settled as 
provided in section 3 of the act of March 3, 1817, Third 
Statutes, 366, which was carried into the Revised Statutes as 
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section 236 and made section 305 of the Budget and Ac- 
counting Act of 1921, Forty-second Statutes, 24. Every pay 
roll must show the names of the employees carried thereon, 
their receipts for the salaries paid at the rates provided by 
law for the particular grades; or the number of the check 
which has been issued in payment, and if a check, the check 
is examined to see whether it has been endorsed by the 
individual employee. Also, the pay roll is examined to see 
that these payments are charged to an appropriation made 
for that purpose and that there have been observed any 
restrictions or directions placed in the law with respect to 
that particular service. Of course, the General Accounting 
Office does not go into the departments and their field serv- 
ices to locate the individuals carried on the rolls and see 
whether they actually received the money. The vouchers 
are prepared in such a way as to require certificates of 
various administrative officers that the men were actually 
employed and that they received the money where payment 
is in cash or that the checks were delivered to them. Un- 
fortunately, perhaps the General Accounting Office has not 
had either the funds or the force sufficient to locate and 
examine each employee. 

Similar procedure exists as to the examination of pay 
rolls for the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Coast Guard, and 
the other uniformed services. The statutes with respect to 
the pay of the uniformed services are so complex and con- 
tain so many restrictions and directions that the law of such 
pay is a separate study by itself. Much litigation arises by 
reason of these statutes. 

Where purchases are made by the departments and estab- 
lishments or construction work performed, the statute pro- 
vides how the contract shall be entered into, bonds that 
must be given and stipulations which must be contained in 
the contracts. The appropriations contain many restrictions 
and directions with respect to contracting on behalf of the 
United States which have grown up over a period of 100 
years and designed to correct evils which have developed 
from time to time on behalf of the United States. 

All of these contracts are required to be promptly filed in 
the General Accounting Office, and as soon as they are filed 
they are given an examination to see whether they have been 
entered into in accordance with law; whether they contain 
the stipulations required by law; whether there have been 
observed the restrictions and directions in the appropria-. 
tion acts; whether they otherwise conform to the law as well 
as the regulations of the particular department or establish- 
ment. There were approximately a million of these con- 
tracts during the preceding fiscal year. 

Every payment made by a disbursing officer under con- 
tracts must be supported by the receipt of the contractor 
either on the voucher or on the invoice attached thereto. 
The voucher must show the contract under which the pay- 
ment is made; the quantity of articles delivered; whether 
they have been received by the Government; and the pay- 
ment made. 

These vouchers are required to accompany the accounts 
of the disbursing officers in the same way as pay-roll vouch- 
ers. On receipt of the account the vouchers making pay- 
ments under contracts—whether for supplies or for con- 
struction work are examined—not only as to their mathe- 
matical correctness but as to whether the payment was in 
accordance with the terms of the contract and whether the 
payment otherwise is in accordance with law. 

If the payments in any event are not shown to be in ac- 
cordance with law, a notice of suspension is issued to the 
disbursing officer so that he may either show the payment 
to be in accordance with law or recover the amount from 
the payee or deposit the amount of the erroneous payment 
in the Treasury from his own funds. Failing in these re- 
spects, the suspension is converted into a disallowance of 
credit in the accounts of the disbursing officer and demand 
is made upon both the disbursing officer and his surety to 
deposit the money in the Treasury; that is, restore the money 
advanced to him on the books of the Treasury represented 
by the erroneous and illegal payments, 
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When the disallowance is made in the accounts of the 
disbursing officer, a debt record is established with the name 
of the payee and the amount of the overpayment, and every 
claim settled by the General Accounting Office is cleared 
over that record in an attempt to recoup from the payee any 
illegal payments which may have been received from dis- 
bursing officers. The act of April 21, 1922 (42 Stat. 497), 
stands in support of this procedure. 

If the disbursing officer and his surety refuse or fail to 
pay the money into the Treasury, or if the money cannot be 
collected from another claim to be allowed the payee, tran- 
scripts of the books and proceedings of the General Ac- 
counting Office are prepared showing the advances charged 
to the disbursing officer on the books of the Treasury and 
the amount for which he has failed to satisfactorily account 
and that transcript is sent to the Department of Justice for 
suit. Title 31, section 74, United States Code, provides that: 

Balances certified by the General Accounting Office, upon the 
settlement of public accounts, shall be final and conclusive upon 
the executive branch of the Government, except that any person 
whose accounts may have been settled, the head of the executive 
department, or of the board, commission, or establishment not 
under the jurisdiction of an executive department, to which the 
account pertains, or the Comptroller General of the United States, 
may, within a year, obtain a revision of the said account by the 
Comptroller General of the United States, whose decision upon 
such revision shall be final and conclusive upon the executive 
branch of the Government. Nothing in this chapter shall pre- 
vent the General Accounting Office from suspending items in an 


account in order to obtain further evidence or explanations neces- 
sary to their settlement. 


The Attorney General is required to institute suit for the 
collection of the balance certified by the General Accounting 
Office to be due from the disbursing officer to the United 
States, and title 28, 665 United States Code, provides that: 


When suit is brought in any case of delinquency of a revenue 
Officer, or other person accountable for public money, a transcript 
from the books and proceedings of the Department, 
certified by the register and authenticated under the seal of the 
Department, or, when the suit involves the accounts of the War 
or Navy Departments, certified by the Comptroller General of the 
United States, and authenticated under the seal of the General 
Accounting Office, shall be admitted as evidence, and the court 
trying the cause shall be authorized to grant judgment and 
award execution accordingly. And all copies of bonds, contracts, 
or other papers relating to, or connected with, the settlement 
of any account between the United States and an individual, 
when certified by the register, or by the Comptroller General, as 
the case may be, to be true copies of the originals on file, and 
authenticated under the seal of the Department, may be annexed 
to such transcripts, and shall have equal validity, and be en- 
titled to the same degree of credit which would be due to the 
original papers if produced and authenticated in court. Where 
suit is brought upon a bond or other sealed instrument, and 
the defendant pleads non est factum, or makes his motion to 
the court, verifying such plea or motion by his oath, the court 
may take the same into consideration, and, if it appears to be 
necessary for the attainment of justice, may require the produc- 
tion of the original bond, contract, or other paper specified in such 
affidavit. 


Under title 28, section 774, United States Code, the courts 
are not allowed to admit any credits except such as appear 
to have been presented to the General Accounting Office for 
its examination and to have been by it disallowed, in whole 
or in part, unless it is proved to the satisfaction of the 
court that the disbursing officer was in the possession of 
vouchers not before in his power to procure and that he was 
prevented from expediting a claim for such credit at the 
General Accounting Office by absence from the United 
States or some unavoidable accident. Under title 28, section 
781, Revised Statutes, the court is required to enter judgment 
for the United States for the balance certified by the General 
Accounting Office to be due the Government except in cer- 
tain contingencies named in said section. 

After judgment has been secured in such a case against the 
disbursing officer or his surety, or both, title 31, sections 506, 
508, and 509 provide, respectively, as follows: 

Whenever any collector of the revenue, receiver of public money, 
or other officer who has received the public money before it is 
paid into the Treasury of the United States, fails to render his 
account, or pay over the same in the manner or within the time 


required by law, it shall be the duty of the General Accounting 
Office to cause to be stated the account of such officer, exhibiting 
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truly the amount due to the United States, and to certify the same 
to the General Counsel for the Department of the Treasury, who 
shall issue a warrant of distress against the delinquent officer 
and his sureties, directed to the marshal of the district in which 
such officer and his sureties reside. Where the officer and his 
sureties reside in different districts, or where they, or either of 
them, reside in a district other than that in which the estate of 
either may be, which it is intended to take and sell, then such 
warrant shall be directed to the marshals of such districts, re- 
spectively. 

608. The marshal authorized to execute any warrant of dis- 
tress shall, by himself or by his deputy, proceed to levy and collect 
the sum remaining due, by distress and sale of the goods and chat- 
tels of such delinquent officer; having given 10 days’ previous no- 
tice of such intended sale, by affixing an advertisement of the 
articles to be sold at two or more public places in the town and 
county where the goods or chattels were taken, or in the town or 
county where the owner of such goods or chattels may reside. 
If the goods and chattels be not sufficient to satisfy the war- 
rant, the same may be levied upon the person of such officer, 
who may be committed to prison, there to remain until discharged 
by due course of law. 

509. If the delinquent officer absconds, or if goods and chattels 
belonging to him cannot be found sufficient to satisfy the war- 
rant, the marshal or his deputy shall proceed, notwithstanding 
the commitment of the delinquent officer, to levy and collect the 
sum which remains due by such delinquent, by the distress and 
sale of the goods and chattels of his sureties; having given 10 
days’ previous notice of such intended sale, by affixing an adver- 
tisement of the articles to be sold at two or more public places 
in the town or county where the goods or chattels were taken, 
or in the town or county where the owner resides. 


It is the fear of the enforcement by the General Account- 
ing Office of these statutes which keeps disbursing officers 
who are held responsible in the manner I have described 
from knowingly making payments contrary to law and in 
disregard of the restrictions and directions prescribed by 
the Congress in the law from time to time. This is the 
precontrol procedure which operates to save to the Public 
Treasury untold sums of money and which makes the dis- 
bursing officers of the United States so careful to observe 
the law as interpreted and applied from time to time by the 
General Accounting Office either in advance decisions, deci- 
sions on concrete claims, or in the preaudit procedure, all 
of which has been devised for protection of the disbursing 
officer if he will but observe them. There has been made 
for me an examination of the individual files of the General 
Accounting Office in cases reported to the Attorney General 
for suit in the period from July 1, 1935. to September 1937, 
and as to the present status of the balances certified due 
in 957 cases reported to the Attorney General during that 
period. 


Disposition or status 


1 Settled or collected in full. 

45.. Judgments for debtors. 

15.. Suits discontinued by Attorney General. 

r Solicitor of ‘Treasury directed suit be dismissed. 

85.. Relieved, private acts of Congress. 

106. 891, 817.59 | Judgment for United States; reported uncollectible. 
48.. 262, 383. 30 | $105,853.38 collected. 

138. 2. 820, 188. 19 | 81,888,522. 68 - ο promise settlements. 

110. 1, 122, 181.18 | Adjusted or otherwise settled by Comptroller General. 
P 1, 476, 220.77 | No report from the Attorney General. 


Not all of these cases involve disbursing officers. Some of 
the suits were against individuals such as contractors, but a 
substantial number of them were against disbursing officers, 
and most of them represent overpayments and erroneous 
payments made by disbursing officers. 

There can be no question with respect to the action of the 
courts in enforcing the settlements so made by the General 
Accounting Office of the accounts of disbursing officers. A 
list of typical cases with references will be inserted in the 
Record (Den v. Hoboken Land & Improvement Co., 18 How. 
272; Smith v. United States, 5 Pet. 592; United States v. Jones, 
8 Pet. 375; United States v. Prescott, 3 How. 518; United States 
v. Buchanan, 8 How. 83; Bruce v. United States, 17 How. 437; 
United States v. Keehler, 9 Wall. 83; Watkins v. United States, 
9 Wall. 759; Hall v. United States, 91 U. S. 559; Soule v. United 
States, 100 U. S. 8; United States v. Morris, 102 U. S. 548; 
Smythe v. United States, 188 U. S. 156; Harvey v. United 
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States, 97 Fed. 452; United States Fidelity & Guaranty Co. v. 
United States, 150 Fed. 550; Maryland Casualty Co. v. United 
States, 37 Fed. (2d) 318; Fidelity & Deposit Co. of Maryland v. 
United States, 55 Fed. (2d) 100). 

From the decisions in these cases Members of Congress may 
see that a disbursing officer is an insurer of the public moneys 
charged to his accounts and that he may not legally be re- 
lieved of liability unless he shows that the money was ex- 
pended for the purposes authorized by law and in settlement 
of a legal obligation against the United States. This matter 
of the liability of disbursing officers was the subject of a study 
made in Service Monograph No. 46, Institute for Government 
Research, the Johns Hopkins Press, 1927. In my judgment, 
too much stress has been placed on the difference between 
postaudit and preaudit as means of preventing illegal ex- 
penditures or expenditures for purposes not authorized by the 
Congress. As above stated, both advance decisions under 
section 8 of the act of July 31, 1894, the preaudit procedure 
and the direct settlement of claims exist for the purpose of 
advising disbursing officers as to what they may legally do if 
they are in doubt and for the purpose of relieving them of 
their personal and bonded responsibility as to any particular 
payment they may be called upon to make by sending the 
proposed payment to the General Accounting Office for direct 
settlement. All of this is subordinate to the procedure estab- 
lished by law for advances of public moneys to disbursing 
officers and for enforcement of liability against them for 
failure to make disbursements in accordance with law. 

The control of that procedure, if it is to be effective, must 
be independent of the spending agencies and subordinate to 
the legislative branch of the Government. 

Senate bill 3331 would abolish that independence by giving 
the control and the settlement of claims and accounts to a 
fellow officer of the spending agencies of the Government— 
to an officer who has no more independence of action from 
Executive pressure than the spenders themselves. Under 
Senate bill 3331 the auditor general, who would be the fiscal 
agent of Congress, would have no control over the settle- 
ments of claims and accounts of the Government depart- 
ments and establishments. He could do nothing except 
report expenditures to Congress which were believed to be 
illegal, and Congress could do nothing except change the law. 

Mr. President, the sponsors of the so-called reorganization 
bill in proposing to abolish the office of the Comptroller Gen- 
eral would have the Senate believe that this bill provides to 
the Congress an independent audit of accounts and in that 
connection the Senate is told that under the provisions of 
the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921, an independent 
audit is not now secured and is not possible. The present 
audit is independent, and any insinuation that there does not 
obtain at this time an entirely independent audit of public 
accounts, except in those cases where Congress has ex- 
pressly directed otherwise, is without any foundation what- 
ever. The Comptroller General, under the law, while 
appointed by the President, can only be removed by the 
Congress. He audits and performs his other duties with- 
out direction from any other officer. The balances cer- 
tified by the Comptroller General are conclusive on all 
departments and establishments of the Government. In 
order that he may have absolute independence as an auditor 
and also as an agent of the Congress, he is clothed with 
authority to prescribe the forms, systems, and procedure for 
administrative appropriation and fund accounting and for 
the administrative examination of accounts. All of these 
attributes serve to make the Comptroller General inde- 
pendent of Executive control. 

Under the Budget and Accounting Act he is required to 
report annually to the Congress and to the Congress only. 
In this respect he must take rank as an independent officer 
of the Government responsible only to the Congress. All 
of his acts as an auditor and as a controller are independent. 
He may not be told by any agency of the executive branch 
or by the Chief Executive or by any power other than the 
Congress how he shall make his audit. Here we have an 
auditor subject to direction by no power except the Congress, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


3905 


bound by no limitations except those carried in the law; an 
auditor whose findings are of his own unhampered deter- 
mination; an auditor to whom the law requires that all 
accounts, with some exceptions, shall be submitted in such 
form as he, the auditor, shall prescribe; an auditor to whose 
examination the records of all departments relating to the 
receipt, application, or disbursement of public funds are re- 
quired to be submitted whenever he shall so require; an 
auditor empowered to investigate on his own motion or at 
the direction or request of the Congress any or all matters 
relating to the receipt, application, or expenditure of public 
funds. Does any Senator deny that under existing law the 
Comptroller General of the United States, in the perform- 
ance of his function of audit, is as free and as unfettered 
as I have here stated? It cannot be disputed. No one can 
claim that through the Comptroller General there is not 
now provided a system through which there can be secured 
a real, honest, impartial, and independent audit of public 
accounts. 

Now let us see to what extent the Auditor General will be 
independent. Oh, yes; I grant you that the bill contemplates 
the appointment of an Auditor General by the Congress 
and that the auditor general is to serve for a term of 15 
years and is to be subject to removal only by the Congress. 
He is to have the power to audit all receipts and expendi- 
tures of the Government; to make such investigations re- 
lating to receipts and expenditures as he shall deem neces- 
sary or as shall be directed by the Congress. To that ex- 
tent, and to that extent only, will he be as independent as the 
present Comptroller General of the United States. Under 
the provisions of the bill he will not be permitted to audit 
any account covering expenditures until after payment and 
in the matter of claims—settlements aggregating millions of 
dollars every year—he will not be permitted to audit until 
after settlement has been made. He will have no voice, 
whatever, in the certification of balances and the finding 
of his audit will serve only for the purpose of a report to the 
Congress after the differences which he has noted have first 
been submitted to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. President, under the Budget and Accounting Act the 
audit now obtained has as its direct and primary objective 
the settlement of public accounts. Let the Senators under- 
stand this. The present audit by the Comptroller General 
is made for the purpose of settling accounts, which means 
that until the accounts of the Government have been audited 
there is no final discharge of responsibility on the part of 
agents of the Government by whom its payments are made. 
Under the present system the Comptroller General has the 
power to disallow illegal payments and to require the 
amounts thereof to be paid back into the Treasury. Look at 
the record of such cases. I have before me a statement pre- 
pared by the Acting Comptroller General which shows that 
during the 15 years that the accounts of the Government 
have been audited and settled by the Comptroller General 
approximately $200,000,000 has been disallowed. Of that 
amount, approximately $117,000,000 has been disallowed in 
the settlement of claims before payment, approximately 
$25,000,000 has been disallowed by preaudit action, and more 
than $59,000,000 of the amount disallowed has been collected 
and put back into the Treasury. These figures argue more 
strongly than I can for retention of the present system. 
They are made possible by reason of the fact that the pres- 
ent auditor is clothed with authority to settle accounts. 

The pending bill will bring about an arrangement that is 
woefully weak in comparison. Yes; I know there will be 
an audit, an audit by a so-called independent auditor. But 
what teeth will it have? What good can it do? How effec- 
tive will it be? What happens under the pending bill when 
in the judgment of the auditor there has been an illegal 
expenditure? Under the present system, remember, it is dis- 
allowed and must be recovered. Under the pending bill the 
auditor general, before he can even report an illegal ex- 
penditure to the Congress, his principal, must first submit 
his views to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget. Then 
what happens? If the Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
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agrees with the auditor general that there has been an 
illegal expenditure, the auditor general is estopped from 
reporting to the Congress. The Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget may disallow such items in the settlement of ac- 
counts, but the law does not direct him to do so. He may 
proceed to settle, the views of the auditor general notwith- 
Standing, and thus the power of the so-called independent 
auditor is completely dissipated. An independent auditor 
stripped of all power is what is provided by the pending bill. 
Contrast that, Mr. President, with the independent auditor 
of today. I know that the pending bill provides that when 
there is disagreement between the auditor general and the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget the auditor general 
is required and expected to report to Congress. But what 
happens when he does report? The report would go to the 
proposed joint committee. But what could the joint com- 
mittee do? 

Under the pending bill, S. 3331, as reported with amend- 
ments, the auditor general may, in his discretion, report to 
the Congress his exception to any item of disbursement, at 
the time the exception is taken (sec. 303 (d)). In most 
cases, however, such report would no doubt be deferred and 
made as provided in section 303 (g) after the exception had 
been considered and the account settled by the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget and the matter reached the point 
of disagreement between the auditor general and the Di- 
rector. The report of the auditor general would state the 
reasons for believing the disbursement to be without au- 
thority of law and would be referred to the joint committee 
on public accounts for examination and study and the sub- 
mission to the Senate and the House of its findings and 
recommendations if deemed by it to be advisable, as pro- 
vided in section 307 (f). At this point it is reasonable to 
assume, especially if there were involved a major item of 
disbursement or a question in which the spending agencies 
were vitally interested, that the Director would be supported 
in his disagreement with the auditor general by the depart- 
ment which incurred the obligation, by the department under 
which the disbursement was made, and perhaps by the Presi- 
dent and the Attorney General. 

Under the present accounting system the General Ac- 
counting Office would pursue collection of the amount un- 
lawfully expended (1) from the disbursing officer and his 
surety; (2) from the payee or the surety by set-off against 
allowable claims of either arising from other transactions; 
(3) as a last resort, by reference to the Attorney General 
for suit in the Federal courts. 

First. What courses would be open to the proposed joint 
committee on public accounts and the Congress in such sit- 
uations when the auditor general is found to be correct in 
his exceptions? 

(a) The joint committee could call before it the offending 
administrative officials, point out their error, caution and 
reprimand them, but it could not require their discharge. 

(b) The joint committee could apprise the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget and the Department concerned 
of its findings, but neither the joint committee nor the Con- 
gress could enforce collection of the money without the co- 
operation of the executive officials. 

(c) The joint committee could inform the Committees on 
Appropriations of the erroneous expenditure but vital and 
necessary appropriations could not and would not be denied 
the offending department or departments for the next fiscal 
year solely as punishment for the offense of its officials. 

(d) The only course now open to the General Accounting 
Office, which might also be open to the joint committee, is 
reference to the Attorney General for suit in the Federal 
courts to collect, and that is only a last resort, is expensive 
and not always effective. In the event of such reference the 
joint committe would have no greater authority to require 
the Attorney General to institute suit than the General 
Accounting Office now has. 

(e) The pending bill would impose upon the joint com- 
mittee only the duty to examine and study the reports of the 
auditor general and to submit to the Senate and the House 
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such findings and recommendations as it deems advisable 
(sec. 307 (f)). The Congress might pass an act or joint 
resolution affecting such an item; but if action were directed 
thereby contrary to the views of the President, he would veto 
it and thus support the views of his Director. Perhaps in 
only a case involving fraud would such a veto be overridden 
by the Congress. 

(f) Thus it appears that the joint committee and the 
Congress would have no effective means of enforcing recovery 
of erroneous disbursements or of otherwise making effective 
the work of the auditor general except through reliance in 
the final analysis upon the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment. 

Second. How would the members of the joint committee 
find time to perform its duties? 

Mr. President, the amendment I propose would restore the 
General Accounting Office to the status it now has and would 
provide for an appeal to the Court of Claims; so that if any 
Official of the Government shall be dissatisfied with the 
action of the Comptroller General, an appeal can be taken to 
the Court of Claims and the matter adjudicated by that 
tribunal. 

Mr. President, the question for Congress to decide is simply 
whether the duty to control expenditures of the Federal Gov- 
ernment rests with Congress or with the Chief Executive. 
That is the only question. There is no other. 

EXHIBTTS 
MEMO OF FACTS IN RE REEDSVILLE PROJECT, REEDSVILLE, W. VA. 


This case involves the construction of a factory building at 
Reedsville, W. Va. “The factory was built for the purpose of fur- 
nishing work for a portion of the homesteaders at Reedsville. The 
factory was to be purchased from the Government by the Reeds- 
ville Community Association, Inc., a nonstock, nonprofit organiza- 
tion existing under the laws of West Virginia. The purpose of this 
corporation was to handle cooperative activities at the Reedsville 
project. The Reedsville Community Association had entered into 
a contract with the Electric Vacuum Cleaner Co., of Cleveland, 
Ohio, to lease said factory to the above company when and if 
title was passed from the Government to the Reedsville Commu- 

nity Association. The Electric Vacuum Cleaner Co. was to use the 
building for assembling vacuum cleaners and employ homestead 
labor for the purpose.” 

The p construction of a factory at Reedsville was first 
brought to the attention of this Office in connection with mis- 
cellaneous transfer 1 warrant No. 364 proposing to 
transfer $525,000 of N. I. R. funds to the Post Office Department 
to construct and equip as k “Public Works project a plant to man- 
ufacture certain articles used by the Post Office Department. 
Under date of February 1, 1934, A-52346, the Administrator of 
Public Works was requested to furnish further facts in connection 
therewith, but no response was made to the request and under 
date of August 14, 1934, the transfer was returned to the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury for cancelation. 

Without further submission to this office contract I-W-SH-698, 
dated February 7, 1935, with the Truscon Steel Co., of Youngs- 
town, Ohio, and contract I-W-SH-604 with Stewart Wagner, were 
entered into by the Division of Subsistence Homesteads, Depart- 
ment of Interior, the latter contracts being for architectural 
services covering the construction of a factory at Reedsville, as 
a Subsistence Homesteads project. The claim under the latter 
contract was disallowed by the Audit Division of this office and 
said disallowance was upheld by the Comptroller General (C. G. 
A-64822, dated September 11, 1935) on the grounds that the build- 
ing of a factory did not come within the purview of the act, 
section 208 N. I. R. A. of June 16, 1933, also 485 Statutes 205, which 
provided only for furnishing aid in the “purchase of subsistence 
homesteads.” The decision, supra, also disallowed any and all 
claims made by the Truscon Steel Co. in connection with the 
Reedsville project. Subsequent decisions denied relief to other 

contractors claims on said project 

Later bills were proposed in the House of Representatives which 
granted relief to certain parties holding contracts under the 
Reedsville project. 

The Comptroller General again refused payment, but advised 
that if payment was made a bill should be drafted so as to order 
and direct the Comptroller General of the United States to settle 
and adjust all claims of construction from the Reedsville project. 
And that any payments made should be made from the appro- 
priation originally set out for Subsistence Homesteads, since that 
ig Bee showed a large unexpended balance. 

A general legislative bill was passed dated April 21, 1937, in 
the form suggested above. 


CoMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, August 14, 1934. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY. 
Sm: There is returned herewith miscellaneous transfer appro- 
priation warrant No. 364 covering the transfer of $525,000, National 
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Industrial Recovery funds, to the Post Office Department for the 
purpose, as stated in letter from the Administrator of Public Works, 
dated January 10, 1934, of constructing and equipping a plant at 
Reedsville, W. Va., to manufacture certain articles used by the 
Post Office Department. 

The proposed transfer of these funds has been the subject of 
correspondence between this office and the Administrator of Public 
Works due to the fact that on the showing made countersignature 
of the warrant did not appear justified, and under date of Febru- 
ary 1, 1934, the Administrator was requested to furnish further 
facts in the matter. No reply to this letter has been received. 
Meanwhile it appears that the proposed use of the moneys for 
erection by the Government of the plant or factory at Reedsville, 
W. Va., was the subject of considerable discussion during the last 
session of the Congress. 

In view of the long time that has elapsed (more than 6 months) 
since this warrant was initiated and dated, the same is returned 
herewith for cancelation; and it is suggested the issuance of a new 
warrant in lieu thereof be held in abeyance until further advices 
are received by you from the Administrator of Public Works or 
from this office. 

Y. 
J. R. McCart, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, September 11, 1935. 
The ADMINISTRATOR, 
Resettlement Administration. 

Sm: There has been resubmitted for preaudit voucher No. 3292 
in favor of Steward Wagner for $400 as final payment to him for 
architectural services rendered under contract I-W-SH-604 in con- 
nection with the construction of a factory building at Reedsville, 
W. Va. The contract executed January 31, 1935, provides a total 
fee of $1,000, $600 of which was paid February 9, 1935, on voucher 
996084—2300-13 in the accounts of Guy F. Allen, Chief Disbursing 
Officer, Division of Disbursement, Treasury Department. 

In response to the preaudit difference statement, the following 
explanation was made by letter of August 1, 1935, from the project 
manager: 

“Referring to the disapproval of the payment in the General 
Accounting Office of a voucher in amount $400 issued in favor of 
Steward Wagner applying on contract I-W-SH-604. 

“This voucher covers final payment of architectural fees for the 
erection of a factory building at Reedsville, W. Va., and is covered 
by purchase order SH—W-853 dated March 26, 1935. 

“This factory was built for the purpose of furnishing work for 
a portion of the homesteaders at Reedsville. It is intended that 
the factory shall be purchased from the Government by the Reeds- 
ville Community Association, Inc., a nonstock, nonprofit organiza- 
tion existing under the laws of West Virginia. The purpose of 
this corporation is to handle cooperative activities at the Reedsville 
project. The Reedsville Community Association has entered into 
a contract with the Electric Vacuum Cleaner Co., of Cleveland, 
Ohio, to lease said factory to the above company when and if title 
is passed from the Government to the Reedsville Community Asso- 
ciation. The Electric Vacuum Cleaner Co, will use this building 
for the purpose of assembling vacuum cleaners and will employ 
homestead labor for this purpose. 

“All services required by contract No. .I-W-SH-604 have been 
performed by Steward Wagner and the building is now completed 
and the money owing to Mr. Wagner is now due. 

“One previous payment has been made on this contract as 
follows: 

“February 26, 1935, Washington office settlement voucher 2300, 


$600.” 

proposed construction of a factory at Reedsville was first 
brought to the attention of this office in connection with miscel- 
laneous transfer appropriation warrant No. 364, proposing to 
transfer $525,000 of National Industrial Recovery funds to the Post 
Office Department to construct and equip as a Public Works project 
a plant to manufacture certain articles used by the Post Office 
Department. Under date of February 1, 1934, A-52346, the Ad- 
ministrator of Public Works was requested to furnish further facts 
in connection therewith, but no response was made to the request 
and under date of August 14, 1934, the transfer warrant was 
returned to the Secretary of the Treasury for cancelation. 

It now appears that, without further submission to this office, 
the above-described contract and contract I-W-SH-698 were entered 
into by the Division of Subsistence Homesteads, Department of the 
Interior, the one for architectural services and the other with the 
Truscon Steel Co., for construction of a factory at Reedsville, as a 
subsistence-homesteads project. The appropriation sought to be 
charged with the payment now proposed to be made to Wagner is 
“03-5398-NRA, Resettlement Administration, Subsistence Home- 
steads, 1933-1935.” It appears that all subsistence-homesteads ac- 
tivities were by Executive Order 7041, May 15, 1935, transferred 
from the Secretary of the Interior to the Resettlement Adminis- 
tration. (See in this yes fr J 14 Comp. Gen. 812 and decision 
of June 3, 1935, to you, A-61714.) 

Section 208 of the National Industrial Recovery Act of June 16, 
1933 (48 Stat. 205), provided: 

“To provide for aiding the redistribution of the overbalance of 
population in industrial centers $25,000,000 is hereby made avail- 
able to the President, to be used by him through such agencies as 
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he may establish and under such regulations as he may make, for 
making loans for and otherwise aiding in the purchase of sub- 
sistence homesteads. The moneys collected as repayment of said 
loans shall constitute a revolving fund to be administered as di- 
rected by the President for the purposes of this section.” 

The construction of a factory does not appear to come within 
the scope of the activities authorized under that section which 
eee only for furnishing aid in the purchase of subsistence 

homesteads.” Accordingly, the refusal to certify for payment the 
voucher for architectural services appears to have been correct 
and must be, and is, 

Instructions are being issued for the disallowance of credit in the 
disbursing officer’s accounts for the prior payment to the archi- 
tect and for all payments which have been or may hereafter be 
made under the contract with the Truscon Steel Co. 

Respectfully, 
J. R. McCann, 


Sener, General of the United States. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, September 11, 11. 1935. 
The ADMINISTRATOR, 


Resettlement Administration. 

Sm: There has been resubmitted for preaudit voucher No. 3292 
in favor of Steward Wagner for $400 as final payment to him for 
architectural services rendered under contract I-W-SH-604 in con- 
nection with the construction of a factory building at Reedsville, 
W. Va. The contract executed January 31, 1935, provides a total 
fee of $1,000, $600 of which was paid February 9, 1935, on voucher 
996084-2300-13 in the accounts of Guy F. Allen, Chief Disbursing 
Officer, Division of Disbursement, Treasury Department, 

response to the preaudit difference statement, the following 
explanation was made by letter of August 1, 1935, from the 
project manager: 

‘Referring to the disapproval of the payment in the General 
Accounting Office of a voucher in amount $400 issued in favor 
of Steward Wagner applying on contract I-W-SH-604. 

“This voucher covers final payment of architectural fees for the 
erection of a factory building at Reedsville, W. Va., and is covered 
by purchase order SH—W-—853, dated March 26, 1935. 

“This factory was built for the purpose of furnishing work for 
a portion of the homesteaders at Reedsville. It is intended that 
the factory shall be purchased from the Government by the 
Reedsville Community Association, Inc., a nonstock, nonprofit 
organization existing under the laws of West Virginia. The 
purpose of this corporation is to handle cooperative activities at 
the Reedsville project. The Reedsville Community Association 
has entered into a contract with the Electric Vacuum Cleaner 
Co., of Cleveland, Ohio, to lease said factory to the above company 
when and if title is passed from the Government to the Reedsville 
Community Association. The Electric Vacuum Cleaner Co. will 
use this building for the purpose of assembling vacuum cleaners 
and will employ homestead labor for this purpose 

“All services required by contract No. I-W-SH-604 have been 
performed by Steward Wagner and the building is now completed 
and the money owing to Mr. Wagner is now due. 

. One previous payment has been made on this contract as fol- 
os: 

February 26, 1935, Washington office settlement voucher 2300, 

The pro construction of a factory at Reedsville was first 
brought to the attention of this office in connection with mis- 
cellaneous transfer appropriation warrant No. 364, proposing to 
transfer $525,000 of National Industrial Recovery funds to the Post 
Office Department to construct and equip as a Public Works 
project a plant to manufacture certain articles used by the Post 
Office Department. Under date of February 1, 1934, A-52346, the 
Administrator of Public Works was requested to furnish further 
facts in connection therewith but no response was made to the 
request and under date of August 14, 1934, the transfer warrant 
was returned to the Secretary of the Treasury for cancelation. 

It now appears that without further submission to this Office the 
above-described contract and contract I-W-SH-698 were entered 
into by the Division of Subsistence Homesteads, Department of the 
Interior, the one for architectural services and the other with the 
Truscon Steel Co., for construction of a factory at Reedsville as a 
Subsistence Homesteads project. The appropriation sought to be 
charged with the payment now proposed to be made to Wagner is 
“03-5398-NRA, Resettlement Administration, Subsistence Home- 
steads, 1933-35.” It appears that all Subsistence Homesteads activ- 
ities were by Executive Order 7041, May 15, 1935, transferred from 
the Secretary of the Interior to the Resettlement Administration. 
(See in this connection 14 Comp. Gen. 812, and decision of June 3, 
1935, to you, A-61714.) 

Section 208 of the National Industrial Recovery Act of June 16, 
1933 (48 Stat. 205), provided: 

“To provide for aiding the redistribution of the overbalance of 
population in industrial centers $25,000,000 is hereby made avail- 
able to the President, to be used by him through such agencies as 
he may establish and under such regulations as he may make, for 
making loans for and otherwise aiding in the purchase of subsist- 
ence homesteads. The moneys collected as repayment of said loans 
shall constitute a revolving fund to be administered as directed by 
the President for the purposes of this section.” 

The construction of a factory does not appear to come within the 
scope of the activities authorized under that section which provided 
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only for furnishing ald in the “purchase of subsistence homesteads.” 
Accordingly the refusal to certify for payment the voucher for archi- 
tectural 1 appears to have been correct and must be and 18 

e are being issued for the disallowance of credit in 
the disbursing officer’s accounts for the prior payment to the archi- 
tect and for all payments which have been or may hereafter be made 
under the contract with the Truscon Steel Co, 

Respectfully, 


J. R. McCart, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNTTED STATES, 
Washington, August 11, 1934. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY 

Sm: There is returned herewith, without countersignature, mis- 
cellaneous transfer appropriation warrant No. 89, covering the 
transfer of $15,000,000 from the appropriation made by the Emer- 
gency Appropriation Act of June 19, 1934, for loans and relief in 
stricken agricultural areas to the Department of Agriculture, pur- 
suant to the provisions of the Executive order of July 11, 1934, as 
follows: 

“By virtue of, and pursuant to, the authority vested in me by 
the Emergency Appropriation Act, fiscal year 1935, approved June 
19, 1934 (Public, No. 412, 73d Cong.), appropriating $525,000,000 to 
meet the emergency and necessity for relief in stricken agricultural 
areas, there is hereby allocated from the said appropriation the 
sum of $15,000,000 to the Secretary of Agriculture for the planting 
of forest protective strips in the Plains region as a means of 
ameliorating drought conditions. 

“In carrying out this order the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
have authority to make all necessary expenditures in the District 
of Columbia and elsewhere, including but not limited to the em- 
ployment of such officers, experts, and employees as he may find 
necessary, to prescribe their authorities, duties, responsibilities, 
and tenure, and to fix their compensation, for the procurement 
and/or production of seed and planting stock, for planting opera- 
tions, for the purchase and/or leasing of the lands to be planted, 
for technical investigations, for fencing, and for rent. 

“The moneys herein made available shall be expended through 
such agencies, including corporations, as the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture may designate; and, with the consent of the State, county, 
or municipality concerned, the Secretary of Agriculture may utilize 
such State and local officers and employees as it may deem neces- 
sary in carrying out this order.” 

From the information submitted this office has been unable te 
find legal authority for employment of the appropriation as pro- 
posed and as is necessary to justify countersignature of the warrant. 

The appropriation made by the Emergency Appropriation Act, 
fiscal year 1935, is in language as follows: 

“To meet the emergency and necessity for relief in stricken agri- 
cultural areas, to remain available until June 30, 1935, $525,000,000, 
to be allocated by the President to supplement the appropriations 
heretofore made for emergency purposes and in addition thereto 
for (1) making loans to farmers for, and/or (2) the purchase, sale, 
gift, or other disposition of, seed, feed, freight, summer fallowing, 
and similar purposes; tures hereunder and the manner in 
which they shall be incurred, allowed, and paid, shall be determined 
by the President, and may include tures for personal sery- 
ices and rent in the District of Columbia and elsewhere and for 
printing and binding, and may be made without regard to the 
provisions of section 3709 of the Revised Statutes.” 

It seems clear the moneys were provided for purposes of im- 
mediate relief“ to meet the emergency and necessity for relief in 
stricken agricultural areas“ rather than use on a project of forest 
planning and planting with a view to so altering conditions as 
possibly to avoid or ameliorate drought conditions some years hence. 
And while the language legislatively employed provides for exercise 
of discretion in the matter of selection as between the purposes 
therein enumerated, and likewise those included by the provision 
“to Suppen; the appropriations heretofore made for emergency 
purposes,” such discretion does not extend, of course, to adding 
new purposes, and there has not been found among the emergency 
activities heretofore authorized by law one fairly comprehending 
a designed for future drought prevention, as seems here pro- 

that mient fairly come within the stated purpose of 

e Appropriation; to wit, “To meet the emergency and necessity 
for relief in stricken agricultural areas.” 

It would seem an unauthorized and improper depletion of an 
appropriation made for present relief needs to divert the moneys 
to a project that at best can afford relief from drought conditions 
only years hence, and it seems possible these matters were not fully 
placed before the President and thus could not have been con- 
sidered by him in connection with the draft of order that became 
Executive Order No. 6793, supra. 

Even if the moneys were available for the proposed use—a specific 
purpose—it is not understood upon what basis it is proposed to 
intermingle this $15,000,000 with the other funds allotted to the 
ee of Agriculture under Executive Order No. 6747 of June 

A further showing may be made, if desired, in connection with 
what may be administratively considered as authority for the use 
of the funds as proposed, but on the matters now appearing there 
has been found no justification for countersignature of the warrant. 

Respectfully, 


J. R. McCarr, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 
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CoMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, July 24, 1937. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY. 

Sm: There are returned herewith, without countersignature, 
miscellaneous civil transfer appropriation warrants Nos. 36 and 
37, dated July 8, 1987, proposing to transfer $500,000 from the 
appropriation “National Industrial Recovery, Federal Emergency 
Administration of Public Works—Public Bodies, 1933-39" to an 
account “National Industrial Recovery, 1933-39" and from the 
latter account to what appears a new account under the title 
“National Industrial Recovery, Interior, General Land Office, 
1933-39.” 

The basis for proposing to extend the account “National Indus- 
trial Recovery” to 1939 is not apparent. Said account covering an 
appropriation made by the act of June 16, 1933 (48 Stat. 275), 
to carry out the provisions of the National Industrial Recovery Act 
of 1933 (48 Stat. 195) was originally established as a 1933-35 
account and was extended to June 30, 1937, pursuant to the pro- 
visions of section 12 of the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 
1935 (49 Stat. 115). There has been cited no authority of law, 
however, for further extending such account to June 30, 1939, and 
none appears to exist. 

Section 201 of the Public Works Administration Extension Act of 
1937 (Public Res. No. 47), approved June 29, 1937, provides: 

“The Federal Emergency Administration of Public Works (herein 
called the ‘Administration’) is hereby continued until July 1, 1939, 
and until such date is hereby authorized to continue to perform 
all functions which it is authorized to perform on June 29, 1937. 
All provisions of law existing on June 29, 1937, and relating to the 
availability of funds for carrying out any of the functions of such 
Administration are hereby continued until July 1, 1939, except 
that the date specified in the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act 
of 1936, prior to which, in the determination of the Federal Emer- 
gency Administrator of Public Works (herein called the ‘Adminis- 
trator’), a project can be substantially completes is hereby changed 
from ‘July 1, 1938,’ to ‘July 1, 19390.“ 

It should be noted that under this section there are extended 
only the “provisions of law existing on June 29, 1937, and relating 
to the availability of funds for carrying out any of the functions” 
of the Public Works Administration. In my letter of July 7, 1937, 
A-87470, to you, relating to the extension of accounts under said 
section, it was said: 

„ that all accounts both under the Public Works Admin- 
istration and under other governmental agencies embracing ‘funds 
for carrying out any of the functions of such Administration’ be 
extended on the books of the Treasury to show date of expira- 
tion as the end of the fiscal year 1939.” 

Since the appropriation carried under the account “National 
Industrial Recovery” as originally established and as subsequently 
extended to June 30, 1937, was not limited to, nor used directly for, 
the carrying out of functions of the Public Works Administration, 
it is not an account the availability of which was extended to 
1939, under section 201, supra. 

Accordingly, there appears no authority of law for counter- 
signing the two warrants here in question on which appears the 
said account so extended. 

Furthermore, as to warrant No. 37, the proposed transfer of 
$500,000 to the account “National Industrial Recovery, Interior, 
General Land Office, 1933-39,” is stated to be for the purpose of a 
“survey and resurvey of public lands,” and there is cited as au- 
thority therefor the National Industrial Recovery Act, supra. The 
proposed use of National Industrial Recovery funds for such pur- 
pose was considered by this office in 1935, and in that connection 
attention is invited to letter to you of August 9, 1935, A-64520, 
returning miscellaneous civil transfer appropriation warrant No. 
45 without countersignature for the reason that no authority of 
law existed for the use of such funds for the survey or 5 
of public lands. Nothing has been presented with 
present transfer justifying the reaching of a different — — 
than that reached in the same matter in 1935. 

Respectfully, 
R. N. ELLI 


‘OTT, 
Acting Comptroller General of the United States. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, December 20. 1935. 
Ine honorable the SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY. 

Sm: There are returned herewith, without eee ae 
District of Columbia appropriation warrant No. 15, rg to 
transfer $4,025 from the appropriation “Metropolitan Police, Dis- 
trict of Columbia (salaries), 1936,” to the appropriation “Office of 
corporation counsel, District of ‘Columbia (salaries), 1936," and 
warrant No. 31, proposing to transfer $6,000 from the appropriation 
“Buildings, workhouse and reformatory, District of Columbia 
(buildings and walled enclosure) ,” to the appropriation “Filtration 

workhouse and reformatory, District of Columbia (con- 
struction of sand filter), 1936.” 

There is cited as authority for the proposed transfers section 6 
of the District of Columbia Appropriation Act of June 14, 1935 
(49 Stat. 373), which provides as follows: 

“No part of the funds appropriated in this act for any activity 
shall be available for transfer to any other activity or between sub- 
heads of the same activity unless specifically authorized by the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget.” 

Each of the proposed transfers has been approved by the Acting 
Director, Bureau of the Budget. 


1938 


The provision of law quoted above does not purport to grant | 


authority for the transfer of funds between appropriations of the 
District of Columbia. On the contrary, it imposes a restriction or 
condition on the making of such transfers if and when otherwise 
authorized by law. 

Said section 6 is identical with section 7 of the Appropriation 
Act for the District of Columbia for the fiscal year 1935, act of June 
4, 1934 (48 Stat. 878). When that section was enacted there was 
in effect section 317 of the Economy Act of June 30, 1932 (47 Stat. 
411), as amended and extended by section 4 of the act of March 3, 
1933 (47 Stat. 1513), section 4 of the act of March 20, 1933 (48 Stat. 
13), and section 24 of the act of March 28, 1934 (48 Stat. 522). Said 
section 317 specifically authorized the transfer of not to exceed 
12 percent of any appropriation for a department or independent 
establishment, including the District of Columbia, to any other 
appropriation or appropriations under the same department or 
establishment, subject to certain conditions and limitations. This 
authorization was first enacted for application to appropriations 
for the fiscal year 1933 and continued for the fiscal years 1934 and 
1935. Evidently it was on the assumption a similar authorization 
would be continued for the fiscal year 1936 that the above-quoted 
section 6 was incorporated in the District of Columbia appropriation 
bill which passed the House January 18, 1935, and passed the Senate 
April 8, 1935. But the authorization for such transfers was not 
continued for the fiscal year 1936. Hence not only are its provi- 
sions not now available for said section 6 to operate upon but this 
office knows of no present law authorizing transfers upon which 
it could operate. 

Section 3678, Revised Statutes, provides: 

“All sums appropriated for the various branches of expenditure 
in the public service shall be applied solely to the objects for which 
they are respectively made and for no others.” 

The provisions of this section preclude the transfer of funds from 
one appropriation to another unless specifically authorized by law, 
and as there appears no law specifically authorizing the transfer 
of funds between appropriations for the District of Columbia the 
transfers as proposed by the two warrants under consideration are 
not authorized. 

Respectfully, 
R. McCart, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, August 23, "1935 
FEDERAL EMERGENCY ADMINISTRATOR OF PUBLIC WORKS. 

Sm: There has been submitted for my countersignature mis- 
cellaneous transfer appropriation warrant No. 58, proposing to 
transfer the amount of $125,000, National Industrial Recovery 
funds, to an account under the Department of the Interior, 
“National Industrial Recovery, Interior, Geological Survey, 1933- 
87,” it being stated in your letter of August 2, 1935, requesting 
the transfer, that the amount is for the purpose of additional 
allotments for physical improvements. The “physical improve- 
ments" are described in a schedule attached to the request letter, 
as follows: 

“For the proper plugging and abandonment, repair, or condi- 
tioning of test holes and wells drilled on Federal and allotted 
Indian lands left in an unsatisfactory mechanical condition, re- 
storing the surface to its status prior to well-drilling operations, 
so that these lands may again be utilized for any purpose for 
which they may be suited, and repair of water wells and purchase 

casing in the wells drilled for oil and gas in which valuable 
water is found.” 

It is noted in the quoted statement that the funds are pro- 
posed to be used for improving both “Federal and allotted Indian 
lands.“ It is not understood upon what basis or authority the 
funds are proposed to be used for the improvement of allotted 
Indian lands. Accordingly, action on the warrant must be sus- 
pended for a report as to the authority of law for the use of the 
funds for such purpose. 

Respectfully, 
J. R. McCart,- 
Comptroller General of the United States. 
CoMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, July 24, 1937. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY: 

Str: There are returned herewith without countersignature 
miscellaneous civil transfer appropriation warrants Nos, 36 and 
37, dated July 8, 1937, proposing to transfer $500,000 from the 
appropriation “National Industrial Recovery, Federal Emergency 
Administration of Public Works, public bodies, 1933-39” to an 
account, “National Industrial Recovery, 1933-39,” and from the 
latter account to what appears a new account under the title 
2 Industrial Recovery, Interior, General Land Office, 

The basis for proposing to extend the account “National Indus- 
trial Recovery” to 1939 is not apparert. Said account, covering 
an appropriation made by the act of June 16, 1933 (48 Stat. 275), 
to carry out the provisions of the National Industrial Recovery 
Act of 1933 (48 Stat. 195), was originally established as a 1933-35 
account and was extended to June 30, 1937, pursuant to the pro- 
visions of section 12 of the Emergency Relief 8 Act 
of 1935 (49 Stat. 115). There has been cited no authority of law, 
however, for further extending such account to June 30, 1939, and 
none appears to exist. 
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Section 201 of the Public Works Administration Extension Act 
of 1937, Public Resolution No. 47, approved June 29, 1937, provides: 

“The Federal Emergency Administration of Public Works (herein 
called the ‘Administration’) is hereby continued until July 1, 1939, 
and until such date is hereby authorized to continue to perform 
all functions which it is authorized to perform on June 29, 1937. 
All provisions of law existing on June 29, 1937, and relating to the 
availability of funds for carrying out any of the functions of such 
Administration are hereby continued until July 1, 1939, except that 
the date specified in the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 
1936, prior to which, in the determination of the Federal Emer- 
gency Administrator of Public Works (herein called the ‘Adminis- 
trator’), a project can be substantially completed is hereby changed 
from ‘July 1, 1938" to ‘July 1, 1939.“ 

It should be noted that under this section there are extended 
only the “provisions of law existing on June 29, 1937, and relat- 
ing to the availability of funds for carrying out any of the func- 
tions“ of the Public Works Administration. In my letter of July 
7. 1937, A-87470, to you, relating to the extension of accounts 
under said section, it was said: 

“+ + + that all accounts both under the Public Works Ad- 
ministration and under other governmental agencies embracing 
‘funds for carrying out any of the functions of such Administra- 
tion’ be extended on the books of the Treasury to show date of 
expiration as the end of the fiscal year 1939.” 

Since the appropriation carried under the account National 
Industrial Recovery” as originally established and as subsequently 
extended to June 30, 1937, was not limited to, nor used directly 
for, the carrying out of functions of the Public Works Administra- 
tion, it is not am account the availability of which was extended 
to 1939 under section 201, supra. 

Accordingly, there appears no authority of law for countersign- 
ing the two warrants here in question on which appears the said 
account so extended. 

Furthermore, as to warrant No. 37, the proposed transfer of 
$500,000 to the account “National Industrial Recovery, Interior, 
General Land Office, 1933-39,” is stated to be for the p ofa 
“Survey and resurvey of public lands,” and there is cited as au- 
thority therefor the National Industrial Recovery Act, supra. The 
proposed use of National Industrial Recovery funds for such pur- 
pose was considered by this office in 1935, and in that connection 
attention is invited to letter to you of August 9, 1935, A-64520, 
returning miscellaneous civil transfer appropriation warrant No. 
45 without countersignature for the reason that no authority of 
law existed for the use of such funds for the survey or resurvey 
of public lands. Nothing has been presented with respect to the 
present transfer justifying the reaching of a different conclusion 
than that reached in the same matter in 1935. 


R. N. ELLIOTT, 
Acting Comptroller General of the United States. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES. 
Washington, December 20, 1935. 


The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY. 

Sm: There are returned herewith, without countersignature, 
District of Columbia appropriation warrant No. 15, proposing to 
transfer $4,025 from the appropriation “Metropolitan Police, Dis- 
trict of Columbia (salaries), 1936“ to the appropriation “Office of 
Corporation Counsel, District of Columbia (salaries), 1936,” and 
warrant No. 31, proposing to transfer $6,000 from the appropriation 
“Buildings, workhouse, and reformatory, District of Columbia 
(buildings and walled enclosure) ,” to the appropriation “Filtration 
system, workhouse and reformatory, District of Columbia (con- 
struction of sand filter), 1936.” 

There is cited as authority for the proposed transfers section 6 
of the District of Columbia Appropriation Act of June 14, 1935 
(49 Stat. 373), which provides as follows: 

“No part of the funds appropriated in this act for any activity 
shall be available for transfer to any other activity or between 
subheads of the same activity unless specifically authorized by the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget.’ 

Each of the proposed transfers has been approved by the Acting 
Director, Bureau of the Budget. 

The provision of law quoted above does not purport to grant 
authority for the transfer of funds between appropriations of 
the District of Columbia. On the contrary, it imposes a restric- 
tion or condition on the making of such transfers if and when 
otherwise authorized by law. 

Said section 6 is identical with section 7 of the appropriation 
act for the District of Columbia for the fiscal year 1935, act of 
June 4, 1934 (48 Stat. 878). When that section was enacted there 
was in effect section 317 of the Economy Act of June 30, 1932 (47 
Stat. 411), as amended and extended by section 4 of the act of 
March 3, 1933 (47 Stat. 1513), section 4 of the act of March 20, 
1933 (48 Stat. 13), and section 24 of the act of March 28, 1934 
(48 Stat. 522). Said section 317 specifically authorized the trans- 
fer of not to exceed 12 percent of any appropriation for a Wepart- 
ment or independent establishment, including the District of 
Columbia, to any other appropriation or appropriations under 
the same department or establishment, subject to certain condi- 
tions and limitations. This authorization was first enacted for 
application to appropriations for the fiscal year 1933 and con- 
tinued for the fiscal years 1934 and 1935. Evidently it was on the 
assumption a similar authorization would be continued for the 
fiscal year 1936 that the above quoted section 6 was incorporated 
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in the District of Columbia appropriation bill which the 
House January 18, 1935, and passed the Senate April 8, 1935. 
But the authorization for such transfers was not continued for 
the fiscal year 1936. Hence, not only are its provisions not now 
available for said section 6 to operate upon but this office knows 
of no present law authorizing transfers upon which it could 
operate. 

Section 3678, Revised Statutes, provides: 

“All sums appropriated for the various branches of expenditure 
in the public service shall be applied solely to the objects for 
which they are respectively made and for no others.” 

The provisions of this section preclude the transfer of funds 
from one appropriation to another unless specifically authorized 
by law, and as there appears no law specifically authorizing the 
transfer of funds between appropriations for the District of 
Columbia, the transfers as proposed by the two warrants under 
consideration are not authorized. 

Respectfully, 


J. R. McCaru, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY—CONTRACT AND EXPENDITURES FOR 
SERVICES OF PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS 


Under date of December 7, 1936, the Board of Directors of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority authorized the audit of the transactions 
of the treasurer's office of the Authority by a firm of public ac- 
countants. The following appeared in the minutes of the meet- 
ing of the Board of Directors, held on that date, quoting from a 
letter to the said treasurer from the assistant secretary to the 


Board: 

“The Board received for approval a proposed contract with the 
firm of Haskins & Sells, certified public accountants, providing in 
part for an audit of the transactions of the treasurer's office. 
A true copy of the instrument, labeled Exhibit 12-7-36d, was 
ordered filed with the records of the Authority. The Board 
examined the provisions of the proposed contract and finding them 
satisfactory, unanimously adopted the following resolution: 

“Resolved, That the Board of Directors hereby approved and 
8 entry into the contract (Exhibit 12—-7-36d) with Haskins 


“Further resolved, That Arthur E, Morgan is hereby authorized 
and directed to sign the contract for and on behalf of the 
Authority.” 

The contract referred to, No. TV-11310, dated December 1, 1936, 
entered into with Haskins & Sells, certified public accountants, 
provided for the audit of all records of the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority respecting all receipts and disbursements of cash and 
custodianship of securities over the period beginning on May 18, 
1933, and ending with December 15, 1936, and the rendering of a 
report to the Board of Directors of the Authority, including a 
statement of the scope of the audit made and a certified closing 
balance sheet of the treasurer’s office as of December 15, 1936. 

The agreement provided for the payment to the firm of Haskins 
& Sells the sum of $25 per day for each accountant engaged on 
the audit work by the firm, plus an amount of $5 per day for 
each day each accountant was away from his city of residence. 
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In addition thereto the Authority agreed to reimburse the firm 
for np ei ia expenses incurred in connection with the audit 
wor! 

The total maximum charge, including paid subsistence and 
transportation charges, allowed under the agreement was $10,000. 

Haskins & Sells submitted a voucher and received payment 
therefor for the maximum amount of the contract since charges 
for service based upon the per diem rate and allowance for sub- 
sistence and travel expenses exceeded the maximum fee provided 
in the agreement. 

In such connection the act of April 6, 1914 (34 Stat. 335; U. S. C. 
5:55), provides as follows: 

“Except as otherwise provided in section 53 of title 31, no part 
of any money appropriated in any act shall be used for com- 
pensation or payment of expenses of accountants or other experts 
inaugurating new or changing old methods of transacting the busi- 
ness of the United States or the District of Columbia, unless au- 
thority for employment of such services or payment of such ex- 
penses is stated in specific terms in the act making provision 
therefor and the rate of compensation for such services or ex- 
penses is specifically fixed therein, or be used for compensation of 
or expenses for persons, aiding or assisting such accountants or 
other experts, unless the rate of compensation of or expenses 
for such assistants is fixed by officers or employees of the United 
States or District of Columbia having authority to do so, and such 
rates of compensation or expenses so fixed shall be paid only to 
the person so employed.” 

Under the provision of the act of April 6, 1914, supra, the employ- 
ment of accountants or other experts is specifically prohibited, and 
in the absence of specific authority for the employment thereof is 
unauthorized. 

Specific provision for the audit of the transactions of the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority is included in the act of May 18, 1933 
(48 Stat. 63), as amended by the act of August 31, 1935 (U. S. C. 
16: 831h (b)), quoted in pertinent part as follows: 

“(b) The Comptroller General of the United States shall audit 
the transactions of the Corporation at such times as he shall deter- 
mine, but not less frequently than once each governmental fiscal 
year, with personnel of his selection. In such connection he and 
his representatives shall have free and open access to all papers, 
books, records, files, accounts, plants, warehouses, offices, and all 
other things, property, and places belonging to or under the control 
of or used or employed by the Corporation, and shall be afforded 
full facilities for counting all cash and verifying transactions with 
and balances in depositaries. He shall make report of each such 
audit in quadruplicate, one copy for the President of the United 
States, one for the chairman of the board, one for public inspection 
at the principal office of the Corporation, and the | other to to be 
retained by him for the uses of the Congress * * 

Payment in the amount of $10,000 for the services retiree under 
the above contract was made without regard to the provisions of 
law, supra, T the decisions of this office in regard thereto. 

Upon receipt of the voucher covering the payment to Haskins & 
Sells, the full amount thereof was disallowed in the accounts of the 
disbursing officer (treasurer) of the Tennessee Valley Authority, and 
advice of the action taken was transmitted to the proper officer 
of the Authority, citing in full the reasons for the disallowance. 


Lists of some of the warrants on which countersignature by the Comptroller General was withheld or denied 
AGRICULTURE, 1934 


Warrant No. Date Amount Purpose Objection 

— a A EEA June 19,1934 | $100, 000,000.00 | Make funds available to the Secre- T 1 Act of 1935 contemplated that this 
of Agriculture in accordance $100,000,000 should be appropriated under Treasury Department, 
with the Emergency Appropriation and that advances should be made to the Secretary of Agriculture 
Act of 1935. only on showings that the value, grade, etc., of the cotton would 

justify the loan. 

INTERIOR, 1934 

ior money in the reserve account in these instances did not go there 
directly from the original aj 8 but by way of transfer 
. — 3 fund to which funds from the original appropria- 
tion had been transfe for expenditure. These warrants propose 
to piona all transfers, taking impounded savings back from the 
181 June 30. 1034 reserve account through the intervening expenditure fund and 
— ES eS 48 Return of funds from the Reserve for saa crediting them to the original n from thence 
$516. 32 impounded balances, sec. aci them to the surplus fund. fer will cause 
June 30, 1932" to the surplus fund. the R ve amounts to be credited to the surplus fund as ordi- 


es, civil, TAW | Nov. 26, 1934 


759, 000. 00 | Pro; 


1 very fun 
of Puerto Rio for 


=: ments in Puerto 


Miscellaneous, TAW 305..| Feb. 18, 1935 


count *6-03/5640.18, 


allotment of National Indus- 
ds to government templated 
ene improve- 


20,000.00 | To establish new appropriation ac- 
‘ational Indus- 


ar surplus and lose their character as impounded savings. Under 
a procedure another transfer would be necessary recrediting 
the reserve account and cans to surplus. Such an involved pro- 
cedure is unnecessary. ts should be prepared to transfer 
the — directly from (beens snarl to the eDi fund. 


Oct. 22, 1 
Under the ‘National Industrial Reco Act the 
are to be considered as Federal public works except as 
13 provided in sec. 202 of the act, and unless the title to the 
2 re is to be in the United States, the use of the funds is not author- 
Ze 


The account ‘6~-03/5640.10" had already been established for this 
purpose and no reason was apparent the establishment of the 
proposed new account. 


ublic works con- 


additional . for F. P. No.3 
Aeronautics Branch of the 


Lists of some of the warrants on which countersignature by the Comptroller General was withheld or denied—Continued 
INTERIOR, 1934—continued 
Warrant No. Date Amount Purpose Objection 
. Jen. 1938 137, 725.00 | To transfer $2,137,725 from the account, | $1, oma at of the sum pro to be transferred was a fors 
= * * Additional loan a Public establishment of the account “Grant fund, Public 2 — 
Works Administration opnan on ( 1930-39.“ Therefore to permi: 
fund), 1935-39”. to the account contem transfer would result in an account 
“Grant fund, Public Works Ad- with ob! ons incurred prior to its establishment. 
000. 00 Administrativ 3 No showing of additional k pains imposed Department 
r Tul 1936 10, min ve expenses, o sho worl upon Department as 
T 8 000.00 | A abe f land in J Ni — — 2 7 — ts to t the E ti 
r Oct. 27,1936 60, 000. eq’ on o efferson Na- | Correction of procedure in issuing warrani carry out the Executive 
pess tional F 15 order 2 required. 
1750 9 Os AON6 37, 560.00 | Resettlement projects Returned or correction of appro} on charged. 
9) eo a a l June 15, 1935 20, 000.00 | Administrative expenses, Commerce | President bad not designated Commerce or any of its bureaus to 
Department. administer any project authorized under sec. 11 of the E. R. A. 
Aot, Be seo was ry showing of additional work being imposed 
partment 
PPP 10, 1935 000. 00 | Agriculture, eradication of liver flukes. Pro 2 not within any of the 8 classes of projects in sec. 1 of 
* . * „ e 
ul 300.00 | Works Progress Administrati G Hout ‘States pee aa oto edupational, profe onal d 
ä— JI 16, 1935 or! on as- | Gran ce „an 
N * eee r , professional, eee 7 — — BRAT Resub- 
5 warrants properly 
A nnn 000. 00 | Direct relief to Indians, loans to In- No schedule of projects showing ion of $2,000,000 to be expended 
aa . T 
ng new 
We ee nn 308.00 | Rescission of approved projects. Extent of ons and encumbrances were shown and also 
* 8 project break-down to show sums proposed for rescission against 
certain gai was not indicated. 
617... May 17, 1934 901, 880.00 | Transfer of Public Works i real Use of Pu orks funds for improvement of property in the nature 
tion funds to Federal Emergency of private had ord not by sec. of the very Act. 
Relief Administration for financing 
costs other than labor of State proj- 
ota Funds allocated for the ition of Federal 
or the prosecution o were oca- 
e. Deo. 15, 1936 4, 895, 000.00 || Rescission of allotments to approved 
7 Jan. 14, 1936 129, 000.00 |] Federal projects. I — ee 
21, 1937 25, 000.00 | Repair of roads, etc., in Puerto Rico. Returned without C. S. for the reason that proposed transfer of funds 
was from a Federal co: project, the sum having pre- 
viously allocated and irrevocably set asi 
. JULY) 23, 1937 500, 000.00 | War, 5 Corps, road oon- No 3 under the E. ey Relief ap priation Act of 1937 
acquisition of rights-of-way as pro 
We gee Wenne Aug. 3, 1936 9, 000. 00 om River and aa Ap- Authority £ cited as au the transfer ile, No.6, La 
propriation to De culture Appropriation Act of June 4, 1 25 “Put Anna 
apa for sopen: of lands oe at- stated, that funds may be transferred to make “ford 
NA.. E j eE A 150, 000. 00 | Transfer from Public Works Adminis- | Sec. 201, title 11 of National Industrial RN Act of June 16, 1933 
tration funds to Architect of srg ma (48 Stat. 202) gees 5 that this title shall not be a; Na 
for . work and air Se to public works under the jurisdiction and control 
ditioning U. Court of Appeals Architect of Capitol. 
Building in Deirict of Col 
— K Aug. 27, 1938 10, 000.00 | Transfer from Public Works Adminis- | Akin to building of homes on priva te property and ales no provision 
tration funds to Indian Service for made for reimbursement to the United 
financing the construction of homes 
on Blackfeet Indian Reservation. 
II...... (ee | 71, 147.00 | Transfer of ete: Works Adminis- | Funds not available of terms of National Industrial Recovery Act 
tration funds assist Federal for financing State or municipal projects. 
Emergency Rellet Administration 
5 finance - airport program 
y purchase of materials. 
Miscellaneous, civil 145 Nov. 7, 1935 10, 000. 00 | Allocation to Quetico Superior Com- | The Executive order of June 30, 1934, cresting the Quetico S 
and 455, June 25, 1935 10, 000. 00 mittee for payment of administra- Committee was not issued pursuant to an 8 vested in the 
tive expenses of that Committee. President under the National Industrial Recovery Act, neither 
does the authorized work of the committee, which is to consult and 
advise with the various departments and agencies and with the 
State of Minnesota, and to make recommendations relative to a 
m of conserving a agar sanctuary on the bound- 
ary between the United States and C. „come within any 
authorized activity under the National Industrial Recovery Act. 
Miscellaneous, TAW No. | Jan. 12,1934 175, 500.00 | Allotment to Governor of Alaska for | Allotment should be “ssn eae on the basis of a Federal ap 
307. construction of school buildings. tion made for the Territory of Alaska, and pana roper to be 
set up under the su supervision of the Secretary of 
TAW N A 5, 1935 125, 000. 00 | To plug test holes—drilled for oil and F le that the lessee in each is ired to pl 
Miscellaneous, TA 0. ug. . o plug 0 or oil an ulations prov: e each case is requ p 
58. gas—on allotted Indian lands. and fill all dry or abandoned wells on leased lands. Such E 
tions e is to law and therefore no authority to 
expen: unds. 
r r Nov. 30, 1932 878, 471.91 | This warrant appropriated $378,471.91 | This warrant was re he Treasury without countersignature 
to the appropriation “Judgments in t Shipping eter have been paid from the fund en- 
a nay 5 under act Mar. 9, 2 — “U. 8. Shipping Board, 1933.” The Shipping Board was 
1920, U. 1 Board“ which urse amounts erroneously paid heretofore from the 
was an indefinite appropriation to appr tion a yadgcoonts in admiralty suits under act Mar. 9, 
cover amounts drawn to pay judg- 1920, C. S. Shipping Board.“ 
ments under this appropriation for 
November 1932. 
J.. d SI; 1082 18, 750.00 | The purpose of this warrant was to | This warrant was returned to the Treasury without coun 
transfer $18,750 from the appropria- because the act — June 30, 1932, merely continued the avai pity 
tion “0-551 U. 8. — ping Board | of funds from 1923 to 1933, which does not amount to an appro- 
aa to the ap tion “03551 priation. 
U. 8. Shipping card 1933.” The 
authority quoted for this transfer 
was sec. 317 of the act of June 30, 
T A 20, 1936 8, 547. 83 To stahl ar 5 iati t | The priatio: tained in this act tingent the 
reasury 107. r. 20, ý 0 an a ade ion accoun ap n contain: was con’ u 
5 * under the Por and titie “2x076 happe: aan of certain events. The contingency Dee aces may 
Relief of Granite National not occur and therefore the 8 may not be needed and 
Bank, Augusta, Maine“ under should not be established 
Private Act No. to 74th Cong., 
approved Apr. 4, 1936. 
4 — . July 1,1936 15, 297, 844. 12 | To cover into surplus the balance of | Duplicates the covering to surplus Dae te =a: P. W. No. 634, 


$14,841,321.19 under ap) 2 
9 Navy pension fund. d, prin- 


dated July 31 , 1935, countersigned Di 
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Lists of some of the warrants on which countersignature by the Comptroller General was withheld or denied—Continued 


$630, 445.00 | To meet additional 
cause of restoration of salary deduc- 


tions and other increases us —— 
in the acts of Mar. 28, 1 and 
Feb. 13, 1935. 


Amounts stated on the warrant to be corrected in accordance with 
the proper credits to the appropriations set forth in the decision. 


NAVY 


‘Transfer to meet expenses of Charles 
explosives {nvostigations, National 
ex ves ns, Na 
Research Co 


Transfer to —.— expenses of conduct- 
me investigations relative to value 
of waterproofing agents for concrete. 


bk e en ee ET Se) E EE . Transfer to meet expenses of conduct- 
ing scientific . relative 
to chemical a 


To. meet additions’ reac requirements be- 
f resto: 


Sept. 25,1926 The appropriation to be charged was not expressly available for 
8.. re research "work of scientists, nor personal services inthe District of 


Columbia. 


The ack, riation to be charged contained no terms nor 
so yan that it was available for scientific investigations 
as W. it a transfer for such purpose under act of Feb. 
. Sei (44 Stat. 121 1210). 
0. 


e 


suc! 


—̃ — ES 


2 items on warrant incorrect; stated as $24,375 and $94,888; shloud be 
on $14,275 and $75,488. Difference, $10,100 and $19,400 respectively. 

in the acts of Mar. 28, 1934, — Feb. 

13, 1935. 


9 funds 8 propriated by sec. 1 of the act of Apr. 8, 1935, under the 
mitation must meet 2 conditions, viz: They must be 
8 appropriated for public works and they must be uno! 
The funds here Ac oa to be transferred do not meet these require- 
ments, some of the balances not being for public works and other 
balances having obligations outstanding. 

This was an additional allotment made after the Supreme Court’s 
decision in the Schechter case, a tin purpose of Fpaallotmant did not 
come in the purview of sec. 202 of of June 1983, which still 
authorized the President to 8 activities of this nature, and 
ne tears Wis ootising of tecerd that the allotment had the Presi- 
dent’s approval, warrant was returned. 


Apr. 16, 1936 
do. á 


To transfer funds to Emergency Relie 
beara ae under act of Apr. . 


To transfer funds from National = 
dustrial Recovery to National In- 
dustrial Recovery, labor, to in- 
vestigate ee effect of peto fixing 

upon ng power and recovery 
including code operation on price 
na DA 


civi, TAW . 18, 1934 unexpended balance of | Executive Order 6166, sec. 20, rk ipa rovide for im dment 
SER aia "apprgpriation for Arlington Memo- only of moneys not so transferred and I chat benefit ot onder with 
Interior Department respect to inn of ridge 5 propriations might be lost 

. . to Executive Order 6166, | as to all amoy by pending warrant; 

part to remain impounded. bo mld — yor fed and 8 8 No. 1826 dated Oct. 11, 1934, 

rawn for 
Uaneous, TAW 512] May 12, 1934 Transfer from public bodies ap eg oes Duplication of amount. The same transfer was proposed and 

iira h dir ation of the Administration of Public oval on another warrant. zi 


tion for the 
of low-cost housing and/or 
sJum-clearance projects. 
T3 ͥ einne To allocate $8,000,000 covered into the | The ee of taxes were not available for such transfer because the 
on account of the collection 3 taxes then collected were less than the amounts already 
estimated and advanced. Secretary of the Treasury notified that 
surplus sugar pursuant previous allocations over the taxes collected should be canceled. 
Baits 8 act of May 9, 1934 és 
1 „ Apr. 7,1936 Appropriation of Patent Office reve- | The act of Apr. 7, 1934 S — 2 . 84.070, re for salaries 
nues to the account ‘65289, goed and expenses, "Patent O fice, 5. ropriation 
and expenses, Patent Office, 1985 ye warrants appropriating — — have Y Boe wn and 


approved for $3,970,080.68. The balanes that ma: 18 ap! riated 
is $100,150.32 and the warrant should be — f — 


INTERIOR, 1936 


C o AEM een $82,000.00 | Establish in an Interior appropriation | It appears advisable for the purpose of a better record that the aas 
account without fiscal-year limita- be set up in a War Department account and transferred to 
tion, an amount appropriated in a Interior Department. Also there appears no authority for — — 
War Department Appropriation Act the money up under an account without fiscal-year a 
1935, 


(Apr. 9, osy 49 Stat, 145) for pur- rather it appears opes to be limited to the fiscal-year 


chase of land. amount in question being contained in the annual appropriation 
act for that fiscal year. 
Tie 11108 „400, Transfer of National Industrial Re- | The amount proposed to be transferred from one of the accounts 


covery funds heretofore transferred ($400,000), exceeds the amount to the credit of that particular 
to Agriculture for pais ys wi high: appropriation and the warrant is returned for correction accordingly. 
ways, and forest highways s th 


cal-year limitation to. with- 
out fiscal-year jirnitati ae 
1 Apr. 30, 1936 . Transfer from the appropriation “Sal- | Both the Bankhead Cotton Act and the Kerr Tobacco Act of Apr. 21 


aries and expenses, Agricultural Ad- and June 28, 1934, respectively, were repealed by the act of Feb. 10, 
justment Administration,” provided 1936 (Public, No. 433), hence there is now no authority under these 
under sec, 12 (a) of the Agricultural acts for the proposed transfer. The Potato Act of Aug. 24, 1935, also 
Adjustment Act as amended, for repealed by the act of Feb. 10, 1936, did not at any time contain any 
purpose of paying ois claims for refunds authority for use of funds as proposed in the transfer in question, 
of taxes erroneously, illegally, or 
9 wrongfully collected under 

Bankhead Cotton Act and the 
ere Tobacco Act, and for redemp- 
tion of Tobacco and Potato Act 


stamps. 
"Treasury 107 Apr. 20, 1936 f To establish an a 8 be i ar eat contained in this act was contingent upon the 
oF * Z Tand tit title a 0e happening of certain events. The contingency has not sad 1 
‘ational not occur and therefore the wees may not be needed and 
usta, Maine” 8 Pri- | should not be established unti 
vate Act No. 402 (74th Cong), ap- 
proved 15 — 14 1938. 
e eee eee d 0 y To cover into surplus the Duplicates the covering to surplus included on A. P. W. 6% dated 
$14,841,321.19 under appropriation July 31, 1035, eountersigned Dec. 24, 1935. 
aa Navy pension prin- 
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LABOR 
Warrant No. Date Amount Purpose Objection 
Ce a 1935 $630, 445.00 | To meet additional gp yo tage be- | Amounts stated on the warrant to be corrected in accordance with 
cause of restoration of salary deduc- the proper credits to the appropriations set forth in the decision. 


tions and other increases as provided 
n 9 a of Mar, 28, 1934, and Feb. 
13, 


WARRANTS RETURNED WITHOUT COUNTERSIGNATURE 
NAVY 


Sept. 25, 1926 $2, 400. 00 5 to meet expenses of Charles 
Monroe on the Committee on 
. Investigatlons, National 
Research Council. 
Transfer to meet expenses of conduct- 
ing investigations relative to value 
of waterproofing agents for concrete. 


1928 


‘Transfer to meet expenses of conduct- 
5 investigations relative 


to chem ion. 

To meet additional requirements be- 
cause of restoration of salary deduc- 
tions and other increases as provided 
7 a of Mar, 23, 1934, and Feb. 


Mar. 22, 1935 17, 839, 873. 00 


Apr. 16, 1936 1, 283, 297. 48 
2 817, 762.38 [To transfer funds to Emergency 
Rea, ear ee 817, 762. 38 Relief „ e e under act of 
Apr. 23, 1936 40, 000. 00 Apr. 8, 1 
A d O 40, 000. 00 
June 25, 1935 5, 500.00 | To transfer funds from National In- 


dustrial Recovery to National In- 
dustrial Recovery, Labor, to investi- 
gate os effect of pica fixing upon 
purchasing power and recovery in- 
— code operation on price fix- 


The appropriation to be charged was not expressly available for re- 
rg kA of scientists, nor personal services in the District of 
olum 


The 8 ion to be no peel fic terms nor 
plying that 88 was avaliable for for scien investigations 
3 permit a transfer for such purpose under act of Feb. 

24, 1027 (44 Stat. 1210). 


tems on warrant incorrect, stated as $24,375 and $94,888, souks be 
7414 275 and $75,488; difference $10,100 and 819,400, respectively. 


The 8 reappropriated by sec. 1 of the act of Apr. 8, 1935, under 

the $380,000,000 limitation must meet 2 conditions, viz: They must 

be funds appropriated f for public works and they must be unobit- 

gated. The funds here pro; to be transferred do not meet 

these requirements, some of the balances not being for public works 
and other balances having obligations outstanding, 

This was an additional allotment made after the 8 Suprem o Court 
decision in the Schechter case, as the perpos of the allot allotment did 
not come in the purview of sec. 202 of act of June-16, 1933, which 
still authorized the President to conduct activities of this nature, 
and as there was 3 of record that the allotment had the 

President's approval, warrant was returned. 


APPROPRIATION WARRANTS RETURNED Nor COUNTERSIGNED 


To extend the account “National In- 
dustrial — e to the 
fiscal year en or purposes 
other than “Public Works.” 


$500, 000. 00 
500, 000. 00 


25, 400.00 | Transfer of N. I. R. 3 2 
ment of the Interior for ĉo; 
peor repairing buildings in the N Vrin 


Islands. 

35, 000. 00 Transfer ot N. I. R. funds to the Vet- 
erans’ Administration for contribu- 
tion to the city of Roseburg, Oreg., 

States share of oo —.— con- 

struction of a ray xr 

plant for use of bee es Scie 


bor, 
in Islands, to improve sanitary 
nditions. 


Miscellaneous, civil, TAW | Sept. 18, 1934 231, 068. 80 To. transir vnexpended balance of 
148. ropriation for Arl Memo- 
Bridge to Interlor Department 


pursuant to Executive Order 6166, 
part to remain impounded. 


he appropriation National Industrial Recovery” established pur- 
suant to the act of June 55 1933 (48 Stat. 275) to carry out the 
visions of the National Industrial Recovery Act of 1933 (48 Stat. 
195), was established as a 1933-35 account and extended 
to the fiscal year ending June 30, ‘937 pursuant to sec. 12 of the 
Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 1935 (49 Stat. 115). There 
as no authority nding Jane 30, 1088 an extension — the eee 
fiscal ending June 30, as proposed for purposes other 
than “Publie Works.” 
No authority for transfer of funds for municipally owned premises. 


Grant was to be made on conditions that city of Roseburg comply 
with certain conditions. Action would not be taken until there 
were furnished records that conditions had been met. 


Funds were to be used on a river and harbor project that did not have 
ie Fen ed of Se and was not recommended by the Chief 
tions were later met and new warrant drawn. 


Executive Order 6166, sec. 20, cea 3 provide for impoundment 
8 transferred that benefit of order with 
respect to impounding of portions ott ae ‘opriations Bist be lost 
as to all moneys pro} to be transfe: by pending warrant, 
Warrant was canceled and new warrant, No. 182, dated Oct. 11, 
1934, drawn for 81,068, 80. 


WARRANTS RETURNED WITHOUT COUNTERSIGNATURE 


Miscellan TAW 512...) May 12,1934 $23, 670, 500.00 | Transfer from publie bodies appro- 
2 m of the Administration of 
blic Works to the housin — — 
tion of the same Admin 
for the financing of low-cost —.— 


ender slum-clearance projects. 


Duplication of amount. The same transfer was proposed and ap- 
proved on another warrant. 


July 17,1934 $8, 000, 000. 00 92222... teins ice 
8 on account of the collection 
g taxes to cover the 2 — 


oon of surplus 


sec. 17 of the act of May 9, 1934 9, 180 03 
Stat. 678). 


Civil, | Nov. 26, 1934 


Misco Panaon 
> —— of Puerto Rico for physical 
improvements in Puerto Rico. 


20, 000. 00 To establish ey Wen priation account 
603/5640 ational Industrial 
Recovery, re Biver Bureau of Air 
Commerce, 1933-1935” for an addi- 
tional allotment for Federal project 
No. 3 of the Aeronautics Branch of 
the Department of Commerce, 


Miscellaneous, TAW 303. Feb. 18, 1935 


The proceeds of taxes were not available for such transfer because tho 


processing taxes then collected were om than the amounts already 
ams! and advanced. notified that 
previous allocations over the taxes co! should be canceled. 


Under the Nationa! Industrial Recovery Act the public works con- 
templated are ee be considered as Federal Public Works except as 
Vp oleh og led in sec, 202 of the act, and unless the title to the 
bees in the United States, the use of the funds is not au- 


thorized. 
The account ‘“‘6-03/5640.10 had already been established for this 
purpose and no reason was apparent for the establishment of the 
proposed new account, 
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Lists of some of the warrants on which countersignature by the Comptroller General was withheld or denied—Continued 
WARRANTS RETURNED WITHOUT CoUNTERSIGNATURE—Continued 
AGRICULTURE—continued 


[ht aa o See To transfer $2,137,725 from theaccount | $1, ae of the sum proposed to be transferred was ob! prior to 
establishment of the account Grant fund, Public Works 
. —— (special fund) 1936-1939,” Therefore to permit the 
contemplated transfer would result in an account being charged 
with obligations incurred prior to its establishment. 
1040 — Administrative expenses, Department | No showing of additional work being imposed upon Department as 
ß ² m ¾ “A m «en 
_ = S apupaan ion erson Na- on o ure warrani ou ‘xecutive 
— ‘tional Forest. order involved required. 
1739.-....----.---.-------.| Nov. 9,1936| 27, 560.00 | Resettlement prolects -=-= Returned for conection of appropriation charged. 
————— Administrative expenses, Commerce | President had not designated Commerce or any of its bureaus to 
Department. adm any project authorized under sec. II of the E. R. A. Act, 
at 5 no showing of additional ae being 5 —— upon 
1 Agriculture; eradication of liver flukes. Projects not within any of the 8 classes of projects in sec. 1 of E. R 
Act nor any class fically referred to in other sections. amie 
for allocation withdrawn and warrant was can 
l PE a ATS aR ro Oe Works Progress Administration as- | Grants to States and assistance to educational, _brotessional, and 
sistance to educational, professional, clerical ns submitted on 1 Canceled. Resub- 
pins Mi tn, iawn A ee 
— — 0 u pro! n 
zo ians, home n includ- direct relief and other purposes. 
TY Ey ess ind Rana create otra) — con of approved projects Extent of pales a po and encumbrances were not shown and also 
popet break-down to show sums proposed for recision against 
Fonds a a tort og pote — f Federal projects f 
s r the prosecution o pro; were irrevo- 
7 a ava ee a Federal of — to approved cably set aside and no part considered available for retransfer to the 
Repair of roads, ete., in Puerto Rico| .... for the reson that proposed 
—— 0 CO... urn wi ut coun! r reason 
eat transfer of was from a Federal construction project the sum 
having been previous! allocated and irrevocably set aside. 
EE UE ů ——— — War, — Corps, road con- | No provision under the Emergency Relief ‘Appropriation Act of 1937 
for acquisition of rights-of-way as proposed. 
NN 8 of P. W. A. funds to F. E. mg Public Works funds for Aa a eats of property in the nature 
R. A. for costs other than of private property not authorized by sec. 202 of the very Act. 
binde of 3 ate projects in in Florida, 
—̃ — Torin te 5 or are ———— Act 99 35 4, 1936, a Public No. G7 — 
june 0 w 
F . ds may be transferred to to Agriculture to make ſood 
514. CAT n LA Transfer from Public Works Adminis- | Sec. 201, titie TI of National Industrial Recovery Act of June 16, 1933 
tration funds to Architect of on (48 Stat. 202), 3 specifically that this title shall not be appli- 
for construction work and air condi- cable to public works under the jurisdiction and control the 
tioning U. S. Court of Appeals Build- Architect of the Capitol. 
—.— dum Table Werks Ad- Akin to buildi fh: private 2 d also visio: 
SS m or! - n ng of homes on an no n 
= ministration funds to Indian Serv- made for reimbursement to the United Stai a 
ice for financing the construction 
of nave on B t Indian Reser- 
vai 
FOB ͤ — Transfer of Public hypo Adminis- Tea not available by terms of National Industrial Recovery Act 
tration funds to Federal for financing State or municipal projects. 
Emergency Reuel Administration to 
pong t program by pur- 
chase o 
he Executive order of June 30, 1934, creating the Wr Superior 
Committee was not issued pursuant to ee! authority vested in 
1 å 8 r mirog tamer Genk of ogrania o tice er ora 
autho woi 0 com: W consu 
Alapa givi, No. Wie z ie mittee Tor payment of administra | R advise with the various departments and agencies and with 
. ne 26, 1 an e recommendations ve 
pee se = SN tive expenses of that committee. a certain program of conserving a wilderness sanctuary on the 
boundary between the United "States and Canada, come within 


Miscellaneous, TAW 367..] Jan. 12, 1934 


Miscellaneous, TAW 58...| Aug. 5, 1935 


gas, on allotted Indian 


Nov. 30, 1932 


This warrant ap 


878, 471. 91 


4 nnu 


(47 Stat. 411). 


Allotment to Governor of Alaska for 
construction of school 


To plug test holes, f =" oil and 


ved authorized activity under the National Industrial Recovery 


Allotment should be considered on the basis of a Federal a 

tion made for the Territory of ey — and therefore proper to be 

set — . — under the supervision of the Secretary of the Interior rather 
he Governor of Alaska, 

Regulations provide that the lessee in each case is required to plug and 
fill all dry or abandoned wells on leased lands; such regulations were 
a pan pursuant to law and therefore no authority to expend Fed- 

unds. 

This —..— was returned 


buildings. 


$378,471.91 without countersigna' 


to the Treasury 
tion “Judgments in because 8 should have been 810 KA the f und 
entitled S . Shipping Board 1933.” The was 
directed to reimburse amounts erroneously paid — fore from the 


12 V. es “Judgments in admiralty suits under act Mar. 9, 


Shipping Board.” 


This warran returned to the Treasury without counters, 
3 the Ms stol June 30, 1052. merely continued the avail: 


ity ot 
funds from 1923 to 1933, 


which does not amount to an appropri 


During the period April 9, 1935, to December 2, 1936, there were 
614 relief transfer appropriation warrants, supported by schedules 
of projects approved by the President, from which projects were 
deleted by General ting Office as not being authorized 
for tion as contemplated by the Emergency Relief Appro- 
priation Act of 1935, approved April 8, 1935, such as 8 
of projects, work to be prosecuted on private property, und er wrong 
classification, the project description too vague to determine 


whether authorized or for proper audit of expenditures claimed 
thereunder, etc. These warrants were countersigned, with a view 
to expediting operations on the other projects included on the 
schedules and with the expressed understanding that proper steps 
would be taken promptly to bring the matter to the attention 
for appropriate action by the President. 

While the objectionable items were sufficient to justify the 
refusal to countersign the warrants involved, an agreement was 
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made whereby the projects objected to would be rescinded and 
that no moneys would be expended thereon so that the other 
projects would not be held up. 

SOME ILLEGAL EXPENDITURES PREVENTED 


The Federal Housing Administration advertised specifications 
involving the repossession and storage of repossessed equipment 
by the Administration, requiring evidence of ability to render 
service on a Nation-wide basis. Only three bids meeting this re- 
quirement were received. The General Accounting Office held in 
A-80529, September 16, 1936 (16 Comp. Gen. 258), that such speci- 
fications were so restrictive as to nullify the purpose of section 
$709, Revised Statutes, and might not properly be made the basis 
of an award. 

On October 16, 1936, the Works Progress Administration entered 
into contract No. ER-Tps-83—180 with John Evers for the rental 
of certain construction equipment, payment to be made for time 
equipment was in actual use. There was no use for the equip- 
ment, but the contractor was allowed to deliver it and then sub- 
mit claims for rental for the period it was in possession of the 
Works Progress tion. The General Accounting Office 
held that payment was not authorized since the equipment was 
never used. 

The United States Constitution Sesquicentennial Commission 
submitted a voucher in favor of its Director General, SoL BLOOM, 
covering a claim of per diem for expenses incurred for the period 
January 1, 1937, to May 31, 1937. The General Accounting Office 
held the provision in the Second Deficiency Act of 1937, for “per 
diem allowance in lieu of subsistence within and outside of the 
District of Columbia” must be construed as having reference to 
the per diem allowance authorized by the Subsistence Act of 1926, 
as amended, and that such per diem is payable only when the 
member or employee concerned is in a travel status on official 
business of the Commission. As it is presumed that the duties 
of the Honorable SoL Broom as a Member of Congress require his 
presence in Washington, D. C., while the Congress is in session, 
no per diem was payable to him under existing law while he 
was in Washington during a session of Congress. 

The Bureau of Indian Affairs, Department of the Interior, sub- 
mitted vouchers in favor of the New Mexico Cattle Sanitary Board 
covering payment of brand-inspection fees assessed by the State 
of New Mexico. The General Accounting Office held the assess- 
ments were not applicable to the transportation of cattle owned 
or controlled by the Government as there is no legal authority 
in a State to impose a tax or charge on the United States for the 
inspection of its property or the property of Indians under its 
control. 

On February 7, 1936, the Procurement Division, Treasury De- 
partment, entered into contract No. ER-Tps-16-331 with Maurice 
C. Smith Co., for the rental of a typewriter at $2.50 per month to 
be used by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. On July 1, 1936, con- 
tract No. ER-Tps-16-573 was entered into with the same contractor 
extending the rental period at the same monthly rate. Subse- 
quently, a preaudit voucher was submitted covering the purchase 
of the typewriter for $70 less $10 credit for rentals paid from 
July 1 to October 31, 1936. Evidence showed that the typewriter 
was found missing and aparently stolen about May 18, 1936, prior 
to the time the renewal contract had been made. The General 
Accounting Office held that there was no authority for payment 
for the typewriter, since the evidence establishes that there was 
not in fact a purchase, nor was there authority for rental payment 
subsequent to May 18, 1936. 

On July 1, 1928, July 1, 1929, July 1, 1930, and September 28, 
1933, the Department of the Interior entered into contracts Nos. 
Thu-93, Ihu- 143. Ihu-178, and Ibu-587, respectively, with A. L 
Cassell. The agreements, providing for architectural and super- 
visory services in connection with the Howard University project, 
were made without advertising and competition, and it appeared 
that payment for identical services had been provided for under 
the succeeding agreements; that Cassell, in his supervisory capac- 
ity, had issued orders to himself for so-called extra services; and 
that he had made unauthorized use of public property and equip- 
ment without compensatory consideration. The General Account- 
ing Office held in A-81332, A-66922, July 15, 1937, that no further 
payments might be approved from appropriated funds until there 
have been established by competent record data the good faith 
and validity of the entire transaction from its inception. 

Payment of $10,000 was made by the Tennessee Valley Authority 
to Haskins & Sells for services performed pursuant to a contract 
for auditing the books and accounts of the treasurer of the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority for the period from May 18, 1933, to Decem- 
ber 31, 1936. After investigation, the General Accounting Office 
held that credit should be disallowed for such payment in the 
accounts of the disbursing officer, not only because of the provisions 
of section 55, title V, United States Code, but for the reason also 
that the only audit of the accounts of the Authority provided for 
in the act of May 18, 1933 (48 Stat. 58), is that provided for in 
section 9 (b) of said act to be made by this office, and further that 
the audit involved here apparently had for its purpose the clearing 
of accounts of a retiring treasurer of the Authority—an audit 
which cannot be considered as relieving said retiring treasurer of 
liability under her bond and which if desired was for financing 
by her or her sureties rather than with the public funds of the 
Authority. 

Vouchers were submitted by the Commissioner of Accounts and 
Deposits charging export duties on rum shipped from the Virgin 
Islands to continental United States to appropriation “Emergency 
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relief, interior, Virgin Islands, rural rehabilitation, 1935-37." The 
General Accounting Office held that export duties were not charge- 
able to such appropriation. 

Congress had made appropriations for the support of the Virgin 
Island government, and such Federal funds could not be augmented 
by charging the United States Treasury with export duties on the 
rum manufactured by the Virgin Island company. 

Federal Emergency Administration of Public Works submitted a 
voucher covering claim for two messages sent as official 
messages by former Government employees. The General Account- 
ing Office held that the messages being personal and not for public 
purpose the voucher was not payable from public funds. 

Without contract, the United States Constitution Sesquicenten- 
nial Commission occupied a part of office space already under lease 
to the Director of the Commission, a Member of Congress, in his 
private capacity, under an agreement whereby the Commission 
would pay part of the rental to the lessor who would credit it to 
amounts due from the Director under the lease. The General 
Accounting Office held in A-86191, May 28, 1937, that since no part 
of the lease was relinquished, and since the law prohibited a Mem- 
ber of Congress from sharing in a Government contract, payments 
were unauthorized. 

Certain items, such as premiums on performance bonds, pre- 
miums on workmen's compensation and other insurance, State 
taxes, and sales taxes, involving considerable sums, were included 
in the “cost of labor and material” by various sponsors of public- 
works projects, under Federal Emergency Administration of Public 
Works which had the effect of the amount of Federal 
grants. The General Accounting Office held in A-80613, October 
19, 1936, that such items were not properly part of the “cost of 
labor and materials” under section 203 (a) (2) of the National 
Industrial Recovery Act (48 Stat. 202). 

Employing funds granted to it by the Federal Emergency Admin- 
istration of Public Works pursuant to the National Industrial 
Recovery Act, Carter Consolidated School District No. 50 purchased 
certain equipment, such as school busses. The General Accountin 
Office held, in A-62284, September 23, 1935, that such equipmen’ 
did not constitute a public-works project within the purview of 
sections 202 and 203 of the act (48 Stat. 201 and 202). 

After bids had been solicited by the Works Progress Administra- 
tion for the delivery of structural steel for the city hall and fire 
department of the city of Lockport, I1., the project supervisor, 
acting without authority, ordered immediate delivery of the steel 
from Edwin Pratt’s Sons Co., Inc., before the low bid was accepted, 
and delivery was made on the promise of a purchase order being 
furnished later. Subsequently, the bidder was notified that the 
requisition had been canceled. He alleges performance in * 
faith and demands payment. The General Accounting Office held 
that the employee who ordered delivery was without authority and 
his acts could not bind the Government. No award having been 
made, nor purchase order issued, nor contract entered into, deliv- 
ery was made at claimant’s own peril and there was no obligation 
on the Government to pay, 

On February 7, 1935, the Subsistence Homesteads Division of 
the Department of the Interior entered into contract No. I-W-SH-— 
698 with the Truscon Steel Co. for the furnishing of materials for 
the construction of a factory at Reedsville, W. Va., which factory 
was to be purchased from the Government, when completed, by 
the Reedsville Community Association, Inc., and leased by it to 
the Electric Vacuum Cleaner Co. Contract No. I-W-SH-604 was 
entered with Stewart Wagner for the furnishing of architectural 
services in connection with the same project. Claims under these 
contracts were disallowed by the General Accounting Office in 
A-64822, September 11, 1935, on the grounds that the building of 
a factory did not come within the purview of section 208, National 
Industrial Recovery Act (48 Stat. 205), which provided only for 
furnishing aid in the “purchase of subsistence homesteads.” 

The Forest Lawn Cemetery Association, Omaha, Nebr., set aside 
certain plots for use by the Army for unclaimed remains at Fort 
Omaha. The Government did not purchase the plots, had no 
control or jurisdiction over them, and it does not appear the plots 
were intended to be as a post cemetery. However, pay- 
ments for special care and maintenance were made from appro- 
priated funds. The General Accounting Office held, in A-89573, 
ees i h 3, 1938, that to pay for special care was without authority 

aw. 

Vouchers covering expenses incurred by employees of the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority in becoming qualified as notaries public 
were submitted for audit, The General Accounting Office held 
that credit could not be allowed for a charge representing the cost 
of a surety bond which is prohibited in the act of August 5, 1909 
(36 Stat. 125). 

Vouchers stated in favor of the Standard Oil Co. covering pur- 
chases of coupon books to permit various Government employees 
to purchase gasoline and other similar commodities were sub- 
mitted for preaudit approval by the Bureau of Biological Survey, 
Department of Agriculture. It was held by the General Accounting 
Office that there was no authority to certify the vouchers for pay- 
ment, citing 8 Comptroller General 454, which holds that the pur- 
chase on behalf of the Government of coupon books to be used in 
the procurement of gasoline and oil incident to the operation of an 
automobile under Government control is not authorized, as such 
purchase involves the payment for supplies in advance of delivery 
in contravention of section 3648, Revised Statutes. 

The Federal Power Commission appointed a committee to in- 
vestigate the reasons for the dismissal of Robert Y. Durand, and 
employed stenographers to report the committee’s proceedings. 
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Vouchers covering payment for these stenographic services having 
been submitted, the General Accounting Office held such payments 
unauthorized because in contravention of section 9 of the act of 
March 4, 1909 (35 Stat. 1027), by which Congress prohibited the 
use of appropriated funds for expenses of commissions not created 
by legislative authority, and of section 3681, Revised Statutes, 
which prohibits payment of any charges growing out of any com- 
mission or inquiry until special appropriations have been made to 
pay such charges. 

Voucher covering claim for 1 month's rental of equipment fur- 
nished under contract ER-Tps-62-1110, according to conditions 
listed on Form SPO-7, in favor of C. E. Clark, Jackson, Miss., was 
submitted for consideration by the Works Administration. 
Paragraph 5 of Form SPO-~-7, which is part of the contract, pro- 
vides, in part, “that payment will be made only for such actual 
operating time.” The tractor was never used, and there was thus 
no operating time for which payment was required to be made. 
Therefore, it was held by the General Accounting Office that the 
claim did not represent a legal obligation against the United States. 

The Works Progress Administration submitted a voucher cover- 
ing payment for the use of certain songs by the Federal Theater 
Project in Chicago, Ill. The songs had been written by three 
Works Progress employees, and a formal contract providing for 
their use had not been executed. The voucher was stated in the 
name of an agent, and contained contradictory statements as to 
whether payment should be at the rate of $50 or $75 per week, and 
whether the compositions had been written prior to or subsequent 
to employment of the authors by the Works Progress Administra- 
tion. The General Accounting Office held that, in view of the con- 
tradictory statements, it was not established the amount claimed 
was a legal obligation of the United States. 

The Department of Justice submitted a voucher covering travel 
and subsistence expenses of a deputy marshal and two guards in- 
cident to transporting seven prisoners from Huntington, W. Va., 
to the United States Penitentiary at Leavenworth, Kans, The 
voucher was not supported by checks or coupons for cash rail fares, 
as required by paragraph 80 (n) of the Standard Government Travel 
Regulations, approved by the President, January 30, 1934, and De- 
cember 10, 1935. Instead, it was supported by receipts, one of 
which was signed by a waitress employed by Harveys, Inc., and an- 
other which was not properly itemized and subsequently could not 
be explained by the railroad company. The General Accounting 
Office held in A-86531, June 15, 1937, that in view of the irregulari- 
595 and unsatisfactory record, credit for payment would not be 

owed. 

The Resettlement Administration (now Farm Security) submitted 
for preaudit a voucher for the purchase of an easement on a tract 
of land in Koochiching County, Minn., for an indefinite period, 
from C. T. Jaffray, R. H. M. Robinson, and S. M. Archer, trustees, 
of Minnesota and Ontario Paper Co., Minneapolis, Minn, The pur- 
chase of a permanent right-of-way or easement constitutes a pur- 
chase of land or interest therein and as section 3736, Revised Stat- 
utes provides, in part, that no land shall be purchased on account 
of the United States, except under a law authorizing such pur- 
chase it was held (17 Comp. Gen. 204), that since the appropria- 
tion sought to be made no provision for the purchase of 
land or interest therein, or rights-of-way as here inyolved, the ac- 
quisition is prohibited by the law referred to above. 

Without soliciting bids and entering contracts, the Civilian Con- 
servation Corps purchased subsistence supplies under purchase 
notice agreements which provided for purchases of such popular 
brands of subsistence items which are requested for resale by the 
Army Sales Stores. The General Accounting Office held in A-92631, 
March 1, 1938, that there was no authority for purchase without 
compliance with section 3709, Revised Statutes. 

The Secretary of Agriculture entered into a contract with H. R. 
Heinicke, Inc., for the cleaning of certain marble on the adminis- 
tration building, Department of Agriculture, attempting to obli- 
gate thereby funds allotted to Public Works Project, No. F. C—12, 
pursuant to the provisions of the N. I. R. Act of June 16, 1933 (48 
Stat. 195). The General Accounting Office held in A-62252 Janu- 
ary 3, 1936, that the of Agriculture did not have au- 
thority to contract for repairs to the Department of Agriculture 
Building since Executive Order No. 6166, June 10, 1933, vested 
such authority in the National Park Service of the Interior 
Department. 


tly, due to confusion existing as to the scope of au- 
thority of the various officials, the Comptroller General recom- 
mended a special appropriation to reimburse the contractor for 
actual expenses incurred in preparing to perform. 

On December 17, 1935, the Bureau of Census entered into con- 
tract ER „with the Charles E. Tull Co. for the in- 
stallation of electric wiring in premises leased from the Guaranty 
Corporation under lease ER—Cco-1, which provided The lessor at 
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On December 1, 1934, the War Department entered into con- 
tract No. W-977 eng. 616, with Birchett and Atkins, Inc., for the 
construction of a temporary addition to the Munitions Building, 
Washington, D. C., and sought to charge the expenditures to 
“Maintenance and Improyement of Existing River and Harbor 
Works.” The General Accounting Office held that the addition to 
a building in the District of Columbia was not a river and harbor 
project within the meaning of the appropriation act, and further 
stated “by Executive Order No. 6166, June 10, 1933, the construc- 
tion of all public buildings was placed under the jurisdiction of 
the Procurement Division of the Treasury with the exception that 
‘the execution of work now performed by the Corps of Engineers 
of the Army shall remain with said corps subject to the responsi- 
bility herein vested in the procurement division.’ The construc- 
tion of public buildings in the District of Columbia, is not a 
function heretofore performed by the Corps of Engineers.” 

+ * + Similar case under contract W-977 eng. 659, dated 
September 22, 1935, with Chas. H. Thompkins Co., was disallowed 
in view of the above holding. 

Total consideration both contracts about $26,000. 

The War Department purchased in the open market from the 
Arizona Grocery Co. certain products which the Congress, by sec- 
tion 9 of the act of February 11, 1924 (43 Stat. 6), and section 7 
of the act of May 27, 1930 (46 Stat. 391), had mandatorily di- 
rected should be obtained from the United States Penitentiary, 
Leavenworth, Kans. Subsequently, when the Arizona Grocery Co, 
made reclaim for an overassessment of income tax, the amount of 
the illegal purchase was set off against the overassessment, the 
General Accounting Office holding in A-91916, March 1, 1938, that 
the claimant was charged with notice that there is no authority 
of law for any Government activity to purchase from vate busi- 
ness firms articles or materials which are available from Federal 
penal institutions. 

In the following decisions similar purchases were also held to 
be illegal: 

A-90193, September 25, 1936, Navy. 

A-70514, March 25, 1936, Treasury. 

A-65091, February 3, 1936, Agriculture. 

A-65090, December 14, 1935, War. 

14 Comptroller General 748, District of Columbia. 

C. Earl Lamson, manager, District of Columbia Public Employ- 
ment Center, certified for payment seven vouchers payable to em- 
ployees of the center to cover transportation expenses incurred 
by them during November 1936. Investigation by the General Ac- 
counting Office disclosed that (1) the employees were not advised 
in advance that they would be reimbursed for such expenses; (2) 
they were not so informed until the individual vouchers were 
prepared and presented to them for accomplishment; (3) they 
had no knowledge of the preparation of the vouchers; (4) they 
merely signed them without analyzing and restating them on the 
basis of actual transportation charges incurred; (5) rtation 
by personally owned automobile was not employed, notwithstand- 
ing all seven traveled together; and (6) no transportation was re- 
quired or used in negotiating numerous trips for which reimburse- 
ment was claimed. It was held by the General Accounting Office 
that in view of the falseness of the claims, payment should be 
disallowed. 


A contract was entered into for the 8 of real property, 
No. 9a, 9b, and 10, Kronpri: e, St. Thomas, Virgin Islands, 
and voucher was submitted in the regular disbursing officer’s ac- 
counts for the government of the Virgin Islands reim- 
bursement to the trust fund, “Fund for public purposes,” in con- 
nection with the purchase of real property. It was held by the 
General Accounting Office in A-57318, August 18, 1937, that there 
was no provision either in the Budget estimates or the appropria- 
tion act which would indicate capital expenditures were to be in- 
cluded as a part of the deficit—on the contrary, the appropriation 
provided for “excess of current expenses“ over “current revenues.“ 
The appropriation in question not being available for the purchase 
of real property or to repay moneys borrowed by the municipalities 
ror „ the amount of the voucher in question was 
isallowed, 


its own cost and expense shall also furnish the necessary equip- T a hh, a A ⁵ 


ment and facilities for supplying the premises herein leased with 
both alternating and direct current.” The General Accounting 
Office held in A~75720, June 5, 1936 (15 Comp. Gen. 1064), that 
where a third party performs services under a Government con- 
tract which the lessor is obligated to perform under the terms of 
the lease, the lessor is chargeable with the amount payable to the 
third party. The preaudit voucher for the electrical wiring was 
certified for payment in the amount of $1,075, with instructions 
— deduct that amount from rentals to be paid in the future to 
e lessor. 


STATEMENT No. 1.—Disallowances and recoveries by General Ac- 
counting Office during fiscal years 1922-36, inclusive 
Amount of recoveries— 
Fiscal year Total 

$4, 085, 590.44 | $1, 794, 795. 42 0 $1, 794, 795. 42 

11, 204, 334, 46 7, 332, 946. 18 1 7, 332, 946. 18 

915, 935. 85 7, 859, 102. 69 i 7, 859, 102. 69 

1, 783, 210, 33 4, 022, 344. 33 4, 022, 344. 33 

1, 283, 587. 74 3, 099, 233. 24 $359, 330, 35 8, 458, 563. 59 

2, 772, 924. 44 2, 089, 667, 55 5, 305, 978. 61 7, 395, 646, 16 

4, 482, 810, 35 4, 605, 457. 66 4, 307, 803. 55 8, 913, 261. 21 

4, 213, 169. 30 2, 230, 148, 29 371, 453. 69 2, 601, 601. 98 

1930_. -| 5,802, 934. 85 1, 046, 381. 26 98, 105. 35 1, 144, 486. 61 

1 The records do not show recoveries through accounts of individuals dealing with 
the United States for the fiscal years 1922, 1923, and 1024. 
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STATEMENT No. 1.—Disallowances and recoveries by General Account- 
ing Office during fiscal years 1922—36, inclusive—Continued 


Amount of recoveries— 


Fiscal year Amount of Through ac- 
disallowances | On acconnt of id Spants oliad- TIR 
viduals ng 
disallowances with the 

United States 
$4, 413, 151. 31 $1, 917, 594. 49 $2, 776, 980. 50 
003, 143. 75 2, 029, 328. 06 
1, 124, 227. 77 1, 512, 572. 12 
7, O10, 215. 89 2, 532, 610. 48 
2, 821, 368. 97 3, 355, 893. 67 
582, 4 699, 996. 02 2 361, 377. 84 3, 061, 373. 86 
38, 135, 576. 67 | 21, 655, 930. 18 59, 791, 506. 86 


Nork.—In the foregoing tabulation a careful analysis has been made of recoveries 
to segregate, as accurately as possible, the amounts recovered because of disallowances 
in accounts of disbursing officers from those recoveries 1 overpayments 
on contracts, property era a set-ofls, etc., which did not take the form of disal- 
lowances in accounts for disbursing officers. The difference between the amount of 
disallowances (850,787, 187.94) and recoveries on account of disallowances ($38,135,- 
676.67), namely 818, 601,611 .27, has been reduced materially during the course of years 
by relief legislation. Such reduction has not been shown in the statement. 


STATEMENT No. 2.—Direct settlements and disallowances by the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office during the fiscal years 1922-36, inclusive 


Amount dis- 
allowed 


Fiscal year 8 Amount allowed 


142,976 | $196, 230, 152. 13 $5, 124, 114, 24 
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117, 649, 577. 06 


STATEMENT No. 3.—Preaudit allowances and disallowances by the 
General Accounting Office during the fiscal years 1922 to 
1936, inclusive 


Amount 

Fiscal year disallowed 
. $910, 535. 93 
, 907, 115. 49 
134, 662, 157. 08 961, 572. 45 
130, 401, 031. 27 939, 081. 81 
143, 886, 385. 28 977, 833. 47 
123, 990, 283. 22 793, 908. 93 
714, 251, 520. 25 2, 116, 594. 19 
480, 302, 810. 27 1, 631, 327. 74 
638, 657, 623. 58 2, 113, 056, 65 
416, 049, 518. 10 1, 277, 111.99 
378, 112, 351. 99 1, 196, 328. 25 
624, 458, 908. 84 1, 306, 762. 64 
485, 765, 066. 28 4, 009, 696. 48 
f 636, 895, 273. 35 2, 519, 924. 62 
141,649 | 877, 592, 213. 45 3, 368, 551. 35 
— ee ee 10, 167, 270 25,019, 401. 99 


REMOVAL OF CHAIRMAN OF BOARD— TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the 
Senate a message from the President of the United States, 
which the clerk will read. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith for the information of the Congress 
my opinion setting forth the reasons which impelled me to 
remove Arthur E. Morgan, and my letter to him removing 
him as a member and Chairman of the Board of the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority. I further transmit the opinion of 
the Attorney General in regard to my power to remove for 
cause members of the Board of the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority. I also append the transcript of the hearings which 
were had before me on March 11, 18, and 21, 1938, and which 
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I think merit the serious consideration of all those in- 
terested in the T. V. A. I have filed my letter to Arthur 
E. Morgan and the transcript of the hearings, together with 
all exhibits marked for identification in the transcript, 
with the Secretary of State. 

It is clearly the right of the Congress to undertake at any 
time any fair inquiry into the administration of the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority or its policies which the Congress 
may deem in the public interest. But I cannot in the mean- 
while abdicate my constitutional duty to take care that the 
laws be faithfully executed. 

I call the attention of the Congress to the fact that on 
the evidence presented I was obliged to find that, 

(a) Arthur E. Morgan publicly made grave and libelous 
charges of dishonesty and want of integrity against his fellow 
directors, and when called upon to sustain them repeatedly 
refused to do so. 

(b) On the face of the record charges of the other direc- 
tors that Arthur E. Morgan has obstructed the work of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority were substantiated by proof, 
were not refuted, and therefore must be accepted as true. 

(c) Arthur E. Morgan was contumacious in refusing to 
give the Chief Executive the facts, if any, upon which he 
based his charges of malfeasance against his fellow direc- 
tors, and in refusing to respond to questions of the Chief 
Executive relating to charges of obstruction made against 
him by his fellow directors. 

Arthur E. Morgan has repeated the assertion that he will 
answer questions only to a committee of the Congress. Ob- 
viously, there can be no objection to hearings before such a 
committee. But the Congress will, I am sure, realize that 
if any member of the executive branch of the Government, 
of high degree or low degree, is given the right by precedent 
to refuse to substantiate general charges against other mem- 
bers of the executive branch of Government and to insist 
on disclosing specifications only to a committee of the Con- 
gress, efficient administrative management of Government 
would be destroyed in short order. 

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT, 

THe Wuite House, March 23, 1938. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair also lays be- 
fore the Senate a letter from the office of the Attorney 
General, containing the opinion with reference to the Presi- 
dent’s powers in this connection, together with a transcript 
of the proceedings and other documents accompanying the 
message of the President. The Chair is of the opinion that 
these papers should lie on the table and be printed. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the order heretofore made, to print as a Senate docu- 
ment the hearings held before the President with respect 
to this T. V. A. matter, be modified to include the Presi- 
dent’s message and all accompanying papers, so as to in- 
clude all of them in one single Senate document. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. And that the message lie 
on the table? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, did the order entered a 
few days ago require that the testimony be printed as a 
Senate document? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Such an order was made, 
and the Chair understands that the Senator from Kentucky 
has now asked unanimous consent that the order be modi- 
fied so that all the additional papers dealing with later 
hearings be included. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The first order included only the first 
installment of the hearings before the President. Today 
the Senator from Nebraska moved to modify that order by 
having included the proceedings of the two subsequent hear- 
ings, so that all would be printed as one Senate document. 
I think they should all be printed together. Not only the 
President's message, but the Acting Attorney General's opin- 
ion, and all the accompanying papers which the President 
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sent with his message, should be printed in one Senate 
document. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I concur in that view. I 
was going to suggest that I think it would be proper to have 
the opinion of the Acting Attorney General read at this 
time. It is going to be printed in the Senate document. 
The Senator has no objection, has he? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have no objection to the reading of 
the opinion. 

Mr. McNARY. I suggest that the opinion of the Acting 
Attorney General be read, because I know it will be of very 
great interest. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the clerk will read the opinion of 
the Acting Attorney General. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 


OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C., March 18, 1938. 
The PRESIDENT, 

The White House. 

My Dran MR. PRESIDENT: I have the honor to comply with your 
request for my opinion respecting your power to remove members of 
the Tennessee Valley Authority from office. 

As I understand it, charges of dishonesty and want of integrity 
in the conduct of their office have been made against two members 
and charges of obstructing the work and demoralizing the organi- 
zation have been made against the other member. Also, as I under- 
stand it, the latter member is charged with openly defying your con- 
stitutional authority to take care that the laws be faithfully exe- 
cuted by refusing to answer your reasonable inquiries concerning 
the situation existing in the Authority. 

I think I may state it is an unassailable proposition that if any 
of these charges is established the power of removal ought to exist. 
Furthermore, the Tennessee Valley Authority being an executive 
agency, performing executive functions, and therefore in the execu- 
tive branch of the Government, the power of removal ought to be 
in the President. 

Under the principles announced by the Supreme Court in Myers 
v. United States (272 U. S. 52), there would appear to be no ques- 
tion that the power of removal is in fact v in the President. 
The later decision in Humphrey's Executor v. United States (295 
U. S. 602) limited the application of the Myers case, but did not 
disturb the ruling therein as applied to executive officers. 

In the Myers case the Court upheld the President’s power to 
remove a postmaster notwithstanding a statutory provision that he 
should hold office for 4 years and should be removable by the Presi- 
dent only with the consent of the Senate. In the nee, s case 


the Federal Trade Commission exercises quasi-legislative and quasi- 
judicial functions and is not a part of the executive branch; and it 
also laid great stress upon the legislative history of the Federal 
Trade Commission Act as indicating a purpose of the Congress to 
secure the maximum independence of Commission from 
Executive interference and control. 

These distinguishing factors are not present in the case of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. It does not exercise 5 
or quasi-judicial functions, and the legislative history of the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority Act contains no such indications of purpose 
on the part of the Congress to restrict the President's ordinary 

to remove executive officers appointed by him. 

The following provisions of the Tennessee Walley Authority Act 
qan Stat. 58, 60, 63) are the only statutory provisions bearing upon 

e question: 

“Sec. 4. (f) The Board shall select a treasurer and as many 
assistant treasurers as it deems proper, which treasurer and assist- 
ant treasurers shall give such bonds for the safekeeping of the 
securities and moneys of the said Corporation as the board may 
require: That any member of said Board may be removed 
from office at any time by a concurrent resolution of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives.’ 

“Sec. 6. In the appointment of officials and the selection of 
employees for said tion, and in the promotion of any such 
employees or Officials, no political test or qualification shall be 
permitted or given consideration, but all such appointments and 
promotions shall be given and made on the basis of merit and 
efficiency. Any member of said Board who is found by the Presi- 
dent of the United States to be guilty of a violation of this section 
shall be removed from office by the President of the United 
States“ 

The provision in section 4 (f) that members of the Board may 
be removed by concurrent resolution of the Senate and House does 
not, and could not have been intended to, provide an exclusive 
means of removal. This is demonstrated by the provision in sec- 
tion 6 that under certain conditions the President shall remove. 
Perhaps the most that can be said of the provision in section 4 (f), 
under the circumstances, is that it was intended to provide a 
method of removal by the legislative branch in addition to the 

more cumbersome method of removal by impeachment. 

vision in section 6 that the President shall remove mem- 
the Tennessee Valley Authority Board for violation of the 


* 
bers 
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inhibition against appointments and promotions for political rea- 

cannot be construed as an intendment with statutory force 
that he shall not remove them for other causes. To authorize the 
President to remove a director for mere consideration of a political 
endorsement in appointing a minor employee, and yet to deny him 
the power to remove a director for more substantial causes (per- 
haps amounting to malfeasance in the highest degree) would be 
an absurdity—and the rules of construction do not permit an in- 
terpretation which would attribute to the Congress the intendment 
of an absurd result. 


It is my opinion that you have the power to remove members of 
the Tennessee Valley Authority from office. 
Respectfully, 
Roserr H. JACKSON, 
Acting Attorney General. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. 
Calloway, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed without amendment the bill (S. 3554) authorizing 
the appointment of an additional judge of the District Court 
for the Northern District of Alabama. 

The message also announced that the House further in- 
sisted upon its disagreement to the amendment of the Senate 
numbered 136 to the bill (H. R. 9181) making appropriations 
for the government of the District of Columbia and other 
activities chargeable in whole or in part against the revenues 
of such District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and 
for other purposes, agreed to the further conference asked 
by the Senate’ on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and that Mr. COLLINS, Mr. CALDWELL, Mr. STARNES, 
Mr. Casey of Massachusetts, and Mr. ENGEL were appointed 
managers on the part of the House at the conference. 

The message further announced that the House had agreed 
to the report of the committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate 
to the bill (H. R. 8837) making appropriations for the Execu- 
tive Office and sundry independent executive bureaus, boards, 
commissions, and offices, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1939, and for other purposes; that the House had receded 
from its disagreement to the amendments of the Senate 
Nos. 21 and 22 to the said bill and concurred therein; that 
the House had receded from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate No. 3 to the bill and concurred therein 
with an amendment, in which it requested the concurrence 
of the Senate; and that the House insisted upon its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate Nos. 24, 26, 27, 28, and 
37 to the bill. 


ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 


The message also announced that the Speaker had affixed 
his signature to the enrolled joint resolution (H. J. Res. 468) 
to dedicate the month of April in each year to a voluntary 
national program for the control of cancer, and it was signed 
by the President pro tempore. 


REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 


The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 3331) 
to provide for reorganizing agencies of the Government, ex- 
tending the classified civil service, establishing a General 
Auditing Office and a Department of Welfare, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I ask to have printed in the 
Recorp at this point a letter from the Governor of the State 
of Idaho dealing with the United States Forest Service. 

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to be 
printed in the Rrcorp, as follows: 

STATE or IDAHO, 
COOPERATIVE BOARD OF FORESTRY, 
Boise, Idaho, March 21, 1938. 
Hon. WILLIAM E. BORAR, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O. 

Dear MR. BORAH: On March 21, 1938, the Idaho State Cooperative 
Board of Forestry met pursuant to law and passed the following 
resolution: 

“RESOLUTION 


“Whereas for the past 33 years the United States Forest Service 
has operated within the Department of Agriculture; and 
“Whereas the Idaho State Coo Board of Forestry, collec- 
tively and individually, know of no reason why the United States 
Forest Service should be transferred to any other department of 
government, and know of no good or improvement to either the 
State or Federal forest as a result of such transfer; and 
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“Whereas it is our collective judgment, based upon experience 
and observation, that the United States Forest Service and its 
functions, particularly those relating to the State of Idaho in 
matters of cooperation in forest administration and practice, belong 
in the Department of Agriculture; and 

“Whereas S. 3331, as drawn, does not recognize the inherent rela- 
tionship between forestry and agriculture: 

“Now, therefore, the interests of this State require that the 
United States Forest Service and all of its existing functions be 
specifically exempted in S. 3331 from transfer from the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture.” 

BaRZTLLA W. CLARK, 
Governor and Chairman of State 
Cooperative Board of Forestry. 
FRANKLIN GIRARD, 
State Forester. 


Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I do not intend to make a 
statement with reference to the general purposes of the bill, 
but shall endeavor to confine my remarks to the pending 
amendment. 

I do not intend to refer to all the many statements with 
reference to the conduct of the Office of the Comptroller 
General; but there are a few statements to which I must 
refer. I would not have the Senate believe that when the 
statement is made that there are so many thousands of dis- 
allowed claims it necessarily means that they stay disal- 
lowed. 

I never heard of any dispute about the Reedsville project. 
Perhaps there was one. I simply have no information about 
it. But when it comes to the shelterbeit I can give the 
Senate a very good illustration of exactly what happened. 
The President followed the course of submitting projects re- 
quiring the transfer of funds from general relief to the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office to be approved by the General Ac- 
counting Office, and thus the transfer of funds from the 
lump sums to the various agencies of the Government was 
approved in advance. 

A request was made for approval of the transfer of 
$15,000,000 to the Department of Agriculture for carrying 
into effect the so-called shelterbelt project in the West. The 
Comptroller General disallowed the request on July 11, when 
it was submitted; and I have the letter of the Comptroller 
General disallowing it for the reasons set forth. The rea- 
sons were that it was not quite clear that the project was 
purely for relief, and that it involved something which was 
more permanent, and therefore, in his opinion, did not come 
within the law. 

On August 17, 1934, the same Comptroller General ap- 
proved the transfer of $1,000,000 for the same purpose. The 
language was changed by the Secretary of Agriculture so 
that the request made in behalf of the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture and the President read: 

With a view to providing relief in stricken agricultural areas 
through en g and assisting in a systematic planting and 
growth of trees, plants, shrubs, etc., and to secure varieties adapted 
to such localities and conditions, there is hereby allocated to the 
Secretary from the appropriation of $525,000,000 made for emer- 
gency relief by title II of the act approved June 19, 1934, 8 

O; 


You are requested to take action accordingly, the 
Agriculture to be advised when the transfer of funds has been 
effected. 


Attest: 


That request was submitted by the President to the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury on August 17, 1934, and it was approved 
by the same Comptroller General. A million dollars was 
advanced. A million dollars was spent. Later, the Congress 
itself enacted legislation which made possible the expendi- 
ture of additional funds. Therefore, the situation was that 
there was a disallowance of $15,000,000, which was not au- 
thorized, but an allowance of $1,000,000, because the language 
of the request was changed. 

In connection with the matter of the number of deleted 
projects, let me give an illustration of what happened under 
the Emergency Relief Acts of 1936 and 1937. In 1936 the 
total number of projects submitted to the Comptroller Gen- 
eral was 39,274. The Federal value of projects approved 
by the Comptroller was $1,471,000,000. The total number 
of deleted projects was 260. The number of deleted projects 

LXXXII— 248 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


3919 


subsequently reinstated was 240. The Federal value of 
projects remaining deleted was $1,375,000. 

In 1937 there were submitted 25,000 projects, having a value 
of $996,000,000. The total number of deleted projects was nine, 
but the number of deleted projects subsequently reinstated 
was seven, leaving only two finally deleted, with a total value 
of $8,000, out of a total of $996,000,000. Therefore, the im- 
portant thing is not the number of projects deleted, but the 
number which remained deleted, because when a project was 
deleted and a proper showing was made, the Comptroller 
General evidently was convinced he was wrong, and rein- 
stated it. He reinstated 240 out of 260 relief projects in 
1936, and 7 out of 9 in 1937. The total value of projects 
remaining deleted in 1937 was $8,417. 

I shall not discuss those matters. After all, the discus- 
sion would not be important. I have no criticism to make 
of the conduct of the office by Comptroller General McCarl 
during his term of office except that by reason of the as- 
sumption of the power of control he was unable to devote 
time to the audit which the Congress was entitled to have. 

With respect to the T. V. A., I know only that a report 
was recently filed with the Congress for the first time refer- 
ring to things occurring in 1935, 1936, and 1937. The 
T. V. A. officials asserted that the Comptroller General was 
requiring them to submit papers to Washington when the 
audit should be made in the field. There was a difference 
of opinion between the Comptroller Genera! and the T. V. A. 
Finally the Congress in 1935 changed the law. Prior to 
that time the law provided for payment of the audit out of 
the funds of the T. V. A. Then it was provided that only 
part of the cost of the audit was to be borne by the T. V. A. 
The dispute between the agency and the Comptroller con- 
tinued, and the only report the Congress received was 
received about 2 weeks ago. I am not interested in the 
merits of the matter, having neither the time nor the 
inclination to go into it. 

I invite attention to the amendment which is pending, 
and I shall attempt to show what it would do. 

Today a department head may go to the Comptroller 
General for an advance decision, and that advance decision 
is binding upon the Comptroller General. The amendment 
proposed in line 25 on page 12 repeals that law, so there is 
no provision under this amendment for the advance deci- 
sion which would be binding upon the Comptroller General. 
The result of the amendment would be to provide that the 
Department official could go to the Comptroller General and 
ask for a decision, and if he did not like the decision he 
could go to the Court of Claims, 

The result would be that the Court of Claims would be- 
come the Comptroller of the Government. The Court of 
Claims would be expected to pass upon questions upon which 
the Comptroller General is supposed to pass. 

For example, a controversy arose between the Depart- 
ment of State and the Comptroller General because Con- 
gress passed a law providing that certain miscellaneous 
expenses should be paid out upon approval of the President. 
That was the language of the law. The Comptroller Gen- 
eral said, “That means I should do it. It must have my 
approval.” The officials of the State Department, in a let- 
ter submitted to the committee, said that in an effort to 
compose the difference they had called upon the President 
to set forth in advance the character of miscellaneous ex- 
penses he would approve. When the matter was submitted 
to the Comptroller General, he turned it down. Under the 
proposed amendment the Secretary of State would go into 
the Court of Claims, bringing suit against the Comptroller 
General to determine whether, when the Congress says that 
miscellaneous expenses shall be paid out upon approval of 
the President, it means the President or the Comptroller 
General. 

What would be the result? Consider the effect upon the 
Court of Claims. The Court of Claims is entitled to some 
consideration. The disputes which now take up the time 
of the Department officials and the Comptroller General, 
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making it impossible for the Comptroller General to conduct 
a prompt audit of the books of the Government, would be 
transferred to the Court of Claims, which would daily hear 
disputes between the various departments and the Comp- 
troller. Such procedure would absolutely wreck the Court 
of Claims. 

I wrote to the chief justice of the Court of Claims, sub- 
mitting a copy of the amendment, and asked him to advise 
me what would be its effect. I received in reply the follow- 
ing letter from the chief justice of the Court of Claims: 


UNITED STATES Court or CLAIMs, 
Washington, D. C., March 4, 1938. 
Hon. James F. BYRNES, 
United States Senate. 

My Dear SENATOR: I have your letter of March 4, 1938, in which 
you ask for the following information, i. e., the present status of 
the calendar of the Court of Claims, and what, in the opinion of 
the court, would be the effect of the adoption of the amendment 
to S. 3331 granting jurisdiction to this court to review decisions 
of the Comptroller General upon the petition of the head of any 
department affected thereby. 

The court quite recently filed with the Committee on Appro- 
priations of the House of Representatives a complete and de- 
tailed statement as to the existing status of our calendar and 
the number of cases pending on our general docket. This report 
discloses 1,259 cases pending on our general docket. The 1,259 
cases are being actively prosecuted. The court is up with its 
trial calendar, and the annual number of new cases is now de- 
cidedly on the increase. 

The number of cases which would come to the court if the 
jurisdiction contemplated by the above amendment becomes a 
law would increase the cases now on our general docket to a vast 
extent and would, as the entire court estimates, demand a great 
increase in the present annual appropriation for the court, and 
also exact an increase in our present personnel of substantial 
proportions. 
` It is the unanimous opinion of the court after careful con- 
sideration that it would be physically impossible to dispose of the 
increased volume of business involved in the proposed amend- 
ment in any degree satisfactory to any of the parties concerned, 
with our existing force. To exact opinions in the number of 
cases coming within the amendment, and give to this type of 
cases preference over all others would seriously retard the disposi- 
tion of pending cases, and without the aid of a much-increased 
personnel would place the court a long ways behind in its docket. 

I hope this answers your inquiries. 

Yours very truly, 
Fenton W. Boorr. 


The statement of the chief justice must convince us that 
he is right in his opinion that it would be absolutely im- 
Possible to make the Court of Claims the Comptroller Gen- 
eral to settle these questions as to. the various appropriations 
with respect to which controversies now exist between the 
departments and the Comptroller General. 

With reference to the Reedsville project, I do not know 
the merits of the project; but I know that on April 21, 1937, 
the Congress passed an act containing the following lan- 
guage: 

That the Comptroller General of the United States be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to receive, settle, and adjust all 
claims of contractors in connection with the constructing and 
equipping of the factory building at the Reedsville Experimental 
Community, a subsistence homestead project, at Arthurdale, W. Va. 

Certainly we cannot criticize the Department under the 
circumstances. Congress ratified what had been done; and 
I take it the Congress, as well as the committees which re- 
ported the measure, must have had good reason for approv- 
ing the action taken. 

I desire now to speak about the provisions of the bill which 
are sought to be displaced by this amendment, which sends 
such questions to the Court of Claims. 

The Congress in 1921 intended to have an independent 
audit of the expenditures of the Government by a repre- 
sentative of the Congress. The debates in Congress at that 
time will so show. I voted for the Budget Act. It provided 
for a budget for the first time, and constituted a great 
improvement. I believed that we would have an independ- 
ent audit, but I know that we have not had it. We have 
not had it because we made it impossible to have it. Under 
the situation today, under the law, the Comptroller General 
settles directly claims amounting to millions of dollars. 
Any contractor who has a dispute or controversy with the 
Government may file a claim direct with the Comptroller 
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General. It may be for $5,000 or $50,000,000, but a settle- 
ment and an agreement can be made by the Comptroller 
General. The Senator from California and the Senator from 
Idaho may sit down at a table with a lawyer in the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office—not with the head of the General 
Accounting Office, but with some subordinate—and it can 
there be determined whether they will take $2,000,000 or 
$10,000,000. When that claim is settled, who audits the 
account in order to ascertain whether the money of the 
taxpayers has been rightfully expended or wrongfully ex- 
pended? Nobody on earth audits it. Never in any govern- 
ment should any officer be permitted to have the power to 
settle claims and disburse money of the Government with- 
out having any audit except one made by himself. No man 
can audit his own accounts; no man can audit his own 
financial transactions. It is time the Congress should have 
an audit by its own representative. Talk about an inde- 
pendent audit! After all, who appoints the Comptroller 
General? The President of the United States appoints the 
Comptroller General, and when it comes to the question of 
the right of removal the same situation prevails that pre- 
vails as to the T. V. A. There may be doubts about the 
T. V. A. but I know today the present President of the 
United States can appoint a Comptroller General. 

Great tribute has been paid to Mr. McCarl for what he 
has done, but neither you, Mr. President, nor I know who, 
under the existing law, will be the Comptroller General to 
be appointed by the President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Smatuers in the chair). 
The time of the Senator from South Carolina on the 
amendment has expired. 

Mr. BYRNES. I will take time on the bill. 

I do not care who the bureaucrat may be; I do not want 
to give him power to sit downtown in an office and settle 
claims involving millions of dollars without having some- 
body audit his books and accounts in order to ascertain 
what he is doing in the settlement of those claims and 
accounts. 

How does the pending bill propose to provide for a proper 
audit? It provides for the appointment of a joint com- 
mittee of Congress consisting of Members of the House and 
Senate, seven from each body; it provides that such com- 
mittee shall appoint an auditor general, who may be re- 
moved only by the Congress, for reasons set forth in the 
bill, such as inefficiency or malfeasance in office, but cer- 
tainly no one can remove him except the Congress of the 
United States. The President cannot appoint him; the 
President cannot remove him. For the first time the Con- 
gress will have an agent who will not be under obligations 
to the Executive because of any gratitude for his appoint- 
ment. He will be the auditor of Congress. 

What will he do? He will have a representative in the 
field, in New York or San Francisco, or elsewhere? When- 
ever a representative of the Director of the Budget—who, 
by the way, is appointed for 15 years—or any official in any 
department settles or proposes to settle a claim for $5,000 
or $5,000,000, when the voucher is signed it must that day 
be turned over to the representative of the Congress in that 
city, and when it is turned over to him it is the duty of 
the representative of Congress to examine it. If it is all 
right, he approves it; but if it is questionable, if he has 
doubt about it, he must immediately advise the auditor 
general that he takes exception to it, so that payment may 
be stopped, and he may advise the Joint Committee, because 
we deliberately put in the bill the provision that it should 
be done when he receives that information. The Senator 
from Virginia said it would be done 30 days later, but this 
is what the bill provides: ` 

And a report concerning such exception may, in the discretion 
of the Auditor General, be made to the Congress. 

We did not want him to be required to report every excep- 
tion because some exceptions might be immaterial, but if 
they are material, in his discretion, we intended that he 
should have authority that day to report to Congress, and if 
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he should not do it that day he must do it within 30 days 
unless a satisfactory settlement is reached. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I do not wish to interrupt the 
Senator but what the Senator from Virginia said is entirely 
correct. At the bottom of page 33 it is provided: 

But no such report shall be made to the Congress with respect 
to any disagreement between the General Auditing Office and the 
said Director until the expiration of 30 days after the said Direc- 
tor has been notified of such disagreement, and no such report 
shall be made to the Congress if the said Director revises his 
decision in accordance with the views of the General Auditing 
Office. 

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator from Virginia was then talk- 
ing about settlements, an entirely different thing. I am 
talking about the voucher that a disbursing officer may at- 
tempt to pay in any department of the Government any day. 
Here is the language of the proposed act: 

Whenever the General Auditing Office takes exception to any 
item of disbursement— 


Or to any item of payment to John Smith or Sam Jones— 


notice thereof shall be immediately given by the General Auditing 
Office to the disbursing officer concerned and to the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget, together with a statement of the reasons 
for such exception and a report concerning such exception may, 
in the discretion of the Auditor General, be made to the Congress. 


Then, on the next page, page 33, it is provided that as to 
disagreements on settlements he must report within 30 days, 
and when it is sent to Congress the joint committee of the 
Congress for the first time—for the first time—has informa- 
tion as to the turning down of an account. 

Talk about a preaudit, which now covers only 342 percent 
of expenditures, who in Congress ever knew what accounts as 
a result of preaudit were turned down or disallowed? No 
one ever heard of it from the date of the enactment of the 
Budget Act until this good hour. We have heard more in the 
last 2 months than ever before. 

The pending bill provides for a current audit; and when 
it is forwarded to the Members of the Senate and the House 
sitting on the joint committee, the clerk of the committee, 
who we must assume will be an efficient clerk, can summon 
the Director of the Budget and can say to him: “The Au- 
ditor General, Mr. Director of the Budget, has taken excep- 
tion to this item here; what is your answer to it?” He will 
then be made to answer for the first time to the repre- 
sentatives of the people who appropriated the money. 
Whenever the spotlight of publicity is turned on by that 
committee, and the Director of the Budget is forced to ac- 
count for all expenditures of money, we will know what is 
happening at the time it is happening instead of some years 
after it has happened, which is now the case. Never before 
have we had an audit. 

What is there new about this? Is there any business or- 
ganization in America that has not a comptroller who passes 
daily upon questions within the organization as to whether 
this can be done or that can be done? When the comp- 
troller is through the directors of the corporation employ 
an auditor to check up on what has been done by the or- 
ganization during the year? A certified public accountant 
checks up and reports to the directors and stockholders 
whether or not the accounts are right or wrong. No man 
can participate in making a decision and then audit that 
decision. He cannot do both. He may be one or the other; 
he may be an auditor and pass upon my decision, but he 
may not make the decision and then audit himself. 

This is nothing new. In the House of Commons it has 
been done for 75 years and has worked very satisfactorily. 
It works in the business organizations of the country and in 
the States of the Union. Within the last 10 years State after 
State has been adopting plans identical with the plan here 
submitted. It has been tried in so many States that it is not 
an experiment. I ask to have printed in the Recorp a cita- 
tion showing a few of the various States which have installed 
the same system, namely, a comptroller appointed by the 
Governor and an auditor appointed by the legislature, and 
which have found it to work satisfactorily. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 
statement will be printed in the RECORD. 

The laws referred to are as follows: 

Maine: Chapter 216, article 2 and article 4 of State Finance Act. 

Massachusetts: Volume 1, chapters 7 and 11, Annotated Laws of 
Massachusetts. 

Virginia: Title 10-B. chapter 31 (g): title 10, chapters 29 and 
24, Virginia Code, 1936. 

The State of Tennessee has also adopted a similar system. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I do not want to consume 
any more of the time of the Senate. I am not going to 
enter upon a discussion of the bill generally. I wish to con- 
fine my remarks to the pending section, because I have been 
deeply interested in the subject. I have been interested in 
securing for the Congress at last an audit by a man ap- 
pointed not by the President but by the Congress and re- 
movable only by the Congress. This bill, if enacted, will 
give that to us. It is what the Congress wanted to have 17 
years ago, and what the Congress now should have. I prefer 
an independent audit made currently so that any misappro- 
priation or any wrongful interpretation may be stopped at 
the time. It is not locking the door after the horse is gone, 
but stopping him if he tries to go, and advising the Congress 
so that the Congress may act to stop even the possibility of 
any official of the Government settling claims amounting to 
millions of dollars and either auditing them himself or not 
having them audited at all. 


INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATIONS 


Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I ask the Chair to lay before 
the Senate the action of the House of Representatives on cer- 
tain amendments of the Senate to the independent offices ap- 
propriation bill, being House bill H. R. 8837. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I have no objection if the 
matter does not lead to debate. Otherwise I shall object. 

Mr. GLASS. I do not think the motion I intend to make 
will lead to debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair lays before the 
Senate the action of the House of Representatives on certain 
amendments of the Senate to House bill 8837, which will be 
read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, UNITED STATES, 
March 22, 1938. 

Resolved, That the House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendments of the Senate numbered 21 and 22 to the bill (H. R. 
8837) making appropriations for the Executive Office and sundry 
independent executive bureaus, boards, commissions, and offices, 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, 


and concur therein; 

That the House recede from its ent to the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 3 to said bill and concur therein with an 
amendment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter inserted by said amendment insert: : Pro- 
vided, That no other money appropriated in this or any other act, 
except the Independent Offices Appropriation Act for the fiscal year 
1938, shall be available for the Central Statistical Board after the 


passage of this act”; and 
That the House insist u its disagreement to the amendments 


of the Senate numbered 24. 26, 27, 28, and 37 to said bill. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I move that the Senate con- 
cur in the action of the House on amendment numbered 3, 
which involves simply the transposition of words. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. GLASS. I now move that the Senate insist upon its 
other amendments in disagreement and ask for a further 
conference with the House, and that the Chair appoint the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Presiding Officer ap- 
pointed Mr. Grass, Mr. Byrnes, Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. ADAMS, 
and Mr. Hate conferees on the part of the Senate. 


REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 


The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 3331) 
to provide for reorganizing agencies of the Government, ex- 
tending the classified civil service, establishing a General 
Auditing Office and a Department of Welfare, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, the bill now before the Senate 
abolishes the General Accounting Office, and transfers to the 
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Bureau of the Budget practically all the duties of the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office excepting that of auditing the ac- 
counts of the Government. 
Section 8 of article 1 of the Constitution provides that— 
The Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes, duties, 
imposts, and excises, to pay the debts and provide for the common 


defence and general welfare of the United States; but all duties, 
9 ips and excises shall be uniform throughout the United 


Section 9, of article 1, paragraph 7, provides that— 


No money shall be drawn from the Treasury, but in conse- 
quence of appropriations made by law; and a regular statement 
and account of the receipts and expenditures of all public money 
shall be published from time to time. 


Clearly the Congress, having the power to raise revenue 
and to pay the debts of the country, should have control 
over the payment of those debts. 

In colonial times, under the accounting system of the 
Colonies, control of accounting and expenditures rested with 
the legislatures, and the accounting system set up by the 
Congress under the act of 1789, which act established the 
Treasury Department, carried forward this idea of legisla- 
tive control by providing that the administrative officers 
designated to handle fiscal matters should keep the Congress 
closely informed about the expenditures of the Government, 
and by providing very minutely what their duties should be, 
and finally by subjecting them to no form of Executive 
control. 

In the debates on the passage of the act of 1789 Madison 
very clearly expressed the idea that the accounting system 
should be independent of the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment. He expressed the hope that a proper check on 
the Treasury Department would be provided and suggested 
the appointment of a comptroller and an auditor. It is true 
that these officials were to be officials of the Treasury De- 
partment, which is an executive department of the Gov- 
ernment; but their duties and privileges were so closely speci- 
fied by the Congress that for a number of years they were 
looked on more as representatives of the Congress than as 
officials of the Treasury Department, excepting as to the 
audit of the Treasury Department itself. 

Gradually the Congress lost the control over the expendi- 
tures of the Government that it had originally intended to 
retain; and it did not regain that control until the Budget 
and Accounting Act of 1921 removed the auditing and ac- 
counting functions from the Treasury Department and gave 
these functions to the General Accounting Office. 

The famous Beck case is an instance of the need for an 
independent Comptroller, not subject to Executive control. 

On May 27, 1924, James M. Beck, Solicitor General of the 
United States, at a hearing before the Judiciary Committee 
of the House of Representatives regarding the authority of 
the Comptroller General, said: 

I am told that during the first administration of President Cleve- 
land, when Mr. Garland was Attorney General, the officer who exer- 
cised the powers afterward conferred upon the Comptroller of the 
Treasury declined to follow an opinion of the Attorney General. 
Mr. Garland brought the matter to the attention of the President, 
who summoned the officer and told him, in substance, that the 
Attorney General was the legal adviser of the President, and that 
if the Comptroller was unwilling to be guided by his advice his 


resignation would be at once accepted. After that interview the 
Comptroller saw the matter in a different light. 


Showing the disadvantage of having the Comptroller under 
the Chief Executive. 

Prior to the passage of the act of 1921, the appropriations 
made by the Congress were made in a very haphazard 
fashion. No full official estimates of the probable receipts 
of the Government for the next fiscal year were presented 
to the Congress by the administration in power. No check 
was placed on the demands of the various departments, 
and no special attempt was made to bring the expenditures 
within the probable receipts for the next fiscal year. It was 
a slipshod way of running the Government. A change was 
needed, and a change was brought about under the guidance 
of patriotic and far-seeing men in the Congress of the 
United States, regardless of political affiliations. 
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The spending power of Congress under the Constitution 
could not be limited; and the Congress has the same right 
now that it had before the passage of the act to spend 
unlimitedly. But the practical working of the Budget sys- 
tem under the rules adopted by the two branches of Con- 
gress has pruned down the unlimited spending of money, 
and it is only in comparatively rare cases that the Budget 
figures are exceeded in the total appropriations for a Gov- 
ernment department or agency. In other words, the Con- 
gress, while retaining its constitutional powers, has made 
the very extreme sacrifice of turning over to the Executive 
the practical determination of the expenditures of the Fed- 
eral Government. To balance this sacrifice it has given 
to its own officer, the Comptroller General, the head of the 
General Accounting Office, full regulatory power over these 
expenditures of the Government excepting in certain cases 
where that regulatory power has been specifically withheld 
by the Congress. 

I was in the Senate when the Budget and Accounting Act 
became a law. I recall that there was a certain uneasiness 
on the part of Senators because of the considerable prob- 
able control that we were conferring upon the President 
over our much-cherished right to appropriate. I recall that 
this uneasiness was to a very considerable extent allayed 
by the provision in the act creating the office of Comptroller 
General and making him, excepting as to his appointment, 
entirely independent of the Executive. The feeling was that 
he would be the representative of Congress and not of the 
Executive, and that he would see to it in every way that 
the intent of Congress as expressed in legislation should be 
carried out, and that he would hold the executive branch 
of the Government to the strictest possible accounting in 
expending the funds provided by us; and, Mr. President, the 
record of the past 15 years shows that he has done so. 

Some fault has been found by certain individuals or agen- 
cies of the Government with the work of the Comptroller 
General, but in nearly every case the fault has been found by 
those who objected to rulings that were made to carry out 
the will of the Congress. 

Now comes this legislation, sponsored and ably defended by 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes], at the be- 
hest of the administration, calling upon us to give up this 
officer of the Congress whom we ourselves created to pro- 
tect our own interests, and to transfer over to the executive 
branch of the Government all the regulatory powers, except- 
ing that of a postaudit, so strongly insisted upon by us in 
the past as necessary to safeguard us in carrying out the 
duties imposed upon us by the Constitution of the United 
States. 

I have heard no substantial criticism by the Congress, or 
by any Member thereof, of the work of the General Account- 
ing Office. We are not asking for a change, as undoubtedly 
we would do had the office not functioned to our satisfac- 
tion. It is incredible to me, and it is a matter far beyond 
party politics, that we, one of the three coordinate branches 
of the Government, should be requested by another coordi- 
nate branch of the Government to give up this essentially 
proper safeguard that we in our wisdom have set up, and that 
the Executive should be given not alone the tremendous 
influence over appropriations which his Bureau of the Budget 
now has under the act of 1921, but the regulatory control 
over those expenditures which we insisted upon when we 
created the Budget system. There is nothing in the creation 
of the office of auditor general, provided for in this bill, that, 
in my judgment, would in any way compensate the Congress 
for the loss of the Comptroller General. 

The duties of the Comptroller General are the following: 

The control of Treasury receipts and issues. 

The settlement and adjustment of claims of and against 
the Government. 

The settlement of accounts, including audit. 

Certain quasi-judicial and legal activities, such as the 
interpretation of the appropriation act. 

The supervision and control of the accounting system, 
forms and procedure, and the responsibility of making cer- 
tain investigations and reports. 
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Under the bill before us, all functions vested in the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office, Comptroller General, and Assistant 
Comptroller General, including the function of determining 
the availability of appropriations, are turned over to the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, excepting functions 
vested in the General Auditing Office by the act, and these 
functions, excepting for certain reports that the auditor gen- 
eral is required to make to the Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget and to the Congress, and certain investigations 
which he is required to make on request by either House of 
Congress or its committees, are all purely auditing functions, 
and postauditing functions at that. 

The functions of the General Accounting Office which have 
to do with the appropriations made by the Congress may not 
be familiar to all Senators. I know that in my own case 
my knowledge of these functions has been decidely vague. 
They are threefold. 

In the first place, the Comptroller General must examine 
and countersign all appropriation warrants before the appro- 
priation is established on the books of the Government. 

In the second place, after the countersigning of the appro- 
priation warrant, which makes available the funds to that 
agency of the Government under the jurisdiction of which 
the money is authorized to be spent, he must examine and 
approve all requisitions for advances to the duly constituted 
disbursing officers who disburse the appropriation. 

In the third place, he must audit the actual disbursement 
of the appropriation. 

I have asked the General Accounting Office to explain to 
me the procedure followed by the General Accounting Office 
in carrying out the first two of these functions and the im- 
portance of the control vested in the Comptroller General. 
I have asked them to furnish me also with examples of the 
exercise of this control. 

The statement furnished me by the General Accounting 
Office is as follows: 


FEATURES OF CONTROL EXERCISED BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL TO 
PREVENT ILLEGAL EXPENDITURE OF PUBLIC FUNDS 


1. Appropriation warrant: Article I, section 8, of the Constitution 
provides that The Congress shall have power + to pay 
the debts * * *” of the United States. 

Article I, section 8, of the Constitution also provides that “The 
Congress shall have power To makes rules for the Gov- 
ernment * + and “To make all laws which shall be neces- 
sary and proper for carrying into execution the foregoing powers 
and all other powers vested by this Constitution in the Government 
of the United States, or in any department or officer thereof.” 

Article I, section 9, of the Constitution provides that “No money 
shall be drawn from the Treasury but in consequence of appropria- 
tions made by law; * * *” 

When, pursuant to the foregoing provisions of the Constitution, 
an appropriation is made by the Congress, the fiscal system of the 
Government begins with the stating of an appropriation warrant 
by the Secretary of the Treasury pursuant to the provisions of 
title 5, section 242, United States Code, as follows: 

“The Secretary of the Treasury * shall grant, under the 
limitations herein established, or to be provided, all warrants for 
money to be issued from the Treasury in pursuance of appropria- 
tions bylaw * 7 

Title 31, section 76, United States Code, provides: 

“All warrants, when authorized by law and signed by the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury, shall be countersigned in the General Ac- 
counting Office * * . 

Title 31, section 147, United States Code, provides: 

“The Treasurer shall receive and keep the money of the United 
States, and disburse the same upon warrants drawn by the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury, countersigned in the General Accounting 
Office, and not otherwise.” (We emphasize the fact that the 
Treasurer may not disburse moneys of the United States except 
upon warrants countersigned in the General Accounting Office.) 

It will be seen from the statutes cited that expenditure of 
funds of the United States can be made only: 

1. When there has been an appropriation by the Congress. 

2. When an appropriation warrant has been stated by the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury, and 

8. When the appropriation warrant has been countersigned in 
the General Accounting Office. 

The control exercised by the General Accounting Office over the 
illegal expenditure of public funds begins with its responsibility 
to countersign appropriation warrants. Under its authority to 
prescribe accounting forms, systems, and procedures, the General 
Accounting Office analyzes each appropriation, determines the pur- 
poses for which the amount appropriated may lawfully be spent 
and prescribes an account title, briefly descriptive of such purposes, 
under which the appropriation shall be established on the books 
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of the Government. When the appropriation warrant, stated by 
the Secretary of the Treasury and presented to the General Ac- 
counting Office for countersignature, cites the prescribed account 
and otherwise indicates that the money is to be spent only for 
purposes authorized it is coun ed. 

Frequently there are received in the General Accounting Office 
for countersignature appropriation warrants stated by the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury which evidence the intention of the execu- 
tive branch to apply moneys appropriated for one purpose to an- 
other purpose. Such warrants, of which exhibit A is a type, are 
not countersigned. 

By declining to countersign an appropriation warrant the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office exercises its first power of control in pre- 
venting illegal expenditure of public funds. There is no way in 
which the Secretary of the Treasury may bring about or permit the 
use of public funds except upon warrants countersigned in the 
General Accounting Office, because it is upon such warrants only 
that the Treasurer of the United States is authorized to disburse. 
On numerous occasions the executive branch has been prevented 
from applying funds to unauthorized purpose through the refusal 
of the General Accounting Office to countersign the appropriation 
warrant. Thus the countersignature responsibility and authority 
vested in the General Accounting Office constitutes a factor of real 
control dnd serves without question to prevent illegal use of 
funds whenever the intentions to so use are declared. 


I ask unanimous consent that the examples furnished me 
relating to the first function be printed in the Recorp at 
the close of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit A.) 

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, it is apparent from the state- 
ment that a very considerable responsibility rests with the 
Comptroller General in countersigning these appropriation 
warrants. In one of the examples sent up by the General 
Accounting Office the amount involved in a single appropri- 
ation was $100,000,000. The appropriation appeared in the 
Emergency Appropriation Act of 1935 and was not available 
under the act to the Department for which it was destined 
until certain conditions in the act were met. In this par- 
ticular case the conditions were not met, and the Comp- 
troller General refused to countersign the appropriation 
warrant. 

No such power vests in the auditor general under the 
terms of this bill. In his postaudit—and he makes nothing 
but postaudits—he can raise the same objection raised by 
the Comptroller General, but by that time the harm will 
have been done and the funds distributed. 

The function of countersigning appropriation warrants 
is turned over under the bill to the Director of the Budget, 
an executive officer responsible to the Chief Executive and 
not to the Congress. In the case above cited the requisition 
had already been approved by the Director of the Budget. 

Why not retain the present system, with the Comptroller 
General our agent, on guard to see that our intentions are 
carried out and stopping the violation of the law at its 
inception? 

The statement as to the second function is as follows: 


2. Accountable warrant (requisition): After an appropriation has 
been established on the books of the Government through a coun- 
tersigned appropriation warrant the amount appropriated becomes 
available to that agency of the Government under the jurisdiction 
of which the money is authorized to be spent. Such agency may 
proceed immediately to enter into contracts of employment or for 
supplies, equipment, etc. Vouchers covering such expenses as it 
incurs are sent to disbursing officers for payment. The general laws 
require all disbursing officers of the Government, with the exception 
of certain officers of the military branch, to give bond to the United 
States, in some cases in amounts prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Treasury and in other cases in amounts fixed by the heads of 
departments or establishments. 

Funds are advanced to duly constituted disbursing officers_on 
requisitions stated by the heads of the departments for which sucpn 
officers disburse. For example, when expenses incurred in the 
Department of Agriculture are to be paid, the Secretary of the 
Department executes a requisition for advance of funds to the officer 
by whom the payments are to be made. On the requisition he (the 
Secretary) indicates the appropriations out of which he desires that 
payments are to be made and the amount to be advanced to the 
officer under each such appropriation. 

Under the provisions of title 31, section 76, United States Code, 
“Every requisition for an advance of money before being acted on 
by the Secretary of the Treasury shall be sent to the General 
Accounting Office for action thereon as required by section 78 of 
this title.’ 
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Section 78 of title 31 covers the time of rendition of accounts on 
the part of accountable officers of the Government and provides, 
in connection therewith, that “Should there be any delinquency in 
this regard at the time of the receipt by the General Accounting 
Office of a requisition for an advance of money, said office shall 
disapprove the requisition, which said office may also do for other 
reasons arising out of the condition of the officer’s accounts for 
whom the advance is requested; * .“ 

Thus when a requisition for advance is received in the General 
Accounting Office it is examined— 

1. To see that the advance is to a duly constituted disbursing 
officer who is under bond in good standing. 

2. That the appropriations under which advances are requested 
are available for use by the requisitioning officer. 

3. That there are balances sufficient under the appropriations 
from which the advance is requested. 

4. That the officer to whom advance is to be made is not delin- 
quent in the rendition of his accounts. 

5. That there are no other reasons why in the public interests 
the advance should not be made. 

In connection with item 5, it should be stated that the General 
Accounting Office makes periodic inspections of disbursing offices, 
as the result of which it is frequently ascertained that illegal pay- 
ments are being made. Generally such payments are so well dis- 
guised that the illegality thereof would not be detected in the 
ordinary routine audit of vouchers. Whenever such conditions are 
found a stoppage is placed against further advances to the disburs- 
ing officer involved. Occasionally disbursing officers against whom 
disallowances are made do not act promptly to recover or to repay 
the amounts disallowed. In such circumstances also a stoppage is 
placed against further advances. 

For any of the reasons enumerated—that is to say, if the officer 
is not under bond in good standing—if the appropriations are not 
available to the officer requesting the advance, if there is not sufi- 
cient balance in the appropriation named, if the officer is delinquent, 
if disallowances are not properly restored, or if for other reasons 
the advance would not be in the public interest the requisition is 
not approved. 

Thus the General Accounting Office exercises its second step in 
accounting control to prevent illegal use of public funds. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Herrine in the chair). 
The time of the Senator on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. HALE. I will take my time on the bill. I ask that 
the examples furnished me relating to the second function 
be printed in the Recorp at the close of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

(See exhibits B and C.) 

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, these examples cover cases, 
some of them running up into the millions, in which the 
Comptroller General has refused to approve the disbursing 
requisition. 

As in the case of the appropriation warrants, the auditor 
general can do nothing but call the matter to the attention 
of the Congress in his postaudit, after the harm has been 
done, Again in the matter of requisitions, we should have 
to depend upon the Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
who, as I have explained, is an executive officer and not re- 
sponsible to Congress. 

Both of these functions indicate the importance of legis- 
lative control in the hands of an official responsible alone 
to the Congress who can stop action before harm has been 
done. 

The abolition of the office of Comptroller General and the 
transfer of his duties is not a necessary step in a reorgani- 
zation of governmental agencies. It is nothing but a delib- 
erate move to deprive the Congress of any substantial super- 
vision over the expenditure of its appropriations. 

It is certainly up to a self-respecting Congress to see to 
it that this last vestige of congressional control is not taken 
away from us. 

So far as the other duties of the General Accounting 
Office and the Comptroller General are concerned, including 
the control of receipts, the settlement of claims, the pre- 
scribing of forms and procedure, and the responsibility of 

certain investigations and reports, those subjects 
have been covered by other Senators on the floor of the 
Senate, and well covered. There is no need to repeat their 
arguments. 

The proponents of this bill cannot argue that any saving 
in expense would be involved through giving up the General 
Accounting Office and the Comptroller General. The audi- 
ter general would have to make exactly the same investiga- 
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tions in making his post audits, and would have to employ 
the full present personnel of the Accounting Office to make 
up those audits, and to make them immediately, as provided 
in the bill, he would certainly have to increase his office 
force very materially. 

The Bureau of the Budget, which would have to duplicate 
all of the work of the auditor general, would have to increase 
its force materially to take care of its additional duties. 

The one thing that I do approve of in the provisions of 
the bill relating to the auditor general is the provision that 
he shall be appointed by a joint committee of Congress. 

I should very much like to see a like provision of law 
apply to the appointment of the Comptroller General, 
should the provisions in the bill abolishing the General 
Accounting Office fail of enactment. 


EXHIBIT A 


EXAMPLE OF CASES WHERE COMPTROLLER GENERAL DECLINED TO COUNTER- 
SIGN APPROPRIATION WARRANTS 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, August 23, 1935. 
FEDERAL EMERGENCY ADMINISTRATOR OF PUBLIC WORKS. 

Sm: There has been submitted for my countersignature Miscel- 
laneous Transfer Appropriation Warrant No. 58 proposing to trans- 
fer the amount of $125,000, National Industrial Recovery funds, to 
an account under the Department of the Interior, “National Indus- 
trial Recovery, Interior, Geological Survey, 1933-37,” it being stated 
in your letter of August 2, 1935, requesting the transfer, that the 
amount is for the purpose of additional allotments for physical 
improvements. The “physical improvements” are described in a 
schedule attached to the request letter, as follows: 

“For the proper plugging and abandonment, repair, or condition- 
ing of test holes and wells drilled on Federal and allotted Indian 
lands left in an unsatisfactory mechanical condition, restoring the 
surface to its status prior to well-drilling operations, so that these 
lands may again be utilized for any purpose for which they may be 
suited, and repair of water wells and purchase of casing in the wells 
drilled for oil and gas in which valuable water is found.” 

It is noted in the quoted statement that the funds are proposed 
to be used for improving both “Federal and allotted Indian lands.” 
It is not understood upon what basis or authority the funds are 
proposed to be used for the improvement of allotted Indian lands. 
Accordingly action on the warrant must be suspended for a report 
as to the authority of law for the use of the funds for such purpose. 

Respectfully, 
J. R. MCOARL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, July 24, 1937. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY. 

Sm: There are returned herewith, without countersignature, 
Miscellaneous Civil Transfer Appropriation Warrants Nos. 36 and 37, 
dated July 8, 1937, proposing to transfer $500,000 from the appro- 
priation “National Industrial Recovery, Federal Emergency Admin- 
istration of Public Works—Public bodies, 1933-39” to an account 
“National Industrial Recovery, 1933-39" and from the latter ac- 
count to what appears a new account under the title “National 
Industrial Recovery, Interior, General Land Office, 1933-39.” 

The basis for proposing to extend the account “National Indus- 
trial Recovery” to 1939 is not apparent. Said account covering an 
appropriation made by the act of June 16, 1933 (48 Stat. 275), to 
carry out the provisions of the National Industrial Recovery Act of 
1933 (48 Stat. 195), was originally established as a 1933-35 account 
and was extended to June 30, 1937, pursuant to the provisions of 
section 12 of the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 1935 
(49 Stat. 115). There has been cited no authority of law, however, 
for further extending such account to June 30, 1939, and none 

pears to exist. 

Section 201 of the Public Works Administration Extension Act 
of 1937, Public Resolution No. 47, approved June 29, 1937, provides: 

“The Federal Emergency Administration of Public Works (herein 
called the ‘Administration’) is hereby continued until July 1, 1939, 
and until such date is hereby authorized to continue to perform all 
functions which it is authorized to perform on June 29, 1937. All 
provisions of law existing on June 29, 1937, and relating to the 
availability of funds for carrying out any of the functions of such 
Administration are hereby continued until July 1, 1939, except that 
the date specified in the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 
1936, prior to which, in the determination of the Federal Emer- 
gency Administrator of Public Works (herein called the ‘Adminis- 
trator’), a project can be substantially completed is hereby changed 
from ‘July 1, 1938’ to ‘July 1, 1939.” 

It should be noted that under this section there are extended 
only the “provisions of law existing on June 29, 1937, and relating 
to the availability of funds for carrying out any of the functions” 
of the Public Works Administration. In my letter of July 7, 1937, 
A-87470, to you, relating to the extension of accounts under said 
section it was said: 

“e + * that all accounts both under the Public Works Ad- 
ministration and under other governmental agencies embracing 
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‘funds for carrying out any of the functions of such Administra- 
tion’ be extended on the books of the Treasury to show date of 
expiration as the end of the fiscal year 1939.” 

Since the appropriation carried under the account “Naticnal 
Industrial Recovery” as originally established and as subsequently 
extended to June 30, 1937, was not limited to, nor used directly 
for, the carrying out of functions of the Public Works Administra- 
tion, it is not an account the availability of which was extended to 
1939, under section 201, supra. 

Accordingly, there appears no authority of law for countersigning 
the two warrants here in question on which appears the said 
account so extended. 

Furthermore, as to warrant No. 37 the proposed transfer of 
$500,000 to the account “National Industrial Recovery, Interior, 
General Land Office, 1933-39, is stated to be for the purpose of 
a “survey and resurvey of public lands” and there is cited as 
authority therefor the National Industrial Recovery Act, supra. 
The proposed use of National Industrial Recovery funds for such 
purpose was considered by this office in 1935 and in that con- 
nection attention is invited to letter to you of August 9, 1935, 
A-64520, returning Miscellaneous Civil Transfer Appropriation 
Warrant No. 45 without countersignature for the reason that no 
authority of law existed for the use of such funds for the survey 
or resurvey of public lands. Nothing has been presented with 
respect to the present transfer justifying the reaching of a different 
conclusion than that reached in the same manner in 1935. 


V. 
R. N. ELLIOTT, 
Acting Comptroller General of the United States. 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, December 20, 1935. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY. 

Sır: There are returned herewith, without countersignature, 
District of Columbia appropriation warrant No. 15, proposing to 
transfer $4,025 from the appropriation “Metropolitan Police, Dis- 
trict of Columbia (Salaries), 1936“ to the appropriation “Office 
of Corporation Counsel, District of Columbia (Salaries), 1936,” 
and warrant No. 31, proposing to transfer $6,000 from the appro- 
priation “Buildings, Workhouse, and Reformatory, District of Co- 
lumbia, Buildings and Walled Enclosure),” to the appropriation 
“Filtration System, Workhouse, and Reformatory, District of Co- 
lumbia (Construction of Sand Filter), 1936.” 

There is cited as authority for the proposed transfers section 
6 of the District of Columbia Appropriation Act of June 14, 1935, 
(49 Stat. 373), which provides as follows: 
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No part of the funds appropriated in this act for any activity 
shall be available for transfer to any other activity or between 
subheads of the same activity unless specifically authorized by 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget.” 

Each of the proposed transfers has been approved by the Acting 
Director, Bureau of the Budget. 

The provision of law quoted above does not purport to grant 
authority for the transfer of funds between appropriations of 
the District of Columbia. On the contrary, it imposes a restric- 
tion or condition on the making of such transfers if and when 
otherwise authorized by law, 

Said section 6 is identical with section 7 of the appropriation 
act for the District of Columbia for the fiscal year 1935, act of 
June 4, 1934 (48 Stat. 878). When that section was enacted there 
was in effect section 317 of the Economy Act of June 30, 1932 
(47 Stat. 411), as amended and extended by section 4 of the act 
of March 3, 1933 (47 Stat. 1513), section 4 of the act of March 20, 
1933 (48 Stat. 13), and section 24 of the act of March 28, 1934 
(48 Stat. 522). Said section 317 specifically authorized the trans- 
fer of not to exceed 12 percent of any appropriation for a depart- 
ment or independent establishment, including the District of 
Columbia, to any other appropriation or appropriations under the 
same department or estab t, subject to certain conditions 
and limitations. This authorization was first enacted for appli- 
cation to appropriations for the fiscal year 1933 and continued for 
the fiscal years 1934 and 1935. Evidently it was on the assumption 
a similar authorization would be continued for the fiscal year 
1936 that the above quoted section 6 was incorporated in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia appropriation bill which the House Janu- 
ary 18, 1935, and passed the Senate April 8, 1935. But the au- 
thorization for such transfers was not continued for the fiscal 
year 1936. Hence, not only are its provisions not now available 
for said section 6 to operate upon but this Office knows of no 
present law authorizing transfers upon which it could operate. 

Section 3678, Revised Statutes, provides: 

“All sums appropriated for the various branches of expenditure 
in the public service shall be applied solely to the objects for which 
they are respectively made and for no others.” 

The provisions of this section preclude the transfer of funds 
from one appropriation to another unless specifically are oe 
by law, and as there appears no law specifically authorizing th 
transfer of funds between appropriations for the District of Co- 
lumbia, the transfers as proposed by the two warrants under con- 
sideration are not authorized. 

Respectfully, 
J. R. McCann, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


Exuisir B 
PARTIAL LIST OF WARRANTS WHICH COMPTROLLER GENERAL DECLINED TO COUNTERSIGN, WITH BRIEF STATEMENT OF REASONS THEREFOR 
Lists of some of the warrants on which countersignature by the Comptroller General was withheld or denied 
AGRICULTURE, 1934 


Warrant No. Date Amount Purpose Objection 
r June 19, 1934 | $100, 000, 000.00 | Make funds available to the Secre- | Emergency A tion Act of 1935 contemplated that this 
tary of Agriculture in accordance $100,000, 000 ould be appropriated under Treasury Department, 
with the Emergency Appropriation and that advances should be made to the Secretary of Agriculture 
Act of 1935, only on showings that the value, grade, etc., of the cotton would 
justify the loan. 
INTERIOR, 1934 
‘The money in the reserve account in these Instances did not go there 
3 trom the original 5 but by way of transfer 
through another fund to which funds from the original appropria- 
tion had been transferred for expenditure. These warrants propose 
to reverse all transfers, taking impounded sayings "back trim the 
reserve account through the intervening expenditure fund and 
Return of funds team — the ere = 9 egning i them to the original pd TA aden | from thence 
$516. 32 1 ed sec, to the vy oe ser Be transfer will cause 
June 30, 1932” to the surplus 5 the respective „ be credited to the surplus fund as ordi- 
pany beens and lose their character as impounded savings. Under 
a procedure ano! transfer would be necessary recrediting 
the reserve account and thence to surplus. Such an involved pro- 
cedure 2 Warrants should be prepared to transfer 
A 2 21 directly from the reserve to the surplus fund. A-8383, 
Miscellaneous, civil, TAW | Nov. 26, 1934 759, 000.00 | Pro; allotment of National Indus- | Under the National Industrial Recovery Act the public works con- 
227, trial Recovery funds to Government templated are to be considered as Federal Public Works except as 
of Puerto Rico for physical improve- otherwise provided in sec, 202 of the act, and unless the title to the 
ments in Puerto pron ge is to be in the United States, the use of the funds is not author- 
Miscellaneous, TAW 305..| Feb. 18, 1935 20,000.00 | To establish new 88 ac- | The account ‘6-03/6640,10" had already been established for this 
count ‘6-03/5640.18, National Indus- purpose and no reason was apparent for the establishment of the 
trial Recovery, Commerce, Bureau proposed new account. 
of Air Commerce, 1933-35” for an 
additional allotment for F. P. No, 3 
of the aeronautics branch of the 
Department of Commerce. 
r Jan. 13, 1938 2, 137, 725. 00 | To transfer bot ol theacobunt, $1,187,618 of the sum proposed to be transferred was obligated prior 
“Additional loan fund, Public to the bese et a of the account “Grant fund, Public Works 
Works Administration’ (special Adminis’ in epecial fund) 1936-39.” Therefore to permit the 
fund), 1935-30, to tho account contenpiated e result in an account being charged 
“Grant Fund, Public Works Ad- with obligations incurred prior to its establishment. 
ministration (special fund) 1936-30.“ 
1 July 23, 1936 10, 000. 00 


Administrative expenses, Department 
of Labor. 


No 8 additional work petig imposed upon Department as 


forth in sec. 11 of E. R. A. A 
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Lists of some of the warrants on which countersignature by the Comptroller General was withheld or denied—Continued 
INTERIOR, 1934—continued 
Warrant No. Date Amount Purpose Objection 

ß Oet. 27, 1937 $60, 000. 00 gee n — land in Jefferson Na- Correction of procedure in issuing warrants to carry out the Executive 
tional order involved required. 

A Nov. 9,1936 37, 560. 00 Ren Fab . Returned for correction of appropriation charged. 

„F June 15, 1935 20, 000.00 | Administrative expenses, President had not designated Commerce or any of its bureaus = 
Department. administer any project authorized under sec. 11 of the E. R. A. 

Act, = mas was —— showing of additional work being imposed 
upon t partment 

ul 10, 1035 200, 000. 00| Agriculture, eradication of liver flukes. 3 not Within any of the 8 classes of projects in sec. 1 of 

E. R. A. 75 nor any class specifically referred to in other sections. 
Request fi or allocation withdrawn and warrant was canceled. 

. July 16, 1938 18, 971,300.00 | Works Progress Administration as- Grants to States and assistance to educational, professional, and 
sistance n 2 clerical persons e —.—— 1 Warrant. Canceled. Resub- 
and clerical perso mitted on 5 warrants prope! 

% detanendsnunsen«| ING. 21,2065 2, 000, 000. 00 | Direct * — to 88 loans to In- No schedule of projects Bbowing P portion of $2,000, 000 to be expended 
Se home improvements includ- for direct relief and other named purposes. 

new construction. 
Toure AG Se Mar. 24, 1936 13, 688, 308, 00 | Rescission of approved projects--------| Extent of 8 and encumbrances were not shown and also 
down to show sums pro 
certain projects was not indicated. 

— ree eee May 17, 1934 901, 880.00 | Transfer of Public Works Administra- | Use of Public Works funds for improvement of property in the nature 
tion funds to Federal Emergency of private property not au by sec. 202 of the Recovery Act. 
Relief Administration for 
costs other than labor of State proj- 

8 Funds allocated for th ti f Federal 3 irre’ 
. 15,1936 | 4. 895, 000. 00 |) Rescission of allotments to approved F pl. D ec te ts 
14, 1936 120, 000. Federal projects. bly 5 po — . available for retransfer to 
21, 1937 25, 000.00 | Repair of roads, etc., in Puerto Rico Returned without C. S. for they reason that proposed bei ning be of funds 
was from a Federal construction project, 3 having been pre- 
viously allocated and irrevocably set 

D e July 23, 1937 500, 000.00 | War, Quartermaster Corps, road con- No provision under the Emergency Relief A propriation Act of 1937 
struction. for acquisition of rights-of-way as pro 

P Aug. 3. 1936 9,000.00 | Transfer from River and Harbor Ap- | Authority cited as authorizing the transfer was De ent of Agri- 

propriation to Department of culture Appropriation Act of June 4, 1936, Public, No. 637 which 
culture for gta of lands by m that funds may be transferred to Agriculture to make “‘ford 

SSE Se E June —, 1937 150,000.00 | Transfer from Public Works Adminis- see 2 201, title 11, of National Industrial Recovery Act of June 16, 1933 
tration funds to Architect of Capitol (48 Stat. 202) provided specifically that this title shall not be a Spaik 
for 5 Work and air con- cable to public works . the jurisdiction and control he 
ditioning U. Court of Appeals Architect of the Capitol. 

Building in init of Columbia. 

Au. 27,1988 10, 000. 00 from Public Works Adminis- | Akin to building of homes on priva! D Opay and also no provision 
tration funds to Indian Service for made for reim t ta bas UAA 
financing the construction of homes 
on Blackfeet Indian n. 

p ee ate AT E Oct. 22, 1934 71, 147.00 | Transfer of Public Works Adminis- | Funds not available of terms of National Industrial Recovery Act 
tration fun to for financing State or municipal projects. 

8 > Pag ron 5 

finance airport program by 

nase of materials. 
Miscellaneous Civil 145 | Nov. 7,1935 10, 000. 00 — to Quetico Pupan oon The Executive order of June 30, 1934, creating the Quetico 8u 
and 455. June 25, 1935 10, 000. 00 oh payna of tive Committee was not issued pursuant to any authority vested the 
— that Committee. President under the National Industrial Recovery Act, neither 
does the authorized work of the Committee, which is to consult and 
advise with the various departments and agencies and with the 
State of Minnesota, and to make recommendations relative to a 
of conserving a wilderness sanctuary on the bound- 
ary between the United States an anada, come within any 
uthorized activity under the National Industrial Recovery Act. 

Miscellaneous TAW 367. Jan. 12, 1934 175, 500,00 | Allotment to Governor of Alaska for | Allotment should be considered on the basis of a Federal appropris- 

construction of school buildings. tion made for the Kenn — Alaska, and therefore proper to be 
set up under the su of the Secretary of the Interior rather 
than the Governor of ‘Alaska. 

Miscellaneous TAW 58. Aug. 5, 1935 125, 000.00 | To plug test holes—drilled for oil and 5 provide that the lessee in each case is required to plug 
gas—on allotted Indian lands, fill all dry or abandoned wells on leased lands. Such regula- 

po 5 — to law and, therefore, no authority to 
expen eral funds. 

ee rer es Nov. 30, 1932 378, 471.91 | This warrant appropriated $378,471.91 | This warrant was returned to the Treasury without countersignature 
to the appropriation “Judgments - because these judgments should have been paid from the fund en- 
admiralt * suits under act Mar. 9 titled U. 8. Shipping Board 1933.” The Shipping Board was 
1920, U. 8. Shipping Board” which directed to reimburse amounts erroneously paid heretofore from the 
was an indefinite appropriation to al . 5 “Judgments in admiralty suits under act Mar. 9, 
cover amounts drawn to pay judg- 1920, S. Shipping Board.” 
one under oe appropriation for 

ovember 1932. 

88... — Ded. 21, 1932 18. 750.00 | The purpose of this warrant was to | This warrant was returned to the Treasury without per sn 
transfer $15,750 from the appropria- the act of June 30, 1932, merely continued the availability 
tion “0-551 U. 8. Shipping Board of funds from 1923 to 1933, which docs not amount to an appro- 
1923" to the appropriation „03551 priation. 
U. 8. Shipping Board 1933.” The 
authority quoted for this transfer 
was sec. 317 of the act of June 30, 

Treasury 107 A 20, 1936 8, 547. 83 To ext blech an a inti int | The riatio tained in this act ti t the 

nce EERE Ara 7 . 20, > o esta an appropriation accoun approp: n con was contingent upon 
92 under the s; 1 and title “2X076 happening of certain events. The contingency has not and may 

Relief of First Granite National not occur and therefore the ap | tas may not be needed and 
Bank, A Maine” under should not be established un 
Private Act No. 462, 74th Ceng., 
approved Apr. 14, 1935, 

O pata e T ran July 1. 1936 15, 207, $44.12 | To cover into surplus the balance of | Duplicates the covering to surplus ee on A. P. W. No. 65 3 

34, 841, ce 19 under . dated July 31, 1935, countersigned Dee. 24, 1935. 
X982. Navy pension fund, prin- 
cipal” 
LABOR 
A 1935 $630, 445.00 | To meet additional requirements be- | Amounts stated on the warrant to be corrected in accordance with - 


cause of restoration of salary deduc- 
tions and other increases as provided 
in the acts of Mar. 28, 1934, and 
Feb. 13, 1935. 


the proper credits to the appropriations set forth in the decision. 


1938 


Transfer to meet e 


Sept. 25, 1926 
E. Monroe, on the 


Council. 
1928 


inclu 
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Lists of some of the warrants on which countersignature by the Comptroller General was withheld or denied—Continued 
NAVY 


Purpose 


explosives investigations. National 
Research 


Transfer to meet expenses of conduct- 
ing investigations relative to value 
of waterproofing agents for concrete. su 


Transfer to meet expenses of conduct- 


ing scientific investigations relati 
to chemical absorption. 


upon ne power and recovery 
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Objection 
mses of Charles | The appropriation to be charged was not expressly available for 
committee on research work of scientists, nor personal services in the District of 


Columbia. 


The 8 to be charged contained no specific terms nor 

la lying that it was available for scientific investigations 
as would permit a transfer for such purpose under act of Feb. 
24, 1927 (44 Stat. 1 N 


The guage e contained no c terms nor 
ve that 8 Was available for —. c investigations 
p eruiita transfer forsuch purpose under act of Feb. 


24, 1927 ta Stat. 1210). 
2 items on warrant incorrect; stated as —.— and $94,888; should be 
$14,275 and $75,488. Difference, $10,100 and $19,400, respectively. 


other 
in the acts of Mar. 28, 19% 2 1844, ond Feb. 
13, 1935. 


funds rea; ted by sec. 1 of the act of Apr. 8, 1935, under the 

Fie 762 38 To tense fands to Emergency Relief S200 000,00 ee jon must meet two conditions, viz, z, they 1 must be 

817, 762. 38 appropriation under act of Apr. 8, 2 for res lic works and they must be —— bligated; 

4 88 ‘ ments, some balances not being for public works eae other 
eye balances 3 obligations ou 

5, 500.00 | To transfer funds from National In- | This was an ad tional allotment made after the Supremi e Court’s 

dustrial Recovery” to “National decision in the Schecter case, as the of the allotment did not 

Industrial Recovery, labor,” to in- come in the purview of see. 202 of act of June 1 — 2 which st ill 

vestigate the effect of price fixing authorized the President is nature, and 


it to conduct activities 
as there was nothing of record that the allotment bed the Presi- 
dent’ s approval, warrant was returned. 


Miscellaneous civil, TAW | Sept. 18, 1934 1y manatee 3 mded balance of | Executive Order 6166, sec. 20, appeared Ea provide for impoundment 
148. . 898 Me- only of mope “not so and that benefit of order with 
— Bridge to Interior D = respect to — of ms of a —.— might be we 


ment pursuant to Executive C rder 
6166, part to remain impounded. 


be transi y pending warra 


as to all apad to 
and new warrant, No. isz dated Oct. 11. 184 


drawn for $31,068.80. 
Miscellaneous, TAW 512._| May 12, 1934 670, 500.00 | ‘Transfer from public bodies ap Duplication of amount. The same transfer was posed and a 
z TES ation of the Administration Pu pubiic aves on warrant. a så 


slum-clearance 
July 17,1934 


9 39— —ünÿ— 


of processing taxes 
chase of surp) 


Stat. 678) 


projects. 
To allocate $8,000,000 covered into the 
Treasury on N 120 ol the collection 


sec. a ages 1884. as 


Works to the housing appropriation 
of the same Administration for the 
financing of low-cost housing and/or 


The proceeds of taxes were not available for such transfer because the 
. ther taxes then collected were less than the amounts already 
advanced. tary of 1 ee vine pre- 


VOAN slisonstins ote tis TERE OMOT AD 


COMMERCE, 1936 


12 ˙ A Apr. 7, 1936 $105, 306. 56 ag tty bag cg of Patent Office reve- | The act of Apr. 7, 1934 521 Stat. mee ne a priates $4,070,231 for salaries 
to the account 65289, Salaries and expenses, Paten for roai year 1935. Appropriation 
— 3 Patent Office, 1935.” warrants 5 stats ng have previously poet drawn and 
approved for $3, .68. The balance that ma: riated 
is $100,150.32 and the warrant should be correc I 
INTERIOR, 1936 

22 ͤ EARE July 1. 1938 $82, 000.00 | Establish in an Interior appropriation | It appears advisable for the purpose of a better record that the funds 
accounts without fiscal year limita- be set Se ane a War Department account and transferred to the 
tion, an amount appropriated in a Interior t. Also there ap no authority for setting 
War Department Appropriation Act the money up apes an account without fiscal year limitation, 
(Apr. 9, 1935, 49 Stat. 145) for pur- rather it appears proper to be limited to the fiscal year 1935, the 
chase of land. — | in question 1 contained in the annual appropriation 

act for that Tecal year 

W Apr. 11. 1935 1. 400, 000.00 | Transfer of National Industrial Re- | The amount proposed t to be transferred from one of the accounts 
covery funds heretofore transferred „000), the amount to the credit of that particular 
to A aitare for public lands, high- appropriation and the warrant is returned for correction accordingly. 
ways, and forest highways with 
cal Ea limitation to accounts with- 

out fiscal year limitation. 

114... — E E Y G 106, 000. 00 . — ſrom the ee „Sal- Both the Bankhead Cotton Act and the Kerr Tobacco Act of Apr. 21 
aries and ex Agricultural Ad- and June 28, 1934, respectively, were repealed by the act of Feb. 10, 
justment Administration,” provided 1936 (Public, No. 433), hence there is now no authority under these 
under sec. 12 (a) of the Agricultur acts for the proposed transfer. The Potato Act of Aug. 24, 1935, also 
Adjustment Act as amended, for repealed by the act of Feb. 10, 1936, did not at any time contain any 
purpose of paying claims for refunds authority for use of funds as proposed in the transfer in question, 
of taxes erroneously, illegally, or 
otherwise wrongfully collected under 
the Bankhead Cotton Act and the 
Kerr Tobaceo Act, and for redemp- 
an of Tobacco and Potato ‘Act 

tamps. 
Exuistr C officer, New York National Guard, for $53,669.12, payable from the 


EXAMPLE OF REASONS FOR DISAPPROVAL BY COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF 
REQUISITIONS FOR DISBURSING FUNDS 
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, 
Washington, January 11, 1937. 
CHIEF OF FINANCE, 
War Department, Washington, D. C. 

Sir: For the reasons set forth in decision of the Acting Comp- 
troller General to the Secretary of War, A-44019 and A-59394, 
dated January 6, 1937, approval cannot be given to Requisition 
for Disbursing Funds No. 2076, dated January 6, 1937, in favor of 
William A. Taylor, colonel, United States property and disbursing 


appropriation “21-0000—-Army Account of Advances. 
The said requisition is therefore returned herewith. 
Respectfull 


V. 
J. DARLINGTON DENIT, 
Chief, Accounting and Bookkeeping Division. 


CoMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, January 6, 1937. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF Wan. 
Sm: From time to time during the past year there has been 
communicated to you information regarding numerous questionable 
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transactions reported by representatives of this office upon veri- 
fication by them in the field of payments reflected in the ac- 
counts submitted to the General Accounting Office by William 
A. Taylor and M. A. Lee, incumbent and predecessor, respectively, 
in the position of United States Property and Disbursing Officer 
for the New York National Guard. In view of the reported ir- 
regularities which have thus come to the attention of this office 
it has been found necessary to direct the reopening of the said 
accounts and recharge the payments now determined to have 
been improperly made. It is understood that the total of items 
reported to be questionable aggregates over $100,000. Notices of 
exceptions covering said items are now in the course of prepara- 
tion in this office and the same are being forwarded to Colonel 
Taylor as accomplished. 

Recently there has been brought to my attention information 
covering two vouchers (Nos, 1045 and 2857) for $1,182.50 each, 
stated in favor of the Shell Eastern Petroleum Products, Inc., of 
Philadelphia, Pa., reflected in Colonel Taylor’s accounts for the 
months of August 1934 and March 1935, respectively, and re- 
vealing the payments on the said vouchers to have been made 
under such questionable circumstances that the good faith of the 
disbursing officer responsible for the consummation of the pay- 
ments appears clearly open to question. The details relating to 
the two vouchers mentioned are reported substantially as follows: 

Voucher 1045 covers purported delivery on June 29, 1934, of 
11,000 gallons of “gasoline aviation ethyl” at the price of 10% 
gallon under “Contract No. P. O. 48-95-A Date 
6/29/34—”, “No. and Date of Order P. O. No. 48-95-A 6/29/34” 
and “Date of Delivery or Service 6/29/34” on the basis of “certi- 
fied bills atchd.”; the “certified bills atchd.” to voucher, as will 
be noted from the photostatic copy thereof, attached hereto, con- 
sists of a single invoice, all of the working on which is shown to 
have been typewritten on a blank sheet of paper, signed as by a 
“Division Manager” of the Shell Eastern Petroleum Products, Inc., 
whose name is not discernible. The certificate on the voucher 
with reference to the receipt of the articles, etc., is in the name 
of “L. G. Brower, Maj. AC NYNG Comdg. 27th Div. Avia NYNG,” 
and is shown to have been approved in the name of “F. W. Ward 
The Adjutant General”, for the amount of $1,182.50; the certifi- 
cate with reference to receipt of articles, etc., indicates that the 
purchase was made “without advertising in accordance with Par. 
17 (1) NGR No. 74, Oct. 1, 1928.” 


Check No. 22897, dated August 16, 1934, in amount of $1,182.50 
was issued by Colonel Taylor’s deputy, James H. McNamara, on 
the basis of said voucher. There are attached to the voucher the 
following papers which appear to have accompanied same upon 
receipt thereof in the General Accounting Office: 

(1) Copy of War Department purchase order (Q. M. C. Form 
388), numbered 48-95-A, dated June 29, 1934, issued to the Shell 
Eastern Petroleum Products, Inc., for delivery of 11,000 gallons of 
ethyl aviation gasoline. The said purchase order is signed in the 
name of Wm. A. Taylor, Colonel, QMC., N. T. N. G., U. S. Property 
and Disbursing Officer. 

(2) “Militia Bureau reservation of funds,” dated June 29, 1934, 
on which it is shown that authorizaticn has been made on the 
books of the National Guard Bureau for “Gasoline and oil for 
armory training, $1,200.” 

(3) An apparent original of radio message bearing clock stamp 
receiving date of the H., Second Corps Area Signal Office” and 
the “New York State Arsenal,” timed between 6 and 7 o'clock on 
June 29, 1934, and between 8 and 9 o’clock June 30, 1934, respec- 
tively, and reading as follows: 

“Div. 35, 12 NGB. 
Dr. WASHINGTON, D. C., 4:00 P. M., June 29, 1934. 
U. S. PROPERTY AND DISBURSING OFFICER OF NEW YORK, 
Brooklyn, N. Y. 

Twelve hundred dollars authorized under project seventeen 
this date. Obligate immediately. 

LEAcE, 
500P.” 

(4) “Confirmation copy” of message described under (3) bear- 
ing clock-stamp receiving date of the New York State Arsenal 
showing time of receipt between 8 and 9 o'clock, July 2, 1934. 

(5) Certificate relating to “compliance under code of fair 
competition,” in accordance with the provisions of the National 
Industrial Recovery Act, approved June 16, 1933, which certificate 
is made out in the name of the Shell Kastern Petroleum Products, 
Inc., per “Division manager,” whose name is not discernible. 

The verification of the correctness of voucher No. 1045 was 
first made in October 1934. 

Examination of the retained copy of the voucher on file in the 
office of the Twenty-seventh Division Aviation, located at Miller 
Field, New Dorp, S. I., N. Y., discloses the following information: 

Purchase order dated June 29, 1934, approved by William A. 
Taylor, colonel, Quartermaster Corps, New York National Guard, 
called for 11,000 gallons aviation ethyl gasoline at 10% cents 
under contract No. P. O. 48-95-A, same date. 

Certificate of expenditure certifying that the property has been 
taken up on the stock-record accounts of the United States prop- 
erty and disbursing officer and expended in the military service, 
prepared for signature of L. H. Tribus, first lieutenant, Aviation 
Corps, Twenty-seventh Division, Aviation, supply officer (not 


* 
The voucher indicates that delivery of the gasoline was made 
on June 29, 1934, and the receiving report is dated June 30, 1934. 
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Carbon copies of the oil company’s drivers’ tickets attached to 
the voucher reflected the following information: 


Delivery number 


In answer to questions asked, Edward Lattanzio, master sergeant, 
One Hundred and Second Observation Squadron, Twenty-seventh 
Division Aviation (city caretaker), who keeps the records at Miller 
Field, stated that in June 1934 the United States Property and 
Disbursing Officer was notified by the Militia Bureau that there 
was an additional $1,200 available for purchase of fuel, and steps 
were taken immediately by Colonel Taylor to contract for more 
gasoline at the same unit price as was being paid to the Shell 
Eastern Petroleum Products, Inc., under the then-existing contract 
W-48-NG-6, dated December 19, 1933. Sergeant Lattanzio stated 
further that 6,000 gallons are all that have been received under 
contract dated June 29, 1934, and that there is a credit balance of 
$537.50 (5,000 gallons at $0.1075) due to the United States on the 
records kept by the ofl company. 

It was observed that there is a 10,000-gallon tank in use at 
present and also a new 25,000-gallon tank on hand which we were 
informed has not been used to date. 

Records are kept by Robert V. Dunn, second lieutenant, One 
Hundred and Second Observation Squadron, Twenty-seventh 
Division Aviation (senior caretaker), of the receipt and issue of 
gasoline and oil. In examining the records it was noted that 
during the period May 8, 1934, to July 21, 1934, 233 gallons of 
gasoline and 5 gallons of oil were issued to Blanchard B. Battle, 
second lieutenant, Aviation Corps, Twenty-seventh Division Avia- 
tion, for his use in his privately owned plane. Under date of 
August 27, 1934, a letter signed by L. G. Brower, major, Aviation 
Corps, commanding officer, was addressed to Lieutenant Battle re- 
questing him to make payment of $36.51 for gasoline and oil (con- 
tract price plus State and Federal tax) to the United States prop- 
erty and disbursing officer of New York. It appears the money 
should be collected and deposited into the Treasury and the officer 
at Miller Field instructed to discontinue the practice of selling 
gasoline and oil purchased for Federal use. 

Upon return to the office of the United States Property and 
Disbursing Officer on October 15, 1934, the following information 
was obtained: 

On June 29, 1934, a wire was received from the National Guard 
Bureau, reading: 

“Twelve hundred dollars authorized under project 17 this date 
obligate immediately. 

“LEACH.” 

Voucher 1045, dated June 30, 1934, was paid by check 22897, 
dated August 16, 1934, in the amount of $1,182.50 to Shell East- 
ern Petroleum Products, Inc., 400 North Broad Street, Philadelphia, 
Pa., for 11,000 gallons of gasoline at 10% cents. Informal certi- 
fied invoice, signed by a division manager for Shell, whose signa- 
ture is illegible, shows the entire amount delivered on June 30, 
1934, although, as previously noted, there was only one 10,000- 
gallon tank at Miller Field. Receiving report, which also shows 
the entire amount delivered on June 30, 1934, was signed by L. H. 
Tribus, first lieutenant, Aviation Corps, supply officer at Miller 
Field, and certified by Colonel Taylor. 

In a letter dated August 30, 1934, from Shell to the United 
States property and disbursing officer, the payment in advance 
of services was called to attention of the latter. Subsequent ac- 
tion is set forth in the copies of letters and endorsements which 


follow: 

“SEPTEMBER 21, 1934. 
“Subject: Vouchers for gasoline. 
“To: mmanding officer, 27th Division Aviation, Miller Field, 
New Dorp, S. I., N. Y. 

“1. During the month of August, correspondence was initiated 
between this office and the Shell Eastern Petroleum Products, Inc., 
Philadelphia, Pa.. discussing that firm’s statement that this office 
had made to them an overpayment. 

“2. In reply to their acknowledgement of the overpayment, this 
office was able to show that receiving reports certifying to the 
receipt of the entire order of 11,000 gallons of gasoline as of June 
30, 1934, accomplished by 1st Lt. L. H. Tribus of your command, 
together with vouchers properly certified by you as commanding 
officer, 27th Division Aviation, constituted our basis for all pay- 
ments made. 

“3. We now learn that the gasoline for which we paid has not 
been delivered to your command, and it would appear that false 
documents in connection with this transaction were forwarded 
to the United States property and disbursing officer by your head- 
quarters. Prompt report by you is directed. 

W. A. TAYLOR, 
WIN. A. TAYLOR, 
“Colonel, Q. M. C., N. F. N. G., 
Assistant Adjutant General, 
“United States Property and Disbursing Officer.” 


1938 


“[1st Ind.] RVD*JC. 


“HEADQUARTERS 27TH DIVISION AVIATION, N. Y. N. G., Miller 
Field, N. T., Sept. 24, 1934. 

“To: U. S. Property & Disbursing Officer, 64th St. & 2nd Ave., 
B'klyn, N. Y. 

“1. In reference to basis communication, through the efforts of 
an officer of this command, additional gasoline funds were obtained 
from the office, Chief National Guard Bureau, the latter part of 
June 1934. In order to take advantage of these funds and pur- 
chase gasoline before the end of the fiscal year, it required con- 
siderable haste in the expenditure of this money. Shell Eastern 
Petroleum Products were awarded the contract, which had to be 
closed before June 30, 1934. 

“2. It was thought by the commanding officer that the National 
Guard Bureau would fully inform the United States property and 
disbursing officer of the fact that additional funds had been given 
to this organization for gasoline. If the commanding officer had 
known that the United States property and disbursing officer was 
not fully informed of this matter, he would certainly have for- 
warded complete information about this extra gasoline. 

“3. This command at that time did not have sufficient storage 
available to accept delivery before June 30. In order to take 
advantage of this additional gasoline fund, the transaction was 
completed, and the vouchers were properly certified, so that this 
command would own the gasoline, but it would be held in storage 
by the Shell Eastern Petroleum Products, Inc. 

“4. It was further understood that there would be no money 
credit involved but that we would have a gasoline credit, or, in 
other words, gasoline in the amount of 11,000 gallons in storage 
with the Shell people, so that we could accept delivery whenever 
we had available tankage. 

„5. Apparently, through a bookkeeping error of the Shell Eastern 
Petroleum Products, Inc., they have shown us a money credit in- 
stead of a gasoline credit. When it was brought to the attention 
of the assistant engineering officer that a money credit was being 
shown by the Shell Eastern Petroleum Products, Inc., instead of 
a gasoline credit, the assistant engineering officer wrote the Shell 
people asking them to correct this error. 

“6. We have been trying, to the best of our ability, to install a 
-25,000-gallon gasoline tank but have been unable, because of lack 
of labor and lack of material, to complete this tank at the present 
time. Work is progressing on this tank, however, and it should 
be completed within another month. Had this tank been avail- 
able, this situation would have never happened, in that we could 
have taken the gas immediately. 

“7. The delivery dates and amounts delivered to this command 
are set forth below: 

„Ist Ind.] 


“On contract No. W-48-NG-6. 


Date of delivery Gallons | Net price | Amount 


` July 6, 1934.. 8161. 25 
July 18, 1934_ 161. 25 
Aug. 8, 1934. 161. 25 
Aug. 13, 1934. — 161. 25 
Sept. 21, 1934... 161. 25 
Sept. 24, 1934 161. 25 

“L. G. BROWER, 
“Major, A. C., N. Y. N. G., Commanding.” 
“122.1 [Second endorsement] WAT/PW. 


“USP&DO, N. Y., N. Y. State Arsenal, 64th St. & 2nd Ave., Brooklyn, 
N. V., 4 October 1934. To: The Chief, National Guard Bureau, 
Washington, D. C. 

“It is requested that this office be advised of the circumstances 
under which $1,200 referred to above was reserved under 1934 funds 
as described in Ist endorsement. There is no record that the 
Adjutant General requested such reservation. 

W. A. TAYLOR, 
“Colonel, Q. M. C., N. Y. N. G. 
“U. S. Property & Disbursing Officer.” 
Third endorsement] 00-12/mkf 
463.7 N. Y.-252. 

“War Dept., National Guard Bureau, October 5, 1934. To the 
United States Property and Disbursing. Officer of New York. 

“On June 29, 1934, Lieutenant Paul Myers, 27th Division Aviation, 
called upon & representative of this Bureau and stated that the 
27th Division Aviation was in a position to store approximately 
$1,200 worth of gasoline. It was assumed that Lieut. Myers had 
permission of the State authorities to make such a request, and in 
an endeavor to assist the State to store gasoline at the prices then 
prevailing, authority for the expenditure of $1,200 fiscal year 1934 
funds was authorized, and the United States Property and Dis- 
bursing Officer of New York advised by wire to obligate same before 
June 30th. 

“For the Chief, National Guard Bureau. 

“C. M. CUMMINGS, 
“Capt., N. G. B., Assistant.” 


The United States property and disbursing officer and his execu- 
tive offcer, Major McNamara, both placed the entire blame on the 
supply officer and others at Miller Field, S. I. It seems clear, how- 
ever, that they themselves were at least negligent. 

The amount of $1,182.50 was repaid by check of the Shell Eastern 
Petroleum Products, Inc., dated September 24, 1934, 
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Subsequent to the receipt and analysis in the General Account- 
ing Office of the report containing the information related above, 
and upon ascertaining that the amount of $1,182.50 paid on the 
basis of voucher No. 11045, had been recovered and deposited in 
the Treasury of the United States, the representatives of this 
Office engaged in the verification of the accounts of Colonel Taylor 
at New York City were instructed to ascertain what settlement 
(if any, by whom, and under what circumstances) was effected 
with the Shell Corporation for the gasoline which was reported 
actually to have been delivered for the use of the National Guard 
of the State of New York as represented in voucher No. 1045, and 
for the payment of which funds were allotted by the Militia 
Bureau in Washington. Pursuant to the above instructions there 
was recently received here information covering a number of 
vouchers stated in favor of the Shell Eastern Petroleum Products, 
Inc., and vouchers Nos. 1045 and 2057, referred to above, in par- 
ticular, which is substantially as follows: 

On September 8, 1936, the offices of the Shell Corporaticn, lo- 
cated at 50 West Fiftieth Street, New York City, were visited and 
interviews had with F. A. Huestis, chief accountant, and W. H. Cof- 
fin, in the national-accounts department, who informed us that all 
records pertaining to the transactions under consideration were 
located at 420 Oakland Street, Brooklyn, N. Y., at which address we 
contacted F. D. Lundegren, official in charge of the records, and 
examined such records as could be located having any bearing on 
the transactions involving sales to organizations of the New York 
National Guard. 

The. records of the payee corporation available for examination 
consisted of customers’ ledger accounts, copies of delivery receipts, 
daily cash reports, and correspondence. It was found that settle- 
ment with the Shell Eastern Petroleum Products, Inc., was made 
by Treasury check No. 25208, dated March 5, 1935, in the amount 
of $1,182.50, drawn by Col. William A. Taylor, United States prop- 
erty and disbursing officer, against voucher 2857, the disbursing 
officer’s copy of which is supported by a purported copy of a letter 
dated February 5, 1935, bearing the name of G. N. Seaman, Chief, 
Audit Review Section, General Accounting Office, which reads in 
part as follows: Voucher in favor of Shell Eastern Petroleum 
Products, Inc, * in the amount of $1,182.50 representing 
payment for 11,000 gallons of gasoline furnished under an extension 
of contract W-48-NG-6, dated December 19, 1933. + is 
returned herewith certified for payment in the amount claimed.” 

Also attached to the disbursing officer’s copy of voucher 2857 is 
a copy of an agreement addressed to the United States property 
and disbursing officer, New York, by the Shell Eastern Petroleum 
Products, Inc., under date of November 20, 1934, to extend the 
provisions of contract No. W-48-NG-6, dated December 19, 1933, 
to include an additional 11,000 gallons of gasoline and extend the 
delivery period from June 30, 1934, to November 30, 1934. The 
copy of the agreement bears an acceptance by Col. Taylor under 
a date of June 29, 1934, and is “certified a true copy” by James 
H. McNamara. During the aforementioned interviews with Messrs. 
Huestis and Coffin of the Shell Corporation they were questioned 
as to the facts at hand when the agreement dated November 20, 
1934, was written and reference made therein to “your telephone 
request of June 29, 1934,” to which they gave the information 
that said agreement had been made by a former manager of the 
special and national accounts department, F. H. Niedrach, who 
is no longer connected with the corporation and expressed the 
opinion that said agreement had probably been worded as in- 
structed by the United States property and disbursing officer. Dur- 
ing a subsequent conversation with Leo Heyman, finance officer 
for the United States property and disbursing officer, he admitted 
to having been present at the offices of the Shell Corporation at 
the time said agreement was written and that he practically 
drafted same, and explained that the date of June 29, 1934, was 
referred to because that was the date used on the original pur- 
chase order, No. 48-95-A, on which the first voucher, No. 1045, 
was based and that such date was the nearest date that could be 
determined as the actual time the original order for the gasoline 
was placed with the Shell Corporation by Maj. L. G. Brower, com- 
manding officer, Twenty-seventh Division Aviation. Apparently 
June 29, 1934, was the earliest date that was considered safe to use 
in connection with the transaction as that is the date of a tele- 
gram from the National Guard Bureau in Washington, signed 
“Leach,” r “Twelve hundred dollars authorized under project 
17 this date. Obligate immediately.” A copy of said telegram 
showing Washington, D. C., filing time as 4 p. m., and stamped as 
having been received at the New York State Arsenal at 8:30 on 
June 30, 1934, is attached to the disbursing officer’s copy of voucher 
No. 1045. A certified copy of same is attached to the disbursing 
officer’s copy of voucher 2857. In the files of the Shell Corpora- 
tion was found their copy of purchase order No. 48-95-A, dated 
June 29, 1934, to which was attached an unsigned memorandum 
on stationery of the Twenty-seventh Division Aviation, dated Au- 
gust 15, 1934, which apparently accompanied said purchase order 
No. 48-95-A and referred to a prior purchase order of June 30, 
1934, signed by Major Brower, with the request that same be de- 
stroyed. Mr. Heyman, as a part of his explanation as to the dates 
of purchase orders, telephone conversations, etc., informed us that 
“an officer” of the Twenty-seventh Division Aviation apparently 
had some good connections in Washington and that on some occa- 
sions authorizations for expenditures at Miller Field for the 
Twenty-seventh Division Aviation would come through to the 
United States property and disbursing officer from the National 
Guard Bureau which had not been requested by the United States 
property and disbursing officer nor of which he had any previous 
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knowledge and that in some instances orders would have been 
placed by the Twenty-seventh Division Aviation with vendors 
against such authorizations prior to the United States property 
and disbursing officer’s receipt of advice of such authorizations 
from the National Guard Bureau. 

The ledger account of the Shell Corporation shows that the 
receipt and application on August 17, 1934, of the $1,182.50, 
which represented the payment on voucher No. 1045, created a 
credit balance in the account of $655.31. By eliminating two 
charges entered as August 8, 1934, which do not have any con- 
nection with the transactions involved in the payment on 
voucher No. 1045 and for which separate credits appear in the 
account under date of August 13, 1934, the excess payment on 
voucher No, 1045 for gasoline then undelivered and not charged 
for by the Shell Corporation but which the voucher was stated 
to cover and for which Treasury check No. 22897 was paid to 
the Shell Corporation amounts to $698.75, there having been 
delivered and charges made for three lots of gasoline valued at 
$161.25 each on July 7 and 16 and August 8. There is attached 
hereto copy of a letter dated September 14, 1934, addressed to 
the Shell Corporation by Lt. R. V. Dunn, assistant engineer 
officer, Twenty-seventh Division Aviation (now supply officer) in 
which he acknowledges the correctness of a credit balance of $537.50 
on the books of the Shell Corporation and requests that such credit 
be carried as a commodity credit instead of a money credit on 
the books of the vendor, “because of the fact that showing a 
money credit is an irregular procedure, because normally the 
gasoline should be paid for after delivery.” The credit balance 
of $537.50 appears on the Shell Corporation’s records as of 
August 31, 1934. The letter from Lieutenant Dunn also contains 
an admission that storage facilities at Miller Field were, on the 
date the letter was written, insufficient to take care of the 5,000 
gallons remaining undelivered at the time. There are also 
attached hereto copies of correspondence between the Shell Cor- 
poration and the United States property and disbursing officer in 
regard to the payment of $1,182.50 received by the Shell Corpora- 
tion from the United States property and disbursing officer on 
August 17, 1934, in which the Shell Corporation argues that the 
said payment represents a duplication and the United States 
property and disbursing officer insists it does not. A copy of a 
check requisition (Shell Eastern interoffice form) dated Sep- 
tember 24, 1934, “to refund duplicate payment of August 17” 
is attached hereto. The paid check of the Shell Corporation 
on file in their office at 420 Oakland Street, Brooklyn, is dated 
September 28, 1934, in favor of the United States property and 
disbursing officer, New York State arsenal, for $1,182.50. The 
check bears the endorsement of Colonel Taylor as United States 
property and disbursing officer, and a rubber-stamp endorsement 
showing clearance through the Federal Reserve Bank of New 
York on October 23, 1934. 

On September 14, 1936, a visit was made to Miller Field, Staten 
Island, in order to ascertain the purchases of aviation gasoline by 
the United States property and disbursing officer from the Shell 
Eastern Petroleum Products, Inc., for use by the Twenty-seventh 
Division Aviation, Miller Field, Staten Island. 

Lt. R. V. Dunn, supply officer, being on vacation, contact was had 
with D. T. McDonnell, who is a city laborer employed at Miller 
Field and is also a private, first class, in the Twenty-seventh Divi- 
sion Aviation, New York National Guard, and is in charge of the 
gasoline and other property. 

A 25,000-gallon hydraulic tank was installed about April or 
May 1936. Prior to the installation of this tank there was but one 
10,000-gallon gasoline tank for the storage and issue of gasoline. 
Triplicate copies of disbursement vouchers and delivery receipts 
available at Miller Field from 1932 to date were examined and 
found to agree with disbursing officer’s records, except as to voucher 
No. 1045, paid on August 16, 1934, in the amount of $1,182.50, 
whereon it was shown that 11,000 gallons of gas had been delivered 
on June 29, 1934, whereas the copies of delivery tickets show de- 
Uveries on various dates from July 6 to November 13, 1934, as 
described on voucher No. 2857, paid March 5, 1935. 

The receipts, issued, and balances on hand of gasoline for the 
months of May to September, inclusive, 1934, as shown by the 
records of the supply officer of the Twenty-seventh Division Avia- 
tion, were as follows: 


Balance at nning of 
month 


14, 1934, 6. — Mh 3 ies 

une 14, „ 05 ou Wren aeons KISS Seen bene 
June 1934, 6,686 gallons -..--- June 19, 1934, 372 4, 336 9, 222 
July 1934, 9,222 gallons 3,000 lons. 2, 643 9, 579 
August 1934, 9,579 gallons_..._| 3,000 gallons. 2, 138 10,441 
September 1934, 10,441 gallons_| 4,000 gallons. 3, 559 18, 355 


7,473 gallons.. 


The above figures do not include gasoline purchased and con- 
sumed during cross-country flights and which was not received 
in or issued from the supply on hand at Miller Field. 

It will be noted from the above figures that on June 29, 1934 
(date of purchase order No. 48-95-A), there was on hand 9,222 
gallons of gasoline which, according to the record of quantities 
issued, was a sufficient supply to last the Twenty-seventh Division 
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Aviation through September 1934 and still leave a balance on 
hand of 882 gallons, All of the gasoline shown above to have 
been received in July, August, and September, except the last 
item of 7,473 gallons which was received from the Beacon Oil 
Co., was received from the Shell Corporation against purchase 
order No. 48-95-A, dated June 29, 1934, signed in the name of 
Col. William A. Taylor, United States property and disbursing offi- 
cer, copy of which is attached to the disbursing officer’s copy of 
voucher 1045 (amount recovered and subsequently paid on voucher 
No. 2857), and on which there is stated in part, “Emergency pur- 
chase. Immediate delivery required. No time to advertise.” The 
balance (1,000 gallons) of the 11,000 gallons called for on said 
purchase order was not received from the Shell Corporation by 
the Twenty-seventh Division Aviation until November 13, 1934. 

The papers on file in the General Accounting Office with ref- 
erence to voucher No. 2857 reveal the following: 

This voucher reflects delivery of 11,000 gallons of gasoline for 
the period from July 6, 1934, to November 13, 1934, inclusive, 
under an extension of contract No. W-48-NG-6 dated December 
19, 1933. There are attached to the voucher certified invoices of 
the Shell Eastern Petroleum Products, Inc., indicating shipment 
of gasoline, as follows: 


Shipment date and number of gallons of gas as shown on | Invoice Amount of 
invoice No. invoice 


1934 
——TFTPTVTVTVTTVTVTVTVTVVTTVTTTTTT seen 5-234015 $161. 25 
July 18, 1,500.. 5-244149 161. 
Aug. 8, 1,500. 5-238019 161.25 
Aug. 13, 1,500 5- 161. 25 
Sept. 21, 1,500. 5-261066 161. 26 
Sept. 24, 1,500 5-261090 161, 25 
Sept. 25, 1,000. 107. 
Nov. 13, 1,000 107. 50 

o a ĩð . eu he 1, 182. 50 


Voucher 2857 is shown to have been certified as to the correct- 
ness thereof in the name of L. C. Brower, major, A. C., N. Y. 
N. G., commanding, Twenty-seventh Division, Aviation,” and is 
shown to have been approved for payment in the name of “W. T. 
Robinson, the adjutant general.” United States Treasury check 
No. 25,208 was issued by Colonel Taylor on the basis of said 
voucher under date of March 5, 1935, The voucher in question 
appears to have been submitted by Colonel Taylor to the Audit 
Division of the General Accounting Office through the Chief of 
the National Guard Bureau, with request to have the “sufficiency 
of the supplemental agreement to contract W-48-NG-6 passed 
upon before disbursement is made.” 

The papers submitted by the disbursing officer relating to 
voucher No. 2857 as bearing on and forming a part of the supple- 
mental agreement on which voucher No. 2857 was said to be based 
consist of the following: ; 

(1) A statement and certificate of award shown to have been 
signed by Colonel Taylor and reading as follows: 

“To extend the provisions of the original contract to include an 
additional quantity, and extension of period of deliveries in ac- 
cordance with telegram Chief, National Guard Bureau, June 29, 
1934, authorizing immediate obligation of $1,200 for aviation gaso- 
line. Price obtained by extension of the terms of this contract is 
to the best interests of the United States.” 

(2) Letter dated November 20, 1934, upon which there is writ- 
ten in red “Supplemental Contract No. W-48-NG-6, dated Decem- 
ber 19, 1933,” and which is shown to have been signed “F. H. Nied- 
rach, manager, Special and National Accounts Department” on a 
letterhead of the Shell Eastern Petroleum Products, Inc., New 
York office. The “acceptance” by Colonel Taylor of the said sup- 
plemental contract is indicated at the bottom of said letter under 
date of June 29, 1934, at Brooklyn, N. Y. 

(3) A certified copy of a “telegram,” dated “Di Washington DO 
400 PM June 29, 1934” addressed to the United States property 
7 disbursing officer of New York, Brooklyn, N. Y., reading as 
follows: 

“Twelve hundred dollars authorized under project seventeen 
this date period obligate immediately. 

“LeacH—500P" 

(4) Certificate relating to compliance under the “code of fair 
competition” in accordance with the provisions of the National 
Industrial Recovery Act approved June 16, 1933, made out in the 
name of the Shell Eastern Petroleum Products, Inc., 12 South 
Twelfth Street, Philadelphia, Pa., per district officer manager, 
whose name is not discernible. The certificate bears on the re- 
verse side thereof clock receiving-stamp dates of the New York 
State Arsenal as follows: 

(a) Between 8 and 9 o'clock, September 27, 1934. Note in this 
connection that one of the certified invoices on which voucher 
2857 is based (5-28517) shows the purported delivery of gasoline 
on November 13, 1934. 

(b) Between 8 and 9 o’clock, December 10, 1934. 

(c) Between 8 and 9 o'clock, February 14, 1935. 

(5) “National Guard Bureau Reservation of Funds,” dated 
February 9, 1935, in which reference is made to a letter dated 
February 6, 1935 (copy of which is not on file here), and advising 
of the fact that “authorization has been made on the books of the 
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National Guard Bureau” for “(17) gasoline and oil for armory 
training, FY 1934,” in amount of $1,182.50. 

By office letter of January 30, 1935, addressed to Colonel Taylor 
through the Chief, National Guard Bureau, Colonel Taylor was 
advised as follows: 

“Reference is had to your letter of December 10, 1934, requesting 
to be advised whether payment is authorized upon the voucher 
therewith transmitted in favor of the Shell Eastern Petroleum 
Products, Inc., for $1,182.50, representing payment for 11,000 gal- 
lons of gasoline furnished under an alleged extension of contract 
W-48-NG-6. The original contract entered into in December 
1933 provided for the delivery of 15,000 gallons of gasoline be- 
tween January 1, 1934, and June 30, 1934, at $0.1175 per gallon, in- 
cluding Federal tax, and providing that any increase or decrease 
in the quantity should not exceed 40 percent of the quantity speci- 
fied in the contract. As no Federal or State tax is payable upon 
National Guard purchases, this contract is considered to have 
established a price of $0.1075 per gallon (13 Comp. Gen. 118). As 
evidence of the extension of this contract, there has been filed the 


following supplemental agreement: 
“ ‘NOVEMBER 20, 1934. 


“UNITED STATES PROPERTY AND DISBURSING OFFICER, 
New York State Arsenal, 
“ ‘Sizty-fourth Street and Second Avenue, Brooklyn, N. Y. 

“Dear Sm: In accordance with your telephone request of June 
29, 1934, for extension of the provisions of our contract with your- 
selves, No. W-48-NG-6, dated December 19, 1933, we hereby con- 
firm and make of record our nt to extend the provisions 
of the above-quoted contract to include the following specific 
modifications: 

“*(a) To increase the quantity of gasoline, aviation (Ethyl) Fed- 
eral specification Y-3557, to be furnished by us to the Twenty- 
seventh Division Aviation, New York National Guard, from 15,000 
gallons to 26,000 gallons (an increase of 11,000 gallons). 

b) To extend the period of time during which deliveries are 
to be called for by consignee from June 30, 1934, to and including 
November 30, 1934. 

The price of $0.1075 per gallon as provided in the subject con- 
tract is to remain fixed at that figure. 

Very truly yours, 
“SHELL EASTERN PETROLEUM PRODUCTS, INC., 
(Signed) H. H. NIEDRACH. 
“FHN: RA F. H. NIEDRACH, 
Manager, Special & National Accounts Department. 


Acceptance 
BROORLITN, N. T., June 29, 1934. 


„Accepted as to subparagraphs (a) and (b) above. 

(Signed) Wm. A. Taylor. 

„WI. A. Taylor, Colonel, Q. M. C., N. Y. N. G., U.S property and 
disbursing officer, N. Y. 

All of the gasoline for which payment is now claimed was 
delivered during the period July to November 1934, and before 
the so-called supplemental agreement or extension of the original 
contract was reduced to writing. 

It is the general rule that an existing contract may not be 
extended or expanded to include additional supplies of any magni- 
tude without compliance with section 3709, Revised Statutes, re- 
quiring advertising and acceptance of the lowest bid (5 Comp. 
Gen. 508; id. 642; 11 id. 183). Accordingly the execution of the 
supplemental agreement was not within the authority of the con- 
tracting officer, and such practice should be discontinued. How- 
ever, the gasoline has been delivered and accepted and payment 
therefor may be made upon a quantum valebat basis. In the 
absence of evidence to the contrary the price fixed in the original 
contract and supplemental agreement may be accepted as the 
reasonable value. The voucher will be returned through the 
regular channels.“ 

The information related above with reference to vouchers Nos. 
1045 and 2857 appears self-explanatory. To sum up, it is deemed 
pertinent to point out specifically that the amount paid on voucher 
No. 1045 which is supported by a certified invoice in amount of 
$1,182.50 dated June 30, 1934 (the genuineness of which invoice 
appears questionable on the face of it, to say the least), has, 
with the apparent knowledge of Colonel Taylor, been recovered 
and was taken up on the schedule of collections in the accounts 
of Colonel Taylor in October 1934; that carbon copies of the oil 
company's drivers’ delivery tickets Nos. 5-234015, 5-244149, 5 
236019, and 5-244329, the apparent originals of which constitute 
in part the basis of voucher No. 2857, were reported to have been 
attached to the retained copy of voucher No. 1045 upon verifica- 
tion of the correctness of the last-mentioned voucher in 1934; 
and that the original of the radio message dated June 29, 1934, 
a certified copy of which was attached to the “supplemental agree- 
ment” upon which voucher No. 2857 is allegedly based, was submit- 
ted to the General Accounting Office with the papers attached 
to voucher No. 1045. Particular attention is called to the reported 
admission on the part of Leo Heyman, finance officer, in the office 
of the United States property and disbursing officer at Brooklyn, 
that he (Heyman) was present at the offices of the Shell Corpora- 
tion at the time said agreement was written and that he practically 
drafted same, and explained that the date of June 29, 1934, was 
referred to because that was the date used on the original pur- 
chase order, No. 48-95-A, on which the first voucher, No. 1045, 
Was based and that such date was the nearest date that could be 
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determined as the actual time the original order for the gasoline 
was placed with the Shell Corporation by Maj. L. G. Brower, 
commanding officer, Twenty-seventh Division Aviation. 

Nevertheless, no mention whatever was made by Colonel Taylor 
of the actual conditions under which the agreement was brought 
about when he (Colonel Taylor) requested that this Office pass 
upon the sufficiency of the said supplemental agreement which 
was to be used as the basis for effecting payment on voucher No. 
2857; nor does there appear to have been mentioned, upon the 
submission of voucher No. 2857 for preaudit approval by this office, 
the payment made on voucher No. 1045 in amount of $1,182.50 and 
recovery of said sum, although these transactions are now clearly 
shown to have been known to Colonel Taylor as materially affecting 
the correctness of payment on voucher No. 2857. 

The concealment of material facts relating to the payment as 
made on voucher No. 2857, particularly the circumstances relat- 
ing to the manner in which the supplemental agreement, supra, 
was entered into and approval by this Office of the payment 
having been obtained because of such concealment suggests the 
80 of good faith of the disbursing officer involved in the transac- 

ons. 

For such reasons, and in view of the numerous payments made 
by Colonel Taylor on behalf of the United States, disclosed to be 
questionable, the aggregate of which is now reported to exceed 
$100,000, it is believed that further approval of requisitions for 
advances of funds to Colonel Taylor is not in the interest of the 
United States. 

Instructions have accordingly been issued that requisitions re- 
ceived here for funds to be advanced to Colonel Taylor be returned 
without approval and hereafter credit for transfers of funds to 
said officer from other finance officers will not be allowed. 

On the basis of the information related above there is now also 
for reconsideration in this Office the credit previously allowed on 
the basis of voucher No. 2857, supra. 

The matter is referred to you at this time in order that such 
action as may be considered necessary and proper in the light of 
the above-related facts may be taken thereon by the War Depart- 
ment. Advice pe to such action will be appreciated, 

y. 


R. N. ELLIOTT, 
Acting Comptroller General of the United States. 


Mr. DAVIS. Mr. President, the continued study of this 
bill and the remarks made concerning it satisfies me that 
its purpose is in keeping with the spirit which prompted 
the court-packing proposal and other measures which have 
met with widespread public disapproval because of their 
revolutionary character. It is evident that the purpose of 
the bill is not to encourage economy in Government, for 
otherwise the Byrd amendment would have been accepted. 
In striving for economy the danger of abandoning a pre- 
audit of governmental expenditures, such as is now pro- 
posed, should be apparent. 

The bill is not advanced to promote the extension of the 
principle of the merit system, for if it were the Walsh 
amendment would have been adopted. Its purpose is not to 
Safeguard constitutional Government, with its customary 
checks and balances between legislative and Executive 
authority. 

This bill has one essential purpose. It proposes to grant 
more power to the President in an attempt to approach the 
British cabinet form of government in a modified form for 
America. I am opposed to it because I think it is the con- 
sensus of opinion throughout all groups of people in the 
country that the way forward now will come primarily by 
arousing Congress to action, and placing responsibility on 
the many chosen representatives of the people rather than 
on one man. This I say without any personal disparage- 
ment of the President. Congress must take responsibility 
rather than avoid it. This bill will transfer from Congress 
duties and responsibilities which it has no right to delegate 
to anyone. 

If the passing of this bill gave any promise whatsoever of 
putting the 13,000,000 unemployed back to work, I should 
be willing to consider it. However, even its most ardent 
exponents have not claimed that it will do that. If the 
passing of the bill would give any hope of encouragement 
to private initiative and business stability, I would think it 
worthy of study at this time. However, this is not claimed 
for it. At a time when our primary problems are unem- 
ployment and restrictive taxation we are asked to consider 
legislation which does not how meet the pressing needs of 
the people. I have had very few calls from any of my con- 
stituents asking me to vote for this bill. I have had in- 
numerable letters and telegrams asking me to oppose it. 
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In October 1937, the poll of the Institute of Public Opin- 
ion indicated that 47 percent of the people thought the 
President should have the same power he now has, 35 per- 
cent thought he should have less, but only 18 percent 
thought he should have more power. If the grant of power 
embodied in this bill is made, it will represent the will of a 
small minority of the people. I can find no general wide- 
spread popular demand for this bill. If ours is to be a 
truly liberal Government, in touch with the needs of the 
people and responsive to their will, we should bring before 
the Senate measures which the people desire, and bring to 
them the judgment and experience the people have a right 
to expect from us. Under such a standard, there is no 
adequate reason for passing this legislation at this time. I 
shall continue to oppose it. 

Mr. President, this reorganization plan represents the 
social and economic philosophy of a very few men. Those 
who proposed this plan are men of great distinction and 
learning. I refer te the President’s Committee on Adminis- 
trative Management, Mr. Louis Brownlow, Dr. Charles E. 
Merriam and Dr. Luther Gulick. In order that the Senate 
may have clearer insight into the point of view of one of 
the very eminent political scientists, Dr. Charles Edward 
Merriam of the University of Chicago, I wish to call atten- 
tion to some of his writings. I believe it fair to infer that 
if this bill is passed it will be administered in the spirit 
and general understanding of this Presidential Committee. 
Therefore an insight into the social philosophy and under- 
standing of at least one member of the Committee should 
prove helpful. I am making these references with no 
intent to make invidious remarks which might be construed 
as personal. 

In 1922 when the Republican Party was in power, Dr. 
Merriam wrote a textbook which has been very widely used 
in the colleges and universities of the land. It is entitled 
“The American Party System.” He has made some very sage 
remarks concerning presidential leadership which I believe 
are as true today as they were at the time they were written. 

I wish to read a brief extract, appearing on page 78, from 
the book The American Party System, by Dr. Merriam, 
in the chapter Organization of the Party, as follows: 

The leadership of the party in power is usually in the hands 
of the President. Party victory or success in opposition to the 
President is difficult to obtain, almost impossible on a national 
scale. The Executive is the party’s chosen leader and to re- 
pudiate him is to jeopardize party success. Hence his leader- 
ship is not likely to be openly opposed, although it may be and 
frequently is subjected to sabotage, by party associates. Much 
of course depends upon the personal qualities of the Executive, 
and at all times he must reckon with a powerful Congress. 

From the point of view of the party organization, furthermore, 
the President is the chief dispenser of the patronage that plays 
so large a part in the scheme of things as they are. 

He may make and unmake within large limits. Some of his 
appointments are subject to check by the Senate, but many others 
are not. Even the senatorial suggestions are subject to his review; 
and his attitude is very important to the local organization. How- 
ever remote the practical purposes of the local leaders may be 
from those of the President, the patronage is a weighty factor, 
and they are inclined to “go along” with him in order not to 
antagonize the great source of power. Further, the effect of a 
conflict with the Executive may be disastrous in its influence upon 
local or State elections and thus cause an indirect loss of power 
which may be equally serious. Thus the patronage-dispensing 
power is influential in obtaining for him the support of the tech- 
nical 


m under most circumstances, although not all. 


And aside from the power of appointment to office there are dis- 
tinct advantages in the good will of the Chief Executive of the 
United States. The arms of his administration reach far and 
wide through the country, touching many areas of human life, 
and every organizer likes to be en rapport with the Great Chief, 
if he can. 

Mr. President, the political system under which we live 
was not made by any one man or any one party. The Pres- 
ident of the United States may most earnestly seek to escape 
the system which has grown up about him. More often than 
not he will be captured by it. No one understands the per- 
nicious influence of party patronage as it exists today more 
profoundly than Dr. Merriam, who wrote in 1922, on page 
104 of his book: 

Patronage is one of the essential and indispensable elements of 
the spoils system. To the machine maker Jobs“ are a sine qua 
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non. They are the basic material out of which finished products 
are fashioned. The old-time spoilsman cannot conceive of a 

arty or an organization in which this is not true. Politics with- 
out principles or policies he might understand, but politics with- 
out an organized system of patronage he could with difficulty 
imagine. An important party manager once said: “I simply do not 
understand Governor ———————. He seems to take no interest in 
these appointments. He spends all of his time thinking about 
bills in the legislature or about his speeches. He does not seem to 
care a damn about politics.” 

The effort of every boss, big and little, is first directed toward 
the task of building around him a group of loyal workers who owe 
their election or appointment to him, a group of men who may 
be rewarded by promotion or punished by discharge or other 
appropriate method of discipline. To these men he looks for con- 
tinuance of his power, and to him they look for opportunity and 
advancement. It is largely upon this basis that alliances are 
formed, reformed, and dissolved. 

The members of the job-made machine constitute a seasoned 
army, accustomed to all forms of political warfare. They are 
schooled to obedience and habituated to service, held together by 
the direct bond of personal interest. They are the standing army 
against which the raw recruits are likely to be shattered, except 
in times of poltical revolution. Torn by jealousies which develop 
to an amazing degree in the atmosphere of politics, ready for far- 
reaching intrigues against each other, or for open and bitter war- 
fare, they constitute, nevertheless, a formidable army when united 
for action in a primary or election campaign. 

With infinite patience and infinite skill this web is woven 
back and forth, until it covers every point on the political map. 
Every district, every county, every ward or township, every pre- 
cinct, is covered. But the division of patronage is not merely 
geographical. The various strata of social life are invaded. As 
far as possible, every interest is represented, whether racial, re- 
ligious, territorial, business, fraternal, cultural, class or other. The 
protestant, the Catholic, the Jew, the Pole, the German, the Irish, 
the Italian, the Scandinavian, the American, the employer, the 
union man, the banker, the public utility corporation, the em- 
ployers’ association and the union, the real-estate man, the farmer, 
the miner, the professional man, the North, the South, the East, 
the West, the mountain, the coast, and the valley are all interlaced 
in a cunningly devised fabric. Into every influential group the 
thread of patronage is woven. A representative of the “organiza- 
tion“ is installed, if possible, in every center from which influence 
radiates, preferably, of course, an agent who can and does “de- 
liver” votes and influence in return for his position. 


Mr. President, although the past has witnessed some out- 
standing examples of political raiding, it is to be expected 
that opportunities for abuse of power would abound at a 
time such as we have known during the past 5 years when 
so many new instruments of political power have been insti- 
tuted. This cannot be laid at the door of any one man. I 
should be the last to attempt to blame all the difficulties of 
the present hour on any one person. However, it is true 
that this view will not be sustained by many who seek in 
every possible way to find some excuse for political attacks. 
I say this without seeking to obscure or defend certain prac- 
tices which are current today, and which have been of long 
standing. 

Although Dr. Merriam was writing in 1922, the words I 
shall now read might have been written in 1937. I read from 
page 111: 

But the spoils system reaches beyond patronage, “pork,” and 
partisanship, and in a larger sense becomes piracy and exploita- 


tion. Some of these aspects of the spoils system will now be dis- 
cussed. 


The spoils system obtains great strength through the manipula- 
tions of the various law- bodies—local, State, and national. 
The theory of the party system is that the control of legislative 
bodies is necessary to carry out the policies of the party, but con- 
trol over the lawmakers may become a source of prestige or per- 
sonal profit to the party group or individual in . Under 
this system the power to make or unmake or refuse to make or 
to modify the law has a market value and may be bought and sold 
for coin of the realm. 


Mr. President, I am not one who believes that human na- 
ture cannot be changed. On the contrary, I believe it can 
be changed and does change. However, it changes but slowly. 
Dr. Merriam makes reference to “blackmailing legislation.“ 
This is a harsh term. It is unquestionably a true description 
of certain legislative measures. This seemed to be the ver- 
dict of the country on the proposal to pack the Supreme 
Court. There are some who feel that this term might be 
suitably applied to the bill now before us, although it has 
come from the hands of many eminent and public-spirited 
men. Iam frank to assert that I do not oppose it because of 
the intentions of those who have framed it, but rather be- 
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cause experience indicates that the very best of intentions 
may often be made the prey of circumstances and forces 
quite beyond the control of those who seek to reform and up- 
lift mankind. I am not questioning the need for depart- 
mental reorganization. I do question whether the values 
which the distinguished scholars who have labored on this 
measure see in it can or will be translated into effective ac- 
tion in the interests of liberal government and human need. 

I should like to read a passage from Dr. Merriam which, 
though written 15 years ago, vividly describes present-day 
actualities. Probably he would be the first to subscribe to 
this statement. I read from page 119: 

Under conditions where laws are as loose and unscientific as 
they are in many cases, blackmailing legislation becomes easy. 
Our system of taxation, our laws governing corporations, our 
backwardness in social and industrial legislation, present great 
opportunities to the rogues who ferret out the weak spots and 
prepare to make the attack there. It is not difficult to draw 
measures providing higher taxation, stricter regulation of public 
utility or other corporations, bills affecting sanitation and safety; 
and introduce them for no other purpose than to serve as a basis 
for a bargain. Since public sentiment probably favors the general 
purposes of the bill, its passage with gang support is no difficult 
matter. So the measure is introduced, goes to a favorable com- 
mittee, is reported out; is passed by one house, introduced in the 
other, favorably considered in committee, passes the second house, 
goes to a conference committee, approaches a final vote, and the 
Possibility of its enactment comes more closely home to the 
interest affected. 


Mr. President; the experience of the past few years, when 
so much legislation has been declared unconstitutional, 
should make us resolute in our determination to examine 
thoroughly and with the utmost care the measure before us. 
There is no need for haste in passing this bill. Dr. Merriam 
has come to the very heart of this matter when he says: 
“Lawmakers may adjourn, but administrators go on for- 
ever.” This statement cautions against undue haste in 
passing the present measure. The bill as it now stands is 
a grant of power without parallel in the legislative annals 
af modern times. The power to reorganize the executive 
departments of Government is the power necessarily to 
reorganize every phase of national life. The power to shape 
up the hundred or more governmental agencies into a 
streamlined instrument of Executive authority will reach 
down to touch the daily life of every man, woman, and child 
in the land. My experience in the Department of Labor 
for 10 years clearly showed me what slight changes of 
routine could be responsible for the most startling effects on 
national economy. We are not sufficiently conscious of the 
delicate interdependence which Government and private life 
share. A change in the one will have its inevitable reper- 
cussions in the other. If the bill now before us is passed in 
haste, it will be well within the rights of the people to hold 
Members of this body personally responsible for any social 
disasters which may result from it. Dr. Merriam made this 
clear when, writing many years ago, he said, on page 122 
of the book from which I have been reading 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator 
upon the amendment has expired. 

Mr. DAVIS. I will take time on the bill. 

Mr. Merriam says, at page 122 of the same book, The 
American Party System, under the heading “Administrative 
machinery”: 

Tremendous as is the power of spoilsmen through control over the 
lawmaking machinery, it is rivaled by the control over the machin- 
ery administration. The power to enforce and apply the law is of 
the very greatest consequence in spoils politics. The riches or 
influence acquired in legislative affairs comes only occasionally, 
but administration offers daily and even hourly opportunities to 
build up, little by little, the power of the group in control. Law- 
makers adjourn, but administrators go on forever. 

Notwithstanding our traditional American aversion to 
administration, there are two reasons why this power is politically 
more formidable in our country than elsewhere: First, our laws 
are very detailed in their provisions; and, second, they are often 
very carelessly drawn. Our lawmakers do not usually content them- 
selyes with general propositions and directions. They often attempt 
to say in advance exactly how a thing shall be done, and the 
instructions are often loosely phrased and very often imperfectly 


considered. Hastily drawn enactments, full of minutely specified 
provisions, are likely to be difficult of practical application; in fact, 
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to prove unworkable unless freely “interpreted” by the administra- 
tion. To the spoils administrator such statutes are as manna fall- 
ing from heaven. He can interpret and apply them politically, 
defending himself on the safe ground that they are practically 
unworkable. The ill-drawn building code and the antiquated or 
ill-considered tax law have no terrors for the spoilsman. On the 
contrary, he welcomes them, for under these conditions favoritism 
takes the place of law. He takes down the spoils yardstick and 
metes out justice, where the legislative intent is doubtful. 


Mr. President, the measure before us is revolutionary in 
character. It calls for the entire reorganization of the 
executive departments in the next 3 years. This is the very 
essence of sudden change. Revolutionary movements have 
worked their way around the world in the last quarter of a 
century. No land has been left untouched. Our system of 
government is one of the oldest in the world and has stood 
the attacks of revolutionary forces more successfully than 
have others. Dr. Merriam in his book The Making of Citi- 
zens, published in 1931, describes this situation most aptly 
when he says: 

American prosperity is the outcome of the system of government 
under which the State has grown up; Britain flourishes because 


of its admirable form of parliamentarianism, which has surpassed 
all other types of political excellence. 


In a more recent book, published in 1936 and entitled “The 
Role of Politics in Social Change,” Dr. Merriam gives close 
insight into the methods used by revolutionaries when they 
take over a government. Without questioning the intent or 
the good will of those who seek to give more power to the 
President, attention should be given to the vast opportunity 
for social change permitted by the pending bill. I invite at- 
tention to the processes that are steadily working in other 
lands and which obviously have recently made inroads in 
our own land. Dr. Merriam says, in his book entitled “The 
Role of Politics in Social Change,” at page 106: 


Revolutionists in our day will seize the organization of force, 
symbolic public buildings and properties, the organization of inter- 
communication and transportation, available gold, concentrations 
of food, fuel, and water supply. Thence they may reach out to 
forms of order and justice, to taxation and credits. With these 
established they may then advance to such controls as seem 
essential to the attainment of their social directives at the moment. 

The terroristic and spectacular reprisals of revolutionary mo- 
ments have a dubious function, other than that of whipping up 
the spirits of the newly and giving them visible proof of 
their new estate and the downfall and humiliation of their foes. 
Further, the revolutionist’s own insecurity is thereby made more 
secure. The old rulers, whoever they may be—the czarists, the 
Kerenskyites, the Jews, the liberals, democrats, the bourgeois, 
the whites, reds, blacks, or browns, as the case may be—provide 
the inflammable material which the sparks of hate may kindle. 
Strategically they may not be important, except in the important 
strategy of symbolism. 

The armed forces are the first price, but it is not always certain 
which way the guns will fire, if the morale of the army and the 
police is dubious; the means of transportation and intercommuni- 
cation—symbols of science and change—are perhaps next in order 
of consequence, Thus the control of the radio alone in the 
Austrian uprising of 1934 proved almost decisive in the false 
announcement of the abdication of the ruler. 

Gold will furnish the continuing means of support, without the 
use of force in its rawest forms, since gold is a form of fluid power 
both within and without the state. 

The symbolic maintenance of order and administration of 
Justice will exhibit the validity of the new claims to control. 

And to the extent that there are dominant centers in the land, 
it will be simpler to exert control from the possession of a few of 
them, extending authority out from time to time. 


Mr. President, the drastic import of this measure is but 
gradually becoming understood among our citizens. The 
force of the depression which has upset the Nation in recent 
months and the rising difficulties found in increasing unem- 
ployment and relief needs have so taken the thought of the 
people that most of them have been quite unaware of the 
significance of the proposal now before us. It is my belief 
that the more this bill is studied the more certain will be the 
judgment of the people that the present time is not oppor- 
tune for this development. In this connection I wish to call 
attention to the position taken by the American Federation 
of Labor. I ask unanimous consent to have inserted in the 
Recorp at this point in my remarks an editorial published in 
the Washington Star of March 22, under the heading “Op- 
posing Reorganization.” The essence of this wise counsel, 
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Mr. President is that the American people should look before 
they leap. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the edi- 
torial will be printed in the Recorp. 

The editorial referred to is as follows: 


OPPOSING REORGANIZATION 


Everybody, it seems, favors reorganization of the Government. 
‘The question is, When and of what kind and under what auspices? 
Yesterday's announcement that the American Federation of Labor 
has decided that it should not be undertaken now, under New 
Deal management, is important. William Green has studied the 
pending proposal and is opposed to it. The people at large do not 
understand it and, therefore, have not taken any definite position 
with regard to it. For lack of public resistance, the whole patch- 
work scheme, with some virtues and many faults, may be enacted 
into law by a Congress in which only a minority has troubled to 
investigate its implications. 

But perhaps it is not too late to call attention to the fact 
that the present plan is designed to reform the Federal structure 
from top to bottom. Its comprehensiveness is undenied. No single 
department, bureau, or individual in Government employ would 
be exempt from its influence. Under its provisions the powers and 
responsibilities of the Chief Executive would be so vastly increased 
as to necessitate the engagement of half a dozen assistant Presi- 
dents. Also, the Civil Service Commission in its traditional form 
would be eliminated and control of hiring and firing would pass 
into the hands of one personnel director. The Comptroller Gen- 
eral likewise is slated to be scrapped—a consummation devoutly to 
be wished by Mr. Roosevelt, but by few, if any, ordinary taxpayers. 

Of course, these objections have been raised before. The people 
of the country have heard them discussed from time to time for 
months. Yet nobody has bothered to reduce the reorganization 
problem to its simplest terms. The A. F. of L. has rendered a 
public service by declaring its forthright disapproval. In effect, 
it has said that it does not want the whole Government rear- 
ranged by the New Deal “brain trust.” The political, industrial, and 
economic connotations of the scheme are too dangerous. What 
is needed now is stability, not revolutionary changes of any sort 
however meritorious in theoretical purpose. Mr. Green's sugges- 
tion that the bill be recommitted for further examination deserves 
commendation. The alternative is a form of gambling of which 
thoughtful citizens are weary. 


Mr. DAVIS. Mr. President, in the report of the President’s 
committee which I hold in hand there appears a message 
from the President written over a year ago, January 12, 
1937. This was at a time when the upturn of business seemed 
to bring a feeling of security. This was the thought of the 
President as reflected in his message, from which I shall now 
read: 


Now that we are out of the trough of the depression, the time has 
come to set our house in order. The administrative management of 
the Government needs overhauling. We are confronted not alone 
by new activities, some of them temporary in character, but also by 
the growth of the work of the Government matching the growth of 
the Nation over more than a generation. 


Mr. President, the economic and social condition which 
confronts the American people today is so perilously different 
from that at the time the words of the President were written 
that the present needs of the people counsel caution and 
restraint from indulgence in uncharted experiments. The 
belief of the President in the value of the enterprise he con- 
templated is very clear in the words of his message, from 
which I quote further: 


The committee has now completed its work, and I transmit to you 
its report, Administrative Management in the Government of the 
United States. I have examined this report carefully and thought- 
fully, and am convinced that it is a great document of permanent 
importance, I think that the general program presented by the 
committee is adequate, reasonable, and practical, and that it fur- 
nishes the basis for immediate action. The broad facts are known; 
the need is clear; what is now required is action. 


The President was not unaware of the popular feeling that 
prevailed even in 1937 concerning the extension of his powers. 
His exact words in this regard should be duly registered, and 
I wish to read them: 


In placing this program before you I realize that it will be said 
that I am recommending the increase of the powers of the Presi- 
dency. This is not true. The Presidency as established in the Con- 
stitution of the United States has all of the powers that are re- 
quired. In spite of timid souls in 1787 who feared effective govern- 
ment the Presidency was established as a single strong Chief Ex- 
ecutive Office in which was vested the entire executive power of the 
National Government, even as the legislative power was placed in 
the Congress, and the judicial in the Supreme Court. What I am 
placing before you is not the request for more power, but for the 
tools of management and the authority to distribute the work sọ 
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that the President can effectively discharge those powers which the 
Constitution now places upon him. Unless we are prepared to aban- 
don this important part of the Constitution, we must equip the 
Presidency with authority commensurate with his responsibilities 
under the Constitution. 


Mr. President, it is a well-known fact that never before in 


the history of our Government have we had in Washington ' 


so many theoretical thinkers who have been seeking to bring 
to the Government the benefit of their academic knowledge. 
These scholars and students have brought a change in the 
perspective with which national problems are approached 
from the White House. It is essentially international in 
character and highly packed with admiration for European 
institutions. The theory which has prevailed is that the 
older European systems of government now offer models for 
improvement in our own Government, because the United 
States has outgrown its original frontier developmental 
period and is, as they assert, entering upon an era of sta- 
bility and settled procedure, difficult of belief as this asser- 
tion may be after the experiences of the past few years. 
These scholars have been thoroughly immersed in European 
thought and have sought to write into existing forms of our 
Government amendments and innovations which they have 
hoped would gradually transform the Government of the 
United States into something akin to the European systems. 
There has been special admiration for the British form of 
government. This has been closely studied for many years 
at Harvard University and the University of Chicago. At 
last an opportunity seems to have emerged whereby an ap- 
proach might be made to the parliamentary practices of 
Great Britain in an effort to streamline the American 
Government. 

In the part of the report of the President’s committee 
relating to the preparation of proposed legislative measures, 
material assessing the value of the British system has been 
introduced. I ask unanimous consent to have this brief 
statement printed at this point in my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 


GREAT BRITAIN 


In the national governments of other countries there is less 
similarity than in the States of the United States to the condi- 
tions existing in the Federal Government. In the dictatorial 
countries there is no independent legislature, and all major demo- 
cratic governments have the parliamentary form of government 
in which practically all legislation is initiated by the executive. 
Nevertheless, there is something to be learned from the experience 
of these democratic countries, especially of Great Britain, whose 
institutions are most nearly like our own. 

In Great Britain responsibility for legislation introduced in 
Parliament is centralized in the cabinet, which in a formal meet- 
ing considers and acts upon all legislation sponsored by the Gov- 
ernment before the bills are introduced in Parliament. Preced- 
ing action by the Cabinet, however, these legislative proposals 
undergo a long process of preparation and consideration within 
the executive departments. 

As in the United States, most bills originate in the particular 
department concerned with the problem, or with a commission 
created for the consideration of a particular problem. There 
are law officers in most of the administrative departments and 
these law officers customarily prepare the first draft of legislation 
in which their departments are interested. In his work of draft- 
ing, the parliamentary counsel is consulted at an early date. Like- 
wise, other departments known to be interested are consulted. 
Treasury Circular No. 11/24, April 28, 1924, which is still in effect, 
requires that memoranda, draft bills, and other constituents of 
the agenda on legislative proposals submitted to the Cabinet must 
be thoroughly gone over in advance “by the departments from 
which they emanate, the Treasury, and the law officers where con- 
tentious bills are involved and other departments concerned;” and 
the fact of such consideration must be indicated on these docu- 
ments. Treasury Circular 8/31, February 25, 1931, further re- 
quires that Government bills shall be cleared by the departments 
before they are submitted to the Secretary of the Cabinet. The 
originating department is responsible for circulating bills to all 
members of the committee “as long in advance as possible,” and 
is required to attach a statement showing that the interested 
departments have been consulted. 

Such preliminary consideration having been completed, the 
proposal in bill form, with supplementary memoranda, is for- 
mally transmitted to the Secretary of the Cabinet. Thereafter, 
before being taken up by the Cabinet, the bill is considered by 
the Committee on Home Affairs, a standing committee of the 
Cabinet which was first organized in July 1918. The principal 
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functions of this committee in relation to Government bills are 
stated by W. Ivor Jennings in his recent book, Cabinet Govern- 
ment, to be (1) the examination of bills from the technical 
point of view, by which is meant such matters as drafting, en- 
forcement provisions, effect on Crown property, etc.; and (2) con- 
sideration of the order of precedence to be given to the several 
Government bills that are to be presented to Parliament. The 
Committee on Home Affairs customarily calls before it the law 
officers and other subordinate officials who worked upon these 
proposals while still under consideration in the Department, as 
well as the parliamentary counsel of the Treasury. It does not 
concern itself with matters of policy, these being left to the de- 
cision of the entire Cabinet. In relation to the order of precedence 
to be given to various Government bills, it makes recommendations 
only, and the Cabinet has the final decision. Summarizing the 
value of this stage in the consideration of Government bills, 
Jennings says: 

“The examination of Government bills in this way is said to be 
most useful, It enables ministers in departments other than the 
department of origin of the bill to express their views on matters 
directly affecting their departments, and not raising questions of 
polly. Also, it enables the law officers to explain to their col- 
leagues the legal and technical difficulties which arise. Agreed 
modifications and amendments have often been introduced at this 
stage and difficulties avoided which would otherwise have in- 
volved considerable departmental correspondence and, perhaps, 
loss of time and parliamentary embarrassment.” 

The final stage in the preparation of Government bills is their 
consideration in a meeting of the Cabinet. Prior to such con- 
sideration the bills are formally entered on the agenda for a par- 
ticular meeting of the Cabinet, which is prepared by the Secretary 
of the Cabinet after consultation with the Prime Minister. Such 
meeting is not held until at least 5 days after the Secretary of the 
Cabinet has distributed to each member of the Cabinet a complete 
draft of the bills to be considered, with the memoranda prepared 
by the initiating department, records showing clearance with other 
departments, the changes in form made by the Committee on 
Home Affairs, and its recommendation on the precedence which 
should be accorded to the measure, In the Cabinet meetings any 
action whatsoever may be taken upon the bills presented for con- 
sideration. A formal record of such action is preserved in the 
minutes of the Cabinet, which are prepared by its Secretary. 
Thereafter, all members of the Cabinet are considered bound by 
the action thus taken. 


Mr. DAVIS. Mr. President, I believe there is no doubt 
that the American people desire to have a strong Executive, 
a strong Congress, and a strong Supreme Court. The 
strength of the Executive has not been questioned. It is 
greater than ever before in our national history. The 
strength of the Supreme Court was challenged last year, and 
successfully withstood that challenge, because public opinion 
and an aroused Senate demanded it. The people now desire 
that Congress shall be strong. National necessity requires 
that Congress shall take responsibility and not avoid it. 

The chief responsibility of Congress is the enactment of 
legislation pursuant to the will of the people. The power to 
legislate is our special province. This requires the careful 
examination of all proposals which come from the President, 
from the people, or from Members of Congress. The execu- 
tive departments have an apparently unlimited number of 
research facilities scattered through the various agencies and 
bureaus. Congress has an extremely limited permanent 
body of research assistants. The Legislative Reference Serv- 
ice of the Library of Congress has a small appropriation of 
$100,000 for the special research needs of Congress. The 
Legislative Counsel’s office in both Houses of Congress has an 
appropriation of only $75,000. In a word, Congress has not 
allowed itself the research facilities which have been made 
available to the Executive. This has made Congress alto- 
gether too largely dependent on the findings of the depart- 
ments, a policy which has been extremely costly and waste- 
ful. If Congress is to retain its responsibilities and meet 
them efficiently, more thought should be given immediately 
to furnishing national legislators with the personnel and 
advantages of research assistance suitable to the congres- 
sional needs. 

Mr. President, the President’s committee has made a sur- 
vey of the various independent commissions, such as the In- 
terstate Commerce Commission established in 1887, the Fed- 
eral Trade Commission in 1914, the United States Shipping 
Board in 1916, the Federal Power Commission in 1920, the 
Federal Radio Commission in 1927, the Securities and Ex- 
change Commission in 1934, the Federal Communications 
Commission in 1934, the National Labor Relations Board in 
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1935, and the Bituminous Coal Commission the same year. 
Of the Bituminous Coal Commission, this statement is made: 

The Bituminous Coal Commission is unique in the development 
of American administration. It is the one instance of a wholly 
independent regulatory body set up inside a department. The 
Commission is completely independent of departmental control as 
to its decisions; its members can be removed from office by the 
President only for stated causes; but it is nevertheless in the 
Department of the Interior, which means that its budget and its 
general servicing clear through that department. It makes, there- 
fore, an interesting contribution to the study of administration. 


Mr. President, those who now urge the passage of this bill 
had full opportunity to show their powers of organization in 
the setting up of the Bituminous Coal Commission, which 
has been in operation with an excess of futility for the past 
year. If those who now urge reorganization cannot success- 
fully set up a single commission, what may the country 
expect from an extension of such methods to the executive 
departments as a whole? ; 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. DAVIS. I yield. 

Mr. LODGE. Does the Senator think the Bituminous Coal 
Commission has been of advantage to the coal miners in his 
State? 

Mr. DAVIS. It has been of advantage to those who receive 
offices from the Bituminous Coal Commission. I know that. 

Mr. LODGE. It has helped the “big shots”, but not the 
everyday fellow working in the mines? Is that true? 

Mr. DAVIS. It seems that way to me. 

The Nation may gain some insight of what is in prospect 
for it, if this bill is passed, by reference to the report of the 
President’s committee concerning the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority. I wish to read one sentence, Mr. President, which 
has in it an element of grim humor in the light of recent 
developments and in which is embodied the ethereal idealism 
of the members of the President's committee. It is a classic: 

The internal organization of the Tennessee Valley Authority has 
been examined in the hope that it might give a miniature picture 
of an improved structural scheme for the whole Federal field 
service. 

In a word, the President’s committee would like to see the 
intrigue now front-page news in every newspaper in con- 
nection with the break-down of this administrative experi- 
ment carried into the entire Federal field service. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have inserted in 
the Recorp at this point, as a part of my remarks, an article 
from the Evening Star of March 22, by Mr. David Lawrence, 
on the T. V. A. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The article is as follows: 

SvuBSERVIENCE HELD T. V. A. Row Issue—Is PRESIDENTIAL POWER TO 
SUBJECT TRUTH? WRITER Asks 
(By David Lawrence) 

When the President of the United States undertakes a public 
“trial” and announces an “ultimatum” demanding a “yes” or “no” 
answer, and threatens to remove an honest public official because 
the latter sees his duty through independent eyes rather than 
through sycophantic subservience to the decrees of a one-man 
government, then something far more important is at stake than 
a possible injustice to Dr. Arthur E. Morgan or to the personal 
pique of Mr. Roosevelt. 

It is cause for the deepest regret that the President has so far 
lost his poise and good nature as to become involved in a petty 
quarrel with a public official whose principal crime thus far is that 
he has the nerve to cross the will and thwart the political purposes 
of the man in the White House. 

Nor is there much satisfaction for the liberals and progressives 
who believe in democracy to see in our own country the President 
himself trumping up some legalistic or technical reason whereby 
he may visit punishment on a public official who has dared pub- 
licly to criticize his policies. 

The incident may create the unfortunate impression that Mr. 
Roosevelt cannot stand criticism or that he balks at the idea of 
having his administration or its acts subjected to a congressional 
investigation. He has, to be sure, at times secretly encouraged 
many a congressional inquiry which has turned into mud slinging 
without a word of protest from him to his henchmen. Yet when 
the people’s representatives just want a bit of pitiless publicity 
thrown on the mysterious operations of the T. V. A. and some of 
its alleged scandals, the President moves every bit of energy he 
possesses to discredit those who are trying to bring invisible gov- 
ernment into the area of visible inquiry. 
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NOT INTENDED AS PLAYTHING 

The Tennessee Valley Authority is a creature of It is 
not just a bureau of the executive branch of the Government. 
It was not intended to be a Presidential plaything or a Presidential 
When Congress delegated the vast authority that it did 
in the case of the Tennessee Valley law, the National Legislature 
merely asked a Federal commission of three to do that which 
Congress itself is unable to do for itself. 
t commission is responsible primarily to Con- 
gress and not to the President of the United States. As modern 
life with all the complexities of an industrial age has developed, 
the trend has been for 531 men in Congress to vest in a board or 
commission of three or five or seven persons the task of carrying 
out the wishes of both Houses and the people. 
this instance, so careful was Congress to protect its own posi- 
tion that it was stipulated in the law that the three directors 
could not be removed except by a joint resolution of both Houses. 
Yet Mr. Roosevelt now assays to do the removing because an 
Official does not go along with him in policy. 


Early in the Roosevelt administration the President tried the 
same arbitrary tactics with a member of the Federal Trade Com- 
mission, William E. Humphreys, and though the law had specifically 
said that a member could not be moved except for the reasons 


Unhappily, Mr. Roosevelt reveals himself to the country as not 
ready to the prerogatives of Co: An investigation 


inquiry. His purpose is to render less damaging to his 
tration the revelations of a congressional committee. 


MORE PUBLIC ATTENTION 


It used to be said that Mr. Roosevelt had good political judg- 
ment, but in this affair he seems to have overlooked the fact that 
he has built up Dr. Morgan from a publicity standpoint and forced 
the whole T. V. A. to the front pages, so that the congressional 
inquiry will obtain more public attention than if Mr. Roosevelt 
had kept hands off and let nature take its course. 

The true issue in the case is whether the Government 
of the United States consists, in all its independent boards and 
commissions, of a group of “rubber stamps” who do what the 
President tells them, or whether independent-minded men occupy 
these very important posts. It fs an issue going to the root of 
good government, and especially democratic principles. It is an 
easily understood issue, for, if might is right, if the flourish of 
Presidential authority is more important than the revelation of 
truth, then indeed has the Hitler technique of intimidation become 
contagious, and the sooner Congress recovers its powers and begins 
to do a little investigating of the use of Presidential powers in 
— and other governmental activities, the safer will be American 

mocracy. 


Mr. DAVIS. Mr. President, in conclusion I call attention 
to the judgment of the President’s committee on the Presi- 
dent’s power of removal. I read from page 19 of the pam- 
phlet entitled “The Problem of the Independent Regulatory 
Commissions”: 


PRESENT LAW AS TO PRESIDENTIAL REMOVALS 


Though the law with respect to the President’s power of re- 
moval is uncertain and confused at many points, three things 
have been pretty definitely settled by the Supreme Court. 

First, the President cannot be restricted by Congress in his 
power to remove executive officers whom he appoints with the con- 
sent of the Senate, or presumably, without that consent. He 
gets this power of removal from the grant of Executive power in 
Article II, section 1, of the Constitution. Congressional interfer- 
ence with it would, therefore, violate the separation of powers. 
This was decided in 1926, in the case of Myers v. United States 

272 U. S. 52). This decision strengthened the hand of the Presi- 

ent in his responsible management of the executive branch of 
the Government. 

Second, Congress may properly provide that the members of 
commissions set up to perform quasi-legislative and quasi-judicial 
work, rather than “purely executive” work, shall be removable by 
the President only for the causes stated in the statute. This was 
the Court’s decision in Rathbun (Humphrey) v. United States 
(295 U. S. 602), decided in 1935 in a case involving a member 
of the Federal Trade Commission. 

Third, if Congress sets up no restriction, the President may 
remove any officer whom he appoints, even if he is not a “purely 
executive” officer. The removal power of the President is im- 

not only from article II of the Constitution, as above noted, 

t also from the power to appoint. This has been law ever since 
the case of Ex parte Hennen (13 Peters 230) was decided in 1839. 
Though Congress may protect a regulatory commission from the 
President's discretionary removal power, it must do so by positive 

tion. If the statute is silent as to removal, as in the case 
several of the boards and commissions reviewed in this study, 
the President has full power of removal. 
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UNSOLVED PROBLEMS OF THE REMOVAL POWER 

Several important questions connected with the removal power, 
however, are not answered by the decisions just mentioned. The 
answers may only be guessed at. 

Perhaps the most important of these is the question of just 
which officers or agencies may be placed by Congress beyond the 
reach of the President's power of removal. What are their dis- 
tinguishing characteristics? The Rathbun decision stated that 
Congress intended to make the Federal Trade Commission inde- 
pendent, that the Commission did quasi-legislative and quasi- 
judicial work, that it was therefore an “agent” of Congress and 
the courts, and that its functions were not “purely executive.” 
There is not space here to analyze these statements, but the 
Court's language, if taken at its face value, would make it possible 
for Congress, by adroitly conferring on them a mixture of func- 
tions, to withdraw from Presidential removal practically every 
Officer and agency in the national administration. This, of course, 
the Court did not intend to sanction, as is indicated in the con- 
cluding sentence of the opinion in the Rathbun case: 

“To the extent that, between the decision in the Myers case, 
which sustains the unrestrictable power of the President to 
remove purely executive officers, and our present decision that 
such power does not extend to an office such as that here in- 
volved, there shall remain a field of doubt, we leave such cases 
as may fall within it for future consideration and determination 
as they may arise.” 

Another unanswered question is what is meant by the various 
causes for which members of the commissions may be removed, 
and what procedure must be followed in removing an officer 
for one of the causes. The exact statements of these causes for 
the the commissions under consideration in this study appear 
in an appendix. The statutes usually define the cause of re- 
moval in terms of incompetence, neglect of duty, or misconduct 
in office. One statute, that creating the National Labor Relations 
Board, requires notice and hearing before removal for the causes 
stated, but the others are silent as to procedure. Some legal 
analogies drawn from State practice will throw light on the 
causes and procedures of removal and would be likely to carry 
weight with the Supreme Court. 

It is generally agreed that when the removal of an officer 
is limited to stated causes the removing officer must make a 
public statement that one of those causes exists and must 
give the officer notice and a . Such procedure seems in 
every way desirable. By the weight of authority and of opinion, 
however, the officer making the removal does not have to “prove” 
the charges to the satisfaction of a court to which appeal may 
be taken. Since the Supreme Court has steadily refused to 
interfere in any way with the President’s exercise of his dis- 
cretionary powers, it seems most unlikely that his public state- 
ment that an official was removed for a cause stated in the 
statute would be subjected to court review. 


Mr. President, it is therefore obvious that if the type of 
legislation which this committee endorses receives the ap- 
proval of the Senate, incidents such as that which now dis- 
turbs the American people in the dismissal of Dr. Arthur 
Morgan, Chairman of the Board of the T. V. A., will have 
nothing but an arbitrary ending. I do not share this view. 
I believe the Congress has a right in this matter, as well as 
the President. I believe that right should be maintained. 

Any investigation made of the T. V. A. should be conducted 
in a thoroughly unbiased and nonpartisan way. I know what 
it means to contend with those who seek to persecute rather 
than to conduct a fair investigation. Under those circum- 
stances I found it exceedingly difficult to secure a hearing 
removed from the desire of certain groups which sought to 
vilify and defame. 

Mr. President, it is now thoroughly evident that the 
American people will demand a hearing in this case. I 
trust it will be carried on in a sportsmanlike way and the 
facts incident to the inquiry be established in a constitu- 
tional fashion and without resort to illegal advices, and that 
those who serve as judges, representing the national interests 
of the American people, will not bring to their task partisan 
prejudice or preconceived beliefs. I believe with all my heart 
that it should be an investigation by the Congress, and not 
by the executive department of the Government. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent now that the bill 
we are considering at this time be temporarily laid aside and 
that the resolutions offered by the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. Norris], the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Babes, and the Senator from Utah [Mr, Kal, be made 
the first and prevailing order of business. I am confident 
that if the desires of the American people are consulted this 
will be done without objection. I again make the request 
that in the interest of fair play for taxpayers, administrators, 
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and all concerned, the pending business before the Senate be 
set aside and that we proceed at once to the consideration 
of the resolutions relating to the investigation of the T. V. A. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

Mr. BYRNES. I object. 

Mr. COPELAND obtained the floor. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, will the Sen- 
ator yield so that I may suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. COPELAND. I am much obliged to the Senator, but 
I think I would not like to disturb my resting brethren. They 
are entitled to all the relief they can get from their pressing 
duties. 

Mr. President, I was very much interested in the statement 
made by the senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Davis] 
about professors. I confess, with some degree of humiliation, 
in view of his comments, that for about 25 years I was a 
professor. I was professor of medicine, to be sure, and 
perhaps the same odium would not attach to me by reason 
of that fact. My friend, the senior Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. McKettar], tells me that he, too, was a professor. Per- 
haps it is unwise to raise that issue here. But we under- 
stand the spirit in which it was done and, of course, we are 
all speaking now in a spirit of fun. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. President, I hope the Senator did not 
take any offense. 

Mr. COPELAND. Oh, no. The Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania is my dear friend and I never knew him to be unkind. 

Mr. DAVIS. The Senator, of course, is a noted lecturer. 

Mr. COPELAND. I will tell the Senator why I could not 
possibly take offense. As most Senators know, I lived for 
many years in Ann Arbor, Mich. At that time there were in 
that city quite a number of interesting characters who were 
given the appellation ramcats.“ I have no idea why they 
were called “ramcats.” They were the kind of people found 
in every town, who stand on the edge of the sidewalk and 
expectorate tobacco juice from the curb. The Senator from 
Pennsylvania has seen such persons sometimes in his State, 
I have no doubt. 

One of my friends happened to hear a conversation be- 
tween two of the “ramcats,” and one of them had expressed 
his disdain of professors. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. President, the Senator is not attempting 
to convey the idea that he is a “ramcat,” is he? 

Mr. COPELAND. I may convey that idea if the Senator 
will be patient. I must admit I have been charged with 
being one. At any rate, my friend heard this conversation. 
One “ramcat” said, “These professors make me sick,“ and he 
expectorated a little tobacco juice. 

The other fellow said, Well, Dr. COPELAND is a professor.” 

“Hell,” the other replied, he ain't no professor. He's one 
of us.” 

That explains why I take no resentment at all from what 
the Senator from Pennsylvania has said. 

In all seriousness, Mr. President, I desire to express the 
opinion that the pending bill ought not to be before the 
Senate. It has been brought to the Senate and we cannot 
cry over spilled milk, but we have a way to get rid of it. We 
can recommit the bill, and it should be recommitted. 

I want Senators to know that in all my life I have never 
known such general unhappiness in the country as there is at 
present. Every Senator here, regardless of political affilia- 
tion, knows that statement to be true. Our people are dis- 
tressed because of what they read about Europe. They are 
distressed because thousands of persons have been killed in 
bombings. Frankly, I think those who have been killed and 
are out of their earthly misery are better off in many respects 
than are the thousands of persons in certain sections of 
Europe who are being driven from pillar to post because of 
their race and religion. What can we do for them? What 
sympathy, what kindness, what consolation can we give them? 
They are alive, but they suffer. 

Consider the number of suicides in Austria of which we 
have read in the last few days. A distinguished professor 
of medicine—to speak of another professor—Professor Freud, 
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an eminent member of the medical faculty of the great Uni- 
versity of Vienna, has had all of his positions taken away 
from him, and his passports have been taken from him, yet 
that man, through his work as a physician, in his research 
work, and in his writings and lectures, has brought great 
fame to Austria. Now, he is deprived of all his honors in 
the university, and deprived also of what little wealth he 
had accumulated. 

The American people are not indifferent or oblivious to 
the implications of what is going on in Europe and of what 
may happen to our people. There is great fear in this coun- 
try on the part of many thoughtful persons that a dictator- 
ship may arise. I do not share that fear. I do not believe 
it is possible that there could be such an upheaval as to 
bring about a dictatorship here. But the fear exists, and 
any man who knows the thought of our people, any man 
who has conversed with multitudes of our people, as I have, 
must realize that that fear does exist. 

We have now before us a bill which 4 or 5 years ago would 
perhaps have been passed in the Senate without debate, or 
after only very brief debate, It is not what is in the bill 
that causes concern, but it is what may happen if it should 
be enacted into law. The people are sensitive now; they 
react to these things; they are distressed; they are worried. 
I stated in the Senate yesterday that in my first mail yester- 
day morning I had received 1,384 letters protesting against 
the bill. I have had as many today. 

I cannot write a letter to each one of these individuals 
and say, “Do not worry about this.” I do not know how 
much there is to worry about it. I am not sure about that. 
But I know that our people worry. 

Mr. President, I have heard criticisms upon the floor of 
the Senate, and through the press from members of this 
body, about propaganda and about this, that, and the other 
organization sending out letters facilitating appeals to the 
Congress. 

In the name of high heaven why should not people do 
that? Why should not organizations do that? If they 
choose to act together to call attention to our constitutional 
obligations, it is their duty in every manner possible to make 
known their feelings. 

I do not belong to any of these organizations. I get some 
of their literature. Much of it is good, I read it, and am 
impressed by it. Various points are brought out which 
have not occurred to my mind. It is all right for them to 
do that, and I think that this is the time when we should 
stand up and Say, “All right, if there are groups of citizens 
who are alarmed about affairs in America, they would not 
be good citizens if they did not exercise their right to peti- 
tion the Congress.” 

I call the attention of the Senate to a letter which I 
received a few hours ago from a personal friend of mine in 
New York. He says: 

I say it is time for lethal, not weasel, words. 


It is time for men to use language which, if the individual 
is fortunate enough to be able to find it, actually will burn 
into the minds of our people. There is need for lethal words 
to destroy those who seek to destroy our Government. 

If someone had told me a year ago that there were in- 
fluences in this country bringing every effort to bear to 
accomplish the destruction of the existing order, I should 
have laughed at him. But I have learned a great deal in 
the last year, and I know there are foreign influences brought 
to bear upon influential leaders of certain groups in Amer- 
ica, to cause them to move against existing institutions. We 
need some lethal words in dealing with them. We need to 
let the country know that such things exist. I do not want 
anyone in America to take his orders from Moscow. I want 
all Americans to be true to our institutions. 

There are so-called leaders in America who are taking 
their orders from Moscow, who seek to bring about con- 
fusion and disturbance, who have in mind the taking over 
of transportation and communications. They are not going 
to do it. I have no fear of that. But I do not want them 
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to be encouraged in the thought that they can stay here 
and do these outrageous, monstrous things. 

I regret to see that in labor circles there are some who 
have communistic thoughts. I am not talking about the 
rank and file of labor. If I were a laboring man I would 
sit in the front seat at the union meeting. I would have a 
part in union activities. Labor had no opportunity in 
America until it had a chance to deal collectively with its 
problems. I believe in the unions. I believe in the men 
who are in the unions, and I believe that 99 percent of 
labor in America is loyal to our institutions. But there are 
men in high places in labor’s ranks who, in my judgment, 
are not loyal to American institutions. It is of them I 
speak, 

Among other proposals in this bill we find the matter 
before us today. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Scuwarrz in the chair). 
Does the Senator from New York yield to the Senator from 
Michigan? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I am very much interested in 
what the Senator says about the inspired propaganda com- 
ing through the mails. I think the time and effort and 
postage largely wasted, but I am happy to get the real views 
of the people. 

Something also has been said about propaganda, so-called, 
that we are getting from the administration downtown. 
Much was said on the floor of the Senate the other day in 
objection to that particular form of influence. I do not 
know why we should object to it, As a Democrat I like to 
get along with the administration. I am generally in favor 
of anything the administration proposes, unless it is against 
my convictions, and I see no reason why any Senator should 
object to hearing from the officials downtown who are in- 
terested in the propositions that come before the Senate. 

As the Senator perhaps will recall, I was one who voted 
for the Wheeler amendment. I was called on the telephone 
by several persons downtown who urged me to vote other- 
wise. I think it was entirely proper and legitimate that 
they should do so, just as the Senator from New York says 
it is legitimate for people out in the country to write us 
about the measure now before us. In other words, I think 
the Senator’s argument applies both ways. I had no diffi- 
culty in saying “no” to the members of the administration 
who asked me to oppose the Wheeler amendment. So far 
as I am concerned, there was no attempt on the part of 
anyone in the administration to use improper methods. 
There was no threats of any kind. I think that form of 
influence is just as commendable as the influence sought 
to be exerted from out in the country. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, the Senator has made a 
general statement. I have no reason to question his judg- 
ment. I have never taken offense when called upon by 
officials or private citizens. I do not care who the man is 
who comes to see me, whether he is a representative of the 
administration or a representative of some so-called interest. 
I can trust myself. I would not think much of a Member 
of this body who could not trust himself. I might joke a 
little about the influence brought to bear from the White 
House upon Senators. I used to have some of that myself. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. My point is that the influence 
is proper, from wheresoever it comes, so long as it is not 
accompanied by threats. 

Mr. COPELAND. I join the Senator in that. I never 
did resent it. Let the influence come from any quarter, the 
White House or elsewhere. However, I do resent the efforts 
made in Washington to besmear and besmirch those groups 
and individuals who seek to bring their views on constitu- 
tional government to bear upon us. They have a right to 
do that, and they ought not to be disturbed in that right. 

I thank the Senator from Michigan, because I take it he 
has exactly the same views. Let the communications come 
in from all quarters, 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator 
from New York on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. COPELAND. I shall take time on the bill. 

Let the effort come from the White House, let it come 
from New York City, or from Texas. I do not care whence 
it comes. These people have a right to be heard. 

Further, let me say to Senators that I am never much con- 
cerned about so-called pressure groups. When I get a thou- 
sand telegrams all in the same language and placed in the 
telegraph office at the same time, I am not much impressed 
by them. But when I find thousands of my constituents 
who take pains to write me letters in longhand and to ex- 
press their views, I am glad to have them. And if those 
letters come in printed form from some organizations, let 
them come, and let us say, “God bless you, come on, all of 
you, and write.” It is good for the revenues of the Govern- 
noe at least. They have to spend postage to send their 
etters. 

Mr. President, I do resent, and I say it again, criticism of 
these groups and organizations, whether it be the Daugh- 
ters of the American Revolution, or the League of Women 
Voters, or some constitutional group, I do not care what. I 
resent it when they are criticized for sending in their opin- 
ions about pending legislation. It is a good idea for a Sena- 
tor to know what his constituents think, and I am convinced 
that if I were for this bill, I could not fail at least to give 
serious thought to the protests, the serious protests, the 
almost tearful protests, made by my constituents in New 
York against the bill. 

As I have said, if this bill had come up 4 or 5 years ago, I 
have no doubt it would have been passed as readily as simi- 
lar bills have been passed under previous administrations. 
But it did not come up then. It comes up now, when we have 
a different psychology in America, and it comes up at a very 
wrong time, a very inopportune time. For the peace and 
comfort of our citizens this bill should be sent back for 
further study. 

I recur to the amendment relating to the General Ac- 
counting Office and the Comptroller General. I wish to tell 
Senators why I am bitterly opposed to any scheme setting up 
a postaudit of the acts and activities of the departments. 
Let me give one example. I want Senators to take my word 
as to the truth of the statements I am about to make. There 
are reasons why I do not wish to mention the name of the 
city or of the official of Government involved. I will go so 
far as to say that the events I shall describe did not happen 
during the Roosevelt administration. They happened before 
that time. 

The matter involved was a bid on a great post office in one 
of our large cities. My interest in it was aroused by the fact 
that the low bidder on the contract was a New York corpo- 
ration. An appeal was made to me, because I was then, as 
now, a Senator from New York. I speak without any 
thought of being offensive or partisan. If the Democratic 
Party had been in power, this would have been a refiection 
upon it. But I should be just as frank about it as Iam now. 
It so happened that the Republican Party was in power at 
the time to which I refer. 

This contract was very large, involving millions of dollars. 
It was desired—I do not say that the wish is improper— 
that a certain favorite bidder might have the contract. He 
had been a large contributor to the Republican campaign 
fund. If it had happened during the present. administration, 
he would probably have been a large contributor to the 
Democratic campaign fund. 

I am trying to soften the criticism as much as I can. At 
any rate, a New York concern was the low bidder, and that 
fact did not please the Government official, so the bids were 
torn apart. The plan was somewhat modified. A composi- 
tion roof was substituted for a tile roof. Run-of-kiln brick 
were substituted for pressed brick. Composition was substi- 
tuted for marble in the facility rooms, and the contract was 
let out to bids again. Then, to the great discomforture of 
the Government official, the New York concern was still the 
low bidder. The official then proceeded to do some other 
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things in order to make possible a third bidding. By this 
time the New York corporation was disgusted and did not 
bid, and the contract went to the favorite bidder. 

I was resentful of what had occurred. I did not know 
as much about Government then as I do now. However, I 
found out that the Comptroller General could enter into 
this thing; and, on my request, the Comptroller General 
did enter into it. He said that the act of the Government 
Official was very wrong; that he had no business to do what 
he did. It was not in accordance with law; and surely it 
was not in accordance with decency. 

Why should there not be some watchful man in the Gov- 
ernment who can place the microscope on a proposal of that 
sort and find out what is poisonous about it? The Comp- 
troller General did it in that case. But if we should pass 
the bill as it is before us, there would not be any such 
watchful official, After everything was all over, the money 
spent, and a report made, then there would be an audit. 
What good would that do? 

If this were the only example I have in mind, I should 
say it would not amount to much. But I know of others like 
it; and I have known instances during this administration 
when, as a member of the Appropriations Committee, I have 
come to find out, through the activities of the Comptroller 
General, that certain proposals were improper and beyond 
the law, and ought not to be entered upon. Why should 
we not have a Comptroller General? I want someone in 
my office, and I have someone in my office at home, to make 
sure that all my transactions are right and proper. I want 
someone to advise me, and keep me out of trouble. The 
Government ought to feel the same way. We should have the 
Comptroller General to advise us in advance against political 
trickery, preferred bidders, and illegal expenditures. 

Mr. President, if the Senate fails to adopt the pending 
amendment, I shall regard it as one of the most remarkable 
reversals of senatorial opinion that I have witnessed in the 
16 years I have been in this body. 

The Committee on Commerce, of which I have the honor 
to be chairman, once had before it a maritime bill, which was 
finally enacted in 1936, but which was pending for several 
years before that time. In the original bill there was a 
provision that the auditing of accounts should be made by 
the proposed Maritime Commission, and that a report 
should be made each year of the result of the audit. With 
one accord the members of my committee—new dealers, old 
dealers, Republicans, Progressives, and all concerned—said 
“We cannot do that. All these contracts must be viewed 
by the Comptroller General before they are made effective, 
and the Comptroller General must have the last say in pass- 
ing upon them.” Why should not that be so? 

I credit every other man in the Government with the 
same personal honesty which I profess. But this is a great 
Government. I am sorry to say it has become a very expen- 
sive Government. The more money we expend, the more 
reason there is to have somebody who is just a little outside 
the smoke of battle, to pass judgment upon what we are 
to do. 

Of course I want the office of Comptroller General con- 
tinued. Of course I want these matters passed upon in 
advance of their consummation. I want them viewed be- 
forehand, not afterward. The most embarrassing time in a 
doctor’s life is when he has to have a post mortem. It is 
better to have a consultation in the beginning, and bring 
together the wise doctors or surgeons to make certain that 
the proposed procedure is wise and proper, to determine 
whether or not there is a chance of survival of the patient, 
and what shall be the method of operation. That is what 
we have a Comptroller General for. He is the man to view 
these matters. We pass many laws hastily, and afterward 
we do not know what they mean. 

I was impressed this morning, as I read the opinion of the 
Attorney General in the T. V. A, case. I do not profess to 
know much about law, but it is very interesting to me to 
observe how clever lawyers have a way of dealing in a post 
mortem manner with what has been done. The lawyers 
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present will probably laugh at me, but I was very much 
interested in the second page of the opinion of the Attorney 
General. I will read it. This is a quotation from section 4 
of the act. 

Provided, That any member of said Board may be removed from 
office at any time by a concurrent resolution of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives. Á 

We knew that; everybody knew that. But now let me 
read section 6 as it is cited in the opinion of the Acting 
Attorney General: 

Sec. 6. In the appointment of officials and the selection of 
employees for said Corporation, and in the promotion of any such 
employees or Officials, no political test or qualification shall be 
permitted or given consideration, but all such appointments and 
promotions shall be given and made on the basis of merit and 
efficiency. 

The remainder of the section, which is underscored in the 
opinion, I now read: 


Any member of said Board who is found by the President of the 
United States to be guilty of a violation of this section— 


That is, section 6— 
shall be removed from office by the President of the United States. 


If that is the only authority for the removal of Dr. Morgan 
from the T. V. A., it is certainly very scant authority from 
the standpoint of a layman. Section 6 relates in no manner 
whatever to the removal of the members of the Board except 
for a specific violation of the provisions of section 6. The 
Senator from Nebraska was so eager—and we know his hon- 
esty and integrity and his nonpartisanship—that in the ad- 
ministration of the T. V. A. Act the officials in charge should 
not use politics in the selection of employees that he had 
inserted in the act: 

No political test or qualification shall be permitted or given 


consideration, but all such appointments and promotions shall 
be given and made on the basis of merit and efficiency. 


And— 

Any member of said Board who is found by the President of the 
United States to be guilty of a violation of this section shall be 
removed from office, 

I ask my friend the distinguished and able constitutional 
lawyer from Utah [Mr. Kine] could there be any other 
possible meaning to that language? It does not say that the 
President may remove Dr. Morgan or the other Morgan from 
the Board or Mr. Lilienthal for any cause, but it says 
that any member of the T. V. A. Board who is guilty of any 
political favoritism in the selection of employees may be 
removed. That is the only reason for removal, and I have not 
heard that Dr. Morgan has been guilty of that offense. 

Somebody in advance, certainly so far as appropriations 
are concerned and the great activities of the Government 
having to do with fiscal matters, should have the legal power— 
the unrestricted, unrestrained, unembarrassed power—to say 
that a certain proposal is not in accordance with law, that 
it conflicts with the statute of appropriation or other stat- 
ute, and may not go forward. That is why we have a Comp- 
troller General, and that is why we should continue to have 
a Comptroller General. 

Suppose this bill should pass—and I hope it will not—no 
Official such as the Comptroller General in advance of the 
confirmation of some ill-advised or not-well-thought-out 
project would be able to act. Heaven knows there are plenty 
of hastily drawn measures that go through the Congress. I 
wish to say to you, Mr. President, in all seriousness, that if 
a doctor were to view a patient and reach a conclusion as to 
what ought to be done with him on the same scanty evidence 
that seems to be conclusive in the Congress at times, such a 
doctor would be in jail for malpractice inside of 6 months. 
Too much of our legislation is hastily passed and undigested. 
We are moved emotionally and perhaps sometimes some of 
us are moved by self-interest. However, it does not make 
any difference what the cause is; the fact remains that we ap- 
propriate vast amounts of money and often we do not examine 
to see whether a particular proposal conflicts with other acts 
of Congress when we enact it. Why should there not be an 
official of the Government to pass first upon such matters? 
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I am not speaking of the Comptroller General as a brake 
upon the Executive, although if I were the Executive I 
should want somebody to guide me. I am speaking of him 
in connection with the legislation which Congress enacts. Let 
the Comptroller General pass upon it instead of our going 
blunderingly forward and then finding ourselves in court 
and, as in this particular matter of the T. V. A., have to have 
a post mortem and such a frenzied death certificate as I 
have never read before in my life. 

I think that is all I care to say, Mr. President. I am sorry 
I have taken so much time of the Senate, but I feel earnestly 
about this question. I know my people at home, thoughtful 
people, reading people—not alone rich people, for we have 
not many of them left, but the common people—the white- 
collared people, farmers who read and are as well informed 
as any other class of people, have sent many protests to me. 

Mr. President, I wish I had words to convince the Senate 
that this bill should not be passed. If there were nothing 
else than the psychological effect of its passage, the evil effect 
upon the minds of men and women, that in itself should be 
sufficient to restrain us. What is the haste about it? What 
is there about this measure that demands that we rush its 
consideration and passage? I regard it as an undigested bill, 
not understood by most of us. But, even if it were the best 
bill that could be written by legislative draftsmen, there 
would be no reason for its passage. We are giving offense 
to millions of our people. I remember that St. Paul—and 
perhaps the Presiding Officer will have to check on me a 
little about my Scripture—I remember St. Paul spoke about 
meat offered to idols. He said it is neither worse nor better 
because it has been offered to idols, but he said, “Wherefore, 
if meat make my brother to offend; I will eat no flesh while 
the world standeth.” 

Why should we not exercise that Paulian doctrine today? 
The passage of this bill will cause offense to millions of our 
people, and if it causes offense to them we ought not to pass 
it. There is no urgency that demands it; there is no emer- 
gency that demands it; and, so far as I know, there are not 
multitudes of people throughout the country demanding it. 
But it is here backed by a very small, though influential, 
group. To pass this bill will give offense to millions of the 
American people, who are worried over what is happening 
in other countries. They are fearful that such things may 
happen here. Personally I have no such fear; but I do not 
wish to give unhappiness and discontent and offense to mil- 
lions who will be made unhappy. So I feel that the Senate 
at the proper time should recommit this bill and enable us 
to go on with other matters which have to do really with 
the welfare of our country. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr, President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator, of course, is aware of the fact 
that there have already been some seven or eight revisions 
and different versions of this measure since the original 
monstrosity was sent up by the so-called Brownlow com- 
mittee, and that each revision, each new version, has been a 
distinct improvement over its predecessor. Does not the 
Senator think that a few more revisions, a few more versions, 
might very much improve the bill further? 

Mr. COPELAND. I have no doubt about that. One of the 
things I have been complaining about is the haste with 
which we do things. We hurry them through. As the Sen- 
ator from Missouri, a wise man, has said, the bill has been 
bettered each time it has come forth in a new form; it could 
be made much better. Yesterday the Senator from Missouri 
presented many amendments which, to my mind, if the bill 
is to be passed, should be incorporated in the bill. 

I cannot understand why a department here and a depart- 
ment there have been taken out, not to come under the 
terms of the bill. If there are to be omissions, all should be 
omitted. If this is a piece of legislation to take in all, all 
should be included. 

There is no haste about it. Let us take our time and bring 
about the writing of a perfect bill; for, as the Senator from 
Missouri has said, it has been constantly proceeding along 
better lines and might in time be worth while. 
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Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, the trends in this 
bill toward multiplied power in the hands of an Executive 
who is not always tolerant of those who disagree with him— 
to state the matter mildly—find themselves illuminated with 
new light and new admonitions by recent and contemporary 
events in the White House. 

We now have a new crime in America. I believe it is 
called contumacy.“ It has never before been known to 
exist, at least officially, and I have been unable to discover 
that any other citizen has run afoul of the crime of “con- 
tumacy” up to now. This does not mean, however, that it 
has not existed in essence elsewhere in the world, because 
under every modern form of dictatorship across the sea, and 
under every absolute government since time began there has 
been the crime of lese majeste; and it seems to me that 
“contumacy” is the American paraphrase of lese majeste. 
So time marches on, and so does the American surrender to 
government by executive decree. Contumacy is just part of 
the parade, and this bill is the rest of the parade. 

Mr. President, the particular section which is under con- 
sideration in connection with the effort of the able Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] to save to the legislative branch 
of Congress some semblance of the control of the purse is 
especially in point in connection with the observations I have 
just submitted. By constitutional theory the control of the 
sword rests with the Executive to a degree which makes the 
control of that authority practically impossible in the hands 
of Congress. The control of the purse has always been a 
legislative function in any democracy that understood the 
genius of its own institutions or the roots of its own safety. 
Now, with us the control of the sword is in the Executive. 
The control of the purse was passed to the Executive in part 
by the enormous appropriations of lump sums which the 
Executive substantially could use as he pleased. Finally, 
the control of the purse passes completely when the Execu- 
tive, the spending branch of the Government, decides for 
itself whether it is living within the rule laid down by the 
Legislature when it gave the Executive the money to spend. 

In simple net result, Mr. President, that is the issue pend- 
ing in the amendment submitted by the able Senator from 
Virginia: Shall the Legislature retain that modicum of con- 
trol over the purse which at least permits it to say that after 
an appropriation is made upon the authority of the Congress 
it shall be spent as Congress requires, and not as the Execu- 
tive may please? 

Mr. President, the one man in this country who was best 
qualified to testify upon this particular subject never had a 
chance to appear before the Reorganization Committee. 

There is not a word from him in the testimony taken. 
If there is one man more than another who knows how 
the Comptroller General’s Office has operated for 15 hon- 
orable years, who knows what the function comprehends, 
who understands why the function should be perpetuated, 
it is the man who was chosen by Congress 15 years ago to 
fill that assignment, who filled it for 15 years to the com- 
plete satisfaction of the people of the United States, who 
is ineligible for reappointment, and therefore is not subject 
to any prejudice or bias in respect to his point of view 
on the perpetuation of the office—General McCarl, who 
never was called to testify a single syllable in respect to the 
abolition of an independent precontrol over the expenditures 
of the Government of the United States. 

But, Mr. President, we are not wholly lacking in respect. 
to Mr. McCarl’s views. On January 13, 1937, he made a 
public statement; and my chief purpose in rising at the 
moment and occupying my time only on the amendment, 
if you please, is to permit Mr. McCarl to be heard in this 
forum; to permit the Comptroller General, with 15 years of 
satisfactory service to his credit, to testify regarding the 
office he has filled, the function which it is now proposed 
to abrogate. 

This is what Mr. McCarl had to say upon the precise issue 
which impends when we vote upon the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] to restore some 
degree of adequate legislative control over the integrity of 
congressional appropriations when they are expended. 
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General McCar! speaking: 

Some of the changes suggested by the President’s Committee are 
vastly more far reaching than appears on the surface, and at least 
one goes to the very foundation of our plan of self-government. 

There we are, Mr. President. We are not dealing at the 
moment with some casual, metaphysical sort of thing. We 
are not dealing with some mere academic rearrangement of 
a few bureaus. We are dealing with the very foundation 
of our plan of self-government; and I repeat that the con- 
trol of the purse certainly does lie at the foundation of self- 
government, 

I continue reading General McCarl’s statement: 

For instance, its proposal to emasculate our independent ac- 
counting system so brings into question the authority of the Con- 
gress to effectively safeguard and prescribe the uses of public 
moneys as to go far beyond any matter of reorganizing existing 
agencies. It appears in effect a proposal to revamp the respective 
jurisdictions of two of the three coordinate branches of govern- 
ment—with loss by the Congress of means whereby to discharge 
its constitutional responsibilities to the country, 


I repeat, Mr. President, that no Senator can vote upon 
this question on any comfortable and consoling theory that 
it is merely a casual matter of no particular moment. On 
the contrary, precisely as General McCar] indicates, this part 


of the bill affects and undertakes to revamp, in essence, 


the respective jurisdictions of two of the three coordinate 
branches of government. No wonder many critics insist that 
the challenge rates in importance with that which the Con- 
gress and the country confronted in respect to the recent 
assault leveled against the integrity of the Supreme Court! 

I continue reading from General McCarl: 

The independence of our accounting system is based upon the 
authority and responsibility of the Congress to safeguard and to 


prescribe the uses of the public money. Such authority is essen- 
tially in the people's forum in any self-governing society— 


Which, Mr. President, we still are, at least temporarily— 


and is constitutionally vested in the Congress of the United 
States. It would be little more than an idle gesture for the 
Congress to stipulate or limit by law the uses to which a par- 
ticular appropriation might lawfully be employed and be without 
means of exacting observance of such law by the spending 
agencies, 


There is the issue, and it is a practical challenge, pending 
in the amendment submitted by the able Senator from 
Virginia. I now paraphrase General McCarl: Shall we main- 
tain the means of exacting observance of the law by those 
to whom we appropriate money to be spent under law 
which we dictate, and which we have a right, aye, a re- 
sponsibility, to require shall be faithfully observed? 

Vote “no” on the Byrd amendment, and vote to strip 
yourselves of the chance to exact observance of the law by 
the spenders of this Government. Vote “yea,” and vote to 
maintain a constitutional responsibility in the Congress to 
require that the purse shall be used by the Executive in the 
fashion which the Legislature requires. 

I continue General McCarl’s testimony: 

The present law provides that means by imposing a duty upon 
the General Accoun Office, an agency independent of the spend- 
ing branch, to see to it that— 

What? This is what is proposed to be changed: 

To see to it that such laws are observed. 


That is all. We must not see to it any longer that laws 
are observed. That is the argument in favor of the pending 
bill. The argument in favor of the Byrd amendment is that 
we shall insist that the law be obeyed. 

I continue General McCarl’s statement: 

If the independent accounting system should be emasculated as 
proposed, the Congress would be without such means and would be 
impotent in these vital matters. 

“Impotent,” Mr. President. A vote on the Byrd amend- 
ment is either for potency or impotency. Those who insist 
upon stripping the congressional authority of its right to 
insist that money shall be spent under the law, as the law 
requires, are voting for congressional impotency, and they 
are voting away their own constitutional responsibilities. 
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I continue General McCarl’s statement: 

Then, too, when economy in Government is so utterly essential— 

And God knows it is— 
due to our public-debt condition— 

And some other factors might be added; but I hasten on— 
any wisdom in striking down our one money-saving agency— 

Our one money-saving agency— 
is difficult to see. 

* 0 s s . 7 e. 

The fact that the p is camouflaged by an attack upon 
the administration of the independent accounting system during 
the first 15 years of its existence must not be permitted to divert 
attention from the real vital issue involved. Such attack appears 
to have been necessary, as so bold a proposal could hardly have 
been advanced behind a lesser smoke screen. Fortunately the 
misleading and inaccurate statements appearing in the commit- 
tee’s report as basis for its recommendation are all susceptible of 
correction by public records, 

Let me interrupt the statement for a moment to comment 
upon one of the exhibits submitted this afternoon by the 
able Senator from South Carolina, who is pleading so plaus- 
ibly and persuasively for the pending measure. He under- 
took to demonstrate that the function delivered by us to 
the Comptroller General was more or less of a futile re- 
striction by referring to our experience with the present 
effort to take money out of a relief fund to build that shelter- 
belt of trees which Senators remember was to run from the 
Canadian border to the Gulf of Mexico, a belt of magnifi- 
cent trees, the width of which I have forgotten, perhaps a 
mile wide. 

First the President tried to put $15,000,000 of relief money 
into the shelterbelt scheme. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator’s time on the 
amendment has expired. 

Mr, VANDENBERG. Then I will have to continue on 
the bill, because I want to complete this statement. 

First, the President tried to get $15,000,000 out of relief 
money to start the shelterbelt, and the Comptroller General’s 
Office stopped him in his tracks and said, “You cannot spend 
this relief money upon a scheme which will take years and 
years to develop, and which is at most a prospectus for day 
after tomorrow. These funds are for immediate relief. This 
is a relief law. ‘These are relief moneys with which you are 
undertaking to play.” And the Comptroller said, “You can- 
not doit. The law will not let you do it.” 

A little later the scheme was changed. Not only was the 
wording changed, not only was the actual function changed, 
but the request was reduced to $1,000,000, which would be 
spent immediately, within the time lying within the calen- 
dar period covered by the relief appropriation. The Comp- 
troller General said, “Very well. This is a totally different 
thing. You are now proposing a different type of expenditure 
in many details, and you are only proposing to take the 
money that will be spent during the immediate period for 
which this relief fund was created.” 

So the President got a million dollars to monkey with this 
shelterbelt scheme, instead of $15,000,000, and the able 
Senator from South Carolina argues that that proves in 
some mysterious and amazing way that the Comptroller 
General reversed himself, and permitted the shelterbelt to be 
built, within 60 days after he had denied permission, and he 
argues that that indicates that the function of the Comp- 
troller General amounts to nothing. 

Mr. President, in that instance it amounted to at least 
$14,000,000 out of $15,000,000. What happens in a situation 
like that? Let us not argue the merits of the shelterbelt 
for the time being. Let us not argue whether the original 
allocation by the President was right or wrong. Let us 
merely contemplate the fact that the original allocation, for 
the sake of the argument, was wrong; I mean wrong within 
the question of whether it was authorized by law or not. 

What happens under the system which the pending bill 
would create, under circumstances of that kind? The Ex- 
ecutive decides for himself whether he is living within the 
law when he spends the $15,000,000 upon a project which he 
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has chosen to create. The difference is that under the exist- 
ing system, the democratic system, which we now possess, if 
and when that expenditure is undertaken, an independent 
officer of the Government, answerable solely to the Congress 
of the United States, passes upon the question whether the 
integrity of the law is being preserved. 

Of course, the spenders cannot audit their own spending. 
Of course, the spenders cannot be permitted to say for them- 
selves whether they are spending within the instructions 
issued to them by the legislature. It is perfectly absurd, 
except upon the modern theory that there is some kind of 
efficiency worth what it costs in a concentration of all the 
powers of government in one place, and that is the only 
theory under heaven by which this proposition can even be 
argumentatively justified. 

It is not possible to justify a proposal to take from the 
Congress the power to require the integrity of appropriation 
laws to be observed, and turn that power over to those who 
are to spend the money. That cannot be done upon any 
theory except that we are ready to yield and surrender to 
this modern trend which has the whole wide world in its 
grip, the modern trend toward authoritarian government. 

When I was reading from General McCarl’s statement last 
I was referring to his answer to the charges that his depart- 
ment has not functioned acceptably. I continue reading: 

Even if during those 15 years we were prevented from being 100- 


percent perfect in exacting law observance in the uses of public 
moneys— 


Mr. President, I call attention to that phrase. It is the 
heart and center of this whole controversy. It is all that is 
involved. The thing the Comptroller General has done, and 
which most of us who still love democracy want him to con- 
tinue to do, is nothing more or less than to exact “law 
observance in the uses of public moneys.” 

Mr. President, I express my astonishment that there could 
be whipped up under any plausibility whatsoever a scheme 
of some sort to dilute law observance in the uses of public 
money. 

Comptroller General McCarl says: 

Even if during those 15 years we were prevented from being 
100-percent perfect in exacting law observance in the uses of 
public moneys— 

Listen, Senators— 


and even if tender toes were necessarily trod upon in the effort, 
such considerations afford no reason whatsoever why so fine a 

and one so essential to the success of our plan of self- 
government should be emasculated. 


Essential, Mr. President, to our plan of self-government— 
the control of the purse. This is not any casual matter. 
This is not just some academic shifting of a few clerks from 
Pennsylvania Avenue to Constitution Avenue. This is a 
proposition involving our plan of self-government and an 
effort to emasculate it, and they know precisely what it is 
they want. 

Referring to this particular check in behalf of our self- 
government, General McCarl continues: 


It should be strengthened, not crucified. 


There is the word which is applied to this bill, and this 
particular section of it, by the man whom America trusted 
for 15 years with the exercise of this vital function. There 
is the word he applies to this thing which Senators are asked 
to underwrite and approve. What is it he says that Sen- 
ators are asked to do? To crucify the thing that has pro- 
tected the integrity of public expenditures for 15 years. 
This is a crucifixion, Mr. President. 

Let me continue to read from General McCarl: 

The fact that our one great offense— 

Speaking of the operation of his office for 
years— 


The fact that our one great offense was that of trying too hard 
to keep the spending agencies within the law— 


these 15 
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That is their great crime. They have tried too hard for 
a decade and a half to keep the spendthrifts within the 
law. 

The fact that our one great offense was that of trying too hard 
to keep the spending agencies within the law is a criticism that 
should be heartening to that upstanding force that means the 
General Accounting Office. 

I fear the President has been misled— 


Says General McCarl— 


by his advisers and doubt that the Congress will give much con- 
sideration to any proposal involving— 


What?— 


a giving up of means adequate to discharge of its constitutional 
responsibilities. 

I am sorry to say the General was not a very good prophet. 
He was a better comptroller than he was prophet, because 
he thought on January 13 that Congress would not give 
much consideration to this sort of self-abnegation, this sort 
of emasculation in respect to a fundamental constitutional 
responsibility, this thing which General McCarl calls cruci- 
fixion, and he paid us too great a compliment, by saying 
that Congress would not pay much consideration to that 
sort of thing. If he had been here this week he would have 
seen a majority of this body turn down an amendment to 
this bill which had for its sole purpose a veto, optional in 
the Congress itself, to pass upon the wisdom of Executive 
orders after they have been issued down the street. He 
would have seen this body decline to commit this bill to one 
single penny of specific economy. He would have seen this 
body strip a bipartisan, three-man Civil Service Commission 
of its bipartisan character and protection, and he would 
have seen a civil-service dictator enthroned in its place. 
And now he would see the Senate on the verge of a vote 
which trembles in the balance so far as our hopes for main- 
taining an independent control over the integrity of public 
expenditures is concerned. 

Again reading from General McCarl: 


The the independence of the accounting system from 
domination and control by the Executive branch—is the vital 


There is the analysis from General McCarl himself. We 
have trusted this man for 15 years with this terrific re- 
sponsibility. The American people have applauded this man 
for 15 years. He has been held up as one of the supremely 
effective public servants in this country, criticized usually 
only by a few bureaucrats upon whose toes he happened to 
have trod. 

Listen to this man. He was our agent, our congressional 
agent for a decade and a half. He knows what he has 
been doing by way of protecting the integrity of legal ex- 
penditures of appropriations. He knows what essential and 
vital function his office serves, and he says to you, Mr. 
President: 

The system—the independence of the accounting system from 
domination and control by the Executive branch—is the vital thing. 

Why, of course it is the vital thing. It is the vital thing 
in the maintenance of our democracy. It is the vital thing 
in keeping the final, culminating concentration of the power 
of sword and purse from 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. 

General McCarl concludes: 

It would be a long step backward— 


A long step backward, Mr. President— 
for the Congress to surrender— 


What? 
to surrender its right to exact law observance in the uses of the 
public moneys. 

You can have all the fine-spun arguments you want as to 
whether or not this set of ledgers should be kept in a so- 
called general accounting office at the other end of Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue—whether they ought to be over in the big 
building occupied by the Comptroller General, or whether 
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they ought to be in the jurisdiction of the Budget Director, 
who sits as the alter ego of the President. You can go into 
all the fine-spun discussion of ledgers and mathematics and 
calculations of that character you please. That is all beside 
the point. There is only one point, and General McCarl has 
emphasized it from the start to the finish of his utterly 
unanswerable statement. 

The only thing involved is: Shall Congress retain to it- 
self the right to require the Executive to live under the law? 
That is the issue, and none other. Those who vote for the 
Byrd amendment, now pending, insist that the executive 
branch of the Government shall be subordinate to law, as is 
every other department. And if that is contumacy, I am 
sorry. 

Those who vote against the Byrd amendment are voting 
in favor of the surrender of this independent control, in 
favor of immunizing the executive department against a re- 
quirement that it shall observe the law, are voting to pass 
the final and last control of the purse to the Executive au- 
thority of this country, and then we have moved many more 
steps down the avenue to that sort of concentration of au- 
thority which, with few exceptions, is cursing every other 
people in this world, and which will curse us in increasing 
and serial and progressive degree if we are going quietly and 
submissively to yield to such proposals as the one which now 
impends. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, the President of the United 
States this morning took a sort of a seven-league step in the 
direction of one-man government. Therefore, it is very 
pertinent in the discussion that has been taking place in this 
body on the reorganization plan that we should refer for a 
moment to the President’s arbitrary, one-man action on the 
T. V. A. matter. 

While there were various resolutions pending in Congress, 
in both the House and in the Senate, seeking investigations 
of various sorts to get the facts, the President of the United 
States, after a sort of a drumhead hearing, or as might be 
said, by the methods of a kangaroo court, held his trial at the 
White House. He did not determine any facts. He merely 
went ahead and convicted an innocent man without a fair 
trial. He removed Dr. Morgan without getting any of the 
facts. 

At no time have I advocated in this body that we should 
remove anyone before we knew the facts. The President has 
gone ahead and deliberately removed the Chairman of the 
Board of the T. V. A. without getting the facts. That is a 
reflection on Congress, in view of the fact that the resolu- 
tions seeking investigation of the T. V. A. are pending in this 
body. 

A great deal has been said about the Humphrey case and 
the Myers case. I have been very much interested today to 
see that the opinion handed down by the President of the 
United States was from the Acting Attorney General, Mr. 
Robert H. Jackson. I do not know why the opinion was not 
handed down by the Attorney General himself. I presume 
perhaps he was away somewhere, but it is interesting that 
Mr. Jackson's name was the name affixed to the document. 

Mr. Jackson is well known to the people of this country. 
His utterances have been on the front pages of the news- 
papers; and he is known for just what he is. I opposed the 
nomination of Mr. Jackson in this body the other day. I 
am not surprised at his opinion, which the President quotes 
as authority. 

Dr. Arthur Morgan has been removed from the T. V. A. 
That leaves Mr. Harcourt Morgan and Mr. Lilienthal in sole 
charge of that great experiment. It is very significant that 
these two gentlemen, who were the object of the charges of 
Dr. Arthur Morgan, are now left in complete charge of the 
T. V. A. What is going on? The President has removed 
Dr. Arthur Morgan without ascertaining the facts. In order 
to be fair to all, the Congress, in a very legal manner, should 
proceed at once to remove the other two directors or they 
should be suspended. 

What is the situation as to the authority of the President? 
The Humphrey case was the case of a member of the Fed- 
eral Trade Commission who was removed by the President 
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in an arbitrary manner. The Supreme Court of the United 
States ruled that the President went beyond his authority 
in removing Mr. Humphrey. That did not do Mr. Hum- 
phrey any good, because he had passed to the Great Beyond. 
He was resting in his grave when justice was accorded him. 
I do not want to see the same thing happen to Dr. Morgan. 
I want Dr. Morgan to receive justice now. 

The T. V. A. Act expressly provides two ways in which 
members of the T. V. A. may be removed. One way is by 
action of the President, if the individual in question has been 
mixing into political matters. It was not charged that Dr. 
Arthur Morgan was guilty of that offense. The other 
method is by a concurrent resolution of Congress, under 
a power vested wholly in Congress. The President did not 
come before Congress and say that he had made an investi- 
gation without ascertaining any facts, and that he wanted 
Dr. Morgan removed by a concurrent resolution of both 
Houses of Congress, under the provisions of the act. The 
President acted himself. We see a typical example of one- 
man government in full swing. 

The major point I wish to make in these brief remarks 
is that Dr. Harcourt Morgan and Mr. David Lilienthal, the 
two remaining directors of T. V. A. are in sole charge. I 
imagine that the midnight oil has been burning, or perhaps 
I should say midnight lights have been burning. What is 
happening? The two gentlemen referred to would be some- 
thing more than human if they have not been fixing up a 
few loose ends during this period of time in anticipation of 
a congressional investigation. So, as a Member of the United 
States Senate, I wish to invite the attention of this body; 
the attention of the members of the T. V. A., Dr. Harcourt 
Morgan and David Lilienthal; and the attention of the At- 
torney General of the United States—whether it be Mr. 
Jackson, Acting Attorney General, or Mr. Cummings, the 
actual Attorney General—to the Criminal Code of the United 
States. I quote from title 18 of the Criminal Code and 
Criminal Procedure, chapter 6, section 234 (Criminal Code, 
sec. 128) entitled “Destroying public records.” I read: 

Whoever shall willfully and unlawfully conceal, remove, mutilate, 
obliterate, or destroy, or attempt to conceal, remove, mutilate, 
obliterate, or destroy, or with intent to conceal, remove, mutilate, 
obliterate, destroy, or steal, shall take and carry away any record, 
proceeding, map, book, paper, document, or other thing filed or 
deposited with any clerk or officer of any court of the United 
States, or in any public office, or with any judicial or public officer 


of the United Statés shall be fined not more than $2,000, or im- 
prisoned not more than 3 years, or both. 


I quote also section 235, chapter 6, of title 18 of the Crimi- 
nal Code and Criminal Procedure (Criminal Code, sec. 129), 
entitled “Destroying Records by Officer in Charge”: 

Whoever, having the custody of any record, proceeding, map, book, 
document, paper, or other things specified in section 234 of this 
title, shall willfully and unlawfully conceal, remove, mutilate, oblit- 
erate, falsify, or destroy any such record, proceeding, map, book, 
document, paper, or thing, shall be fined not more than $2,000 or 
imprisoned not more than 3 years, or both; and shall moreover for- 
feit his office and be forever afterward disqualified from holding any 
office under the Government of the United States. 


Those are the provisions of the Criminal Code of the United 
States. I want to call them to the attention of this body. I 
want to call them to the attention of Mr. Lilienthal and Mr. 
Harcourt Morgan, and all their associates, all their officials, 
and all their employees. If a considerable time elapses before 
the T. V. A. investigation comes into full play, and if certain 
facts are covered up and if certain records disappear, or 
certain evidence is concealed or in any way obliterated, and 
if the committee is unable to put their hands on the things 
desired, the Department of Justice and the courts of this 
country will have an opportunity to consider violations of the 
Criminal Code of the United States. 

Mr. GERRY. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following 
Senators answered to their names: 


Adams Bankhead Borah Bulow 
Andrews Barkley Bridges Burke 
Ashurst Berry Brown, Mich. Byrd 
Austin Bilbo Brown, N. H. Byrnes 
Bailey Bone Bulkley Capper 


Caraway Hale Lundeen Radcliffe 
Chavez Harrison McAdoo es 

Clark Hatch McGill Reynolds 
Connally Hayden McKellar Schwartz 
Copeland Herring cNary Schwellenbach 
Davis Hill Maloney Sheppard 
Dieterich Hitchcock Miller Shipstead 
Donahey Holt Milton Smathers 
Duffy es Minton Smith 
Ellender Johnson, Calif Murray Thomas, Okla. 
Frazier Johnson, Colo. Neely Thomas, Utah 
Gerry King Norris 

Gibson La Follette Nye dings 
Gillette Lee O'Mahoney Vandenberg 
Glass Lodge Overton Wagner 
Green Logan Pittman Walsh 

Guffey Lonergan Pope Wheeler 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-eight Senators have 
answered to their names. A quorum is present. 

Mr. BURKE obtained the floor. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Washington? 

Mr. BURKE. I yield. 


PURCHASE OF JACK BY T, v. A. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, yesterday I received from my 
State a clipping from a newspaper—and let me say, paren- 
thetically, it was an honorable newspaper—which repeated 
the story that the Tennessee Valley Authority had paid 
$2,500 for a jack, and the editor made rather weighty and 
learned comment on the fact that that was a very large 
amount of money to pay for a jack. 

I take the time of the Senate to refer to it merely in 
passing to illustrate the persistence of an idea. As a matter 
of fact, a columnist who writes articles from the city of 
Washington in today’s Washington Herald tells the story of 
the jack and points out that the jack which was the subject 
of the $2,500 operation was a mechanical jack used, as those 
who are familiar with the operation know, to lift large 
weights—an instrument of iron and steel. 

I am impelled to recall some of my own experiences in the 
power fights of my State, where a very able propagandist for 
the power companies, who prepared canned editorials for 
tired editors with brain fag, would send out a story and all 
the little wiggletails in the State would immediately take up 
the chorus—the anvil chorus, if you please, Mr. President— 
and, parrotlike, repeat the prattlings of the Power Trust, 
possibly induced by the fact that there was a full-page ad 
of the Power Trust in the newspaper which repeated the 
particular story. 

I have listened patiently, but I have not heard from any 
of my brethren on the other side of the aisle a refutation of 
this very peculiar story. It perhaps is of no great moment, 
except that it is untrue, and it does no honor to the great 
Republican Party—and I say that advisedly—to predicate 
any sort of political argument on a thing so flimsy. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BONE. The Senator may answer later; he will have 
plenty of time. 

I have had too much experience with the operation of the 
private power utilities in this country not to know that the 
most trivial thing may be seized upon, something with no 
foundation in fact, and warped and distorted and twisted; 
but the tragical feature, the challenging feature in this in- 
stance, is that there should be built up the foundation for a 
story that has no basis in fact, but which comes even from 
my State on the Pacific coast. It seems to me that the 
slightest correction here should be sufficient, and it ought 
to be made in the interest of fairness. 

I am not remotely interested in what kind of a jack was 
bought by the Tennessee Valley Authority, but it does not do 
the newspapers of the country any honor to repeat a state- 
ment which is now demonstrated to be inaccurate. The 
burro, or whatever the animal was, was sold, not at a loss, 
but at a gain. I think that the least that may be done now 
in a matter of this kind is to correct this story, which, if it 
were confined to this Chamber, would be of no moment, Mr. 
President, but when reputable newspapers of the United 
States print it, and it is circulated with a purpose to distort 
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the truth, then it is a challenging thing and affects the pub- 
lic morals and conscience of the party that permits it to be 
put into circulation. That is all there is to it. Of course, if 
the Republican Party wants to assume the responsibility for 
the flotation of a thing of that kind, that party will have to 
stand responsible. 

I have too much respect for my good friend from New 
Hampshire to believe that he would be willing to do that. He 
may say it is a small thing, but it is not a small thing when 
reputable newspapers repeat what is not true. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President. 

Mr. BURKE. I yield to the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire for the purpose of asking a question of the Senator 
from Washington. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I should like to ask the Senator from 
Washington the question whether or not he has further 
authority for his statement than an article signed by a 
man named Pearson and a man by the name of Allen in 
the Washington Herald? I wonder whether Re considers 
them competent authorities? 

Mr. BONE. It comes from not only them but many 
other sources. The Senator from New Hampshire said that 
he had made the statement and he would not retract. The 
man who bought this burro, or whatever the animal was 
down there, has given us this information. 

REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 


The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 3331) 
to provide for reorganizing agencies of the Government, 
extending the classified civil service, establishing a general 
auditing office and a department of welfare, and for other 
purposes. * 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, it had been my intention 
to confine my remarks within the short time allotted for 
discussion on the pending amendment, but, inasmuch as 
more than half the 15 minutes has been used by other 
Senators, it may be necessary for me to go a little beyond 
that, and use some of the time allotted for discussion on the 
bill itself. However, I will try to be as brief as possible. 

It is my purpose, Mr. President, to take for my text two 
sentences from a report of the Committee on Government 
Organization. I believe it is not the last report, but, in any 
event, it is a report filed on August 16, 1937, by the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] from the Select Com- 
mittee on Government Organization. I read from page 
12 under title III, Accounting and Auditing, two sentences: 

Title III of the bill is designed to strengthen and improve the 
accounting and auditing system, and to remove the defects in the 
Budget and Accounting Act indicated by the experience of the 
last 16 years. 

That is the first sentence, and I wish to make only this 
comment on it. The experience of the last 16 years, of 
course, refers to the period since the passage in 1921 of the 
measure which set up the Office of the Comptroller General, 
and so we are told by this sentence, in effect, that the pur- 
pose of the pending bill is to remove the defects of that act. 
Well, it is a very simple process of removal. I think the 
word “remove” was undoubtedly well chosen, because, as we 
all understand the process, it is not a process of remedying 
defects but is really a removal, because it is proposed to 
remove the pertinent sections from the present law. If 
the pending bill is adopted, with the amendment which we 
are now discussing, those sections will be entirely removed 
from the law; in other words, the Office of Comptroller 
General will be abolished. 

I come now to the second sentence, which is the one I 
had in mind particularly to say a few words about. 

The report of the Select Committee on Government Or- 
ganization says: 

It carries into effect substantially the recommendations of the 


President’s Committee on Administrative Management for the im- 
provement of the fiscal management of the Government. 


There has been a great deal of discussion during the com- 


paratively short time this bill has been under discussion on 
the floor of the Senate concerning the report of the Presi- 
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dent’s committee. One after another the proponents of the 
pending measure have indicated that they did not look with 
pleasure upon any reference to the report of the President’s 
committee. I believe it was even stated here in the early 
stages of the debate that some members of the committee 
did not even know that such a report had been filed, or, 
at least, did not know, that a bill had been drawn to carry 
out its recommendations; and it was said that the bill 
drawn to carry into effect the purposes of the report of the 
President’s committee had never been read before the select 
committee, title by title and section by section. In other 
words, it was rather definitely stated that, while it might 
be admitted that the report went too far, as good sportsmen, 
we ought not to refer to it or pay any attention to it. 


Here, however, we have the select committee from our 
own body saying, so far as title III of the bill is concerned, 
that it carries into effect substantially the recommendations 
of the President’s Committee on Administrative Management. 

With the point established and in our minds that what- 
ever may be true about the rest of the bill, title III, dealing 
with accounting and budgeting and auditing and Comptrol- 
ler General, is in thorough accord with the report of the 
President’s committee, I should like to read a statement 
from the President’s committee as to what was really in their 
minds on this subject. 


In the first place— 


I am not reading from page 155 of the report of the 
President’s Committee on Administrative Management, with 
special studies— 


Congress makes appropriations directly to the spending agencies 
of the Government, This procedure reverses that normally fol- 
lowed by parliamentary governments, under which these agencies 
must come to the Executive for a release of the appropriations 
before making expenditures. It compels the President to treat 
with the spending agencies in order to persuade them to schedule 
the expenditure of their appropriations over the months or quar- 
ters of the fiscal year, setting up, if possible, a small reserve 
which may not be expended. Under this scheme, current budge- 
tary control is little more than a matter of persuasion. Not only 
is this so, but Congress has greatly strengthened the hand of 
bureaucracy in the several spending agencies by making detailed 
appropriations and attaching thereto many stipulations regarding 
the purposes of expenditure. Although such appropriations un- 
necessarily restrict administrative action, the bureau chiefs have 
preferred to be thus hampered by Congress in making their ex- 
penditures rather than submit to an effective system of budgetary 
control by the President. This situation— 


I am still reading from the report of the President’s Com- 
mittee— 
does not seem to have sufficiently impressed congressional leaders 
to cause them to abandon, as they should, detailed appropriations 
and vote only major items. Of course, this would require the 
establishment of strict Executive control over the spending of all 
appropriations, a step which the bureau chiefs have discouraged 
and which Congress has been unwilling to grant to the President, 
except as a temporary measure under recent emergency legisla- 
tion. 


And now, Mr. President, I ask particular attention to the 
closing sentence of this paragraph from the report of the 
President’s committee, which, as I have already indicated, 
the Senate Select Committee say they have followed in mak- 
ing their report, and in drafting the bill now before us. 
This is the sentence: 

But with the establishment of Executive accountability, as 
recommended in part IV— 

Referring to part IV of the report of the President’s 
committee— 

Congress should find it advantageous to make the appropriations 
in lump amounts, subject to Executive release and direction in their 
expenditure. 

There, Mr. President, we have clearly laid before us what 
was in the minds of the three members of the President’s 
committee and what was their ideal toward which we should 
be striving. It was that Congress should hereafter, as soon 
as the system can be properly established, cease the practice, 
which they declare inefficient, of making separate or detailed 
appropriations of any kind, and make simply lump-sum 
appropriations to the Chief Executive, and let him spend in 
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any way he desires all the money included within the lump 
sum appropriated for a particular department. 

If I am misinterpreting the position of the President’s 
Committee, I shall be glad at any time to have anyone 
call my attention to the fact. For myself, I can read in this 
language nothing else except the interpretation which I 
have drawn from it. I read it again: 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator’s time on the 
amendment has expired. 

Mr. BURKE. I will proceed on the bill for a time, at least. 

But with the establishment of Executive accountability, as 
recommended in part IV, Congress should find it advantageous 


to make the appropriations in lump amounts, subject to Execu- 
tive release and direction in their expenditure. 


If there are any Members of this august body who are 
ready to commit themselves before the country in favor of a 
program of not only making relief appropriations in lump 
amounts, not only issuing blank checks for the sums re- 
quired for relief but of extending that principle to all the 
appropriations for carrying on the functions of government, 
I think such Members, if any, are inviting a great deal of 
trouble for themselves; and yet, just as clear as day, that 
is what the President’s Committee recommends. What the 
President’s Committee wants is to set up a system of ac- 
countability so that thereafter Congress will be free to go 
ahead and make all appropriations in the form of lump- 
sum appropriations. 

To me, that suggestion is sufficient to condemn to the 
lowest regions the title of the bill which we are now consider- 
ing. But I desire to discuss for a few minutes some of the 
other implications involved in the pending committee pro- 
posal, after the trial of one independent Comptroller Gen- 
eral only, to abandon that system and try some new venture. 


Suggestions have been made on the floor of the Senate 
that the leaders of the administration have been displeased 
with the office of Comptroller General, or, at least, with the 
one occupant that office had for the 15 years following 1921; 
but I now read from one high in the confidence of this admin- 
istration who expresses quite a different view concerning the 
Office, and the former occupant of that office, Mr. McCarl. I 
read from a speech delivered in New York City by Hon. Henry 
A. Wallace, Secretary of Agriculture. This is what he had 
to say about this matter: 

Government does achieve continuity in some matters. We have 


the office of the Comptroller General, for example, wherein the very 
able J. R. McCarl— 


Note that language, the very able J. R. McCarl’— 


sees to it that the executive branch of the Government, whatever 
the party in power, follows a certain continuity with regard to 
the auditing and bookkeeping of Government expenditures. The 
benefits of this much continuity must be obvious to everyone. 

Originally this accounting function was taken care of by a small 
branch of the Treasury Department. A long succession of statutes 
testifies to the growth of this function and to its increasing im- 
portance to successful government. In 1894 there was a general 
revision of the statutes dealing with the accounting officers, and 
in 1921 the new office of Comptroller General was created to con- 
solidate and coordinate the accounting and auditing functions. 
The unique feature is the 15-year term of office, assuring a high 
degree of continuity in this particular field. A need impossible to 
foresee in the eighteenth century became evident in the twentieth 
and was intelligently met. 


I should like to have the Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. Byrnes], in his own time, tell us his views on this sug- 
gestion from the Secretary of Agriculture. 

He has told the Senate, not once but a score of times in 
the past 4 weeks, that although he voted for the Budget and 
Accounting Act in 1921, it has not measured up to what he 
thought it was going to do. In other words, according to 
his judgment it has been a complete failure; it ought now to 
be repealed. And yet the Secretary of Agriculture, who 
certainly speaks the thoughts of the administration as 
fluently and as ably as does any other member of it, says 
that when the need became evident, Congress set up this 
office. He pays a high compliment to the former occupant 
of the office, Mr. McCarl, and says that the act and the 
administration of it have “intelligently met” the need that 
theretofore existed. 
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It is my firm conviction that the overwhelming majority 
of the people of the country fully agree with those words of 
Mr. Secretary Wallace. They agree that it was a worth- 
while experiment when the present Vice President and the 
other members of the House committee and a similar Senate 
committee, after many months of hearings, brought before 
Congress the measure finally enacted into law which set up 
an independent Comptroller General. 

While Senators may have some reason for crticizing cer- 
tain parts of the act or its administration, it has seemed 
to me from the time my attention was directed to this mat- 
ter, and more particularly as time has gone on, that the 
sensible thing to do would be to send the pending bill back 
to the committee for the purpose, so far as this section is 
concerned, of making the necessary and proper amendments 
in the bill rather than to abandon the whole principle in- 
volved. 

Mr. President, I should like to say a few words concerning 
the absolute necessity of maintaining legislative control over 
the spending of public money. That is the real question in- 
volved in title III. Does Congress desire to continue a policy 
which has for its fundamental objective the maintenance of 
legislative control over the spending of public money, or is 
Congress now willing to abandon that and work instead to- 
ward a program of lump sum appropriations without any 
control by Congress over the spending, and with nothing re- 
maining except a report by independent auditors to be sub- 
mitted long after the money has been expended? 

I think it would be worth while, although these matters 
may have been touched upon, to review the methods by 
which Congress has maintained its legislative control over 
the spending of public money. 

First, as we all know, it is done by the Congress stating 
in the permanent statutes from time to time, and ever since 
1789, as well as in the current appropriation acts, certain 
definite restrictions and directions as to the expenditure 
of appropriations; in the second place, by the requirement 
that the disbursing officers spending public money be bonded, 
be personally responsible for any erroneous and illegal 
payments contrary to law, and that they shall submit ac- 
counts at short intervals to the General Accounting Office 
for audit and settlement. 

These are the two chief methods by which Congress has 
endeavored to maintain its control over the spending of 
public moneys, not its control to the extent of seeing that 
anything else was done other than that the money should 
be spent strictly in accordance with the legislative will. 

As aids to disbursing officers in determining whether any 
proposed payment is legal and authorized by the appropria- 
tion, Congress has provided that these officers may apply 
to the Comptroller General and that he shall render his 
decision on any proposed payment, and that the decision 
shall govern in the audit and settlement of their accounts. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BURKE. I am very glad to yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. As I recall, when the legislation was 
originally enacted the immediate point that was stressed 
was that the chief function of the Comptroller General was 
not, of course, to pass on policies, or the desirability of ap- 
propriations, but when a voucher came to his desk his sole 
function was to determine whether or not under the intent 
of the Congress that particular money was available for the 
purpose for which the officer of the Government undertook 
to spend it. Is that the conception the Senator has? 

Mr. BURKE. Entirely so. I did not have the advantage 
of being in the House of Representatives, as I believe the 
Senator from Texas was, at the time the law was under 
discussion, but from reading the hearings before the com- 
mittee and the debates it is my understanding that that 
was the central idea; in fact, practically the sole idea. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Later on there was complaint—whether 
it had any foundation or not I do not know—that the 
Comptroller General had exceeded that function, and was 
undertaking to pass upon matters which were not strictly 
within his jurisdiction. Of course, the purpose was that 
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if Congress appropriated $1,000,000 to buy white horses the 
Officers of the Government could not go out and buy red 
horses, or if Congress appropriated money to buy lamp- 
posts, they could not spend the money for ornamental signs. 

Mr. BURKE. That is correct. 

Mr. CONNALLY. It seems to me that is an important 
function which ought to be delegated to someone other than 
the Executive, because if the Executive who wants to spend 
the money can pass on the question of its availability, there 
is no check, if the executive officers see fit to disregard the 
intent of Congress. To my mind that is one of the most 
important things in all this auditing and Comptroller Gen- 
eral question. It is up to Congress. If we waste money, 
the people are foolish to keep us here; but that is within 
our power; we can waste the money if we want to. How- 
ever, if we appropriate money for one particular purpose, 
then no one ought to be able to have the money expended 
for any other purpose except for the purpose for which we 
appropriate it. 

Mr. BURKE. I think the Senator is entirely correct. 
Mr. President, will the Senator from Ne- 


I yield. 

Mr. CLARK. In my opinion, the Senator from Texas has 
admirably stated the whole theory not only of the office of 
Comptroller General but of the office of the Comptroller of 
the Treasury, who preceded the Comptroller General. The 
Comptroller of the Treasury was not really an officer of the 
Treasury Department, as was well recognized by many Sec- 
retaries of the Treasury. While he was physically located 
in the Treasury Department, he was not part of the Treas- 
ury Department. 

The question of the necessity for a comptroller independent 
of the Executive came up in a very early Congress. It was 
presented in a case having to do with the War Department, 
as I recall, in which an appropriation made by Congress for 
the subsistence of troops had been diverted by the War 
Department, not stolen, but diverted to another public pur- 
pose, let us say the pay of officers, or some other purpose 
than that for which Congress appropriated the money. It 
was necessary, then, to send in a request for a deficiency 
appropriation and have Congress make another appropria- 
tion for the subsistence of troops for which an original 
appropriation had been made. 

For that reason a comptroller was set up, with six auditors 
to assist him, and as far back as the time of Andrew Jackson, 
it was held that the President of the United States himself 
had no right whatever to interfere with the decision of the 
Comptroller of the Treasury or of one of the auditors—TI 
think in that case it was the third auditor—because that 
officer was the agent of the Congress, and the President had 
no right to override the auditor in his decision; and that 
is precisely the theory which I understand the Senator from 
Texas has just been stating. 

(Mr. BARKLEY rose.] 

Mr. BURKE. I thank the Senator from Missouri. To 
show to the Senator from Texas how completely correct he 
is in all respects, I will, after yielding to the Senator from 
Kentucky, read a short statement in further answer. 

I yield to the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I wish to propound a unanimous-con- 
sent request. 

Mr. BURKE. I yield to the Senator for that purpose. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask unanimous consent that tomorrow 
the Senate shall proceed at not later than 1 o'clock to vote 
on the pending amendment and any amendment which may 
be offered thereto, and that until the hour of 1 o’clock the 
time of debate be equally divided among those who favor 
and those who oppose the amendment, to be allotted by the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] in favor of the amend- 
ment and the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes], 
in opposition. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I agree to the request, but I 
desire to supplement it by stating that the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. Austin] wants a few minutes, and we want to 


1938 


have an adjournment at the conclusion of the remarks of 
the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I expected to ask that the Senate take a 
recess at the conclusion of the remarks of the Senator from 
Nebraska, and that it meet at 12 o’clock tomorrow. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, I should like to ask if the Senator who has the floor 
will yield to me for the purpose of offering something for 
the Recorp, and making a brief statement explanatory, 
which will take only a moment or two. 

Mr, BURKE. There is a unanimous-consent request 
pending about which I wish to say something before it is 
agreed to, but I yield to the Senator from Vermont if that 
is permissible. 

Mr. AUSTIN, Mr. President, an encouraging manifesta- 
tion of the capacity of the American citizen to govern him- 
self occurred in connection with the blocking of the judi- 
ciary bill, and it is the belief of many, certainly it is my 
belief, that that was accomplished largely because of delib- 
eration in this body extending for a sufficient length of time 
to enable the significance of the issue to be realized by the 
people, and to have their reaction understood by the Senate. 

This theory is discussed in an article by a fellow Ver- 
monter which was published in the New York Herald Tri- 
bune this morning in the column headed “On the Record“ 
an article by Dorothy Thompson, entitled The Reorganiza- 
tion Bill.” I desire to give that article the added circula- 
tion and opportunity to be read by the citizens of America 
which is always afforded when such an article is published 
in the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp. I, therefore, ask unanimous 
consent to have the article printed in the Record at the con- 
clusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The article is as follows: 

ON THE RECORD 
(By Dorothy Thompson) 
THE REORGANIZATION BILL 

If the bill for the reorganization of the Executive passes in 
its present form, we shall have gone a long way toward establish- 
ing authoritarian government in the United States. Congress 
will have decreed its own partial abdication and fixed it so that 
one-third of that body can permanently prevent the full congres- 
sional power from ever being recaptured. Thus, from interpreting 
democracy to mean the uncontrolled will of the majority, we shall 
have passed to interpreting it as meaning the power of one-third 
of the people’s Representatives to block the will of the other two- 
thirds. 

The events of the last fortnight all over the world have occupied 
the front-page headlines. The repercussion from them has stupe- 
fied us all. But we have got to continue to keep our eyes open, 
and, for the moment, turn them again toward Washington. For 
this proposal to reorganize the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment is at least as revolutionary as the Supreme Court bill, and, 
in my opinion, even more dangerous to representative, democratic 
government. And unless there is a howl from the country within 
the next few days, this bill, which is now before the Senate, is 
very likely to pass. 

That the whole structure of our administrative system needs 
overhauling and reforming is beside the point at this moment. 
What we really need, and need desperately, is an extension, not a 
diminishing of congressional control and the erection of a more 
efficient apparatus for that purpose. 

This bill moves in exactly the opposite direction. It gives the 
President complete power over the bureaus, the agencies, and the 
public corporations, which, with their immense funds and their 
immense powers, have the capacity to make or break the economic 
and social structure of the country; and under this bill the Presi- 
dent will be subject to less supervision than is given to the head 
of any private corporation in the United States. 

He will be given the power “to transfer, regroup, coordinate, 
consolidate, reorganize, or abolish” all of the administrative agen- 
cies. This might conceivably be a desirable move for greater ef- 
ficiency, provided that some check, somewhere, is exercised by the 
representatives of the people. But the joker lies in the President's 
veto power. Under this law he can issue an edict with regard 
to all these agencies. If Congress does not disapprove within 60 
days, the edict becomes law. If it does disapprove, its disapproval 
is subject to Presidential veto. And it will then take a two-thirds 
majority of Congress to override him! 

If Congress checks the President, the President can recheck Con- 
gress, and all he needs is one-third of Congress to overrule the 
majority. 

Senator WHEELER proposed an amendment to overcome this. 
Under his amendment the President would still have been given 
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reorganization powers, but congressional approval would be re- 
quired. This would have preserved majority rule. 

It was generally believed that Senator WHEELER's amendment 
would pass. But the pressure exerted by the administration and 
Mr. Farley upon legislators never abates for a moment, whether 
the pressure of holding or withdrawing support in the oncoming 
congressional elections, or the pressure for holding or bestowing 
patronage. Senator WHEELER’s amendment was defeated by 4 
votes. Now there is nothing left except to defeat the bill as a 
3 and draft another and better one. 

This bill must not pass. If it does, we shall have created a 
means whereby one man, once elected President, can rule this 
country with a camarilla. If we create those means, sooner or 
later they will be used. 

Democratic government is on the defensive in every country in 
the world. It has been overthrown in state after state. And in 
not one single country has it been overthrown by violent revolu- 
tion. The revolutions which have already dethroned the people 
have all been accomplished by breaking down the democratic 
process, destroying democratic checks, and thus opening the gates 
for the aggrandizement of Executive power, first over the people's 
representatives, and eventually over the people’s lives. This has 
been the history of every antidemocratic revolution, from Mus- 
solini’s coup d’etat in 1922 to the final collapse of every pretense 
of freedom, in Austria, a few days ago. 

In my next column I will discuss more in detail the various 
features of the reorganization bill, conceding, as we all must, that 
there is a genuine need for a reform of the executive branch of the 
Government, and that even the present bill has its points. But as 
it stands it is simply terrible. 

If Congress doesn’t stop it, the people must stop it, as they 
stopped the bill for the reorganization of the Supreme Court. 
By personal expression in telegrams to their representatives. Today. 
Now. 


Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, is a request for unanimous 
consent pending? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask that the question 
be put on my request for unanimous consent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. McNARY. I think it should be stated by the Chair, 
so the Record will indicate precisely what it is. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the request I made is 
that not later than 1 o’clock tomorrow the Senate shall 
proceed, without further debate, to vote on the pending 
amendment and any amendments thereto; that up to that 
hour any time consumed in debate shall be equally divided 
between the proponents and the opponents of the amend- 
ment, the time to be controlled respectively by the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] and the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. BYRNES]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. BURKE. In what time may be left to me I shall 
continue my remarks. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask that the time taken up 
by Senators who have asked the speaker to yield be not 
charged to the Senator from Nebraska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time will not be 
charged to the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. BURKE. In spite of that generosity on the part of 
the Senate I shall try to conclude my remarks almost im- 
mediately. 

I wish to say that the Senator from Texas [Mr. Con- 
NALLY], in spite of any later light that has been attempted 
to be shed upon the question, was, as he usually is, entirely 
correct. The special committee of the House which con- 
sidered this matter in very lengthy hearings was presided 
over by a good friend of the Senator from Texas, Mr. Good, 
of Iowa, and on the floor of the House Representative Good 
made this statement as to the very heart and purpose, of 
the bill: 

We were creating an office that is to be, as it were, an arm 
of the Congress, where the official might be compelled to say to 
the executive officials, “This appropriation shall not be expended 


for any other purpose than that expressly provided for in the 
appropriation.” 


That was the whole purpose of the act of 1921. Possibly 
I should not say the whole purpose. There was the hope 
that there would also be an independent audit provided, but 
I understand the matter of an audit has not worked out 
just as was intended. However, for 16 years we did have- 
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an independent Comptroller General who to the fullest ex- 
tent within his power carried out that purpose. He said to 
every spending official of the Government, The department 
over which I preside is here for the purpose of seeing that 
in spending the money which Congress has placed in your 
hands, you shall spend it in accordance with the legislative 
will.” He became unpopular on account of that; possibly 
sometimes justly so, although I do not know. He may have 
been arbitrary in some of his rulings, but there is involved in 
the very nature of an office of that kind an element of un- 
popularity, which was very clearly pointed out in the same 
hearings to which I have referred. 

The matter of an independent Comptroller being un- 
popular was pointed out by Mr. Warwick, who had been for 
@ number of years Comptroller of the Currency. He said: 


I think it might well go to the point— 


The exercise of these functions— 


where it would be embarrassing to the department executing the 
law. I think that must always be guarded against in any account- 
ing department that is to operate without too much friction. Of 
course, I go on the theory that a reasonable amount of friction 
between the auditing office and the spending office is merely an 
evidence that the auditing office is alive. If everything is har- 
monious, I do not think the auditing office is accomplishing much. 
So that the position of Comptroller of the Treasury is not a very 
popular one; possibly the more he does the less popular he be- 
comes. If he allows the job to go along easily and says nothing, 
he may accomplish nothing. But it is an unpopular place. 

He was referring to the Office of the Comptroller of the 
Treasury, but exactly the same thing applies to the Office of 
Comptroller General. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BURKE. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Of course, an erroneous ruling by the 
Comptroller General, involving withholding funds intended 
by Congress to be spent for a certain purpose, might be the 
cause of delay and embarrassment, but still Congress at any 
time, if it saw fit, could again authorize the expenditure 
and make clear the purpose for which it intended the money 
should be spent, could it not? 

Mr. BURKE. Yes; and it very frequently does that iden- 
tical thing when its attention is called to the matter. As 
the Senator has pointed out, at the most, it is only a matter 
of some delay, some possible embarrassment to the spend- 
ing agency which wants to get the money in circulation im- 
mediately, but beyond that no serious catastrophe can result 
to anyone. 

Mr. President, may I inquire how much time is left under 
the various rulings that have been made? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator has 14 min- 
utes remaining. 

Mr. BURKE. I shall conclude very quickly. 

I repeat, as aids to disbursing officers in determining 
whether any proposed payment is legal and authorized by 
the appropriation, the Congress has provided that they may 
apply to and that the Comptroller General shall render his 
decision on any proposed payment and that the decision 
shall govern in the audit and settlement of the accounts. 
Also, because of the vast number of expenditures and the 
necessity for expeditious action, the General Accounting 
Office has established at the request of the spending agen- 
cies a preaudit procedure whereby the legality of any pro- 
posed payment may be determined. Both advance decisions 
and the preaudit procedure are but means to an end—the 
end being to see that the moneys are expended by the 
disbursing officers in accordance with the law. 

There are several thousand disbursing officers of the 
United States. Moneys are advanced to them on the books 
of the Treasury as a charge against their personal and 
bonded responsibility. These advances are made by war- 
rants countersigned by the Comptroller General, and in 
extreme cases of failure of disbursing officers satisfactorily 
to render accounts, or where large numbers of erroneous 
and illegal payments are made by him, the Comptroller 
General may and has refused to countersign warrants placing 
further funds to the credit of any particular disbursing 
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officer. This forces the administrative department to secure 
another disbursing officer. 

Having the moneys advanced to him on the books of the 
Treasury requires the disbursing officer to keep the money 
deposited with the Treasurer of the United States or with 
one of the depositaries of the United States mentioned in 
title 31, section 476, United States Code. 

These monthly accounts are required by other sections of 
the law to include receipts from the depositaries of any 
collections made by disbursing officers; such moneys being 
required to be covered in the Treasury as a miscellaneous 
receipt or to the credit of various and sundry funds as 
applicable statutes may provide. There are many such 
statutes. 

When these accounts are received by the General Account- 
ing Office they are required to be audited and settled as 
provided in section 3 of the act of March 3, 1817 (3 Stat. 
366), which was carried into the Revised Statutes as section 
236 and made section 305 of the Budget and Accounting Act 
of 1921 (42 Stat. 24). Every pay roll must show the names 
of the employees carried thereon, their receipts for the sal- 
aries paid at the rates provided by law for the particular 
grades; or the number of the check which has been issued 
in payment, and so forth. 

Similar procedure exists as to the examination of pay 
rolls for the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Coast Guard, and 
the other uniformed services. 

Where purchases are made by the departments and estab- 
lishments or construction work performed, the statute pro- 
vides how the contracts shall be entered into, bonds that 
must be given and stipulations which must be contained in 
the contracts. The appropriations contain many restrictions 
and directions with respect to contracting on behalf of the 
United States which have grown up over a period of 100 
years and are designed to correct evils which have developed 
from time to time. 

All of these contracts are required promptly to be filed in 
the General Accounting Office, and as soon as they are filed 
they are given an examination to see whether they have 
been entered into in accordance with law; whether they 
contain the stipulations required by law; whether there have 
been observed the restrictions and directions in the appro- 
priation acts; whether they otherwise conform to the law 
as well as the regulations of the particular department or 
establishment. There were approximately a million of these 
contracts during the preceding fiscal year. 

Every payment made by a disbursing officer under con- 
tract must be supported by the receipt of the contractor 
either on the voucher or on the invoice attached thereto. 
The voucher must show the contract under which the pay- 
ment is made; the quantity of articles delivered; whether 
they have been received by the Government; and the payment 
made. 

These vouchers are required to accompany the accounts of 
the disbursing officers in the same way as pay-roll vouchers. 
On receipt of the account the vouchers making payments 
under contracts—whether for supplies or for construction 
work—are examined, not only as to their mathematical cor- 
rectness, but as to whether the payment was in accordance 
with the terms of the contract, and whether the payment 
otherwise is in accordance with law. 

If the payments in any event are not shown to be in ac- 
cordance with law, a notice of suspension is issued to the 
disbursing officer, so that he may either show the payment 
to be in accordance with law, or recover the amount from 
the payee, or deposit the amount of the erroneous payment 
in the Treasury from his own funds. Failing in these re- 
spects, the suspension is converted into a disallowance of 
credit in the accounts of the disbursing officer, and demand 
is made upon both the disbursing officer and his surety to 
deposit the money in the Treasury; that is, to restore the 
money advanced to him on the books of the Treasury repre- 
sented by the erroneous and illegal payments. 

When the disallowance is made in the accounts of the 
disbursing officer, a debt record is established, with the name 
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of the payee and the amount of the overpayment; and every 
claim settled by the General Accounting Office is cleared 
over that record in an attempt to recoup from the payee any 
illegal payments which may have been received from dis- 
bursing officers. 

If the disbursing officer and his surety refuse or fail to 
pay the money into the Treasury, or if the money cannot 
be collected from another claim to be allowed the payee, 
transcripts of the books and proceedings of the General 
Accounting Office are prepared, showing the advances 
charged to the disbursing officer on the books of the Treas- 
ury and the amount for which he has failed satisfactorily 
to account; and those transcripts are sent to the.Department 
of Justice for suit. 

The Attorney General is required to institute suit for the 
collection of the balance certified by the General Accounting 
Office to be due from the disbursing officer to the United 
States, under the provisions of title 28, 665 United States 
Code. 

Under this same general section, the courts are not al- 
lowed to admit any credits except such as appear to have 
been presented to the General Accounting Office for its 
examination, and to have been by it disallowed, in whole 
or in part, unless it is proved to the satisfaction of the court 
that the disbursing officer was in the possession of vouchers 
not before in his power to procure, and that he was pre- 
vented from expediting a claim for such credit at the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office by absence from the United States 
or by some unavoidable accident. 

I now come, Mr. President, or rather return, to the really 
vital part of this discussion. 

It is the fear of the enforcement by the General Account- 
ing Office of these statutes which keeps disbursing officers 
from knowingly making payments contrary to law and in 
disregard of the restrictions and directions prescribed by 
the Congress in the law from time to time. It has been 
repeated many times in the course of this discussion that 
only a small part—3 % percent—of the total claims have 
been subjected to preaudit. But we must not forget the 
moral effect of having an office established, with an inde- 
pendent agent of the Congress in charge, which holds all of 
the spending agencies up to the highest standard. The 
result is that only on comparatively rare occasions would 
an actual preaudit be necessary. 

The fact that this law exists constitutes the precontrol 
which is the vital part of this procedure. The law saves to 
the Public Treasury untold sums of money, and makes the 
disbursing officers of the United States careful to observe 
the law as interpreted and applied from time to time by the 
General Accounting Office, either in advance decisions on 
concrete claims, or in the preaudit procedure, all of which 
provisions have been devised for protection of the disbursing 
officer, if he will but observe them. 

It should be understood that a disbursing officer is an 
insurer of the public moneys charged to his account, and that 
he may not legally be relieved of liability unless he shows 
that the money was expended for the purposes authorized by 
law, and in settlement of a legal obligation against the 
United States. 

In my judgment, too much stress has been placed on the 
difference between postaudit and preaudit as a means of 
preventing illegal expenditures or expenditures for purposes 
not authorized by the Congress. I will admit that in the 
early consideration of this measure it seemed to me that the 
preaudit was by all means the vital part. I am now satis- 
fied that the distinction between postaudit and preaudit as 
a means of preventing illegal expenditures, or expenditures 
for purposes not authorized by the Congress, has been over- 
drawn. The control of this procedure, if it is to be effective, 
must be independent of the spending agencies, and subordi- 
nate to the legislative branch of the Government. That 
seems to me to be the vital consideration. 

We must continue to treat this agency, charged with the 
duty of seeing that money is spent in accordance with the 
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legislative will, as an arm of the legislative branch of the 
Government, entirely removed from any possibility of con- 
trol by the spending agencies. When that is assured, it does 
not make so great a difference whether we have any large 
number of cases of preaudit or whether the matter is largely 
handled by postaudit. So long as there exists this agency 
which is responsible only to the legislative branch, and which 
cannot be controlled, coerced, or influenced in any way by 
any of the spending agencies, the funds in the Public Treas- 
ury will be properly safeguarded. If, on the other hand, the 
spending agencies have control, there will be few disallow- 
ances in the accounts of disbursing officers and few suits. 
Administrative officers will not effectively audit and settle 
accounts of their fellow administrative officers. 

This was clearly pointed out by President Andrew Jackson's 
Postmaster General, Mr. Kendall, in his annual report of 
1835 to the Congress, urging that there be established by law 
an independent audit and settlement of the accounts and 
claims arising in his Department. He there said: 

It is believed to be a sound principle that public officers who 
have an agency in originating accounts should have none in their 
settlement. The War and Navy Departments are, in general, organ- 
ized upon this principle. In the orders, contracts, and regulations 
of the head of those departments, or of their ministerial subordi- 
nates, issued and made in conformity with law, accounts origi- 
nate; the moneys are generally paid by another set of agents, but 
partially dependent on the heads of the departments; and the ac- 
counts are finally settled by a third set, who are wholly independent 
of them (the accounting officers of the Treasury, now the General 
Accounting Office). If from any cause an illegal expenditure be 
directed by the head of a department, it is the duty of the dis- 
bursing agent not to pay the money; and if he does pay it, it is the 
duty of the auditors and comptrollers to reject the item in the set- 
tlement of accounts * * The most important improvement 
required is to separate the settlement of accounts entirely from 
the Post Office Department. 

There was no audit and settlement of the accounts inde- 
pendently of the Post Office Department until the act of July 
2, 1836 (5 Stat. 80), which became law pursuant to this 
recommendation. However, Postmaster General Kendall 
and the Congress of 1836 overlooked the fact that while the 
audit and settlement of accounts could be made separately 
from the Post Office Department, no real independence of the 
accounting officers could be secured from the spending 
agencies until the accounting system was made independently 
of the spending agencies. This was not effected until the 
Budget and Accounting Act of June 10, 1921. It is now pro- 
posed to repeal that act and to abolish the office of an inde- 
pendent Comptroller General. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to 
the cons:deration of executive business. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Scuwartz in the chair) 
laid before the Senate messages from the President of the 
United States submitting sundry nominations, which were 
referred to the appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, see the end of Senate 
proceedings.) 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE 


Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads, reported favorably the nominations of sundry 
postmasters, which were ordered to be placed on the Execu- 
tive Calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there be no further re- 
ports of committees, the clerk will state the nominations 
on the calendar, with the exception of the one passed over. 


FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 


The legislative clerk read the nomination of Ernest G. 
Draper, of Connecticut, to be a member of the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the nom- 
ination is confirmed. 
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POSTMASTERS 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read sundry nomina- 
tions of postmasters. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I ask that the nomina- 
tion of William B. Olds to be postmaster at Cottagegrove, 
Tenn., be recommitted to the Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask that all the other nominations of 
postmasters on the Calendar be confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the other 
nominations of postmasters on the calendar are confirmed 
en bloc. 

That completes the calendar. 

RECESS 


The Senate resumed legislative session. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate take a recess 
until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 o’clock and 59 
minutes p. m.) the Senate took a recess until tomorrow, 
Thursday, March 24, 1938, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the Senate March 23 
(legislative day of January 5), 1938 
DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 

The following-named persons for appointment as Foreign 
Service officers, unclassified, vice consuls of career, and 
secretaries in the Diplomatic Service of the United States of 
America: 

Philip W. Bonsal, of the District of Columbia. 

Norman L. Christianson, of North Dakota. 

Leon L. Cowles, of Utah. 

H. Francis Cunningham, Jr., of Nebraska. 

Richard H. Davis, of New York. 

Roger L. Heacock, of California, 

John Evarts Horner, of Colorado. 

Outerbridge Horsey, of New York. 

Randolph A. Kidder, of Massachusetts. 

William L. Krieg, of Ohio. 

Robert W. Rinden, of Iowa. 

Albert C. Schwarting, of Wisconsin. 

G. Lybrook West, Jr., of California. 

COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS 

Judge Fred Fisk, of Eugene, Oreg., to be collector of cus- 
toms for customs collection district No. 29, with headquarters 
at Portland, Oreg., to fill an existing vacancy. 


CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 23 
(legislative day of January 5), 1938 
FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 
Ernest G. Draper to be a member of the Board of Gover- 
nors of the Federal Reserve System. 
POSTMASTERS 
ARIZONA 
George H. Todd, Phoenix. 
HAWAII 
Minoru Tanaka, Hana. 
Manuel R. Jardin, Kalaheo. 
MISSISSIPPI 
James M. Thames, Decatur. 
John B. Vinson, Magee. 
TEXAS 
Marie E. Parker, Anahuac. 
Edgar L. Watson, Athens. 
John P. Griffin, Blooming Grove. 
Earl E. Frost, Bridgeport. 
Emory D. Cotten, Brownsboro. 
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Minnie P. Irving, Center Point. 
Carlos D. Berry, Dawson. 
Burwell W. McKenzie, Denton. 
Gordon Keith Denman, Dumas. 
Edgar W. Brooks, Eldorado. 
Gladys M. Waters, Grandview. 
Julius D. Gibbs, Kingsville. 
Jennie W. Reynolds, Mason. 
Lizzie Faye Grissette, North Zulch. 
Bennie H. Larsen, Pflugerville. 
Marcus E. Cannon, Thornton, 
Robert E. Spears, Tioga. 
Walter J. Huff, Trenton. 


WISCONSIN 


C. Kenneth Peisker, Catawba. 
Arthur G. Hoskins, Dodgeville. 
Thomas J. Burns, Oakfield. 
Nicholas Lucius, Jr., Solon Springs. 
Martin J. Williams, Winneconne. 


WYOMING 
Clyde M. Elbert, Ten Sleep. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


WEDNESDAY, MARCH 23, 1938 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
Rev. E. E. Koepp, Grace Evangelican and Reformed Church, 
Springfield, Ohio, offered the following prayer: 


Almighty God, our Father, we know that Thou art the 
source of all goodness. It is with grateful hearts we behold 
the loveliness and glory of life. They are but revelations of 
Thyself. We know that Thou art deeply and earnestly con- 
cerned about us. We recognize Thy providential guidance. 
Help us to believe that when our trust is in Thee nothing else 
can matter much. Give unto us that spirit of daringness 
that we may adventure forth in that faith. Give us the will 
to understand, eyes to see, hearts that are strong to follow 
the light that leads to eternal values. This day, O God, 
help us to believe again, as we behold Thy beauty, the in- 
spiring newness of Thy bountiful nature, that Thou art 
still God, the God of our lives, the God who lives forever 
and ever. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the President of the United 
States was communicated to the House by Mr. Latta, one of 
his secretaries, who also informed the House that on the 
following dates the President approved and signed bills of 
the House of the following titles: 

On March 14, 1938: 

H. R. 7414. An act to provide for the establishment of a 
Coast Guard station at or near Panama City, Fla. 

On March 16, 1938: 

H. R. 8972. An act to transfer to the Secretary of the 
Treasury a site for a quarantine station to be located at 
Galveston, Tex. 

On March 18, 1938: 

H. R. 2709. An act to provide for the appointment of one 
additional United States district judge for the eastern district 
of Louisiana; and 

H. R. 8466. An act authorizing the city of Rock Island, III., 
or its assigns to construct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge 
across the Mississippi River at or near Rock Island, II., and 
to a place at or near the city of Davenport, Iowa. 

CIVILIAN CONSERVATION CORPS 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include therein a 
resolution I have introduced. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, in the conference report 
on the independent offices appropriation bill adopted yester- 
day there was included the annual appropriation for the 
Civilian Conservation Corps. The amount included in the 
bill was the Budget estimate of $226,331,000, which was a 
reduction of $123,669,000 under the amount appropriated for 
the current fiscal year. 

The amount appropriated was on the basis of 1,200 camps, 
of an average strength of 200 men per camp, and called for a 
reduction in the number of camps from 1,500 to 1,200. The 
Appropriations Committee, and I am sure the House, made 
the reduction in this appropriation most reluctantly, and 
only out of an urgent desire to follow the Budget estimate as 
nearly as possible and to cooperate with the administration 
in every effort to reduce Government expenses. 

In the Committee on Appropriations, as well as on the 
floor of the House, many Members-expressed the very deepest 
interest in this matter, and my colleague on the subcommit- 
tee the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. Jonnson] was most 
active and most insistent on restoring a sufficient amount of 
the appropriation to avoid the loss of any camps. I am glad 
to say this in recognition of his interest in the subject. I 
wish to also mention my colleague on the Appropriations 
Committee the gentleman from Nevada [Mr. ScrucHam]; and 
there are any number of other Members who are vitally 
interested in retaining these camps. 

It has become increasingly evident that we will shortly be 
called upon to appropriate a sizeable sum for a continuation 
of the work-relief program by the Federal Government. 
What the amount will be we do not yet know, but we cannot 
be so optimistic as to believe that reemployment will be to 
such an extent as to avoid this necessity. 

In my judgment, one of the finest things that has been 
accomplished by the administration is the Civilian Conser- 
vation Corps camps. The mental and physical training given 
the young men together with the financial assistance that 
goes to their dependent families would alone be a justifica- 
tion for this program. In addition to this, many of the 
camps have performed a most useful and lasting service, At 
a time when we are going to be called upon to appropriate 
money for relief, I do not believe funds could be more wisely 
spent than to continue the present number of camps. 

The latest estimate from the Department of Labor shows 
that there will probably be 61,000 vacancies in the camps as 
of March 31, 1938, and at the present time they have more 
than 207,000 applications for enrollment. The record shows 
that approximately 55 percent of these applications are from 
young men who come from relief families and all of them 
are from families very much in need of financial assistance. 

I violate no confidence when I say I have discussed this 
matter with the President. This program is close to his 
heart, and I know that he regretted exceedingly the neces- 
sity of making a Budget reduction in this appropriation. 
While I do not in any sense of the word attempt to speak 
for him on the subject, I will say that after this conference 
I have secured information which shows that there is im- 
pounded in the Treasury the sum of $28,000,000 which Con- 
gress appropriated for the Civilian Conservation Corps for 
the current year program and which will not be used. 

After going over the matter carefully with the budget 
officers of the Conservation Corps, I am able to say that the 
appropriation of $50,000,000 additional funds will enable the 
corps to carry on its present program through the next 
fiscal year and will avoid the necessity of the loss of any of 
the 300 camps which are now scheduled for abandonment. 
The Government has a financial investment of approxi- 
mately $25,000 in each of these camps. I have, therefore, 
introduced a joint resolution, calling for the reappropria- 
tion of the $28,000,000 impounded funds and for the appro- 

LXXXITI——250 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


3951 


priation of $22,000,000 new funds, which will increase the 
appropriation for the Civilian Conservation Corps for the 
1939 fiscal year from $226,331,000 to $276,331,000, and will 
permit the corps to carry on its present program and to 
retain all of the 300 camps that are now scheduled for 
abandonment. 

This matter affects my own State of Virginia. We have 
at present 62 camps of all descriptions with an authorized 
enrollment of 30,000. As the matter stands now, 15 camps 
are scheduled for abandonment on May 31, and they are as 
follows: 


Camp Land ownership County Post office 
a — eorge Washington National Forest. dinburg. 
F-13. . .* National Forest Natural Bridge 

Station. 
F-16 George Washington National Forest. Woodson. 
F-23......| Jefferson National Forest 8 Clinchport. 
P-66. Private ſorest Front Royal 
P-76. .do_.... Bedford. 
P-89. d Cumberland. 
P-OL. do. -| Dawn. 
TV A-3___| Tennessee Valley Authority Cleveland, 
888 Frier esis detounce Ridgeway. 
808-14 Pi o UREE RE IES. Danville. 
NFP -s. National Capital parks. Rosslyn. 
NP-IO . Shenandoah National Park ison ay. 
Army 1...| Military reservation Elizabeth City. Fort Monroe. 
Army 3-__|..... 6 ˙ a DERN . Fort Belvoir, 


If the joint resolution which I have introduced is enacted 
into law, it will not be necessary to close any of these camps. 

I have sent a copy of this joint resolution to the Acting 
Director of the Budget, and I entertain the very high hope 
that we will shortly be advised that its passage will not be 
in conflict with the financial program of the President. 
Joint resolution providing an additional appropriation for the 

ag Conservation Corps for the fiscal year ending June 30, 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled, That for an 
additional amount for all authorized and necessary expenses of 
the Civilian Conservation Corps in carrying into effect the 
visions of the act entitled “An act to establish a Civilian 
servation Corps, and for other purposes”, approved June 28, 1938, 
there is hereby appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1939, the sum of $22,000,000, and in addition thereto there is 
hereby reappropriated and made available for such purpose not 
to exceed $28,000,000 of the unobligated balance on. June 30, 
1938, of the appropriation “Civilian Conservation Corps, 1938”, 
and of the total amount made available hereby not less than $30,- 
000,000 shall be available only for pay, subsistence, clothing (and 
ae thereof), transportation, and hospitalization of enrollees. 

The foregoing appropriation and reappropriation shall be added 
to, and be available for the same objects of expenditure and within 
the limitations specified in, the appropriation for the Civilian 
Conservation Corps in the Independent Offices Appropriation Act, 
1939, and no part of the amounts made available hereby shall be 
used for the construction of any new camps. 


Mr. REED of New Vork. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield for a question? 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia has expired. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
ask the gentleman from Virginia a question. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks 
unanimous consent to address the House for 1 minute. Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REED of New York. Does the gentleman know 
whether the President contemplates reducing the number 
of camps or is this to maintain those now in existence? 

Mr. WOODRUM. Under the present program they are 
going to close 300 camps unless additional funds are made 
available. 

Mr. REED of New York. But are they going to main- 
tain these camps if this fund is appropriated? 

Mr. WOODRUM. If this money is appropriated they will 
be able to maintain all of these 300 camps. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES (S. DOC. 155) 

The SPEAKER laid before the Hcuse the following mes- 
sage from the President of the United States, which was 
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read, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the 
Committee on Military Affairs and ordered printed. 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith for the information of the Congress 
my opinion setting forth the reasons which impelled me to 
remove Arthur E. Morgan, and my letter to him removing 
him, as a member and Chairman of the Board of the Tennes- 
see Valley Authority. I further transmit the opinion of the 
Attorney General in regard to my power to remove for cause 
members of the Board of the Tennessee Valley Authority. I 
also append the transcript of the hearings which were had 
before me on March 11, 18, and 21, 1938, and which I think 
merit the serious consideration of all those interested in the 
T. V. A. I have filed my letter to Arthur E. Morgan and the 
transcript of the hearings, together with all exhibits marked 
for identification in the transcript, with the Secretary of 
State. 

It is clearly the right of the Congress to undertake at any 
time any fair inquiry into the administration of the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority or its policies which the Congress 
may deem in the public interest. But I cannot in the mean- 
while abdicate my constitutional duty to take care that the 
laws be faithfully executed. 

I call the attention of the Congress to the fact that on the 
evidence presented I was obliged to find that— 

(a) Arthur E. Morgan publicly made grave and libelous 
charges of dishonesty and want of integrity against his fel- 
low directors, and when called upon to sustain them 
repeatedly refused to do so. 

(b) On the face of the record charges of the other direc- 
tors that Arthur E. Morgan has obstructed the work of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority were substantiated by proof, 
were not refuted, and therefore must be accepted as true. 

(c) Arthur E. Morgan was contumacious in refusing to 
give the Chief Executive the facts, if any, upon which he 
based his charges of malfeasance against his fellow direc- 
tors, and in refusing to respond to questions of the Chief 
Executive relating to charges of obstruction made against 
him by his fellow directors. 

Arthur E. Morgan has repeated the assertion that he will 
answer questions only to a committee of the Congress. Ob- 
viously, there can be no objection to hearings before such a 
committee. But the Congress will, I am sure, realize that if 
any member of the executive branch of the Government, of 
high degree or low degree, is given the right by precedent to 
refuse to substantiate general charges against other mem- 
bers of the executive branch of Government and to insist 
on disclosing specifications only to a committee of the Con- 
gress, efficient administrative management of government 
would be destroyed in short order. 

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT. 

Tue WRITE House, March 23, 1938. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. BOYLAN of New York. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp by printing an 
address I recently delivered. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 


WAR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL, 1939 


Mr. SNYDER. of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on 
Appropriations, reported the bill (H. R. 9995) making appro- 
priations for the Military Establishment for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1939, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 1990), 
which was read a first and second time, and, with the accom- 
panying papers, referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union and ordered printed. 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Speaker, I reserve all points of order 
on the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman from Pennsylvania yield? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. I yield. 

Mr. POWERS. What does the gentleman have in mind as 
to time for general debate and final passage of the bill? 
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Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I may say to 
the gentleman from New Jersey that, after talking with the 
majority leader, we would like to let general debate continue 
through Thursday and Friday with the understanding that 
the bill will be read under the 5-minute rule on Monday and 
consideration of the bill completed before adjournment on 
Monday. 

Mr. POWERS. Is it the gentleman’s idea to read the first 
paragraph of the bill Friday and then on Monday to read the 
bill under the 5-minute rule? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Yes. 

Mr. POWERS. I think that is satisfactory. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, it is the intention, of 
course, to go along on Monday, but we will allow the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia to have its day. I do not 
think it will take more than 20 or 30 minutes. 

Mr. POWERS. That is satisfactory. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 
Mr. VOORHIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 


address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. VOORHIS. Mr. Speaker, without the organization of 
private extra-legal military organizations the setting up of 
dictatorships in European countries might very well have 
been avoided. I have no immediate concern or worry about 
the situation in the United States. I believe that the 
patience and fundamental patriotism of our people and their 
devotion to democracy can absolutely be relied upon even in 
these difficult times; however, in times when we are able to 
use cool, calm judgment it is proper to guard against the 
future. 

Therefore, as a matter that seems to me to be a right 
thing to do, and not in a spirit of fear or anything like it, 
I am today introducing a bill to require that any private 
military organization which is not now authorized by State 
or national law must have a permit from the President of 
the United States and, further, that the Congress may re- 
voke such permit at any time. 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 5 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I will have to object. 

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. Speaker, I commend your reference 
to the Committee on Military Affairs of the message of the 
President transmitting for the information of the Congress 
his opinion setting forth the reasons which impelled him to 
remove Arthur E. Morgan as director of the T. V. A. It is 
a very proper and appropriate reference. The law which 
created the T. V. A. was framed in the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. When the Authority sought to widen its ju- 
risdiction and to obtain additional powers and authority the 
bills for that purpose were appropriately referred to, con- 
sidered by, and reported from that committee. Four annual 
reports and one intermediate report demanded by Congress 
have been referred to and are now pending in that com- 
mittee, and, according to the rules of the House, that com- 
mittee is the proper one to have jurisdiction over all matters 
pertaining to this subject. 

The President says: 

It is clearly the right of the Congress to undertake at any time 
any fair inquiry into the administration of the Tennessee Valley 


Authority or its policies which the Congress may deem in the 
public interest. 
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The message of the President puts the entire situation up 
to Congress. Congress must accept the responsibility for 
whatever develops in the future. The removal of Dr. Arthur 
E. Morgan will not be regarded as a satisfactory solution of 
the Tennessee Valley enigma, and Congress should immedi- 
ately provide for a complete investigation. 

The machinery for an investigation is already set up. 
There is pending before the Committee on Military Affairs 
a resolution introduced by me a few days ago which will 
give the committee jurisdiction to undertake an investiga- 
tion and to invite a similar committee from the Senate to 
participate with them, so that there need be no delay in 
clarifying the situation. 

The things now complained about are not new. They 
were known in 1935. At that time I introduced a resolution 
providing for a complete investigation of the T. V. A. and 
its activities. The amount spent or to which the Govern- 
ment was obligated did not exceed $120,000,000. Mean- 
while, actual expenditures have exceeded $500,000,000 and 
the obligations amount to more than that. The T. V. A. 
activities have been veiled in mystery. The American peo- 
ple demand to know exactly what has been accomplished 
and what the future portends. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY 


The SPEAKER. This is Calendar Wednesday. The Clerk 

will call the committees. 
CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently there is not a quorum present. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed 
to answer to their names: 


[Roll No. 44! 

Allen, Del Drewry, Va. Lucas Scott 
Beam Farley McGranery Shannon 
Beiter Flannagan McGroarty Short 

Gasque McKeough Smith, Maine 
Biermann Gifford McMillan Snell 
Bigelow Gray, Ind. Martin, Mass. Somers, N. Y. 
Boren Halleck Mason Steagall 
Buck Hancock, N. C. Maverick Sullivan 
Buckley, N. Y. Hartley May Teigan 
Caldwell Hennings Mitchell, Ul. Thomas, N. J. 
Carter Imhoff Mouton Vinson, Ga. 
Celler Jarman Murdock, Ariz Wearin 
Champion Jenckes, Ind, Nichols Weaver 
Chapman Johnson, Lyndon O’Brien, II. Wene 
Citron Kelly, Il. Connell, Mont. West 
Cluett Kelly, N. Y. O'Connor, Mont. Whelchel 
Colden Kleberg Owen White, Idaho 
Cole, Md Kocialkowski Patrick Wilcox 
Creal eck Peti 
Deen Pfeifer 
Disney Lewis, Md. Rankin 
Douglas Long Schuetz 


The SPEAKER. Three hundred and forty-three Members 
have answered to their names, a quorum. 

Further proceedings under the call were dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. This is Calendar Wednesday. The Clerk 
will call the committees. 

AMENDMENT OF CIVILIAN CONSERVATION CORPS ACT 

Mrs. NORTON (when the Committee on Labor was called). 
Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee on Labor, I call 
up the bill (H. R. 9415) to amend the act entitled An act 
to establish a Civilian Conservation Corps, and for other 
purposes,” approved June 28, 1937, and ask unanimous con- 
sent that the bill may be considered in the House as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
I believe this matter is important enough that we should 
have some little time for discussion of it. I do not desire to 
obstruct the proceedings of the House, but I believe we 
should consider this matter in Committee of the Whole. 
Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I object. 

The SPEAKER. This bill is on the Union Calendar. 
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Accordingly, the House resolved itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 9415) to amend the act entitled 
“An act to establish a Civilian Conservation Corps, and for 
other purposes,” approved June 28, 1937, with Mr. UMSTEAD 
in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The first reading of the bill was dispensed with. 

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 5 minutes in 
order to explain the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill merely authorizes the appoint- 
ment of five men in each camp who are from the territory 
in which the camp is located. These men are to be paid 
the same salary as regular enrollees and will actually have 
the same status but will be able to direct the untrained 
boys in working on the land near the camps. Their title 
of “project assistants” is merely a designation for the pur- 
pose of clarifying their duties and does not mean they are 
to interfere with the supervisors of the camp. ‘The Director 
of the Civilian Conservation Corps is most anxious to have 
the appointment of these men authorized as they will be 
invaluable in directing the work of the boys. In some cases 
these men will be trained in fire fighting, cutting trees prop- 
erly, and many other trades necessary in the work in con- 
nection with camp life. 

The appointment of these five men will not increase the 
expense to the Government one cent, as they will be paid $30 
a month, just as are the other enrollees. They will be ap- 
pointed in the same way, except that they will come from 
the locality in which the camp is situated. 

The second provision of the bill is for the purpose of 
economy. Under the present wording of the law an en- 
rollee cannot be sent home until the day his period of en- 
rollment expires. This often causes needless expense. The 
railroads have an arrangement for the transportation of 
the C. C. C. boys at 1 cent a mile, and a group of boys can 
travel together at that cost. Frequently, a boy’s enroll- 
ment expires 1 or 2 days after a group has been trans- 
ported, but because of the inflexibility of this law that boy 
must be left a few days and then sent home at the regular 
fare. When this happens, frequently as it does, it is a source 
of needless expense to the Government. This is the only 
reason for this amendment. However, we have limited the 
power of the authorities of the C. C. C. camps to discharge 
an enrollee to within 30 days prior to the expiration of his 
enrollment. We believe this is a wise precaution. 

Both the amendments I propose to this act were contained 
in former acts establishing the Civilian Conservation Corps 
and were in existence and use for 4% years, during which 
time the law worked out very successfully. 

This is merely an amendment to the act that will save 
money for the Government and be a very great convenience 
to those responsible for the work being done in the camps, 
as they can have the great advantage of enrolling men who 
live near the camps and are trained to the kind of work these 
boys will have to do and are familiar with the surrounding 
country. Then, too, they will be older men and much more 
responsible. 

Mr. Chairman, I sincerely hope this amendment will pass, 
in the interest of the boys of the camps and also in the 
interest of economy to the Government. 

Mr, JOHNSON of Oklahoma and Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT rose. 

Mrs. NORTON. I yield to the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I am very much interested 
in the statement made by the gentlewoman, and especially 
that part relating to the first amendment providing for the 
five project assistants to come from the locality where a 
C. C. C. camp may be situated. I am wondering if the 
chairman of the committee will explain the purpose of this 
amendment? 

Mrs. NORTON. The reason for the amendment is that the 
camps are often handicapped by not having the services of 
someone who is familiar with the neighborhoods where the 
camps are located. Particularly they wish to have responsi- 
ble older men, who know something about the work the boys 
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are being trained to do, and are qualified to teach those trades 
peculiar to camp life. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 5 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I was interested in the 
‘statement there would be no additional expense incident to 
the operation of this amendment. 

Mrs. NORTON. The gentleman is correct. There will be 
no additional expense. They will be enrolled and will oc- 
cupy the same status as all other enrollees. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. As I understand, these five 
named enrollees will receive only $30 per month. 

Mrs. NORTON. Exactly. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I am in sympathy with the 
purpose of the proposed amendment, but it occurs to me that 
if these five enrollees are to be especially selected and desig- 
nated as assistant project leaders, they ought to be actual 
leaders and receive some additional compensation, as is now 
paid leaders in the C. C. C. camps. 

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT and Mr. RANDOLPH rose. 

Mrs. NORTON. I yield, first, to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia. 

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. I am very much interested in the 
C. C. C. activities. May I ask where the request for this 
proposed legislation originated? 

Mrs. NORTON. From Mr. Fechner, the Director of the 
G. C. C. 

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Did the committee hold hearings 
with reference to the matter? 

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. McEntee, the Assistant Director, came 
before the committee and explained the matter fully to the 
committee. The bill has the unanimous support of the 
committee. 

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Does he not also believe these five 
assistants should be selected from the present enrollees of 
the camp who have had experience? 

Mrs. NORTON. I understand very often they do not have 
a sufficient number of enrollees who have any knowledge 
whatsoever of camp work, and they find these older men 
who have lived in the vicinity of the camp and have spent 
their whole lives in that sort of work are of very great value. 
They explained to us they had no difficulty whatsoever in 
getting such men for $30 a month, and that these men are 
invaluable to the director of the camp. 

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Due to their experience? 

Mrs. NORTON. Due to their experience in forestry and 
other work connected therewith. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentlewoman 
from New Jersey yield? 

Mrs. NORTON. I will be pleased to yield to the gentle- 
man from West Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. The work these five assistants would do 
would not be in the nature of administrative work but the 
prosecution of work projects within the camps. 

Mrs. NORTON. Yes. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. And that is the reason these men are 
needed for economical and effective work in each one of 
these camps; and although they come in at the basic wage, 
they have the same opportunity for promotion in salary as 
the others? 

Mrs. NORTON. Yes; exactly. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
woman from New Jersey yield? 

Mrs. NORTON. I yield. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Then it primarily amounts to the 
fact that you are raising the age limit for about five people 
so that you can assign special work to these five enrollees 
who are beyond the age limit? 

Mrs. NORTON. This is not so much concerned with the 
age limit, although they do usually find these men to be 
older men. What is really involved is the kind of men who 
can teach the boys something about the camps in which 
they are located. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. I understood the gentlewoman 
from New Jersey to say that Mr. Fechner had testified to 
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the effect that at the present time it was difficult to get boys 
in these positions of leadership and that it was much easier 
to get men of more mature age who would be leaders and at 
the same time would be satisfied with a wage of $30? 

Mrs. NORTON. Yes; and also because of their experience. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tlewoman from New Jersey yield? 

Mrs. NORTON. I yield to the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. If I have understood the 
gentlewoman from New Jersey correctly, this will not add 
to the number of enrollees? 

Mrs. NORTON. No; the number will remain the same. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. But these five are to be 
selected from the communities in which the camp may be 
located and where the work is being done? 

Mrs. NORTON. Exactly. 

Fh ROBSION of Kentucky. I think this is a splendid 
ea. 

Mrs. NORTON. And Mr. Fechner explained that when a 
camp is breaking up it is sometimes embarrassing because 
all the boys have to go home to their respective districts at 
one time. It is believed that these enrollees will be valuable 
in breaking camp. 

Mr. WOOD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. NORTON. I yield. 

Mr. WOOD. The fact is that prior to the act of June 28, 
1937, these camps were given authority to employ from 10 to 
17 of these older men and they did so prior to that time? 

Mrs. NORTON. Exactly. 

Mr. WOOD. And this bill simply provides for the ap- 
pointment of five such older men in the locality? 

Mrs, NORTON. That is true. 

Mr. WOOD. This does not cost anything, but gives the 
camp an opportunity to have five older men selected from 
the locality who know all about the topography of the land 
and all about the neighborhood in which the camp is located? 

Mrs. NORTON. The gentleman is correct. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentlewoman from 
New Jersey yield? 

Mrs. NORTON. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. NELSON. The principal objective, then, is to have 
five older men who are familiar with local conditions? 

Mrs. NORTON. That is our objective. 

Mr. NELSON. Because it frequently happens that all the 
members of the camp have been removed from some territory 
quite a distance away and are not familiar with the condi- 
tions or the work to be carried on at the camp? 

Mrs. NORTON. That is exactly the purpose of it. 

(Here the gavel fell.) 

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 5 additional 
minutes to answer questions. 

Mr. CURLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. NORTON. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. CURLEY. As a matter of fact, the appointment of 
these five additional men in the C. C. C. will mean increased 
efficiency in its administration? 

Mrs. NORTON. It will; yes. 

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tlewoman from New Jersey yield? 

Mrs. NORTON. I yield to the gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. I am rather inclined to the 
view of the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. Jounson], that 
if these men have the ability to act in a supervisory capacity 
they ought to get some additional compensation, if it is only 
$10 a month. This would be the first instance I ever heard 
of where men assumed supervisory responsibility without 
any compensation other than the compensation paid the 
rank and file. 

Mrs. NORTON. I think the gentleman is quite right, but 
we have not been asked to pay any more. 

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. As I understand, these local 
and experienced enrollees referred to do not get any extra 
pay? 

Mrs. NORTON. They do not. 

Mr, MARTIN of Colorado. The point I am making is 
whether or not men who have sufficient ability and experi- 
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ence to act in a supervisory capacity should not get some 
additional compensation. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentlewoman 
from New Jersey yield to me in order that I may try to 
answer the gentleman? 

Mrs. NORTON. Yes; I yield to the gentleman from West 
Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Of course, they enter at the basic rate, 
but they do have an opportunity for promotion. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. How much promotion, up 
to leaders with pay at $45 per month? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Up to $45 a month. 

Mrs. NORTON. They have exactly the same opportunity, 
and they are in exactly the same position at the camps as 
any other enrollee. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentlewoman from 
New Jersey yield? 

Mrs. NORTON. I yield to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. DOWELL. May I inquire if these men are permanent 
employees? 

Mrs. NORTON. They are permanent as long as the camp 
lasts; yes. 

Mr. DOWELL. This is not limited in that respect? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. They can be relieved of their duties 
prior to the 6 months’ enrollment. 

Mr. DOWELL, I notice the report states that this is to 
permit the enrollment of five men per each company with- 
out regard to age, marital, or length-of-service status. 

These boys come in for a certain term. Do these five per- 
sons employed serve indefinitely, or is there a term limit? 

Mrs. NORTON. As long as their services are required. 

Mr. DOWELL. Then, that would be as long as the camp 
exists. 

Mrs. NORTON. Exactly. 

Mr. DOWELL. Then, their term is not limited? 

Mrs. NORTON. No. They also have the privilege of re- 
signing if they so desire. This is merely a matter of con- 
venience of the camp. 

Mr. DOWELL. But they are permanent employees. 

Mrs. NORTON. Permanent to some extent. They will 
be subject to the same rules and regulations as any other 
enrollee. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. NORTON. Yes. 

Mr. TOBEY. I understood the gentlewoman to say that 
the appointment of these five positions would not create any 
larger employment and would displace five ordinary em- 
ployees. 

Mrs. NORTON. The only difference between them and 
any other enrollee is that they will be designated “project 
assistants.” 

Mr. TOBEY. There is a second provision that any en- 
rollee discharged would make way for them. 

Mrs. NORTON. Of course, if any enrollee is discharged, 
another would take his place. 

Mr. TOBEY. And they need that power to make that sub- 
stitution? 

Mrs. NORTON. Yes. 

Mr. IZAC. Mr. Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. NORTON. Yes. 

Mr. IZAC. Are these enrollees, like the others, limited to 
the ages of 17 to 23 years? 

Mrs. NORTON. No; they are not. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does a minority member of the com- 
mittee seek control of the bill in opposition to it? 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, as ranking minority mem- 
ber of the committee, I ask for recognition. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. WELCH. I am not in favor of the bill in its present 
form. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair holds that entitles the gen- 
tleman to control the time and he is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. BOILEAU]. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, the Civilian Conservation 
Corps, in my judgment, has been one of the finest things 
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ever established by the Government. I have been a great 
enthusiast over the possibility of the Civilian Conservation 
Corps, and one of the things that I have liked naturally is 
that there has been a minimum of politics involved. I hope 
that while considering the matter of the Civilian Conserva- 
tion Corps we shall try to keep politics out of it. I do not 
accuse anyone of bringing this bill in with the thought that 
there will be political appointments in the various communi- 
ties in which these C. C. C. camps are established. I do 
say, however, that under the provisions of this bill, where 
you provide that with reference to each of these camps there 
shall be five appointments over the age limit established 
under the C. C. C. program, it is making it possible; it is 
opening the door wide to appointing political hacks. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOILEAU. Yes. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. The gentleman brings up a point that 
I think we might well clear up at this time. The gentleman 
understands that we have a supervisory personnel who are 
paid a higher wage than the C. C. C. enrollees and who do 
not conform to the age of 17 to 23. Certainly he would not 
accuse this committee or this House of bringing in this bill 
for political purposes, with the very purpose of the appoint- 
ment of these men at the same wage, $30 a month, simply 
for the prosecution of work projects with which they are 
familiar. The gentleman does not say that that will be 
political. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I submit that I am accusing no member 
of the committee or anyone else of bringing in a bill that 
could be used for political advantage of any Member of 
Congress or anybody else. I do say, however, that by put- 
ting this provision in the bill it is possible to appoint five 
people in the various communities in which these camps 
are located without the qualification as to age, and that 
they could be and probably in the future will be political 
appointments. 

Mr. WOOD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOILEAU. In just a minute. I want to ask the 
distinguished chairman of this committee if it is not a 
fact that at the present time you can make an appointment 
of war veterans to these various camps, and if it is desirable 
to have older men in the various communities act as assistant 
project directors, or something of that kind, is it not possible 
under existing law to appoint five war veterans in any com- 
munity and have them work in that capacity. 

Mrs. NORTON. In some communities I think that would 
be difficult. Besides that, the purpose of this amendment 
is to get five men who know something about the locality 
in which the camp is located. 

Mr. BOILEAU. If there is a need for C. C. C. camps in 
this country, as I believe there is, there are certainly five 
veterans in every community where there is a camp who 
are now eligible to appointment by the Civilian Conserva- 
tion Corps to these particular jobs, and you could appoint 
veterans to these positions, if you want men with experi- 
ence. Certainly the veterans of the World War are no 
longer boys, and these positions could be filled by making 
those appointments. For that reason I do not see the 
necessity for this legislation. 

Mr. RANDOLPH and Mr. WOOD rose. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I yield first to the gentle- 
man from Missouri [Mr. Woop]. 

Mr. WOOD. The gentleman made the statement that if 
we passed this bill it would throw the C. C. C. camps wide 
open 

Mr. BOILEAU. I did not say wide open.” I do not want 
to be misquoted; I did not say wide open”; I did not mean 
that. What I do mean to say is that I as a friend of the 
C. C. C. do not want politics thrown into it. 

Mr. WOOD. I am just quoting the gentleman’s language. 
But does he imply that the appointment of these five leaders, 
if they should be so designated, is throwing the C. C. C. camps 
wide open to political patronage? Does he imply that prior 
to June 28, 1937, when they were allowed to employ from 10 
to 16, does he imply that the C. C. C. camps have used the 16 
appointments as a matter of partisan political patronage? 
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Mr. BOILEAU. The gentleman is doing neither himself 
nor me any justice. 

Mr. WOOD. I am asking the gentleman if he contends that 
the Civilian Conservation Corps has done that? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I am going to answer the gentleman. I 
say the gentleman is doing neither himself nor me any jus- 
tice. He is not doing himself justice in making that infer- 
ence, for I started my remarks by praising the record of the 
C. C. C. camps. I maintain that the C. C. C. has been oper- 
ating, as I said a moment ago, with a minimum of political 
influence. 

Mr. WOOD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
further? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I cannot yield further. I want to make it 
perfectly clear that I am not accusing the C. C. C. of having 
engaged in politics. I started my remarks by saying that 
their record has been clear. I want it to stay clear and I 
want it to stay clean. I do not want the camel of politics to 
get its nose under the tent by the creation of these five 
appointments. 

I submit that if it is older men who are needed they can 
employ war veterans under existing law without amending 
the law in such a way as to make it possible for some Mem- 
bers—certainly not the gentleman from Missouri, but some 
other Members—not necessarily of Congress—some person 
to use these appointments for partisan political advantage. 
I know the gentleman from Missouri would not do that, but 
I do not want it possible for anyone to do that. I want to 
help this organization to maintain its splendid record. It 
has done such fine things. There are war veterans you can 
give these jobs to without playing politics. 

The distinguished gentlewoman from New Jersey said that 
one of the principal reasons why they needed these men, 
these five project assistants, was in connection with winding 
up the affairs of the camp, men to clean up around the 
camp and take care of things. Did I understand the gen- 
tlewoman correctly? 

Mrs. NORTON. I said that was one of the reasons. 

Mr. BOILEAU. That is what I said—one of the reasons. 
The gentlewoman understood me, then, and I understood 
her to say that one of the reasons why they needed people 
of experience around the community was to wind up the 
business of the camps, clean things up, look after the situa- 
tion. I call attention to the fact, however, that the com- 
mittee report states quite positively that it is not antici- 
pated that the men will be used for that purpose, because 
the report says these men are designated as project assist- 
ants, indicating quite definitely that their services shall be 
used in connection with the prosecution of work projects 
as contrasted to the use of their services in connection with 
administrative duties around the camp, which are directly 
supervised by the Army. 

I submit that according to the language of the report these 
men are designated as project assistants to make it very 
clear that they shall be used only on projects. If a camp is 
being dismantled there certainly is no project left for them 
to be used on. It seems to me that the committee’s report 
is in absolute conflict with the statement made by the gentle- 
woman from New Jersey as to one of the principal arguments 
in favor of the passage of this bill. 

I submit that in cleaning up the camp, in taking care of 
the property that belongs to the Government at these camps, 
that that should properly be left in the hands of the Army, 
as it is now, rather than in the hands of these experienced 
people of the community, or these project assistants, if you 
want to call them such. 

I do not believe there is any justification for amending the 
law in this respect; but if you do insist on it, if it is your 
intention to take these jobs away from veterans, if you be- 
lieve the veterans are not old enough, experienced enough, 
if you believe that there are not enough veterans looking 
for these jobs in the various communities, I submit that the 
enrollees themselves, the men who have been enrolled in 
these camps from 6 months to 2 years, know enough about 
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the locality around the camp, enough about local conditions 
around the camp, to do this work which they say is to be 
assigned to these project assistants. 

Here the gavel fell.) 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 5 
additional minutes. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, if it is the intention of 
the Committee of the Whole this afternoon to take those 
jobs away from the veterans, then I submit if you want to 
avoid being accused of the political aspects of this situation, 
and I know you do not want to have that accusation made, 
you should accept an amendment. At the proper time I am 
going to offer an amendment, as follows: After the comma 
and following the word “assistants”, insert the following 
language: 

Provided, That such project assistants shall have previously 
Served as enrollees in the Civilian Conservation Corps. 

When it comes to the Civilian Conservation Corps and 
winding up its business around the camps or carrying on this 
work as project assistants, men with an experience of 6 
months, a year, or 2 years as enrollees in a camp can carry 
on that work very well. If you take those young men you 
have trained in this work, the young men who have lived on 
these projects from 6 months to 2 years and give them pro- 
motion to project assistants, you will have efficiency and at 
the same time you will be increasing the morale of the 
men employed or enrolled in the camp. Every young man 
who realizes he cannot serve longer than 6 months or 2 years 
at the most without being reappointed will know that if he 
carries on his work faithfully, at the end of the time his 
services are required he will not be kicked out but will be 
given the opportunity of getting one of these jobs. It will 
increase the morale of the enrollees. You will have efficient 
men, and above all, you will not be subjected to the criticism 
of trying to have five men appointed for political purposes. 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH]. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, I am very certain that 
the gentleman from Wisconsin, for whom I haye a high per- 
sonal regard, did not mean to leave the implication that the 
House Committee on Labor would seek to amend the Civilian 
Conservation Corps Act to open up that organization, which 
is now faced with camp curtailment, to so-called political 
patronage. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I assure the gentleman that is the farthest 
from my mind, but I believe, however, that unwittingly the 
committee is doing just that thing. I regret to hear the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia make the statement that the 
Civilian Conservation Corps is winding up its business. Al- 
though that might be the handwriting on the wall, I believe 
the Congress and the country will endeavor to make it a per- 
manent proposition. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I agree with the gentleman in certain 
respects. When I said that the Civilian Conservation Corps 
program is being curtailed, that is an actual fact if we do not 
pass the resolution just introduced by Mr. Wooprum, to ap- 
propriate $50,000,000 to keep in operation camps now existing. 
By May 31 we will have closed down camps to the number 
of 1,200 in the United States, losing some 300 now in operation. 
Therefore, it is a fact that the Civilian Conservation Corps 
is being closed up if we do not act quickly. I voted to keep 
the C. C. C. at its earlier strength, and I wish that it might 
be made a permanent agency of this Government. I feel 
that very strongly. [Applause.] 

Mr. BOILEAU. There has not been a stronger advocate 
of the C. C. C. than the gentleman from West Virginia; 
but, even though we are reducing the number of camps, I 
do not believe the Congress of the United States or the coun- 
try is going to permit the permanent elimination of these 
C. C. C. camps. 
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Mr. RANDOLPH. I certainly hope not. Mr. Chairman, 
going back to possible implications of patronage, under the 
old act and C. C. C. program it was possible to employ from 
10 to 16 so-called project assistants, those who were outside 
the scope of the Army, to take care of the actual work in 
the localities where the camps were situated. 

I realize, and I trust the members of the committee realize, 
that the one object of the Committee on Labor in bringing 
in this amendment is to continue the effective and economical 
operation of the program of the Civilian Conservation Corps 
as it shapes up today. There is nothing in this amendment 
that will preclude veterans from being appointed as assist- 
ants for the work projects. Veterans are certainly contribut- 
ing splendidly to this fine work. We realize there are vet- 
erans in certain communities where camps are located who 
can carry on this work, and personally I should like to see 
preference given to them whenever possible; but there are 
certain C. C. C. camps located in the most rural areas in 
which I say, and the Director of the Civilian Conservation 
Corps says absolutely, there are not those veterans to take 
over the work projects and prosecute the work of the camp. 
There should be no discrimination against them. 

Mr. CHURCH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. CHURCH. The gentleman will admit, will he not, 
that within the parentheses, which is the exception, are the 
words “and war veterans” as well as the words “five project 
assistants.” It does put in competition with the war vet- 
erans those five project assistants? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. That might be the interpretation of 
the gentleman from Illinois, but I certainly would not favor 
any measure to discriminate against veterans. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. I appreciate the gentleman now 
speaking knows more about this matter than perhaps any 
other Member of the House. I should like to ask him a 
question for information. In my section there are several 
camps and, as I understand it, there are military men there 
who are in fact the guiding geniuses in the camps. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. The administrative heads, under Army 
supervision. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Then they have the teacher, the 
man who looks after the recreation and education, they 
have the medical man, they have a man who looks after 
the cooking and various things of that sort. I understand 
there are about 15 men who are employed outside of the 
regular enrollees to teach the men how to fell the trees, 
how to operate teams, and various things like that. Am I 
right in that? About how many does a camp have? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Between 10 and 16 have been local 
experienced enrollees. 

Here the gavel fell. 

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7 additional min- 
utes to the gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. What is the gentleman’s own in- 
dividual idea, if he can express it, or if he cares to express 
it, as to what will be the qualifications of these five addi- 
tional men? What will they know more than the average 
man about a camp knows? What will they do? What is 
the necessity for them? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. The others are the local experienced 
enrollees who come between the age limits of 17 and 23. 
These men would be picked without regard to age, but would 
have detailed knowledge of local conditions and be able to 
make the projects more successful. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. These 10 to 16 about whom the 
gentlemen spoke are not within the age limit of 23? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Yes; they are the local experienced en- 
rollees. Is the gentleman speaking of the supervisory per- 
sonnel, the so-called foremen, who are hired at $100, $125, 
or $150 a month? 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. How many of them are there? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. They usually average about five to a 
camp. 
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Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. What does the gentleman believe 
these five men will do that is different from what anybody 
else at a camp at the present time may do? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. The amendment speaks for itself. 
They will be persons who live in the community; they will 
be selected without regard to age, and they will assist in 
the prosecution of the work projects. I feel the employ- 
ment of these men is justified when they are selected by 
the means the amendment seeks to offer. 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, RANDOLPH. I yield to the gentleman from Ne- 
braska. 

Mr. STEFAN. Does that mean these men will have to 
be experienced in local conditions? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Yes; it does. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. TABER. At the present time there are something like 
1,500 of these camps, with an enrollment of approximately 
225,000, which means approximately 165 or 170 men apiece. 
These camps are allowed to have 6 percent of their enroll- 
ment, or about 10 men in each camp, receive $45 a month, 
besides all the other perquisites. These men are permitted 
to stay there for 2 years. Each camp is allowed one leader, 
who can be a political appointee; three cooks, who also can 
be political appointees; and a mess steward; and all of these 
can get $45 a month and stay there just as long as they please, 
and they can be of any age. In addition to these five men, 
each camp is allowed five men who can get $45 but who must 
be under 23 years of age. Does it seem to the gentleman 
it is necessary to enlarge the number who are to get $45 and 
who may be political appointees and exempt from the regular 
requirements as to age? I have been able to see no reason 
for this increase and cannot understand why the situation 
is not now sufficiently taken care of. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I may say to the gentleman from New 
York and to the members of the Committee that, of course, 
I do not agree with the terms in which he speaks, to the 
effect that these cooks and supervisory personnel have been 
political patronage. I believe a large percentage of the Re- 
publican membership of this House would not subscribe to 
that view. I feel that in the prosecution of the work that is 
carried out in the Civilian Conservation Corps camps of this 
country there has been a minimum of so-called political 
interference. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr, FITZPATRICK. According to the statement of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Bomkaul, up to the present 
time there has been no politics in the C. C. C. camps. Was 
not that the statement of the gentleman from Wisconsin, 
and did he not also state we wished to keep politics out? 

Mr. BOILEAU. There has been a minimum of it, and I 
want to congratulate the administration of the C. C. C. on 
that. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Under the present law each camp 
can employ from 5 to 15 people to do special work for 2 or 3 
years, and they have not made politics out of it. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I may say to the gentleman from New 
York and to the Members of the Committee that we do 
believe the Civilian Conservation Corps camps of this coun- 
try have been a distinct contribution to the youth of the 
country and welfare of the Nation. This is best proven by 
the fact there has been nonpartisan support upon this floor 
when authorizations and appropriations for the C. C. C. 
have been brought here for our consideration. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield to the gentleman from Wis- 
consin. 

Mr. BOILEAU. The gentleman from New York says that 
at the present time they can make these appointments. Is 
it correct that they can do so at the present time? 
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Mr. RANDOLPH. There are from 10 to 16 local experi- 
enced men from 17 to 23 years of age in each camp. 

Mr. BOILEAU. But they are enrollees? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Yes; they are enrollees. 

Mr. BOILEAU. That is the difference. They are young 
boys and they do not yet have any political influence. Let 
us keep politics out of it. 

Mr. RAMSPECK, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield to the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. The gentleman from Wisconsin has 
not read the amendment. These five men are also enrollees. 

Mr. BOILEAU. The gentleman is in error. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. No; I am not in error. 

Mr. BOILEAU. They are not between the ages of 17 and 
23, and they are not eligible for enrollment at the present 
time. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. We are putting these five persons in the 
same category as the mess stewards, the cooks, and the war 
veterans. This enables the Civilian Conservation Corps Di- 
rector to keep 2 years longer boys who have been in the 
camps and have had experience, but have passed the age 
limit, or to take people beyond the age limit who have par- 
ticular qualifications to lead these projects. That is all the 
amendment does. It does not put any more politics into it 
than has been in it before. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, I trust the members of 
this Committee will vote to further continue the effective 
work carried on by the Civilian Conservation Corps in this 
country. [Applause.] 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Boreav]. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have the 
attention of the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. RAMSPECK]. 

The gentleman from Georgia has stated that all this is in- 
tended to do is to take these enrollees who have reached the 
age limit and put them on as project assistants. The bill 
does not do that. The gentleman from Georgia then quali- 
fied his statement by saying “or put other men on.” I am 
perfectly willing, so far as I am concerned, to grant that 
these men who have 6 months’ or 2 years’ experience as 
enrollees should be continued if they are well qualified, ex- 
perienced, and able men to act as project assistants, and that 
is what my amendment would do, I may say to the gentle- 
man from Georgia. My amendment will provide that these 
project assistants shall be men who previously were en- 
rollees of the C. C. C. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. The gentleman does not require that of 
the mess stewards, the cooks, or the leaders. Why does not 
the gentleman make the same proposition with reference to 
them? 

Mr. BOILEAU. If I thought they had an economics course 
in the C. C. C. that would make good cooks out of these boys, 
I would say that would be O. K., but I would not say that 
working in a C. C. C. camp would necessarily make a good 
cook out of a man, and therefore it would be proper to have 
someone as cook who had had experience in that line. I 
have been in the Army, and I think the gentleman has also, 
and we know that sometimes the bricklayers and the barbers 
act as cooks, and they are not necessarily the best cooks. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. Why is not the gentleman willing to 
apply the same rule to these project assistants that he 
wants to apply to the mess stewards, the cooks, and the 
leaders who are exempted from the age limit and permitted 
to be enrolled for a period not exceeding 2 years? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I will say to the gentleman in answer to 
that statement that you are putting these project assistants 
in a position where they can earn a maximum of $45 a 
month. This is the highest they can receive, and you are 
asking for very experienced men, but you are only paying 
them a maximum of $45 a month. The gentleman knows 
very well that you cannot get a man with a tremendous 
amount of experience at $45 a month. About the best quali- 
fied man you could get at $45 a month for this kind of work 
would be these young men who have been doing the work 
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all the way from 6 months to 2 years, and if after being in 
these camps for 6 months or 2 years at the pay they have 
been receiving and with the experience they have obtained, 
they are not competent then to hold down a $45-a-month job 
in the line of work they have been doing for a couple of years, 
there is something fundamentally wrong with the C. C. C. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. Does the gentleman believe we could 
get many politicians at $45 a month? 

Mr. BOILEAU. Oh, there are a lot of politicians who are 
not worth that much. : 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I agree with the gentleman about that. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
may be necessary for the purpose of asking my colleague on 
the committee, the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. RAMSPECK], 
a question. 

Would the gentleman object to such an amendment as has 
been referred to by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.. 
Borteav]? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I most certainly would, because I do 
not think it is wise to limit the administrator of this act to 
persons who have been enrolled in the C. C. C. We do not 
make that requirement as to the mess stewards, the cooks, 
or the leaders. We are putting these five project assistants 
in exactly the same category as these other excepted em- 
ployees. No one here has given me any reason we should 
change this rule. 

Mr. WELCH. But the gentleman stated a moment ago 
that this would empower the Director of the C. C. C. camps 
to reemploy five young men who were formerly enrolled in 
the service. 

Mr.RAMSPECK. This would empower them to keep them 
in there for a period longer than 2 years, just as we em- 
powered them in the original act to keep mess stewards and 
the leaders and the cooks. 

Mr. WELCH. Why not make it mandatory by amending 
the bill in that respect? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I think that would be putting too much 
limitation on the discretion of the administrator of this act. 
Why tie his hands when he is doing a good job and nobody 
is complaining about his administration? 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, if the five project assistants 
provided for in the bill are necessary, and I am not in 
position to say they are not necessary, I maintain they should 
be confined to former enrollees in the C. C. C. There are 
young men walking the streets of this country who were 
former enrollees who are out of employment and who can fill 
the positions provided for in the bill. By reason of this fact 
they should be given the preference. The crux of the whole 
question before the House today is whether we are going to 
permit the employment of men on the outside, leaving these 
young men who are absolutely qualified by reason of their 
former experience walking the streets. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WELCH. Yes. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. Will the gentleman explain to the 
Committee what they will do in a case where they establish 
a new camp in new territory and they need project leaders 
who are familiar with the forests in which they are working 
or some other territory where they are carrying on? They 
have an entirely new camp, we will say, made up of boys just 
brought into the C. C. C. 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I am afraid that my friend 
from Georgia misunderstood me. He has referred to forests, 
Many camps were established in the westerly section of the 
United States, particularly in the State of California. I 
visited these camps in the past, and there was not a boy in 
these camps from west of the Missouri River, and to say that 
by employing men on the outside who live within a mile or two 
of the camp would be of any particular value to the camp is, 
in my judgment, out of the question. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. But suppose they sent a group of boys 
from New York out to California, which they have done 
in the past, would not the gentleman think it wiser and 
better for the Director to employ five project leaders from 


1938 CONGRESSIONAL 


the State of California who are familiar with the territory 
and the work to be done rather than require them to put 
five men who served in the C. C. C., but who might not be 
familiar with the projects or with the country in which 
they were to serve? 

Mr. WELCH. The gentleman has answered the question 
I have raised. Yes; by all means employ five men who 
have served in California—men who have been there for 
several months, or a year, perhaps, and who are thoroughly 
conversant with conditions; and who have served in the 
same capacity as the men will be expected to serve provided 
for in the bill. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I say to the gentleman frankly I think 
what they are going to do is to employ local people who 
are familiar with the situation. That is what they told us 
they wanted to do; but I do not think it is wise to ham- 
string the administrator of this act when he has done a 
fine job, and nobody would stand on this floor and criticize 
the administration of the C. C. C. 

Mr. WELCH. Nobody is attempting to criticize the ad- 
ministration of the C. C. C. They are doing a very good 
job; but I still insist that there are many young men walk- 
ing the streets of the country from California to Maine, 
who have served in the C. C. C. camps, who are qualified 
to fill these positions, and should be given preference. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WELCH. Yes. 

Mr. NICHOLS. What is there in this bill that would pre- 
vent these men who are walking the streets, former em- 
ployees, from being employed under this provision? 

Mr. WELCH. Nothing, and there is nothing in the bill 
that would give them preference. The gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Boreau] has referred to an amendment 
which he will offer and which I hope will be adopted mak- 
ing it absolutely necessary to give these unemployed men 
who were former enrollees of the C. C. C. camps as well as 
war veterans preference. 

Mr. FORD of California. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. WELCH. Yes. 

Mr. FORD of California. Are there not some elderly per- 
sons over the age who have not been employed, who have 
not had any work, and who might go in there because of 
their experience in that district and do a good job? Are 
there not elderly men who have had no opportunity of any 
kind who might come in and do a good job? They have a 
number of those men who are former veterans who live in 
that section and have had broad experience at that point 
and they might do a good job. 

Mr. WELCH. The young men are doing a good job. The 
primary purposes of this legislation as defined by the Presi- 
dent is to take care of the youth of the country. I agree 
with the policy of the President. 

Mr. FORD of California. Elderly men were put in those 
camps to take care of them, and that is all this asks to do. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WELCH. Yes. 

Mr. CHURCH. I asked this question a while ago. I notice 
in the bill that included in the exception are war veterans. 
Therefore if you include these words, “five project assistants,” 
does it not put those five project assistants in competition 
with war veterans? 

Mr. WELCH. And with former enrollees of the C. C. C. 
camps. 

Mr. CHURCH. Either one puts them in competition with 
the war veterans, and is there a camp in any community 
where you cannot find war veterans? The gentleman does 
not know of any camp where one cannot find war veterans 
to take these positions. 

Mr. WELCH. I suggest the lady from New Jersey now 
use some time. 

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. JOHNSON]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, this com- 
mittee is to be complimented for reporting and sponsoring 
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this legislation for the Civilian Conservation Corps, legisla- 
tion that is without doubt in the interest of economy and 
efficiency. The pending amendments to the original act have 
been proposed and urged by the Director of the Civilian 
Conservation Corps for some time. 

In spite of all of this clamor and hub-bub by one or two 
or three of the gentlemen on the minority side of this House 
in an effort apparently to make themselves believe that there 
is some political significance to either or both of these 
amendments, may I suggest Members bear in mind that 
this legislation has not been suggested by Members of Con- 
gress. These recommendations are from Director Fechner, 
who has made an outstanding record for efficiency. No one 
can truthfully charge that the Director has played politics 
with the C. C. C. organization. [Applause.] 

It is well known that Mr. Fechner has been advocating 
and urging this for some time in the interest of efficiency. 
He has seen the distressing need for some local enrollees as 
leaders who might be particularly familiar and personally 
interested in the welfare of the camp and its program. That 
is not only a wholesome suggestion but practical common 
sense. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin, whom I admire very 
much, and with whom I regret to disagree, has repeatedly 
referred to these as $45 jobs, to be given the five local men 
without regard to the age limit of 17 to 23 years. But the 
fact is, these five so-called leaders will not receive $45 a 
month, but only $30, as I have heretofore pointed out. One 
would think from the sudden burst of opposition that these 
were positions paying at least $100 to $125 per month. If 
that were being done, then someone might well raise the 
question of politics. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I yield for a question. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. The basic wage is paid and they have 
opportunity for promotion. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. That is all there is to it; 
the basic wage is paid, and they have opportunity for pro- 
motion along with other enrollees te $45 per month. They 
may be called leaders, but it would not be a promotion to 
call a present enrollee a leader without increasing his salary. 
Frankly, I am of the opinion that if these five men are to be 
leaders, they should receive the same salary of other leaders 
in the camps. [Applause.] 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I yield for a brief question 
or observation. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I wish to correct an impression the gen- 
tleman left. I did not claim that they were to get $125 a 
month. The maximum they could get would be $45. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Certainly I left no such 
impression, The maximum salary they would receive to 
begin with would be $30. They, of course, might after- 
ward be promoted. 

Again the gentleman from Wisconsin insists that veterans 
are not getting a square deal under the terms of this legis- 
lation. The facts are, however, under the present set-up 
no veteran can possibly be appointed as one of these five 
assistant project supervisors because of the age limit, which 
is from 17 to 23 years of age, except, of course, in a veteran 
camp. By this legislation these five local men are appointed 
without regard to the age limit, which will permit all five 
of these enrollees to be war veterans. 

Personally, I should like to see war veterans receive these 
places in all instances where there are veterans available 
who desire the work. But certainly no language should be 
written in the law that would prohibit anyone else from 
being eligible for these positions. Obviously, there is no dis- 
crimination against war veterans in the act that raises the 
age limit to permit them to be appointed. The present law 
giving preference to veterans is not changed in the pending 
amendment. 

Mr. BOILEAU. The gentleman and I agree on that. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. What I rose to discuss was 
the resolution introduced today by the gentleman from 
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Virginia [Mr. Wooprum]. I want to compliment him on in- 
troducing that resolution; for, if adopted, it will keep all the 
C. C. C. camps in the United States open, that have not 
actually finished their projects. If we favor that resolu- 
tion I hope we will let the White House know and the 
Budget officer know that we are in favor of keeping these 
300 C. C. C. camps open that otherwise will be closed be- 
tween now and July 1. 

As I understand the situation, $28,000,000 of the Civilian 
Conservation Corps funds at present are impounded. With 
an additional $22,000,000 we can keep every C. C. C. camp 
open, whether it be a park camp, a soil-conservation camp, 
a biological camp, or a drainage camp. We shall be able 
to keep them open for another 12 months with an appro- 
priation of $22,000,000 plus the $28,000,000 now impounded. 
If the Woodrum resolution is adopted there will be no reason 
for the closing of one of these C. C. C. camps, except and 
unless they have finished their project. 

Mr. MASSINGALE, Will that include the veterans’ 
camps? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Yes; that will include the 
veterans’ camps as well as all the balance that have not 
actually finished their projects, and I will say to the gen- 
tleman that I am as anxious as he is to retain all of the 
veterans’ camps in Oklahoma. 

The Democratic steering committee met several weeks ago 
and authorized me to go down to the White House and tell 
the President that we wanted to keep these C. C. C. camps 
open, every one of them. We were cordially received, but 
we were not at that time assured that they would be kept 
open. I think it is one of the most important things that 
could be done, [Applause.] 

May I state that the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
Wooprum] was kind enough in his remarks before the com- 
mittee this morning and also on the floor of the House this 
afternoon to mention the fact that I had been unusually 
active in an effort to obtain sufficient funds to keep all of 
the C. C. C. camps open. [Applause.] I deeply appreciate 
the compliment. 

I have repeatedly stated on this floor and before the com- 
mittees that in my judgment the C. C. C. camps have been 
one of the outstanding activities of the Roosevelt adminis- 
tration. As chairman of the Democratic steering commit- 
tee of the House I have more than once called the attention 
of members of my committee to the proposals to close these 
camps before their projects could possibly be completed. 
I am glad to say that the Democratic steering committee, 
representing 15 zones of the country, has gone on record as 
being unanimously opposed to the closing of these camps 
and authorized me as chairman to so advise the President of 
the United States. 

Frankly I am proud of the humble part my committee 
has played in supporting the C. C. C. camps that are doing 
so much for the young men of America. [Applause.] 3 

It is my sincere hope and belief that the Woodrum amend- 
ment will receive the enthusiastic support of Members of 
Congress irrespective of politics. This simply means that 
with the comparatively small appropriation of $22,000,000 
all of the present camps can remain open until their projects 
are finished and I am hopeful that it will not be necessary 
to close a single camp in the United States. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from New Hampshire [Mr. Jenks]. 

Mr. JENKS of New Hampshire. Mr. Chairman, the legis- 
lation that created these C. C. C. camps expired by limita- 
tion, as you know, last year. A bill was introduced to con- 
tinue the camps. That bill came before the Committee on 
Labor, of which at that time I had the pleasure of being a 
member. 

A feature added to the bill in the committee but after- 
ward taken out and again restored when the bill was under 
consideration on the floor of the House provided for voca- 
tional education. The gentleman from Georgia has said that 
there has never been any criticism of the management of the 
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C. C. C. camps. Perhaps a little friendly criticism on my 
part, and it is friendly I assure you, would not be amiss at 
this time. I refer to an amendment that was made on the 
floor of this House that at least 10 hours a week in these 
camps may be devoted to educational and vocational train- 
ing. I was informed this summer by the Director of Edu- 
cation in these camps in New England that there had been 
no effort made whatsoever to introduce vocational training 
in the C. C. C. camps in New England; so, I am offering this 
criticism, you may say, of the director of the camps, that 
that legislation passed by this House was not carried out, at 
least in that part of the country. 

eva RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. JENKS of New Hampshire. I shall be pleased to. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I know the gentleman’s deep feeling 
toward vocational education. While he criticizes in a 
friendly way the educational program in the C. C. C. camps, 
yet I am certain he would say to this Committee that there 
has been a very definite educational program which has been 
helpful to the boys. Some forty-odd thousand of them have 
been taught to read and write. That is just one contribu- 
tion of the educational program. 

Mr. JENKS of New Hampshire. I agree that feature has 
been exceedingly well carried out. I believe it was in the 
minds of the Members of the House when that bill was con- 
sidered on the floor and the Members voted to include voca- 
tional training, that it was one very good thing for the boys 
in these camps. The director of the camps, it seems to me, 
has ignored the will of the House by not carrying out that 
provision of the bill. If I were to vote now to add five men 
to each camp, I would rather vote to add five men for the 
vocational training of these C. C. C. boys than to vote for 
the purposes set forth in this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. NicHots]. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, my position in reference 
to C. C. C. camps, of course, is very well known in this 
House. I have many times taken the opportunity to express 
my feeling that nothing has been done by the present ad- 
ministration which has met so completely with the univer- 
sal accord of the people of the United States as has the 
development of the C. C. C. camps. 

I am one of those who thinks it is a shame that we have 
by legislation reduced the number of C. C. C. camps in the 
United States and I will be one of those Members of the 
House who will support legislation to continue at least the 
number of C. C. C. camps now in existence. 

Mr. Chairman, I favor the present legislation because I 
believe it is all right. My principal reason for that is the 
enviable record which the C. C. C. camps enjoy in the 
United States and that record could not have been made 
if it had not been for the fact they had excellent direction 
at the hands of those men who acted as administrators of 
the activities of the C. C. C. camps. When they come to 
Congress and say that based upon experience they feel that 
we should make it possible for enrollees in the C. C. C. 
camps to look forward to the time when they might be pro- 
moted, not so much by reason of an increase in salary from 
$30 to $45 a month but because it gives them something to 
look forward to, I think we should follow their advice. I 
think it is all right. 

My distinguished friend from Wisconsin proposes an 
amendment, and as to that I would not want to limit this 
proposition as does the gentleman’s amendment. This bill 
as now written will make it possible for enrollees who are 
now in C. C. C. camps to be promoted to these positions, or 
enrollees who have gone out of the camps to be placed in 
these positions and, I will grant him that in some instances 
even those men who are not and never have been enrollees, 
to have the positions. But I would not want to limit the 
matter and say that only those men who have been enrollees 
in the past could have the positions. You would close the 
door to those boys who are in the camps today. Certainly 
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I do not want to shut them off. I want to give those young- 
sters in these camps the opportunity to look forward. I 
want to see him try to be a better enrollee in the C. C. C. 
camps, in the hope that by reason of services rendered he 
will be given promotion to the rank of assistant project 
director. 

There is plenty need for them. I may say to the gentle- 
man from New Hampshire [Mr. Jenxs] I would hate to see 
the class of teachers you would get to instruct in vocational 
training for $30 to $45 a month. What do these boys do? 
There is plenty for them to do. You understand, of course, 
that when a project is set up and there is established a 
C. C. C. camp, then there is broken down the activities of 
that C. C. C. camp into many, many projects scattered over 
a broad area around the camp. Each one of those projects 
has working on it a group of men, large or small, in most in- 
stances very small. Among these boys who are enrollees in 
the camps today are leaders, and I venture the assertion that 
in many instances the boys are going out with a crowd of 
other boys and acting as assistant project director when they 
are gaining no other recognition either by giving the posi- 
tion a name or by giving them an advance in salary. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this bill should be passed. 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Taser]. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, this bill is brought on the 
floor for consideration and there has been no justification 
shown for it. There is no indication and no statement I 
have been able to hear to indicate that they are not getting 
along satisfactorily at the present time with the supervision 
they have. I have not heard a word to that effect from 
anyone. I was listening as close as I could and if a state- 
ment of that kind has been made I have not heard it. 

At the present time without any additional legislation 
whatever there is a set-up for six exceptions, in addition to 
war veterans. That appears in the statement on back of 
the report. There are allowed in connection with each 
company 10 men at $45 per month. This would simply 
mean shoving into these camps five additional persons and, 
frankly from the experience I have had with five or six 
camps in my territory, I believe all of those appointments 
would be political. I make that statement advisedly. This 
would mean additional expense, because these folks would 
undoubtedly receive the maximum, or $45, which would 
result in an increase of cost from $1,200 apiece to $1,500 
apiece for each of the enrollees. This number would prob- 
ably be set up in addition to the number of regular en- 
rollees permitted. That would be five times $1,500 or $7,500 
per camp. If there are only going to be 1,200 camps, this 
‘would mean something like a million dollars a year in extra 
expense settled on the taxpayers as a result of this proposi- 
tion. Does anyone believe that people who would be willing 
to take this kind of a job at $45 a month are residents who 
would be absolutely indispensable in a community? 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Does the gentleman believe the pres- 
ent Director requests this legislation so that he may make 
five political appointments at each camp? The gentleman 
said that was the purpose. 

Mr. TABER. Judging from the experience in my territory, 
my answer is yes, because that has been the history of the 
set-up of the camps in my territory. Nothing else. I say 
that advisedly, because I know what I am talking about. If 
the gentleman had had experience in his district with any of 
these camps, he would know it himself, 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. I may say every gentleman appearing 
on this floor claims there has been no politics under Mr. 
Fechner. 

Mr, TABER. I did not understand them to say that. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. The gentleman is the first one to 
claim politics has been involved. 

Mr. TABER. No; I did not understand that. 
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Mr.RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Even though they might not have been 
appointed with the gentleman’s approval, will the gentleman 
say to the Committee they were incompetent as supervisory 
personnel? 

Mr. TABER. I would say a very large percentage, perhaps 
75 or 80 percent, of the supervisory personnel of a political 
character in my territory were incompetent. 

I will tell the gentleman a story of the operations of a 
C. C. C. camp in my territory. There is a sand bank about a 
mile and a half away from one C. C. C. camp in my territory. 
This camp, I may say, has just been closed. A Ford truck 
armed with 13 C. C. C. men drew up to that sand bank, which 
was at a place where they did not have a steam shovel to do 
the loading. At the same time a Ford truck of the same size, 
employed by a private person living 5 or 6 miles away from 
the bank, drew up there. Both trucks worked all day. The 
truck employed by the private person, with one man, who had 
to load his truck himself with his own shovel, drew 11 loads, 
and the C. C. C. truck, armed with 13 men with shovels, drew 
six loads. This is the way they have worked in my territory. 
I think such things have some bearing on competency of 
supervision. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Did both groups work the same number 
of hours? 

Mr. TABER. Yes; and the C. C. C. truck had only about a 
mile and a half to go to get to its destination, while the other 
truck had to go 5 miles. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Perhaps this sand bank was an obstruc- 
tion to the C. C. C. boys because they were not native New 
Yorkers. 

Mr. TABER. Perhaps there was a little bit of the “work a 
little and rest two littles“ about it. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. The gentleman is familiar, I am sure, 
with section 5 of this act, which permits a director to appoint 
any personnel he wants without regard to the civil-service 
laws. 

Mr. TABER. Les. I would not vote for such a provision. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. Neither would I; but the gentleman, 
of course, understands that if this were a matter of getting 
five project assistants for political purposes, the Director 
would not need any amendment of the act; he could just 
go out and employ them and pay them any salary he wanted 
to pay them. 

Mr. TABER. Yes; he could do that. I suppose he can do 
it now. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. Therefore this amendment is an econ- 
omy move, because we are going to enroll them as enrollees 
and limit the pay to $45 a month. 

Mr. TABER. Does the gentleman believe that $45 a 
month is all it will cost? It means $1,500 for each one of 
them, or practically that. It costs about $1,200 to carry an 
enrollee who gets the regular $30 a month, but in this case 
you must add to the $30 the extra $15, and probably a little 
extra expense for these people. I would estimate it would 
cost $1,500 a year to take care of them. I believe you can 
go out and get good woodsmen in most places in my territory 
who would board themselves at home and be satisfied with 
$75 or $80 a month. I do not know whether it is a move 
for economy or not, because it does not just figure out that 
way with arithmetic; that is, ordinary arithmetic. Maybe 
we have some kind of new hifalutin arithmetic that would 
let you do it. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. The gentleman has been in politics a 
long time. Does not the gentleman believe, if we wanted to 
play politics on this thing, we would pay the men more than 
phir e year if they were selected without regard to civil 
service 
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Mr. TABER. I do not know. I know a lot of these poli- 
ticians would be tickled to death to have jobs at $900 or 
$1,000 and stay home, and they would be even cheaper than 
the enrollees at $45 a month. 

Mr. BEITER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. BEITER. I have been turning over in my mind the 
figures the gentleman gave with reference to the number 
of trucks loaded by the man with the privately owned truck 
as compared with the C. C. C. boys. The gentleman has 
stated the one man loaded 11 truck loads and drove 5 
miles, Of course, he had to make a return trip each time, 
so there was a total of 110 miles the man had to travel that 
day. If he traveled at 25 miles an hour, would we not have 
to take off about 4 hours? 

Mr. TABER. Yes. 

Mr. BETTER. That gives the man 4 hours in which to 
load and unload the truck 11 times. 

Mr. TABER. The gentleman is correct. 

Mr. BEITER. He must be some man. 

Mr. TABER. The fellows who work in our territory really 
work. 

Mr. BEITER. I must say the gentleman has an unusual 
district. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I hope we defeat this bill. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts [Mrs. ROGERS]. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
ask a question of the chairman or the ranking minority mem- 
ber with respect to what is going to be done regarding the 
C. C. C. camps that are now operated at Army posts. There 
is one at Fort Devens, Mass., in my own district, and it has 
performed a very fine service and I hope it will be con- 
tinued. The young men there under the direction of the 
Army have done very valuable work in developing the post. 

Mrs. NORTON. I would suggest that the gentlewoman 
from Massachusetts take that matter up with Mr. Fechner. 
I believe he could give much more information than I could. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. There has been no policy 
announced in that respect? 

Mrs. NORTON. They are being closed pro rata, as the 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts knows. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I may also say that there 
was a C. C. C. camp at North Reading, Mass., which is near 
my district, and very fine work has been performed there. 

I was not so much in favor of the C. C. C. camps in the 
beginning, but today I realize they have proved extremely 
worth while and have done a great deal of good, not only in 
developing physically and mentally the men who are em- 
ployed but also a great deal of good in developing different 
sections of our country, and today I am very much in favor 
of the camps. Mr. Fechner is a Massachusetts man, a vet- 
eran, a labor man, and deserves credit for his hard work 
as director of the C. C. C. 

Mr. BETTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I yield. 

Mr. BEITER. How many truckloads of sand do your men 
load up there? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. My men are extremely 
capable—the most capable in the country, I feel sure. I have 
not the figures, but I would be pleased to insert them in the 
Recorp. [Laughter.] 

{Here the gavel fell. 1 

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. MEAD]. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. Chairman, one of my particular interests 
is in the employment of our older workers. I introduced a 
resolution, which will be heard tomorrow by a subcommittee 
of our House Committee on Labor, that has to do with the 
problem of our older workers. The older worker group whom 
I am trying to help includes nearly all those who served in 
the World War and all others over 40 years of age. 
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Insofar as this particular bill is concerned, I favor it. I 
favor it because of the testimony offered us this afternoon 
by members of the committee in charge of the bill. We have 
learned that the C. C. C. camps have been wisely administered, 
and in learning this I am tempted to pay tribute to the 
Director of the Civilian Conservation Work, Mr. Fechner. 
He came up from the ranks of the workers. A machinist by 
trade, he became the international president of one of our 
great American labor unions. To learn of his success makes 
me feel both proud and happy. He has popularized the 
C. C. C. camps, and the people are prepared to make them 
permanent fixtures of our Federal Government. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MEAD. Pardon me, please. I am sorry I cannot 
yield as I only have 5 minutes. 

When I learn that this man who has made such a success 
of his agency, in the course of his experience comes before 
a committee of the House and asks for this measure, why 
I yield to his judgment and shall support the bill. Without 
injury to youth or the veterans it offers a small measure of 
relief to a few older workers. 

I recognize the fact that youth needs the counsel of age. 
It is a helpful influence in this Chamber. I know, too, that 
there are some politics in almost every activity of life. I 
recognize the fact that even in the appointment of veterans 
we might find a veteran with some political affiliation. If I 
were to think of veterans in this Chamber, I would, of course, 
think of men who served their country valiantly, and among 
them would be my distinguished colleague, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. FisH], and my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN], and even in 
the case of these men I believe you will agree with me there 
seems to be at least a tinge of politics. [Laughter.] Mr. 
Chairman, when we recognize the fact that these enrollees 
only receive $30 a month, we should all agree that whatever 
politics may eventuate will be a minimum, particularly 
under the able direction of Mr. Fechner. 

However, Mr. Chairman, I am appearing here today to 
appeal to you to do something for the older worker. As 
the efficiency of the modern machine asserts itself private 
industry is closing the door to the older workers of America. 
As our compensation laws expand we find the industrial 
employer shutting out the older worker. The civil-service 
commissions of the States and the Nation have been closing 
the doors of opportunity upon our oider workers. 

Mr. Chairman, in this modern day and age in which we 
live the older worker is the most pathetic and tragic victim 
of our civilization. Mr. Chairman, while public and private 
enterprise has closed the door, for God’s sake let the Con- 
gress keep open the door and give the older worker a chance, 
We must not by amendment or otherwise deny him the right 
of a job. Let us encourage the older worker and say to 
him that at least in the House we will give him the relief 
he so sorely needs. You can do this without changing ex- 
isting law as it relates to the employment of Indians, vet- 
erans, or those between 17 and 23 years of age. 

Therefore I appeal to you to stand by the committee and 
give the older workers of America a chance to work and a 
chance to live. [Applause.] 

{Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. LAMBERTSON]. 

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, I do not think we 
ought to pass this bill. I remember the last time that we 
had up the regular bill, there was a group of us who favored 
spending more money in the C. C. C. camps for vocational 
training. We thought that these boys while in their adoles- 
cence and in these camps ought to be learning something 
that would be of some benefit to them when they got out, 
but Mr. Fechner was against that idea. He did not think 
the boys should learn anything in the camps. He insisted 
and he insists still that they make them work camps. If 
you are going to spend all of the money possible to help all 
of the boys possible and are not going to give them any 
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vocational education, which they are not giving them, then 
I think it is hypocrisy and inconsistency to spend more 
money to put more politicians on the pay roll there, and 
that is all it amounts to. 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I have no further time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 8 of the act entitled “An act to 
establish a Civilian Conservation Corps, and for other purposes”, 
approved June 28, 1937 (50 Stat. 319), is amended by adding after 
the words “three cooks,” wherever they appear in such section 
the following: “five project assistants.” 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Borea: Page 1, line 7, after the word 
“assistants”, insert “who shall have previously served as enrollees 
in the Civilian Conservation Corps or who are war veterans.” 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, first of all, I offer this 
amendment not as the enemy, but as a friend of the Civilian 
Conservation Corps. Never once during all these years have 
I ever publicly or privately criticized the Civilian Conserva- 
tion Corps adversely. I have never said an unkind word 
about the C. C. C., and I do not want. my activity this after- 
noon to be interpreted as an expression of hostility toward 
that organization. I think it has done a fine work. I want 
them to keep on doing fine work. A few moments ago in 
general debate I read the amendment that I proposed to 
offer. In all fairness I should say that I have modified that 
amendment slightly. After considering the matter I felt it 
was necessary to change the wording, but not the meaning, 
so that the amendment that I offer will include these words 
after the words “project assistants”: 

Who shall have previously served as enrollees in the Civilian Con- 
servation Corps, or who are war veterans. 

At the present time these enrollees of the Civilian Con- 
servation Corps in this country are limited to war veterans 
and young people. That is the general limitation for the 
enrollees. Any of these enrollees could do the very same 
kind of work that you propose to have older men do by this 
amendment. In other words, this work now being done by 
enrollees will hereafter be done by project assistants who 
might be older than the enrollees in the camps now. Vet- 
erans who are now in the camps under existing law, enrollees 
between the ages of 17 and 23, can under existing law do the 
same type of work and they do the same type of work you 
propose now to put on the shoulders of five project assist- 
ants in each camp. Those men are enrollees; so that any of 
these enrollees, including veterans, could do this work. The 
amendment of the committee proposes to permit others than 
enrollees or who now qualify as enrollees to be project as- 
sistants. My amendment has as its principal purpose to 
encourage young men now in the camps or who have been 
in the camps and who have had experience to work for posi- 
tions as project assistants. 

It is not a very big job, to say the most, because all they 
can get is a maximum of $45. Certainly those young men 
who have been in the camps should have that right, and it 
should be their exclusive right, those men who are now 
eligible for enrollment in the C. C. C. camps, those who are 
in the camps, and those who are eligible should have the 
exclusive right to promotion, I am willing to agree that men 
who are now in the camps and who will be discharged be- 
cause they are 23 years of age should, if they have shown 
by their hard work and their faithful service that they are 
capable of handling one of these more responsible positions 
be appointed to the position of project assistant. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I yield. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. Would not the practical effect of the 
gentleman’s amendment be, if older men were wanted, to 
confine the appointments to war veterans? 

Mr. BOILEAU. So far as older men are concerned, the 
veterans would have preference; but they now have prefer- 
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ence to go in the camps, and they would be eligible under 
existing law to hold down comparable positions. It is not 
changed. In other words, it perpetuates the privilege given 
to veterans; and my amendment says that so far as en- 
rollees are concerned discharged veterans shall have the 
privilege of having these jobs. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. RAMSPECK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, in order to understand what is proposed by 
the amendment you really ought to read the language in fine 
print at the bottom of the committee report, which is a re- 
print of section 8 of the existing law with the amendments 
put in in italics. Section 8 reads: 

The enrollees in the corps shall be unmarried male citizens of 
the United States between the ages of 17 and 23 years, both inclu- 
sive, and shall at the time of enrollment be unemployed and in 
need of employment except 1 mess steward, 3 cooks, and 
1 leader for each company. 

The pending bill would add to that five project leaders. 
Further down in the section it reads: 

Provided further, That enrollment shall be for a period of not 
less than 6 months, and reenrollments shall not exceed a total time 
of 2 years, except 1 mess steward, 3 cooks, 1 leader in each company. 

And we are adding five project assistants. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSPECE. I yield. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, in reading these excerpts 
the gentleman left out war veterans in both instances. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. That was a mistake. I intended to in- 
clude them. War veterans are included. 

The only thing this does is to permit, in addition to the 
employment of one mess steward and three cooks as enrollees 
of the C. C. C. camps, five project assistants without regard 
to their age, without regard to their need for relief, and per- 
mit their reenrollment for a period of not to exceed a total 
term of 2 years, or beyond that period when they come 
within this excepted class. 

If there is any truth in the charge made this afternoon 
that the administration just wanted to create some political 
jobs, they need not come to Congress, because when we re- 
newed this activity last year—and I have the act in my 
hand—we provided in section 5: 

The Director and the other agencies cooperating with him are 
authorized within the limit of the authorization of funds therefor 
to appoint such civilian personnel as may be deemed necessary for 
the efficient and economical discharge of the functions of the 
corps without regard to the civil-service laws and regulations. 

They could employ 50 of these men if they wanted to and 
pay them whatever salary they desired. We are simply pro- 
viding, however, a method by which they can take in as en- 
rollees five persons who are particularly qualified to be proj- 
ect leaders and keep in the camps more than 2 years en- 
rollees who may want to continue there under this capacity. 

There is nothing to get excited about in the bill; it is 
simply a matter of administration and an effort to help give 
them the authority they need to carry on this work. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. What pay will these assistant 
project leaders receive? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. They cannot get more than $45 or less 
than $30. They get their subsistence, of course, just like the 
other enrollees do. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I yield. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Really, the amendment will work to~ 
ward the more effective administration of the camps from 
the standpoint of work projects and also for the economy 
of the program itself. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. That is true. I think the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin is unwise, because 
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it hamstrings the administration and really prevents the em- 
ployment of people who may be well qualified in the com- 
munity where the camp is located but who perhaps might 
not have been in the C. C. C. before. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLANE. The general purpose of this bill amend- 
ing the Civilian Conservation Corps Act is to clarify the 
wording of the general broad provisions and is an effort to 
make it easier to administer the act. Is that the real pur- 
pose? 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. RAMSPECK. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to proceed for 2 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. Mr. Chairman, I may say to the gen- 
tleman from Texas, I think the real purpose is to permit them 
to take in and have as leaders of these boys, men who have 
had experience in the particular project to be carried out, 
or in the case of enrollees who have acquired that ex- 
perience, the right to keep them in longer than 2 years. This 
is simply a matter of helping in the administration of the 
act and there is not any politics in it. If they wanted to play 
politics they have all the authority they need now under sec- 
tion 5 of the act. 

Mr. WELCH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I yield to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia. 

Mr. WELCH. Why not make it mandatory to give em- 
ployment as project assistants provided in the bill to men 
who have had previous experience in the C. C. C. camps? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I do not think that is good judgment. 
May I say the Director is doing a good job. He may have 
need to employ some men who have had experience in fight- 
ing fires or in soil conservation or in some other work that is 
to be carried on by one of these camps in a particular 
locality. 

Mr. WELCH. That is the very work the young men have 
been carrying on. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. You may have a new camp where you 
have no one available who had the experience. Why limit 
this Director, who is doing a good job? 

Mr. WELCH. May I say to the gentleman, there are thou- 
sands of young men who have served in these camps. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. Yes; we have had plenty of them. We 
have also had thousands outside who needed work that the 
Government has not done anything for and we are interested 
in those, too. 

Mr. WELCH. If it is the gentleman’s idea to open up the 
C. C. C. camps for the unemployed throughout the country, 
that raises a new question. 

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSPECE. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. I understand it is the policy of the 
C. C. C. at the present time to discontinue drainage camps. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. Iam not familiar with that. The only 
thing I am discussing is the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BOILEAU]. 

{Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. GRISWOLD. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I have all the sympathy that one can have 
for the amendment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. BorLeau]; however, if the amendment is agreed to, and 
under the amendment you endeavor to carry out the purposes 
of this change in the law, you will confine the appointees 
absolutely and exclusively to war veterans. You are going to 
shut out everyone but a war veteran if your object is to get 
older men. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRISWOLD. Read the amendment. 

Mr. BOILEAU. The enrollees of the C. C. C. would be 
appointed to these positions, 
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Mr. GRISWOLD. That is the trouble. The enrollees of 
the C. C. C. camps are men between the ages of 17 and 23. 
The original act fixes that age and excepts from the age limit 
only Indians and veterans. An enrollee has enrolled for 
6 months. You could not possibly get an older man, other 
than a war veteran or an Indian, to place in these positions 
over the age of 24 years. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Twenty-four or twenty-five—along in 
there. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. No. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Some of those men have been out for 2 
years. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. If he is out, then he must come within 
the limit. The veteran has preference now. The bill before 
the House does not destroy that preference but your amend- 
ment would deprive everyone but the veteran of a job or 
even an opportunity to try for a job. 

Mr. BOILEAU. This is only a $45-a-month job. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. The only way by which I could bring 
myself to support this new proposition at all was the evidence 
brought out very forcibly in the hearings last year to the 
effect that there was need in these camps for older men, 
that there was a need for men more stable than the youths 
who have come to these camps, somebody that could hold 
them down, as it were, and who could instruct them. In the 
original act we endeavored to provide that these boys should 
have a certain amount of instruction. We were unable to 
accomplish that but that is what we tried to do, and it takes 
older men to give instruction to the boys. 


These positions, as the gentleman from Wisconsin states, 


pay only $45 a month. Any boy or man who is an enrollee 
now is eligible for the positions without the pending amend- 
ment. But because of their youth they lack experience and 
that steadying influence that comes with age. That experi- 
ence is an essential requirement for the place. Otherwise 
the law need not be changed at all. Therefore, the practical 
effect of the gentleman’s amendment is to disqualify every- 
one but a veteran. 

The veteran in the C. C. C. camps is now eligible for 
these positions that are being created. It seems to me that 
there is much talk about aiding the veteran when in reality 
the effect of the amendment is to discriminate against every 
man in the Nation above the age of 23 years unless he be a 
veteran. I do not believe the veterans want such discrim- 
ination. 

The veterans do not want to discriminate against their 
own fathers, brothers, and sons merely because they happen 
to be over 23 years of age. 

If the veterans wanted this amendment, then certainly 
some of the veterans’ organizations would have proposed it 
before the Committee on Labor or to the Members of the 
House. I have always found their representatives on the 
job where the interest of a veteran was concerned. 

No member here today has stated that the V. F. W., the 
American Legion, or the D. A. V. endorsed this amendment. 
I am sure that if they had the gentleman from Wisconsin 
would have been anxious to use their influence and endorse- 
ment and would have put it in the RECORD. 

I believe in veterans’ preference. I have supported it 
every time it has been before the House, but I do not believe 
in a legislative enactment that will exclude everyone but the 
veteran from an opportunity to receive a job that is paid 
with the taxpayers’ money. Such a principle is unfair and 
unjust to 120 million other citizens of this Nation. It is 
a principle that has no place in a democracy. 

The membership of the House should think about this 
amendment. If you want to confine these positions to war 
veterans and shut everybody else out, then you should adopt 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. Borieau]; otherwise it should be defeated. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not know what the real purpose of 
the pending amendment is, but very obviously it discrimi- 
nates against war veterans. Of course, if that is the pur- 
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pose of the House of Representatives, let us have a vote 
on it. Let us have a roll-call vote and see if the Members 
want to go on record as discriminating against and dis- 
qualifying war veterans, thereby undoing the work of years 
that the Congress has already done. That is exactly what 
this does. 

The war veterans have been put in a preferred class, and 
very properly so. Now, you come along and eliminate this 
preferred status. You can get war veterans in every com- 
munity who are qualified to hold these jobs, and they are 
practically all above 40 years of age. You propose to do 
away with that advantage and preference and in effect 
discriminate against the war veterans by letting in every- 
body up to 100 years of age. That is what it amounts to. 
Whether that was the purpose in the beginning I do not 
know, but I know exactly what this will do. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. McFARLANE. The previous speaker, the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. Griswo.p], frankly so stated, and it 
seems to me that is clearly the issue. 

Mr. FISH. I so understood; and I am glad to have the 
gentleman verify it, because I have been sitting here all 
afternoon waiting to speak on something else, and I cer- 
tainly had not understood that the purpose of this bill was 
to discriminate against war veterans. If that is the case, 
then we should have a roll call, because it is not fully 
understood by the Members of the House. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. Is the gentleman speaking in opposition 
to the Boileau amendment or the committee amendment? 

Mr. FISH. I am opposed to the committee amendment. 
I believe the Boileau amendment is acceptable. I do not 
know whether it should be agreed to or not. I shall support 
it because it does not discriminate against war veterans. 

I call the attention of the House to the fact the veterans 
have had to fight for everything they have received right here 
in the House of Representatives. They had this preference 
given them, and now it is proposed, almost by sleight of hand, 
without informing even the Members themselves what is being 
done, to take away this preference, thus practically disquali- 
fying the veterans and giving the jobs to others. There is 
no community, no matter in what State in the Nation it 
may be, that does not have three or four or five veterans 
who could take these jobs and are willing and qualified to take 
them immediately. If there are any of the unemployed who 
need these jobs and are entitled to them, it is the veterans 
of the World War. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. McFARLANE. I am sure the gentleman is familiar 
with the fact that because of the so-called Economy Act that 
cut these veterans off the rolls, we have in every community 
men who, while they have service connection, because of the 
death of their comrades are unable to prove their service con- 
nection. There are very worthy men who need this work 
and they will be able to take these jobs if the proposed 
amendment does not cut them off. 

Mr. FISH, That is what I am afraid of. I know of all 
this lip service that is given to the veterans. We have been 
trying to do something for them, and then some people come 
along and undermine our work and the veterans lose their 
preference. What I am trying to do here is preserve these 
jobs and give the preference to the veterans. 

Mr. BOILEAU and Mr. GRISWOLD rose. 

Mr. FISH. I yield first to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I desire to make it very clear that my 
amendment does protect the veterans and make it possible 
to employ veterans in these positions. 

Mr. FISH. The gentleman is correct. 

I now yield to the gentleman from Indiana. 
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Mr. GRISWOLD. I believe the gentleman is mistaken. 
The bill as reported by the committee does not take away 
one right the veterans now have. The veteran is still 
subject to enrollment, the same as he always has been. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 1 minute, in order to answer the gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FISH. The veterans already have been given pref- 
erence and they would have to receive these appointments 
because of such preference if you did not change the sit- 
uation by this particular bill. By doing so, you open the 
doors to everybody else and eliminate preference for vet- 
erans. The veterans would now have to get the jobs, but 
in this case, of course, anybody can be appointed. There- 
fore, the preference does not amount to anything at all. 

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. Is it not true the military training 
of a veteran makes him a great deal more capable of per- 
forming this work? 

Mr. FISH. Not only is what the gentleman says true, 
and he is a veteran himself, that the military training of 
a World War veteran qualifies him to preference, but in addi- 
tion, his service in the war entitles him to that preference. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BOILEAU]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. BorLeav) there were—ayes 40, noes 53. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed as tellers 
Mrs. Norton and Mr. BOILEAU. 

The Committee again divided. 

Mr. BOILEAU (pending the report of the tellers). Mr. 
Chairman, I desire to count the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
JENKINS] and, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Kansas 
(Mr. Houston], whom the lady from New Jersey counted as 
going through on her side, was voting with me. 

Mrs. NORTON. I withdrew the count of that vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The tellers will first announce their 
count. How many were in the affirmative? 

Mr. BOILEAU. There were 53 originally and 2 others, 
including the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Houston], whom 
the gentlewoman from New Jersey counted as going through 
on her side, the 2 others making a total of 55. 

Mrs. NORTON. May I say to the Chairman that the gen- 
tlewoman from New Jersey withdrew the count and the 
gentlewoman from New Jersey counted 57 correctly. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I do not desire to get into a controversey 
with the gentlewoman from New Jersey about the matter, 
and I ask for a recount of the vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. May the Chair inquire how many votes 
the gentleman from Wisconsin claims are at issue? 

Mr. BOILEAU. Two votes. 

Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Is it possible when tellers are counting 
the vote and when there is an honest difference between the 
two persons acting as tellers to have a recount of the vote? 
If so, I would ask that without any further argument. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I want to submit a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s request is not in 
order. The gentleman from Wisconsin has submitted a 
parliamentary inquiry and the Chair will undertake to 
answer it. 

The Chair is informed that the Chair has the discretion, 
where there is a discrepancy in the vote and a recount is 
requested, to rule that there should be one. In this instance 
there is some question as to whether or not two of the 
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Members who passed through the tellers voted in the affirm- 
ative or in the negative. If the Chair understands the 
situation correctly, the 57 votes reported by the gentle- 
woman from New Jersey includes the two votes that are 
claimed in the affirmative. 

Mrs. NORTON. No, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Wisconsin 
admit there were 57 votes in the negative, exclusive of the 
2 referred to? 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I claim that there was 
only one vote that the gentlewoman from New Jersey 
counted that I should properly count on this side. How- 
ever, there were several persons counted here who did not 
go through the tellers, and I maintain while I was attempt- 
ing to talk to the Chair the gentlewoman from New Jersey 
kept on counting Members who indicated they wanted to 
go through the tellers. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman claim, then, that 
if one vote that was counted by the gentlewoman from New 
Jersey was transferred to the yeas, as the gentleman con- 
tends should be done, that that would meet his objection? 

Mr. BOILEAU. No; I do not, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. In that event the Chair rules there 
should be a recount of the vote. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, would the 
Chair desire to hear me on the point? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would be pleased to hear 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. The gentlewoman from 
New Jersey claims 57 votes without counting the vote of the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Houston], which is in dispute. 
The gentleman from Wisconsin claims 55 votes, but if there 
was a mistake of that 1 vote, it would only mean a tie, and 
the amendment of the gentleman from Wisconsin would 
not pass. 

The CHAIRMAN. May I ask the gentleman from Wis- 
consin if the gentleman from New York [Mr. O’Connor] 
has correctly stated his position? 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, he has correctly stated it 
except in this respect: While I was attempting to address 
the Chair, and while there was confusion, Members were 
counted in the negative who did not actually go through the 
tellers. I have no doubt that the gentlewoman from New 
Jersey attempted correctly to get the views of the committee 
and of members. I believe, however, in view of the situa- 
tion that developed, and in all fairness, a recount would be 
in order, and without making any charges of any kind I 
respectfully ask a recount of the teller vote. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair is of opinion that under 
the circumstances there should be a recount of the vote, and 
the Chair so directs. 

The Committee again divided. 

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Inasmuch as this is a recapitula- 
tion, is anyone entitled to vote on the recapitulation who did 
not vote on the previous vote? 

The CHAIRMAN. In the opinion of the Chair any Mem- 
ber on the floor when the vote is retaken has a right to 
pass through the tellers and be counted. 

The tellers reported—ayes 61, noes 88. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 2. Section 8 of such act is further amended by striking 
out the period at the end thereof and inserting a colon and the 
following: “Provided further, That any enrollee may be discharged 
for the convenience of the Government prior to the expiration 
of his period of enrollment.” 

With the following committee amendment: 


Page 2, line 2, after the word “Government”, insert “within 30 
days.” 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I move that the Commit- 
tee do now rise and report the bill back to the House with 
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the amendment, with the recommendation that the amend- 
ment be agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker, having 
resumed the chair, Mr. Umstreap, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported 
that that Committee had had under consideration the bill 
H. R. 9415 and had directed him to report the same back 
to the House with an amendment, with the recommendation 
that the amendment be agreed to and that the bill as 
amended do pass. 

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques- 
tion on the bill and amendment to final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the amended bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time, and was read the third time. 

3 sole mae The question recurs on the passage of 

e 0 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following motion 
to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I am. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the motion to 
recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Boneau moves to recommit the bill to the Committee on 
Labor with instructions to report the bill back to the House forth- 
with with the following amendment: Page 1, line 7, after the word 


“assistants”, insert “who shall have previously served as enrollees 
in the Civilian Conservation Corps, or who are war vete; 2 


The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the motion 
to recommit. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Boreau) there were—ayes 52, noes 94. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote upon 
the ground that there is no quorum present, and I make the 
point of order that there is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin makes 
the point of order that there is no quorum present and ob- 
jects to the vote upon that ground. The Chair is of opinion 
that there is no quorum present. The question is on the 
motion to recommit. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 116, nays 
205, not voting 108, as follows: 


[Roll No, 45] 

YEAS—116 
Allen, Tl. Edmiston Kniffin Rich 
Allen, Pa. Elliott Knutson Robsion, Ky. 
Amlie Engel Kopplemann Rockefeller 
Anderson, Mo. Englebright Kvale Rogers, Mass. 
Andresen, Minn. Fish Lambertson Rutherford 
Andrews Fleger Lemke Sauthoff 
Arends Gamble, N. Y Lord Seger 
Bacon Gearhart Luce Shafer, Mich. 
Barton Gehrmann Luecke, Mich. Shanley 
Bates Gilchrist McFarlane Short 
Bigelow Guyer McGrath Simpson 
Boileau Gwynne McLean Smith, Maino 
Brewster Hancock, N. Y. McSweeney Snell 
Cannon, Wis. Healey Maas Stefan 
Carlson Hendricks Mapes Taber 
Church Hoffman Michener Thomas, N. J. 
Clason Holmes Mills Thurston 
Cole, N. Y. Hook Mott 
Colmer Hope Murdock, Ariz. Tobey 
Crawford Hull Oliver Transue 
Culkin Hunter O'Malley Treadway 
Dingell Izac Patman Wearin 
Dirksen Jacobsen Patterson Welch 
Ditter Jarrett Phillips White, Ohio 
Dockweiler Jenkins, Ohio Plumſey Wigglesworth 
Dondero Jenks, N. H. Powers Wolcott 
Dowell Johnson, Minn. Reed, III. Wolfenden 
Dunn Johnson, W.Va. Reed, N. V. Wolverton 
Eaton Kinzer Rees, Kans. Woodruff 

NAYS—205 
Aleshire Ashbrook Barry Bland 
Allen, La. Atkinson Beiter Bloom 
Arnold Barden Bell Boland, Pa. 


Clark, Idaho 
Claypool 
Cochran 
Coffee, Wash. 


Buckler, Minn, 
Buckley, N. X. 
Bulwinkle 
Burdick 
Caldwell 
Carter 


Fletcher Lewis, Md. 
Forand Luckey, Nebr. 
Ford, Calif, Ludlow 
Ford, Miss, McAndrews 
Frey, Pa. McClellan 
Fries, Il. McCormack 
Fuller McGehee 
Fulmer McGranery 
Gambrill, Md. McLaughlin 
Garrett McReynolds 
Gavagan Mahon, 8. C. 
Gildea Mahon, Tex 
Martin, Colo. 
Goldsborough Massingale 
Green Maverick 
Greenwood Mead 
Greever Meeks 
Gregory Mitchell, Tenn. 
Griffith Moser, 
Griswold Mosier, Ohio 
Haines Murdock, Utah 
Hamilton Nelson 
Harlan Nichols 
Harrington Norton 
Harter O'Brien, Mich. 
Havenner O'Connell, R. I. 
Hildebrandt O’Connor, N. Y. 
Hill O Day 
Hobbs O'Leary 
Honeyman O'Neal, Ky. 
Houston O'Neill, N. J. 
Imhoff O'Toole 
Johnson. Luther A Pace 
Johnson, Okla. Palmisano 
Jones Parsons 
Kee Patton 
Keller Pearson 
Keogh Peterson, Ga. 
Kerr Pettengill 
Kirwan Pierce 
Kitchens Polk 
Kramer Quinn 
Lambeth Rabaut 
Lanham Ramsay 
Lanzetta Ramspeck 
Larrabee Randolph 
Lea Rayburn 
Leavy Reilly 
Lewis, Colo. Rigney 
NOT VOTING—108 
Deen Kocialkowski 
DeRouen Lamneck 
Disney Lesinski 
Dixon Long 
Douglas Lucas 
Drew, Pa. McGroarty 
Drewry, Va. McKeough 
Eckert McMillan 
ley Magnuson 
Pitzpatrick Maloney 
Gasque Mansfield 
Gifford Martin, Mass. 
Gray, Ind Mason 
Gray, Pa. May 
Halleck Merritt 
Hancock, N. O. Mitchell, Ui. 
Hart Mouton 
Hartley O'Brien, Il. 
Hennings O'Connell, Mont. 
Jarman O'Connor, Mont. 
Jenckes, Ind. Owen 
ohnson, L. B Patrick 
Kelly, Il Peterson, Fla. 
Kelly, N. Y. Pfeifer 
Kennedy. Md. Poage 
Kennedy. N.Y. Rankin 
Kleberg Reece, Tenn, 
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So the motion to recommit was rejected. 
The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
On this vote: 


5556558555555 


Until further notice: 


Mr. Rankin with Mr. Wadsworth 


Mr. Kelly of Ilinois with Mr. Burdick, 


Mr. Schuetz with Mr. Richards. 


LXXXIII— 251 


Sadowski 
Sanders 
Satterfield 


Smith, W. Va. 
South 


Sutphin 
Sweeney 
Swope 
Taylor, S. O. 


Sullivan 
Tarver 
Taylor, Colo, 
Taylor, Tenn, 


Gifford (for) with Mr. Drewry of Virginia (against). 

. Martin of Massachusetts (for) with Mr. McMillan (against). 
Mason (for) with Mr. Kennedy of New York (against). 
Teigan (for) with Mr. Kleberg (against). 

. Bernard (for) with Mr. Pfeifer (against). 
Douglas (for) with Mr. Mansfield (against). 
. Cluett (for) with Mr. Somers of New York (against). 
Reece of Tennessee (for) with Mr. Hart (against). 

. Hartley (for) with Mr. Maloney (against). 
Crowther (for) with Mr. Sullivan (against). 
. Halleck (for) with Mr. DeRouen (against). 
Case of South Dakota (for) with Mr. Steagall (against). 
Carter (for) with Mr. Vinson of Georgia (against). 
Taylor of Tennessee (for) with Mr. Merritt (against), 
Withrow (for) with Mr. Fitzpatrick (against). 
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McKeogh with Mr. Buckler of Minnesota. 
Beam with Mr. Schneider of Wisconsin. 
Weaver with Mr. Champion. 

White of Idaho with Mr. Magnuson, 
Collins with Mr. Buck. 

Lamneck with Mr. Wene. 

Coffee of Nebraska with Mr. Gasque. 
Boehne with Mr. Owen. 

Tarver with Mr. Smith of Oklahoma, 
Bulwinkle with Mr. Jarman. 

West with Mr. O'Connor of Montana. 
Taylor of Colorado with Mr. Long. 


Walgren with Mr. Colden. 

Dixon with Mr. Patrick. 

Gray of Pennsylvania with Mr. Zimmerman. 

Allen of Delaware with Mrs. Jenckes of 

Kelly of New York with Mr. Whelchel. 

McGroarty with Mr. Wood. 

Cummings with Mr. Poage. 

Creal with Mr. Shannon. 

Hancock of North Carolina with Mr. Binderup. 
Lyndon B. Johnson with Mr. Koclalkowski. 

Clark of North Carolina with Mr. Peterson of Florida, 
May with Mr. Drew of Pennsylvania. 

Boykin with Mr. Casey of Massachusetts, 

Lucas with Mr. Mouton. 

Deen with Mr. Gray of Indiana. 

Buckley of New York with Mr. Eckert. 

Disney with Mr. Farley. 

O'Connor of Montana with Mr. Robinson of Utah. 
Wilcox with Mr. Cole of Maryland. 

Mr. Mitts, Mr. Dunn, Mr. HENDRICKS, Mr. McGrarts, and 
Mr. Izac changed their vote from “nay” to “yea.” 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the 
bill. 

The bill was passed, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that further proceedings under the Calendar Wednesday rule 
be dispensed with. My reason for submitting this request is 
that the Committee on Patents has the next call. It has 
two bills it wishes considered, bills that are in course of 
preparation, and which will be ready next Wednesday. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. St. Claire, one of its 
clerks, announced that the Senate agrees to the amendment 
of the House to the amendment of the Senate No. 3, 
further insists upon its amendments Nos. 25, 26, 27, 28, 
and 37 to the bill (H. R. 8837) making appropriations for 
the Executive Office and sundry independent executive bu- 
reaus, boards, commissions, and offices for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, disagreed to by 
the House; asks a further conference with the House on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. Glass, Mr. Byrnes, Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. Apams, and Mr. 
Hate to be the conferees on the part of the Senate, 

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to the 
amendments of the House to bills of the Senate of the follow- 
ing titles: 

S. 1570. An act consenting to an interstate compact be- 
tween the States of Minnesota, South Dakota, and North 
Dakota relating to the utilization of, the control of the floods 
of, and the prevention of the pollution of the waters of the 
Red River of the North and streams tributary thereto; and 

S. 1986. An act to amend section 42 of title 7 of the Canal 
Zone Code and section 41 of the act entitled “An act to 
provide a civil government for Porto Rico, and for other 
purposes,” approved March 2, 1917, as amended (U. S. C., 
1936 ed., title 48, sec. 893). 

AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1938 


Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of the bill (H. R. 9915) to amend 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, and for other 
purposes, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
this bill has just come to my attention. From a casual 
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perusal it seems to embody 25 or 30 amendments to the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act. The ink is hardly dry on the act 
this bill seeks to amend. There has already been one amend- 
ment of that act. 

Mr. JONES. There are only six or seven amendments, I 
may state to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. SNELL. It takes quite a lot of paper on which to 
express that, and they are far from being easy to under- 
stand. 

Mr. JONES. Outside of two or three rare individuals, I 
know of no one endowed with the gift of sinless perfection, 
and we overlooked two or three matters in the original bill. 

Mr. SNELL. I guess you overlooked a good many matters 
in the consideration of that bill. 

Mr. JONES. I do not think so. 

Mr. SNELL. Within 20 days after that bill was passed 
the committee had to come in with an amendment. It 
seems to me it is quite far reaching. 

Mr. JONES. It might have had a few imperfections, but 
nonetheless it was a wonderful start on the problem. 

Mr. SNELL. Does the gentleman expect to go into the 
Committee of the Whole, or does the gentleman plan to rush 
this right through without consideration? 

Mr. JONES. I do not see any particular reason for going 
into the Committee of the Whole as there is no money in- 
volved. Plenty of time will be allowed. Anyone having a 
genuine amendment will not be precluded from offering it. 

Mr. SNELL. I think, under the circumstances, the gentle- 
man should move to go into the Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. JONES. If it is considered in the House, amendments 
may be offered anywhere. Why go into the Committee of 
the Whole? 

Mr. SNELL. Because it gives a little more opportunity for 
discussion. 

Mr. JONES. I have no disposition to want to shut off 
reasonable debate. 

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman assure me that he will 
allow a liberal discussion of the bill? 

Mr. JONES. I will allow a reasonable time. I do not 
want to be unreasonable about it. 

Mr. SNELL. If the gentleman does not expect to be un- 
reasonable in the matter of time for discussion, that is one 
thing, but I want to be sure that an opportunity is allowed 
for discussion of these amendments. 

Mr. JONES. We want to finish this afternoon sometime. 

Mr. SNELL. The gentleman is calling the bill up rather 
late in the day. 

Mr. JONES. As the gentleman knows—— 

Mr. SNELL. I do not know very much about it. I doubt 
if anyone does. That is the trouble. 

Mr. JONES. This measure needs to be passed at an early 
date, if these minor changes—and they are minor in the 
main—are to be put into operation, because they affect the 
marketing of crops that are soon to go into the ground. 

I will try to be reasonable and not cut off anybody who 
has a bona fide amendment. 

Mr. SNELL. The gentleman should be a little more rea- 
sonable; he should be fairly generous. If he is, I will not 
object. 

Mr. JONES. I will agree to that if the gentleman will let 
me define what “generous” is. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be tt enacted, etc., That (a) the second sentence of subsection (b) 
of section 344 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is amended 
to read as follows: “Such number of acres plus the number of acres 
allotted to the State pursuant to subsection (e) (2) is referred to 
as the ‘State acreage allotment.’” 

(b) Subsection (e) of section 344 of such act is amended by 
inserting after (e)“ at the beginning of such subsection (1) “, 
and by adding at the end thereof the following: 

“(2) The Secretary shall allot to each State to which an allot- 
ment is made under subsection (b), and in which at least 3,500 
bales were produced in any of the 5 years immediately preceding 
the year for which the allotment is made, a number of acres suffi- 
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cient to provide a total State acreage allotment for such State of 
not less than 5,000 acres.” 

(c) Subsection (c) of section 348 of such act is amended by 
striking out “for 1938 and for 1939” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“for any year.” 

Sec. 2. The fourth sentence of section 381 (a) of such act is 
amended to read as follows: “In cases where in 1937 a total or 
partial crop failure resulted from hail, drought, flood, or boll-weevil 
infestation, or where any part of a producer’s 1937 cotton crop was 
destroyed after the harvesting thereof by fire or other unavoidable 
natural cause, if the producer is otherwise eligible for payment, 
payment shall be made at the same rate per pound on the same 
percentage of the producer’s normal base production established by 
the Secretary as in the case of other producers.” 

Sec. 3. Section 105 of such act is amended by inserting after the 
first sentence thereof the following new sentence: “Notwithstand- 
ing such amendments, payments with respect to farming operations 
carried out in the calendar year 1938 and based upon any soil- 
depleting crop for which special acreage allotments are established 
shall be made at not less than 90 percent of the rates announced 
by the Secretary prior to the enactment of this act.” 

Sec. 4. Section 313 (a) and section 334 (b) of such act are 
amended by striking out the word “net” immediately preceding 
the expression “acreage diverted under previous agricultural adjust- 
ment and conservation p 

Sec. 5. Section 328 of such act is amended by inserting after 
the expression “preceding such calendar year” and before the 
expression “will produce” a comma and the following: “adjusted for 
abnormal weather conditions and trends in yield,“ 

Sec. 6. Section 344 (d) (3) of such act is amended by 
after the expression “excluding from such acreage the acres devoted 
to the production of” the following expression: “sugarcane for 


Sec. 7. (a) Section 344 of such act is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(g) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (d) of this 
section, in any county for which the county cotton acreage allot- 
ment is less than 15 percent of the land in the county which is 
tilled annually or in regular rotation, the cotton acreage allotments 
to individual farms shall be made on the basis of the follo 
The average acreage planted to cotton during the 2 preceding c: 
endar years plus the acreage diverted from the production of cotton 
under the agricultural adjustment or conservation programs during 
such years, making due allowance for abnormal weather conditions, 
crop-rotation practices, and type of soil.” 

(b) Section 343 of such act is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

“(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsections (a) and (b), 
the national allotment for any year shall be increased by a number 
of bales equal to the production of the acres allotted under section 
344 (c) (3) for such year.” 

(c) The first sentence of section 344 (a) of such act is amended 
by striking out “section 343 (c)” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“sections 343 (c) and 348 (d).” 

(d) Section 344 (c) of such act is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new paragraph: 

“(3) Not more than 2 percent of the State acreage allotment shall 
be apportioned, in amounts determined by the Secretary to be fair 
and reasonable, in counties in the State to farms receiving allot- 
ments under subsection (d) which the Secretary determines are 
inadequate in view of past production of cotton or for any other 
reason. The acreage required for apportionment under this para- 
graph shall not reduce the State acreage allotment but shall be in 
addition to the State acreage allotment.” 

Sec. 8. Section 372 of such act is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

“(c) Whenever, pursuant to a claim filed with the Secretary 
within 1 year after payment to him of any penalty collected from 
any person pursuant to this act, the Secretary finds that such 
penalty was erroneously, illegally, or wrongfully collected, the Secre- 
tary shall certify to the Secretary of the Treasury for payment to 
the claimant, in accordance with regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary of the Treasury, such amount as the Secretary finds the 
claimant is entitled to receive as a refund of such penalty. 

“The Secretary is authorized to prescribe regulations go 
the filing of such claims and the determination of such refunds.” 

Sec. 9. (a) Section 8 (g) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act, as amended, is amended by striking out the second 
and third sentences and inserting in nen thereof the following: 
“Such assignment shall be signed by the farmer and witnessed by 
a member of the county or other local committee, or by the 
treasurer or the secretary of such committee, and filed with the 
county agent or the county committee. Such assignment shall 
include the statement that the assignment is not made to pay or 
secure any preexisting indebtedness.” 

(b) Subsection (b) of section 349 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938 is amended by striking out the expression “verified by 
affidavit” and by striking out the last sentence of the subsection. 

Sec. 10. The proclamations heretofore issued by the Secretary of 
Agriculture under sections 312 (a), 327, 328, aud 345 of the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 shall be effective as provided in 
said sections, and no provision of any amendment made by this 
act shall be construed as requiring any further action under section 
$12 (c) or 347 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 with 
respect to marketing years beginning in 1938, 


1938 


Mr. JONES (interrupting the reading of the bill). Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that further reading of 
the bill be dispensed with. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, this is an important mat- 
ter. The bill contains a number of amendments. I think 
it should be read. Therefore I object. 

The Clerk continued the reading of the bill. 

Mr. MICHENER (interrupting the reading of the bill). 
Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my objection because the bill is not 
drawn as such, but simply suggests that certain portions of 
an existing act be stricken out. Therefore, no one can get 
any information from reading the bill as to what it does. 
I withdraw my objection. We might as well pass the bill 
without reading it. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones] that the further reading 
of the bill be dispensed with? 

There was no objection, 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. SNELL. I supposed the gentleman was going to 
explain this a little and tell us what we were doing. That 
was part of the understanding. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas will explain 
the bill under the 5-minute rule. 

Mr. JONES. I simply asked unanimous consent to waive 
reading of the bill. 

Mr. SNELL. May I ask a question for information? What 
does this bill provide as far as the potato crop is concerned? 

Mr. JONES. This does not make any particular provision 
in reference to the potato crop though it does affect that 
crop. Among other things, it has a provision which would 
affect the soil-conservation payments for this year as fol- 
lows: Under the old Soil Conservation Act there was a 
different method of apportionment, based on acreage and 
value and other matters. Under that apportionment they 
made committals before the new bill was passed, which 
would allow in the early areas, speaking in general terms, 
6 cents per bushel and in the later areas 4 cents per bushel. 

Under the apportionment set out in the new bill just 
passed both areas would get 3 cents per bushel notwith- 
standing the commitments that have been made and to a 
certain degree acted upon. 

The effect of section 3 of this particular act would be that 
on this particular crop and on one or two minor types of 
tobacco which are of little consequence they would be al- 
lowed to pay not less than 90 percent, which would be 5.4 
cents where they had obligated themselves to pay 6 cents, 
and 3.6 cents where they had obligated themselves to pay 
4 cents. 

Mr. SNELL. This puts it on a permanent 90-percent 
basis? 

Mr. JONES. No; just for 1 year. I may say to the gen- 
tleman, and I agree with the criticism that some offer, that 
perhaps there should not have been so much difference be- 
tween the two areas. This applies for only 1 year where 
commitments are out, and would involve a little less than 
$1,000,000 in toto. It would give all of them a little increase 
over what they would get if we had passed no bill. The 
people of the district in which I live are not interested at all 
in this, but it should seem to me that the major considera- 
tion in this particular thing was not the rate but the keeping 
of faith with those growers and thus avoiding the irritation 
that would come if they were promised more and only re- 
ceived 3 cents a bushel. 

Mr. SNELL. What did you provide in the bill that was 
passed a month ago as far as potatoes are concerned? 
What was the amount to be paid per bushel? 

Mr. JONES. There was no special provision. There was 
an allotment or an apportionment of funds based on four 
things, namely, the amount of allotted acreage, the amount 
of acreage diverted, the value of the production, and the value 
of the production that was diverted. Those four elements 
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were in it and, taking the calculations under this provision, 
it would amount to 3 cents per bushel, so the Department 
informs us. 

Mr. SNELL. Was it intended when you drew the bill that 
it should be 3 cents a bushel? 

Mr. JONES. As a matter of fact, we had no particular 
thought about potatoes at the time the apportionment pro- 
vision was drawn. It was simply an endeavor to get an ap- 
portionment provision that would be largely fair as between 
the different areas of the country. 

Mr. SNELL. We have a large number of potato growers 
in my part of the State and they have asked me a question 
that I cannot explain. Why should the fellows who raise 
potatoes in the South earlier in the season receive 6 cents a 
bushel and those farmers up North only 3 cents? 

Mr. JONES. Of course, that was done under the adminis- 
trative provision and was based on value. It seems that early 
varieties sell for a little higher price, probably because they 
are earlier, and up to and including the State of Maryland 
I believe the higher figure prevails. From there on, there 
are more of the others, and greater diversion in some in- 
stances than in others, and a different rate was made. The 
rate would not be different under the new bill. 

It seems to me that is not the major consideration, how- 
ever. The major consideration is to try to take care of a sit- 
uation that has developed, and this 90-percent provision 
applies only for the year 1938. 

Mr. SNELL. In this new bill, is there any differentiation 
between the North and South? 

Mr. JONES. No. It will be practically the same. There 
may be some minor differences, due to production bases, but 
in the main it ordinarily would be about the same. There 
might be a little variation, but not a great deal. It would not 
be anything like this variation. 

Mr. SNELL. The gentleman has not given me any real 
reason that I could tell my farmers in northern New York. 
That is, why my farmer in northern New York only got 2 cents 
and some other fellow in Maryland or the South got 5 cents. 

Mr. JONES. I understand there was a meeting of potato 
growers from all over the country and that they agreed to 
this. 

Mr. WARREN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. WARREN. The gentleman is correct. The Depart- 
ment last October invited the potato growers from all the 
producing States in the Nation to gather together and formu- 
late a voluntary program. New York was represented, as was 
every other State. I called the Department yesterday, and 
they informed me that they had again checked their record. 

It was unanimously agreed that for the first year under 
this voluntary program the so-called early-producing States 
would receive benefit payments amounting to 6 cents a 
bushel and the so-called late-growing States would receive 
4 cents a bushel. This was agreed upon unanimously by the 
growers from New York and every other State because, as 
the gentleman knows, there had been a terrific increase last 
year over 1936. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

The SPEAKER. In order that there may be something 
before the House for consideration, the Clerk will report the 
first committee amendment. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. SNELL. I understood when we took up this matter 
we were going to have ample time to discuss it. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair understands that to be true, 
but we are operating under the 5-minute rule. The bill 
has been read. In order that there may be something be- 
fore the House for consideration the Clerk will report the 
first committee amendment. 

Mr. SNELL. I was trying to get some information that 
is important to my people. Maybe it is not important to the 
rest of you. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the committee 
amendment, and then the Chair will recognize the gentleman 
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from New York. The Chair feels sure the gentleman can 
get an extension of time. 

Mr. SNELL. I shall ask that the time be extended. I 
would like to get the information from the chairman of the 
committee or the gentleman from North Carolina. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair feels sure the gentleman can 
get an extension of time. 

The Clerk will report the first committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment: Page 4, line 21, after the word cot- 
ton”, strike out the words “or for any other reason.” 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out the last 
word in order that I may continue my effort to get some in- 
formation. I should like to know who made this agreement 
and whom they represented. Were they all agents of the 
Department of Agriculture or people that are working under 
them in connection with this program? 

Mr. WARREN. I have just stated to the gentleman the De- 
partment informed me the growers were invited here and did 
come. I happen to know growers from my section partici- 
pated in the meeting and in formulating this voluntary pro- 
gram. Let me go a step further and say to the gentleman, 
this is just a matter of keeping faith. Everyone was as- 
tounded the other day when the Department announced it 
was going to pay benefit payments of 3 cents. Some con- 
nected with the Department called on me along with others 
to aid it in putting this program over in its desire to do 
something for the potato growers. I went out and held in 
my hand the statement signed by the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture and told the growers that if they would adopt this vol- 
untary program they would receive these benefits of 6 and 4 
cents a bushel. 

Mr. SNELL. On what authority did the gentleman make 
that statement? 

Mr. WARREN. I made it upon the authority of the cir- 
cular issued and signed by the Secretary of Agriculture him- 
self. He strongly desires this legislation so that he may keep 
his promise. 

Mr. SNELL. Those provisions were not carried in the bill, 
however. 

Mr. WARREN. I assure the gentleman this was last 
October, before we had a bill. 

Mr. SNELL. Why did you not carry out the provisions 
of the bill you had already agreed to? 

Mr. WARREN. As a result of that program the growers 
in every single State in the Union with the exception of 
Texas voted overwhelmingly for it. 

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WARREN. Just let me continue this a second. The 
gentleman asked why it was not carried out as agreed to. 
When the 1938 bill left the House of Representatives noth- 
ing was contained in it that would have kept the Depart- 
ment from paying the 6 and 4 cents. When it left the Sen- 
ate there was not a word in it that would have kept the 
Department from doing that. The change was made under 
the formula adopted by the conferees. 

Mr. SNELL. Did they know they were making it? 

Mr. WARREN. I cannot answer that, as I do not know. 

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SNELL. Before I yield, may I ask just one more 
question: Will the gentleman tell me a practical answer I 
can give the potato growers of northern New York to the 
question why they get 3 or 4 cents and the growers in the 
areas below theirs get 3 cents more? 

Mr. WARREN. I can tell the gentleman a very practical 
answer. 

Mr. SNELL. That is what I want to get. 

Mr. WARREN. In the first place, it was agreed to by the 
growers from the gentleman’s State and all other States 
because it was their desire to take a large part of the early 
potatoes off the market so your late potatoes would bring 
a higher price when they came along in the fall. 

Mr. SNELL. The growers up there do not understand it 
that way. 
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Mr. FULMER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL. I yield to the gentleman from South Caro- 
lina. 

Mr. FULMER. I may say to the gentleman the main 
reason is that the amount of the early potatoes is very 
small compared with the amount of the late potatoes. In 
other words, out of the $1,000,000 that will be available the 
early potato growers would not get more than approximately 
$50,000, and the balance of the $1,000,000 would go to the 
late potato growers. 

Mr. SNELL. I know, but the early growers get a higher 
price on the market. 

Mr. FULMER. Yes. 

Mr. SNELL. So you do not require any more subsidy 
from the Government than the people up in the northern 
part who have to raise potatoes under adverse circumstances. 

Mr. FULMER. The price received for the early potatoes 
is higher, but the quantity of them is considerably smaller 
than the quantity of the late potatoes. 

Mr. SNELL. Notwithstanding what my good friend said, 
it just seems to us up there that it is more the section of the 
country than it is the number of acres on which potatoes are 
grown or the number of bushels that grow on an acre. 

Mr. WARREN. No. 

Mr. SNELL. It is all right for you fellows to get the ad- 
vantage here the same as you do in every other piece of 
legislation. 

Mr. KELLER. Did your growers agree to the program? 

Mr. SNELL. No; the growers in my section of the country 
did not agree to it. 

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL. I yield to the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. DOXEY. Do not the growers in the gentleman’s sec- 
tion realize an acre planted to one commodity may be worth 
more than an acre planted to another commodity? An 
acre planted to tobacco is worth more than an acre planted 
to cotton. 

If the gentleman will consider the reason as these gentle- 
men have tried to explain it, he will see that the philosophy 
is that an acre of early potatoes is worth a great deal more 
than an acre of late potatoes, because the early potato is 
grown in small quantities and sold in smaller quantities and 
brings a higher price. The yield per acre is much less for 
the early potato. Therefore it was agreed to at this con- 
ference here in October with your people being represented 
as well as the people from Maryland and the South that the 
early potato having a higher value the commitment should 
be somewhat more. 

Mr. SNELL. If they have a higher value and they get 
more per acre, why do they need the 2 cents a bushel extra? 

Mr. DOXEY. These potatoes are taken off the market 
early; and if the early potatoes were grown in the gentle- 
man’s section, they would demand the same price as the 
early potatoes raised in Maryland or in the South. 

Mr. SNELL. But the gentleman knows we cannot grow 
early potatoes in northern New York. 

Mr. DOXEY. No; and if the gentleman will yield further, 
I may say that while some people deny it, the fact is that 
the early potato is perishable. While some people disagree 
with this statement, it is a fact, and they are taken off the 
market before your potatoes come in. 

Mr. SNELL. If they are perishable enough they will go 
off the market on their own account. 

Mr. DOXEY. I may say to the gentleman that it is im- 
material to us whether you pass this or not, and I may say 
to the gentleman from North Carolina, who states that this 
came out in conference, this commitment was carried out in 
the agricultural bill as it was reported, but when the Lucas 
amendment was adopted that disarranged these prior com- 
mitments. If you do not want this provision in here and 
want to vote it down, your people will be hurt and ours will 
be hurt, too; but certainly we are trying to help the general 
potato grower in all sections of the country. 

Mr. SNELL. Our people, like your own people, want to 
get their subsidy and they would like to have the same sub- 
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sidy that is given your people and have it uniform all over 
the country. 

Mr, DOXEY. We would like that also; and anything that 
is injected into this legislation to the contrary is not borne 
out by the facts. We are endeavoring to be fair, but we 
cannot help it if Nature so endowed us that we can bring 
in a crop of potatoes in the South 2 months before the 
potatoes raised in the gentleman’s country. 

[Here the gavel fell.J 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op- 
position to the pro forma amendment and ask unanimous 
consent to proceed for 10 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, I am not 
rising in opposition to this bill, but I feel the House is due to 
receive some explanation of the complicated provisions set 
forth in the bill H. R. 9915. 

It is very difficult to interpret the language of the bill. No 
doubt many inequities will occur in the Soil Conservation 
Act or the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 which will 
require many, many additional amendments to the exist- 
ing law before all of the injustices and inequities are cor- 
rected. 

Most of the amendments in the bill before us relate to 
adjusting for the cotton growers when the Department 
found that many of the small growers will be eliminated from 
all cotton production and therefore it is necessary to pass 
this bill so that these small cotton farmers may be given a 
fair acreage upon which to produce cotton during the present 
calendar year. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield 
for a short question? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Yes. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Will the gentleman explain the dif- 
ferent sections of the bill, stating just what changes are 
made in existing law by the pending measure? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. I will say to the gentle- 
man I appreciate that question, but it would take a better 
man than I am to explain it. 

When we had the original bill up for consideration it was 
stated then, and I will say now, that the Members of Congress 
did not understand the bill, but it was said at that time the 
farmers would. So I assume what was said then will apply to 
the amendment before us, and I hope some statement will be 
made by the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. FULMER] 
or the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones] in detail with ref- 
erence to some of the sections relating to cotton. 

Iam not a cotton man, but I do know that the cotton farm- 
ers of the United States have been destroyed, and because 
you have destroyed them you are now seeking to dislocate and 
destroy agriculture generally all over the country, and that 
is what we are opposed to. 

I call the attention of the Committee now to this potato 
proposition. The Soil Conservation Act of 1936, which was in 
operation until the time of the passage of this act, did not 
pay any benefit payments under soil conservation directly to 
potatoes nor to any other crop. The Soil Conservation Act 
of 1936 provided for benefit payments to farmers who took 
land out of soil-depleting crops and placed land in soil- 
conserving crops. A special session of Congress was called in 
October for the purpose of enacting farm legislation, and 
after the Committee on Agriculture of the House had con- 
vened here the Secretary of Agriculture got these different 
groups together here and said, We are going to pay you for 
producing soil-depleting crops instead of conserving your 
soil,” and at that time the agreement was reached whereby 
the farmers who live in the South would receive 6 cents a 
bushel for potatoes they raised, the early potatoes, and the 
farmers of the Northern States would receive 4 cents per 
bushel, whether early or late potatoes. 

So any idea that might be conveyed here that the farmers 
had been receiving those benefit payments for potatoes is 
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erroneous. It was an agreement reached by a responsible 
officer of the Government, the Secretary of Agriculture. I 
feel that we should carry out the commitments that had 
already been made by him, because the farmers who were 
promised things should receive them, if we can deliver them 
as their Representatives. But I think it is folly for us as 
legislators—and as Representatives of the people in this Con- 
gress to permit any Cabinet officer or any other individual to 
go outside of the law and make commitments binding Con- 
gress to do certain things. This should be a lesson to us so 
that in the future we may let these executive officers know 
that they cannot make commitments and bind Congress first 
before we authorize the acts under which they are operating. 

Mr. DOXEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Yes. 

Mr. DOXEY. The gentleman knows when they made these 
commitments they had a perfect right to do it under the soil- 
conservation law as it then existed, and the only change is 
by the recent law we passed which absorbed the other con- 
servation law because of the $500,000,000 appropriation. They 
were not acting without authority. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. As I said a moment ago, 
the Soil Conservation Act of 1936 was passed for the purpose 
of building up our soil in the United States. The farmers 
of this country were paid benefit payments for taking crops 
out of soil-depleting production and placing them in soil- 
conserving production, and so they received benefit payments 
for the acres they had placed in soil-conserving production. 

The Secretary of Agriculture and his force said it did not 
make any difference whether we passed the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 or not; that he had interpreted the 
old Soil Conservation Act to give sufficient authority to set 
up the very same provisions as were set forth in the act we 
passed here this year. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Yes. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Do we understand from the gentleman 
that the agreement was entirely and specifically a change 
in administrative policy with reference to paying on soil re- 
building instead of depleting crops? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. The entire philosophy of 
the Soil Conservation Act of 1936 was changed in October, 
when our committee was in session drafting the new perma- 
nent farm bill which has now finally become a law. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. But independent of the committee? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Yes; independent of the 
committee. In our committee we got the schedules of pay- 
ments he intended to make, and I inquired in our committee 
as to how they could change the philosophy of a law, and 
the Secretary pointed out that they could do it under cer- 
tain sections of existing law. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. And that payments then initiated on 
potatoes were to apply on the crop of early potatoes to be 
marketed in 1938? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. That was for the pro- 
duction of 1938. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Which is now coming onto the market. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. That is correct. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. They went ahead and planted an acre- 
age, complying with that agreement made in October 1937, 
for the 1938 market crop. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. I doubt very much if any 
planting had taken place before the House and Senate had 
passed the bill. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. The 1938 bill? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. The 1938 bill, because 
the gentleman recalls that we passed the bill in December 
before Congress adjourned; that is, the two Houses passed 
it and the bill went to conference. There certainly had been 
no plantings until between Christmas and New Year’s, and 
by that time we had adjourned and the bill was in 
conference. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. But when the conference agreement 
was reached the crop had gone into growth and was begin- 
ning to approach maturity and market. 
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Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Particularly in the State 
of Florida. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. And this amendment is offered now 
to carry out the agreement made in October. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. That is right; and I think 
we should carry out that agreement. I think, however, there 
is a decided discrimination against the potato farmers liv- 
ing in Northern States and in favor of the potato farmers 
living in the Southern States. 

Mr. CHURCH. The gentleman mentioned discrimination 
as between the North and South. In Maryland and the 
South the figure now in the case of potatoes is 6 cents. 
Two months from now it will be 4 cents; in other words the 
6-cent figure now in Maryland and the South will be worth 
only 4 cents 2 months later. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. I have no idea as to the 
gentleman’s evaluation of money. 

Mr. CHURCH. What is the use of sticking to the value 
of money when only 2 months later they find their protec- 
tion reduced one-third? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Perhaps the gentleman 
contemplates that 4 cents 2 months from now will buy as 
much as 6 cents now; I do not know. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to proceed for 5 additional minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. I yield. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I certainly do not want to be put in 
the position of holding any brief for discrimination in favor 
of the South. On the other hand, I want to see a full under- 
standing of this question. Is it not a fact that this matter 
was put in the bill by the conferees in January, not in 
December, when the bill passed the House and the Senate? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. That, as I understand it, 
is the claim that is now made. 

Mr. BREWSTER. And is it not also a fact that none of 
us here understood the interpretation of the formula which 
was contained in the report of the conferees? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. I think the gentleman is 
correct on that. 

Mr. BREWSTER. So it was some weeks later before any 
of us discovered that we were not carrying out what had 
been the understanding for 4 months? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Oh, but I will say to the 
gentleman that we did not have any misunderstanding. We 
thought that the Secretary of Agriculture would go along 
and interpret the law as he has been and is doing. They 
have written hundreds of pages of regulations on the new 
act. 
Mr. BREWSTER. Does the gentleman mean he did not 
know about the 6-cent and 4-cent arrangement? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Yes; we knew about the 
6-cent arrangement, but we expected the Secretary would 
continue to interpret the law as he had always done, to suit 
the convenience and expediency of his Department. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Is not this also true that while the 
South gets a higher per-bushel payment this does not 
necessarily indicate that they get a higher per-acre pay- 
ment, 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Comparing the yield of 
the South with the yield of potato land in the gentleman’s 
State, where they raise from 300 to 500 bushels per acre, I 
would say that growers in the gentleman’s State will prob- 
ably get more; but when you compare the yield of the South 
with the yield of the Middle West, where it runs from 80 to 
150 bushels per acre, our section will be decidedly out, for 
the yield in the South compares favorably with our yield, 
but they will get 5.4 cents per bushel whereas our people will 
get only 3.6 a bushel. 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. I yield. 
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Mr. STEFAN. Potatoes were not included in the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act we passed sometime ago. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. No; potatoes were not 
included among the crops covered by that bill. It comes in 
under the Soil Conservation program. 

Mr. STEFAN. That is a voluntary program. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. It is a voluntary program 
in this respect, that under the Soil Conservation program a 
commercial competitive acreage is established and the farm- 
ers who raise potatoes will not receive any benefit payments 
— they comply with the compulsory regulations of the 
act. 

Mr. STEFAN. Generally speaking, the gentleman states 
that there are going to be many more amendments. He 
said that the Members did not understand the bill but that 
perhaps the farmers would. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. That was said of the bill 

Mr. STEFAN. There are to be many more amendments? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Undoubtedly there will be 
more amendments, and necessarily so when it comes to 
working out the practical details of the act. 

Mr. STEFAN. Referring to section 5, then, it will not help 
the farmer in the case of potatoes. 

3 ANDRESEN of Minnesota. I doubt very much if it 
Mr. GILCHRIST. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Yes; I yield to the gentle- 

man from Iowa, a distinguished constitutional lawyer. 

Mr. GILCHRIST. Whatever else may be said about this 
particular bill today, is it not true that with reference to 
potatoes every farmer will get more money by way of bene- 
fit payments than he would without this pending amendment 
being passed? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. I have so stated. Other- 
wise the farmer would receive only 3 cents per bushel, 
whereas under the present act or under the bill we have 
before us at this time the farmers in the Northern States 
will receive 3.6 cents per bushel and the farmers of the 
Southern States will receive 5.4 cents. 

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. I yield to the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. In the gentleman’s remarks 
he said certain cotton counties or sections would be subject 
to an increase. Would he indicate which sections or counties 
he has in mind and just the conditions? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. I am sorry. I hope the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Doxey], or one of the other 
gentlemen representing the cotton section, will take the time 
to explain that, because it is important, and there were 
inequities which should necessarily be protected. 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, we have endeavored to eliminate 
all controversial matters in this bill by this series of amend- 
ments insofar as we could. I believe the one now under dis- 
cussion is the only one that is at all controversial, and I do 
not believe there will be any controversy when it is thoroughly 
understood. I want to take up each amendment serially and 
without interruption and give a brief explanation as to what 
we are doing. 

There are about seven or eight amendments in this bili. 
The first amendment is intended to take care of a situation 
that has arisen in the State of Illinois where for 3 or 4 years 
during the base period on account of the floods the farmers 
were unable to plant their crops. This simply allocates a 
minimum of 5,000 acres under a formula that would apply 
only to that State and would simply take care of the situation. 
I do not think anyone would want to prevent that being done. 

The second amendment has to do with an adjustment in 
cotton payments and provides that when a man gets his 
adjustment and sells his cotton, if that cotton is burned in a 
warehouse, the act of burning the cotton shall qualify him 
the same as if it had been sold. No one can question the 
justice of that provision. We have a provision that if through 
flood or pest or for any other uncontrollable natural cause 
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the cotton is not produced the farmer shall be taken care of, 
but through an oversight we did not provide that where a 
warehouse is burned and the cotton is burned the farmer is 
entitled to his adjustment payment just the same. They have 
been two warehouses that we know of that have been burned 
with the cotton in them, and, of course, no one can deny that 
this is a wise amendment. 

The Department did not change the Soil Conservation Act. 
It still remains a soil-conservation and a soil-building act. 
They did change the method of measuring the payments. 
This is a tremendous and far-reaching proposition affecting 
directly 30 percent of the American people and more than 
200 farm commodities, divided into an infinite number of 
types of products. There may be some who have the skill, 
industry, and intelligence to write a measure affecting all of 
these people and products without making a single error, but 
we did not have those individuals on our committee. We 
have endeavored to take care of some of the difficulties that 
have presented themselves. 

So far as the potato section is concerned, I do not think 
it is important so far as the little million dollars is con- 
cerned. This money is not taken out of the Treasury. This 
simply transfers it from the general fund, and I do not 
think it is important whether it costs more to grow an 
early potato than a late potato, although I understand it 
does cost a great deal more to grow an early potato. I do 
not think that is important insofar as this particular propo- 
sition is concerned. This is to keep faith with people who 
have relied on promises that have been made. The question 
is not before us as to the wisdom of the promise or as to 
the justice of the apportionment. The question is whether 
the United States Government, through its chosen officials, 
is going to keep faith, and it seems to me it should do so. 

This is the only controversial thing in the bill. I promised 
it would go out if it became controversial, and these people 
wanted to take the 3 cents instead of the increase provided. 
I cannot conceive of anyone wanting to do that, but I said 
that could be decided separately. I do feel it is so important, 
however, that the Government cannot afford to quibble over 
fair treatment or over keeping and redeeming its promises, 
I cannot understand why such a fuss should be made over 
this variation. My people are not interested in it one way 
or the other, but when it was stated to me it struck me as 
an eminently fair and just proposition, and I cannot reach 
any other conclusion. 

Now, the word “net” appears before the word “acreage”, 
and it was decided to remove the “‘net.” Through oversight, 
that word was left in one or two places in drafting the bill, 
and this amendment simply takes care of that. 

Section 5 involves another oversight insofar as corn is con- 
cerned. It was intended to have the amount adjusted for 
normal weather conditions and trends. It is in the other two 
or three provisions affecting corn, but through oversight 
was left out of this provision. This simply makes it uniform, 
and that is all it does. 

Section 6 applies only to sugar. In the cotton areas of the 
South we have a different method of division or apportion- 
ment than we have in connection with other commodities. 
In getting a uniform percentage of acres in the cotton area 
we excluded the acres that are devoted to wheat, tobacco, and 
rice. Down in Louisiana, where they grow sugarcane, they 
wanted sugarcane eliminated before they go into a division 
of their acres. That only affects Louisiana and the cotton 
areas. They are very anxious about it, and I do not see how 
anyone can object to taking that from the tilled acres in 
arriving at what is a just division of the acres that will be 
allotted for the marketing of cotton. 

Section 7 is intended to govern this sort of situation. We 
have provided that in the division within the counties of the 
cotton acreage allotted to the counties for marketing that 
there shall be a uniform division on a percentage of the tilled 
acreage basis. 

It seems to be desirable where cotton is the main crop, 
but around the fringe and in some instances in the heart 
of the belt a very small percentage of the tilled acres is 
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planted to cotton. Sometimes in the fringe area and in 
other parts where they have gone into other production there 
will be a number of farms that will not grow any cotton at 
all. Therefore, to give them the same percentage as the 
others would not be a fair division. This would eliminate any 
county that plants less than 1 percent of its tilled acreage to 
cotton from the application of that formula and prescribe a 
different formula to be applicable to that particular county. 
It affects only the division of the acreage allotment in the 
county. If any county wants to be in this particular area I 
do not see any objection to it. As a matter of fact, I believe it 
is very wise in the counties that grow a small percentage of 
cotton. This is an arbitrary figure that might be a little 
more or a little less, but it does help solve an administrative 
problem and does not affect the total allotment of cotton. 

Section 7 also provides another amendment which would 
enable them to iron out some inequities in the cotton area. 
This is purely a cotton provision here. It seems that in 
applying the provision that each farm where the production 
is 5 acres or less shall not be reduced at all, and this 
applies to tenants as well as to owners. There are certain 
counties where there is a very large number of small pro- 
ducers, and the county allotment is practically all absorbed 
with the 5-acre provision, so a man who has been grow- 
ing 30 or 40 acres may be cut down to 5 or 10 acres. There 
are only a few counties where this situation prevails, and I 
may say this situation would not apply at all if we had not 
made special provision for the small producer, because there 
is a provision in the bill that each county shall receive at 
least 60 percent of its tilled acres of 1937, plus its diverted 
acres of 1937, but even that is absorbed to a large measure 
in the counties where there are a great many small pro- 
ducers. We undertook to add 2 percent. The cotton Mem- 
bers agreed this morning that we will raise it to 4 percent. 
We will add 4 percent to each State allotment for the pur- 
pose of ironing out the inequities visited on the men who 
would get an unjust apportionment in the counties where 
this problem has arisen, and there are quite a few counties 
throughout the belt where this is true. 

Section 9 applies to the assignment. In a great many 
cases throughout the different areas, and this applies to all 
areas, the farmers need some advance money. We provide 
they may borrow from local banks or any lending agency on 
their soil-conservation payments. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman from Texas may proceed for 5 addi- 
tional minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JONES. It was decided that in a given area if a local 
bank wanted to lend money to a farmer to make his crop, 
the farmer should be allowed to assign his benefit payment 
in advance if the banker or the lending agency should de- 
cide that was adequate security. However, in order to pro- 
tect the farmer from being imposed on for a preexisting 
debt, we made the provision apply only to advances and to 
future indebtedness. We have a provision in the original 
bill that the farmer must acknowledge the assignment and 
file it with the county agent. We find there would be so 
many of them this procedure would be difficult and expen- 
sive, so we simply state that instead of acknowledging the 
assignment the farmer may merely sign it with a county or 
local committeeman as a witness and file the assignment 
with the county agent. This makes the procedure much 
simpler and easier and will accomplish the same purpose. 

Section 8 provides that if one of the penalties provided 
with respect to the various commodities is illegally collected, 
and, under the terms of the bill, the money paid into the 
Treasury, the Treasury is authorized to refund such wrong- 
ful collection. I do not think anyone would object to a 
refund of a penalty improperly collected. 

Section 10 is a provision that is applicable largely to to- 
bacco areas and affects only such areas, because the tobacco 
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crop is a good deal more valuable per acre than cotton, as I 
understand, and it is necessary to have this sort of a provi- 
sion to care for such situations. 

Mr. HAINES. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. HAINES. This has nothing to do with the cigar types 
of tobacco? 

Mr. JONES. No; this applies only to the cotton area. 

Mr. FULMER. If the gentleman will yield, this will apply 
only to the cotton States where the farmer plants tobacco 
and cotton, and this is because of the high price of tobacco. 
We want to give that farmer an acreage in line with the 
acreage of the cotton farmers. 

Mr. JONES. In brief, that is the explanation. These 
amendments are altogether desirable. They are largely 
minor amendments. 

Mr. PHILLIPS and Mr. MAHON of Texas rose. 

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I am not raising any sectional issue. I 
never have since I have been in the House, and I never will, 
but I must talk in the language I understand. I was pro- 
foundly shocked by something the gentleman said. Where 
is there any difference in the taxpayers’ money being paid 
out to somebody whose crop has been lost by fire, which is 
one of the hazards of life, just like death, and in the tax- 
payers’ money being paid out for some hats that were made 
in Danbury, Conn., and burned in a warehouse somewhere? 

Mr. JONES. This money will not be paid because the 
commodity is lost by fire. This is a fund that was made 
available for paying certain premiums for cotton, and the 
House has voted it, as an inducement to enter into a regula- 
tion program. The fund was made available to the pro- 
ducers of the 1937 crops on the basis of 65 percent. 

Now, it was available only when they had sold their cotton. 
We had made the funds available, and here is a man who 
had his cotton in a warehouse and he sells it on the first day 
of April. He gets his adjustment payment. The man in an 
adjoining warehouse expected to sell on the Ist of April, 
but his cotton was burned. Provision has been made for 
the fund and I think the man whose cotton was burned 
would be entitled to it if the other man is entitled to it, and 
the question of whether we ought to pay it or not has been 
settled. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I did not raise that question myself, ex- 
cept that I voted against the bill; but that is not the point. 
The point is, why should a man be paid money of the tax- 
payers for something that is not there? 

Mr. JONES. For the reason that the industries of your 
section have been enjoying tariff benefits for 75 years, and 
we are restoring to the producers of cotton, in a measure, 
some of the things that were taken away from them under 
our tariff system. 

[Here the gavel fell. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, so far as I know, there is no 
opposition to these amendments—— 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. Yes. 

Mr. MICHENER. The gentleman may be correct in mak- 
ing that statement, but this bill was introduced on March 17 
reported on March 21, brought in here today at 3:30 in the 
afternoon, with a few Members in the House, and taken 
up by unanimous consent. As the bill is drawn, it might as 
well have been written in Sanskrit or Greek, so far as any- 
body understanding what the bill means by reading it. The 
gentleman is probably justified in saying “so far as he knows.” 

Mr. HOPE. That was my statement. 

Mr. MICHENER. Because the gentleman is on the com- 
mittee, but no one pretends to know anything about it except 
the members of the committee. 

Mr. HOPE. No opposition, as I recall, was expressed in 
committee after these amendments were explained and dis- 
cussed. 

The reason it is necessary to come in at this time with 
amendments to a bill so recently passed is because in this bill, 
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unlike other farm bills that have been passed, the details of 
administration are set out in the bill itself. 

You will recall under the A. A. A. and the Soil Conserva- 
tion Act we delegated the power of making regulations very 
largely to the Secretary of Agriculture. In the new bill 
Congress itself has outlined the details of administration, 
and in administering the bill, in the brief time since its pas- 
sage, it has been discovered that there are certain changes 
necessary if the measure is to be administered in the way 
in which Congress intended and in which it will have to 
be administered to serve the best interests of farmers who 
are expected to benefit under the act. We will probably 
have other amendments from time to time as the necessity 
arises in the administration of the act. 

Perhaps it would have been better for Congress to have 
delegated these broad powers to the Secretary and let him 
make the regulations, but there are a good many Members 
of Congress who feel we should legislate and should outline 
the details of administration, and that is what we have 
done. I believe we were right in doing this, but when we 
do so we must necessarily make such changes as it may de- 
velop are needed under the administration of the act. 

The one section of this bill about which there has been 
some discussion is the one relating to potatoes. The only 
question that I see involved in that section is whether or 
not we are going to permit the Federal Government to carry 
out an obligation which it made to the potato growers of this 
country last October. There is no question at all about the 
power of the Secretary of Agriculture to enter into that 
obligation. If he did not have the power to make that prom- 
ise at that particular time, he has no power at this time 
to enter into any engagements with producers of any crops 
under the soil conservation program because the new agri- 
cultural act did not increase his power in that regard one 
iota. Beyond doubt he did have all the authority that he 
needed last October to enter into this agreement with the 
producers of potatoes, both North and South, who were here 
by their representatives and agreed upon this program. 

Now, whether or not a fair division was made between the 
potato growers of the North and South does not concern 
us here. I express no opinion on that because I do not 
know, but, apparently, it was agreeable to the producers 
prt the North because they accepted the program at that 

e. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to pro- 
ceed for 5 additional minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. Let me complete my statement, and then I 
will be pleased to yield. 

The difficulty arose from the fact the conference commit- 
tee adopted a different method of apportioning funds to the 
various commodities on which payments are made under the 
Soil Conservation Act. Under the act, which was in effect 
at the time that this agreement regarding potatoes was 
made, there was no restriction upon the allocation of funds. 
The power was in the Secretary of Agriculture to allocate 
funds as he saw fit within the provisions of the Soil Conser- 
vation Act, but in the new bill Congress outlined a formula 
under which these funds were to be apportioned. By apply- 
ing that formula it is possible to allocate only a sufficient 
amount of funds to potatoes to pay 3 cents a bushel instead 
of 4 cents a bushel and 6 cents a bushel, as in the agreement. 
As far as I have been able to learn, the producers of pota- 
toes, both North and South, are anxious that this amendment 
be adopted. There is no controversy between them as far 
as it has developed in the committee or here in the House. 

It is the obligation of Congress, I think, without question, 
to do what it can do in order to enable the Government to 
keep faith with the promise made by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, which promise he had every right and all the re- 
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quired authority to make at that time. That is all that I see 
is involved in this potato question. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Michigan. 

Mr. MICHENER. It has been stated here on the floor, and 
by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Horr] that the farmers 
met and worked out this potato program. As a matter of 
fact, is it not true that the Department worked out the pro- 
gram, then called together some farmers throughout the 
country in various groups and said, “You can have this or 
leave it.” All the farmer had to do about it was to vote yes 
or no. Ifa man voted “no,” he did not get any payment, and 
if he voted “yes,” he gave the people of Maryland and to the 
south 6 cents a bushel, and the people to the north of Mary- 
land 4 cents a bushel. Is not that correct? 

Mr. HOPE. No; I do not understand it that way. 

Mr. MICHENER. How was it? 

Mr. HOPE. All I know about the matter is what has 
been told me by the officials in the Department, who ap- 
peared before the committee, and the statement made at 
that time was that this agreement was worked out in the 
Department with representatives of the potato producers, 
both North and South. I assume that it was an amicable 
agreement and understanding and I have heard nothing to 
the contrary. 

Mr. MICHENER. The only thing that I know is that I 
understand from the potato growers in Michigan that that 
is what happened. They were advised that this plan had 
been worked out in the Department and they might take 
it or leave it— If you vote ‘yes,’ you get 4 cents a bushel 
and the South 6 cents a bushel; and if you vote ‘no,’ you 
get nothing.” 

Mr. HOPE. Of course, the way an individual voted in 
the referendum had nothing to do with the question of 
receiving or not receiving a payment. The referendum was 
held to determine whether potato producers were interested 
in a program of that kind. The growers voted overwhelm- 
ingly for the program. There is nothing compulsory about 
the matter. It was a proposition made by the Secretary of 
Agriculture to the potato growers of this country. If the 
individual potato grower does not choose to come under the 
plan he can plant as many acres in potatoes as he has acres 
on his farm, if he wants to, and if he wants to come in and 
receive these benefits, he comes in under the conditions 
contained in the offer of the Secretary of Agriculture. All 
we are trying to do here is to enable the Government to keep 
its agreement to the growers who want to participate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. O’Connor of New York). 
The time of the gentleman from Kansas has again expired. 

Mr. LORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Record at this point. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Mich- 
igan is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Yes. 

Mr. TABER. I wonder if the gentleman can assure the 
House that the administration of this act will be as success- 
ful as the act itself, which has had to be amended only 
once a week since it was passed. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Oh, I understand the President once 
said there are no master minds or supermen in Washington, 
though some act otherwise, and I decline to attempt to 
answer such a question. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield 
to me—and this question refers to the bill. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Yes. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. In this amendment to section 8-G, I 
think it is, where it says that such assignment shall be signed 
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by the farmer and witnessed by a member of the county or 
other local committee also that— 

Said assignment shall include the statement that the assignment 
is not made to pay or secure any preexisting indebtedness— 
what responsibility if any is imposed upon the county agent 
to determine whether or not the loan which is being made 
is for a preexisting indebtedness, or will they simply use a 
simple form that carries a statement that nobody verifies? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. None. Is the gentleman asking me to 
interpret the Farm Act? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I am. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Then the gentleman has come to the 
wrong source. Those who are charged with its parentage 
do not know their own child. 

Mr. McFARLANE. He is not a farmer. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Oh, yes; I know something about farm- 
ing—farming with your hands, with a hoe and a plow and 
a drag, a disc, a harrow, a drill; I may even be able to dis- 
tinguish a mower from a binder, which is a whole lot more 
than some of those fellows in the Agricultural Department 
know about it. 

Once upon a time I followed a cradle through a grain field, 
and I am not quite sure but that, if I mentioned “cradle” 
to some of the boys in the Agricultural Department, straight- 
away they would begin to think of babies and start singing 
“The hand that rocks the cradle is the hand that rules the 
world,” or, as they have it, the hand that distributes the 
checks is the hand that “comes rejoicing, bringing in the 
sheaves”—of votes. 

Mr. Speaker, I want a little information. I understood 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Horr] to say that this 
legislation tried to point out the administrative procedure. 
Am I right about that? 

Mr. HOPE. Yes. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Not leaving the details to the Secretary 
of Agriculture? i 

Mr. HOPE. I made the statement that we went further 
in this bill than we have in any other bill. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. What I want to know is where in these 
amendments, where in the bill, or where in the Conservation 
Act are those provisions which enable one farmer in my 
county to get $125 and another farmer to get $75 without 
ever having seen or consulted any Government official about 
this or the Soil Conservation Act. How can that be done, 
how is it done? I want to find out so the rest of the boys 
can get some of the money. 

Mr. JONES. I cannot answer the gentleman’s inquiry, 
because I know of no such authority, and I have no knowl- 
edge of anything like that. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. I do not know where in this act or in 
the Soil Conservation Act, or any of this legislation is to be 
found the provision which caused to be sent to a farmer 
who has never seen anyone connected with the administra- 
tion of this act a check for $125, and in the case of another 
farmer a check for $75. They never saw anyone that had 
anything to do with any of these acts. Just how do things 
like that happen? 

Mr. JONES. I did not know anything like that happened. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. How does it come about, can the gen- 
tleman tell me? 

Mr. JONES. It is not done under the authority of the 
act. If it was done it was through mistake or without 
authority. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Are they just sowing broadcast these 
checks, or are they drilling them in where it will do the 
most good for the New Deal? 

Mr. JONES. Certainly not. If the gentleman will give 
me the name of the men and the date 

Mr. HOFFMAN. The gentleman will see that they do 
not get any more. 

Mr. JONES. I am sure the Department will be happy, if 
the man was wrongfully paid, to undertake to get it back. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Should not the Department know 
whether they are paying money to those who have or who 
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have not complied with the act? Must we Members go 
through our districts and turn in the names of those people 
getting this money? I am not employed by the Department 
of Justice or any snooping department. 

Mr. JONES. Under the original Agricultural Adjustment 
Act, more than 6,000,000 checks were sent out. If this is the 
only instance where a mistake was made, it is marvelous. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. This just came to my notice by accident. 
I was told of a man who got a check under such circum- 
stances. This incident seems to show that something is 
wrong in the administration of this act. People see these 
things happen and say, “We might as well get ours while the 
getting is good.” 

Mr. JONES. I wish the gentleman at the time had notified 
the Department, because I am sure that if a mistake was 
made they would want to rectify it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Why should I clean up the dirty work of 
those who are using tax money to buy votes? The press cites 
many instances of misuse of public funds for political pur- 
Poses. But the practice continues. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all debate on this amendment do now close. There are 
several other amendments. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I object until I ask 
a question. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to proceed for 1 
minute to ask a question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, can the gentleman 
from Texas tell us how this bill affects tobacco growers? 

Mr. JONES. This bill does not make any change with 
respect to tobacco growers except in the case of those who 
grow both cotton and tobacco, in which case some adjust- 
ment is made. It does not affect the tobacco allotment in 
any way. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. It affects no one except. those 
who grow both cotton and tobacco? 

Mr. JONES. The gentleman is correct. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the 
committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
next committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment: Page 6, after line 4, insert the follow- 


“Sec. 10. Section 344 (f) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938 is amended by adding at the end thereof the following: ‘In 
the case of any county or other local administrative area contain- 

farms on which both cotton and tobacco are produced, the 
allotment to such county or area, as the case may be, may be 
divided into two portions, one of which shall be apportioned in 
accordance with subsections (d) and (g) to farms in such county 
or area on which no tobacco is produced, and the other of which 
shall be apportioned in accordance with such subsections to farms 
in such county or area on which both cotton and tobacco are 
produced. The portions of the allotment to the county or area, as 
the case may be, available for apportionment as provided in this 
subsection shall be computed on the basis of the aggregate acreage 
planted to cotton in 1937 plus the aggregate acreage diverted from 
cotton production in 1987 on the farms in each group.“ 


Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out the 
last word. 

Mr. Speaker, I was one of those who voted against, talked 
against, and opposed the recent farm-control bill, also the 
conference report; but that does not mean that I want to 
oppose amendments. Goodness knows that bill needs amend- 
ing. That bill is the law today. I want to make it better 
if possible. However, I want to caution the committee 
against railroading amendments through like this. If we 
are going to amend the law let the committee place its cards 
on the table, let it present a bill that is properly drawn, 
that is understandable, and a bill not drawn as this bill is 
drawn. No one can know anything about what this bill 
means by its language. No one has had time to get the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


MARCH 23 


original law and fit in these amendments. Who knows 
what this means?— 

(b) Subsection (e) of section 344 of such act is amended by 

after (e)“ at the of such subsection “(1)”, 
and by adding at the end thereof the following. 

This section, 344, should be rewritten in the bill, including 
the amendments. The committee knows that. 

The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. PHILLIPS] showed 
much concern about the insurance to be paid for burned 
cotton as provided in this bill, not called insurance, but in- 
surance in effect. I ask the chairman of the committee this 
question: If the corn quota takes effect, and my district 
comes within the corn-producing area, and my farmers are 
compelled to lock up in a crib under Government seal a 
quantity of corn which they produced, and if that crib and 
that corn burns, will these farmers receive the same consid- 
eration under this bill and this legislation as the cotton 
farmer who has his cotton burned under like conditions in a 
cotton warehouse? 

Mr. JONES. Yes; because neither of them get insurance. 
This is not insurance at all. It is simply a provision that 
enables a man whose cotton is burned, to draw what he other- 
wise would have drawn if the cotton had not burned. It 
treats him the same as if it had not been burned. The ques- 
tion of whether or not an adjustment payment should be 
made, the question of whether or not there should be any 
benefit payments at all, are questions that are not before the 
House at this time. 

Mr. MICHENER. The gentleman said a while ago, and I 
think I am quoting him, that this legislation is an effort to 
give to the cotton growers something that the manufacturers 
in New England have had for years in the way of a pro- 
tective tariff, and therefore it is a preference. 

Mr. JONES. I do not think I stated that. 

Mr. MICHENER. No other inference can be drawn from 
the gentleman’s remarks but that this is a deliberate effort to 
give to cotton farmers a preference over the New England 
people, because, perchance, the New England people might 
have had some advantage by way of a tariff in days gone by. 
My question is not whether or not this is insurance. It is not 
asked in that sense. Does the farmer in the North who has 
wheat or corn impounded in like manner as the man in the 
South who has cotton impounded, receive pay for the wheat 
or the corn if it burns the same as the cotton man does if the 
cotton burns? 

Mr. JONES. I may say that we took care of that whole 
situation by making these soil payments under the new bill 
available on the planted acreage, regardless of whether it 
is produced, burned, or sold. So we took care of that whole 
situation. So far as the other proposition is concerned, the 
gentleman misinterpreted what I said. I said this restored 
to the cotton farmer and the other surplus-producing farm- 
ers a portion of what is taken away from them under the 
tariff system. I was not arguing the tariff system. I may 
state to the gentleman the patron saint of his party, Alex- 
ander Hamilton, joined with Mr. Jefferson in saying that if 
there was a tariff provision there should be equality under 
it and there should be restoration. 

Mr. MICHENER. I did not ask the gentleman for a lec- 
ture on the tariff. His reply, however, confirms my under- 
standing that he attempts to justify this preference given 
the cotton growers over the wheat and corn growers in this 
bill on the ground that the protective tariff worked more 
to the advantage of the northern manufacturers. 

Mr. MAHON of Texas. Does the gentleman understand 
that under this provision of the bill, if the cotton is burned 
the cotton man is not paid for the cotton that is burned 
up? As I understand the bill, he is given an adjustment 
payment for cooperating with the Government program. 
Under this amendment he is paid this adjustment pay- 
ment regardless of the fact the cotton has burned. 

Mr. MICHENER. It may be a rose by another name, 
but the money goes to the cotton farmer if his cotton is 
destroyed by fire and that money comes from the Treasury 
of the United States. If the wheat and corn farmer is 
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compelled to store a part of the grain he grows and is pre- 
vented from disposing of it or using it on the farm it seems 
to me that he is as much entitled to be compensated for 
the loss by fire as is the southern farmer for his cotton. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. O’Connor of New York). 
The question is on the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
next committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment: Page 6, line 21, strike out “10” and 
insert in lieu thereof “11.” 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment, in order to ask the chairman of the Committee 
on Agriculture a question. 

Does the gentleman think it is good business to recognize 
and condone a proposition of assigning benefits in advance? 
May I add further, I believe the curse of the agricultural sys- 
tem as the curse of manufacturing, in the form of company 
stores and so forth, has been built upon the matter of assign- 
ments in advance, which I think is wrong. 

Mr. JONES. I think that is a fine question and it de- 
serves a considered answer. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the com- 
mittee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Jones: Page 4, line 16, following the 


numeral “(3)”, strike out the words “not more than two,” and 
insert in lieu thereof the word “four.” 


Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, this amendment has been 
agreed to by all the cotton members of the committee and 
simply provides for an additional amount in order to iron 
out the inequities that may have arisen by virtue of taking 
care of the small man. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to answer the question asked by the 
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. PHILLIPS] because it is an 
important question and it is a considered question. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Will the gentleman yield 
before he answers that question? 

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Does this in any way 
increase the State acreage allotments? 

Mr. JONES. Yes; it does in this way. It increases the 
State allotment if necessary to take care of the situation 
where a great many small producers who practically absorb 
the entire cotton allotment and reduced men in a few coun- 
ties from 30 acres down to 5, 6, or 10 acres. This would 
give him an additional allotment not to be taken out of 
the regular allotment. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Does it in any way affect 
the State acreage allotments, for instance, of California, 
New Mexico, and some of those States? 

Mr. JONES. It gives an increased State allotment to all 
the States. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Instead of giving them 2 
percent additional, they will now have 4 percent? 

Mr. JONES. That is correct. 

On this other proposition, I know the gentleman realizes 
the tragedy of the situation, especially in the Old South. 
The gentleman is correct in his position, but the pity of 
it is we are face to face with realities. There are cer- 
tain areas where the farmers absolutely cannot get their 
credit any other way. It is all the more pitiful because of 
the fact in many instances it is the man who needs credit 
the most in order actually to live and make any sort of crop 
that would get the benefit of this. I hope the thing will not 
have to be used for all time. I am hopeful we can gradually 
get the whole system eliminated. I am in thorough sympa- 
thy with the statement the gentleman makes, but we are just 
up to the point where we are almost compelled to make 
some provision for credit for these men at the present time. 
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85 MAHON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. MAHON of Texas. I am a little disturbed about this 
4-percent additional allotment, because I fear it will go to 
those counties where a large majority of the farmers are 
very small farmers and naturally will not go to the counties 
where the average farmer has a larger basis of production. 

Mr. JONES. I may say to the gentleman there is a 3- 
percent provision for new production from the State allot- 
ment. There is something to what the gentleman says, but 
at the same time, any man who has swung through that 
cotton area cannot help but be impressed with the necessity 
of making some rather above-the-average provision for the 
small producer. 

Mr. MAHON of Texas. Of course, the gentleman is fa- 
miliar with cotton production in the western section of Texas. 

Mr. JONES. Les. 

Mr. MAHON of Texas. Does the gentleman believe there 
would be any undue discrimination there? 

Mr. JONES. I do not believe so. I think it is pretty 
well leveled up. I believe the provision for a minimum of 
60 percent of county acreage would probably take care of 
that. We have undertaken to run through this bill the 
philosophy of the family size farm as being worth making a 
national object, as well as to take care of a fair distribu- 
tion. 

Mr. MAHON of Texas. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. With reference to the allot- 
ment of this additional 4 percent, the bill does not contain 
any provision with regard to how this shall be allotted, but 
leaves it to the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture. 
The bill states this allotment shall be to the counties. Will 
this be allotted to the respective States and will the local 
committees in turn reallot it? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. If the gentleman will read the sec- 
tion carefully he will find it states it shall be allotted in 
counties, not “to counties.” ‘This is a farm allotment that 
would enable the Secretary through the county and local 
committees to iron out these inequities wherever they may 
arise. 

{Here the gavel fell. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
JONES]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. CooLEY: Page 3, line 22, after the 
word “rotation”, insert the following: or in which the value of 
the cotton produced in the latest year for which census data are 
available is less than the value of the tobacco produced in such 


year computed on the basis of the State average price of the com- 
modity in such year.” 


Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I understand that is needed 
in connection with the administration of the combination 
tobacco and cotton areas, and I can see no objection to it. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a further amendment, 
which is at the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Cooter: On page 4, line 4, after the 
word “conditions”, insert “land, labor, and equipment available 
for the production of cotton.” — 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, may we have read the amend- 
ment just agreed to? 

Mr. MCHENER. Was not the amendment agreed to? 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the action by which the amendment was agreed to be va- 
cated. I did not hear the amendment, and there may have 
been the impression it was a committee amendment. 


3978 


Mr. MICHENER. The gentleman is breaking the har- 
mony of the bill, but I do not object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, the Clerk 
will again report the amendment. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 4, line 4, after the word “conditions”, insert “land, labor, 
and equipment available for the production of cotton.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman from 
Texas ask unanimous consent to vacate the proceedings by 
which the amendment was agreed to? 

Mr. JONES. Yes, Mr. Speaker, I do, because I should like 
to have a chance to look at the amendment. 

Mr. RICH. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
may I say to the gentleman in reference to this cotton 
amendment that in view of the number of people on the 
floor almost all of those who are interested in cotton are 
here trying to do something for the cotton farmer at the 
expense of all the other farmers in the country. 

Mr. JONES. I may say to the gentleman this bill does 
not affect any moneys at all. It is simply a question of 
apportionment of these allotments. The farmers are begin- 
ning to plant at a very early date in the cotton area. I hope 
the gentleman will not insist on his position. 

Mr. RICH. I do not want to obstruct the operations of 
the farmers, but I do not like to see here measures that seem 
to be entirely for the benefit of one class of farmers. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection the pro- 
ceedings by which the last amendment was agreed to will be 
vacated. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, may I state to the House the 
purpose of the amendment adopted a moment ago? 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Speaker, may we have the 
amendment again reported? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The amendment has been 
twice read. Without objection the amendment will be again 
reported. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk again read the Cooley amendment. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes. 

Mr. TABER. This would give the farmer who is wealthy 
and had a lot of tools and equipment a big advantage over 
the fellow who was poor and had to rent his equipment, and 
all that sort of thing. 

Mr. COOLEY. I do not agree with the gentleman. 

Mr. TABER. I think that is correct. 

Mr. COOLEY. The purpose of the first amendment I 
offered, which was adopted, was to exempt the counties in 
the tobacco sections where the tobacco crop is more valua- 
ble than the cotton crop from the rule as to tilled acreage 
laid down in the farm bill and will provide for an allotment 
of acreage in those counties under a different formula which 
reads as follows: 

The average acreage planted to cotton during the 2 preceding 
calendar years plus the acreage diverted from the production of 
cotton under the agricultural adjustment or conservation programs 
during such years, making due allowance for abnormal weather 
conditions or in which the value of the cotton produced in the 
latest year for which census data are available, is less than the 


value of the tobacco produced in such year computed on the basis 
of the State average price of the commodity in such year. 


To this I want to add that the local committee can take 
into consideration the land itself, the labor, and equipment 
available for the production of cotton. 

This does not mean that the man who is best equipped 
would necessarily receive the largest allotment. In many 
instances it would mean that the small grower would receive 
an increase in allotment, and the language which is incorpo- 
rated in my amendment is included throughout the farm bill 
in practically every section, and unless the amendment is 
adopted, by applying the formula now in the bill, the com- 
mittee will be held entirely to the question of acres planted 
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and acres diverted, and this would mean that the man who 
had been planting large acreage in the past would receive 
the largest allotment. Putting in my amendment would 
mean that the small man can receive fair consideration at 
the hands of the committee, and his allotment might be 
lifted in many instances. 

It is not my purpose, of course, to increase the allotment 
to the large man at all, but I do not want the hands of the 
committee tied. 

Mr. TABER. Why would it not be increased? H a man 
has a large quantity of tools and equipment which is to be 
considered in determining the amount of acreage he is to 
get, why would not that give him a larger acreage than the 
poor fellow who did not have much equipment? 

Mr. COOLEY. Unless my amendment is adopted, the lan- 
guage will do exactly what the gentleman suggests, and that 
is the reason I have offered the amendment. The man the 
gentleman speaks of is the man who has been growing large 
acreage in the past, and unless the amendment is adopted 
the committee will be held down to that one factor in making 
allotments. By adopting this amendment the committee 
can take into consideration the labor, the number of children 
on the farm, and the facilities for growing the crops. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to hear from the chairman of the 
committee on the amendment. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, this suggestion came up in 
two or three different forms while the original bill was under 
consideration, and the committee and the conference took 
these things out. I do not know how this suggestion de- 
veloped, but we decided to take it out for the very reason 
suggested by the gentleman from New York [Mr. TABER]. 
When you include equipment and facilities you naturally 
give more to the man with added facilities and equipment. 

We discussed the question of labor, and, of course, if the 
labor referred wholly to the man’s family, the result might 
be otherwise; but labor might be construed to mean the 
man who is hiring labor and had employed labor. 

This particular thing will get not only the historic produc- 
tion, but make due allowance for normal weather conditions. 
crop-rotation practices, and types of soil. It rather seemed 
to most of us that that is sufficient to take into considera- 
tion, and I am not inclined to favor the amendment. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. 

Mr. MICHENER. As I understand it the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. CooLey] wants this based on the num- 
ber of children employed, so that there can be more children 
employed than now. 

Mr. COOLEY. Oh, I did not make that statement. I said 
the local committee could take that into consideration if 
the amendment is adopted. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. Cootey]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following amend- 
ment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Pace: Page 3, line 21, „after the word 
“than”, strike out the figures “15” and insert “25. 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Speaker, there is one rather serious ques- 
tion involved in the paragraph of the bill to which my 
amendment is offered; that is, whether or not the Congress, 
although it might be vested with the legal power, has the 
moral right to submit to the farmers of this Nation a farm 
bill and set up in that bill the method by which the different 
crop acreages will be allotted, let the farmers go to the polls 
on March 12 and vote 10 to 1 in favor of that bill, in favor 
of that system of allotment, and then come here 11 days 
later and set up for at least 33% percent of the cotton area 
an entirely new system of allotments. The farm bill that 
the farmers voted upon set up a system of allotment whereby 
the little fellow who has been planting less than 5 acres was 
allotted the full acreage he had planted and diverted, then 
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all other cotton farmers were given 5 acres each, and then 
the man with less than 15 acres was given a little additional 
to work him up toward 15 acres, recognizing that every fam- 
ily needs at least 15 acres of cotton land to make enough to 
provide the necessities of life. Then the remainder, under 
that bill, was distributed on a percentage basis. 

Now they come and say in this section No. 7, no, no; we 
will throw that out of the windcw, and in every county 
where the allotment of cotton acreage is less than 15 percent 
of the tilled acreage, we will not provide the 5 acres for 
the little fellow, we will not provide that the man who has 
less than 5 acres will get that much, we will not provide 
that the man with less than 15 acres will get a little more, 
but we will set up an entirely new system and provide that 
in all counties that have a cotton-acreage allotment of 
less than 15 percent of its tilled acreage, the basis for the 
allotment of cotton acreage shall be the average acreage 
planted to cotton during the 2 preceding calendar years 
plus the acreage diverted from cotton during such years, 
and the allotment shall be made on that basis. 

This bill was brought up suddenly and none of us have 
been given any opportunity to study and analyze the pro- 
visions and work out what its effect will be among the cot- 
ton producers and in the different sections of the country. 
But I made a hurried call to the Department of Agriculture 
and they advised me that 8 of the 24 counties in my con- 
gressional district will have a cotton-acreage allotment of 
less than 15 percent of the total tilled acreage in those 
counties, and this means that in those 8 counties the old 
inequalities of the past program will be continued and the 
cotton-acreage allotment to the farmers in those 8 counties 
will be determined solely on the basis of the number of 
acres they planted and diverted from cotton in 1936 and 
1937. Then the farmers in the remaining 16 counties of 
my district will be allotted acreage for planting cotton on 
the basis or under the system set up in the farm bill which 
we passed less than a month ago. 

We all know that the new farm bill is not perfect, and no 
one can tell now whether the allotment system contained 
in that bill is better than the basis proposed for certain 
counties under the bill now before the House. But if the 
Committee on Agriculture has concluded that the system of 
allotment in the new farm bill is unfair and improper in 
those counties which will receive a county allotment for cot- 
ton of less than 15 percent of the total tilled acreage in the 
county, then it seems to me such a system would be equally 
objectionable in the counties which have 15 percent or 16 
percent or 25 percent of their tilled acreage in cotton. For 
example, I am informed by the Department of Agriculture 
that my home county will be allotted a cotton acreage 
amounting to 15.9 percent of the total tilled acreage in the 
county and two counties immediately adjoining will be allot- 
ted less than 15 percent. Under section 7 of this bill as re- 
ported by the committee, there will be one system of allot- 
ment in my home county, as provided in the farm bill we 
passed a few weeks ago, and an entirely different system of 
allotment in the two adjoining counties as provided in sec- 
tion 7 of the bill now under consideration. 

I can see no justification in making this distinction be- 
tween adjoining counties when they have practically the same 
percentage of tilled land in cotton. If the system of allot- 
ment set up in the new farm bill is a good system, it should 
be applied to all counties; if it is a bad system, it should not 
be applied to any counties. 

It seems to me that we should give the farm bill at least 
a trial before we start to changing it, but here we are in 
less than a month considering a bill to make 10 or 15 
changes already. I suppose when this bill gets to the Senate 
that the Senate committee will want to make several more 
changes and no man knows what the system will be before 
we are through with it. 

Yet the farmers have voted for the new farm bill, have 
gone to work under it, and every county committee in the 
Nation is now working night and day figuring out and 
notifying the individual farmers what their cotton acreage 
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allotment will be. Many farmers are already planting cotton 
and here we come at this hour and propose to entirely 
change the farmer’s acreage allotment for at least one-third 
of the counties in the Cotton Belt. 

It is true that the system of allotment set up in the new 
farm bill will cause some injustices, especially to those 
farmers who have in the past been planting a large per- 
centage of their land in cotton. But those inequalities will 
be corrected by a provision we adopted a short time ago 
which adds 4 percent to the allotment for each State to be 
apportioned by the Secretary of Agriculture to those farmers 
who receive an inadequate allotment, considering the past 
production of cotton on such farms, under the provision of 
subsection (d) of section 344 of the new farm bill. No 
one wants the farmer who has been planting a large acreage 
all of his life to be suddenly cut down to just a few acres, 
for we know that he could hardly live himself and certainly 
could not take care of the numerous farm families which 
are dependent upon him. And by adding this 4 percent to 
the acreage allotment for each State, which will add 
1,000,000 acres to the national acreage allotment, the Secre- 
tary would be able to adjust the inequalities and injustices 
caused by the operation of the regular basis or system of 
allotment set up in the new farm bill. 

But this 4 percent additional acreage, as added by the 
committee proposal, can be allotted only to the farmers who 
receive their acreage allotment under the regular system 
set up in the new farm bill; that is, under subsection (d) 
of section 344 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938. 
Therefore, the farmers in the counties where the cotton- 
acreage allotment is less than 15 percent of the total tilled 
acreage will not receive any benefit or increased allotment 
from this 1,000,000 acres which is added to the national 
allotment. Why the committee proposes to make such dis- 
crimination is beyond my power of comprehension, and 
will compel me to vote against the pending bill. The amend- 
ment which I have proposed to section 7 strikes 15 percent 
and inserts 25 percent, so that if a change is made in the 
system of allotment as to eight counties in my district, 
and other districts will be affected the same way, then it 
will be changed as to all counties in my district, for cer- 
tainly I have no explanation that I could make as to why 
there should be a different allotment system in the different 
counties when all of them are cotton counties and all of 
them receive substantially the same percentage of tilled 
acreage for cotton. 

I think we should try out the system set up in the new 
farm bill and use this additional 4 percent or 1,000,000 acres 
in correcting injustices and unfair allotments. My position 
is simply that if that system is good for any it is good 
for all, if it is bad for any itis bad fcr all. You now propose 
to exempt four States entirely from the allotment system 
under the new farm bill, you propose to exempt certain 
counties where tobacco is produced and you propose to ex- 
empt all counties where the cotton allotment is less than 
15 percent of the tilled acreage. Before you get through 
you will have a rule with nothing but exceptions and ex- 
emptions. I cannot subscribe to such a plan. 

The farmers by their votes said they wanted or were 
willing to try the system of allotment set up in the new 
farm bill. I think they should be given that opportunity, 
and with this million acres added to the national allotment 
all injustices and unfair allotments can be corrected. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very much impressed with the state- 
ments made by the gentleman from Georgia in reference to 
the regulation of the farmers. I cannot help thinking back 
3, 4, or 5 years to the time we passed the Bankhead cotton 
bill in an effort to help the cotton farmers of the South. 
At that time we were exporting about 56 percent of the 
cotton raised in this country. After that act went into effect 
and the price of cotton was raised our cotton exports dropped 
to 18 or 20 percent. That is what that bill did for the 
cotton farmers of this country. 
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Regulation! Regulation! Regulation! Why, it is getting 
almost to the point that you are going to tell a man when 
he can eat, how much he can eat, and what he can eat. 
You want to tell the farmer what he can raise, where he can 
raise it, when he can raise it, and how much of it he can 
raise. 

You talk about raising the price of farm commodities. 
Gracious goodness! With the present scarcity and the high 
prices of some farm commodities it is about time we per- 
mitted the farmers to raise some things and paid them for 
raising the things instead of trying to curtail production. 

The gentleman from Georgia spoke of inequalities. In- 
equalities are apparent throughout the bill. You allow the 
farmers of Pennsylvania only 3.2 cents per bushel on pota- 
toes, yet right across the line in the State of Maryland you 
pay the farmers 5.6 cents a bushel, a difference of 2 cents a 
bushel. The farmers of Pennsylvania are just as good as the 
farmers of Maryland, as the farmers of North Carolina, as 
the farmers of Texas. Why have you discriminated against 
my farmers in Pennsylvania? 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICH. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. What program has the gentleman pre- 
sented for the relief of his farmers or the farmers in any 
other section of the country? 

Mr. RICH. I do not think this program will relieve the 
farmers. 

Mr. COOLEY. Has the gentleman any plan to offer? 

Mr. RICH. Relieve the farmers of Pennsylvania! The 
farmers of Pennsylvania pay for the things you raise in the 
South. It is becoming almost impossible for them to stand 
the burdens imposed upon them. 

I want to help the farmers of Pennsylvania. I want to 
help the workers of Pennsylvania. I want to help all the 
people of Pennsylvania and I want to help the people all 
over the United States. [Applause.] But regulating and 
Russianizing this country is not going to help very much. 
America grew up as a free country, a country in which we 
could have an abundance of all the things we wanted. Now 
you are trying to curtail everything so that there will be a 
scarcity, which is a wrong principle. 

{Here the gavel fell.) à 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I think we have had sufficient 
discussion on this amendment. I ask unanimous consent 
that all debate on this bill and all amendments thereto close 
in 12 minutes and that all speeches be limited to 3 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Texas? 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
are there other amendments to be offered? 

Mr. JONES. There are several amendments, including 
one to which there will be no objection, so that will leave 
two amendments. The one amendment will not require any 
time. 

Mr. TABER. What is the other amendment? 

Mr. JONES. That is an amendment to bring New Mexico 
and Oklahoma within this 15-percent exemption, and I un- 
derstand they all want to be in that. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair may say there are two amend- 
ments on the Clerk’s desk, one by the gentleman from Florida 
and one by the gentleman from California. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all debate on this bill and all amendments thereto close in 12 
minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
I would like to know from the chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture whether or not I may have a few minutes on an 
amendment which I desire to offer. 

Mr. JONES. The gentleman will have 3 minutes for his 
amendment, and there will be 3 minutes against. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, I want 5 minutes on my 
amendment. 
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Mr. MICHENER. How long does the gentleman expect 
to stay here? 

Mr. JONES. We will get through very quickly if we can 
get an agreement. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I make a point of order there 
is not a quorum present. 

Mr. JONES. Is the gentleman going to insist on that? 
We can finish in 12 minutes. 

Mr. TABER. I will go ahead for 10 minutes. I with- 
draw the point of order. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Pace]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer an amendment, which 
I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Coorey: Page 4, line 21, after 
“cotton”, insert “Provided, That the cotton acreage allotment 
for 1938 shall not be less for any farm than 50 percent of the sum 
of the acreage planted in cotton in 1937 and the acreage diverted 
from cotton production in 1937.” 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I understand that in some 
counties where cotton is grown, due to the fact that an 
exemption was made for the small grower who was growing 
only 5 acres of cotton, the committees have found it will 
be necessary to make rather drastic cuts insofar as the 
larger growers are concerned. In some instances a farmer 
who has been growing 120 to 125 acres of cotton, under this 
formula, will be cut down to maybe 5 acres, and in some 
counties below that figure by the application of this tilled- 
acreage formula. No farm in the county could receive more 
than 5 acres allotment under this formula in some instances. 
The amendment is very plain. It provides that no cotton 
farmer can be cut below 50 percent of his production and 
diverted acres in 1937. 

The suggestion has been made that the 4-percent increase 
in State allotments will take care of those situations where 
hardship is being visited upon the growers. If it does take 
care of the situation, then this amendment will be harmless. 
If it does not take care of it, then I submit the amendment 
should be agreed to, because I do not think this Congress 
has the right to require a cotton farmer to make a 90-percent 
cut in his acreage in production last year, as was done and 
will be done in certain sections if my amendment is not 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOXEY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. DOXEY. Can the gentleman estimate how much 
this amendment will raise the national allotment? We have 
endeavored in the committee to work it all out in a most 
satisfactory way. The gentleman is a very important Mem- 
ber of our committee and he knows what is happening and 
what we are up against. With the 4-percent increase we 
are going to have a national allotment of around 11,200,000 
bales, if they use all of that 4 percent. The gentleman’s 
amendment sounds good to most of us and we are for it. 

As far as satisfying the farmer is concerned, we want to 
do our very best for the individual farmer, but at the same 
time, we have got to stay within the national allotment pro- 
vided in the law already enacted, and if this amendment 
goes into effect, there is a big question in my mind as to 
whether we will secure enactment of any amendments at 
all to the present Farm Act; the gentleman knows the 
Senate’s position in this regard. 

We are going to have not only a ceiling of 11,500,000 bales 
of cotton but we will likely have 13,000,000 bales. The real 
purpose and the underlying reason for the act that we have 
just passed will be completely nullified, or to say the least, 
there will be no substantial reduction of production under 
normal conditions. I want the gentleman to give me some 
information and I feel other Members here would like more 
definite information as to just what your amendment will do. 
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Mr. COOLEY. I regret very much I am not in position to 
say how this amendment will affect the National or State 
allotments. 

Mr. DOXEY. But the gentleman is in position to say if 
the amendment is put into effect it will increase the national 
allotment? 

Mr. COOLEY. Not necessarily. 

Mr. DOXEY. Why not? We have adopted the increase 
on a percentage basis. 

Mr. COOLEY. If the 4-percent provision which we have 
agreed to takes care of these inequities, then this amend- 
ment will not amount to anything. 

Mr. DOXEY. Does not the gentleman know as a prac- 
tical proposition if we pass an amendment here providing 
10-percent increase instead of 4 percent it will be used? It 
is going to take a lot of extra cotton acres to level up the 
many inequalities that naturally will exist. 

Mr. COOLEY. I am inclined to agree with the gentleman, 
but we have not agreed to a 10-percent provision. 

Mr. DOXEY. We passed the 4 percent. I was for rais- 
ing it from 2 percent to 4 percent in committee, as the gen- 
tleman knows. We all did our best. 

Mr. COOLEY. My position is just this: If the 4 percent 
takes care of the situation, then this does not hurt. If it 
does not, I just do not believe we ought to permit a man 
under any law to be cut from 100 to 5 acres. I understand 
there is one case where a man has 800 acres and he can get 
but a 10-acre allotment. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the amendment of the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. COOLEY]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Speaker, I offer an amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. ELLIOTT: On page 3, line 22, after the 
word “rotation” insert “and in any county in the States of Cali- 
fornia, Arizona, New Mexico, or Oklahoma.” 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I accept that amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Green: On page 2, in line 7, strike 
out the period, insert a colon and the following: “Provided further, 
That in any State where flue-cured tobacco was planted prior to 


date of referendum as provided in Farm Act of 1938, quota re- 
strictions shall not apply on flue-cured tobacco,” 


Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, the purpose of this bill is to 
correct injustices in the recent Farm Act, which has been 
applied to cotton and to potatoes, I believe. In my district 
we have this situation. The growers there planted tobacco 
before the referendum. They planted it the last of Febru- 
ary and in the first days of March. The referendum was March 
12. I had a letter this morning from a man who said he 
planted the last day of February and the ist day of March. 
After the referendum was had and he finally got his quota, 
of course, he was reduced by more than half the acreage 
he had already planted, although the quota system did not 
exist at the time he planted. Is this fair? This man had 
put his fertilizer in the ground, planted his seedbed, and 
reset his tobacco. Now he has been given a quota for about 
one-third of the acreage he actually planted. What is he 
going to do with this excess tobacco acreage? 

Mr, COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN. Iam sorry, I cannot yield now, because the 
gentleman knows he was instrumental in putting into the 
bill these vicious tobacco provisions that penalized my State 
and have put this man to whom I refer in the shape he is in. 
The gentleman knows also that my State makes less than 
1 percent of all the flue-cured tobacco in the country while 
the gentleman’s State—North Carolina—makes 69 percent. 
This is still the case under the recent farm bill. It gives 
North Carolina a monopoly on the growth of flue-cured 
tobacco. 

I want to know if the Members believe this is fair? If 
you are going to correct for the cotton grower and for the 
potato grower, why will you not correct for the flue-cured 
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tobacco grower? This is only fair and just, and I hope you 
will protect the men in my State that had planted their 
tobacco before the referendum was held. Of course, my 
tobacco growers voted against the referendum. In my dis- 
trict the required two-third vote did not prevail. They were 
opposed to it, nevertheless they are bound by it. Where 
a man had already planted, it is not fair for the Govern- 
ment to step in and take half the crop he had planted. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN. I am sorry, I cannot yield, I have such 
limited time. 

Do you believe it is right to penalize a farmer that way? 
This man, in particular, said he had a mortgage on his 
farm. He has contracted with a sharecropper to help him 
make this very crop. He tells me he will lose his farm if 
half of this tobacco crop is taken away from him. Such 
act of the Government is in effect absolutely taking a man’s 
labor and property. It in effect is robbing this farmer and 
is wrong. 

If you are going to correct inequalities, if you are going 
to give those men just treatment, I hope you will adopt 
this amendment. You have adopted provisions in this bill 
to give larger quotas for cotton States, which were mis- 
treated in the recent Farm Act. Please give my tobacco 
growers similar favorable consideration. Some of my col- 
leagues who have supported the cotton amendments prob- 
ably will oppose my tobacco amendment. Give my growers 
the same fair and unprejudiced consideration as just given 
cotton and potato growers. 

{Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am sure the Members of 
the House will recall the fight we had when the general 
farm bill was under consideration. The gentleman from 
Florida at that time offered an amendment, the effect of 
which was to make special provision for the State of Florida. 
At that time he stated what a beautiful type of tobacco 
could be grown in the sunny State of Florida and how his 
farmers were building tobacco barns and getting ready to 
go into the business. He also said we were trying to call 
& halt to it and prevent them from going into that busi- 
ness. At that time the matter was fought out fairly in 
the House and the gentleman’s amendment was defeated. 
Now, after the law has been enacted, he comes in and in 
effect asks that an exception be made for the State of Flor- 
ida, that all quota restrictions be lifted from his State, and 
that the growers there be permitted to grow all the tobacco 
they want to grow. 

Mr. GREEN. The gentleman is wrong. Read the amend- 
ment. The gentleman is quoting it incorrectly. 

Mr. COOLEY. Ido not yield to the gentleman. 

He asks this while we are trying to control the marketing 
of surplus flue-cured tobacco in other sections of the coun- 
try. The effect of this amendment would be to permit the 
Florida farmers to embark upon a program such as the 
gentleman has described here today, despite the fact that 
these farmers, knowing this bill was here, and knowing that 
their Congressman had made an effort to have a provision 
inserted, the effect of which would be to exempt them, de- 
liberately went out and embarked upon this program. The 
effect of this amendment would be to bring about a surplus 
of the commodity we are trying to control. 

I cannot see any reason why the House should now even 
seriously consider for a moment a provision which wouid 
enable one State to grow as much tobacco as it wanted to, 
while the other States are trying to control their crop. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Florida. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, under a special order of 
the House I have permission to address the House for 20 
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minutes today. The hour is late, and I therefore waive my 
time today and ask unanimous consent that I may be per- 
mitted to address the House for 30 minutes tomorrow after 
disposition of the business on the Speaker’s table. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. Under a special order of the House here- 
tofore entered, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. KELLER] is 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I am going to speak briefiy 
about labor and wage and hour legislation. We cannot 
adjourn and escape our responsibility, and we cannot go 
home and ask the people who sent us here to send us back 
to do the things we should do while we are here. 

We have no right to permit labor to drift deeper into pov- 
erty. We have already permitted a few industrial leaders 
and owners to enrich themselves at the expense of labor. 
Mr. Barney Baruch says the administration is partly responsi- 
ble for the timidity of business leaders and their reluctance 
to release and use their money to revive business. 

I am going to name some of these business leaders whose 
timidity is supposed to be keeping them from cooperating 
with the administration in reviving industry. They are the 
same group who, through Mr. Baruch, are pleading for res- 
toration of confidence.” The mentioning of their names with 
a gentle hint of their past contributions to the industry of our 
country may suggest that they first restore the confidence 
people once had in them before telling the Government what 
todo. Asa matter of common sense and decency, why should 
we ever restore that sort of confidence under which these 
leaders of finance and directors of government pillaged the 
small investors and profited on the ruins of the business they 
had wrecked? 

Mr. Baruch knows these gentlemen had no fears from 1921 
to 1929. Their advice was freely given and loyally followed. 
They made government policy and operated with full free- 
dom. They were the masters of business and government. 
They prospered and Mr. Baruch with them. Now, this purr- 
ing critic comes rubbing up against the trouser legs of this 
administration with some of the same advice which wrecked 
and ruined our business in the period from 1921 to 1933. But 
his advisory smile looks very much as if he had already swal- 
lowed the canary. 

Mr. Baruch assures us the first thing to be done is to “re- 
store confidence,” and he tells us exactly how. He says if 
the Congress will only reduce the taxes of these exploiters 
they will again “have confidence” and all will be well. Simple, 
is it not? Such a very simple remedy for all our troubles. 

I repeat, why should we restore that sort of confidence, that 
kind of security that would again subject the country to the 
policies and practices of Richard Whitney; of Sam Insull; of 
Wiggins and Aldrich, of the Chase National Bank; of Charley 
Mitchell, supersalesman of foreign bonds and income-tax 
expert; of Charles Schwab, of blow-hole armor plate fame; 
of Tom Girdler, who, like Aesop’s fabled ass, masqueraded in 
a lion’s skin until his bray betrayed his lowly form and fea- 
tures; of Morgan, of Sloan, and their associated leaders of 
American industry and finance? Do these gentlemen not 
realize that the Government’s confidence in men depends 
upon the good faith and integrity of their business practices? 

Are we responsible for the vastly inflated capital struc- 
tures—the multiplied watered stock of our corporations— 
which are demanding prices and profits that literally pillaged 
a large part of the national income while farmers and labor- 
ers were assisting recovery by every means at their command? 

Mr. George F. Johnson, of the Endicott-Johnson Shoe Co., 
was asked last summer, What do you consider the worst fea- 
ture of our present industrial system?” “Watered stock,” 
was his answer. “What do you think of the present trend of 
legislation?” he was asked. Well,“ he said, “there is one law 
I would like to see Congress pass—that is an act forcing every 
corporation to declare in its statements exactly the amount 
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of money it pays its labor. This would enable everyone to 
judge whether workers in each company were getting a square 
deal from its executives.” 

Only through a continuous fair division of the profits aris- 
ing from industry can prosperity be made permanent. Actual 
investors must be content with a reasonable return out of the 
profits of industry. The balance must go to labor to provide 
purchasing power with which to buy the things created by 
labor. In former years investors were satisfied with “6 per- 
cent and security,” but the gambling in the industry of the 
country has often won such fabulous returns that the big- 
business men are not content with anything less than a multi- 
Plication of 6 percent. And to get such returns they exploit 
labor out of its fair reward and rob the consumer of a fair 
price. The failure to recognize this will lead us far afield in 
our attempt to revitalize the industry of our country on a 
permanent basis. No one knows better than Mr. Baruch that 
watered stock, monopoly prices, excessive profits, and low 
wages have again created new idle surpluses of money that 
are wrecking our markets, destroying the buying power of 
our people, and throwing the workers out of their jobs. 

Is this administration responsible for the automobile in- 
dustry grabbing from 25 to 38 percent profits while the 
administration spent its energies and money to stimulate 
recovery? Are we responsible for jacking up automobile 
prices on top of these fantastic and suicidal profits? And 
what excuse did they give for increasing the prices? The 
excuse was that the increase in the cost of labor compelled 
these concerns to increase the selling price of automobiles. 
The simple fact was that they had not increased wages since 
the preceding year, and the direct labor cost of an automo- 
bile was at that time only 9.1 percent of the total cost of 
manufacturing. This same class and kind of deception has 
run through the practice of big business during the past 
years. All we ask is that it be honest with us. 

Are we responsible for all the leading monopoly industries 
taking wider and wider margins of profit as their costs of 
production dropped lower and lower? 

Are we responsible because these industries refused to 
share their ever-increasing gains with American laborers and 
American farmers? 

Are we responsible for General Motors paying its two prin- 
cipal executives more than a million dollars a year? A mere 
handful of business executives have taken in pay for them- 
selves more money than the Government pays the President, 
all the members of the United States Senate, all the House 
of Representatives, and the Supreme Court, all put together. 
In the face of this record, some business leaders have the 
brass to criticize laws enacted to safeguard the public, and 
lecture this Congress for extravagance. 

Are we responsible that large sections of industry refuse 
to accept acts of Congress or decisions of the Supreme Court 
as law? 

But we will become responsible unless we face our respon- 
sibilities and meet them like men. We are seeking through 
a wage and hour bill one of the means to spread increased 
employment and finally to help do away with unemployment. 
It will be illuminating to inquire how the unemployment 
which followed other panics was remedied. Let us see: At 
the end of the Civil War there were still a billion four hun- 
dred million acres of public lands to be taken up and put 
to use. Out of that vast area 12 States were to be carved 
and admitted into the Union. When a man lost his job, he 
bundled up his family, went West, took up free land, and 
“grew up with the country.” It was through this simple 
process of redistribution of population that the unemploy- 
ment resulting from the panics of 1873, 1893, 1907, and the 
smaller intervening panics of that period were all automat- 
ically bridged over. 

But the panic of 1929 found a totally different condition. 
The free land of the West was entirely exhausted. So that 
for the first time in our history, when a man lost his job, he 
was out—with no place to go. At that moment America 
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was suddenly thrown face to face with the whole problem 
of unemployment. American statesmanship had been blind 
to the certain arrival of such a day. When the inexcusable 
panic of 1929 brought on the great depression, in whose 
backwash we are still floundering, and 14,000,000 Americans 
were thrown into enforced idleness, the Nation was totally 
unprepared for such a cataclysm. This condition of paralyz- 
ing idleness had come about so suddenly as to stun the po- 
litical leadership of that time. It demanded remedies and 
solutions which the old-line politicians showed themselves 
entirely incapable of providing. 

This condition is inexcusable and intolerable. The pres- 
ent recession is traceable to practices which business has 
refused to rectify. It stems back to the 1929 depression. 
Even at that time farmers had been reduced to poverty. 
Forty-eight percent of them had become tenants on the 
very farms their labors had created. The national income 
had fallen from eighty-three billions to thirty-seven billions. 
Unemployment increased from a million and a half in 1928 
and 1929 to 14,000,000 in 1932 and 1933, with many other mil- 
lions working only part time. Chaos in business reigned 
supreme, and stark fear gripped the Nation. 

This was the condition facing the country when a new 
administration came into power on March 4, 1933. An entire 
new approach to Government had to be made to meet and 
remedy these conditions. For the first time in our history 
we were compelled to see and recognize in our laws and pub- 
lic policy that all industry is national in its scope, and had 
to be treated as a national entity and be made responsible 
to the public. 

The Triple A met the vital necessity for a return of farm 
prosperity. The bank holiday and guaranteed bank deposits 
saved our credit. The administration took action to safe- 
guard the farmer, the laborer, industry, banking, and to 
curb certain abuses. It expended large sums for relief and 
made huge loans to railroads, insurance companies, banks, 
farmers, and home owners. We primed the pump and 
started the waters of industry to flowing again. But as soon 
as the national income began to grow, a few of our great 
monopoly industries seized the lion’s share. The result is a 
relapse, which calls for such action as will prevent a repeti- 
tion of that experience. 

The N. R. A. accomplished tremendous results by doing two 
things: First, it created a national method for raising wages 
of all industries by putting a floor under wages below which 
no one was permitted to go. Second, it established a ceiling 
for hours per workweek above which no one was permitted 
to go. That was the basis of every one of the 500 varying 
codes that made up the N. R. A. system. The N. R. A. was, 
in short, our first national wage and hour law, and what it 
accomplished temporarily in its inexperienced newness we 
must do permanently by a properly written and fairly en- 
forced wage and hour law. And why any industry should 
resist the establishment of the permanent benefits of the 
N. R. A. is beyond me to understand. A properly written, 
well-enforced wage and hour law will again establish a 
minimum-wage basis and raise the general wage level. 

It will reduce the hours of labor per week, and by that 
means furnish many new jobs. 

Under normal conditions of business the reduction in the 
number of hours will automatically increase the number of 
workers required. 

Conversely, the increase in number of hours worked, as 
occurred when the N. R. A. codes went out, automatically 
decreased the number of workers required for the same vol- 
ume of production. Productivity of labor, due to improved 
machinery and processes, is constantly increasing, and in 
consequence the amount of labor required to produce the 
same result is constantly dropping. 

The volume of production that required 100 men in 1920 
required only 56 men by 1934. This is one of the principal 
causes of our unemployment problem. We must recognize 
this fact and provide a remedy—a rational, practical, work- 
able way out of this cause of unemployment, 
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Development of machinery along many lines is approaching 
the point where production is automatic, wherein labor as 
we knew it in former years plays a small part indeed. 

During the past period the engineer was called upon by 
the leaders of big business to reduce operating costs for the 
sole purpose of skyrocketing profits. No thought or con- 
sideration was given to the human element. The engineer 
improved machinery. He improved production methods. 
He increased the profits of his employers tremendously. He 
threw great numbers of men out of their jobs. He reduced 
their ability to purchase; and purchasing power is directly 
dependent on labor income. 

We ask ourselves, What is to become of the ever-increas- 
ing proportion of men who are dispossessed by labor-saving 
machinery?” And no less, “From whence is the income to 
arise which will permit them to live? And who will buy the 
increased production of the machine?” Clearly this impasse, 
this stalemate, has to an alarming degree already arisen. 

Big business, following its own will and way, has already 
turned out on the streets more than one-fifth of the indus- 
trially competent men and women of our country. This 
proportion of unwillingly idle is steadily increasing. In- 
dustry has offered no remedy for this condition which it has 
itself created. Industry has prescribed no cure for its own 
self-devouring disease. Industry offers no plan for the re- 
employment of the men and women who are unwillingly 
idle. 

Until these leaders of big business awaken to the full im- 
port of these conditions, and seek and find some rational 
Solution for these difficulties, their scolding and criticism 
of the Congress is a display of ignorance, cheek, and gall 
worthy only of the days when they were the actual masters 
of both Government and business. They are not even wise 
enough to see that their wide-flung newspaper and radio 
campaign to discredit Government can have only the oppo- 
site effect from what they are seeking. Their hopes of re- 
turning to the happy hunting grounds of 1921 to 1929 is a 
futile dream founded on the greed of a time gone by never 
to return. 

These leaders have quite unconsciously made it perfectly 
clear that Government alone is capable of effective action; 
that Government action will involve the answer not to the 
question of What are the rights of business?” but to the 
question, “What are the rights of men?” The rights of 
business depend entirely upon the rights of men. Wherever 
the rights of men have been asserted and put to the test, 
it has been through the passage and enforcement of law. It 
has never been done otherwise. It is equally true that this 
blind thing called industry has under the guidance of its 
leaders resisted the passage of every law looking toward the 
rights of men. It is also a fact that this blind industry 
and its leaders who resisted new laws have invariably 
profited by these humanitarian measures. Laws to improve 
living conditions have always improved business and in- 
creased profits. We can, therefore, look with every assur- 
ance to renewed prosperity for business by enacting those 
labor laws which present conditions imperatively demand. 

The National City Bank is authority for the statement that 
the upswing of recovery from 1933 to 1936 was the longest 
constant period of recovery in our business history. During 
this period what did business do to raise wages to keep pace 
with production, prices, and profits? We are compelled to 
report that with rare exception it resisted the most reason- 
able demands of laborer and consumer. 

Surveys of wage earnings reveal that in many industries 
North, South, East, and West, many men and women who 
under the N. R. A. had received $14 per week, with a mini- 
mum of twelve, were being paid less than $10, many as low 
as $5 per week, soon after the N. R. A. codes were invalidated. 
These are not exceptional instances. Such earnings prevail 
over wide areas, in nearly or quite all of our States. The 
South has no right to arrogate to itself this doubtful 
distinction. 

There are three and one-half millions of men and women 
employed in the Nation’s retail business. In September of 
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last year Gen. R. E. Wood, president of Sears, Roebuck & Co., 
speaking to a large group of retail employers, said: 

If we are honest, I think we must acknowledge that retail wages, 
particularly in the lower brackets, have been too low. If we are far- 


sighted, we will correct this condition ourselves rather than be 
forced to correct It. 


No one disputed the truth and justice of that statement. 

But the simple fact is that in the years of recovery, after 
the codes were nullified, nothing was done except to abandon 
the N. R. A. wage scales and hog the profits the farmers and 
laborers had created. 

Industry showed itself incapable of establishing or main- 
taining a decent scale of wages or workweek hours. Gov- 
ernment alone ever has, or ever will, or ever can accomplish 
this result. There are a large proportion of men controlling 
industry who honestly want to do the right thing by labor. 
Many hopeful efforts after the nullification of the N. R. A. 
were made by these fair-minded, farseeing businessmen. 
They all failed ignominiously because there were enough 
cheaters and chiselers to destroy all the efforts of honest 
men. The law, the law with teeth in it, is the only answer 
we can make to the exploiters of labor and the robber of the 
consumers. 

Dr. Claudius T. Murchison, president of the Cotton Textile 
Institute, recently testified before the special Senate Com- 
mittee on Unemployment, of which Senator Byrnes is chair- 
man. Dr. Murchison was almost boastful of the fact that 
during the first half of 1937 that industry operated at full 
capacity and employed 450,000 men and women, whose 
weekly pay roll was $6,700,000. But is that a condition to be 
proud of? Let us reduce those figures to realities. These 
figures spell an average income of $14.57 per week. If 
workers were employed 40 weeks in a year—and they never 
do work that many—they would get $582.80 for a whole 
year’s work. Our Nation cannot build a healthy industrial 
life, nor a stable society on such meager incomes. That way 
lies the road to ruin. It means meager markets and an im- 
poverished people. 

The only hope for a revived and prosperous textile in- 
dustry lies in raising the wage income, not in the South 
alone, but also of several million families North, East, South, 
and West, so that they can buy the food, the clothes, and the 
household furnishings they need and are now denied. They 
are buying only the most meager supplies because they 
haven't the money to buy more. If all the people in America 
alone had the income to buy what they need, and would be 
only too glad to work for it, we could not raise enough 
cotton to supply the demand. The same idea applies to 
food products. Why do we not open our eyes to this fact? 

I have mentioned the devastating effect of the price and 
financial policies of the automobile industry in the North. 
Let us take a look at the tobacco industry in the South. 
It was our first export industry. Its products are in uni- 
versal demand and use. It should be one of our great 
stabilizing industries. What has it done for labor and the 
tobacco farmer? It has made millions for a top few and 
misery for those who produce and process the tobacco. 

I will now give you a few authentic, official facts which 
until now have not been made public. In 1911 the Supreme 
Court dissolved the Tobacco Trust. From that day the Big 
Three Co.’s, American, Liggett & Meyers, and the Reynolds 
Co. have had about 85 percent of the business. During 
the 23 years, 1912 to 1934, both inclusive, these three com- 
panies made net profits of $1,245,000,000. Fantastic but 
true. The Reynolds Co. alone made in that period $444,- 
000,000, with an original investment of less than $16,000,000. 
Until recently the President of the American Tobacco Co. 
was paid more than $1,000,000 annually. In 1934 the average 
annual income of the 400,000 tobacco farmers was only 
$411.12. This one tobacco executive received more compen- 
sation than the average annual income of 2,500 tobacco 
farmers. 

Do you gentleman think we can build a stable industry 
on these profits and wages and farm price policies? I think 
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you will agree with me that these policies are leading straight 
to economic suicide. 

That you do not need as good houses, as good clothing, 
and as good furniture in the South as you do in the North 
is nonsense. When you say men can live cheaper in the 
South than they can in the North, you ought to add “pro- 
vided they are willing to exist on a lower standard of liv- 
ing.” Because even in the tropics all who can afford them 
have just as good houses, as good clothing, as good living 
conditions as the people of the same economic status in our 
own country. 

I lived for 12 years in Old Mexico, out among the people 
of that country. I saw men worked 14 hours a day on the 
haciendas for 37% cents a day, for an average of only 30 
days a year. Their net annual income was about $11.25 
in Mexican money. You say they received what they were 
worth because they were ignorant and lazy and shiftless? 
Then you speak too soon. You speak without knowledge. 
You speak without experience. You speak without knowing 
what is in the hearts of men, in the hearts of all men every- 
where. 

I myself saw those same men have their hours cut to 10 
and their pay doubled and given steady work. I saw those 
men who had never before heard the whistle blow, con- 
verted in a few weeks into first-class air-drill crews and 
receive as much as 10 times what they had earned before. 
And what was the result? Were they lazy, shiftless, and 
worthless? Did they turn Godless? Far from it. They 
clothed their women and children and themselves far better. 
For the first time in their lives they rode horseback to 
church on Sunday morning and paid the priest as they never 
could before. They held up their heads; they faced the sun- 
rise. They worked into a consciousness that they were 
serving their fellowmen and gloried in it, thanking their 
saints for the opportunity, just as all men always do every- 
where all over the world. No man wants to be wasted in 
idleness. What all men ask is opportunity to work and cre- 
ate—the opportunity to create wealth and to live happily as 
a result of their labor as they have a perfect right to do. 

Idleness is the most expensive thing in the world. Well- 
paid labor is the cheapest. Liberate man’s mind; free his 
hands; take away the harsh limitations of poverty and men 
instinctively arise and serve. 

On the imperative necessity for this wage and hour leg- 
islation, labor is not divided. As one man, it demands such 
legislation. The public has demanded it. Humanity de- 
mands it. Decency demands it. 

If large groups of our citizens such as laborers and farm- 
ers scattered over a continent and working under differing 
conditions do not agree on the precise provisions of such a 
law, then it is your responsibility, my colleagues, and mine, 
to both write and enact the most sensible law we can agree 
upon so it accomplishes the general purpose. That is our 
job. That is what we are expected to do. We have no busi- 
ness to consider adjournment until we discharge that re- 
sponsibility. And no excuse will be accepted by the people 
from any Member of this House who fails to do Eis bit to 
pass it. 

The farmer and the laborer are irretrievably joined to- 
gether economically. Labor income and farm income rise 
and fall together. When factory pay rolls in 1929 were 
11 billions, farm income rose to equal it. When factory 
pay rolls dropped in 1932 to five billions, farm income 
dropped to approximately the same figure. 

When you add $100 to a $3,000 income only about $3 of this 
increase is spent for food. But when you add $100 to a wage 
income below $1,000, approximately $40 is spent for food, 
and the remainder for other family necessities. It is for this 
special reason that we should make every effort to add to 
the lower-bracket incomes. 

Labor income is the foundation of farm and factory mar- 
kets, the foundation of national prosperity and permanency 
of institutions. 

The question arises whether we can put every man to work. 
Fortunately, Sweden has answered that question for us. 
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We can put every man to work, if we will, creating wealth, 
enjoying it, growing in intelligence and thus make prosper- 
ity progressively permanent. Sweden has imposed a con- 
trol over credits, which has equalized and stabilized her ex- 
ports and imports. She has put a minimum floor under 
wage income and a ceiling over hours of labor, and re- 
strained monopoly price control; between these instrumen- 
talities of regulation, she has left to individual initiative 
ample opportunity for competition and that opportunity is 
limited only by managerial efficiency. Sweden has estab- 
lished a balance between its productive capacity and the buy- 
ing capacity of its people who consume its products. Sweden 
has accomplished this not by limiting but by expanding the 
democratic processes in both the political and economic fields. 

I point out these facts in relation to this achievement of 
Sweden because there is a widespread notion that a despo- 
tism can achieve results which a democracy cannot. This 
idea is without foundation infact. The outstanding achieve- 
ments of nations have always been the result of democratic 
processes, however their immediate accomplishment has been 
brought about. 

In this wage and hour bill we are seeking only one of 
the things which brought about this splendid result in Swe- 
den. Ultimately we are going to ask for and get all the 
other things Sweden did and whatever additional things we 
may need to meet our own peculiar national condition. 

In the achievement of these things the psychology of fear is 
unworthy of American men and women. Our whole history 
is a guaranty that we have no excuse for a single doubt about 
our ability to meet and solve our present difficulties. We can, 
we must, and we will. 

The cry of dictatorship is nonsense, only calculated to 
muddy the water. The real dictators are those corporations 
who are dictating starvation wages and degrading living con- 
ditions to men and women who are doing the Nation’s work, 
who feed and cloth us, fight our battles, and pay our bills. I 
will give you a perfect example of such dictation. I quote 
from a letter of February 9, 1938, in which Mr. E. T. Lay, 
Executive Secretary of the Associated Industries of Florida 
reports the activities of himself and Mr. McCorkhill, his 
vice president, at the “little-business conference” recently 
held here in Washington. Mr. Lay wrote: 

We practically dictated and secured the adoption of the entire 
report opposing wage and hour legislation, and for the investi- 
gation and amendment of the Wagner Labor Relations Act. 

Note the fact that this association is affiliated with the 
National Association of Manufacturers. This is how big 
business works little business. This is how the little business 
mountain labored and brought forth a mouse. 

At the present time, if a man says frankly that men are 
more than dollars, at once the dollar defenders shout “red” 
at him, and demand that he take an oath of allegiance to 
the dollar mark instanter, or get off their earth. 

There are a few also who really think a man is a traitor 
to the men who labor unless he advocates direct action to 
distribute the wealth now in existence. One is about as sane 
as the other and not more so. The fact is that there is no 
Possible excuse for either extreme in this matter. 

The New Deal has accomplished much. But it has also 
left much undone that might have been done. It has not 
yet accepted the fact that when industry fails, Government 
is duty-bound to provide a job for every man and woman 
who wants to work. That is the crux of the whole situation. 
Relief was and still is necessary. It should be freely given 
where needed. But jobs—yes universal employment—must 
be provided. Work, not work relief, is the necessity—work 
in the making of permanent improvements, with “a man’s 
pay for a man’s work”—properly financed work to provide 
efficiency in making those permanent improvements. There 
is no sense in putting men out to work and for lack of equip- 
ment denying them the opportunity to do their jobs effi- 
ciently. 

There is enough work now in sight to keep every man 
busy for 50 years to come. We can finance it and pay as we 
go after the first 2 years unless we follow our old rule of 
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parismony in keeping poverty always with us. The New 
Deal hesitates. We must awake. We must carry the New 
Deal forward to completion. 

THE OLD DEAL IS DEAD BEYOND RESURRECTION 

Clearly the old stand-patters did not know what it was 
all about, or they would have prevented, during their 12 
years’ control, the terrible conditions we are passing 
through. Quite as clearly, they do not now know what it is all 
about, because since the cataclysm of 1929 not a single rem- 
edy which they are willing to sponsor has come from that 
old camp. Carping criticism is their only stock in trade. A 
few shout hesitantly “Let’s go back to the good old days.” 

We cannot go back, for there is nothing to go back to 
except panic and poverty, unemployment, and rags. We 
are going forward whether we want to or not. It is purely 
a question of how fast we are going to move, and how little 
we are going to stumble on the way. Men are marching to- 
ward the sunrise; if we be still, we can feel the earth tremble 
under their tread; if we listen, we can hear the trumpets 
call; if we look, we can see the banners flying; if we open 
our hearts to the music of the moving mass, we shall be con- 
scious that we, too, are soldiers in that march, shouting, 
singing, keeping step with the throbbing drumbeats of hu- 
manity. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. DIMOND. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp by including therein a 
statement I made before a subcommittee of the House Com- 
mittee on Appropriations with respect to Alaska, and include 
therein a short bill and the report upon the bill. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, it 
seems to me that is a rather voluminous document the gen- 
tleman wants to insert in the Recorp. How large a docu- 
ment is it? 

Mr. DIMOND. Ido not know how many pages there are. 

Mr. TABER. Twenty-five or thirty? 

Mr. DIMOND. Yes. 

Mr. TABER. I think I shall have to object, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 

Under a previous order of the House, the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. SmrrH] is recognized for 45 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, due to the late- 
ness of the hour, I withdraw my request for time and shall 
seek some time later, 

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Myr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp with regard to 
the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Arizona? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks on the bill (H. R. 9415) to amend the act 
entitled “An act to establish a Civilian Conservation Corps, 
and for other purposes,” approved June 28, 1937, which 


passed the House today. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks in the Record and in- 
clude therein the remarks of my colleague the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. BERNARD], made over the Columbia 
network on March 22 on the subject of Labor and Pro- 
gressives. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order of the House the 
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. PHILLIPS] is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I realize that the hour is 
late, and that there are not many Members on the floor. 
On the other hand, the import of what I am about to speak 
is so great that were it midnight I would feel constrained 
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to make my remarks in the time allotted to me. I call the 

attention of you, Mr. Speaker, and through you, Mr. Speaker, 

of Members of the House to an article which appeared in 

the New York Times on the 22d of this month headed: 
Berlin Complains of Brazil’s German Curb. 


I might state that this article tells us that those directing 
the policies of Germany have seen fit, in violation of the 
Monroe Doctrine, to invade this hemisphere with their pol- 
icies, and have presumed in defiance of the United States of 
America and its Monroe Doctrine to tell the Government of 
Brazil in this hemisphere what Brazil shalt do on a certain 
internal political matter. Then may I call the attention of 
you, Mr. Speaker, and through you of the Members of the 
House to this headline in the Washington Evening Star of 
Tuesday, March 22, 1938: 

Brazil rejects Nazi note on ban. 


This article tells of Brazil’s refusing dictation from Mr. 
Hitler. 

And there, again, we find that the foreign office of a coun- 
try under our Monroe Doctrine protectorate in this hemi- 
sphere has rejected demands of the German Government 
concerning internal policies of government. Then may I 
call the attention of you, Mr. Speaker, and of the Members 
of this body to the Washington Post of March 23: 

Brazil and Reich move in secret. 


This news story informs us of a conference held between 
Brazil and a representative of Mr. Hitler on the latter’s dic- 
tation of internal policies of Brazil. 

Then may I call your attention to an article in the Wash- 
ington Evening Star of today, wherein it is stated on the 
authority of the Philadelphia Inquirer that the head of the 
German Government, Mr. Hitler, has been endeavoring to 
subsidize political propaganda activities through the press in 
these United States. 

Mr. Speaker, I call the attention of Members of the House 
to an editorial appearing in the Washington Evening Star, 
this date, March 23. This editorial is entitled “The Swas- 
tika’s Shadow.” This editorial, further, points out that Ger- 
many is endeavoring to invade Brazil diplomatically through 
influencing its internal policies. 

Also, Mr. Speaker, I call your attention, and through you, 
the attention of the Members of the House to this headline 
in the Washington Daily News of this date, Wednesday, 
March 23, “Germans don’t intend to lose.” There is a 
photograph underneath this caption showing armed men 
and tanks under the command of Adolph Hitler. The ar- 
ticle following gives the story of the vast war machine which 
Germany is making ready for the next war which they do 
not intend to lose. This newspaper story tells of the com- 
plete war-industrial machine which Germany is building 
and gives us the information that “women will be subject 
to conscription” and that “every wheat bin, dairy, brewery, 
electrician’s shop, and even farm animals, will be part of 
the army,” and so forth. 

Inasmuch as Germany is now concerning itself with inter- 
nal affairs in a government in this hemisphere, this war 
machine is being directed against us. I state this because it 
is quite evident that should Germany secure a footing any- 
where in North America, Central America, or South America, 
this base of operations would presently be used against the 
United States of America and we would all be either saying 
“Heil Hitler” or else be destroyed as ruthlessly as this 
dictator is crushing innocent children, suffering women, and 
men whose only sin is that they do not lend themselves to 
being part of this grim, cruel war machine which now is 
beginning to be directed against us. 

Mr. Speaker, I am reminded of that old story of the 
camel that wished to put its nose into its master’s tent, and 
presently the camel was within the tent and the master was 
kicked out. That is the way the German Government is 
operating. Let Hitler gain a foothold in Brazil and the 
grim end of the story is easy for us to foretell. It means 
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war against America. It means a war of defense for 
us. It means a war in defense of our very homes and 
thresholds. 

This speech, Mr. Speaker, is not being made for consump- 
tion in Connecticut or to influence votes there or anywhere 
else in America. These few remarks which it is my humble 
privilege to make on this very grave occasion are made to 
be heard in Berlin, where I hope the loud echo may be 
sounded that these United States and all the people in it 
will not stand for Hitler or any other foreign government 
taking any political action in the internal affairs of any 
government in this hemisphere. This is only pertinently, 
I hope, restating our Monroe Doctrine, the bulwark for 
years against foreign attack against any American nation. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
And what will the gentleman do about it? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. And if such action has been taken as the 
press points out, or should action be taken in the future, it 
is the concern of every citizen of the United States, because 
little by little, if such action is allowed, presently the enemy 
will be on our own very shores. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentieman from Con- 
necticut has expired. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to proceed for 3 more minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, in reply to what the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. FLETCHER] has asked me, What 
shall we do about it,“ I trust that every Member of this 
House will get in touch with our President and also with 
Mr. Hull, our Secretary of State, immediately, and ask them 
to sound out in no uncertain voice the words that America 
will not stand for Hitler and his machinations on this con- 
tinent. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Yes. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Have I not been telling this House for 
4 long years what is going on here? Are we just waking 
up? Is not this country flooded with propaganda? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I am just a freshman here, I will say to 
the gentleman. I have not had first-hand knowledge of 
events here in the past. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as 
follows: 

To Mr. Gray of Pennsylvania, for the remainder of the 
week, on account of illness in family. 

To Mr. RUTHERFORD, for the rest of the week, on account 
of business. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that that committee had examined and found truly 
enrolled a joint resolution of the House of the following title, 
which was thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H. J. Res. 468. Joint resolution to dedicate the month of 
April in each year to a voluntary national program for the 
control of cancer. 

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bills 
of the Senate of the following titles: 

S. 1570. An act consenting to an interstate compact be- 
tween the States of Minnesota, South Dakota, and North Da- 
kota relating to the utilization of, the control of the floods 
of, and the prevention of the pollution of the waters of the 
Red River of the North and streams tributary thereto; 

S. 1986. An act to amend section 42 of title 7 of the Canal 
Zone Code and section 41 of the act entitled “An act to pro- 
vide a civil government for Porto Rico, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved March 2, 1917, as amended (U. S. C., 1934 
ed., title 48, sec. 893) ; and 

S. 3554. An act authorizing the appointment of an addi- 
tional judge of the District Court for the Northern District 
of Alabama. 
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JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that that committee did on this day present to the 
President, for his approval, a joint resolution of the House 
of the following title: 

H. J. Res. 468. Joint resolution to dedicate the month of 
April in each year to a voluntary national program for the 
control of cancer. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock 
and 49 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, March 24, 1938, at 12 o’clock noon. 


COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY 

The Committee on Banking and Currency will continue 
hearings on Thursday morning, March 24, 1938, at 10:30 on 
the Patman bill, H. R. 7230. 

COMMITTEE ON PATENTS 

On Thursday, March 24, and Friday, March 25, 1938, at 
10 o’clock each morning, the Committee on Patents will con- 
tinue hearings that began Monday, March 21, on the fol- 
lowing measures: H. R. 9259, to provide for compulsory 
licensing of patents; H. R. 9815, to provide for the granting 
of licenses under patents brought within a single control by 
competitors to dominate an industry; H. R. 1666, to provide 
counsel for the defense and prosecution of rights of indigent 
patentees. 

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m. Thursday, March 24, 
1938. Business to be considered: Continuation of hearing 
on H. R. 9738, civil aeronautics, 

There will be a meeting of Mr. MAtoney’s subcom- 
mittee of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce at 10 a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be 
considered: Continuation of hearing on S. 1261—through 
routes. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. BULWINKLE’S subcommittee 
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 
10 a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Hearings on H. R. 9073—to extend services of the Cape Fear 
River. 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m. Tuesday, April 12, 1938. 
Business to be considered: Hearing on H. R. 9047—control 
of venereal diseases and other kindred bills. 

COMMITTEE ON THE POST OFFICE AND POST ROADS 

There will be a hearing before subcommittee No. 1 of 
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads at 10 
a. m. Wednesday, April 6, 1938, on bills in behalf of custodial 
employees in the Postal Service. Room 213, House Office 
Building. 

COMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization in room 445, House Office Building, at 
10:30 a. m. on Wednesday, March 30, 1938, for the public 
consideration of H. R. 8631—for the relief of Vincenzo Fer- 
rero, and for the further consideration of unfinished business 
of the committee. 

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Education on 
Friday, March 25, 1938, at 10 a. m. Report of President's 
Advisory Committee on Education. 

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 

The Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee will hold 
hearings at 10 a. m. in room 219, House Office Building, on 
the following bills on the dates indicated: 
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Thursday, March 24, 1938: 

H. R. 6745. To require a uniform manning scale for mer- 
chant vessels and an 8-hour day for all seamen. 

H.R. 8774. To amend the Seamen Act of March 4, 1915, 
as amended and extended, with respect to its application to 
tug towing vessel firemen, linemen, and oilers. 

H. R. 9588. To provide for an 8-hour day on tugs on the 
Great Lakes. 

Tuesday, March 29, 1938: 

H. R. 9765S. 3595. To authorize the purchase and distri- 
bution of products of the fishing industry. 

Wednesday, March 30, 1938: 

H. R. 8840. To amend section 6 of the act approved May 
27, 1936 (49 Stat. L. 1380). 

S. 1273. To adopt regulations for preventing collisions at sea. 

Tuesday, April 5, 1938: 

S. 2580. To amend existing laws so as to promote safety 
at sea by requiring the proper design, construction, mainte- 
nance, inspection, and operation of ships; to give effect to 
the Convention for Promoting Safety of Life at Sea, 1929; 
and for other purposes. 

Tuesday, April 12, 1938: 

H.R.6797. To provide for the establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more fish-cultural stations in 
each of the States of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. 

H. R. 8956. To provide for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary investi- 
gations, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking opera- 
tions for these purposes. 

S. 2307. To provide for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary investi- 
gations, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking opera- 
tions for these purposes. 

Thursday, April 14, 1938: 

H. R. 8533. To amend section 4370 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 46 sec. 316). 

Tuesday, April 19, 1938: 

H. R. 5629. To exempt motorboats less than 21 feet in 
length not carrying passengers for hire from the act of 
June 9, 1910, regulating the equipment of motorboats. 

H. R. 7089. To require examinations for issuance of motor- 
boat operators’ license. 

H. R. 8839. To amend laws for preventing collisions of 
vessels, to regulate equipment of motorboats on the navigable 
waters of the United States, to regulate inspection and man- 
ning of certain motorboats which are not used exclusively 
for pleasure and those which are not engaged exclusively in 
the fisheries on inland waters of the United States, and for 
other purposes. 

COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS 

Full open committee, Naval Affairs, meets at 10:30 a. m. 
Monday, April 4, 1938; continuation of consideration on 
H. R. 9315—to regulate the distribution, promotion, and re- 
tirement of officers on the line of the Navy, and for other 
purposes. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communications 
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

1174. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated March 4, 1938, submitting a report, together with 
accompanying papers and illustration, on a survey of, and 
review of reports on, Great Kills, Staten Island, N. Y., 
authorized by the River and Harbor Act approved August 26, 
1937, and requested by resolution of the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors, House of Representatives, adopted June 
24, 1937 (H. Doc. No. 559); to the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors and ordered to be printed, with an illustration. 


3988 


1175. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropria- 
tion for the Social Security Board for the fiscal year 1938, 
amounting to $7,000,000 (H. Doc. No. 560); to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

1176. A letter from the Secretary of the Interior, transmit- 
ting one copy of legislation passed by the Municipal Council of 
St. Thomas and St. John and approved by the Governor of 
the Virgin Islands; to the Committee on Insular Affairs. 

1177. A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, 
transmitting the draft of a bill for the relief of certain officers 
and enlisted men of the United States Coast Guard; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

1178. A letter from the Archivist of the United States, 
transmitting a list of papers among the archives and records 
of the Department of Agriculture which the Department has 
recommended should be destroyed or otherwise disposed of; 
to the Committee on the Disposition of Executive Papers. 

1179. A letter from the Archivist of the United States, 
transmitting a list of papers among the archives and records 
of the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation which the Corpora- 
tion has recommended should be destroyed or otherwise dis- 
posed of; to the Committee on the Disposition of Executive 
Papers, 

1180. A letter from the Archivist of the United States, 
transmitting a list of papers among the archives and records 
of the Panama Canal which the agency has recommended 
should be destroyed or otherwise disposed of; to the Com- 
mittee on the Disposition of Executive Papers. 

1181. A letter from the Archivist of the United States, 
transmitting a list of papers among the archives and records 
of the Civil Service Commission which the Commission has 
recommended should be destroyed or otherwise disposed of; 
to the Committee on the Disposition of Executive Papers. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania: Committee on Appropria- 
tions. H. R. 9995. A bill making appropriations for the 
Military Establishment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1939, and for other purposes; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1990). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

Mr. ROGERS of Oklahoma: Committee on Indian Af- 
fairs. H. R. 7776. A bill to set aside certain lands in 
Oklahoma for the Cheyenne and Arapaho Indians; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1991). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE 
Under clause 2 of rule XXII, the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions was discharged from the consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 3314) granting a pension to Idora B. Stucker, and 
the same was referred to the Committee on Pensions. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. LANHAM: A bill (H. R. 9996) to authorize the 
registration of certain collective trade-marks; to the Com- 
mittee on Patents. 

By Mr. SCOTT: A bill (H. R. 9997) to regulate the dis- 
tribution, promotion, and retirement of officers of the line 
of the Navy, and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. CURLEY: A bill (H. R. 9998) to fix and regulate 
the salaries of coal passers, firemen, firemen-custodians, as- 
sistant engineer-custodians, and engineer-custodians who are 
engaged in the operation, maintenance, and repair of steam 
boilers and mechanical equipment and the supervision of 
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custodial work in the public schools of the District of Colum- 
bia, and for other purposes; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr. DOUGHTON (by request): A bill (H. R. 9999) to 
provide for the registration of small arms, the taxation of 
the transfers thereof, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ELLIOTT: A bill (H. R. 10000) to authorize a pre- 
liminary examination and survey of Santa Ynez River and 
its tributaries in the State of California, for flood control, 
for run-off and water-flow retardation, and for soil-erosion 
prevention; to the Committee on Flood Control. 

By Mr. KEE: A bill (H. R. 10001) to provide for the con- 
struction of an addition to the Federal building at Bluefield, 
W. Va.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. FITZPATRICK: A bill (H. R. 10002) to provide 
for a preliminary examination and survey for harbor im- 
provements in the Hudson River at Yonkers, N. Y.; to the 
Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. VOORHIS: A bill (H. R. 10003) to require the 
registration of civilian military organizations; to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. PALMISANO (by request): A bill (H. R. 10004) to 
amend an act entitled “An act to incorporate the Mount 
Olivet Cemetery Co., in the District of Columbia’; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. WOODRUM: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 627) 
providing an additional appropriation for the Civilian Con- 
servation Corps for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939; to 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. CURLEY: Concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 
44) to declare June 14 of each year as National Flag Day; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. DORSEY: A bill (H. R. 10005) for the relief of 
Clarence D. Holland, United States Navy, retired; to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH: A bill (H. R. 10006) granting 
a pension to Olive K. Sturgis; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. HEALEY: A bill (H. R. 10007) for the relief of 
Walter M. McCusker; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. O'TOOLE: A bill (H. R. 10008) for the relief of 
Samuel Finder; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. PLUMLEY: A bill (H. R. 10009) for the relief of 
Mrs. Harris A. Roberts; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. RAMSAY: A bill (H. R. 10010) for the relief of 
Nikola Brkljacic; to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

By Mr. SCHULTE: A bill (H. R. 10011) to provide for the 
issuance of a license to practice osteopathy in the District of 
Columbia to Dr. Charles Joseph Briggs; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 10012) to 
confer jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims to hear, deter- 
mine, and render judgment upon the claim of the Borg- 
Warner Corporation; to the Committee on Claims. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were 
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

4593. By Mr. BARRY: Petition of the Flushing Lion’s 
Club, urging Congress to pass House bill 5474, which would 
tend to lower the postal rate in the postal districts of the 
Borough of Queens; to the Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads. 

4594. By Mr. CURLEY: Petition of the New York County 
Lawyers Association, opposing House bill 8891, relating to 
publication in places where branch banks are operated of 
statements of resources and liabilities of banks, the deposits 
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of which are insured under the provisions of section 12B of 
the Federal Reserve bank, as amended; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

4595. Also, petition of the Traffic Club of Newark, N. J., 
urging that the Merchant Marine Act of 1936 be amended 
to provide for the incorporation of all unions and other 
associations of ship officers and men; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

4596. By Mr. HART: Petition of the Board of Commis- 
sioners of the city of Newark, N. J., asking that the pay of 
a worker on a Works Progress Administration project be at 
least the amount the worker would receive from the relief 
provided by the municipality, which sum has been deter- 
mined to be necessary for the maintenance of the said 
worker and his family; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

4597. By Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON: Memorial of Bob 
Reeves, Jr., of Midlothian, Tex., favoring House bill 1669; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

4598. By Mr. KENNEDY of New York: Petition of the 
New York County Lawyers Association, of New York City, 
urging enactment of House bill 8765, to keep America out of 
war by establishing and enforcing a policy of actual neu- 
trality; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

4599. Also, petition of the New York State Shorthand 
Reporters’ Association, New York City, concerning the Hobbs 
bill (H. R. 9789) ; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

4600. By Mr. KEOGH: Petition of the Hayward-Schuster 
Co., New York City, concerning the Federal reorganization 
bill; to the Committee on Government Organization. 

4601. Also, petition of Page Displays, Inc., New York City, 
concerning House bill 9259, compulsory licensing of patents; 
to the Committee on Patents. 

4602. Also, petition of Durkee Famous Food, Elmhurst, 
Long Island, N. Y., concerning House bill 9259, compulsory 
licensing of patents; to the Commissioner on Patents. 

4603. By Mr. KNIFFIN: Petition of J. A. Lantzenheiser, 
of Edon, Ohio, director of the Cold Water Dairy Co., Cold- 
water, Mich., urging consideration of House bill 2730 now 
pending before the Ways and Means Committee; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

4604. By Mr. O’NEILL of New Jersey: Petition of the 
senate, State of New Jersey, petitioning Congress to take the 
necessary steps to accept the inland waterway of the State 
of New Jersey for the purpose of maintenance, further con- 
struction, development, and improvement; to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

4605. Also, petition of the National Furniture Warehouse- 
men’s Association and Allied Van Lines, Inc., favoring the 
abandonment of the full reserve system under the Social 
Security Act and the substitution of a contingent reserve on 
a pay-as-you-go basis, and further petitioning that pay-roll 
taxes under the Social Security Act remain at the present 
level; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4606. By Mr. PFEIFER: Petition of the Hayward-Schuster 
Co., Inc., New York City, concerning the Government reor- 
ganization bill; to the Committee on Government Organiza- 
tion. 

4607. Also, petition of the Labor’s Non-Partisan League, 
Washington, D. C., endorsing the Federal Workers’ Appeals 
Act and the Federal Work Week Act; to the Committee on 
the Civil Service. 

4608. Also, petition of Durkee Famous Foods, Elmhurst, 
Long Island, New York City, concerning the Federal licensing 
bill (H. R. 9259); to the Committee on Patents. 

4609. Also, petition of Page Displays, Inc., New York City, 
concerning the Federal licensing bill (H. R. 9259); to the 
Committee on Patents. 

4610. By Mr. QUINN: Petition of the Steel Workers Or- 
ganization Committee of Glassport, Pa., protesting against 
the war-profits bill; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

4611. By Mr. TOWEY: Petition of citizens and voters in 
the State of New Jersey, petitioning Congress to enact 
legislation to return the sovereign power to Congress to 
coin money, and to regulate the value thereof; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 
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4612. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Labor’s Non-Partisan 
League, requesting the Congress of the United States to enact 
into law House Joint Resolution 527; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 


SENATE 
THURSDAY, MARCH 24, 1938 
(Legislative day of Wednesday, January 5, 1938) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration 
of the recess. 
THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent, 
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar 
day Wednesday, March 23, 1938, was dispensed with, and 
the Journal was approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. 
Chaffee, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed the following bills, in which it requested the con- 
currence of the Senate: 

H. R. 9415. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to 
establish a Civilian Conservation Corps, and for other pur- 
poses”, approved June 28, 1937; and 

H. R. 9915. An act to amend the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, and for other purposes. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The message also announced that the Speaker had affixed 
his signature to the following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the Vice President: 

S. 1570. An act consenting to an interstate compact be- 
tween the States of Minnesota, South Dakota, and North 
Dakota relating to the utilization of, the control of the 
floods of, and the prevention of the pollution of the 
waters of the Red River of the North and streams tribu- 
tary thereto; 

S. 1986. An act to amend section 42 of title 7 of the Canal 
Zone Code and section 41 of the act entitled “An act to pro- 
vide a civil government for Porto Rico, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved March 2, 1917, as amended (U. S. C., 1934 
ed., title 48, sec. 893); 

S. 3554. An act authorizing the appointment of an addi- 
tional judge of the District Court for the Northern District 
of Alabama; and 

H. R. 8947. An act making appropriations for the Treasury 
and Post Office Departments for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1939, and for other purposes. 


CALL OF THE ROLL 


Mr. BARKLEY. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Adams Clark Hitchcock O'Mahoney 
Andrews Connally Holt Overton 
Ashurst Copeland Hughes Pittman 
Austin Davis Johnson, Calif Pope 

Bailey Dieterich Johnson, Colo Radcliffe 
Bankhead Donahey King Reames 
Barkley Duffy La Follette Reynolds 
Berry Ellender Lee Schwartz 
Bilbo Frazier Lodge Schwellenbach 
Bone George Logan Sheppard 
Borah Gerry Lonergan pstead 
Bridges Gibson Lundeen Smathers 
Brown, Mich. Gillette McAdoo Smith 
Brown, N. H Glass McGill Thomas, Okla 
Bulkley Green McKellar Thomas, Utah 
Bulow Guffey McNary Townsend 
Burke Hale Maloney Tydings 
Byrd Harrison Miller Vandenberg 
Byrnes Hatch Milton ‘agner 
Capper Hayden Minton Walsh 
Caraway Neely Wheeler 
Chavez Hill Norris 


Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. Lewis], the Senator from Montana [Mr. Murray], the 
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Senator from Florida [Mr. Perper], the Senator from Mis- 
souri [Mr. Truman], and the Senator from Indiana [Mr. VAN 
Nuys] are detained from the Senate on important public 
business. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] and the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. RusskLL] are detained in their respective 
States on official business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-seven Senators have an- 
swered to their names. A quorum is present. 

PROCEEDINGS OF CONVENTION OF AMERICAN INSTRUCTORS OF THE 
DEAF 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter from 
the president of the Columbia Institution for the Deaf, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, the proceedings of the thirtieth 
meeting of the Convention of American Instructors of the 
Deaf, which, with the accompanying documents, was referred 
to the Committee on Printing. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

Mr. LOGAN, from the Committee on Claims, to which were 
referred the following bills, reported them each with an 
amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

S. 2009. A bill to authorize the payment of certain obliga- 
tions contracted by the Perry’s Victory Memorial Commission 
(Rept. No. 1538); and 

S. 3188. A bill for the relief of the Ouachita National Bank 
of Monroe, La.; the Milner-Fuller, Inc., Monroe, La.; estate 
of John C. Bass, of Lake Providence, La.; Richard Bell, of 
Lake Providence, La.; and Mrs. Cluren Surles, of Lake Provi- 
dence, La. (Rept. No. 1539). 

Mr. COPELAND, from the Committee on Commerce, to 
which was referred the bill (H. R. 8982) to amend Public 
Law No. 282, Seventy-fifth Congress, relative to the fisheries 
of Alaska, reported it without amendment and submitted 
a report (No. 1540) thereon. 

Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 3166) to amend section 2139 
of the Revised Statutes, as amended, reported it without 
amendment and submitted a report (No. 1541) thereon. 

Mr. WHEELER, from the Committee on Interstate Com- 
merce, to which was referred the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 
594) directing the Federal Trade Commission to investigate 
the policies employed by manufacturers in distributing motor 
vehicles, accessories, and parts, and the policies of dealers in 
selling motor vehicles at retail, as these policies affect the 
public interest, reported it without amendment and sub- 
mitted a report (No. 1542) thereon. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY, from the Committee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation, to whicn was referred the bill (H. R. 3786) 
providing for the allocation of net revenues of the Shoshone 
power plant of the Shoshone reclamation project in Wyo- 
ming, reported it without amendment and submitted a report 
(No. 1543) thereon. 


BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani- 
mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. LUNDEEN: 

A bill (S. 3726) for the relief of postal substitutes; to the 
Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

By Mr. REYNOLDS: 

A bill (S. 3727) making the 11th day of November in each 
year a legal holiday; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GUFFEY: 

A bill (S. 3728) to amend section 3336 of the Revised 
Statutes, as amended, pertaining to brewers’ bonds, and for 
other purposes; and 

A bill (S. 3729) to amend section 327 of the Liquor Tax 
Administration Act, approved June 26, 1936, relating to cer- 
tain tax refunds to brewers, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. KING: 

A bill (S. 3730) to provide for insurance rates against loss 
by fire and lightning, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 
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By Mr. SHEPPARD: 

A bill (S. 3731) for the reinstatement of Harold A. 
Hughes in the Regular Army; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 

The following bills were each read twice by their titles 
and referred as indicated below: 

H. R. 9415. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to 
establish a Civilian Conservation Corps, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved June 28, 1937; to the Committee on Educa- 
tion and Labor. 

H. R. 9915. An act to amend the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 

REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS—AMENDMENT 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the bill (S. 3331) to provide 
for reorganizing agencies of the Government, extending the 
classified civil service, establishing a General Auditing Office 
and a Department of Welfare, and for other purposes, which 
was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 


EXPERIMENTAL AIR-MAIL SERVICE—AMENDMENT 


Mr. HAYDEN submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 7448) to provide for experi- 
mental air-mail services to further develop safety, efficiency, 
and economy, and for other purposes, which was ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES OF OLD-AGE PENSION BILL, 

H. R. 4199 

Mr. ANDREWS submitted the following resolution (S. Res. 
254), which was referred to the Committee on Printing: 

Resolved, That 10,000 additional copies of the bill (H. R. 4199) 
to provide for and promote the general welfare of the United States 
by supplying to the people a more liberal distribution and increase 
of purchasing power, retiring certain citizens from gainful employ- 
ment, improving and stabilizing gainful employment for other 
citizens, stimulating agricultural and industrial production and 
general business, and alleviating the hazards of insecurity of old 
age and unemployment; to provide a method whereby citizens 
shall contribute to the purchase of and receive a retirement annuity; 
to provide for the raising of the necessary revenue to operate a 
continuing plan therefor; to provide for the appropriation and 
expenditure of such revenue; to provide for the proper administra- 
tion of this act; to provide penalties for violation of the act; and 


for other purposes, be printed for the use of the Senate document 
room. 


IMPORTANCE OF FOREIGN TRADE TO THE UNITED STATES—ADDRESS 
BY E. C. MORSE 

Mr. Corraxp asked and obtained leave to have printed 
in the Recorp an address delivered by E. C. Morse, at the 
fifth annual port of New York banquet held by the Foreign 
Commerce Club of New York at the Hotel Astor, New York 
City, March 15, 1938, on the subject of Importance of 
Foreign Trade to the United States, which appears in the 
Appendix.] 

DEPORTATION OF ALIENS 


Mr. REYNOLDS asked and obtained leave to have printed 
in the Recor extracts from a pamphlet issued by the Ameri- 
can Immigration Conference Board, Inc., of New York City, 
which appear in the Appendix.] 

INVESTIGATION OF TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY—ORDER OF 

BUSINESS 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President—— 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Let the Chair state the par- 
liamentary situation. The Senate yesterday ordered that 
the vote be taken on what is known as the Byrd amend- 
ment to the reorganization bill not later than 1 o’clock 
today, and that the time until 1 o’clock be equally divided 
between the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] and the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes]. The Chair thinks 
that he should make that announcement for the informa- 
tion of the Senate and the Senator from Nebraska, because 
under the circumstances he feels that he must recognize one 
of the two Senators named, who will control the time from 
now until 1 o’clock. 
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Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I ask permission to submit 
@ unanimous-consent request. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none. 

Mr. NORRIS. I ask unanimous consent that as soon as 
the Senate shall have voted upon the amendment now pend- 
ing it take up for consideration Senate Resolution 251, pro- 
viding for a Senate investigation of the T. V. A. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I stated a few days ago to 
the able leader that I am very anxious to have considered 
bills on the calendar, many of which are as important to me 
and other Senators, and I think to the country, as is the 
proposed T. V. A. investigation. I am for such an investiga- 
tion, and I do not particularly care whether it is conducted 
by a Senate committee or by a joint committee of the House 
and Senate. However, I want the pending bill disposed of, 
and I want the calendar called. If we were to act piece- 
meal on matters which may be brought up, I think that 
would be unfair. Indeed, a number of Senators have asked 
me if I would object to considering bills on the calendar 
because of their emergent character. I told them I would 
object to that. Just yesterday the able Senator from Missis- 
sippi [Mr. Brzzo] referred to a bill on the calendar propos- 
ing to amend the last Agricultural Adjustment Act. That 
bill is of an emergent character, because it is now about time 
to plant the cotton. I told him that I had a bill or two on 
the calendar which involved the same proposition in the 
West, and that I could not consent to the consideration of 
any legislation out of order until we have the calendar called. 
I am advised that we cannot have the calendar called until 
the pending bill is disposed of. So I give warning now that I 
shall object to the consideration of any resolution or bill 
on or off the calendar or on the secretary’s desk until we 
reach the calendar, when we will all have an equal chance. 
I say that without prejudice to any Senator, and I say it 
because I think it is in the interest of orderly procedure and 
fair legislation. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Oregon 
object to the request of the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. McNARY. I object to that request and shall object 
to every other similar request which may be made. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is heard. 

Mr. McNARY. I thought I made it clear, but let it be 
known that I object to the consideration of the resolution 
referred to or any other measure that has to be considered 
by unanimous consent until we finish the consideration of 
the pending bill, and reach the calendar, when we will all 
have an equal opportunity to secure consideration of bills 
and resolutions in which we are interested and which we 
think are just as emergent as are others that are now being 
proposed to be taken up out of order, some of which have 
been brought to my attention from day to day by individual 
Members of the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is heard. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I had supposed that the 
resolution referred to by me since everyone is for it, might 
be adopted without taking up any time. I realize the Sen- 
ator has a right to object, but when we reach the calendar 
he will not be any nearer to what he desires, because an 
objection can be made then to any bill just the same as it 
can now. I have no objection to the Senator from Oregon 
objecting or to any other Senator objecting if he wants to 
object, but I desire the Senate to understand clearly what 
the situation is. 

Mr. McNARY. I have endeavored to make clear what the 
situation is, so far as I am concerned. I am for an inves- 
tigation of the T. V. A. and, I repeat, I do not care whether 
the investigation is conducted by a Senate committee or a 
joint committee representing the Senate and the House. I 
shall not object to it when we reach that order of business 
when every Senator may be heard upon bills and resolutions 
in which he is interested. 
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Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, if the time for the consid- 
eration of the resolution referred to by the Senator from 
Nebraska were limited by a unanimous-consent agreement 
would that make a difference to the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. McNARY. That would make a very great difference. 
I have said specifically that I am going to see that everyone 
is treated alike, in view of the congested condition of the 
calendar. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Virginia and 
the Senator from South Carolina control the time from now 
until 1 o’clock. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I will submit another re- 
quest, if I may obtain unanimous consent to do so. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the Senator 
from Nebraska submitting another unanimous-consent 
request? 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, we have an agreement to 
vote at 1 o’clock on the pending amendment, and I should 
like to have that order of business proceeded with. I intend 
to yield time to the Senator from Washington [Mr. ScHWEL- 
LENBACH]. 5 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, inasmuch as the Senate 
has already agreed to vote at 1 o' clock, anything that hap- 
pens before that is taken out of the time, is it not? 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not think my unanimous-consent 
request was understood. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from Nebraska to submit a unanimous- 
consent agreement? The Chair hears none. 

Mr. NORRIS. I ask unanimous consent that as soon as 
the Senate shall have voted upon the pending amendment 
it proceed to consider Senate Resolution 251, providing for 
a senatorial investigation of T. V. A., and that the consid- 
eration of the resolution shall not consume more than one- 
half hour. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I stated a moment ago my 
objection and the theory upon which I made it. I renew the 
objection. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is heard. 

REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 


The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 3331) 
to provide for reorganizing agencies of the Government, 
extending the classified civil service, establishing a General 
Auditing Office and a Department of Welfare, and for other 


purposes. 

Mr. BYRNES. I yield 15 minutes to the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. ScHWELLENBACH]. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, discussing the 
amendment submitted by the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Byrp]l, I desire to go back first to the consideration which 
was given by the Congress to the enactment of the auditing 
bill in 1921. 

Reference has been made to Mr. Good and the statements 
he made at that time. I desire to read briefly from what 
was said by him, appearing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
for October 17, 1919: 

The creation of an independent auditing department will pro- 
duce a wonderful change. The officers and employees of this 
department will at all times be going into the separate depart- 
ments in the examination of their accounts. They will discover 
the very facts that Congress ought to be in possession of and can 
fearlessly and without fear of removal present these facts to 
Congress and its committees. The independent audit will, there- 
fore, I believe, accomplish a threefold result. 

The first result to which he referred was this: 

First. It will serve to inform Congress at all times as to the 
actual conditions surrounding the expenditure of public funds in 
every department of the Government. 

That was the idea Congress had. There has been a 
great deal of talk throughout the country and in this body 
during the past year or so about dictatorship. It seems 
to me interesting that those who talk most about dictator- 
ship are attempting to retain in the Comptroller General 
the most dictatorial powers that have ever been given to 
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any official of cur Government; yet the answer which is 
given to that is that the Comptroller General is an arm of 
the Congress; that he represents the Congress; and, there- 
fore, that it is entirely proper, as a representative and agent 
of Congress, to give to him that dictatorial power. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator one 
question? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I have only 15 minutes. 

Mr. POPE. Who is Mr. Good? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. Good was chairman of the 
committee in the House at the time the matter was under 
consideration, in 1919. 

Let us see what has been the relationship between the 
Congress and the Comptroller General. 

An agency necessarily implies reports back to the prin- 
cipal; and Congress thought they would get these réports 
back from their agent. Congress provided in the law, sub- 
section (c) of section 312, as follows: 

The Comptroller General shall specially report to Congress every 


expenditure or contract made by any department or establishment 
in any year in violation of law. 


The law did not require an annual report, but it did use 
the words “in any year.” What reports does Congress receive 
from the Comptroller General in response to this require- 
ment of the law? Let me say that so far as I have been 
able to ascertain, Congress has received only one report. I 
do not say definitely that there were not reports prior to 
that time, but nobody connected with the Congress knows 
of any reports prior to that time. The only report which 
has been made available that I have been able to find out 
about was filed with the Congress on March 4 of this year. 
In other words, during the entire 16 years of existence of the 
Comptroller General’s office, it was only after this reorgani- 
zation bill came up for consideration that he has complied 
with that requirement as to reports. One thing is certain, 
that there have not been any reports from him since 1926, 
because in this report are contained various items reporting 
irregularities which occurred in 1926, 1927, 1928, 1929, and 
1930 down to date. 

Of what value is it to the Congress to have an auditor; of 
what value is it to the Congress to have an agent, who for 
a period of at least 12 years has not made the reports re- 
quired by the law? 

The report which was submitted on the 5th of March, after 
this bill came up for consideration, points out a number of 
instances, going back, as I said, to 1926. If the departments 
were operating in violation of law in 1926 and 1927 and 1928, 
what value does the Congress get out of a report submitted 
in March of 1938? What can we do about it? The whole 
theory upon which this auditing system is based—that the 
auditor shall report irregularities to the Congress, so that 
Congress may do something about them; but he waits for 
12 years before he makes his report to the Congress, and after 
the bill comes up for consideration, after the argument is 
presented here that he is not making proper reports, he then 
comes up with a report for the operations of the past 12 years. 

The Comptroller General made another report to the Con- 
gress in the form of a letter which he submitted to the chair- 
man of the committee in charge of this bill. That letter was 
submitted this year—I do not know the exact date—but it 
contains certain statements as to information requested of 
the Comptroller General by the committee in charge of the 
bill, I desire to point out what this report shows. 

One of the statements shows direct settlements and dis- 
allowances by the General Accounting Office during the fiscal 
years 1922 to 1936, inclusive. It shows the number of certifi- 
cates, the amount allowed, and the amount disallowed. It 
Was a surprising thing, in looking through this report, to 
find that comparatively small amounts of disallowances 
occurred until 1932, when the amount jumped up to $18,- 
572,329.94; in 1933 the amount was $4,788,451.25; in 1934, 
$56,379,726; in 1935, $4,251,320.34; in 1936, $4,264,922.50. 

A check-back was made with the Comptroller General’s 
Office as to what appeared to be a discrepancy in this report. 
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That check-back revealed that the report made by our 
agent, our Comptroller General, to the Congress, for the use 
of the Congress, had been deliberately changed, and did not 
present the correct figures at all. The correct figure for 
1932 was $13,133,802.46. The figure which the Comptroller 
General submitted was $18,572,329.94. 


The correct figure for 1933 was $10,483,457.71. The report 
showed $4,788,451.25. 

The correct figure for 1934 was $13,731,783.15. The report 
showed $56,379,726. 

The correct figure for 1935 was $9,217,584.10. The report 
showed $4,251,320.34. 

The correct figure for 1936 was $9,233,350.50. The report 


showed $4,264,922.50. 

What had the Comptroller General done? He had figured 
up an average of the relationship or percentage between 
amounts allowed and amounts disallowed, and he put down 
that percentage throughout the years. What was the result? 
The result was to show that under this administration he had 
disallowed $88,256,750.03 worth of items, when as a matter 
of fact the actual figures were that he had disallowed 
$53,857,157.16 worth, the figures which were submitted. 

In other words, in an effort to defeat the desire upon the 
part of the administration to have a correct accounting 
system in our Government, the Comptroller General sub- 
mitted to the Senate committee a statement which was 
$35,000,000 in error so far as the years under this adminis- 
tration were concerned, increasing the amount of disallow- 
ances under this administration, and decreasing the amount 
of disallowances under the other administrations. That is 
the kind of reports Congress is getting from its agent, its 
Comptroller General; and yet these people are here saying 
that nothing should be done to touch this sacred agency of 
the Comptroller General’s office. 

The Comptroller General filed another statement with the 
Senate in which he set forth the amount of recoveries during 
the same period of time. That report showed, for the first 
5 years of the operation of the Comptroller General’s Office, 
that they had recovered from disallowances $5,000,000 more 
than they had disallowed. It showed that they disallowed, 
in round figures, $19,000,000 worth of items in those 5 years, 
and that on those disallowances they had recovered $24,- 
000,000. 

That is the kind of reports we are getting from the Comp- 
troller General’s Office. That is another report which was 
submitted by the Comptroller General to the chairman of 
the committee in charge of this bill. 

The same report showed that during the year 1927 they 
collected a total of $5,305,978.61. They take credit in their 
report for having made that collection. This was the office 
which was said to be collecting the money for the Govern- 
ment. As a matter of fact, of that amount $4,653,000 was a 
set-off of the United States Railroad Administration, and 
was not a collection at all. 

In 1928 they claim to have collected $4,307,803.55. Of 
that amount, $2,157,000 were set-offs. 

They claimed for 1932 an item of $1,497,100.56 collected, 
when, as a matter of fact, of that amount $1,112,000 were 
simply payments in through foreign postal accounts. 

These are some of the reports which the Congress is re- 
ceiving from the Comptroller General. 

When I spoke previously upon this matter I pointed out 
that there is not a business in the world that operates upon 
the basis of having one man keep the bocks and having 
the same man audit the books. We cannot confuse and 
mix up the item of controlling accounts and the item of 
auditing accounts and get anywhere. 

I desire to read briefly from a statement by Arthur Krock 
in the New York Times of March 15, in which he criticizes 
certain portions of the bill, and then he says: 

But on the point of the proposal in the Byrnes bill to separate 
audit and control, as recommended in principle by the Brownlow 
report, this correspondent has been convinced he did not give full 


value the other day to the merits of the plan and was incorrect in 
his conclusion it would take from Congress supervision of expendi- 
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tures and turn general accounting into a mere Presidential 
appendage. The rebuttal of the experts in this particular has 
been conclusive. 

Under the present law the Comptroller General has been so ab- 
sorbed in the cantrol of expenditures that he has never been able 
to give Congress the audit it should have. A few days ago the 
Acting Comptroller General submitted an audit of T. V. A. which 
charged irregularities that allegedly occurred in 1934. The law 
provides for an audit of T. V. A., giving its officials “a reasonable 
time” to answer before a report is made. Certainly, 4 years is an 
unreasonable time. This is one instance of the faulty working of 
the present system. 

The proposed separation of audit and control—the latter to be 
performed for the Executive by the Budget Bureau, the former to 
run almost currently under the supervision of a congressional joint 
committee of accounts—conforms to the practices of modern busi- 
ness. It should assure, if the auditor general does his work well 
and the joint committee occasionally audits its auditor, that Con- 
gress will promptly know how the Executive is disbursing the 
moneys it appropriates. This should provide, in the words of a 
famous accountant, a process of continuous cure” of irregularities 
and the quick passage of curative legislation. 


The theory under which we have the Comptroller General 
is that he is our agent; he is our auditor; he represents us. 
Yet he has not made a report to us for at least 12 years 
about the things he was supposed to report to us, and no one 
can deny that the reports which he submitted to the special 
committee were deliberately changed in order to give the im- 
pression that under the present administration there had 
been greater disallowances than under previous administra- 
tions. 

I submit, Mr. President, that if the Congress is to adopt a 
system of Federal bookkeeping which will be businesslike, and 
in conformity with the theories of business, the amendment 
of the Senator from Virginia must be rejected. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 15 minutes to the Sen- 
ator from Colorado [Mr. ADAMS]. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, the Constitution of the United 
States provides, in article I, section 9, that “no money shall 
be drawn from the Treasury but in consequence of appro- 
priations made by law.” That provision is contained in 
the section of the Constitution laying down prohibitions, and 
the establishment by Congress of adequate agencies to en- 
force this constitutional injunction is not only within the 
power of Congress but seems to be a clear duty of the 
Congress. 

It is argued that there is a distinction between audit and 
control; that audit is legislative, that control is executive. 
I do not care how these functions are classified; the re- 
sponsibility resting upon Congress to see that no money is 
appropriated from the Treasury except “in consequence of 
appropriations made by law” makes it necessary for Con- 
gress to provide the machinery which will not only control, 
but audit, governmental expenditures. 

I am not a bookkeeper, I am not an accountant, and I 
have approached this question with considerable hesitation, 
but it seems to me that this is the situation: The Senator 
from Washington has pointed out instances which he says 
demonstrate that the Comptroller General has not lived up 
to the law. That does not demonstrate the unsoundness of 
the law. The President of the United States, I think for 
some 18 months, has had the right to select a Comptroller 
General of his own choice, who, I have no doubt, if selected, 
would have enforced the law. If the Comptroller General 
in office up to 1936 did not live up to the law, if those who 
are acting in his place have not lived up to the law, the 
fault is not that of the Congress. 

The function of the Comptroller General at this time is a 
combination of the functions of audit and control—two dis- 
tinct functions. It is now proposed to take from the legis- 
lative agent all the function of control and to restrict the 
legislative department to an audit. It is proposed to per- 
suade Congress that we should follow the practices of busi- 
ness, and assimilate governmental practices to those of the 
private corporation. 

Mr. President, I do not think the parallel is sound. The 
Government of the United States is different, in its essence 
and in its purpose, from a private corporation. The Gov- 
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ernment of the United States is concerned with preserving 
the rights of the people, with establishing one thing, as the 
Senator from Arizona [Mr, AsHuRST] pointed out the other 
day—that is, justice among the people. It has purposes 
other than making money. It is not in the business of 
making money. So an organization set up and designed 
solely for making money cannot properly be considered as 
parallel to an organization ordained and established to carry 
on the functions of government. 

It is said we should have an independent audit. Haskins & 
Sells have written a letter on the subject. They are auditors 
of high standing. They say, “The kind of business we do 
should be done by the Government,” and, in fact, in the part 
of the bill under consideration the effort is to set up an 
agency similar to that of the independent audit in corporate 
affairs. 

What does the independent auditor in auditing corporate 
affairs do? Haskins & Sells and others make reports. What 
is the purpose of their reports? To state that the books as 
kept by the corporation are correct or incorrect at the end 
of the year. 

Mr. President, I have here a certificate made by one of 
the general accountants, and this is what they certify at the 
end of the year; this is what the independent auditor reports 
after reciting an examination of the books: 

In our opinion, based upon such examination, the accompanying 
consolidated balance sheet and related consolidated statements of 
income, earned and paid-in surplus, together with the attached 
notes relating thereto, fairly present, in accordance with sound 
principles of accounting consistently maintained by the companies 
during the year under review, their consolidated position at De- 
cember 31, 1936, and the results cf their consolidated operations 
for the year ending that date. 

Mr. President, that is the standardized form which the 
independent auditor uses. He says that he has examined 
the books of the corporation, and that the statement the 
corporation makes at the end of the fiscal period represents 
their actual financial situation. He does not attempt to say 
that the officers of the corporation have spent money which 
they should not have spent. He does not attempt to check 
the legality of payments. He merely gives a certificate as 
to what the status of the corporation is at the close of 
their fiscal year. We have placed on our desks every morn- 
ing a statement as to the finances of the Government equiv- 
alent to such a certificate. The independent auditor, Has- 
kins & Sells, or others, make reports. Their reports may 
be accepted or they may be rejected. 

The auditor proposed by the pending bill to be selected 
by Congress is to make an audit. After the facts have hap- 
pened he is to make a report to the Congress, but the 
Budget Director, who has the control of the accounts, is 
not bound by the audit. The bill specifically provides that 
while the auditor may find fault, his findings are to be with- 
out force and without effect. In other words, we are asked 
to turn away from the Congress the power of correction 
which the congressional agent, the Comptroller General, 
now has. We would simply provide for getting information. 
It is an ex post facto question. 

I am interested in whether or not we want to prevent the 
disregard of the constitutional provision, whether we wish 
to prevent expenditures in excess of appropriations or ex- 
penditures without appropriations, or whether we merely 
want to find out after the thing has been done that it has 
been done. Perhaps, while it is well to go to the barn to 
find out whether the horse has been stolen, I think it is 
much better to put a lock on the door and see that the 
horse is not stolen. 

It is said that the Comptroller General audits his own 
accounts, and that such practice is wrong. So we are asked 
to place these features in two departments. What is the 
extent of the Comptroller General’s audit of his own affairs? 
The statute gives to the Comptroller General the right to 
settle accounts against the Government. He does not pay 
the accounts. He is not a disbursing officer. He sends to 
the Committees on Appropriations a list of accounts which 
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he has checked and which he says are due. Then the Com- 
mittees on Appropriations, and the Congress, following them, 
can accept the report or not. The Comptroller General does 
not spend the money; consequently he is not auditing ex- 
penditures. We might just as well say that there should be 
some audit of the adjudications made by the Court of Claims; 
that is, the Comptroller General in these matters acts in a 
quasi-judicial capacity, passing upon the merits of claims, 
so the argument does not persuade me. 

I think all Senators are interested in establishing the kind 
of machinery which will best protect the finances of the 
Government, whether it is one kind of machinery or another. 

In spite of what has been said, I have felt that the Comp- 
troller General’s office is highly organized and highly effi- 
cient. Every department of the Federal Government is 
conscious of its efficiency and how highly organized it is. 
Go to one of them and ask to have some matter taken up, 
and one of the first answers will be, “Will the Comptroller 
General approve that?” Every agency of government is con- 
scious of the Comptroller General’s activities. 

The Comptroller General’s office is an agency of Congress. 
What is proposed under the reorganization bill? The pro- 
posal is to disorganize this great agency of the Government, 
to take away from Congress the agency which is responsible 
to Congress, and pick out of it only an auditor, a post- 
auditing auditor, who will check after the money is spent 
and come to us and say, “This is the state of the Federal 
accounts.” We surrender the right to control the expendi- 
tures before they are made. If Congress wishes to do that, 
it should be for Congress to decide. 

As I have said, Iam not an auditor; I do not know auditing 
practices; but I do feel that the proposed change is a thor- 
oughly unsound one. The proposal requires study. Speak- 
ing for myself, I will say that I am not familiar with the 
detailed practices of the Comptroller General’s office, but I 
think that before the Senate of the United States decides 
to disorganize the present situation it should take time to 
make a careful study of it. Let us do something other than 
what has been done. Let us decide if we want to abolish the 
Comptroller General’s office, but let us find out why we 
should do it. Let us decide if the change is for the benefit 
of the United States, for the country’s financial welfare. 

It seems to me it would be a mistake to make this change. 
There is no urgency about the matter. In this bill we are 
conferring upon the President the power to rearrange, re- 
adjust, consolidate, and segregate agencies. Had we not bet- 
ter allow to function for a time the only agency in the Gov- 
ernment which today is familiar with all other Government 
agencies? Let us establish the new agencies, let us get the 
new arrangement started, and then we can go back into a 
consideration and study of the audit and control features of 
our Government, and by proper legislation make the neces- 
sary arrangements. 

Mr. President, it is complained that there are defects in 
the Comptroller General’s processes and in the law. It is 
said the Comptroller General’s office does not report to us. 
We can compel the making of reports. By statute we can 
provide that reports shall be made. I think the defects in 
the Comptroller General’s office, whatever they may be, had 
better be corrected by separate statutes rather than by wip- 
ing out an office which I have come to regard as one of the 
great agencies of the Government. Not only that, but, so 
far as I know, the Comptroller General’s office is the only 
agency of the Federal Government that is saving money for 
the taxpayers. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
from Colorado has expired. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I yield the remainder of 
my time to the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. O’MaHoney]. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, the concluding remarks 
of my good friend, the Senator from Colorado [Mr. Apams], 
illustrate more clearly, I think, than anything else the state 
of complete misapprehension that seems to obtain with re- 
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spect to the functions of the Comptroller General and the 
Comptroller General’s office. I confess that when the hear- 
ings before the Select Committee on Government Organiza- 
tion began I was laboring under the same misapprehensions. 
I was laboring under the belief that it is within the power 
of the Comptroller General to prevent illegal expenditures 
by the various branches of the Government, and I was 
amazed, when conducting the examination of the representa- 
tives of the Comptroller’s office, to find that there is abso- 
lutely no mandatory authority in the law which compels any 
sort of preaudit whatsoever. The preaudit is a purely vol- 
untary function performed by the Comptroller General only 
when he is asked to do so by one of the disbursing officers. 

As I have said, I questioned the principal officer repre- 
senting the Comptroller General’s office before the commit- 
tee one morning with respect to this particular phase of the 
controversy. I am sure it will be of interest to the Mem- 
bers of the Senate if I read what occurred in connection 
with the point under discussion, Mr. Denit was on the 
stand. He said: 


There are very decided advantages, both from the standpoint of 
economy and from the standpoint of efficient administration. 
For example— 


I interrupted him to ask: 


Let me say this, to explain what I have in mind: 

It appears to me from the law that there are two sets of ad- 
vance decisions. First, the advance decision upon particular 
vouchers which you call the preaudit. 

Mr. Dent. Yes, sir. 

Senator O'MAHONEY. And, secondly, the advance decision which 
is handed down at the request of the head of a department or of 
a bureau as to the legality of a particular type of expenditure. 

Mr. DENIT. Yes, sir. 


I asked: 


Both of these are purely voluntary? 

Mr. Denir. That is right. 

Senator O’Manoney. And, as I understand it, they have devel- 
oped largely because of the desire on the part of disbursing offi- 
cers, in the case of the preaudit, to protect themselves on the 
actual outlay of funds, and, secondly, upon the part of the head 
of executive bureaus from a desire to determine in advance 
whether a particular expenditure has been authorized by law? 

Mr. Tes, sir. 

Senator O'MAHONEY. And will be eventually approved and al- 
lowed, when it comes to your office? 

oe Yes, sir; but I might amplify that statement to this 
extent: 

The preaudit would be, from the standpoint of the disbursing 
officer, to protect himself against the payment of an amount which 
may later be charged back against his bond; and, also, from the 
standpoint of an administrative officer, cooperating with a dis- 
bursing officer, to secure to the disbursing officer that degree of 
protection. That is a preaudit. 

The advance decision matter which you mentioned is not in any 
sense a preaudit action and should not be confused in the discus- 
sion of this matter of preaudit. 

Senator O'MAHONEY. That is my understanding. 


Then skipping a few lines, dealing with interest, Mr. Denit 
said: 


I had in mind how you could determine that there would be 
real economies in the matter of the preaudit. This interest rate 
which you used would have the effect of increasing or decreasing 
the estimated saving. 


I interjected: 


That is not in this bill, and that is not in the present law? 

Mr. DeniT. What? 

Senator O’MaHoney. To require preaudit. 

Mr. Dxxrr. No; I only brought that out, Senator, for the reason 
that the question has been asked here on several occasions as to 
whether the General Accounting Office has undertaken to extend 
the preaudit. I wanted to show that while there are, in the judg- 
ment of some of us, good grounds for extending the preaudit, we 
have not undertaken to do so. 


Then I said: 


I think I understand your position to be this: You personally 
believe that the preaudit for all expenditures would be a desirable 
thing and would save the Government money in the end? 

Mr. DENrr. If it could be accomplished economically. 

Senator O’Manoney. If it could be accomplished economically, 
but ae is no law now making it mandatory upon all the depart- 
ments 

Mr. Denrr, That is correct. 
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Senator O’Manoney. And there is nothing in this bill which 
affects it? 
Mr. DENIT. That is correct. 


Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. BAILEY. The Senator will agree, however, that the 
law does impose upon the Comptroller General the duty of 
signing the vouchers before the transfer of funds, and then 
it is also the duty and the right of the Comptroller General 
to suspend items? 

Mr, O’MAHONEY. It depends upon what the Senator 
means by a voucher. That is another source of misappre- 
hension. The Comptroller General does not countersign the 
vouchers by which the money is paid out. 

Mr. BAILEY. No; but he signs the original voucher trans- 
ferring the funds. 

Mr. OMAHONEN. Let me read from the hearings. 

Mr. BAILEY. I want to get it clearly in the Recorp. 
The Comptroller General does pass upon the transfer of 
funds. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. He passes upon the setting up of the 
appropriation warrants. 

Mr. BAILEY. That is correct. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Let me read from the committee 
hearings. 

Mr. BAILEY. Let us get this clear in the RECORD. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator knows that my time is 
limited and that he is taking some of my time. 

Mr. BAILEY. It is not my intention to take the time of 
the Senator, but I am sure the Senator wants this in the 
Recorp, because it is in the statute. 

Mr. OMAHONEN. Very good. 

Mr. BAILEY. The Comptroller General has the power to 
suspend items. 

Mr. OMAHONEVN. I will read it. 

Mr. BAILEY. That is in the statute. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes, but in this colloquy which took 
place—my eye does not alight upon it at the moment—it was 
testified by Mr. Denit that that does not save a penny. 
It is merely a question of setting up an account against a 
disbursing officer’s bond. 

Mr. BAILEY. I will not interrupt the Senator any further 
if he will let me complete the statement. The object is not 
to save a penny. The object is to control the expenditure 
with a view to seeing that it is lawful, and that is a saving. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Of course, that is provided for in the 
pending bill, but under a different method. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] interjected in the 
course of this colloquy and said: 

Let us take a concrete illustration. Here is a department which 
is trying to spend an appropriation not in accordance with law. 
How do you compel that department not to expend it that way 
and to protect the Government? What is the machinery which 
enables you to do that? 

Mr. Denrr. That is a rather hypothetical case. 

Senator O’MaHoNngyY. You do not find cases of that kind very 
often, do you? 

Mr. DENIT. No. 


The truth of the matter is that there is merely a dispute 
as to whether or not there should be a division between the 
functions of control and audit. The Reorganization Com- 
mittee had the benefit of recommendations from two differ- 
ent sets of experts. The Brookings Institution constituted 
one set of experts. The Brownlow committee constituted 
the other set of experts. The two sets of experts made 
contrary recommendations. The interesting point to me, 
in studying previous recommendations made by the Brook- 
ings Institution, was the discovery that for the State of Ala- 
bania and for the State of Mississippi the Brookings Insti- 
tution recommended the exact program which is written into 
this bill. I think that fact is of value in the RECORD. 

I now quote from the report of the Brookings Institution 
made to the State of Alabama in 1932: 
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The only subdivision of this service— 
Meaning the executive service— 


needing special comment is that of the office of comptroller, 
In Alabama, and the same is true in most of the States, great 
confusion has resulted through the failure to distinguish clearly 
between the functions of a comptroller and an auditor. The 
general tendency has been to impose the duties of both upon a 
single officer, usually known as an auditor. The primary func- 
tions of a comptroller are, as his title indicates, that of controlling 
the covering of money into the treasury and the issue of money 
therefrom, the settlement of all claims, the keeping of the central 
accounts, the rendering of annual and other financial reports and, 
generally, of exercising that central control over the administra- 
tion of the financial affairs of the government that is essential 
if such operations are to be properly performed. 


I ask unanimous consent, Mr. President, to insert in the 
Record at this point the remainder of the quotation which I 
have read in part. The quotation will, I think, demonstrate 
rather clearly that the functions of a comptroller are essen- 
tially executive, and the functions of an auditor are essentially 
legislative. The bill which has been reported makes this 
distinction. The auditor general is empowered to carry on a 
concurrent audit of every expenditure. In my opinion, the 
proposed system will protect Government expenditures more 
thoroughly than the system now in existence. 

There being no objection, the matter referred to was 
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


If the Governor is in fact, as well as in principle, to discharge 
the duties of a general manager, it is essential that he be given 
facilities and an agency through which he can meet his responsi- 
bilities. It is for this reason that the suggestion is made that, 
in reorganizing the administrative branch, provision be made for 
a department which is designated the executive department. In 
this department are grouped those services for the direction of 
which the Governor will have immediate responsibility in respect 
to the Government as a business organization. In this department 
much the most important subordinate unit will be the one desig- 
nated “Service of general administration,” which service will include 
subdivisions having charge of such purely institutional activities as 
the settlement of claims, the keeping of accounts and rendition of 
reports, the preparation of the budget, the exercise of accounting 
control over the oe services, the recruitment and administra- 
tion of other ma 
tracting, and the like. 
manager of the State government through whom the Governor as 
general manager will discharge his duties. 

The only subdivision of this service needing special comment is 
that of the office of comptroller. In Alabama—and the same is 
true in most of the States—great confusion has resulted through 
the failure to distinguish clearly between the functions of a 
comptroller and an auditor. The general tendency has been to 
impose the duties of both upon a single officer, usually known 
as an auditor. The primary functions of a comptroller are, as 
his title indicates, that of controlling the covering of money into 
the treasury and the issue of money therefrom, the settlement of 
all claims, the keeping of the central accounts, the rendering of 
annual and other financial reports, and, generally, of 
that central control over the administration of the financial affairs 
of the government that is essential if such operations are to be 
2 performed. The comptroller thus is, or should be, the 

ef financial officer of the administrative branch of the govern- 
aoe He should be, in effect, the right-hand man of the Gov- 
ernor in respect to all matters of financial administration. As 
such, he should be appointed by and hold office at the will of the 
Governor. 

The duties of the auditor are those of reviewing all financial 
transactions for the purpose of determining that all require- 
ments by the legislature in respect to the collection, custody, and 
disbursement of public funds have been duly complied with, and 
that all officers having the collection, custody, or disbursement 
of public funds can faithfully account for all money coming into, 
or that should come into, their possession. As such, the auditor 
should be an agency of the fund-raising and fund-granting au- 
thority, the legislature, and it is to this officer that the legisla- 
ture should look for means of assuring itself, not only that its 
directions have been complied with by the administration, includ- 
ing the Governor himself, but that the administration in perform- 
ing its duties has done so with due regard to efficiency and econ- 
omy in the collection, care, and disbursement of public funds. 

In suggesting the creation of an office of State comptroller, as 
a subordinate unit of the service of general administration, it is 
contemplated that the duties entrusted to this officer shall be 
solely those of a comptroller. On the other hand, this proposal 
carries with it the restriction of the duties of the State auditor 
to those of an auditor, strictly speaking, as above defined. 

* * . . * * * 
STATE AUDITOR 


Ex-officio duties of State auditor: The State auditor should be 
Telieved of all of his ex-officio duties in order that he may not be 
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embarrassed by having to audit organization units in which he 
holds membership or over which he exercises administrative 
direction. 

. * s a 0 s * 


Transfer of accounting duties of State auditor to proposed bureau 
of central accounting and reporting: The State auditor should be 
relieved of all accounting duties, including the settlement of all 
claims and the drawing of all State warrants on the State treasurer, 
in order that he and his auditing staff may devote their entire 
efforts to making a real audit of all State departments, boards, 
institutions, and agencies. 

The State auditor should have no administrative duties. He 
should be independent, not a part, of the administrative branch 
in order that he may feel free to call the legislature's attention to 
all violations of law and administrative regulations, and to all 
instances wherein, in his opinion, the administrative staff has 
failed to conform to law and regulations, has been guilty of ex- 
travagances, or has failed to discharge their duties in an economi- 
cal manner. 

If these recommendations are accepted, the State auditor will be, 
in fact, an arm of the legislature, an independent representative of 
the people, with the power to review the actions of the administra- 
tion and to report his findings to the legislature in his regular 
annual and biennial reports or in special reports, should these be 
necessary. 

Distinction between the functions of auditor and comptroller: 
The function of an auditor is one pertaining to the legislative 
branch. The auditor should be wholly independent of the execu- 
tive or administrative officer whose acts it is his function to review. 
This independence is secured by either his popular election, or, as in 
some States, by his appointment by the legislature. 

Properly, the duties of the auditor should be three: First, he 
should examine past transactions. The accounts and reports of all 
persons or agencies having the receipt, custody, or disbursement of 
public moneys should be examined to insure proper accountability 
or fidelity. Second, the transactions of public funds that have been 
expended, have been received, or that should be examined in respect 
to the question of legality. Third, the auditor should report the 
result of such examinations to the legislature, which is the branch 
of the government acting as a check upon the executive and ad- 
ministrative branches. 

The functions of a comptroller, on the other hand, are the order- 
ing of moneys to be covered into the State treasury, the issuance 
of pay warrants to issue money therefrom, the settlement of all 
claims, and, as an incident to this, keeping the central accounts 
of the State, prescribing the branch accounting systems to be 
maintained by the departments and institutions, the rendering of 
annual and other financial reports; and as herein recommended, 
acting for the Governor in the drafting of the budget document to 
be submitted by the latter to the legislature. These involve purely 
administrative duties. 


Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield the balance of my 
time to the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BURKE]. 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, the proposal to abolish the 
General Accounting Office and the office of Comptroller 
General must stand upon its own feet. If it is a good 
thing to do, then title III, which accomplishes that purpose, 
ought not to be weakened by any of the other provisions 
of the bill. On the other hand, if any Senator favors the 
continuance of an independent Comptroller General, but is 
inclined to support the bill as a whole because he likes some 
of its provisions, that Senator, it seems to me, should recon- 
sider his position. 

If a Senator believes that the President ought to have 
six administrative assistants, and, because he finds such a 
provision in this bill, he is of a mind to support the bill as a 
whole, let him look at it in the following light: 

Title V of the bill, section 502, recognizes the great burden 
resting upon the occupant of the Wnite House and author- 
izes him to appoint six administrative assistants at salaries 
of not to exceed $10,000 each per year. That is all very 
well. Any Senator who believes in such a provision can 
support it just as fully after he has voted to continue the 
office of an independent Comptroller General and the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office as if he were to take a different 
position in the matter. 

So, Mr. President, we should consider each of the other 
features of the bill. There are those who believe that the 
Civil Service Commission idea has not worked out so well 
and that it would be better to have a single administrator 
to handle the functions of that office. 

I do not share that view, but the point I make is that 
the bill now contains a provision to set up a single civil- 
service administrator. Any Member of this body can go 
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down the line in support of that provision of the bill just 
as fully and effectively after he has voted to uphold the 
Byrd amendment now pending as if he took a different posi- 
tion thereon. 

I shall not go into the other parts of the pending bill. 
The principle which I have stated applies to them all. Any 
Senator can support the pending amendment and then go 
forward in support of the rest of the bill in which he really 
believes. My plea is that we should not let the country down 
by destroying the office of an independent Comptroller Gen- 
eral. I am satisfied that the overwhelming majority of the 
people do not want such a thing done. They are saying to us 
today, “Save this legislative arm and do not amputate it.” 
If there has been a failure on the part of the Comptroller 
General promptly to submit such complete reports as Con- 
gress may desire, the correction of that situation is a very 
simple matter. We surely do not need to abolish the office 
in order to make such necessary correction. 

The purpose of the pending amendment is simply to retain 
in full force the 1921 act, which Congress passed after the 
most careful study and debate. It seems to me it would be 
a very serious thing for the Members of the present Congress 
to declare that system, so carefully worked out less than 20 
years ago, to be a complete failure. Certainly we ought not 
to do so without the most painstaking consideration of all 
the questions involved. 

Mr, O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
for just a moment? 

Mr. BURKE. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. By reason of my yielding to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY], I 
was unable to complete my remarks. In connection with 
what the Senator is now saying, I think it might be well for 
me to interrupt long enough to quote a section from the 
present law, which will, I think, tend to clear up the exist- 
ing uncertainty. 

Mr. BURKE. Will the Senator keep his eye on the clock? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Certainly. I read section 78, title 31, 
of the United States Code: 

Should there be any delinquency in this regard at the time of 
the receipt by the General Accounting Office of a requisition for 
an advance of money— 

That is the kind of warrant upon which the Comptroller 
General passes— 
said office shall disapprove the requisition, which said office may 
also do for other reasons arising out of the condition of the officer’s 
accounts for whom the advance is requested; but the Secretary of 
the Treasury may overrule the General Accounting Office’s decision 
as to the sufficiency of these latter reasons. 

I thank the Senator. 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, the main question at issue is, 
Does the legislative control of public moneys end when the 
act of appropriating those funds has been completed, or does 
the duty of Congress to control the public moneys continue 
until those funds have been completely expended? Every 
Member of the Senate must realize the strength of the 
Executive determination to confine the control of Congress 
to the actual appropriation of the money. 

I called attention yesterday to the recommendation of the 
President’s own committee in favor of lump-sum appropria- 
tions. The President heartily endorsed the conclusions of 
his committee. He called them reasonable and adequate. 

The defeat of the pending amendment, followed by the 
passage of the bill, will mean that we shall have taken a 
long step away from legislative control over the spending 
of public moneys. By the same token, it will be a long step 
in the direction of complete Executive domination of spend- 
ing. A vote against the pending amendment is a vote to 
strip Congress of a power and responsibility placed squarely 
upon its shoulders by the Constitution. 

In 1921 this body joined with the House in recognizing the 
obligation of Congress to see that every dollar which is ap- 
propriated shall be spent in strict accordance with the leg- 
islative will. It was for that purpose that Congress created 
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the office of an independent Comptroller General, who was 
to serve as the agent of Congress to prevent every spending 
agency from disbursing public funds in any other manner 
than that directed by Congress. Such a system is not in any 
sense an encroachment upon the prerogatives of the Execu- 
tive. It is not an interference with any of the authorized 
activities of the executive department, for the Executive 
has no lawful right to do more than to take the funds 
made available by Congress and spend them in the manner 
specified by Congress in prosecuting the projects which Con- 
gress has authorized. The only right retained by Congress 
after it has made an appropriation is to see that such funds 
are not spent in the prosecution of projects unauthorized by 
law. The Congress performs that duty through its own 
agent, the Comptroller General. The legal use of appro- 
priated funds can never be disapproved by the Comptroller 
General. It matters not that he may consider the expendi- 
ture to be against the public interest; if Congress has au- 
thorized the expenditure, the Executive is free to proceed to 
make it. 

One of the most important restrictions on the authority 
of any officer of the Government is that found in article I, 
section 9, clause 7 of the Constitution, which reads: 

No money shall be drawn from the Treasury, but in consequence 
of appropriations made by law. 

The provision of the Constitution which I have just read 
is a specific restraint upon the spending agencies; and 
Congress alone has the power and the duty of providing by 
statute such governmental machinery as it deems necessary 
and proper to enforce that restraint. Congress took such 
action in setting up the office of Comptroller General. The 
present Congress has power, of course, to abolish the office 
if it sees fit, and thus completely remove the vitally neces- 
sary check upon the expenditures of public funds. 

If such action is taken, let no one think for a moment 
that the people of the country will approve it. Every sen- 
sible person ought to know that the removal of restrictions 
upon the free spending of public moneys will be deplored and 
resented by the entire country. Those responsible for taking 
such action will be called to account, and rightly so. Nor 
will much weight be given to the hollow excuse that in 
removing the restrictions upon unrestrained spending there 
was set up a weak substitute in the nature of a report to be 
made after the money is gone. 

It may be said that such restraint should be exercised by 
the courts rather than by Congress. I invite attention to 
the fact that the Comptroller General is recognized as a 
quasi-judicial officer. Control exercised by such an officer 
directly responsible to Congress is a much more practical 
control than could be exercised if the question were left 
solely to the courts. 

One other function of the General Accounting Office which 
has been severely criticized by those who have set out to 
abolish the office is the adjustment and settlement of claims 
and demands by and against the United States. It is a 
part of the legislative power “to pay the debts of the United 
States.” 

The exercise of that function by the Congress through the 
legislative arm which we call the General Accounting Office 
consists of the collection of evidence in the form of written 
statements, letters, briefs, and other documents, both from 
the claimant and from the Government agency involved, and 
also from the permanent files of the General Accounting 
Office. The claims are first subjected to an administrative 
examination and audit in the executive department or agency 
in which they arise, and are then submitted to the General 
Accounting Office for final examination and settlement. 
Hearings are held, the evidence and the law examined, and 
a certificate of settlement of the claim is issued. In the 
exercise of such functions the General Accounting Office 
performs a quasi-judicial function. 

The duties of the General Accounting Office and the Comp- 
troller General are varied and important. With the enor- 
mous increase in public spending, it is of greater consequence 
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now than ever before that Congress retain the established 
checks and restraints upon unrestricted action by the spend- 
ing agencies. There is only one way to do that, only one way 
to satisfy the country that Congress is alive to its duties and 
obligations, and that is by supporting the pending amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The hour of 1 o’clock hav- 
ing arrived, under the order entered yesterday, the Senate 
will proceed to vote on the pending amendment. 

Mr. BYRNES. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sen- 
ators answered to their names: 


Adams Copeland Hughes Pittman 
Ashurst Davis Johnson, Calif. Pope 
Austin Dieterich Johnson, Colo. Radcliffe 
Bailey Donahey King 

Duffy La Follette Reynolds 
Barkley Ellender Lee Schwartz 

TTY Frazier Lodge Schwellenbach 

Bilbo George Logan Sheppard 
Bone Gerry Lonergan Shipstead 
Borah Gibson Lundeen Smathers 
Bridges Gillette McAdoo Smith 
Brown, Mich Glass McGill Thomas, Okla. 
Brown, N. H Green McKellar Thomas, Utah 
Bulkley Guffey McNary wnsend 
Bulow Hale Maloney dings 
Burke Harrison Miller Vandenberg 
Byrd Hatch Milton Wagner 
Byrnes Hayden Minton Walsh 
Capper Herring Neely Wheeler 
Caraway Hin Norris 
Clark Hitchcock O'Mahoney 
Connally Holt m 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Eighty-five Senators 
having answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that 
all the amendments I haye offered to this section of the 
bill be considered as a whole and voted upon at one time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none. 

The amendment submitted by Mr. Byrd on behalf of him- 
self, Mr. BAILEY, and Mr. BURKE is as follows: 


On page 3, lines 16 and 17, strike out “General Auditing Office” 
and insert “General Accounting Office.” 

On page 3, lines 21 and 22, strike out “General Auditing Office” 
and insert “General Accounting Office.” 

On page 4, line 1, strike out “General Auditing Office” and insert 
“General Accounting Office.” 

On page 4, line 9, beginning with the semicolon, strike out 
“; or (7) to abolish or to transfer to any other agency, the func- 
tions of audit and settlement vested in the Bureau of the Budget 
by section 301 of this act.” 

On page 5, line 10, strike out III.“. 

On page 5, line 10, strike out “or title III.“ 

—— page 17, lines 8 and 9, strike out “the General Auditing 
ce,“ 

On page 25, line 12, strike out all down to and including line 9 
on page 34, in the following words: 

“TRANSFER OF ACCOUNTING FUNCTIONS 


“Src. 301. (a) The General Accounting Office and the offices of 
Comptroller General and Assistant Comptroller General are hereby 
abolished, and all functions relating to any agency of the Govern- 
ment vested in the General Accounting Office, the Comptroller Gen- 
eral, and the Assistant Comptroller General by law in force on the 
date of enactment of this act (including the function of determin- 
ing the availability of appropriations), except functions vested in 
the General Auditing Office by this act, are hereby vested in the 
Bureau of the Budget and the Director of such Bureau. Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to authorize the Bureau of the 
Budget to exercise any functions vested in the General Auditing 
Office by this act or to direct the manner in which such functions~ 
shall be exercised. 

“(b) The Attorney General of the United States shall render an 
opinion with respect to the jurisdiction of the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget in connection with the settlement of any public 
account or any claim or demand against the United States, upon 
request therefor, within 60 days after receipt of notice of such set- 
tlement, by the said Director or the head of the executive depart- 
ment, independent establishment, or independent agency concerned, 
and any such opinion of the Attorney General shall be final and 
conclusive upon the said Director and all other officers and agencies 
of the Government. 

“(c) The records, property (including office equipment), person- 
nel, and unexpended balances of appropriations of the General 
Accounting Office shall be transferred to the General Auditing Office 
and the Bureau of the Budget upon the effective date of this section 
as the President shall prescribe by Executive order. 
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d) The Director of the Bureau of the Budget, with the approval 
of the President, shall make such rules and regulations as may be 
nece to carry out the functions vested in him by this section. 

“(e) Section 2 of the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921 (U. S. C., 
1934 ed., title 31, sec. 2), is amended by inserting after the word 
“including” the words “any independent establishment as defined 
in section 5 of the Reorganization Act of 1937 and”. 

“(f) The first two sentences of section 207 of the Budget and 
Accounting Act, 1921 (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 31, sec. 16), are 
amended to read as follows: There is hereby created an independ- 
ent agency to be known as the Bureau of the Budget. There shall 
be in the Bureau a Director and an Assistant Director. The Director 
shall be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, and shall receive a salary at the rate of 
$10,000 a year. The Director shall appoint the Assistant Director, 
subject to the civil-service laws, and his salary shall be fixed in 
accordance with the Classification Act of 1923, as amended.’ 


“GENERAL AUDITING OFFICE 


“Sec. 302. (a) There is hereby established a General Auditing 
Offce which shall be an agency of the Congress and independent 
of the executive branch of the Government and shall be under 
the direction and control of an Auditor General. The powers 
granted to the Auditor General and the General Auditing Office by 
this act shall be exercised for the purpose of aiding the Congress 
in obtaining information to be used as a basis for legislation, or 
for such other action as the Congress may deem necessary and 
proper. 

“(b) The Auditor General and an Assistant Auditor General 
shall be appointed by the Joint Committee on Public Accounts 
established by section 307 of this act. The Auditor General shall 
receive a salary at the rate of $10,000 per annum, and the salary 
of the Assistant Auditor General shall be fixed in accordance with 
the Classification Act of 1923, as amended. The Assistant Auditor 
General shall perform such functions as the Auditor General may 
prescribe, and shall act as Auditor General in the absence of the 
Auditor General or in the event of a vacancy in that office. 

“(c) Except as hereinafter provided in this subsection, the 
Auditor General and the Assistant Auditor General shall hold 
office for 15 years. The Auditor General shall not be eligible 
for reappointment. The Auditor General or the Assistant Auditor 
General may be removed at any time by concurrent resolution of 
the Congress after notice and hearing, when, in the Judgment of 
the Congress, the Auditor General or the Assistant Auditor Gen- 
eral has become permanently incapacitated or has been inefficient, 
or guilty of neglect of duty, or of malfeasance in office, or of any 
felony or conduct involving moral turpitude. Any Auditor Gen- 
eral or Assistant Auditor General removed in the manner herein 
provided shall be ineligible for reappointment to that office. When 
an Auditor General or Assistant Auditor General attains the age 
of 70 years he shall be retired from his office. 

“Sec. 303. (a) The Auditor General shall make an audit of the 
receipts, expenditures, money, securities, and funds of the Govern- 
ment (including any corporation a majority of the stock of which is 
owned by the United States and any nonstock, nonprofit cor- 
poration organized by the United States or any agency thereof, of 
which no member of the board of directors is elected or appointed 
by private interests), and shall make a complete annual report 
to the Congress not later than March 1 of each year with respect 
to such audit made during the preceding fiscal year. Such report 
shall be made as nearly as practicable in accordance with accepted 
principles of auditing and shall contain all necessary memoranda 
and tables together with an appropriate certificate of audit and 
such comments as may be pertinent to the subject matter of the 
audit. 

“(b) Claims and demands against the United States shall be 
audited by the General Auditing Office promptly after payment, 
but prior to final settlement of the disbursing officers’ accounts. 
Each such audit shall be conducted as nearly as practicable in the 
vicinity of disbursing offices of the United States in the District 
of Columbia and elsewhere. 

“(c) Claims which the Director of the Bureau of the Budget is 
authorized by law to adjust and settle prior to payment shall be 
audited by the General Auditing Office after payment, and the 
certificates of settlement in such cases shall be accompanied by a 
certificate of the administrative officer, if any, having jurisdiction 
over the appropriation involved in the settlement, setting forth 
his recommendations thereon. 

„d) The disbursing officers of agencies of the Government shall 
transmit daily to the General Auditing Office copies of all checks, 
and the vouchers, pay rolis, and other documents relating to 
expenditures made by them, but in any case in which such daily 
transmission is not practicable, then transmission shall be made at 
such time or times as the Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
shall prescribe. Whenever the General Auditing Office takes ex- 
ception to any item of disbursement, notice thereof shall be imme- 
diately given by the General Auditing Office to the disbursing 
officer concerned and to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, 
together with a statement of the reasons for such exception, and a 
report concerning such exception may, in the discretion of the 
Auditor General, be made to the Congress. All such exceptions 
shall be taken into consideration by the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget in settling the accounts of disbursing officers. At 
the time such notice is given to the disbursing officer, or imme- 
diately after audit when no exceptions are taken, the General 
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Auditing Office shall return the original documents transmitted 
to it by the disbursing officer. 

“(e) On and after the effective date of this section, the periodic 
accounts which disbursing and collecting officers of agencies of the 
Government are required by law to render shall be transmitted by 
them to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget for settlement, 
and the periodic accounts which disbursing and collecting officers 
within the legislative branch of the Government and of the 
United States Supreme Court are required by law to render shall 
be transmitted to the Auditor General for settlement. 

“(f) The Director of the Bureau of the Budget is authorized to 
transmit the accounts of disbursing and collecting officers to the 
agency concerned for administrative examination upon a showing 
by such agency, satisfactory to the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget, that the public interest requires such an examination, and 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget may provide by regula- 
tions for such examination in the District of Columbia or elsewhere. 

“(g) The Director of the Bureau of the Budget shall furnish 
promptly to the General Auditing Office copies of all certificates 
issued by him in settlement of accountable officers’ accounts, and 
the General Auditing Office shall examine the copies of such 
certificates of settlement. The Auditor General shall report 
promptly to the said Director and to the Congress all public ac- 
counts deemed by him to have been improperly settled by the said 
Director; but no such report shall be made to the Congress with 
r to any disagreement between the General Auditing Office 
and the said Director until the expiration of 30 days after the 
said Director has been notified of such disagreement, and no 
such report shall be made to the Congress if the said Director 
revises his decision in accordance with the views of the General 
Auditing Office. 

“(h) The Auditor General shall also report to the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget and to the Congress any of the following 
matters which come to his attention in the course of his audit: 
(1) Any expenditure of public funds which he deems to have been 
unwisely or improvidently made by or under the authority of the 
head of any agency of the Government, and (2) any procedures 
which he deems to be inadequate for full protection against loss 
of revenue. 

“(i) The Auditor General shall make such investigations and 
reports as shall be requested by either House of Congress, or by 
the Joint Committee on Public Accounts, or by any other com- 
mittee of either House having jurisdiction over expenditures, ap- 
propriations, or revenue; and the Auditor General shall furnish 
any such committee such aid and information as it may request. 

“(j) All reports required by this section to be made to the 
Congress shall be made to the Joint Committee on Public Accounts 
when the Congress is not in session. 

“(k) The Auditor General shall have authority to prescribe the 
manner in which public accounts and information accompanying 
such public accounts shall be submitted to him for audit. 

“Sec. 304. The Auditor General, or any officer or employee of the 
General Auditing Office when duly authorized by him, shall, to 
the extent necessary to perform the functions vested in the Gen- 
eral Auditing Office, have access to and the right to examine any 
books, documents, papers, or records of the Bureau of the Budget 
or of any other agency of the Government; but nothing in this 
section shall be construed to repeal or modify the provisions of 
section 291 of the Revised Statutes (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 31, 
sec. 107), or any other provisions of law expressly restricting the 
audit of expenditures or receipts. 

“Sec. 305. (a) The Auditor General is authorized, subject to the 
civil-service laws, to appoint such officers and employees as he 
deems necessary to enable the General Accounting Office to exer- 
cise the functions vested in it by law; and the compensation of all 
such officers and employees shall be fixed in accordance with the 
Classification Act of 1923, as amended. 

“(b) The Auditor General is authorized to delegate to any officer 
or employee of the General Auditing Office any functions vested 
in the General Auditing Office by law. 

“(c) The Auditor General is authorized to adopt an official seal 
for the General Auditing Office, and judicial notice shall be taken 
of such seal. 

“(d) The Auditor General is authorized to prescribe such rules 
and regulations as may be nece: to carry out the functions 
vested in the General Auditing Office by this title. 

“Sec. 306. The General Auditing Office shall not exercise any 
functions except those vested in it by this title, and nothing con- 
tained in this title shall be construed to authorize the General 
Auditing Office to revise the settlements of public accounts made 
by the Bureau of the Budget, or to direct the manner in which 
the functions vested in the Bureau of the Budget by this title 
shall be exercised.” 

And in Heu thereof insert: 

“Sec. 301. (a) The head of any agency, or any disbursing officer, 
may apply for and the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall render his decision upon any question involving any payment 
by them or under them, which decision, when rendered, shall be 
final and conclusive upon the executive branch of the Government. 
The head of any such agency requesting such decision may obtain 
a review of any such decision by filing a petition for review within 
30 days after the mailing to him of notice of such decision, in the 
United States Court of Claims, A copy of such petition shall be 
served forthwith upon the Comptroller General, who shall there- 
upon file in such court a copy of the letter requesting such decision, 
together with a copy of such decision. Upon such filing the court 
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shall have jurisdiction of the proceeding and of the question deter- 
mined in such decision and shall have power to enter a decree 
affirming, modifying, or reversing the decision of the Comptroller 
General, which decree shall be final and conclusive. Such court 
shall not have jurisdiction in any such proceeding to enter a decree 
with respect to any question not determined in the decision under 
review. The Comptroller General and the head of any such agency 

any such petition for review are authorized to be represented 
by their own attorneys in such court in any proceeding arising 
under the provisions of this section. Any such proceeding shall be 
given precedence over all other proceedings in such court not of 
a like nature. The petitions and other papers (including briefs) 
filed with or submitted to the court in any such pr shall 
be typewritten, but the court may, by special order in exceptional 
cases, require such papers to be printed. Such court sh: have 
power to prescribe rules of practice and procedure with respect to 
the filing of such petitions for review and the conduct of the pro- 
ceedings on review. 

“(b) The sixth paragraph of section 8 of the act of July 31, 1894 
(28 Stat. 208), as amended, is hereby repealed.” 

On page 34, line 11, strike out “307” and insert “302.” 

On page 36, lines 8, 9, and 10, strike out “and to the joint com- 
mittee by the auditor general as provided in section 303” and insert 
in lieu thereof by the Comptroller General.” 

On page 43, strike out subsection (b) of section 505 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: $ 

“(b) Section 301 shall become effective upon the expiration of 
90 days after the date of enactment of this act.” 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment submitted by the Senator from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. BYRD] on behalf of himself, the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. BarLeyY], and the Senator from Ne- 
braska [Mr. BURKE]. 

Mr. BYRD. On that question I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BULOW (when his name was called). On this vote I 
have a pair with the junior Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
Russett], who is necessarily absent. I therefore withhold 
my vote. 

Mr. FRAZIER (when Mr. Nye’s name was called). My 
colleague the junior Senator from North Dakota [Mr. NYE] 
on this question is paired with the junior Senator from Mon- 
tana [Mr. Murray]. If my colleague were present, he would 
vote “yea,” and if present the Senator from Montana would 
vote “nay.” 

Mr. WAGNER (when his name was called). On this vote 
I am paired with the senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. VAN 
Nuys], and therefore withhold my vote. 

Mr. HALE (when Mr. WHITE’s name was called). On this 
vote my colleague the junior Senator from Maine [Mr. 
WHITE] is paired with the junior Senator from Florida [Mr. 
PEPPER]. If present and voting, my colleague would vote 
“yea,” and the Senator from Florida would vote “nay.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. MINTON. I am authorized to announce that on this 
vote the senior Senator from Florida [Mr. ANDREWS] is paired 
with the junior Senator from Missouri [Mr. TRUMAN] and the 
junior Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] is paired with 
the senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis]. If the Senator 
from Nevada were present, he would vote “nay,” and the 
Senator from Illinois, if present, would vote “nay.” 

I further announce that the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
McCarran] and the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL] 
are absent in their respective States on official business; and 
that the Senator from Florida [Mr. ANDREWS], the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. Lewis], the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. Cuavez], the Senator from Montana [Mr. Murray], the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER], the Senator from Mis- 
souri [Mr. Truman], and the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
Van Nuys] are absent on public business. 

The result was announced—yeas 36, nays 47, as follows: 


YEAS—36 
Adams Connally Glass Maloney 
Austin Copeland Hale Miller 
Bailey Davis Holt Pittman 
Borah Donahey Johnson, Calif. Shipstead 
Bridges Frazier Johnson, Colo. Townsend 
Burke George King Tydings 
Byrd Gerry Lodge Vandenberg 
Capper Gibson Lonergan ‘alsh 
Clark Gillette McNary Wheeler 
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x NAYS—47 
Ashurst Duffy Lee Pope 
Bankhead Ellender Logan Radcliffe 
Barkley Green Lundeen Reames 
Berry Guffey McAdoo Reynolds 
Bilbo Harrison McGill wartz 
Bone Hatch McKellar Schwellenbach 
Brown, Mich. Hayden Milton Sheppard 
Brown, N. H Herring Minton Smathers 
Bulkley Neely Smith 
Byrnes Hitchcock Norris Thomas, Okla, 
Caraway Hughes O'Mahoney Thomas, Utah 
Dieterich La Follette Overton 

NOT VOTING—13 

Andrews McCarran Pepper Van Nuys 
Bulow Murray Russell Wagner 
ae Nye Truman White 


So the amendment offered by Mr. Byrp on behalf of him- 
self, Mr. Bartey, and Mr. Burke was rejected. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Mr. President, I offer the amendment 
which I send to the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment offered by 
the Senator from Ohio will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On pages 39 to 42, commencing 
with line 17 on page 39, it is proposed to strike out all down 
to and including line 11 on page 42; and on page 44, com- 
mencing with line 1, it is proposed to strike out all down to 
and including line 4, in the following words: 

NATIONAL RESOURCES PLANNING BOARD 


Sec. 402. (a) There is hereby established in the executive branch 
of the Government a National Resources Planning Board (here- 
inafter referred to as the Board“) which shall be composed of 
five members to be appointed by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate. At least two of the members of 
the Board shall be citizens and residents of States west of the 
Mississippi River. One of the members of the Board shall be 
designated by the President as chairman, and one of such mem- 
bers shall be designated by the President as vice chairman. The 
vice chairman shall act as chairman in the absence of the chair- 
man or in the event of a vacancy in that office. The members 
of the Board shall be compensated at the rate of $50 per day for 
time spent in attending and traveling to and from meetings, or in 
otherwise exercising the functions of the Board, plus the actual 
cost of transportation: Provided, That in no case shall a member 
be entitled to receive compensation for more than 30 days’ service 
in any 2 consecutive months. 

(b) The Board shall cause a seal of office to be made for such 
Board, of such device as the President shall approve, and judicial 
notice shall be taken of such seal. 

(c) The Board shall determine the rules of its own proceedings, 
and a majority of its members in office shall constitute a quorum 
for the transaction of business, but the Board may function not- 
withstanding vacancies. 

Sec. 403. The Board is authorized to— 

(1) Investigate, examine, study, analyze, assemble, and coordi- 
nate and periodically to review and revise basic information and 
materials appropriate to plans or planning policies for the develop- 
ment and utilization of the resources of the Nation, both natural 
and human, and, on the basis thereof, to initiate and propose in 
an advisory capacity such plans and planning policies; 

(2) To obtain data and reports from, to cooperate and partici- 
pate in the work of, and to consult with, any agencies of the 
Federal Government and of any State, Territory, or possession of 
the United States (including the Philippine Islands), or political 
subdivisions thereof, as well as any public planning or research 
agencies and institutions; and 

(3) Prepare and submit studies, reports, and recommendations 
upon matters within its jurisdiction under this act for presenta- 
tion to the President or upon the request of the President. 

Sec. 404. (a) The Board is authorized, without regard to the 
civil-service laws, to appoint a director, and, subject to the civil- 
service laws, to appoint such other officers and employees as may 
be necessary to carry out its functions. The compensation of the 
director and such other officers and employees shall be fixed in 
accordance with the Classification Act of 1923, as amended. 

(b) The Board shall prepare and submit annually to the Presi- 
dent a report setting forth and summarizing its work during the 
preceding year, and shall include therein such information, data, 
and recommendations concerning matters within its jurisdiction 
as the Board may deem advisable. 

(c) The Board is authorized to delegate to the director or to any 
other officer or employee of the Board any functions vested in the 
Board by law. 

(d) The Board is authorized to prescribe such rules and regu- 
lations as may be necessary to carry out its functions. 

Sec. 405. The National Resources Committee, established by 
Executive Order No. 7065 of June 7, 1935, is hereby abolished, and 
the records, property (including office equipment), and personnel 
of such Committee, and the unexpended balances of funds 
8 for expenditure by such Committee, shall be transferred 

e Board. 
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(c) Section 405 shall become effective when a majority of the 
members of the National Resources Planning Board first appdinted 
under the provisions of section 402 take office, 

Mr. BULKLEY. Mr. President, this amendment proposes 
to strike from the bill the provisions establishing a National 
Resources Planning Board. 

This section ought to be stricken from the bill, because, 
although it proposes very important legislation and pro- 
poses to set up a board having very wide scope and authority, 
it has not been adequately considered by the committee 
which reported it. The proposal has not had hearings 
worthy of the name. To pass important legislation of this 
character without adequate consideration is sure to be bad 
legislative practice. 

Let me call attention first to the fact that if my amend- 
ment is adopted, the National Resources Planning Board, 
which is already in existence under Executive order, would 
not be swept out of existence. It would continue under the 
same authority under which it now exists; and if, after 
proper consideration, the Congress desires to give it a legis- 
lative authority to continue, that may be considered in due 
course. 

I have set down more specific reasons why this provision 
is objectionable. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BULKLEY. I yield to the Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. OVERTON. Does the Senator’s amendment eliminate 
all of the provisions of the bill with reference to the Na- 
tional Resources Planning Board? 

Mr. BULKLEY. Yes; it would eliminate all provisions 
carried in the bill on that subject. 

The provisions of the Government reorganization bill to 
set up a National Resources Planning Board would make 
permanent the present National Resources Committee, 
which, in turn, is a continuation of the original National 
Planning Board. The provisions in the present bill are sub- 
stantially the same as those in the bill for a National Plan- 
ning Board, introduced by the senior Senator from New 
York [Mr. Copetanp] in May 1935. That bill was reported, 
stood on the calendar of the Senate, and was never even 
called up for consideration. 

As stated in the Board’s own report, its functions would 
cover— 

(1) Natural resources and the planning of public works: 
This covers land, minerals, fuels, water, and other natural 
resources, in addition to the planning of public works. 

(2) Sociological planning: This covers population distri- 
bution, trends and movements, welfare, education, old age, 
unemployment, recreation, and so forth. 

(3) Governmental planning: This covers budgetary meth- 
ods and control, reorganization of local, metropolitan, and 
State units, and so forth. Imagine a Federal board going 
out to tell local and metropolitan and State units how to 
reorganize. 

(4) General economic planning: This covers balancing 
production and consumption, banking, currency and credit, 
control of overproduction, taxation, price control, fair com- 
petition, and all the various other problems covered in the 
general economic field. If this section is to be retained in 
the bill at all, it should at least be amended to make the 
Board a natural resources board, for the following reasons: 

First. The jurisdiction of the Board under the bill as it 
now stands is far too broad. Indeed, it is almost ridiculously 
so. The amendment restricting the jurisdiction of the Board 
to the first of the four groups already mentioned—to wit, 
natural resources and the planning of public works—would 
keep it within a reasonable scope. The field of natural 
resources is a special field in itself and one of tremendous 
importance. The qualifications of members of a board deal- 
ing with natural resources would be different from the quali- 
fications needed for a board working on general sociological 
and economic problems. 

The job of a natural resources board would be more purely 
an engineering job, especially when joined with the plan- 
ning of public works, as, for instance, in fiood control. The 
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field of a natural resources board is so vast in itself and of 
such a special nature that it is an adequate field in itself 
for the board. 

Second. The National Resources Planning Board as it now 
stands in the bill would be a general legislative policy board, 
dominated by the Executive. The President already has 
hundreds of economists, statisticians, and others under his 
control in the executive departments who can make studies 
for him and provide him with a base for public policy. The 
Congress has no similar organization to do the necessary 
fundamental research for it or provide it with information 
and analysis. The main argument for the remainder of this 
bill has been that the President, being responsible for admin- 
istration, should be granted power in the field for which he 
is responsible. The same theory is an equally strong argu- 
ment against giving the President a legislative policy board 
to work on matters which are primarily the responsibility 
of the Congress. 

Third. The fundamental questions involved have not been 
adequately considered, either by the Planning Board itself 
or by the President's Committee on Administrative Manage- 
ment or by the Select Committee on Government Organi- 
zation of the Senate. Indeed, on the whole, the basic ques- 
tions have not even been raised, let alone adequately dis- 
cussed. No testimony has been taken on these questions. 
There is no foundation justifying even the presentation of 
the bill to the Senate. 

Fourth. The sections relating to a national resources plan- 
ning board are not germane to the problem of administra- 
tive management, and the matter was not within the proper 
scope of the President’s Committee on Administrative Man- 
agement. The report of the Planning Board itself, the Presi- 
dent’s Committee on Administrative Management, and of 
the Senate committee, clearly shows that this Board is in- 
tended to function in the field of legislative policy rather 
than in the field of administrative management. 

Fifth. The name “National Resources Board” is indefinite 
and misleading, because it leads the great majority of per- 
sons who are not intimately acquainted with the details to 
conclude that it is intended to be a natural resources board. 

Mr. President, the case against the proposal of the com- 
mittee is even more conclusive than that. If a board is to 
have such a wide scope to cover all questions of policy, relat- 
ing not only to the Government, but to everything in the 
world, it certainly will be a full-time job for the best men 
of the country. What is proposed here is a board of five 
members to undertake this task—five members who do not 
even have salaries, who are to serve on a per diem basis, 
and who are practically forbidden to serve more than half 
their time, because they are forbidden to draw pay for 
more than 30 days in any 60-day period. 

If the work of such a board is to have any value or au- 
thority the board certainly should be made up of the best 
minds of the country, giving their best and undivided at- 
tention to the work. But here we are asked to set up a 
board of half-time men, presumably a continuation of the 
present board, whose principal experience has been in city 
planning, and they are to cover such a vast subject as 
indicated. 

What authority, what confidence, will reports on these 
vast subjects command from a board constituted of members 
serving only half time? How can it be possible that their 
reports will command attention and respect in the Con- 
gress? 

If the work is not to be done seriously, then there can be 
no justification for setting up a new board, to cost more 
money, and to present reports which will not be given 
attention. 

The Resources Board estimates that they will need to 
spend, in order to carry on their work, at least $1,000,000 
a year. That is only a beginning, of course; $1,000,000 a 
year will not pay for the work of this board when it gets 
under way. One million dollars perhaps is not a large sum, 
but why should we add more governmental expense when 
we are bending every effort toward making the Budget 
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balance, and toward making Government bodies carry their 
own weight? 

Then there is a provision that the board may delegate any 
of its functions to a director of the board or to any officer 
or employee of the board. In other words, these vast sub- 
jects which the board is supposed to study and report upon 
might be delegated to an employee of the board, and how 
is the Congress expected to have respect for that sort of 
recommendation? I repeat, if the recommendations do not 
have weight and respect, why should we pay $1,000,000 or 
more a year to get those suggestions and recommendations? 

Mr, President, I hope the amendment will prevail. I shall 
reserve my time on the bill. 

Mr. HOLT. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following 
Senators answered to their names: 


Adams Clark Hitchcock O'Mahoney 
Andrews Connally Holt Overton 
Ashurst Copeland Hughes Pittman 
Austin Davis Johnson, Calif. Pope 

Bailey Dieterich Johnson, Colo. Radcliffe 
Bankhead Donahey King Reames 
Barkley ry La Follette Reynolds 
Berry Ellender Lee Schwartz 
Bilbo Frazier Lodge Schwellenbach 
Bone George Logan Sheppard 
Borah Gerry Lonergan Shipstead 
Bridges Gibson Lundeen Smathers 
Brown, Mich. Gillette McAdoo Smith 
Brown, N. H Glass McGill Thomas, Okla. 
Bulkley Green McKellar Thomas, Utah 
Bulow Guffey McNary Townsend 
Burke Hale Maloney Tydings 

Byrd Harrison Miller Vandenberg 
Byrnes Hatch Milton Wagner 
Capper Hayden Minton alsh 
Caraway Herring Neely Wheeler 
Chavez Norris 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Eighty-seven Senators 
having answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the pending bill is designed, 
according to its caption, “to provide for reorganizing agen- 
cies of the Government,” and we find the section to which 
this amendment is directed makes no provision for, and no 
mention of, reorganizing any bureau or any agency or any 
department. On the other hand, we are undertaking in the 
bill, without adequate hearings—and I say this without any 
reflection or any intention to reflect on the committee, but I 
say it from an examination of the record—to determine the 
advisability or the feasibility or the wisdom of the creation 
of a superplanning agency. 

I should like to call the attention of the Senate, if I may, 
just for a few moments to the exact status of this matter 
as I understand it. We have now a National Resources 
Planning Board—that is, it is in operation, although I am 
frank to confess to the Senate that I do not think it is 
authorized under the law to continue in operation, because 
of section 4 of the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 
1935, the statute by which the Board was created. I think 
the Senate ovght to examine the statute under which this 
Board is spending approximately a million dollars a year, 
and under which the Board is trying to superimpose its 
judgment upon every other department in our Government 
which has anything to do with the planning and the execu- 
tion of public-works undertakings. Section 4 of the act 
provides: 

In carrying out the provisions of this joint resolution— 


That is, the emergency appropriation act— 


the President is authorized to establish and prescribe the duties 
and functions of necessary agencies within the Government. 


That is the legislative authority under which the National 
Planning Board exists today. It was established only for the 
purpose of carrying out the provisions of that emergency 
appropriation act; yet we find that in the last fiscal year this 
Board was allocated out of emergency relief funds and out of 
relief funds the sum of $750,000. It has in the city of Wash- 
ington a personnel of about 150. It pays its employees vari- 
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ous salaries, some of them, the consulting experts, as high as 
$35 and $50 a day. It has eight regional offices scattered 
throughout the country. The provision of the bill which is 
sought to be stricken out is the most remarkable I have ever 
seen incorporated in any bill. I wish to call the attention of 
the Senate to it. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GILLETTE in the chair). 
So the Senator from Arkansas yield to the Senator from 

0? 

Mr. MILLER. I yield. 

Mr. BORAH. Is the Senator now about to take up this 
particular amendment? 

Mr. MILLER. I desire to take up the particular provision 
referred to. 

Mr. BORAH. Before the Senator does that I should like 
to ask him if he can give us an idea of what the present 
Board is now doing? What is the legitimate reason for its 
existence? 

Mr. MILLER. Replying to the Senator from Idaho I will 
say that I can best answer that by calling attention to the 
Executive order which is the authority which brought forth 
the Board. As I have said, the President acted under the 
provision of the act of 1935, and if the funds provided by the 
act referred to have been expended there is no authority for 
a National Resources Planning Board in this country today, 
notwithstanding they have spent $750,000 this last year. 
The Executive order provides: 

By virtue of and pursuant to the authority vested in me under 
the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 1935, approved April 8, 
1935 (49 Stat. 115), and to provide a means of obtaining informa- 
tion essential to a wise employment of the emergency appropria- 
tion made by said act, I hereby establish an agency within the 
Government to be known as the National Resources Committee. 

That was in 1935. Then follow in order the functions of 
this National Resources Committee, which I shall ask to have 
incorporated in the Recorp as part of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 

I hereby prescribe the functions and duties of the National Re- 
sources Committee, as follows: 

(a) To collect, prepare, and make available to the President, 
with recommendations, such plans, data, and information as may 
be helpful to a planned development and use of land, water, and 
other national resources, and such related subjects as may be 


referred to it by the President. 


(b) To consult and cooperate with agencies of the Federal Gov- 


ernment, with the States and municipalities or agencies thereof, 
and with any public or private planning or research agencies or 
institutions, in carrying out any of its duties and functions. 

(c) To receive and record all proposed Federal projects involving 
the acquisition of land (including transfer of land jurisdiction) 
and land 1esearch projects, and in an advisory capacity to provide 
the agencies concerned with such information or data as may be 
pertinent to the projects. All executive agencies shall notify the 
National Resources Committee of such projects as they develop 
before major field activities are undertaken. 

Mr. MILLER. The President’s order contains a remark- 
able statement, and it is important to the Senate, and is im- 
portant to the people of the United States, if we are to retain 
any say-so over what goes on in this country and over what 
is done with the money which Congress appropriates. The 
order contains this remarkable statement: 

All executive agencies shall notify the National Resources Com- 
mittee of such projects as they develop before major fleld activi- 
ties are undertaken. 

That is the order under which the Board is now operating. 
It was created for the purpose of finding ways and means of 
expending the emergency appropriation funds which have 
have for such a long time been expended. I presume the 
order may be a continuing one. That, however, is what is 
being done, and that is the way the Board was brought into 
existence. 

In the pending bill we find a legislative proposal to per- 
petuate the Board. I ask in all seriousness and in all candor 
if some of the proponents of the bill will not tell us what this 
Board is designed to do. The language of the provision in 
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the bill is so written that I do not understand what the Board 
is to do. I do not know that it is necessary that ordinary 
Senators should understand it, but I must confess that I can- 
not understand what the Board is to do, and I do not believe 
anyone else can understand it. It is some kind of a super- 
board imposed upon all departments of the Government, and 
to which they must report. They must report what? Let 
me call attention to that. The proposal says that the Board 
shall— 

Investigate, examine, study, analyze, assemble and coordinate, 
and periodically to review and revise basic information and mate- 
rials appropriate to plans or planning policies for the development 
and utilization of the resources of the Nation, both natural and 
human. 

Did Senators ever before hear of a board, a superboard, in 
this country being superimposed above the Executive him- 
self and above every member of the Cabinet, to coordinate, 
to assemble, and to analyze information pertaining to the 
development and utilization of the human resources of this 
country? What is expected to be done? How are they going 
to utilize the human resources? Have we come to the point 
where American citizens have no initiative left, when the 
American boy and the American girl must have their lives 
planned, and must have them laid out by a group of men and 
women who call themselves civic planners and academic 
planners? 

It is said that this Board is merely advisory in its capacity. 
That is all the more reason why the provision with respect 
to it should not be enacted. If it is advisory, then I say we 
have too much advice today which does not come from the 
right source. 

What do the hearings show, Mr. President, with respect to 
this matter? I have glanced through them. The only or- 
ganization I know of that is recommending this move is an 
association of professional planners. I have forgotten what 
it is called. Its name appears in the record. We have in 
this country some kind of association of men and women 
who have banded themselves together and have taken upon 
themselves the enormous task of planning everything. 
There is a letter printed in the record of the hearings in 
which they strongly advocate the passage of Senate bill 2700. 
That was the bill which was reported favorably from the 
Committee on Commerce, and, as I understand, remained on 
the Senate Calendar for some time, and is now incorporated 
in the pending bill. It was simply thrown into this bill. 
This provision does not properly belong in a bill to reor- 
ganize. By it we would only add another bureau, which in 
the end would swallow up all the other bureaus of the 
Government. 

Further the bill provides: 

To obtain data and reports from, to cooperate and participate 
in the work of, and to consult with, any agencies of the Federal 
Government and of any State, Territory, or possession of the 
United States (including the Philippine Islands), or political sub- 
divisions thereof. 

I wish to ask the Senate what the National Resources 
Planning Board has to do with the things that belong to 
the people of Arkansas? We know what we want to do 
with them. We know what activities we ought to carry 
on there, and we are going to carry them on. This super- 
board will coordinate and collect data, and advise with the 
State of Arkansas and with the “political subdivisions thereof, 
as well as any public planning or research agencies and 
institutions.” 

Mr. President, there are several committees in the Senate 
charged with jurisdiction over certain matters. If this pro- 
posal were to be enacted, I think the Congress should, in 
order to keep the record straight, create a supercommittee 
of the Congress, a committee to supervise the other com- 
mittees, and to require the other committees to report to it, 
and finally to pass upon the actions of other committees, 
and act as an advisory body to the House and the Senate. 
There would be just as much sense to a proposal of that 
sort as there is to the pending proposal. 
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What else do we find? 


The Board is authorized, without regard to the civil-service 
laws, to appoint a director, and, subject to the civil-service laws, 
to appoint such other officers and employees as may be necessary 
to carry out its functions— 

Listen— 


The compensation of the director and such other officers and em- 
ployees shall be fixed in accordance with the Classification Act 
of 1923, as amended. 

The Board shall prepare and submit annually to the President 
a report setting forth and summarizing its work during the pre- 
ceding year, and shall include therein such information, data, and 
recommendations concerning matters within its jurisdiction as the 
Board may deem advisable. 


We find also this provision: 


The Board is authorized to delegate to the director or to any 
other officer or employee of the Board any functions vested in the 
Board by law. z 

Mr. President, I refer again to the question asked by the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. Kine] as to what this Board has 
done since its creation. So far as I know, the only thing it 
has done has been to issue several books and pamphlets. It 
has spent an enormous amount of money for printing. Con- 
siderable literary ability has been exhibited in the prepara- 
tion of its reports. Someone has gotten a good deal of satis- 
faction out of preparing them. About all the Board has 
done, however, has been to try to delay work that has been 
approved by other departments that are charged under the 
law with doing it. 

Mr. President, this bill is contrary to the very theory of 
government work. Let me submit the suggestion to the Sen- 
ate that planning on any scale must be closely associated 
with the executing agency. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator on 
the amendment has expired. 

Mr. MILLER. I will take time on the bill. 

Planning cannot be academic. The Department of Agri- 
culture is in charge of forestry. The Army engineers are in 
charge of flood control and navigation. If flood-control 
work is to be done, who should plan it? It should be planned 
by the executing agency. If a reclamation project is to be 
constructed, who should plan it? The executing agency, the 
Bureau of Reclamation, of course. The same thing is true 
of every other activity, including the Biological Survey and 
all the others. 

Mr. President, I wish someone would tell me of any de- 
partment which spends money and constructs works of any 
kind or character which does not have within it an adequate 
planning section. There is no such department. Why is a 
duplication of effort proposed? Why should the proposed 
Planning Board be imposed upon the other agencies of the 
Government merely to hamper them and further to regiment 
the human resources of the country? 

I cannot believe that the implications contained in this 
section have the approval of the Executive. I cannot believe 
they have the approval of anybody other than the men who 
are responsible for them, and who inserted such provisions 
in the bill merely at the request of planning commissioners 
throughout the country. 

I desire to make one further suggestion and then I shall 
conclude. 

I challenge any Senator to show anything constructive 
which has been accomplished by the National Resources Com- 
mittee in the past 3 years of its life. The Committee has filed 
reports, copies of which are undoubtedly in the office of every 
Senator. I challenge any Senator to produce a single such 
report which is not copied from reports of other agencies of 
the Government. I am familiar with the reports on flood 
control, and I know where the National Resources Committee 
obtained the information. 

It is proposed in the bill to set up a board and pay the 
members thereof $50 a day for the time they are in session. 
Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLER. I yield. 
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Mr. OVERTON. The objection to this particular provi- 
sion of the bill is not that the Board will accept the plans 
and recommendations of all the different agencies of the 
Government, but that it is proposed that the Board step in 
and undertake to revise the plans and to participate in the 
formation of the plans. That is a legislative authority which 
the bill proposes to vest in the National Resources Planning 
Board. I do not think it would be particularly objection- 
able if the Planning Board were simply to collate different 
plans which had been formulated by the different agencies 
and present a résumé of them either to the President or to 
the Congress. The objection is that the Board will under- 
take to supervise and control the formulation of the plans, 
and, after they have been formulated, to revise and coordi- 
nate them. The Board will have general supervisory con- 
trol over all the different agencies of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. MILLER. Certainly. I may say to the distinguished 
Senator that the planners would not want to be constituted 
into a board merely to collate or to collect plans. If they 
could not superimpose their own judgment and revise, an- 
alyze, and make recommendations, hey would not want to 
be constituted as a board. That would not serve their 
purposes at all. 

The proposed superboard must have authority to be the 
last word if it is going to develop the human resources of 
the country. 

Mr. OVERTON. I agree with the Senator. 
undertaking to express my view. 

Mr. MILLER. If the Board is to develop the human re- 
sources of the country, to say nothing about the natural 
resources, it must have complete authority. 

However, the Senator will agree with me, I am sure, that 
the National Resources Committee today is directly responsi- 
ble for delay in flood-control legislation in the Congress, and 
will continue to be a means of holding up proper public works 
if this provision of the bill is enacted. The time when we 
authorize by legislation the creation of such a board will 
mark the beginning of a superregimentation of everything 
pertaining to Government activity, including highways, 
levees, reservoirs, reclamation, forestry, biological work, and 
every other governmental activity. Such activities will not 
be dominated by the Reclamation Bureau, the Army Engi- 
neers, or the Forest Service. The authority of the agencies 
to which I have referred will pass out of existence, and will 
rest completely in the professional planners, who will draw 
$50 a day for the time they are in session. The provisions 
of the bill authorize the National Resources Planning Board 
to employ anyone else they may desire. It is said that we 
can control such employment, because we control the purse 
strings. It is true that Congress controls the purse strings, 
but under the present law there is not a legislative appropri- 
ation of a dime to the Board. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLER. I yield. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Does not the bill directly put under ex- 
ecutive control a board whose function is solely legislative? 

Mr. MILLER. Yes. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLER. I yield. 

Mr. BORAH. Under the provisions of the bill, the Board 
will not even make a report to Congress. It will report ex- 
clusively to the Executive. Congress will never be advised 
as to any plans or purposes of the Board. Congress will be 
excluded from whatever knowledge it otherwise might have. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLER. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
cad intends to offer an amendment to this part of the 

Mr. BORAH. I am glad to hear it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The amendment which the Senator from 
South Carolina proposes to offer provides that reports shall 
be made not only to the President but to Congress. 


I was merely 
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Mr. BORAH. Iam glad that the existence of Congress has 
been recognized. 

Mr. MILLER. I will say to the distinguished majority 
leader that I think such an amendment would improve the 
bill, but still I cannot see why any useful purpose would be 
accomplished by setting up such a board. Judging from the 
experience of the past, when the board is created the result 
will be to create a further impediment to the construction of 
useful public works which ought to be constructed by men 
of long practical experience. 

As an illustration, in the report which was submitted just 
a few days ago, the National Resources Committee recom- 
mended the improvement of the channel of the river at 
Houston, Tex. That improvement will be finished by July 1 
of this year. The Board merely went through the old reports 
of the Army engineers and took one after another improve- 
ments which are now just about completed and recommended 
that those projects be initiated by the Congress. 

The provisions of the bill merely set up another bureau for 
the employment of men who feel in duty bound to advise 
American citizens, and the fathers and mothers of this coun- 
try, how to utilize human resources, as well as natural 
resources. 

CUSTODY OF RECORDS OF TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 


Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, during the past few weeks 
there has been considerable discussion of the T. V. A. 
situation. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Adams Clark Hitchcock O'Mahoney 
Andrews Co: Holt Overton 
Ashurst Copeland Hughes Pittman 
Austin vis Johnson, Calif. Pope 
Bailey Dieterich Johnson, Colo. Radcliffe 
Bankhead Donahey King Reames 
Barkley Duffy La Follette Reynolds 
Ellender Lee Schwartz 
Bilbo Frazier Lodge Schwellenbach 
Bone George Sheppard 
Borah Gerry Lonergan Shipstead 
Bridges Gibson Lundeen Smathers 
Brown, Mich. Gillette McAdoo Smith 
Brown, N. H Glass McGill Thomas, Okla. 
Bulkley Green McKellar Thomas, Utah 
Bulow Guffey McNary Townsend 
Burke Hale Maloney Tydings 
Byrd Miller Vandenberg 
Byrnes Hatch Milton Wagner 
Capper Hayden Minton Walsh 
Caraway Herring Neely Wheeler 
Chavez Hill Norris 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-seven Senators have 
answered to their names. A quorum is present. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, for some weeks the T. V. A. 
situation has been, in one form or another, before this 
body. Apparently in both the House and the Senate resolu- 
tions have been presented providing for an investigation of 
this situation. Because of pending legislation and various 
Senators working at cross purposes, there has been a failure 
to get together on any universally accepted course of action 
or to agree upon a time for such action. It is very apparent, 
however, tc me that it will be at least until the conclusion 
of the consideration of the reorganization bill, and probably 
until the conclusion of the consideration of that bill and 
also the calling of the calendar before any definite action 
may be taken with reference to the T. V. A. The problem, 
then, before the Senate will be to decide which type of in- 
vestigation will be most desirable, whether we will join with 
the Members of the other body in a joint congressional in- 
vestigation or whether we will proceed with a senatorial in- 
vestigation. Either course would be satisfactory to me, pro- 
vided the substance of the resolution of investigation were 
sufficiently general to cover all phases of the matter to be 
investigated and no specific allegations outlined. 

The President of the United States has proceeded to hold 
his own hearings and summarily removed Dr. Arthur Mor- 
gan from office, in my judgment, illegally. There is a grave 


4004 


question involved in this matter, but some of the best legal 
authorities in the country and some of the best in this body 
have indicated to me that, in their judgment, the President 
acted entirely outside his legal rights. 

He then appointed Mr. Harcourt Morgan as Chairman of 
the T. V. A. Board, leaving him and Mr. Lilienthal the other 
two members of the Board, against whom Dr. Arthur Morgan 
had made certain charges, in complete control of the T. V. A. 

Yesterday I read into the Recorp certain sections of the 
United States Criminal Code and pointed out that persons 
who conceal or obliterate or destroy records and documents 
belonging to the Government are subject to imprisonment 
and to fine. I now believe we would be very derelict in our 
duty unless we should take some action immediately in order 
to protect the records which later may be used in evidence 
in any investigation which may be ordered. I submit a 
resolution, which I send to the clerk’s desk and ask to have 
read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the clerk 
will read, as requested. 

The Chief Clerk read the resolution (S. Res. 255), as 
follows: 

Resolved, That the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate is directed 
to take into his custody in the name of the United States Senate 
all books, records, papers, and documents of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority and to hold same in readiness for production before any 
duly constituted congressional investigating committee. Such 
books, records, papers, and documents shall, while in the custody 
of the Sergeant at Arms and under such rules and regulations as 
he may prescribe, be made available to the officers and employees 
of the Tennessee Valley Authority for its normal operations. The 
Sergeant at Arms is authorized to appoint such special deputies as 
may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this resolution. 
The expenses of the Sergeant at Arms under this resolution, which 
shall not exceed $10,000, shall be paid from the contingent fund 
of the Senate upon vouchers approved by him. All authority con- 
ferred by this resolution shall expire upon the final report to the 
Congress by any congressional investigating committee established 
to investigate the Tennessee Valley Authority or, if no such com- 
mittee is established, on July 31, 1938. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may I ask if any request 
was made concerning the resolution or was it merely sub- 
mitted? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I am going to make a request concerning 
it in a moment. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. May I ask the Senator whether 
he intends to have the books and documents brought into 
the Chamber or placed out in the hall or just where all these 
books and documents are going to be stored in the Senate? 

Mr. BRIDGES. My purpose, I think, is apparent from the 
resolution. It indicates that the Sergeant at Arms of the 
Senate would assume custody of the books, documents, and 
papers wherever they may be, and that they would be released 
for the current operations of the T. V. A. upon receiving per- 
mission from the Sergeant at Arms or his representative. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Would not the Senator prefer 
to include a provision that permission be obtained from the 
Senator from New Hampshire before anybody may look at the 
books, papers, and documents? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I have confidence in the Sergeant at Arms 
of the Senate. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Iam glad to learn that the Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire trusts somebody. The Sergeant 
at Arms is the first man, so far as I have ever heard, in 
whom the Senator has any confidence outside himself. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I will say to the Senator from Washington 
that I have confidence in a great many men; I have confi- 
dence in a great many Members of his own party. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
Hampshire yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The law under which the Tennessee 
Valley Authority was created stipulates the responsibility of 
that Authority in keeping its books and records. Does the 
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Senator think that that law can be repealed by a mere Sen- 
ate resolution? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I do not believe in repealing a law, but I 
think the Senate would be wholly within its powers in im- 
pounding records, documents, and so on, that might later be 
used in the course of an investigation. 

Mr. BARKLEY. If the Senate should authorize an in- 
vestigation, and there was any failure or refusal on the part 
of anybody to produce records, or there was any suspicion 
that any of them were going to be destroyed, the Senate 
might take action; but, in the absence of any authority to 
investigate or the appointment of any committee, and in the 
absence of any evidence, except the tenuous suspicion of the 
Senator from New Hampshire, that somebody is going to 
make away with important records before he gets his eyes 
upon them, I do not think the Senate by itself has any 
authority to take charge of the records of the T. V. A., any 
more than it has authority to take charge of the records of 
the Department of Justice or of the Department of Agricul- 
ture or of the Philippine High Commissioner. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I am glad the Senator from Kentucky 
has been rather sweeping in his statements, because he has 
been very inclusive, and, as I understand, has included in 
that group the person who some predict will be the next 
Democratic nominee for President. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Iam glad to exclude from that group the 
next Republican nominee for President. 

Mr. BRIDGES. We do not yet know who that will he, 
but whoever it is, I have no doubt he will be a good man. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I understand that the Senator from New 
Hampshire himself has designs upon the nomination. 
(Laughter.] 

Mr. BRIDGES. In spite of what the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Kentucky has said, if an investigation is to be de- 
layed, and if two members of the Board are now in absolute 
control—Dr. Arthur Morgan having been banished far away 
by the Executive order of the President of the United States, 
in my judgment illegally—then, in order that we may not be 
derelict in our duties as public officials, in order that we may 
assure a fair investigation and the presence of all the ma- 
terial when the investigation does go forward, I believe we 
should take immediate action upon my resolution introduced 
here today. 

I therefore ask unanimous consent for the immediate con- 
sideration of this resolution calling for the impounding of 
the records of the T. V. A. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from New Hampshire for the pres- 
ent consideration of the resolution submitted by him? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is heard. The 
resolution will lie over under the rule. 


REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 


The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 3331) 
to provide for reorganizing agencies of the Government, ex- 
tending the classified civil service, establishing a General 
Auditing Office and a Department of Welfare, and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
BULKLEY]. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I understand that the por- 
tion of the bill dealing with the National Resources Planning 
Board is to be very greatly overhauled and rewritten. If I 
could find the author of this part of the measure, or some- 
body who would be willing to admit that he is its author, I 
should like to ask whether or not we are discussing what we 
propose to pass or whether we are to discuss something else. 

If I may have the attention of the able Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. BARKLEY], I will say to him that I understand 
there will be some amendments to the provision we are now 
discussing. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I will say to the Senator 
from Idaho that 2 or 3 days ago the junior Senator from 
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South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] and I together discussed cer- 
tain amendments to this part of the bill in order to clarify 
it. That was done without regard to this motion, because I 
did not anticipate that any motion was to be made to elimi- 
nate these sections altogether from the bill. In order to 
clarify the sections, we have suggested some amendments. 

Mr. BORAH. May we have those amendments disposed 
of at this time? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I was about to suggest that in order that 
they might be disposed of, as they ought to be, before the 
motion is voted upon to eliminate altogether this part of the 
bill, it ought first to be perfected. 

Mr. BORAH. It ought to be perfected before we proceed 
with the debate. I should like to know what we are con- 
sidering. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think I can state to the Senator what 
the amendments are. I have tried to jot down what our 
suggestions would be. 

In subsection (1) of section 403— 

The Board is authorized to— 

(1) Investigate, examine, study, analyze, assemble, and coordi- 
nate and periodicaily to review and revise— 

We propose to strike out “and periodically to review and 
revise”, so that the paragraph will read: 

(1) Investigate, examine, study, analyze, assemble, and coordi- 
nate basic information and materials appropriate to plans or 
planning policies for the development and utilization of the 
resources of the Nation, both natural and human, 

And to strike out the rest of the paragraph, which reads: 

And, on the basis thereof, to initiate and propose in an advisory 
capacity such plans and planning policies. 

Of course, in the report of the Board to the President or 
to Congress, either or both, they would, in the very nature 
of things, make any recommendations they might see fit; 
and it is not the desire of the committee that the Board 
shall have power to initiate programs, or in any way to 
interfere with the Departments in the performance of their 
duties. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I understood that the Senator 
was informed that the word “coordinate” was to come out 
of that part of the bill. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That matter was discussed, but I see no 
objection to allowing the Board to coordinate the informa- 
tion; that is all. They will not coordinate any department. 
The paragraph simply allows the Board to assemble and co- 
ordinate—that is, work in together—whatever they have 
gathered in the way of information. I have no pride of 
standing by the word “coordinate.” The Board may coordi- 
nate the information without being told to do so, I suppose. 

Mr. BORAH. I was simply trying to find out what it is 
that we propose to do. 

If I may be permitted, I should like to have these amend- 
ments offered and disposed of before we proceed on the other 
matter. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I share that wish. I had thought the 
amendments would be disposed of before a vote on the mo- 
tion of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. BULKLEY]. In fact, as 
I said a while ago, I did not know he was going to move to 
strike out all this part of the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, may I in- 
quire of the Senator what is meant by “the resources of the 
Nation, both natural and human”? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, we understand what natural 
resources are—minerals, timber, coal, land, anything that is 
a natural resource. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Yes. 

Mr. BARKLEY. But, of course, our desire to conserve 
those things and to utilize them for the benefit of the people 
brings in the human element. In other words, it is of no use 
whatever to conserve and utilize all these things except in 
behalf of humanity. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. Boram] has the floor. 
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Mr. JOHNSON of California. I beg the Senator’s pardon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho 
further yield? 

Mr. BORAH. I am perfectly willing that other Senators 
shall occupy the time if it does not take all my 15 minutes. 

Mr. BARKLEY. We can hardly separate our natural re- 
sources from their utilization and use and benefit to human 
beings. That is, of course, the idea. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I do not want to take the 
time of the Senator from Idaho, so I will not interrogate the 
Senator from Kentucky further on that subject. I will do 
so ultimately, if he will permit it; but there is one other thing 
I desire to inquire about. That is on page 40, paragraph (c). 

Mr. BARKLEY. The pages are different here. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. That is part of the provision 
about the Department of Welfare. Iam as mixed as the bill, 
perhaps. Paragraph (c) reads: 

The Secretary of Welfare shall administer the laws— 


And the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] was 
kind enough to tell me that that section relates wholly to the 
laws now in existence. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is, the laws in existence with respect 
to any bureau that may be transferred to that department 
when it is created. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. If that be so, my objection 
is answered. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is absolutely true. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. But I desire to call the Sen- 
ator’s attention to this language— 

Shall administer the laws relating to any agency or function 
transferred to, or brought within the jurisdiction and control of, 
the Department of Welfare pursuant to law, which relate to public 
health and sanitation; the protection of the consumer; education— 

Mr. BARKLEY. That, of course, means that if the Bureau 
of Education now in the Department of the Interior should be 
transferred to the Department of Welfare, the Department of 
Welfare would have jurisdiction to administer that Bureau 
under the law as it now exists. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. And the language relates 
solely to the Interior Department, vocational education? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; any educgtional activity which is 
now in existence under law. 

I do not want to take any more of the time of the Senator 
from Idaho. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. BuULKLEY] consent to withdraw his amendment long 
enough to enable me to offer perfecting amendments? 

Mr. BORAH. The Senator from South Carolina has a 
right to perfect this part of the bill without having the 
amendment of the Senator from Ohio withdrawn. 

Mr. BYRNES. No; there is an amendment pending, and 
only by unanimous consent could the perfecting amend- 
ments be offered. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Mr. President, I think perhaps the sug- 
gestion made by the Senator from Idaho is a good one— 
that I might go over these suggestions and see whether this 
part of the bill should be further perfected. In the mean- 
time, the Senator from Idaho has pretty much lost his time 
by this colloquy. I ask unanimous consent that he have 
15 minutes 

Mr. BORAH. It will not be necessary to do that. When 
the Senator from Ohio again offers his amendment I shall 
have time in which to discuss it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is informed that 
perfecting amendments would be in order before the pend- 
ing amendment of the Senator from Ohio is presented. 

Mr. BULKLEY. The Chair rules that the perfecting 
amendments are in order now, while my motion to strike 
out is pending? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They would take precedence 
over the pending amendment. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Then there is no question of consent 
about the matter. Let the amendments be offered. 


4006 


Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I send to the desk an 
amendment which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment offered by 
the Senator from South Carolina will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to strike out subsection 
(c), lines 1 to 3, page 42. 

(Mr. Byrnes’ amendment was to strike out the following 
words:) 

(e) The Board is authorized to delegate to the director or to — 
other officer or employee of the Board any functions vested in th 
Board by law. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 
amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, that is the paragraph 
which authorizes the Board to delegate any of its power to 
the director or other officers. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. The Board is authorized by 
this subsection— 

To delegate to the director or to any other officer or employee of 
the Board any function vested in the Board by law. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The desk is using the original 
print. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The amendment strikes out subsection (c) 
of section 404 wherever it appears in the print of the bill. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I offer another amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will report the 
perfecting amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 41, line 1, after the word 
“from”, it is proposed to strike out the words to cooperate 
and participate in the work of.” 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, there are two or three prints 
of the bill. 

Mr. BYRNES. This is the original print. It is section 403, 
subsection (2). 

Mr. McNARY. The print at the desk is the one which 
was agreed to with amendments. 

Mr. BYRNES. The amendment appears in the revised 
print on page 43, line 14. 

Mr. McNARY. I suggest that we work with the revised 
print. 

Mr. BYRNES. I was of the opinion that that would be 
better, but was informed that we had to follow the original 
print. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair has stated that 
the clerks are using, and say they must use, the original 
print. 

Mr. BYRNES. If the Senator from Oregon has the revised 
committee print, he will find the language on page 43, line 
14. In the original print it is on page 41, line 1. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, the Senator from Wyoming 
has one or two perfecting amendments which the committee 
has approved. 

Mr. OMAHONET. Mr. President, I offer an amendment 
which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 41 of the original print, lines 
10 and 11, it is proposed to strike out the words “or upon 
the request of the President” and to insert in lieu thereof 
the words “and the Congress or upon the request of the 
President or the Congress.” 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, where does the amendment 
come in the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the original print it is on 
page 41, lines 10 and 11. 

Mr. BYRNES. For the benefit of Members of the Senate. 
let me say that it is on page 43, line 24, of the revised print 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. OMAHONEN. I offer another amendment. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 41, line 20, after the word 
“President”, it is proposed to insert the words “and to the 
Congress.” 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. This is a companion amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I offer another amendment, which I 
send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK., On page 42 it is proposed to strike out 
lines 1 to 3, inclusive, as follows: 

(c) The Board is authorized to delegate to the director or to 
any other officer or employee of the Board any functions vested in 
the Board by law. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I understand this amendment has al- 
ready been presented on behalf of the committee and agreed 
to, so I withdraw the amendment. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, there was another amend- 
ment, which I discussed with the Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, I desire to offer an amend- 
ment. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me 
to ask the Senator from South Carolina a question? 

Mr, OVERTON. I yield. 

Mr. POPE. Why was the subsection at the top of page 
42 stricken out? 

Mr. BYRNES. Because, in the opinion of the committee, 
it was unnecessary. The National Resources Planning 
Board has power to adopt rules and regulations. The lan- 
guage was capable of the construction that the power of 
investigation might be delegated to an employee, power 
which it was the intent of the bill to give to the Board itself. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, it might also be said 
that it would have been susceptible of the construction that 
the Board could have delegated to a subordinate the power 
to make reports to Congress, which of course was not desired. 

Mr. BYRNES. That was not the intention of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, on page 40, line 19, of the 
original print, I move to strike out the words “and revise.” 

Mr. BARKLEY. There is no objection to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, there is another amend- 
ment which it was agreed between the Senator from Ken- 
tucky and myself one or the other would offer. On page 40, 
line 23, I move to strike out everything after the word 
“human” and insert a semicolon after the word “human.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 40, line 23, it is proposed to 
strike out the comma after the word “human” and all down 
to the semicolon in line 25, as follows: “and on the basis 
thereof, to initiate and propose in an advisory capacity such 
plans and planning policies.” 

Mr. BARKLEY. There is no objection to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I should like to have 
the clerk read section 403, as amended, so that the Senate 
may know just exactly what there is in it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

The Board is authorized to— 

(1) Investigate, examine, study, analyze, assemble, and coordi- 
nate and periodically to review basic information and materials 
appropriate to plans or planning policies for the development 
and utilization of the resources of the Nation, both natural and 
human. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question now is on 
agreeing to the amendment proposed by the Senator from 
Ohio (Mr. BULKLEY]. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Mr. President, if we are to amend this 
section in an effort to make it satisfactory, I suggest that 
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on page 40, line 22, the word “natural” be inserted before 
the word “resources”, and that the words “both natural and 
human” be stricken out. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, where does the amendment 
come? 

Mr. BULKLEY. On page 40 of the original print, line 22. 
The purpose is to strike out this indefinite authority about 
human resources. The form of my amendment is to insert 
the word “natural” before the word “resources” where it 
occurs in line 22, and then at the end of line 22 to strike 
out the words “both natural and human.” 

Mr. AUSTIN. I have no objection. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Mr. President, is this another amend- 
ment on which all Senators are entitled to time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Ohio can 
present the amendment and have 15 minutes on it. 

Mr. BULKLEY. I do not care to take 15 minutes, but I 
should like to take sufficient time to learn what is the view 
of the Senator from Kentucky about it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, I can discuss the amendment 
in my own time, but I am glad to do so in advance of the 
remarks of the Senator from Ohio, if he prefers. 

As I said a while ago, in response to a question of the 
Senator from California, the only object in setting up a re- 
sources board and gathering the facts with respect to our 
national resources is to see what effect it is going to have 
or may have on human beings. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Is the Senator quite sure that the only 
object of this board is to see what effect it will have on 
human beings? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No; I am going a little further than that. 

Mr. BULKLEY. The Senator will have to go a good deal 
further to justify what is in the bill. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I am willing to go the distance, however 
far it may be, I will say to the Senator from Ohio. 

I stated that the only object of gathering information with 
respect to our natural resources is that it will have some 
effect upon humanity, upon the welfare of human beings. 
Therefore, we have placed in the language of the bill not 
only the power to investigate and gather information with 
respect to iron, coal, timber, minerals of all kinds, water- 
power, and housing, but we have also provided that they may 
investigate technology and science and the inventive genius 
of our people in order that we may coordinate these things 
for the benefit of the American people. 

The Board will have the power also to investigate trends 
of population, in order that they may report to the Congress 
or to the President, or to both, whichever is finally required, 
the trends of population. 

They will also have the power to investigate land utilization, 
which is one of the most important things. 

I grant that these things may be investigated, and are, to 
some extent, being investigated by different departments, 
soil conservation, the Bureau of Mines, and all of that, but 
the object of creating the Board is to have some agency 
which will take a bird’s-eye view of all our resources of every 
kind in order that they may be utilized for the benefit of 
people. The use of coal cannot be separated from human 
welfare. The mining of coal and the deposit of coal and 
the conditions under which coal may be mined cannot be 
separated from the human element. It is just as impossible 
to do that as it is to separate food from the human body or 
sleep from the human body. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Does the Senator contend that the re- 
organization of metropolitan and state governmental units 
is connected with the development of natural resources? 

Mr. BARKLEY. It may be with respect to the use of water 
power, or electrical power, or any other agency that may 
have within itself possibilities of advantage to the people of 
the United States. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Because it might in some exceptional 
case have a remote connection, is it necessary to give this 
Board the power to reorganize metropolitan and State gov- 
ernmental units? 
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Mr. BARKLEY. No. The Senator from Ohio knows there 
is nothing in the bill which gives the Board the power to do 
anything like that. All it can do is to gather information 
and submit it to the President or to the Congress or to both, 
and if either sees fit to do so it can make use of the informa- 
tion which has been gathered from a national standpoint 
peti order to find out the condition of our country as a 
whole. 

The Board has no authority to reorganize anything, to 
interfere with any local authority or any department of the 
Federal Government, or to do anything else except to gather 
information with respect to our natural resources as well as 
human resources, and make report to Congress, or to the 
President, or to both. It has no power to change the law, or 
to initiate a remedy, or to exercise coordinate authority 
with any authority, municipal or State; but in order that 
there may be an understanding of our condition as a Na- 
tion, the value of our resources and their effect and their 
relationship to human welfare, the Board is authorized to 
collect such information and to report it to Congress and 
to the President. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. BORAH. Natural resources and human resources are 
two very distinct and separate matters. It is true that there 
is a human interest in all natural resources and the methods 
in which they are used, but when we say the national re- 
sources, both natural and human, we include something far 
beyond the question of developing or of studying natural re- 
sources. We are dealing with human resources as a separate 
and distinct proposition, which covers the entire sociological 
world, from birth control up. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Or down. 

Mr. BORAH. I do not know about down. It would cover 
precisely those subjects, and the entire field of human ac- 
tivities and human resources, wholly separate and apart from 
the question of natural resources. It could go into any ques- 
tion. In the South it could go into the entire question of 
tenancy, sharecropping, and the effect of tenancy upon hu- 
man nature and the human resources. It could cover the 
entire subject, and that is what this provision is designed 
to do. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, what would be the objec- 
tion? The Senator, of course, draws the distinction between 
natural resources and human resources, and there is in a 
certain sense a distinction, although a human resource is not 
an unnatural resource. It may be just as much a part of 
nature as a deposit of coal, or of iron, or gold, or of silver, or 
the power that is generated through the use of water. 

Let us suppose that this Board had the power to investigate 
tenancy, and by that investigation, not in one State, but in 
all the States, it could give information that would be valu- 
able to Congress or to the President in determining what if 
anything should be done about tenancy. Suppose the Board 
had the power to investigate slum conditions, not in New 
York alone, but in Chicago and San Francisco and in Louis- 
ville, and by gathering such information it could present a 
complete picture to Congress or to the President, leaving it to 
us to determine whether we should do anything about it? 
What objection is there to that? 

Mr. BORAH. Very well, but what I was undertaking to do 
was to find the extent of the power under this bill. It may 
be desired to investigate the question of tenancy, and slums, 
and all these questions. That may be all right. But what I 
am saying is that under this bill the activities are not confined 
to natural resources, 

Mr. BARKLEY. No. 

Mr, BORAH. All those things which the Senator from 
Kentucky has mentioned are covered. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, the use of the words “human 
resources,” if they are to be distinguished from natural re- 
sources in this case, would have the effect to place the welfare 
of human beings at least upon a par with the welfare of coal, 
iron, and water. 
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Mr. BORAH. If it is understood that that is what it is, 
that is all right, But I want it understood that that is what 
the bill covers. Let us not deceive ourselves that we are 
covering the earth and all things thereon. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; I agree with the Senator that that 
is what it covers, and it ought to cover. 

Mr. BORAH. Very well. Then we know what the bill 
proposes. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I ask the majority leader if 
he will not agree to an amendment on page 41, line 6, follow- 
ing the word “thereof,” to insert “upon the request of the 
local subdivision or State”? I will state the point I am trying 
to make. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I appreciate what the Senator is getting 
at, but instead of saying “upon the request,” why not use 
the words “with the consent,” so that the Board could not 
impose itself upon the subdivision without its consent? 

Mr. MILLER. That is agreeable to me. The Senator sees 
what I am driving at. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. 

Mr. MILLER. I have no objection to that change being 
made. 

Mr. BYRNES. I think that is all right. 

Mr. MILLER. I offer that as a perfecting amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 41, in line 6, after the word 
“thereof”, it is proposed to insert “with the consent of the 
local subdivision or State.” 

Mr. BULKLEY. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. BULKLEY. The adoption of that amendment does 
not displace the amendment I have offered? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It does not. 

Mr. MILLER. It is a perfecting amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment of the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
MILLER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I shall take a minute or 
two. In this very bad bill there stands out one good feature. 
In my judgment, this particular body, the National Resources 
Planning Board, has in it potentialities of usefulness to the 
Nation such as I cannot think of now as being found any- 
where else except in the temporary Board. In a great coun- 
try such as ours there ought to be some organization which 
is all the time giving consideration to the resources of the 
Nation in the effort to make it a self-contained Nation, to 
make sure that we are not overlooking those things which are 
to be found within our borders, to make plain to the different 
departments of the Government how they can find here, 
there, and elsewhere something of value. I do not wish to 
enlarge upon what I have said. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 

Mr. BULKLEY. I hope the Senator is going to make clear 
that he agrees with my viewpoint in suggesting that this 
authority be confined to actual resources, and that the words 
“both natural and human” should be stricken out. 

Mr. COPELAND. I agree with the Senator. Previous to 
the discussion today I would certainly have agreed with him 
in his position, because I happened to be chairman of the 
committee and the subcommittee which gave consideration 
to the idea of making this temporary Board a permanent 
one, and we heard very interesting testimony, which con- 
vinced me that we ought to enact legislation to make the 
Board permanent. 

The Senator from Ohio is right. There was nothing said 
in the committee about human resources. The discussion 
related to natural resources. The Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
Boran], however, has built up a record which makes clear to 
me that the only use that can be made of any information 
relating to human beings is to pass it on to some other de- 
partment of the Government. If it were to be used in the 
regimentation of human beings, or by it some use were to be 
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made of human beings as voters in an election I would bit- 
terly oppose it. But this is to be a study, as I understand, 
of trends of population. If one goes into any great city he 
will find that the telephone company, the best-informed or- 
ganization in the city, is studying the trends of population. 
It is very important to the telephone company to know where 
the population is moving in order that the company may 
make arrangements with respect to cables and other mat- 
ters. The same thing applies to the Nation. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Does the Senator understand that this 
authority also covers such subjects as price control and fair 
competition? 

Mr. COPELAND. No; I do not so understand. 

Mr. BULKLEY. The Board so understands, and reports 
on those subjects. 

Mr. COPELAND. Let us ask the Senator in charge of the 
bill. 

Mr. BULKLEY. I think it would be well for him to an- 
swer if he knows. 

Mr. BYRNES. I certainly do not know of any such thing 
as that being in contemplation. The contrary is in contem- 
plation. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Is the Senator sure that he does not know 
that there is such a thing in contemplation? 

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator from South Carolina stated 
he did not know. 

Mr. BULKLEY. The Senator has not read the report. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, may I suggest that this is a 
matter of very general concern. We cannot hear what is 
going on on the other side of the Chamber. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New 
York [Mr. Cope.tanp] has the floor. Does the Senator yield; 
and, if so, to whom? 

Mr. BYRNES. I answered the question of the Senator 
from Ohio when I said I did not know. 

Mr. COPELAND. The Senator from Ohio asked me if I 
understood that the language “human resources” meant— 
will the Senator repeat what he asked? 

Mr. BULKLEY. I suggested that it includes the subjects 
of fair competition and price control. It includes a good 
many others as well. 

Mr. COPELAND. The Senator states that he finds such 
language in the report. Will he quote from the report? 

Mr. BULKLEY. I will in just a few moments. I want 
the Senate to understand that the Senator from South 
Carolina admits that he did not even know that the language 
of the bill had such significance. The report of the Board 
itself shows the intent. 

Mr. COPELAND. Let us ask the Senator in charge of the 
bill. 
Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I will say to the Senator 
from Ohio that, as to this particular provision of the bill, 
I will admit that I had not followed it closely, because the 
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. BARKLEY] has taken a more 
active interest in it than has the Senator from South Caro- 
lina. I admit that I did not know that the bill had the 
significance suggested. 

Mr, COPELAND. What has the Senator from Kentucky 
to say about it? 

Mr. BARKLEY. What is the report which is under dis- 
cussion? 

Mr. BULKLEY. The report of the National Resources 
Committee. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have read the report of the National 
Resources Committee. If anything has any effect whatever 
upon any court, or administrative agency, or any department 
in the interpretation of an act of Congress, it is the language 
of the act itself, and the report of the committee. A report 
made by the Board itself would not be binding in any way 
upon the Department, no matter how far the Board might 
go in describing the work which it had done. 

So far as the scope of the authority set out in the bill is 
concerned—which is very simple, it seems to me—I attach 
no significance to the fact that the Planning Board itself, 
in describing the work it had done, became somewhat en- 


1938 


thusiastic in its report. I can commend the Board for that 
enthusiasm, because I think the Board has afforded to the 
general public, to the President, and to Congress, a wide 
field of information which we previously did not have. How- 
ever, I am not worried about it. The bill explicitly states 
what may be done. If any report would have any binding 
force, it would be the report of the committee. I am willing 
to stand by the bill and the report of the committee. 

Mr. COPELAND. I do not think the Senator from Ken- 
tucky has been quite responsive. The Senator from Ohio says 
that a report includes certain language. Does he refer to 
the report on this bill? 

Mr. BULKLEY. It is the report of the Planning Board. 
The Board is already functioning under Executive order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I understood the Senator to be calling 
attention to a report made by the Board itself, to which I 
was responding. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Les. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The report of the Board is the report to 
which I was referring. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Does the Senator think the Planning 
Board ought to be made “one of the tools of overhead man- 
agement” of the Government? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not; and I do not think it can be 
so regarded by any stretch of the imagination. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Let me call the Senator’s attention to 
the report of his own committee. On page 18, from which 
I have just quoted, the following language appears: 

This bill proposes, as one of the tools of overhead management, 
in addition to personnel and fiscal agencies, a planning manage- 
ment agency. 

If there is any stretch of the imagination involved in 
reading the language of the committee report, I should like 
to be called to order on it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. There might be different interpretations 
of overhead. There is no authority for the Board to in- 
terfere in any way with any other department. The lan- 
guage which the Board itself used was “an over-all organi- 
zation.” 

Mr. BULKLEY. I am using the language of the Senator’s 
committee. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The language which the Board itself 
used referred to an over-all organization to take a bird’s-eye 
view of our resources, both natural and human, and make 
reports with respect to them to the Congress and to the 
President. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I take it from what the 
Senator from Kentucky says that the language referred to 
was an inadvertent addition to the report, and that the bill 
does not propose to make the Board one of the tools of 
overhead management. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I did not write the report of the com- 
mittee. Of course it is not so intended. Whether the lan- 
guage in the report is there by inadvertence, or oversight, 
or for any other reason, it is not the intention of the com- 
mittee to make the proposed organization an overhead tool 
of control, and the bill itself does not make it an overhead 
tool of control. 

Mr. BULKLEY. The bill is not very clear as to just what 
it does; and the Senator himself has agreed that the lan- 
guage of the committee report would have an influence in 
interpreting the act. 

Mr. COPELAND. I wish to say for myself, Mr. President, 
that I have been assured by my leader that the language 
of the proposed law does not include the purpose of making 
the Board one of the tools of overhead management. I 
could not agree to that statement, but I have been assured 
that the bill does not mean what bas been suggested. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, the bill does not mean it, 
unless it can be said that any organization which is author- 
ized to gather information and report it to the Congress and 
to the President is a tool. The Board might be interpreted 
as such a tool. We use the word tool rather indiscrimi- 
nately and loosely. The Board certainly is not to be re- 
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garded as an organization which has any authority to 
interfere with any department or to control it or even to 
sit in with it as a coordinate power. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator 
from New York on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I support the amendment 
of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. BuULKLEY]I. In connection 
with the debate and colloquy which have just occurred, it 
is my opinion that the colloquy and the expression of Sena- 
tors in debate on the floor of the Senate cannot change 
the terms of the bill and are rarely utilized by the Supreme 
Court in interpreting a doubtful phrase in an act of Con- 
gress. Sometimes the Court utilizes the report of a com- 
mittee and gives it some weight in interpreting the language 
of an act of Congress. 

I have no doubt that the first impression which Senators 
have already expressed is exactly what was intended in 
writing the bill. I say I have no doubt, because, notwith- 
standing the colloquy, the report of the committee corrobo- 
rates the first impression. 

Not only do I rely upon the sentence referred to on page 
18 of the report of the committee: 

This bill proposes, as one of the tools of overhead management 
in addition to personnel and fiscal agencies, a planning-manage- 
ment agency. 

But if learned Senators will turn to page 19 of the report 
they will observe the following language, which does more 
than merely catch the eye: 

One of the duties of such a board is to act as a clearing house of 
planning efforts throughout the United States. There are now 
over a thousand city planning boards dealing with the planning 
problems of cities. There are over 400 county planning boards 
dealing with the planning problems of counties. There are 45 
State planning boards engaged in making plans for the best use 
of State resources. There are some 20 commissions on inter- 
state cooperation organized by the States. There are many other 
public and quasi-public agencies occupied in planning manage- 
ment. The President can deal most easily with these scattered but 
important organizations through an agency such as the National 
Resources Committee, which cooperates with departmental, State, 
and local authorities and uses its good offices so that planning de- 
cisions made by different groups are not made without knowledge 
of what is going on elsewhere. 


Again, on page 26 of the report, the following language 
appears: 

Section 404 prescribes the duties and functions of the Na- 
tional Resources Planning Board. The Board is authorized to in- 
vestigate, analyze, and coordinate information and material and 
to initiate and propose plans and planning policies for the de- 
Pep pe and utilization of the natural and human resources of 

e Nation. 


Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. AUSTIN. I yield. 

Mr. BORAH. I should like to have the Senator's idea of 
the phrase “natural and human resources.” Is there any- 
thing in the United States which would not be covered by 
that phrase? 

Mr. AUSTIN. I cannot conceive of anything in the United 
States which is not covered by that phrase. Further, I am 
gravely alarmed at it. Perhaps I have too much concern 
about it; but when I read subsection (c) of the section deal- 
ing with the new Department of Welfare, and realize that it 
is proposed to set up in Washington a new Cabinet officer, 
whose function and business will be to see to the administra- 
tion of laws relating to education in this country, I visualize 
some of the old fights which I have been through as a lawyer, 
and which I do not want to see become political in any sense 
whatever. I do not need to name them among intelligent 
American citizens. We have dealt with such affairs with 
diplomacy and with great consideration for each other, and 
have avoided conflicts about them. Let us not, as a Congress, 
blunder into them. 

When a bill comes to us which creates, as the pending bill 
proposes to do, a planning board whose function it will be to 
make plans dealing with human resources, let us not enact 
such legislation upon the mere statement of learned Senators 
that the bill does not mean what it says, but means less than 
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it says. For my part the ambiguity and possible construction 
of the bill so as to reach the regimentation of human power 
and the spiritual life of our country are sufficient to condemn 
it. The bill, in plain language, affects the educational 
activities of our people. 

But here is another thing, Mr. President. Too recently to 
be forgotten on this occasion, four New England States en- 
tered into a compact with respect to the rivers that flow 
through those four States for the purpose of flood control. 
It involved some difficulty and required some sacrifice on the 
part of each State and much labor to make that compact. 
First, it was necessary to secure from Congress authority to 
negotiate. Then the States had to deal with the representa- 
tive of the United States through the War Department, the 
Army engineer. The four States had to agree upon the 
proposition laid down by the Federal Government before they 
themselves could agree with one another. Having done that, 
and with the entire approval in advance by the Federal Gov- 
ernment, through the Army engineer, they went to their 
own legislatures, and with difficulty performed the service of 
having the legislatures of the four States enact common acts 
to coordinate the activities of those States to enable them to 
cooperate for human relief and protection. 

They have been held up for two sessions of Congress. 
They came back to Congress with this agreement, which is a 
very fair one, but Congress has held it up and declined to 
ratify it up to this time. There has been more than a sus- 
picion that the reason why that agreement between those 
four New England States has been held up is that the admin- 
istration in Washington was determined to do just what is 
proposed by the pending bill, namely, to create a control over 
the resources of the Nation, to nationalize the resources of 
the Nation, and by means of this type of centralization of 
authority to deprive the States of the control of the greatest 
material wealth they have. It is a step further, one more 
step, toward a totalitarian state. I say the report on the bill 
points directly to that type of action when it says on page 
19: 

There are some 20 commissions on interstate cooperation organ- 
ized by the States. 

So, Mr. President, I believe that the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Ohio should be agreed to; I am very much 
in favor of it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the per- 
fecting amendment offered by the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, may I present a perfect- 
ing amendment at this point? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is a perfecting amend- 
ment pending. As soon as it is disposed of, the Senator from 
New York will have an opportunity to offer his amendment. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I will say to the Senator 
from Ohio that, after conferring with members of the com- 
mittee, we have no objection to the adoption of the amend- 
ment to strike out the words “both natural and human.” 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. POPE. I suggest that the words natural resources as 
they affect human welfare” would carry out the meaning. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Board can comment on that, any- 
Way, and it is really not necessary to go into every detail 
with respect to what they may comment on and lay before 
the Congress and the President. 

Mr. BULEKLEY. Mr. President, I should like to ask the 
Senator a question. Does he agree that by making the 
change suggested, the meaning of the provision will be that 
the duties of the Board shall relate to study of the natural 
resources of the Nation, including, of course, such bearing 
as they may have on human welfare, but that the Board is 
not to go out into other fields such as have been mentioned— 
such as price competition? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Price competition? 

Mr. BULKLEY. Yes; stabilization of prices—price con- 
trol, fair competition. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It is my interpretation of the language, 
whether the amendment the Senator has offered were 
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adopted or not—and I have no objection to it—that the 
Board in gathering information with respect to the resources 
of the country would be justified in making any comments it 
saw fit. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Yes; but the Senator understands that 
the primary function of the board is to devote itself to the 
development of natural resources. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; for the purpose of making them 
available for the enjoyment and for the profit and the ad- 
vancement of our people. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Certainly; and the effect of striking out 
the words “both natural and human” will be to confine it to 
that purpose. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is my belief; yes. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have already exhausted the time I have 
on this amendment. 

Mr. BORAH. I was going to say that if we insert the word 
“natural” preceding the word “resources” and strike out the 
words “both natural and human,” the word “natural” should 
come in on line 10. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not think that follows necessarily, 
because any resource that exists, whether a mine, a river, or 
a tree 

Mr. BORAH. That would be a natural resource. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, that would be a natural re- 
source, and of course electrical power would be a natural 
resource, as water would be a natural resource. Of course, 
it might be that everything that is a resource is a natural 
resource unless it is artificial. 

Mr. BORAH. But if we strike out the words “natural 
and human” and still say “the resources of the Nation,” we 
have covered human resources. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Ohio is agreed to. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President—— 
ur BULKLEY. Mr. President, what amendment is agreed 

? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The perfecting amendment 
presented by the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. BULKLEY. That includes the insertion of the word 
“natural” before the word “resources”? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It does. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, before the amendment is 
voted on, I desire to claim the floor on the amendment to 
speak about another matter for a moment, inasmuch as it 
is necessary for me to leave the floor. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator 
from Ohio whether, in view of the agreement to his per- 
fecting amendment, he proposes to insist on striking out 
all the sections having reference to the National Resources 
Planning Board? 

Mr. BULKLEY. So far as I am concerned, I am willing 
to withdraw the amendment to strike out those sections. I 
want to do that without prejudice, however, to the right of 
any other Senator who still thinks that the amendment to 
strike out ought to be offered. But, so far as I am con- 
cerned, I am willing to withdraw it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis- 
souri desire to speak to the pending amendment? 

Mr. CLARK. Yes. I desire to claim the time on the 
amendment for the purpose of taking about 2 minutes in 
connection with another matter, as it is necessary for me 
to leave the floor. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New York 
will state it. 

Mr. COPELAND. I understand now that we have in- 
serted the word “natural” before the word “resources” and 
have stricken out the words “both natural and human,” so 
that the clause now reads “the development and utilization 
of the natural resources of the Nation.” Am I correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will state to the 
Senator that the Senator from Missouri desires to speak 
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upon the perfecting amendment, and it has not as yet been 
acted upon. 

Mr. CLARK. I desire to read a telegram which I inject 
at this point because it is necessary for me to leave the 
floor temporarily to attend a meeting of the Finance Com- 
mittee. The telegram has nothing to do with the pending 
amendment, but I desire to make it of record. It is ad- 
dressed to me, is signed by Charles W. Holman, Secretary of 
the National Cooperative Milk Producers’ Federation, and 
reads as follows: 

WASHINGTON, D. C., March 24, 1938. 
Hon. BENNETT CHAMP CLARK, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

On behalf of the 350,000 organized dairy farmers represented 
by our federation, we urge you to vote to recommit the reorganiza- 
tion bill for further study. Under this bill every Government 
agency in which farmers are interested may be transferred to 
another department not sympathetic with the problems of agri- 
culture. Any shift in Government agencies dealing with agricul- 
ture should be made only after full congressional hearings, debate, 
and record vote in both Houses. This wire is in line with the 
historic official position of our federation in the 20 years of its 
existence. 

Cas. W. HOLMAN, 
Secretary, National Cooperative Milk Producers Federation, 


While I am on my feet, let me say that the debate over 
the title now in progress conclusively demonstrates that the 
members of the committee who reported the bill and this 
title are not themselves familiar with the scope of the 
agency which they are setting up; and the claim of juris- 
diction which has been made for this agency in the report 
is a conclusive demonstration of the wisdom of the sugges- 
tion of Mr. Holman and other American citizens who are 
making similar suggestions all over the United States at 
this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the per- 
fecting amendment proposed by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
BULKLEY]. 

Mr. WALSH. 
stated? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated for the information of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 40, line 22, after the 
words “of the”, it is proposed to insert the word “natural”, 
and after the word “Nation” and the comma, to strike out the 
words “both natural and human.” 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, does that remove from the 
jurisdiction of the Planning Board any investigation of 
human resources? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair so understands. 

Mr. WALSH. And confines its activities and scope to 
simply the natural resources of the country? 

Mr. BYRNES. I will say to the Senator that is correct. 

Mr. WALSH. I think that is a very important amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the per- 
fecting amendment proposed by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
BuLKLEY] is agreed to. Does the Senator from New York 
desire to offer a perfecting amendment? 

Mr. COPELAND. No, Mr. President; that is the amend- 
ment I was anxious to have adcpted. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I understand the Senator 
from Massachusetts has an amendment he desires to offer. 

Mr. WALSH. I have. On page 15, line 1, after the word 
“administration”, at the beginning of the line, I move to in- 
sert the words “as it may initiate or”, so-that subsection will 
then read: 

(b) The Board is further authorized to make such investigations 
and reports with respect to personnel administration as it may 
initiate or as the President or the Congress may request, and the 
Board shall make an annual report to the President and the Con- 
gress concerning its activities during the year for which such report 
is made. 

I will say in explanation that the language of the bill now 
limits the Civil Service Board to such investigations of per- 
sonnel administration as the President or the Congress may 
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request. My amendment would permit the Board itself to 
initiate such investigations. I understand the amendment is 
acceptable to the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, the amendment is entirely 
agreeable to me, and I make no objection to it. 

Mr. WALSH. I move the adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment is not in 
order at the moment, as there is a pending amendment. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Mr. President, is my amendment propos- 
ing to strike out the sections relating to the National 
Resources Planning Board the one which is pending? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is. 

Mr. BULKLEY. I withdraw that amendment. 

Mr. WALSH. If the Senator withdraws that amendment, 
I move the adoption of the amendment I have offered. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I do not like to see the amend- 
ment withdrawn by unanimous consent. I object to that 
being done. I am not in favor of this portion of the bill even 
with the amendments which have been adopted to it. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Mr. President, it is understood that any 
other Senator may make the same motion to strike out that 
part of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator’s amendment 
has not been changed, and he has the privilege of withdraw- 
ing it. Any other Senator may present the amendment. 

That amendment having been withdrawn, the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WatsH] is 
in order. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I ask for a vote on my 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Massachusetts 
(Mr. WALSH], 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I should like to make an 
inquiry of the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. BYRNES]. 

The officials of the Government Printing Office have con- 
ferred with me in reference to the question of whether or 
not the Government Printing Office is within the jurisdiction 
of this bill. I think it is generally assumed that the Goy- 
ernment Printing Office is not an executive department of 
the Federal Government. It is one of the few departments 
that are directly responsible to and under the control of the 
Congress. The other important organization that is an 
agency of the legislative department is the Congressional 
Library. The Government Printing Office officials are fear- 
ful lest the use of the general word “agency” in the earlier 
part of the bill be construed to include them. I have an 
amendment to provide for their exclusion; but the Senator 
from South Carolina assures me that there is no purpose or 
intention to include under the provisions of the bill any 
agency of the Government that is solely under the jurisdic- 
tion of the Congress, and that, in his opinion, the language 
of the bill does not include, or attempt to include, any control 
by the President to bring about the reorganization of the 
Government Printing Office. 

Will the Senator from South Carolina, for the purpose of 
the Recorp, make clear his position in this matter, and that 
of the committee? 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I gladly do so. 

The position of the Senator from Massachusetts is exactly 
correct. In the original bill the definition of the term 
“agency” recognized that either the Library of Congress or 
the Government Printing Office could be construed as an 
executive agency; and in the original bill, introduced by the 
late Senator from Arkansas, Mr. Robinson, they were specifi- 
cally named and were included. The Senator from Arkan- 
sas deliberately included them, and knew that in order to 
include them he had to name them. 

When the committee later considered and reported the 
bill introduced by me, the committee struck from the section 
the words “the Botanic Garden, the Library of Congress, the 
Library Building and grounds, and the Government Printing 
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Office,” so that there can be no doubt that when the bill says 
that— 

The term “agency” means any executive department, * 
independent agency— 

And so forth, it does not include the Government Printing 
Office or the Library of Congress. There can be no question 
about that. It is not the intention of the committee, and 
our interpretation of the language is positive in that respect. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, in addition to the statement 
made by the Senator from South Carolina we have the fact 
that the original bill did include jurisdiction over the Gov- 
ernment Printing Office and the Congressional Library; but 
the committee deliberately and intentionally struck out those 
agencies for the purpose of removing from the President any 
jurisdiction under this bill of those two agencies of the 
Legislature. 

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator from Massachusetts is correct. 
He states the facts exactly as they are. 

Mr. WALSH. In view of that fact, I think it is unneces- 
sary to present my amendment. I think the Recorp is clear 
in that respect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, what is the parliamentary 
situation respecting the motion made by the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. BULKLEY]? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Ohio 
withdrew his amendment. 

Mr. McNARY. I should like to have that part of the bill 
read, as amended. Some of us may eventually decide to fol- 
low up the abandoned proposal made by the Senator from 
Ohio. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will read the part 
of the bill relating to the National Resources Planning Board 
as it has been amended. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 


NATIONAL RESOURCES PLANNING BOARD 


Sec. 402. (a) There is hereby established in the executive branch 
of the Government a National Resources P Board (here- 
inafter referred to as the Board“) which shall be composed of 
five members to be appointed by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate. At least two of the members 
of the Board shall be citizens and residents of States west of the 
Mississippi River. One of the members of the Board shall be 
designated by the President as chairman, and one of such members 
shall be designated by the President as vice chairman. The vice 
chairman shall act as chairman in the absence of the chairman or 
in the event of a vacancy in that office. The members of the 
Board shall be compensated at the rate of $50 per day for time 
spent in attending and traveling to and from meetings, or in 
otherwise exercising the functions of the Board, plus the actual 
cost of transportation: Provided, That in no case shall a member 
be entitled to receive compensation for more than 30 days’ services 
in any two consecutive months. 

(b) The Board shall cause a seal of office to be made for such 
Board, of such device as the President shall approve, and judicial 
notice shall be taken of such seal. 

(c) The Board shall determine the rules of its own proceedings, 
and a majority of its members in office shall constitute a quorum 
for the transaction of business, but the Board may function not- 
withstanding vacancies. 

Sec. 403. The Board is authorized to— 

(1) Investigate, examine, study, analyze, assemble, and coordinate 
and periodically to review— 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the words “and periodically 
to review and revise” were stricken out. 

Mr. McNARY. May I not suggest that the word “coordi- 
nate” go out, too? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is advised by the 
clerks at the desk that the words “and revise” were stricken 
—— BARKLEY. That is correct. That is the amendment 
which was offered by the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
OVERTON]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will continue the 
reading of this part of the bill as amended. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

And periodically to review basic information and materials appro- 


priate to plans or planning policies for the development and utiliza- 
tion of the natural resources of the Nation. 
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(2) To obtain data and reports from, and to consult with, any 
agencies of the Federal Government and of any State, Territory, or 
possession of the United States (including the Philippine Islands), 
or political subdivisions thereof, as well as any public planning or 
research agencies and institutions; and 

(3) Prepare and submit studies, reports, and recommendations 
upon rage wn 175 . under this act for presentation 

e esident an e mgress, or upon the uest of the 
President or the Congress. * 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I do not care for the read - 
ing of the remaining sections and subsections, if no change 
has been made in them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Changes have been made. 

Mr. McNARY. Very well. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, is the clerk to continue 
reading? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will continue the 
reading. There have been some other changes. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 404. (a) The Board is authorized, without regard to the 
civil-service laws, to appoint a director, and, subject to the civil- 
service laws, to appoint such other officers and employees as may 
be necessary to carry out its functions. The compensation of the 
director and such other officers and employees shall be fixed in 
accordance with the Classification Act of 1923, as amended. 

(b) The Board shall prepare and submit annually to the Presi- 
dent and to the Congress a report setting forth and 
its work during the preceding year, and shall include therein such 
information, data, and recommendations concerning matters within 
its jurisdiction as the Board may deem advisable. 

(c) The Board is authorized to prescribe—— 


Mr. AUSTIN. Paragraph (c) is out. 

Mr, BARKLEY. That was stricken out. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The former paragraph (d) 
is now (c). The paragraphs have been renumbered. 

Mr, BORAH. Mr, President, my attention was diverted. 
In subdivision (b) of section 404 it is provided that the 
Board shall prepare and submit annually to the President a 
report. Has that subdivision been amended? 

Mr. BYRNES. It has been amended by inserting “and to 
the Congress.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will read the sub- 
division as amended. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 41, line 20, after the 
word “President”, there have been inserted the words “and 
to the Congress”, so as to read: 

The Board shall prepare and submit annually to the President 
and to the Congress a report— 

And so forth. 

Mr. BORAH. In subdivision (c) of section 403 the words 
“and to Congress” have also been inserted in both instances, 
have they not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will read the sub- 
section as amended. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK, Subsection (3) of section 403 
reads as follows: 

Prepare and submit studies, reports, and recommendations upon 
matters within its jurisdiction under this act for presentation to 
the President and the Congress, or upon the request of the Presi- 
dent or the Congress. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I am still in doubt about 
the final language employed in section 403, page 40, and I 
should like to have it again read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will read the lan- 
guage referred to. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 403. The Board is authorized to 

(1) Investigate, examine, study, analyze, assemble, and coordi- 
nate and periodically to review basic information and materials 
appropriate to plans or planning policies for the development and 
utilization of the natural resources of the Nation. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, may I ask if in subdivision 
(2), section 403, line 1, page 41, the words “to cooperate 
and participate in the work of” have been stricken out? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They have been stricken out. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, if it is in order to do so, I 
should like to move that the section be stricken out. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator may offer the 
amendment as his own amendment. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I offer that amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon the 
motion of the Senator from Vermont to strike out the entire 
section. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I should like to inquire of 
the Senator from Vermont whether the Board is to have 
any further duties than to “investigate, examine, study, 
analyze, assemble, and coordinate and periodically to review 
basic information and materials appropriate to plans or 
planning policies for the development and utilization of the 
resources of the Nation?” 

Mr. AUSTIN. Yes. 

Mr. WALSH. What other duties? 

Mr. AUSTIN. They are stated as follows in the report of 
the committee. In the first place, on page 18, it is stated: 

This bill proposes as one of the tools of overhead management, 
in addition to personnel and fiscal agencies, a planning manage- 
ment agency. 

That is the interpretation in the first sentence of the re- 
port regarding this subject. Then on page 19 it is stated: 


One of the duties— 


Just one of them— 

One of the duties of such a board is to act as a clearing house 
of planning efforts throughout the United States. 

Then again on page 26 it is provided: 

The Board is authorized to investigate, analyze, and coordinate 
information and material and to initiate and propose plans and 
planning policies for the development and utilization of the 
natural— 

We have stricken out the word human“ 
the natural resources of the Nation. 


Mr. WALSH. Is the Board to have any final authority 
to enact any legislation? 

Mr. AUSTIN. Of course not. 

Mr. WALSH. Or to perform any executive functions, 
other than to investigate and report? 

Mr. AUSTIN. Oh, yes. 

Mr. WALSH. I do not so read the bill. 

Mr. AUSTIN. It is to be an executive agency, and it 
is to have the power to be a clearing house of all planning 
efforts in the United States. 

Mr. WALSH. But it will have power to make a report 
only? 

Mr. AUSTIN. Of course. 

Mr. WALSH. In other words, it can suggest changes and 
planning, but it will not have any final authority or power 
to do anything binding upon the country. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Quite so; it cannot legislate, it cannot ap- 
propriate any money, it cannot expend any money, but it 
can do what has already been accomplished, and more, too; 
that is, be a propaganda agency to interfere with the interests 
of the several States and of the people in them. 

Mr. WALSH. I agree that the language is rather broad, 
but it does not seem to me that the Board is to be much 
more than an investigating or inquiring board, to make sug- 
gestions as to the manner and way in which we should pro- 
tect our natural resources. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I recognize the position of 
the Senator from Massachusetts as a perfectly natural one 
in view of the subtlety of the language of the bill. I do 
not think the bill is quite candid in stating its purposes. I 
think those who reported on the bill were more candid. 

Mr. WALSH. I should like to hear the Senator from 
South Carolina in reference to that, as to just what power 
the Board will have. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, in answer to the last ques- 
tion of the Senator from Massachusetts, the Senator from 
Vermont said it would interfere with States. An amend- 
ment was offered, which was agreed to, that the Board can 
collect data or consult the State agencies only with the 
consent of the State agencies. 
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The Senator referred to the fact that the report stated 
that “This bill proposes as one of the tools of overhead man- 
agement, in addition to personnel and fiscal agencies, a 
planning management agency.” ‘This is the language which 
follows: 

The present measure sets up a National Resources Planning 
Board consisting of five part-time members, a director, and a 
small staff, assembled largely from existing United States Govern- 
ment personnel, for the stated purpose of collecting and interpret- 
ing data bearing on the future development of our national 
resources, 

That is the language following the sentence quoted by the 
Senator from Vermont, As the bill is now written, even the 
power to investigate is limited to natural resources of the 
country, and when such an investigation has been made all 
that can be done is to submit the data in the form of a 
report—originally the bill provided to the President, but by 
an amendment the report can be made to the Congress, or, 
upon the request of the Congress, it can assemble data and 
make a report to the Congress or to the President. 

Mr. WALSH. That was my own interpretation, and I 
thought the injection of the word “human” was most objec- 
tionable, but that has been removed. I can see no special 
objection to a study of our natural resources and the mak- 
ing of reports. 

Mr. BYRNES. That is all that is now in the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. AUSTIN]. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I shall take only a moment 
to state my view upon this matter as it now appears, after 
the amendments have been made. 

My principal thought is that what purports to be a pro- 
vision in the reorganization bill ought to come here as a 
separate legislative measure. I do not know of anything 
of more importance or of more difficulty than undertaking 
and carrying out the study of the natural resources of 
the country, and the coordination of information in regard 
to them, so that the information will be effective. 

There has been thrown into the Senate as a provision of 
the pending bill that which should have been a separate 
measure, which should have been thoroughly investigated; 
that is to say, extensive hearings should have been held 
in order that the Senate might know just what should be 
done in order to accomplish the purpose effectively. 

It has been apparent all the afternoon that no study 
of any moment has been given to this particular subject. 
It has been apparent that those who are fathering the idea 
were not certain as to the language they had employed, 
or as to what authority was to be given to the agency 
created. 

Every department of government has its investigating 
agency, has an agency for gathering data and getting in- 
formation concerning the field in which it operates; and if 
the simple question of coordination is all there is to it, that 
function could be performed by a competent individual, with- 
out any board or without any vast bureau for the purpose. 
But that is not what we ought to do if we are going into a 
study of the subject. What we should have done and what 
we should do now is to eliminate this provision from the 
pending measure and submit a bill covering the entire subject 
matter, and have hearings upon it, so that when the measure 
is enacted it will effectuate something worth while when the 
work is done. 

In my opinion enacting this provision will merely make 
absolutely certain the expenditure of a million dollars or 
much more. That is all we will definitely accomplish as the 
bill is now drawn. While professing to cut down bureaus we 
create bureaus; while professing economy we provide for 
greater expenditures. Therefore, so far as I am concerned, 
I shall vote for the amendment if I have an opportunity 
to do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. AUSTIN]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ScHWELLENBACH in the 
chair). The question is on the engrossment and third read- 
ing of the bill. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Adams Clark Hitchcock O'Mahoney 
Andrews Connally Holt Overton 
Ashurst Copeland Hughes Pittman 
Austin Davis Johnson, Calif. Pope 
Bailey Dieterich Johnson, Colo. Radcliffe 
Bankhead Donahey King Reames 
Barkley Duffy La Follette Reynolds 
Ellender Lee Schwartz 
Bilbo Frazier Lodge Schwellenbach 
Bone George Logan Sheppard 
Borah Gerry Lonergan Shipstead 
Bridges Gibson Lundeen Smathers 
Brown, Mich Gillette McAdoo Smith 
Brown, N. H. Glass McGill Thomas, Okla. 
Bulkley Green McKellar Thomas, Utah 
Bulow Guffey McNary Townsend 
Burke Hale Maloney Tydings 
Byrd Harrison Miller Vandenberg 
Hatch Milton Wagner 
Capper Hayden Minton Walsh 
Caraway Neely Wheeler 
Chavez Norris 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-seven Senators hav- 
ing answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I move that the bill be recom- 
mitted to the Select Committee on Government Organization. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the motion of the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. WALSH. In this connection I should like to have 
certain telegrams which I have in my possession read at the 
desk. The Senator from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] a few min- 
utes ago presented and had read at the desk, or himself 
read, a telegram from the dairy associations of the country. 
I now ask that certain other telegrams be read at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the clerk 
will read. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, before the telegrams are 
read, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WALSH. I am pleased to yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I wish to propound a unanimous-consent 
request. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that at not later 
than 2 o’clock Monday the Senate proceed to vote on the bill 
and any amendments that may be pending or may be offered, 
and any motion, including the motion to recommit, without 
further debate, and that beginning with the hour of conven- 
ing Monday, the time shall be equally divided between the 
opponents and the proponents, to be controlled by the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] and the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. WALSH]. 

Mr. WALSH. That is acceptable to me. I should like to 
inquire from the Senator, What business are we to take up 
in the meantime? 

Mr. BARKLEY. If that is agreed to, Mr. President, I 
was going to make a further request that the pending busi- 
ness be temporarily laid aside until 12 o’clock on Monday, 
with the understanding that we will proceed with the call 
of the calendar and such other business as may be appro- 
priate in the meantime. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, may I inquire of the 
Senator from Kentucky whether he proposes that when the 
Senate adjourns or recesses tonight it recess over until 
Monday? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No. It is desired that the Senate have a 
session tomorrow, at least. 

Mr. HARRISON. I was very hopeful that the unanimous- 
consent request made by the Senator from Kentucky would 
include the request that when the Senate recesses it recess 
over until Monday. 

Mr. BARKLEY. - Mr. President, I modify my request, be- 
cause the Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER], on account 
of a death in his family, cannot return by 2 o’clock Monday. 
I age agg request by making the hour 3 o’clock instead 
of 2 o’cl 
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Mr. HARRISON. Mr, President, I may say to the Senator 
that I was very much delighted to hear him make his unani- 
mous-consent request. The Finance Committee is trying to 
work out and formulate the tax bill. It began its work this 
morning, but finds it impossible to keep all the members of 
the committee in attendance while the Senate is in session. 
The tax matter is of such importance that the bill should be 
formulated and completed as soon as it can be done. I was 
hopeful that when we recessed today we could recess over 
until Monday. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I would be perfectly willing to agree to 
that, except that there are certain matters which must be 
cleared away from the calendar of the Senate before the 
tax bill is taken up, and in order that we may clear those 
matters up I feel that we ought to have a session at least 
tomorrow, and, if necessary, Saturday, although I would 
attempt in every way possible to avoid a session on Saturday; 
but there are certain things that have accumulated which 
ought to be disposed of before the tax bill is taken up. For 
that reason I hope we may have a session tomorrow. 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator does not desire that when 
the Senate takes a recess tonight it be until 11 o’clock tomor- 
row, does he? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No; I had not intended to ask that. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. NORRIS. I should like to inquire of the Senator from 
Kentucky if in his unanimous consent he will include the 
request that at some place in the program, for instance, after 
the unfinished business is temporarily laid aside, say tomor- 
row before the call of the calendar, consideration be given by 
the Senate to Senate Resolution 251, providing for a Senate 
investigation of the T. V. A. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I do not like to complicate 
my unanimous-consent request by including too many things, 
because I am afraid the whole request might be objected to. 

Mr. NORRIS. I will say to the Senator that my reason 
for making the inquiry is that I am afraid that if the pending 
unanimous-consent request is agreed to then it will probably 
be impossible for me to get unanimous consent that the bill 
be temporarily laid aside and the resolution for investigation 
of the T. V. A. be considered. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I will say to the Senator that Iam anxious 
that we take up that matter at the earliest moment and dis- 
pose of it. I am as much concerned about it as anyone can 
be. I am going to cooperate with the Senator to do that. 
However, I do not feel I am justified in including that in my 
effort now. 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not want to interfere with the Sen- 
ator’s plans, as he knows, and I do not want to interfere 
with the unfinished business, but I am in this predicament: 
If I do not object to the Senator’s unanimous-consent re- 
quest, it will mean that I will not be able to have considera- 
tion of the resolution until we conclude the calendar. I have 
already had a talk with the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
McNary] on that question, and he has said to me that if my 
request is made again to take up the resolution before we 
take up the calendar he will not object. 

Mr. BARKLEY. If anyone objects to the request I have 
made, we will have to go on in further debate of the unfin- 
ished business, which would take up all the time, probably, 
between now and Monday, and it is in order to avoid that 
that I am trying to make way for consideration of other 
business between now and Monday, so we may vote finally 
upon the pending bill on Monday. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, the Rercorp will indicate 
that this morning I objected to the present consideration of 
the request made by the Senator from Nebraska having to do 
with the resolution for investigation of the T. V. A. How- 
ever, I stated that if by unanimous consent or otherwise we 
should approach the consideration of the calendar, in which 
I am interested, I would have no objection; in fact, that I 
would lend my assistance to have taken up the resolution 
presented by the Senator from Nebraska at the earliest pos- 
sible time prior to the consideration of the calendar. That 
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would accomplish my purpose. I want the calendar called; 
and if the Senator from Nebraska and the Senator from Ken- 
tucky and the Senator from New Hampshire desire to have 
their resolutions regarding the T. V. A. taken up, so long as 
the status of the calendar is fixed, I shall not object. 

Mr. President, does the unanimous-consent agreement 
contemplate that at 3 o’clock Monday we shall start to vote 
on all the amendments now pending or which may be offered 
to this bill, the motion to recommit, and final passage, with- 
out further debate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator is correct in 
his statement. 

Mr. McNARY. That is, a series of proposals, without any 
opportunity to debate them, after 3 o’clock? 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President—— 

Mr. McNARY. May I have an answer to that question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 

Mr. McNARY. That is the interpretation the Chair places 
upon the request? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes; it is. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, did I understand the Chair 
to say that the request is to vote upon all the amendments 
that may be offered? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is the understanding of 
the Chair that the request is that at 3 o’clock on Monday 
the Senate will proceed to vote on all amendments which 
may be pending at that time and upon the motion to recom- 
mit, and final vote on final passage of the bill, without de- 
bate, after 3 o’clock. 

Mr. GEORGE. And under that unanimous-consent agree- 
ment any amendment might be offered up to 3 o’clock? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 

Mr. GEORGE. I should be obliged to object to that, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, may I question that de- 
cision of the Chair? As proposed, an amendment could be 
offered after 3 o’clock, but debate would cease at 3 o’clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That was the statement of 
the Chair. 

Mr. McNARY. I thought the statement was quite tc the 
contrary. 

Mr. WALSH. May I suggest that a time limit be fixed 
for debate upon the motion to recommit, and that thereafter 
a time limit of 2 hours be fixed for debate upon the bill 
itself? 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I shall object to fixing any 
time limit on the motion to recommit the bill unless the 
request carries with it some provision which will give the 
Senate notice of what amendments may be offered to the 
bill at the very last moment. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I do not know how any- 
bedy could give such notice. I certainly could not. Person- 
ally, I hope no more amendments will be offered; but I can- 
not guarantee that, of course. 

Mr. GEORGE. As I understand in the Senate there is no 
rule requiring amendments to be germane, except on appro- 
priation bills. If I am correct in that understanding, it 
would be perfectly competent for some Senator to rise at 
2:45 on Monday and offer the antilynching bill as an amend- 
ment to the pending bill. I shall have to reserve the right to 
object to any agreement limiting in any wise the debate on 
the motion to recommit this measure unless the request is 
submitted on the basis of pending amendments. 

Mr. BYRNES. Why does not the Senator from Kentucky 
present the request? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I did not fully understand the suggestion 
of the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. GEORGE. My statement was that if the request were 
that the vote should be taken at 3 o’clock on amendments 
now pending, and that there were no limitation upon the 
motion to recommit the bill, I should have no objection to it. 

Mr, BARKLEY. I should not feel at liberty to make such 
a request at the moment, because I do not think it would 
accomplish the purpose of trying to fix an hour for voting 
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on Monday so that we may understand that at the appointed 
hour there will be a final vote, and something else may be 
taken up in the meantime. 

Reference is made to voting on pending amendments. 
There are no pending amendments. All the amendments 
which have been offered have been disposed of. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, if the request of the Sena- 
tor from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] were to vote upon the 
amendments now pending, upon the motion to recommit, and 
upon the bill, his request would cover the request of the 
Senator from Georgia, would it not? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; it would cover my request. I merely 
did not want some separate bill offered, for example, as an 
amendment to this bill, without any opportunity for full 
consideration. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr, KING. I have been obliged to be in attendance upon 
the Committee on Finance, and I do not know what amend- 
ments have been offered to the pending bill this afternoon, 
or what disposition has been made of them. If no similar 
amendment has yet been offered, I desire to offer an amend- 
ment to strike out the provision creating a new department; 
also, an amendment to strike out that part of the bill creating 
the new department which provides for education to be incor- 
porated within its provisions. I offer these two amendments; 
and if it may be considered that they are pending, the 
objection which I should otherwise make may be overcome. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator, of course, may offer amend- 
ments now, or he may offer them at any other time when the 
bill is under consideration. No such amendments have been 
offered up to this time. 

Mr. KING. I was merely offering them at this time in 
keeping with the suggestion of the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. GEORGE]. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I modify my request to this extent: I 
ask unanimous consent that not later than 3 o’clock on 
Monday the Senate shall, without further debate, proceed to 
vote upon all pending amendments, upon the motion to 
recommit, and upon the bill itself, excluding any possible 
amendments of the nature of the antilynching bill. 

Mr. KING. I desire to have it understood that there are 
two amendments pending. I move to strike out the provi- 
sion for a new department and also to strike out the pro- 
vision therein respecting education. I have not the bill 
before me, so I cannot identify the amendments otherwise. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May the Chair ask the 
Senator from Kentucky what he means when he uses the 
term “pending amendments”? Does he mean pending now 
or pending at 3 o’clock Monday? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, I cannot cut off amendments 
which may be offered from 12 o’clock until 3 o’clock on 
Monday. 

Mr. KING. If it may be understood that I may tender 
my amendments on Monday, the point I make lacks merit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is the understanding of 
the Chair that the Senator from Kentucky is not attempt- 
ing by his request to cut off any amendments which may 
be offered upon Monday, except an amendment in the 
nature of the antilynching bill. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. CLARK. Inasmuch as the whole bill is in the nature 
of a lynching bill, would not the request of the Senator from 
Kentucky amount to obviating a vote upon the bill itself? 
(Laughter.] 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will rule that 
that is not a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I admire the facetiousness of the Sena- 
tor from Missouri. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. 


Mr. President, will the 
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Mr. JOHNSON of California. As I understand, it is pro- 
posed to vote at 3 o’clock Monday on the motion to recommit, 
on all the amendments, and on the bill itself. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is correct. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I should prefer the sugges- 
tion of the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WALSH] that we 
be given a couple of hours after we pass upon the amendments 
and the motion to recommit—if it shall be rejected—for a 
last expiring gasp upon the bill. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Inasmuch as it had been generally agreed 
that the last expiring gasp would be at 2 o’clock, and the 
time was extended to 3 o’clock, I thought ample time would 
be given for several last expiring gasps before the final vote 
on the bill. There have been so many last expiring gasps up 
to date that I am surprised that anybody should want another. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Oh, no. Heavens! we 
should want from now until Christmas time if we were to 
express our opinion of the bill. However, leaving that aside, 
I think it is not appropriate that we should be compelled to 
vote upon the motion to recommit and then immediately vote 
upon the bill. I think a better plan would be to allow some 
time thereafter for limited debate. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, inasmuch as 3 o’clock is 
along toward the end of the day, I am willing to modify the 
request, and to ask unanimous consent that we vote not later 
than 3 o’clock upon pending amendments and upon the 
motion to recommit, and that in the event the motion to 
recommit is defeated we shall vote upon the bill without 
further debate at an hour not later than 5 o’clock. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I should infinitely prefer the 
arrangement suggested. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may we have the unanimous- 
consent request stated? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. As the Chair understands the 
unanimous-consent request of the Senator from Kentucky, it 
is that on Monday next, at not later than 3 o’clock, the 
Senate shall vote on all pending amendments and on the 
motion to recommit, with the understanding that no amend- 
ment in the nature of the antilynching bill shall be pending. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, reserving the right to ob- 
Jeet 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is trying to state the 
unanimous- consent request of the Senator from Kentucky. 
As the Chair understands it, the request is that not later 
than 3 o’clock on Monday next the Senate shall vote on all 
pending amendments and on the motion to recommit, and 
that in the event the motion to recommit is rejected the 
Senate shall vote on the bill itself at not later than 5 o'clock. 

The Senator from Kentucky said something about the anti- 
lynching bill. If he desires to make that a part of his request, 
it ought to be so understood. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not know whether or not such an 
amendment will be offered; but I can very well understand 
why Senators might not want to be limited to a particular 
hour in the event such an amendment were offered. My 
effort was to exclude such an amendment from the agree- 
ment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair so understood the re- 
quest of the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, reserving the right to object, 
so far as I am concerned, I am perfectly willing individually 
to relieve the fears of the Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] 
by saying that I do not intend to offer the antilynching bill 
as an amendment to this particular bill, although I reserve 
the right to offer it as an amendment to any other bill at any 
time. However, it seems to me there should be an oppor- 
tunity, between now and the time for the final vote, for the 
presentation of other amendments. 

Under the terms of the unanimous-consent request pre- 
sented by the Senator from Kentucky, we are to pass from 
the consideration of the bill as soon as the unanimous-con- 
sent agreement is entered into; and when the Senate meets 
on Monday, the time prior to the time when the motion to 
recommit is voted on is to be controlled by two Senators. 
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Senators may desire to offer numerous amendments having 
to do with the bill on which they may not be able to obtain 
the floor under the agreement. It seems to me some oppor- 
tunity should be offered for the presentation of amendments 
prior to the time when we vote on all amendments and on 
the motion to recommit. 

Mr, BARKLEY. I think I can guarantee to the Senator 
that opportunity will be offered for the presentation of such 
amendments. 

Mr. CLARK. I am perfectly agreeable to the request, but 
I do not want to be precluded from offering any amendment 
I may desire. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The reason why I suggested the division 
of the time was because I did not want any one Senator to 
obtain the floor and occupy it during the whole 2 or 3 hours. 
I do not know that any Senator would do so, because the 
limitation of debate now in force would apply until 3 o’clock. 

Mr. CLARK. Iam entirely in sympathy with the Senator. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think the Senator will be safe in assum- 
ing that he will be given an opportunity to offer any amend- 
ment which he desires to offer. Either the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. WatsH)] or the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. Byrnes] will be glad to give time to the Senator 
to offer and debate an amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will undertake to re- 
state the unanimous-consent request of the Senator from 
Kentucky. The Chair did not previously have in mind the 
division of time. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That was included in the request as first 
made. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Kentucky asks 
unanimous consent that on Monday next, at not later than 
3 o’clock, the Senate shall vote on all amendments now pend- 
ing and all amendments to be offered, except so-called anti- 
lynching amendments, and that the time be equally divided 
between the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] and 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WatsH], including the 
motion to recommit, and that at not later than 5 o’clock, in 
case the motion to recommit shall not prevail, a final vote 
shall be had on the bill. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, if there is to be a division 
of time between the opponents and proponents of the bill be- 
tween the hours of 12 o’clock and 3 o'clock, it should obtain 
from 3 o’clock to 5 o’clock. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I agree to that. That was my intention. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the agreement include 
both? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; from 12 until 3 and from 3 until 5. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Then, the Chair will again state 
the request. It is that on Monday next, at not later than 3 
o’clock, the Senate shall vote on all pending amendments 
and all amendments that may be offered, exclusive of an 
amendment known as the antilynching bill, but inclusive of 
the motion to recommit; and that the time shall be equally 
divided between the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
Byrnes] and the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WALSH] 
from 12 o’clock until 5 o’clock. Is there objection? 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I must propound a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. GEORGE. If the exclusion applies only to an amend- 
ment to the bill in the nature of the antilynching bill would 
it not be, under the unanimous-consent agreement sug- 
gested, the duty of the Senate to vote on the motion to 
recommit and on the bill itself finally at 5 o’clock? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair understands it 
would be. 

Mr. GEORGE. Then, Mr. President, I am afraid I will 
have to object. Frankly, the Senate is already operating 
under a limitation of 15 minutes’ debate on amendments, and 
I do not want to consent to the application of the 15-minute 
rule on amendments or the fixing of any time to vote upon 
the motion to recommit, because there is no limitation upon 
the motion to recommit. If the Senator will agree or if it be 
now unanimously understood, in the event an antilynching 
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amendment is offered and is adopted as a part of this bill, 
that the unanimous-consent agreement on the motion to 
recommit shall not apply, I should have no objection. That 
is my position, and under the circumstances I will have to 
object. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I am willing to modify the request to the 
extent that if the antilynching bill shall be offered as an 
amendment to the pending bill, the agreement with respect 
to fixing an hour for a vote on the motion to recommit and 
on all pending amendments shall not be effective. 

Mr. GEORGE. I have no objection, then, Mr. President. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Kentucky 
will state his unanimous-consent request. The Chair does 
not believe he can now state it. I[Laughter. ] 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Chair does not believe the Senator 
from Kentucky can state it or that the Chair can state it? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair prefers the Senator 
from Kentucky to state it because of the many suggestions 
and variations. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask unanimous consent that at the 
hour of 3 o’clock on Monday next, the Senate shall proceed 
to vote on all amendments that are now pending or that 
may be offered up to that time, and on the motion to 
recommit without further debate, provided that no anti- 
lynching amendment is offered to the bill, and that, in such 
event, the agreement shall not take effect, and that at the 
hour of 5 o’clock, in the event the antilynching bill is not 
offered or adopted as an amendment to the pending bill, 
the Senate shall proceed then to vote finally on the bill, and 
that the time shall be equally divided as heretofore indi- 
cated. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I should like to make 
a suggestion to the Senator from Kentucky in answer to the 
statement of the Senator from Georgia. Would he not be 
satisfied if the agreement provided by unanimous consent 
that the antilynching bill or any amendment on that subject 
shall not be considered and shall not be in order? Under 
the agreement as now phrased all that would be necessary 
to vacate the unanimous-consent agreement, if it should be 
entered into, would be for some Senator to offer the anti- 
lynching bill as an amendment. It would seem to me that 
the desire of the Senator from Georgia could be satisfied if 
the agreement should provide that the antilynching bill or 
any amendment relating to that subject should not be in 
order under the unanimous-consent agreement providing for 
a vote on the pending bill. 

Mr. GEORGE. That, Mr. President, will be entirely satis- 
factory, if it be agreed by unanimous consent that the anti- 
lynching bill or anything in the nature thereof shall not be 
in order as an amendment to the pending bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Ken- 
tucky desire to restate the request? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent, 
without regard to any other request I have made, that dur- 
ing the further consideration of the pending unfinished busi- 
ness no amendment, either as a substitute or otherwise, em- 
bodying the antilynching bill or relating to that subject shall 
be in order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is ordered. The Chair now believes that 
the Senate can reach an agreement. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, now I renew my request 
that at the hour of 3 o’clock on Monday next the Senate 
shall proceed to vote on all amendments that are pending 
or that may be offered and on the motion to recommit 
without further debate; that at the hour of 5 o’clock, in the 
event the motion to recommit is defeated, the Senate shall 
proceed to vote finally upon the bill without further debate; 
and that the time shall be divided equally, to be allotted by 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] and the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WALSH]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Make it read not later than 
3 o’clock and not later than 5 o’clock. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Not later than 3 o’clock and 
not later than 5 o’clock. 
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Is there objection to the request of the Senator from Ken- 
tucky? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I should like to ask unani- 
mous consent for the immediate consideration of House bill 
3638, being Calendar No. 1595, to amend the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask unanimous consent that the pend- 
ing business be temporarily laid aside until 12 o’clock noon 
on Monday next. 

Mr. CLARK and Mr. NORRIS addressed the Chair. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ken- 
tucky withhold his request for a moment? I should like 
to offer an amendment and have it pending. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I withhold the request. 

Mr. CLARK. I offer the amendment which I send to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be re- 
ceived and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President—— 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Just a minute; the Senate can- 
not transact business until there is order. This is an im- 
portant matter. The Chair inquires of the Senator from 
Missouri if he desires the amendment read? 

Mr. CLARK. I believe the amendment can be disposed 
of in a minute or two, and I ask that it may be read. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Missouri. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 7, line 18, it is proposed to 
strike out “prior to July 1, 1940,” and insert “within 2 years 
from the date of the enactment of this act.” 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the only purpose of this 
amendment is to change the period within which the Presi- 
dent will have authority to exercise the powers granted him 
under this bill from an uncertain period to a period of 2 
years certain after the passage of the act. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, the bill now provides that 
the power shall vest in the President until the end of the 
fiscal year June 30, 1940. The amendment of the Senator 
from Missouri would have the Senate bill accord with the 
House bill. I have no objection to it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] is agreed to. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President—— 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator from Massachu- 
setts. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, before the Senator from Ken- 
tucky presented his unanimous-consent request, I had the 
floor and desired to ask unanimous consent to have read 
several short telegrams in connection with my motion to 
recommit. I yielded to the Senator from Kentucky. I now 
ask that the telegrams be read. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 'The Chair 
hears none, and the telegrams will be read. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 


WasHINcToN, D. C., March 21, 1938. 
Hon. Davin I. WALSH, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

The American Federation of Labor urges you to vote to recommit 
the reorganization bill (S. 3331) for further study and considera- 
tion, and in order that those most vitally affected by reorganiza- 
tion legislation may be given an opportunity to be heard and to 
present information and recommendations. 

The reorganization bill now being considered by the Senate is 
highly objectionable to the American Federation of Labor and its 
entire membership. 

It must be freely conceded that the usual custom of according 
hearings to those interested in legislation was not followed with 
reference to this reorganization bill. No hearings were held by the 
House committee and only a superficial hearing by the Senate com- 
mittee, at which only the chairman of the committee was present. 

The reorganization bill now pending represents a broad and 
sweeping delegation of congressional authority to the executive 
branch of the Government. That provision of the bill is highly 
objectionable to labor. Congress ought to retain all its constitu- 
tional authority in conformity with principles of democratic pro- 
cedure and democratic government. Said power ought to be broad- 
ened and extended but never curtailed nor surrendered. 
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I assure you labor is greatly alarmed over the serious implica- 
tions involved in this legislation. I sincerely and earnestly appeal 
to you to vote to recommit the bill for further consideration, study, 
and analysis. 


WILLIAM GREEN, 
President, American Federation of Labor. 


— 


WASHINGTON, D. C., March 22, 1938. 
Hon. Davin I. WALSH, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

The American Federation of Government Employees urgently re- 
quests you to vote to recommit for further study and consideration 
Senate bill 3331, known as the Byrnes reorganization bill. 

Searching inquiry g provisions contained in the reor- 
ganization bill is essential to adequate protection of the best inter- 
ests of the taxpayers, the Government itself, and those employed b7 
the Government. 

Those most vitally affected by reorganization legislation should 
be given ample opportunity to be heard, whereas opportunity to 
present information and recommendations has been limited to a 
superficial hearing by the Senate committee when only one member 
of such committee was present. 

For these reasons the Byrnes reorganization bill is highly objec- 
tionable to the American Federation of Government Employees. 
We, therefore, sincerely and earnestly appeal to you to vote to 
recommit the bill for further study. 

CHARLES I. STENGLE, 
President, American Federation of Government Employees. 


Boston, Mass., March 23, 1938. 
Senator Davin I. WALSH, 
Senate Chamber, Washington, D. C.: 

The executive committee of the Massachusetts State Grange re- 
quests your support of move to recommit the reorganization bill 
to committee. If this move fails, we believe bill should be killed. 

MASSACHUSETTS STATE GRANGE, 
By Everett W. STONE, Master. 


Hon. BENNETT CHAMP CLARK, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

On behalf of the 350,000 organized dairy farmers represented by 
our federation, we urge you to vote to recommit the reorganization 
bill for further study. Under this bill every Government agency 
in which farmers are interested may by transferred to another de- 
partment not sympathetic with the problems of agriculture. Any 
shift in Government agencies dealing with agriculture should be 
made only after full congressional hearings, debate, and record vote 
in both Houses. This wire is in line with the historic official posi- 
tion of our federation in the 20 years of its existence. 

Cras. W. HOLMAN, 
Secretary, National Cooperative Milk Producers’ Federation. 


Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, the reading of the telegram 
from Mr. Green causes me to make a statement. 

Mr. Green has been misled by someone as to the hearings 
held by the committee. The telegram which has been read 
was sent to me, and I presume to other Members of the Sen- 
ate. I understand from the Recorp that the Senator from 
California submitted it. In the telegram Mr. Green makes 
this statement: 

No hearings were held by the House committee, and only a super- 
ficial hearing by the Senate committee, at which only the chairman 
of the committee was present. 

The facts are that I hold in my hand two volumes con- 
taining the hearings of the Reorganization Committee upon 
this bill. They amount to more than 900 pages, and the 
Senate may judge whether or not that is a superficial 
hearing. 

The telegram says that at the hearings of the committee 
“only the chairman of the committee was present.” That is 
an unwarranted reflection upon the committee. While it 
may be a tribute to my industry, it is not fair to the Mem- 
bers of the Senate who served upon the committee. 

The members of the committee are as follows: 

Prior to the death of the late Senator Robinson of Ar- 
kansas, he was chairman of the committee. The other 
members were the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
Byrnes], the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the Sena- 
tor from Wyoming [Mr. O’Manoney], the Senator from 
Kentucky (Mr. BARKLEY], the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
Harrison], the Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNary], the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. TownsenpD], and the Senator 
from Wisconsin (Mr. La FOLLETTE]. 

During the time that the late Senator Robinson was 
chairman of the committee, I cannot recall a single session 
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of the committee at which every member of the committee 
was not present. I know that after the death of Senator 
Robinson, when I became chairman of the committee, I ad- 
vised the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] that open hear- 
ings would be held, and that he could call before the com- 
mittee anyone he desired. He submitted to me a list of 
names comprising certainly 15 or 20 witnesses. As chair- 
man, I wrote a letter to every witness suggested by him. The 
witnesses he suggested came before the committee. I know 
that there was never a single session of the committee which 
was not attended by the Senator from Virginia, with the 
possible exception of one day when he was out of the city. 

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. Townsenp] I believe 
was present at every session of the committee. Members of 
the Senate who served with him know how diligent he was 
in attending sessions of the committee. 

I can say the same thing about every other member of 
the committee; and it is inconceivable to me how Mr. Green 
could have been so misled as to the facts of the case. But 
I ask Senators to consult the record which I have in my 
hand, and which nearly every Senator has in his office; 
and when they see the questions which were asked day after 
day by the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY], the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrtson], the Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. Byrp], and others, Senators can judge of the 
correctness of my statement. 

The explanation of the matter is, in my opinion, the tele- 
gram which was subsequently read, signed by Mr. Stengle, 
because in that telegram the same statement is made, that 
the hearings have been “limited to a superficial hearing 
by the Senate committee when only one member of such 
committee was present.” That telegram was sent to every 
member of the committee. I ask every Member of the 
Senate to look at these hearings, comprising 900 pages, and 
see how, day after day, questions were asked by practically 
every member of the committee, so that in the future they 
may know the dependence to be placed upon statements of 
this kind. 

In justice to myself and in justice to the committee, I 
desire to make that statement. I am unwilling to have Mr. 
Green say that when the committee met I was the only 
member of the committee present, when the fact is that 
nearly every member of the committee was present. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRNES. I yield. 

Mr. WALSH. I am sure every Senator and every other 
citizen of the country will accept the statement made by the 
Senator from South Carolina, in spite of Mr. Green’s mis- 
take. 

Mr. BYRNES. I am sure of that. I think Mr. Green has 
just been misinformed. 

Mr. WALSH. Yes; I think there is no doubt about it. 

May I ask the Senator a question for the sake of the 
Recorp? I do not know what the fact is in this respect. 
Were the hearings publicly held, so that persons other than 
members of the departments of the Government, members 
of the public, could come into the hearing room? 

Mr. BYRNES. I shall be glad to state the fact in that 
respect. 

Over the period from February 16 to April 29, not every 
day, but on the days set forth in the hearings, the com- 
mittee was in executive session. There were heard gentle- 
men representing the President’s Committee, and gentle- 
men representing the Brookings Institution, who were pres- 
ent at the suggestion of the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD]. 

Mr. WALSH. Is it not probable that Mr. Green was 
misled by the fact that the hearings were held on the 
original bill, and that limited hearings or no hearings were 
held on the bill introduced on the 27th of January? 

Mr. BYRNES. I must say that no hearings were held 
on the subsequent bill. 


Mr. WALSH. So no hearings were held on the bill intro- 
duced on the 27th of January. Perhaps that is the reason 
for Mr. Green's statement. 
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Mr. BYRNES. But I desire to continue my statement. 
I do not want to stop with my statement as to the hearings 
in executive session. 

Mr. WALSH. I shall be glad to have the Senator make 
the explanation. 

Mr. BYRNES. I think the Senate is entitled to it. 

In August the committee agreed that 10 days of open 
hearings would be held in room 360, with which Members 
of the Senate are familiar, and to which the public were 
invited; and among those who attended and testified was 
Mr. Stengle, who sends this telegram. His testimony ap- 
pears in the record. I do not now know the page on which it 
appears; but for 10 days there were open hearings, at 
which witnesses were present representing the various 
organizations, and every witness invited to appear at the 
request of the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], who was 
industrious, and presented a number of witnesses each day. 

As to the subsequent bill, when the Congress met. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, as every Member of the 
Senate knows, quite often, after hearings, committees report 
different bills than the original bills. I think both of these 
gentlemen were misled by the fact that probably no hearings 
were held upon the bill actually reported, but that is not 
contrary to the general practice here. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President. 

Mr. BYRNES. I wish to make a statement about that 
matter. The reason why a different bill was introduced 
was because when the committee met we adopted about 15 
amendments; and it has been my observation on other occa- 
sions when bills have been reported with a large number of 
amendments, and the chairman of the committee offers com- 
mittee amendments, that it is impossible for Members of the 
Senate to keep up with them and know what amendments 
have been adopted. Therefore, I proposed to the committee 
that we introduce a new bill, so that we would have a new 
measure to be presented for the consideration of the Senate, 
but in most instances the amendments incorporated in it 
were clarifying amendments. Only two or three of them 
affected questions of policy. 

I now yield to the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I think it ought to be 
stated also that during the period of the public hearings 
the press was full of the fact that we were holding hearings, 
and reports were made daily of the testimony before the 
committee, and a large number of persons appeared and 
attended the hearings. We had a pretty good audience all 
the time during the 10 days or more that we were holding 
hearings, and nobody who made a request for a hearing was 
denied an opportunity to be heard on the bill. 

Mr. BYRNES. I desire to say further, with reference to 
that statement, that nobody was denied such an opportunity. 
I never received from Mr. Green a request in writing for a 
hearing. I have a recollection that on the day Mr. Stengle 
testified before the committee he told me that Mr. Green 
would desire to come before the committee, but that he was 
out of the city. 

The record shows that Mr. Stengle testified on a Saturday. 
The committee continued in session the next week for 5 
days, and I know that thereafter I did not receive from 
Mr. Green a request to be heard. I assumed that he was 
out of the city, and accepted in good faith the statement of 
Mr. Stengle that he understood that Mr. Green did want to 
come before the committee, but was out of the city. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRNES. I yield. 

Mr. HATCH. The Senator has confined his remarks to a 
telegram signed by Mr. Green. Does not the Senator know 
that the same statement has been made in other messages 
from other sources? 

Mr. BYRNES. I do not. When I saw the statement, 
because of my regard for Mr. Green I knew that he was 
misled, and therefore I made this statement; but, regardless 
of by whom the statement was made, I am glad to have an 
opportunity to present the facts to the Senate, show them 
these 2 volumes of 900 pages, and ask whether there is any 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


4019 


justification or excuse for anyone stating that there were no 
hearings. 

Mr. HATCH. Iam glad the Senator has made his state- 
ment, because the same assertion has been made in other 
messages which I have seen; and I think particularly the 
Federation of Government Employees sent a telegram in 
which they made the same identical statement. 

Mr. BYRNES. Of course one organization of Government 
employees is represented by Mr. Stengle, who makes the 
statement in the telegram, and I assume that is the one 
referred to by the Senator. There are three organizations of 
Government employees. Two of them favor the bill. Mr. 
Stengle’s organization is opposed to it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the pending business be temporarily laid aside until 
12 o’clock on Monday next. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 


INVESTIGATION OF TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 


Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Senate Resolution 251. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, may I ask the leader on this 
side whether he contemplates taking up the calendar to- 
morrow? 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is the intention. 

Mr. SMITH. As everyone knows, if the Senator from 
Nebraska will permit me, it is very important that there be 
enacted certain amendments to the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, the amendments being contained in Senate bill 
3668. I ask unanimous consent that immediately upon the 
conclusion of the consideration of the calendar tomorrow 
the Senate proceed to the consideration of Senate bill 3668. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I think that request is un- 
necessary. I stated earlier in the day, when the proposal of 
the Senator from Nebraska was suggested, that I would have 
no objection to that if we could have a call of the calendar. 
The Senator from Nebraska has made a motion that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of his resolution. I am 
going to ask unanimous consent that at the conclusion of 
the consideration of that resolution the Senate proceed 
with the consideration of ynobjected bills on the calendar. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Oregon asks 
unanimous consent that at the conclusion of the considera- 
tion of Senate Resolution 251—— 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the resolution has not as 
yet been taken up. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair so understands. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think the first thing in order would 
be to decide whether it is to be taken up. 

Mr. McNARY. I appreciate that. I am assuming it will 
be taken up. 

Mr. NORRIS. Let us have a vote on it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to 
the motion of the Senator from Nebraska that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Senate Resolution 251. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to 
the consideration of Senate Resolution 251, providing for 
an investigation of the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Oregon has 
requested that at the conclusion of the consideration of the 
pending resolution the calendar be taken up for the con- 
sideration of unobjected bills. Is there objection? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, reserving the right to 
object, the chairman of the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry has informed the Senate that time is of the essence 
in getting some amendments to the agricultural adjustment 
law enacted. The Senator from Oregon has insisted on the 
call of the calendar, and we had thought that the consider- 
ation of unobjected bills on the calendar would take place 
tomorrow at the regular time, during the morning hour. I 
am not seeking in any way to obstruct the motion of the 
Senator from Nebraska. I am hoping, however, that we can 
reach some understanding about these little amendments to 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act, because the other matter 
may take some time. 
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Mr. BARKLEY. The bill referred to by the Senator from 
South Carolina and the Senator from Alabama is on the 
calendar and may be disposed of during the call of the 
calendar. If it is not, then I shall be glad to cooperate with 
the Senator from South Carolina to have it taken up im- 
mediately after the call of the calendar. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. When will the call of the calendar take 
place? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Tomorrow. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Whether or not the consideration of 
the resolution of the Senator from Nebraska is concluded? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not think that will take long. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. The consideration of the resolution of 
the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I want it definitely under- 
stood that we may have some time between now and to- 
morrow evening to dispose of the bill making these amend- 
ments to the Agricultural Adjustment Act. The administra- 
tive features of that act have to be amended in order that 
the law may be operative, and I do not think it will take very 
long to consider the bill, but it is just one of those things 
which must be done in order to carry out the purpose of 
Congress in passing the farm law. 

I had hoped, when I got the floor, that I could obtain 
unanimous consent that immediately upon the conclusion of 
the call of the calendar, in the event it were not disposed of 
in the regular call, we could take up the bill and dispose 
of it. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I do not think there will be 
any trouble about that, because the Senator can move to 
take the bill up. 

Mr. SMITH. I know I can move to take it up, but I wanted 
to get unanimous consent, if possible. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Oregon has 
made a request for unanimous consent, The Senator from 
Alabama reserved the right to object. That is the parlia- 
mentary situation. Do any other Senators desire to reserve 
the right to object? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, what is included in the 
request of the Senator from Oregon? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will state the request 
again as he recalls it. 

The Senator from Oregon has asked unanimous consent 
that at the conclusion of the consideration of the resolution 
now pending before the Senate the Senate shall take up for 
consideration unobjected bills on the calendar. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, will the Senator from Oregon modify his request by 
adding that if the bill referred to by the Senator from South 
Carolina shall not be disposed of during the call of the calen- 
dar, it may be taken up for consideration immediately after 
the conclusion of the consideration of measures on the 
calendar? 

Mr. McNARY. That is my request. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. A parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Under the unanimous-consent request 
of the Senator from Oregon, as stated by the Vice President, 
if the resolution of the Senator from Nebraska shall go over 
to tomorrow and take up the time on Saturday and on Mon- 
day, which is, of course, possible, though I hope it will not, 
then when would the calendar be taken up? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate would not take it up 
until it got through with the consideration of the pending 
resolution. 

A request for unanimous consent has been made that at the 
conclusion of the consideration of the matter before the Sen- 
ate, Senate Resolution 251, the Senate shall proceed to the 
consideration of unobjected bills on the calendar, at the con- 
clusion of which, if the Senate has not acted on Senate bill 
3668, referred to by the Senator frorfi South Carolina, it shall 
immediately proceed to the consideration of that bill. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 
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Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I offer an amendment to 
the resolution of the Senator from Nebraska in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Kentucky 
offers an amendment, which the clerk will state. 


The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to strike out all after the 
word “Resolved” and to insert the following: 


by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That there is hereby created 
& special joint congressional committee, to be composed of five 
Senators to be appointed by the President of the Senate and five 
Members of the House of Representatives to be appointed by the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. A vacancy on the joint 
committee shall be filled in the same manner as original appoint- 
ments and shall not affect the power of the re members 
to execute the functions incumbent on the joint committee. 

Src. 2. It shall be the duty of the joint committee to make a 
full and complete investigation of the administration of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority Act of 1933, as amended, including: 

(A) The efficient and economical administration of the act as 
amended by the Board of Directors of the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority and any of its subordinates. 

(B) Any interference or handicaps placed in the way of the 
prompt, efficient, and economical administration of its functions 
by internal dissension among members of the Board of Directors 
of the Tennessee Valley Authority and what effect such dissension, 
if any, has had upon the work of the Authority. 

(C) Whether any member of said Board has held office or is 
holding office in violation of the act creating the Tennessee Valley 
Authority, and whether any member of said Board has aided or 
assisted directly or indirectly any private power company or other 
private interest in the institution or defense of suits and injunc- 
tions affecting the administration of the functions of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority. 

(D) Whether, and if so what, suits have been instigated by any 
private power company or other private interest seeking injunc- 
tions against the activities of the Board; and what effect, if any, 
such injunctions or suits have had upon the administration of 
the act according to its terms; what disposition has been made of 
any such injunction suits and what has been the expense incurred 
by the Tennessee Valley Authority in defending them; what dis- 
position has been made of such suits in any superior court to which 
they have been appealed; and what, if any, has been the loss of 
revenue to the Authority on account of such suits. 

(E) Any financial loss to municipalities or farm organizations 
caused by preventing their purchase of electric power from the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. 

(F) What has been the effect, if any, upon the personnel and 
organization perfected by the Board under said act by the prosecu- 
tion of such injunction suits or by the action of any member of 
the Board in giving aid or assistance to any private power company 
or other private interest in connection therewith. 

(G) Any activities, if any, on the part of any private power com- 
pany or other private interest in attempting by the expenditure of 
money or otherwise, the institution of legal proceedings or other 
means or methods to affect the action or decisions of municipali- 
ties or farm organizations in the Tennessee Valley Authority with 
respect to the purchase of electric power from the Authority. 

(H) Any efforts, if any, made by private power companies or 
other private interests affecting the decisions or actions of munici- 
palities or farm organizations with respect to the purchase of 
power from the authority or acquiring title to their distributing 
systems. 

(I) The facts as to whether and to what extent, if any, have 
the public interests been injured or jeopardized by the activities 
of any private power companies or other private interests in at- 
tempting to prevent the Board from executing the provisions of 
said act. 

Src. 3. The committee shall report to the Senate and House of 
Representatives as soon as practicable the results of its investi- 
gation, together with its recommendations, if any, for necessary 
legislation. The committee or any duly authorized subcommittee 
thereof is hereby authorized to sit at such times and in such 
places in the District of Columbia or elsewhere as it may deem 
necessary and proper in the performance of its duties. It is spe- 
cifically authorized to require the attendance of witnesses by sub- 
pena or otherwise; to require the production of books, papers, and 
documents; and to employ counsel, experts, clerical and other 
assistants; and to employ stenographers at the cost of not to 
exceed 25 cents per hundred words. 

The chairman of said committee or any member of a subcom- 
mittee may administer oaths to witnesses and sign subpenas for 
witnesses, which shall be served by any person designated by such 
chairman or member of a subcommittee, 

The joint committee is authorized to have such printing and 
binding done as may be necessary and to make such expenditures 
as it deems advisable within the appropriation hereby authorized. 
Every person duly summoned by such joint committee or subcom- 
mittee thereof who refuses or fails to obey the summons or who 
fails to answer the questions pertinent to the investigation shall 
be punished by law. 

The expenses of such investigation, not exceeding in the aggre- 
gate of $50,000, shall be paid one-half from the contingent fund of 
the Senate and one-half from the contingent fund of the House of 
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Representatives upon vouchers approved by the chairman of the 
joint committee. 

The chairman of the joint committee shall be selected by the 
joint committee. All hearings, orders, or decisions held before or 
made by the joint committee shall be public. The joint commit- 
tee is authorized to utilize the services, information, facilities, and 
personnel of any department or agency in the executive branch 
of the Government in the performance of its duties. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I offer an amendment, 
which I send to the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 3, between lines 17 and 18, it 
is proposed to insert the following new paragraph: 

(10) Whether or not said Authority has complied with that part 
of subsection (a) of section 8 of such act, as amended, which 
requires that the principal office of the Authority be maintained 
in the immediate vicinity of Muscle Shoals, Ala. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, the Senator does not indi- 
cate whether his amendment is offered as an amendment to 
the substitute offered by the Senator from Kentucky or as an 
amendment to the original resolution. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I offer it as an amendment to the pro- 
posed substitute. If the substitute shall not be adopted, then 
I will offer it to the resolution of the Senator from Nebraska. 
I now offer it to the substitute. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Ala- 
bama offers an amendment to the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute offered by the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I have no objection to it. 
I modify my substitute amendment by accepting the amend- 
ment proposed by the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I presented my amendment to the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris]. He has no objection 
to it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I wish to make a very brief statement 
about the substitute which I have offered, and give the Senate 
my reason for offering it. 

I should be perfectly satisfied with an investigation made 
by any committee that might be appointed by the President 
of the Senate. All I want is that there shall be a fair and 
impartial investigation made, which will not attempt to shield 
anyone in any misconduct or any wrongdoing in connection 
with the T. V. A. I think all the activities of the T. V. A. 
ought to be investigated, and that any activities on the part 
of anyone who has sought to interfere with the administration 
of the act by the Tennessee Valley Authority is a proper and 
legitimate subject for investigation, and ought to be included 
in any investigation that is made. 

Mr. President, I believe that under the circumstances the 
investigation should be made by a joint committee of the two 
Houses, and I will give my reasons for that belief. Three or 
four resolutions are now pending in the House of Representa- 
tives for a House investigation by a single House committee. 
The Speaker of the House [Mr. BANKHEAD] and the Demo- 
cratic leader [Mr. RAYBURN] and I have been conferring 
about this matter for some days. The House of Representa- 
tives feels that it is entitled to share in any investigation that 
may be had into the Tennessee Valley Authority. The House 
passed upon the law when it was enacted. Many of the 
Members of the House are deeply interested in the Tennessee 
Valley Authority. Whether they are for it or against it, they 
feel that they ought not to be left out with respect to an 
investigation that may be had of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. 

No longer ago than this morning Representative RAYBURN, 
the Democratic leader of the House, called me up and said 
that the House had been withholding action until the Senate 
could take action with respect to the pending resolution, but 
he authorized me to say—and the Speaker of the House has 
taken the same position—that if under all the circumstances 
the Senate sees fit to go its own way and provide a single 
Senate committee to investigate the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority, on the following day after the resolution has been 
adopted by the Senate the House will adopt its own separate 
resolution to hold its own investigation, and that the respon- 
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sible leaders of the House will aid in the passage of such a 
resolution. 

Mr. President, it seems to me it would be regrettable to 
make a farce of this investigation. It would be extremely 
regrettable if two committees, representing the two Houses, 
should start out and duplicate their efforts to find the facts 
with respect to the Tennessee Valley Authority. It would 
mean not only duplication of effort but it would result in a 
waste of time or a consumption of time on the part of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority and all those who might be called 
as witnesses, and all the records and books might have to be 
carried from one place to another in order to be brought 
before two separate committees. That would be a waste of 
time and a consumption of time, it seems to me, which ought 
not to be approved by either branch of the Congress. 

It occurred to me that under these circumstances the wise 
thing is for both Houses to treat each other on the basis of 
equal responsibility in the investigation. I would have con- 
fidence in any member of a committee which might be ap- 
pointed by the Vice President of the United States. I would 
have confidence in the integrity and the fairness of any 
committee that might be appointed by the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives, Mr. BANKHEAD. I have no fear 
that on either side of the Capitol there would be any effort 
except one in good faith to ascertain the facts, to make a 
thorough investigation, to make an impartial report, not 
only so far as the Tennessee Valley Authority is concerned, 
but with respect to any other questions that may be in- 
volved in this investigation. It seems to me that it is the 
part of wisdom for both Houses to act in conjunction rather 
than to have two separate committees, and I do not think 
there is any question whatever that there will be two com- 
mittees if the Senate passes a separate resolution. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. President, will the Sena- 
tor yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I agree with what the Senator 
from Kentucky has said about the matter of time. It seems 
to me that if a joint committee of 10 is set up, about twice 
as much time will be spent as would be spent by a joint 
committee composed of 6 members. It seems to me it 
would be much better if the number of those on the com- 
mittee were decreased. If it is desired to save time, it would 
be better to have a smaller number on the committee. Ten 
men will ask twice as many questions as five. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think there may be something in the 
Senator’s suggestion. I have no pride as to number, but in- 
asmuch as the resolution in both Houses, the separate reso- 
lutions, provided for committees of five, and inasmuch as 
the other body, of course, is composed of 435 Members, it did 
not seem to me that five was an unreasonable number to pro- 
vide for each House. 

Those are the facts, and the Senate can act as it sees fit 
with reference to these two resolutions. I do think it would 
be extremely unwise and regrettable to have two committees 
proceeding at the same time to investigate the same institu- 
tion, and which might make different reports, so that no 
one would know exactly what the facts were after they had 
both spent their time and energy in making the investiga- 
tion and report. 

Mr. BRIDGES obtained the floor. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I was going to express the 
hope that we may not enter upon the consideration of this 
matter until tomorrow at 12 o’clock. Does the Senator from 
New Hampshire desire to discuss it at this time? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, do I understand that the 
Senator from Oregon would like to have consideration of 
the matter go over until tomorrow? 

Mr. McNARY. I should insist upon that, because a num- 
ber of Senators are absent who want to read the substitute, 
and there are a number who wish to be here when action is 
taken, who are not now present. I appeal to the Senator 
from Kentucky. Does he want the matter acted upon now? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have no desire to try to conclude the 
matter this afternoon. The substitute I have offered is a 
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combination of the resolution offered by the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. Brinces] and the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. Kine] and that offered by the Senator from Nebraska 
LMr. Norris]. It happens to contain more of the matter 
set out in the resolution proposed by the Senator from 
Nebraska because that resolution contained more detail. 
It sets out in greater detail the things proposed to be in- 
vestigated than does the resolution offered by the Senator 
from Utah and the Senator from New Hampshire. I have 
no desire to conclude the matter this afternoon. It is 
nearly 5 o’clock, and I think the Senate might as well take 
a recess. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New 
Hampshire has the floor. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I agree with the remarks 
made by the distinguished Senator from Oregon [Mr. Mc- 
Nary], but I should like, if I may, to place in the RECORD 
one more thing with respect to one point before the Senate 
adjourns until tomorrow. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If the Chair may state 
the parliamentary situation, it is as follows. The Senator 
from Kentucky has the right to modify his own amendment. 
He has modified his own amendment by accepting the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
BANKHEAD]. So the amendment offered by the Senator from 
Alabama is now a part of the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I will outline what I believe to be the 
situation in just a moment. 

The Senator from Nebraska has submitted a resolution 
which is a combination of his original Federal Trade Com- 
mission resolution and the substance of the King-Bridges 
resolution for a senatorial investigation, but it excludes the 
23 so-called charges which were supplemental to the King- 
Bridges resolution. The Senator from Kentucky has intro- 
duced a joint resolution which is to a large degree similar 
to the resolution offered by the Senator from Nebraska, 
providing for a joint investigation, The resolution of the 
Senator from Kentucky covers the original specifications in 
the King-Bridges resolution, which were mentioned by the 
Senator from Nebraska, but not the 23 charges specified. As 
I understand, the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] 
accepted the amendment by the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. BANKHEAD]. 

I have no feeling relative to either a joint investigation 
or a senatorial investigation. I think there is a good deal 
in what the Senator from Kentucky has stated about the 
feeling of the House. But I should like to point out, in 
fairness to the Senator from Utah [Mr. KinG] and myself, 
who are the sponsors of one resolution with 23 charges, 
that if the specifications mentioned in the Norris resolu- 
tion and in the Barkley resolution are eliminated, and a 
simple statement is made calling for a full and complete 
investigation of the T. V. A. the desired result can be at- 
tained. I think that is the fair way to proceed. If the 
specifications and charges are eliminated, and a resolution 
is presented calling for a full and complete investigation 
of all the phases of the administration of the T. V. A., I 
shall be glad to support such a resolution. 

In order to bring the matter to a head, unless the other 
Senators concerned are willing to agree, I should like to 
offer another resolution dealing with the subject in a very 
general way as a substitute for the original King-Bridges 
resolution. 

Mr. McNARY. I may say to my colleague that his pro- 
posal would not be in order at this time. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, in reply to the Senator, I 
do not think any resolution which may be offered to inves- 
tigate the T. V. A. ought to prefer charges. The Senate is 
supposed to be an impartial body. Under any language the 
committee can investigate the entire operation and adminis- 
tration of the Tennessee Valley Authority; but the Senate 
ought not to put itself in the attitude of making 23 charges, 
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20 charges, or 3 charges with respect to any particular thing 
anybody may have in mind as being the subject of charges. 

We ought not to make charges in a resolution for investi- 
gation. We should authorize a full investigation; and if any 
charges are to be made, the committee itself will make them 
after it completes its investigation. Charges ought not to 
be made beforehand. 

Mr. BRIDGES. In all fairness, would not the Senator 
from Kentucky say that the specifications—I do not know 
that I would call them charges—which have been enumer- 
ated in his resolution should be eliminated, and that a broad, 
sweeping investigation should be ordered? Would not that 
suggestion be acceptable to the Senator? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think any broad language would au- 
thorize the committee to go into anything pertinent to the 
administration of the T. V. A. Such language might not 
authorize the committee to investigate what efforts had been 
made by those outside the Tennessee Valley Authority to 
control the actions of the Tennessee Valley Authority. I am 
not certain of that. The specifications were largely copied 
from the resolution of the Senator from Nebraska, not as 
exclusive, because they do not limit the committee in in- 
vestigating anything, but to call the particular attention of 
the committee to those things, so that they would investi- 
ae them, together with anything else they thought perti- 
nent. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I may say to the Senator from Kentucky 
that the 23 specifications, which the Senator from Nebraska 
said he thought were insulting in some instances, were not 
charges. They were specific enumerations of matters to be 
looked into. I did not intend that they should be insulting. 
However, if we are going to enumerate specific matters to 
be looked into, I think, in all fairness, the 23 specifications 
should be looked into as much as the specific matters enu- 
merated by the Senator from Nebraska and the Senator from 
Kentucky. If we really want an impartial, fair investigation, 
I think the only fair way to do is to include all of the speci- 
fications, or to eliminate them all and merely provide simple 
language for a broad and sweeping investigation. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator from New Hampshire and the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. Kine] have already introduced a 
resolution providing for a joint committee. The same two 
Senators have introduced a resolution providing for a Senate 
committee investigation. The Senator did not include his 
23 so-called charges in either of those resolutions. Inasmuch 
as he did not include them, why does he ask his colleagues 
to include them? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I thought it would be fairer not to in- 
clude them. I thought it would be fairer merely to ask for 
a general investigation. I will say to the Senator from 
Nebraska and to the Senator from Kentucky that I still 
think it would be fairer to include no specific enumeration. 

Mr. NORRIS. Neither the resolution of the Senator pro- 
viding for a Senate investigation nor the resolution providing 
for a joint investigation makes any reference whatever to 
some of the things which I think would be excluded from the 
consideration of the committee. I refer to all the allegations 
in reference to power contained in the two resolutions. If the 
Senator’s idea were carried out, and a simple resolution were 
passed providing for a sweeping investigation, I doubt very 
much whether the committee would be authorized to make 
any investigation of the specific allegations contained in the 
other resolutions with regard to investigating any attempt 
on the part of the power companies to interfere with the 
activities of the T. V. A., the amount of money spent by the 
power companies, and the loss to municipalities which have 
been denied, through injunctions, the use of T. V. A. power. 
I think if the Senator had his way, all reference to power 
would be eliminated; and I should not agree to that. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I do not want to eliminate anything. I 
merely want everything to be on an equal basis. 
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Mr. NORRIS. The 23 so-called allegations, which the 
Senator calls charges, were published in the Recor as a joint 
statement of the Senator from New Hampshire and the Sena- 
tor from Utah [Mr. Kine]. I assume that the statement was 
merely a newspaper statement which was printed in the 
Record at the request of the Senator from New Hampshire. 
There is nothing in any of the charges which is not included 
in the broad language of the Senator’s resolution itself, is 
there? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I think the language of the resolution 
itself covers the charges, and I think it covers the specifica- 
tions of the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. NORRIS. I doubt that. We are in agreement that 
the 23 so-called charges are entirely unnecessary, because they 
are already covered by the Senator’s resolution; but I do not 
think we are in agreement with respect to all the allegations 
regarding power and the allegations regarding interference 
with the activities of the T. V. A. by private power com- 

anies. 
Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, let me ask the Senator 
from Nebraska, the Senator from Kentucky, and the Senator 
from Utah if they think it is possible, at a conference tomor- 
row before the Senate convenes at 12 o’clock, to agree on 
language acceptable to everybody concerned? 

Mr. NORRIS. I have no objection to a conference. It 
is now nearly 5 o’clock. I am perfectly willing to have the 
Senate take a recess at this time; and if the Senator from 
New Hampshire wants a conference, or if any of the other 
Senators want a conference, and it is desired that I partici- 
pate in it, I am agreeable. I do not want to act upon snap 
judgment. I am ready to vote now if it is desired to do away 
with debate, but I am not anxious to do so. I am perfectly 
willing that the matter shall go over until tomorrow and take 
its regular course. If a compromise can be agreed upon, 
well and good. If not, let the matter take its regular course 
in debate, even though it takes up all of tomorrow. 

Mr. BRIDGES. May I ask the distinguished majority 
leader if he would be agreeable to a conference to see if 
language acceptable to everyone concerned can be agreed 
upon? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have no objection to a conference. I 
will say to the Senator that tomorrow morning I shall have 
to be in the Finance Committee on the tax bill. Even after 
we recess tonight, I shall have to be there if the committee 
is still in session. However, I shall try to find an opportunity 
to confer with the Senator from New Hampshire, the Senator 
from Utah, the Senator from Nebraska, or any other Sena- 
tor. I am always open to engagements. 

Has the Senator finished? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Yes. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to 
the consideration of executive business. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE 


Mr. SHEPPARD, from the Committee on Military Affairs, 
reported favorably the nomination of Maj. Thomas Dodson 
Stamps, Corps of Engineers, to be professor of civil and mili- 
tary engineering at the United States Military Academy with 
rank from July 1, 1938, vice Prof. William A. Mitchell, to be 
retired June 30, 1938. 

He also, from the same committee, reported favorably the 
nominations of sundry officers for appointment, by transfer, 
in the Regular Army. 

He also, from the same committee, reported favorably the 
nominations of sundry officers for promotion in the Regular 


Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads, reported favorably the nominations of sundry 
postmasters. 

Mr. HARRISON, from the Committee on Finance, reported 
favorably the following nominations: 
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Nellie Tayloe Ross, of Wyoming, to be Director of the Mint 
(reappointment) ; 

Stephen M. Driscoll, of St. Albans, Vt., to be collector of 
customs for customs collection district No. 2, with head- 
quarters at St. Albans, Vt. (reappointment) ; 

Charles I. Lafferty, of Atlantic City, N. J., to be comp- 
troller of customs in customs collection district No. 11, with 
headquarters at Philadelphia, Pa., in place of Ralph W. 
Wescott, whose term of office expired on February 28, 1938; 
and 

Fred Fisk, of Eugene, Oreg., to be collector of customs for 
customs collection district No. 29, with headquarters at Port- 
land, Oreg., to fill an existing vacancy. 

Mr. WALSH, from the Committee on Finance, reported 
favorably the nomination of Joseph McGrath, of Boston, 
Mass., to be collector of customs for customs collection dis- 
trict No. 4, with headquarters at Boston, Mass., to fill an 
existing vacancy. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado, from the Committee on Fi- 
nance, reported favorably the nomination of Raymond 
Miller, of Colorado, to be collector of customs for customs 
collection district No. 47, with headquarters at Denver, Colo. 
(Reappointment.) 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
on the Executive Calendar. 

If there be no further reports of committees, the clerk 
will state in their order the nominations on the calendar, 
with the exception of the one passed over. 


POSTMASTERS 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read sundry nomina- 
tions of postmasters. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask that the nominations of post- 
masters be confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 
opie of postmasters on the calendar are confirmed 
en 2 

That completes the calendar. 

RECESS 

The Senate resumed legislative session. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate take a recess until 
12 o’clock noon tomorrow. i 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock p. m.) the 
Senate took a recess until tomorrow, Friday, March 25, 1938, 
at 12 o’clock meridian. 


The reports will be placed 


CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 24 
(legislative day of January 5), 1938 
POSTMASTERS 

FLORIDA 
Jefferson Gaines, Bocagrande. 
Betsy R. Rives, Dunedin. 
Emma S. Fletcher, Havana. 
Morton O. Brawner, Pensacola. 

KENTUCKY 

Herman A. House, London. 
Virginia B. Pittman, Perryville. 

MAINE 
Charles P. Lemaire, Lewiston. 

MICHIGAN 
Morton G. Wells, Byron Center. 
William H. Cuthbertson, Ludington. 
Charles P. Sawyer, Newaygo. 
Eva A. Wurzburg, Northport. 
Jerome Wilhelm, Traverse City. 
John F. Lyons, White Cloud. 
NORTH DAKOTA 


George B. Vermilya, Towner. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


THURSDAY, MARCH 24, 1938 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., 
offered the following prayer: 


Our Father, the God of Nature and of the human heart, 
we praise Thee that Thou dost speak to men in the glory 
of the heavens and in the manifold voices of Thy creation. 
Thou makest the earth to respond in the brightness and 
promise of springtime; we pray Thee, Heavenly Father, bless 
and inspire us with like joy and renewal. Mercifully awaken 
in us the beauty and glory of divine things. Write Thy law 
within us, and may our love to Thee make it easy for us to 
obey. Give us, O Lord, eyes to behold the truth, the moral 
sense that knows the right, and hearts filled with the gentlest 
sympathy. Almighty One, in our own land bring men to- 
gether on the heights of hope where all discords are caught 
up in the symphonies of brotherhood and service. Let the 
people praise Thee, let all the people praise Thee. In our 
dear Redeemer’s name. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read 
and approved. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include 
therein an address delivered by the Honorable Louis Johnson, 
Assistant Secretary of War, to the student body of Bucknell 
University on March 17. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp by inserting an address 
delivered by Fred Pierce Corson, LL. D., president of Dick- 
inson College, Carlisle, Pa., entitled “Masonry and the Spirit- 
ual Foundations of the Constitution,” at St. Thomas’ Church, 
New York City, under the auspices of the Grand Lodge of the 
State of New York. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BACON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
quote from official records and tables and include them in a 
speech I am going to make in the Committee of the Whole 
during the consideration of the War Department bill. I sub- 
mit this request at this time because I understand that 
request to include excerpts from documents or quotations 
from them must be made in the House. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include therein 
quotations from letters. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp and to 
include therein a short newspaper article from the London 
Sphere. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

LETTER WRITTEN BY GEORGE WASHINGTON 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. NELSON. Mr. Speaker, 162 years ago today George 
Washington wrote the church and congregation of Wood- 
stock, Mass., asking that the pastorate be held open for 
Abiel Leonard, chaplain in the Continental Army, in order 
that he might be “employed in the glorious work of attend- 
ing to the morals of a brave people who are fighting for 
their liberties, the liberties of the people of Woodstock, the 
liberties of all America.” The original letter, a rare his- 
toric document, is now carefuily preserved by Mrs. Perry 
Spencer in the ancestral home, Oakwood, near Fayette, Mo., 
and in the congressional district which I have the honor to 
represent. 5 

In explanation of how the letter to which I refer was 
brought to Missouri I would say that Abiel Leonard, in 
whose behalf the letter, signed by George Washington and 
Israel Putnam, was written, was the grandfather of Abiel 
Leonard, pre-Civil War justice of the Missouri Supreme 
Court, the Leonard family having moved to Missouri at an 
early day. 

A copy of the Washington letter is here given in its 
original spelling: 

The Church and Congregation of Woodstock: 

Mr. Leonard is a man whose exemplary life and Conversation, 
must make him highly esteemed by every person who has the 
pleasure of being acquainted with him—the Congregation of 
Woodstock know him well, it therefore can be no surprise to us, 
to hear, that they will be Loth to part with him, his usefulness 
in the army is great—he is employed in the glorious work of at- 
tending to the morals of a brave people who are fighting for their 
Liberties, the Liberties, of the people of Woodstock, the Liberties 
of all America, We therefore hope—that knowing how nobly he 
is employed—the Congregation of Woodstock, will chearfully give 
up to the public, a gentleman so very useful, and when by the 
blessings of a kind providence, this glorious and unparaleld 
struggle for our Liberties, is at an end, We have not the Least 
doubt, but Mr. Leonard will with redoubled joy, be received in 
the open arms of a Congregation so very dear to him, as the 
good people of Woodstock are. This is, what is hoped for, this is 
what is expected by the Congregation of Woodstock. Sincere well 
wishes and, 

Very Humble Servants, 
G. WASHINGTON, 
ISRAEL PUTNAM, 

Headquarters, Cambridge, 24th March, 1776. 

It might be added that the original letter is carefully pre- 
served in the home where it is so highly prized, and with it 
is a letter from Alexander Hamilton containing Army orders 
to another distinguished member of the Leonard family, 
who was a captain in the War of 1812. 

(Mr. NELson was granted permission to revise and extend 
his remarks and include the letter referred to by him.) 


MILITARY ESTABLISHMENT APPROPRIATION BILL, 1939 


Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the 
bill (H. R. 9995) making appropriations for the Military Es- 
tablishment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for 
other purposes; and pending that, I wish to confirm our un- 
derstanding that general debate will run throughout today 
and tomorrow, that the first paragraph of the bill will be 
read tomorrow, and that the bill will be read under the 5- 
minute rule on Monday. 

Mr. POWERS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SYNDER of Pennsylvania. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. POWERS. May I inquire of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. Snyper] whether or not the time is to be 
equally divided? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. It is to be equally divided 
between the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Powers] and 
myself. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that general debate 
on this bill may continue during today and tomorrow, the 
time to be equally divided between the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. Powers] and myself. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 
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Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, and I do not intend to object, but I should like to ask 
a question. Is it the intention to vote on this bill Friday, 
Saturday, or Monday? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. The understanding was 
had yesterday that we would start to read the bill Monday 
under the 5-minute rule and vote on it finally before we 
adjourn Monday evening. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Snyper] that the House 
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole for the con- 
sideration of the bill H. R. 9995. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the con- 
sideration of H. R. 9995, with Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The first reading of the bill was dispensed with. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 1 hour. 

Mr. Chairman, we have heard a great deal of late about 
national defense. I fear some of you may have been per- 
suaded to a contrary view, but the fact remains that the 
Navy is but one element of our defense establishment. 

If the past be any criterion, the Army continues to be the 
component branch upon which we must depend to bring 
armed conflict to an end. As my distinguished colleague 
from Michigan [Mr. ENGEL] expressed it during the course of 
our hearings on the Army’s budget: 

Wars are won by the man who has a rifle in his hands. 


You will find the whole of Mr. ENcEu’s observation on page 
741 of the hearings. History confirms what he there says. 

It is to the military branch of our defense establishment 
I now wish to direct your attention. Yesterday, by direction 
of the Committee on Appropriations, I reported the Military 
Establishment appropriation bill for the fiscal year 1939, and 
I shall endeavor, within the time at my disposal, to explain 
to you as clearly and concisely as I can its salient features 
and how the subcommittee, of which it is my privilege to be 
chairman, has treated the proposals which came to us by 
way of the Budget. 

Possibly I should remind you, before proceeding further, 
that the President informed us in his message of January 28, 
1938: 

That our national defense is, in the light of 
ments in other nations, inadequate for purposes of 
security and requires increase for that reason. 

That message preceded the opening of our hearings by 
3 days. I cannot truthfully say that his admonition created 
a different perspective for us as we approached our task, 
because those of us whose duty it has been to delve into the 
state of our Military Establishment have entertained the 
view expressed by the President for some time. 

I am happy to say that the President did not stop with 
his message, but a few days later—on February 7, 1938— 
supplemented his original Budget recommendations with an 
estimate of $16,880,000 to make effective the specific recom- 
mendations contained in his earlier message which do not 
require advance authorization. 

These supplemental estimates provide for an additional 
amount of antiaircraft matériel; gages, dies, and other aids 
to the manufacture of Army matériel, and for some aug- 
mentation of ammunition. They are a step in the right 
direction, but I am frank to say leave much to be provided 
in the way of essential equipment which cannot be procured 
or produced in a day, or a month, or a year. 

When I say that, I am not speaking in terms of an Army 
of great proportions. I am speaking of the equipment im- 
mediately necessary, and of reserves of a multiplicity of items 
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needed to bridge the gap between M-day and when an ade- 
quate flow from manufacture might be expected to begin, 
for a force of approximately 400,000 men, to be composed 
of existing Regular Army and National Guard organiza- 
tions, plus available members of the enlisted reserve force 
contemplated by legislation now on the calendar, which is 
being proposed in consequence of a recommendation made 
by the President in his message to which I adverted a 
moment ago. 

Do not gain a false impression from that statement. We 
are today in possession of Army matériel of divers kinds 
which would meet the immediate needs for such classes of 
matériel of a force of much larger proportions, My state- 
ment applied to deficiencies now existent to round out the 
needs of a force of 400,000 men. 

Such a force has been determined upon by the War De- 
partment as the initial one we should have available and 
ready in the event of national emergency. A study just 
recently concluded of war-reserve needs has resulted in the 
adoption of a so-called protective mobilization plan compris- 
ing three objectives as to personnel and matériel. The first, 
or initial protective force will consist of approximately 
400,000 men, as I have already mentioned; the second will 
be a balanced all-purpose force of approximately 730,000 in 
units, and an additional strength of 270,000 for replacements 
or for the formation of additional units, and the third, the 
augmentation of the second objective to a total of 1,550,000, 
if and when such measure of expansion should appear war- 
ranted. Thus it may be said, we have for the first time, 
since contraction all along the line followed in the wake 
of the World War, a definite personnel and matériel pro- 
gram upon which military defense preparation may proceed. 
In my judgment, it is the biggest thing that has happened 
in the War Department for a number of years and we owe 
a debt of gratitude to General Malin Craig for bringing it 
about. [Applause.] 

In order that you may more fully comprehend the propo- 
sition in its matériel phase—and I think it is very important 
that you should because we are going to be guided very 
largely by this plan in what we do in the future—I am going 
to read to you a portion of General Craig’s testimony. If 
you wish to read with me, I shall begin with the last para- 
graph on page 6 of the hearings. 

Said General Craig: 

As a basis for the establishment of war-reserve requirements all 
munitions of war physically present within the United States, in 
depots, in the hands of troops, and in local storage at posts, camps, 
and stations are considered as war reserves. Commercial stocks 
that are immediately available are also considered as potential 
reserves. In time of peace it is believed to be unwise and eco- 
nomically impracticable to attempt to maintain in reserve all of 
the items necessary for a wartime force. Peacetime procurement 
of munitions of war should include only those “critical” items for 
which suitable substitutes do not exist and which are unobtain- 
able from any source in the time and quantity required. 

The immediate peacetime procurement objective, therefore, is to 
provide such “critical” items for the initial protective force. 

The ultimate peacetime objective is to provide the “critical” 
items required for the augmented force which I have described as 
the second objective in mobilization of personnel. 

Peacetime procurement planning will provide for the coordinated 
production, after the outbreak of an emergency, of additional ma- 
terial required for larger forces and for prolonged war consumption. 

As I have stated, the war reserves to be procured in time of peace 
will consist only of those items which otherwise could not be 
obtained in the quantity and within the time required. General 
priorities may be classified as follows: A reasonable amount of 
ammunition for weapons on hand to be used by the force under 
consideration; weapons for which there is no substitute; other 
critical items. : 

The results which have been accomplished by the establishment 
of the present plan may be summarized as follows: 

While the strength of the ultimate force for which reserves are 
to be established in time of peace remains at approximately 
1,000,000 men, the requirements in war reserves has been reduced 
in cost by approximately $1,000,000,000. 

Objectives in personnel and matériel are progressive and in 
harmony with each other. 

War-reserve requirements are definite and reasonable. 

That, it seems to me, is a very clear and concise explana- 
tion of the plan. 
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To the extent that we possess matériel in excess of the 
requirements of the initial protective force, the bill before 
you carries funds for its preservation and maintenance; it 
also includes provision for a limited amount of critical items 
of war equipment for 6 of the 20 inactive Regular Army 
antiaircraft regiments; and, of course, the manufacturing 
equipment for which provision is made to facilitate produc- 
tion in time of emergency looks to needs beyond those of the 
initial protective force. In other respects, the pending meas- 
ure is confined to personnel and matériel needs on account of 
such initial force, which, as I said earlier, lacks much in 
matériel directions the supply of which should not be long 
deferred. 

The bill which we present for your consideration carries a 
total of $447,808,555, which amount exceeds the sum of cur- 
rent appropriations by $32,545,401 and is $5,480,280 less than 
the estimates which the committee was called upon to con- 
sider. It is only fair to say, however, that we have made re- 
appropriations amounting in all to $3,670,476, in place of 
new appropriations, which means that from an availability 
standpoint the bill provides for $1,809,804 less than the 
Budget estimates. The reappropriations, in all cases, are 
of amounts of current-year appropriations which have been 
administratively withheld from obligation. 

We also resorted to contractual authority in a number of 
instances in lieu of a like amount of new appropriation. We 
did this because it appeared that the money would not be 
required for disbursement prior to the fiscal year commenc- 
ing July 1, 1939. It was this substitution which enabled us 
to finance the net increase we are proposing of $2,360,396 
and still remain nearly $2,000,000 within the total of Budget 
submissions independently of the facial reductions resulting 
from reappropriations. 

The estimates the committee was called upon to consider 
included increases over current appropriations totaling 
roundly $41,400,000. That is a very considerable increase— 
approximately one-tenth of the sum of current appropri- 
ations. Included in that amount is the $16,880,000 recom- 
mended by the President to effectuate the recommendations 
contained in his national-defense message of January 28 
last. I have already discussed that matter. Of the remain- 
ing $24,000,000 plus, roundly $18,000,000 grows out of the 
approach of the Air Corps to its objective, fixed in the act of 
June 24, 1936, of 2,320 serviceable airplanes—2,149 for the 
Regular Army and the Organized Reserves, and 171 for the 
National Guard. 

Including the 476 planes provided for in this bill, the pre- 
diction is that the authorized objective will have been 
reached by July 1, 1940. That $18,000,000 is not all included 
under the Air Corps head. It is composed of amounts car- 
ried under several appropriation heads. The amount in- 
cluded in the Budget directly under the Air Corps is $70,- 
556,072. An additional amount, upward of $43,000,000, is 
carried under other heads. It may interest you to know that 
approximately 28 percent of the amount carried in the Budget 
and in the pending bill is chargeable to the air arm, and we 
have not yet reached the peak. The total annual charge 
of maintaining an air force of the proportions at present 
authorized has been estimated to be $144,000,000. How de- 
pendable that estimate is I am sure I do not know, because 
it is based upon so many factors which are continually 
changing. 

As of December 31, 1937, including the National Guard and 
the Organized Reserves, the airplane situation was as follows: 


Project: airplanes on hand „% 1, 226 
Project airplanes on order 222 ma -amsaa ee i2 asc 1, 022 
Project airplanes remaining to be ordered...----_---------- 103 

PP.... ³˙ AA pm pe ARE a A Se a at 2, 351 


The 476 planes for which this bill provides raises that num- 
ber to 2,827. These figures exclude nonproject planes on 
hand, obsolete but usable, to the number of 475, which will be 
discarded as deliveries of new planes are made. 

I have accounted for approximately $35,000,000 of the 
Budget increase—first, the supplemental estimate, and, sec- 
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ondly, military aviation. The remainder falls principally 
under five heads, namely: Pay of the Army, $2,800,000, such 
sum excluding increases chargeable to the Air Corps; travel of 
the Army, $250,000; the Quartermaster Corps, $2,400,000, ap- 
plying to a variety of objects, more than half in the item of 
clothing and equipage; seacoast defenses, $810,000; and the 
National Guard, $200,000, such sum also excluding the in- 
crease chargeable to the Air Corps. 

The pay item is responsive to annually recurring adjust- 
ments under laws governing pay and allowances of personnel. 
No increase in the number of officers or enlisted men is con- 
templated; in fact, the 12,300 officers for which the Budget 
and bill provide represent a reduction of 50 in the number 
appropriated for for the present fiscal year. 

The current appropriation for travel is not adequate. The 
committee has approved the Budget increase of $250,000, and 
then, to meet an existing shortage, has made that amount and 
more, by $36,000, immediately available. Of course, this 
means that the amount that will remain for obligation during 
1939 will need to be supplemented at a later date. 

The Quartermaster increase is occasioned by a number of 
factors, the largest single item being $885,722 required partly 
to restore depleted stocks of articles of clothing. Higher 
commodity costs have a hand, particularly as to forage. We 
also met with increases responsive to the expansion of en- 
listed personnel, which began in the fiscal year 1936. 

The seamen’s strike in 1936-37 has made necessary an ad- 
vance in wages of employees identified with marine activi- 
ties under the cognizance of the Quartermaster Corps, and 
there is added expense incident to the new Sacramento Air 
Depot and Hickam Field in Hawaii. The items themselves 
are too numerous to mention, but I have given to you the 
principal underlying causes. 

The increases touching seacoast defenses and the National 
Guard I should prefer to account for later. 

If you will turn to page 7 of our report on the bill you 
will find set out there every money change made by the 
committee in the Budget estimates except the reappropria- 
tions and substitutions of contractual authority, which, as 
I heretofore have stated, have been made or provided in 
lieu of a like amount of new appropriation. 

In many cases those items speak pretty much for them- 
selves. I shall not attempt to discuss all of them. 

I first direct your attention to the changes under the head 
of military posts. 

The act approved August 26, 1937, authorized numerous 
projects in the United States, Panama, and Hawaii to cost, 
in all, not to exceed $25,587,456. No other construction not 
heretofore fully provided for is authorized, except under the 
terms of the so-called Wilcox Act, and the projects author- 
ized by the act of May 14, 1937, at the Savanna Ordnance 
Depot and Camp Stanley, Tex. An initial appropriation 
was made on account of the latter in the current Military 
Establishment appropriation act. 

The Budget proposes appropriations aggregating $9,348,517 
under the three acts I have cited; and, if you will turn to 
page 11 of the report, you will see a table in which we have 
itemized the estimate and itemized the action which we are 
submitting for your approval. We have omitted two items 
and we have added three items, and we have added to one 
item. There are four items where we have substituted con- 
tractual authority in lieu of a like amount of new appro- 
priation. In those cases it is quite unlikely that a greater 
amount of cash than proposed by the committee will be 
needed for disbursement prior to July 1, 1939. Should that 
not prove to be the case, the deficiency can be met by mak- 
ing immediately available a portion or all of the amount in- 
cluded in the 1940 Budget for or on account of such items. 

The runway item at Fort Leavenworth has been eliminated 
by the committee because it considers it to be in a desirable 
but not essential category. This is not a regular air post 
and the committee feels that for the type of planes ordi- 
narily used at Leavenworth, primarily for Air Corps officer 
students at the school to keep up their flying proficiency, 
the project should not be urged at this time. 
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The increase proposed by the committee for the water- 
system project at Fort Benning is strongly recommended. 
During the summer training season of members of the civil 
components there is a population on the post of around 10,000. 
Normally the population is upward of 6,000. The present 
water system at the post—and there is no auxiliary supply— 
is of such construction as to certain phases as to warrant 
concern as to a complete break-down or an extended suspen- 
sion of service. I went over the plant last fall and know 
whereof I speak. The entire system needs to be rehabilitated 
and improved, the estimated cost of which is $450,000. The 
Budget carries only the amount stipulated in the act of Au- 
gust 26, 1937, namely, $180,000. The committee is advised 
that if the whole job were done at one time a saving of ap- 
proximately $114,000 would ensue. 

The Fort Sill item, which embraces $300,000 for barracks 
and $1,000 for telephone construction is not deemed to be 
of pressing importance; certainly not as much so, in the 
judgment of the committee, as a number of authorized proj- 
ects for which the Budget includes no funds. 

The committee is advised that an urgent need exists for 
noncommissioned officers’ quarters at Fort Barrancas, Fla. 
and at the Army and Navy General Hospital at Hot Springs, 
Ark. It is recommending appropriations for the provision 
of such quarters as are authorized in the Housing Act ap- 
proved August 26, 1937. 

The addition proposed for the intermediate air station 
at Connellsville, Pa., authorized by the Wilcox Act, is de- 
signed to provide essential facilities at that recently estab- 
lished station, the former station in this area at Uniontown 
having been abandoned primarily because of the unsuitability 
of the terrain for development to accommodate the larger 
military planes which fly the route between Washington and 
Dayton, and other points to the West and Northwest. 

Dropping down in the itemization on page 7 of the report 
to the National Guard, on the basis of subappropriation totals 
and not projects within such subappropriations, the Budget 
proposed a gross increase of $1,304,276, and a net increase of 
$1,062,918 on account of this organization. Of each of those 
amounts, $574,425 is contained in the supplemental estimate 
presented in consequence of the President’s message of Jan- 
uary 28, which in conjunction with a like amount included in 
the regular Budget will supply all critical items of ordnance 
antiaircraft equipment for 7 of the 10 active antiaircraft 
regiments of the National Guard and the training equipment 
for the remaining 3 regiments. This is a substantial step for- 
ward. Approximately $9,000,000 remains to be appropriated 
completely to equip the 10 regiments. Other major items of 
increase proposed in the Budget on account of this component 
are (1) $617,744 in anticipation of an increased attendance 
upon armory drills and training camps; (2) $539,304 to go 
forward with the aviation program looking to the possession 
of the full quota of 171 planes by July 1, 1940; and (3) 
$239,100 for the procurement of motor vehicles. There is an 
offset of $1,147,879 against these Budget increases by reason 
of the completion this year of the project to supply prime 
movers and adapters for 155-millimeter field artillery. 

The committee has acceded to all of the Budget proposals 
and submits for your approval additions thereto totaling 
$1,355,237, as follows: 


Purchase of 250 horses, and forage therefor . $85,000 
Purchase of motor vehicles 400, 000 
Purchase of overcoats -- ===- 320, 237 
Purchase of other articles of clothing ---- 300, 000 
Procurement of 2,500 semiautomatic rifles ===- 250, 000 


With the exception of the semiautomatic rifles, all of these 
projects were advocated by the National Guard Association. 
As to the rifles, the committee feels that it is most impor- 
tant that the riflemen of the National Guard be provided 
with this superior weapon and is proposing itself the initia- 
tion of a program with that end in view. 

The Budget includes provision for the purchase of 747 
horses for the National Guard. The increase added by the 
committee will permit of the purchase of about 1,000 animals, 
which should result in appreciably reducing the high aver- 
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age age of National Guard animals. The approved total 
allowance is 4,784. 

The current year allocation for new motor vehicles is 
$210,090. The Budget carries $500,000 for 1939 and the 
committee, at the instance of the National Guard Associa- 
tion, has raised the amount to $900,000, which is both for 
replacement and augmentation. This item may be expected 
to expand, as much of the equipment now on hand—9,270 
vehicles—has reached or is fast approaching an uneconom- 
ical maintenance condition. 

The Budget includes $648,500 for overcoats. Completely 
to equip the National Guard with overcoats would require an 
additional amount of $892,149. However, with an addition 
of $320,237, the committee is advised that this item of 
apparel can be supplied to all troops in latitudes where it 
is most essential, and the committee is recommending that 
course. Such sum is $159,763 less than recommended by 
the National Guard Association for appropriation at this 
time. 

For articles of the uniform, other than overcoats, the 
Budget proposes $1,547,316. The National Guard Associa- 
tion urged an additional amount of $600,000, for the reason 
that the allowance of $7 per man, which prevailed in the 
fiscal year 1937, is not adequate, properly and decently and 
comparably with members of the Naval Reserve, to outfit 
members of the National Guard, and that is particularly true 
since there has been an advance in the cost of articles of 
the uniform. The committee is proposing the addition of 
one-half of the increase advocated by the National Guard 
Association. 

The Budget and bill provide for an increase in the strength 
of the National Guard from 200,000 to 205,000 officers and 
men. The current appropriation act provides for such ex- 
pansion, to be effectuated subsequent to March 31, 1938, but 
the $500,000 provided for the purpose has been administra- 
tively withheld from obligation. The pending proposal looks 
to the expansion occurring after March 31, 1939. In other 
words, there will be a delay of just 1 year. 

For the tremendously popular C. M. T. C. activity the 
Budget proposes an appropriation of $1,000,000, or $1,275,000 
less than is available the present fiscal year. Concurrence 
in that proposal would mean reducing the number of 
trainees from well upward of 30,000 to a number less than 
15,000. The committee is confident the House is not in 
sympathy with such a proposition. With an expenditure 
of $2,047,500 the present fiscal year, training has been given 
to 32,522 young men. The Department estimates that it 
could have trained 35,000, had it been permitted to expend 
the entire amount of the current appropriation. The com- 
mittee is recommending an appropriation of $2,275,000, the 
same as made for the current fiscal year. 

Before leaving the subject I earnestly invite your atten- 
tion to the statements made to the committee regarding the 
value of this activity by a number of prominent citizens from 
different sections of the country. They begin on page 690 
of the hearings. I should like. particularly for you to read 
the statements of Mr. John P. Frey, of the American Feder- 
ation of Labor, and Mr. Stephen A. Park, of Milwaukee, Wis. 

Dropping down to the last item on page 7 of the report 
you will see that we are proposing to restore to the current 
year level the appropriation employed in the conduct of 
civilian rifle clubs and the national rifle matches, which are 
held each year at Camp Perry, Ohio. It seemed to the com- 
mittee unwise to curtail this activity at this time. To meet 
the reduction recommended in the Budget would necessitate 
a reduction in the number of teams attending the national 
matches and the rendition of service as range officers of 
members of the National Guard and Organized Reserves 
without compensation. The latter might very easily occasion 
some disruption of the matches. 

Among others, the committee has written the bill in the 
Budget figures for the Air Corps, the Ordnance Department, 
and seacoast defenses. 

Regarding the Air Corps, I should inform you that we have 
made changes within the Budget total. The Budget looks 
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to the provision of 75 percent spare engines for new air- 
planes and carries $1,862,548 as the added cost over the 
50-percent allowance now obtaining. The committee is not 
impressed with the need at this time to go beyond the 50- 
percent rate. It is our thought that the added amount for 
spare engines should be employed in two ways. First, that 
$1,691,044 should be used to supply a shortage in the current 
appropriation for spare engines, plane spares, and engine 
spares. The bill provides for that to be done. Secondly, that 
the remaining amount—$171,504—should be tied in with a 
program to be initiated out of current unallotted experi- 
mental and research funds, understood to be around $600,000, 
of experimentation with recently developed less costly and 
more expeditious processes of airplane production, and a 
portion employed in the procurement of additional autogyros 
for further study of their value for military purposes. 

For ordnance, the original Budget estimates actually pro- 
vided for less than do current funds. For rearmament and 
reequipment the original estimates provide for $5,097,426, 
which is nearly $500,000 less than the amount appropriated 
for the current fiscal year. It is true some programs have 
been completed, but there are others involving critical items 
not completed and still others just being initiated. The sup- 
plemental estimate has helped the situation quite substanti- 
ally. Over $14,000,000 of the total of $16,880,000 falls under 
the Ordnance Department. Of that amount $6,392,062 is 
earmarked for critical items of antiaircraft equipment, 
$1,425,000 is for augmentation of stocks of ammunition, 
$5,780,000 is for machinery and equipment to facilitate pro- 
duction of various kinds of ordnance material, and $575,000 
is for replacement of losses in stocks of ammunition. The 
antiaircraft allocation is particularly appealing because that 
is genuine defensive preparation of an essential character, 
which is much in arrears and needs very sizeable additional 
appropriations to provide the equipment deemed to be ade- 
quate by our military experts. 

I shall not dwell at length upon seacoast defenses. My 
colleague [Mr. DocKWEILER], I understand, intends to ad- 
dress you upon that subject. It is one about which little 
may be said in public. I may say that I have here a com- 
plete exposition of the whole matter, supplied for the confi- 
dential information of members of the committee by the 
War Department, and I shall take the responsibility of per- 
mitting any Member to consult it who will agree to observe 
its confidential character. 

Of the total amount recommended by the Budget and the 
committee for seacoast fortifications—namely, $6,748,558— 
$5,193,547 will be applied to augmentation, which will be 
a larger amount by $1,591,654 than will be so applied during 
the current fiscal year. I may say also that the west coast 
situation has been very greatly improved since this com- 
mittee, following an inspection of those defenses, initiated 
a program in the fiscal year 1937 to develop more rapidly 
the defenses on that coast, as well as in Hawaii and Panama. 

Mr. Chairman, I have consumed considerable time, confin- 
ing myself almost entirely to outstanding items and propo- 
sitions. I feel that I must conclude, but I shall be more than 
pleased, upon request, to present any further information at 
my command when the bill is being read following the con- 
clusion of general debate. 

It seems to me we have brought to you a measure which 
you will have no hesitancy in supporting. If you feel as I do, 
you would wish to see more generous provision in a number 
of directions. It may interest you to know that the bill 
imposes a per-capita levy of something less than $3.40, which 
is way below that of any other world power, despite the 
fact that we pay our soldiers a wage instead of a conscription 
pittance, and that all material used is the product of highly 
paid American labor. 

Irrespective of the cost, a proper measure of national 
defense is one of the first essentials of government. It is 
the responsibility of the legislative committees to recommend 
measures that will provide us with a defense establishment 
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made up of military and naval elements harmonious with 
each other and adequate to the assurance of our national 
security. I should like to stress that word “harmonious.” 
It is the responsibility of the Appropriations Committee to 
recommend appropriations to effectuate such measures, and 
to see, as best it can, that the Nation will get value received 
in the expenditure of the funds made available. I am con- 
vinced that we do and shall continue to under the present 
leadership in the War Department. 

I thank you. [Applause.] 

May I make one further observation, and that is that I 
look upon this measure I present to you today, which involves 
a total of $447,000,000, as the annual premium due June 
30, 1938, on our national security policy. The doctrine of 
preparedness was first handed down and mentioned by 
George Washington in his first inaugural address to Con- 
gress when he stated that we should carry an appropriation 
each year for national defense purposes. It was later stated 
by no other than Abraham Lincoln that we should have at 
all times an adequate national defense set-up, and later 
emphasized by Theodore Roosevelt that our national de- 
fense should always be adequate. Of course, it is not neces- 
sary to say this has been further emphasized by the present 
President of the United States, Franklin D. Roosevelt. 

So I plead with you to cooperate in every respect in seeing 
that the United States of America has adequate national 
defense institutions at all times, because we will always 
have peace with the rest of the world if we keep our na- 
tional defense sufficiently strong. Nations are never attacked 
when they are fully prepared for any emergency. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Treapway]. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, may I make a brief 
statement on behalf of my Republican colleagues on the Ways 
and Means Committee. It will be recalled that a year ago a 
motion was voted down in that committee in relation to 
hearings on the bill H. R. 4199 and similar measures. The 
vote was 7 Republicans unanimously in favor of holding 
hearings on that measure and 18 Democrats against. I 
understand that within the past day or two a meeting of the 
Democratic members of the Ways and Means Committee 
has been held and it was decided not to have a hearing on 
that or similar measures, although 141 Members of the House, 
I am informed, have written letters to the chairman of the 
Committee on Ways and Means asking for such hearing. 

My colleagues on this side and myself stand ready at any 
time to join in listening to our colleagues who desire to be heard 
on this subject. I do not take sides on the merits of the 
question, but I do say some courtesy should be extended to 
our fellow Members, and that the request of 141 Members to 
be heard ought to be tantamount to a definite hearing before 
the committee. It seems to me the blame for lack of 
courtesy to our fellow Members must rest on the Democratic 
members of the committee, who did not notify any Republi- 
can member they were going to have a meeting at which this 
subject would be considered. I make this statement in order 
that the House and particularly the 141 Members who re- 
quested a hearing may know the attitude of the Republican 
members of the Committee on Ways and Means. I repeat, 
we stand ready to participate in such a hearing at any time. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I yield to the gentleman from Min- 
nesota. 

Mr. KNUTSON. If the Republican members of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means are given an opportunity to vote 
on the proposal to hold hearings, we pledge seven Republi- 
can votes for holding the hearings. 

Mr. TREADWAY. I believe I definitely stated, Mr. Chair- 
man, we were given no opportunity to act one way or an- 
other; but we stand unanimously for hearings. 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. HOFFMAN]. 
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LET THE PRESIDENT PERFORM HIS CONSTITUTIONAL DUTY 


Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, in his letter to the Con- 
gress of the United States, transmitted yesterday, the Presi- 
dent, after advising Congress that he had removed Arthur 
E. Morgan as a member and Chairman of the Board of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, said that it was clearly the right 
of Congress to undertake at any time any fair inquiry into 
the administration of the Tennessee Valley Authority or its 
policies, and then stated: 

But I cannot in the meantime abdicate my constitutional duty 
to take care that the laws be faithfully executed. 

Beyond question, the President referred to that provision 
of the Constitution, article II, section 3, which provides that 
the Chief Executive “shall take care that the laws be faith- 
fully executed.” 

On December 30, 1936, armed forces from other States 
invaded the State of Michigan, took possession of and held 
to ransom industrial plants in that State and drove thou- 
sands of men from their work. 

Armed men crossed the borders of the State; denied to 
the citizens of Michigan the equal protection of the laws; 
interfered with interstate commerce; brought about insur- 
rection against the laws of the State; were guilty of violence, 
unlawful combination, conspiracy to obstruct the laws of the 
United States and the execution thereof. 

They impeded and obstructed the due course of justice. 
They defied the authority of the State and of the courts of 
the State; and the Governor of Michigan, Frank Murphy, the 
President’s personal selection for that office; denied to the 
citizens of Michigan the equal protection of the laws—re- 
fused to permit the sheriff of Genesee County to enforce 
the law. 

It was John L. Lewis, the personal friend of the President, 
the man whose organization had contributed more than a 
half million dollars to the President’s election, who was re- 
sponsible, during a period of at least 44 days, for this open, 
armed defiance of the laws of Michigan and of the United 
States. 

As I listened to the reading of the President's message, I 
wondered why it was he did not at that time take care to 
see that the laws were faithfully executed. 

On the floor of this House I appealed to the President to 
perform his constitutional duty. I called his attention, and 
the attention of the House, not once but on several occasions, 
to section 5299 of the Revised Statutes, the same being sec- 
tion 203 of title 50 of the Code of the Laws of the United 
States, which, among other things, provides that— 

Whenever insurrection, domestic violence, unlawful combina- 
tions, or conspiracies in any State so obstruct or hinder the exe- 
cution of the laws thereof, and of the United States, as to deprive 
any portion or class of the people of such State of any of the 
rights, privileges, or immunities, or protection, named in the 
Constitution and secured by the laws for the protection of such 
rights, privileges, or immunities, and the constituted authorities 
of such State are unable to protect, or, from any cause, fail in or 
refuse protection of the people in such rights, such facts shall 
be deemed a denial by such State of the equal protection cf the 
laws to which they are entitled under the Constitution of the 
United States; and in all such cases it shall be lawful 
for the President, and it shall be his duty, to take such measures, 
by the employment of the militia or the land and naval forces of 
the United States, or of either, or by other means, as he may deem 
necessary, for the suppression of such insurrection, domestic vio- 
lence, or combinations. 

Clearly and beyond question, employers were deprived of 
their right to property. Clearly and beyond question, thou- 
sands of citizens were deprived of their constitutional right 
to. work. 

There is no doubt whatever in the mind of any man but 
that the President of the United States was fully aware of 
this situation. Governor Murphy has said that during the 
strike the President often called “morning, noon, and night 
Se eee, PE a et 
advice.” 
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All through the spring of 1937 and way into the summer 
the President ignored the constitutional provision which he 
yesterday called to our attention. 

However, when it becomes convenient for the President to 
use the Constitution; when, because of his personal feelings, 
as exhibited in the interviews, he wants to find some authority 
to get rid of Arthur E. Morgan, he is alert to cite and use 
that provision of the Constitution which requires him to 
faithfully execute the laws of the land. Note the relative 
importance of the situation. Here is one man he wishes to 
“liquidate,” but he utterly failed to perform his duty under 
the Constitution when he willfully ignored the fact that 
thousands of citizens were being deprived of the equal pro- 
tection of the laws. 

He closed his eyes to the fact that his personal friend and 
his selection for Governor of Michigan had violated his oath 
of office in refusing to permit the orders of the courts of 
Michigan to be enforced. 

The President strains at a gnat; he swallowed a camel. 

When out of patience and displeased by the acts of an 
individual, he invokes the authority of the Constitution, the 
power of the Chief Executive of the land. 

When his personal friend and his political supporter, John 
L. Lewis, used armed forces to defy the courts of Michigan, 
to suspend the operation of its laws, the President went on 
a vacation, closed his eyes and his ears on an intolerable 
situation, and failed to perform the duty under the Consti- 
tution, which he now says rests so heavily upon his shoulders, 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr.SHORT. Not only does the Constitution of the United 
States give the President the right and the power but the 
statutory law imposes upon the President the duty to inter- 
vene when State authorities fail to intervene to suppress 
violence and insurrection. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. That is section 5298, the section just 
ahead of the one I cited. Not only that, but the Constitu- 
tion itself states it shall be his duty so to act. 

David Lawrence, in last night’s Star, pointed out another 
failure of the President to perform his duty under the 
Constitution, to which he now makes reference. Atten- 
tion was called to the Federal Corrupt Practices Act, which 
provides that— 

It is unlawful * * * for any corporation whatever to make 
a contribution in connection with any election at which Presi- 
dential and Vice Presidential electors * * * are to be voted 
for, or for any candidate, political committee, * * * to accept 
or receive any contribution prohibited by this section. 

Time and again on the floor of this House has attention 
been directed to the fact that the President was a party to 
the solicitation and the procurement from corporations of 
contributions for political purposes by endorsing his signa- 
ture on sheets which were used to aid in selling to corpora- 
tions the Democratic campaign book. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. SNELL, The gentleman did not see any activity on 
the part of the President to find out who these people were 
who had violated the Corrupt Practices Act as far as the 
campaign books are concerned? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Oh, no; certainly not. He has not made 
any effort to learn who it was that was violating the Cor- 
rupt Practices Act, but this we know: The result of the 
activities of those gentlemen was for his benefit, and he 
accepted such benefit. 

Mr. SNELL. Let me ask the gentleman one more ques- 
tion. If this is going to be a kind of yes and no Govern- 
ment from this time on, I think I would like to ask the 
President some questions myself as to what these people 
told him and what excuse they gave him with respect to 
signing all these personal pictures, and so forth, that ap- 
peared in this book. 
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Mr. HOFFMAN. The gentleman, undoubtedly, can ask 
the question, but I doubt whether he will get an answer 
either from the legal department or from any other responsi- 
ble official of this Government as to how it all came about, 
but we do know that the Democratic National Committee 
listed all the funds so obtained as contributions to their 
political activities. 

Mr. SNELL. And they would probably give us an opinion 
similar to the one that was given by Mr. Jackson to the 
President that it ought to be right, or it ought to be right 
if you want to make it right, anyway. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. We would probably get the answer that, 
if it was a violation of the law, it was a violation that 
should be excused because, in their judgment, it was for a 
worthy purpose, and the method used or the manner in 
which the law was violated made no practical difference. 
But what I am wondering about is this: Where is the 
President on these questions? 

Has the President, at any time since the use to which his 
name was put in violation of the law, publicly rebuked those 
who gathered in the funds to promote his own political 
ambitions? No one has heard of such reprimand. 

As Mr. Lawrence says— 

It seems a hollow mockery for the clause in the Constitution 
about faithful execution of the laws to be used now by Mr. 
Roosevelt as a technical reason for ousting * * * a public 
official like Chairman Morgan, when the politicians who have thus 
far got away.with a brazen violation of Federal laws are given an 
immunity through the negligence of the President himself, who 
benefited by their illegal and corrupt practices. 

The President once said, in substance, that a man’s sin- 
cerity was to be judged by his acts rather than by his words. 

His statement of yesterday that he is removing Arthur E. 
Morgan because it is his constitutional duty so to do has a 
hollow ring, falls on deaf ears, when we recall that his 
political bedfellows exacted political contributions for his 
benefit from corporations, in violation of the Corrupt Prac- 
tices Act; when we recall that the President’s friend, John 
L. Lewis, openly, defiiantly, brazenly, defied the authorities 
of the State and the Nation, and the President sat idly by 
and permitted him to get away with it. 

What some people would like to know today is whether or 
not the Constitution and the laws of the land apply only 
when they are convenient to carry out the personal desires 
of the President. 

Where was this knight in shining armor who enters the 
lists and tilts so valiantly against the princes of privilege; 
who courageously summons to the White House Arthur E. 
Morgan and there demands, Russian fashion, that Morgan 
“confess his guilt” when John L. Lewis threw in his face the 
statement: 

It ill behooves one who has supped at labor's table and who has 
been sheltered in labor’s house to curse with equal fervor and fine 


impartiality both labor and its adversaries when they become 
locked in a deadly embrace. 


Lewis and the President’s political bedfellows who exacted 
tribute from corporations had political power; controlled 
votes. Morgan has neither. 

The difference pointed cut may give the reason for the 
President’s sudden desire to see that the laws of the land 
are executed. 

The President has called our attention to article II, section 
3, of the Constitution, which directs that he shall take care 
that the laws be faithfully executed.” 

He should not forget that President Johnson had occa- 
sion to remember that section 2 of article I states that— 

. The House of Representatives * * shall have the sole 
power of impeachment. 

And that disregard of a constitutional duty imposed upon 
an official is cause for impeachment. — [Applause.] 

{Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. PLUMLEY]. 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Chairman, in the first place I desire 
to direct attention to the protective mobilization plan and 
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the war reserve objective, as outlined by General Craig on 
page 6 of the hearings on the Military Establishment appro- 
priation bill, wherein he said: 

PROTECTIVE MOBILIZATION PLAN; WAR RESERVE OBJECTIVES 

Last year I made the following statement with reference to the 
subject of war reserves: 

“The policy in the past regarding the augmentation of war re- 
serves has been the gradual accumulation of essential items to meet 
the requirements in active operations of two field armies or 1,000,- 
000 men to bridge the gap between the beginning of an emergency 
and the time production can supply the needed requirements. I 
have recently directed that, as a basis for mobilization, the present 
plan be replaced by one designated as a protective mobilization 
plan. As a basis for mobilization this plan will result in a very 
considerable reduction in war reserve requirements.” 

The plan to which I referred has been completed. Its general 
pror aope and the resulting requirements in war reserves are as 
ollows: 

The first objective of the plan is the immediate mobilization of a 
force of approximately 400,000. This force will consist of existing 
Regular Army and National Guard organizations, with limited 
zee augmentation, and is designated as the initial protective 
orce. 

The second objective is the augmentation of the initial pro- 
tective force to a balanced all-purpose force of approximately 
730,000 in units and an additional strength of 270,000 unassigned 
enlisted men who will be used as replacements or for the formation 
of additional units. Because of our limited stocks of war reserves 
the augmentation can be effected under present conditions only 
over a considerable period. As these stocks are increased this 
period will be shortened correspondingly. 

Mr. Snyper. Is the number you indicated in addition to or 
inclusive of the first objective? 

General Craic. It includes the first objective. 

The third objective is the further increase of this force to a total 
pe it50.000, if the situation indicates the advisability of such 
action. 

As a basis for the establishment of war-reserve requirements all 
munitions. of war physically present within the United States, in 
depots, in the hands of troops, and in local storage at posts, camps, 
and stations are considered as war reserves. Commercial stocks that 
are immediately available are also considered as potential reserves. 
In time of peace it is believed to be unwise and economically imprac- 
ticable to attempt to maintain in reserve all of the items necessary 
for a wartime force. Peacetime procurement of munitions of war 
should include only those “critical” items for which suitable substi- 
tutes do not exist and which are unobtainable from any source in 
the time and quantity required. 

The immediate peacetime procurement. objective therefore is to 
provide such “critical” items for the initial protective force. 

The ultimate peacetime objective is to provide the “critical” 
items required for the augmented force which I have described as 
the second objective in mobilization of personnel. 

Peacetime procurement planning will provide for the coordinated 
production, after the outbreak of an emergency, of additional mate- 
rial required for larger forces and for prolonged war consumption. 

As I have stated, the war reserves to be procured in time of peace 
will consist only of those items which otherwise could not be 
obtained in the quantity and within the time required. General 
priorities may be classified as follows: A reasonable amount of am- 
munition for weapons on hand to be used by the force under consid- 
season; weapons for which there is no substitute; other critical 

ms. 

The results which have been accomplished by the establishment 
of the present plan may be summarized as follows: 

While the strength of the ultimate force for which reserves are to 
be established in time of peace remains at approximately 1,000,000 
men, the requirements in war reserves have been reduced in cost by 
approximately $1,000,000,000. 

Objectives in personnel and matériel are progressive and in 
harmony with each other. 

War reserve requirements are definite and reasonable. 

This study has only recently been completed. Further ey 
ments and corrections and the establishment of priorities 1, of 
course, be necessary as appropriations are made and as conditions 
change. Such changes will be incorporated in an annual revision 
of the mobilization plan and of war reserve objectives.. Projects 
carried in the annual estimates will be determined by priorities so 
established. 

If further details of the plan or of the war reserve objectives are 
desired by the committee, I shall have them presented by the 
officers who have been engaged in their preparation. 


In the next place, if you are interested to know what the 
Army needs, and how the needs of the Army have been met, 
and are proposed to be met, you should read what General 
Craig has to say with respect to supplementing the needs 
of national defense, which statement is found on pages 31 to 
34, as follows: 

The President’s message does much to improve the operating 
effectiveness of the Navy. However, I must point out that ulti- 


mate decisicn in war comes upon the land, and particularly that 
the ultimate defense of the continental United States falls upon 
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the Army. Our active Army is but seventeenth in size in the world, 
including both Regular Army and National Guard. Its deficiencies 
as well as those of the Navy are well known to foreign experts. 
Bolstering one side of the line and allowing weakness on the other, 
in a defense system where both are vital, will not be effective. 

The function of the Army is to support the national policies; to 
defend the continental United States and its overseas possessions, 
including the defenses of naval bases, and to provide for and to 
prepare the land forces necessary for the effective prosecution of 
War. 

The President in his message of last Friday stated that adequate 
defense affects the simultaneous defense of every part of the United 
States of America and that our national defense is, in the light of 
increasing armaments of other nations, inadequate for purposes of 
national security. 

Many of our most urgent requirements are needed so that the 
Army can effectively cooperate with the Navy. They are essential 
to protect the Navy in its bases and to give them untrammeled 
freedom to go to sea from them. 

To bring the Army into position to respond effectively to an 
emergency the following is necessary: 

As to matériel, in order to immediately provide for the shortage 
in standard essential items of equipment, including clothing, weap- 
ons, transportation, and ammunition for a force of 1,000,000 men, 
including a balance force of 730,000 men in tactical units, harbor 
defenses, and overseas possessions, would require an expenditure 
of $1,000,000,000. 

By using wartime substitutes admittedly inferior in quality but 
-still effective in warfare and by eliminating many necessary items 
not vital in battle or quickly available from commercial sources, 
the critical items, that can be obtained only by slow manufacturing 
processes, for the same force, will cost $440,000,000, which is the 
present war-reserve objective for the protective mobilization plan. 

More immediate and urgent is a provision for the shortage in 
critical items of equipment for the initial protective force consist- 
ing of most of the Regular Army and the National Guard, which 
raised to war strength would be about 400,000 enlisted men. By 
careful analysis, contemplating the maximum use of relatively 
effective substitutes the critical items for this smaller force will 
cost $160,000,000. This item does not include aircraft or trucks 
since, in these cases, both industries are capable of expanding their 
capacity for military orders and there is a great supply of trucks in 
the-country, but it dees all types of ammunition, including bombs, 
antiaircraft guns and accessories, all critical types of weapons, 
tanks, critical items of medical supply, gas masks, and other items 
that would be vital in battle and which cannot be procured in 
the time and quantity required from present commercial and 
governmental facilities. 

In the present world situation the War Department feels it is 
most urgent to immediately inaugurate an appreciable part of the 
$150,000,000 program for unforeseen contingencies and to partially 
balance and support the national-defense program of the Navy. 

As to personnel, in view of the present world situation a most 
important step which is to be taken to forward the operating 
effectiveness of the Army is the presentation to Congress of leg- 
islation establishing a Regular Army Reserve composed of soldiers 
who have been recently discharged and are less than 36 years of 
age. These Reservists wculd cost but $24 per man per year as a 
retainer fee. Seventy-five thousand such trained Reservists would 
furnish sufficient men to provide the reinforcements needed by the 
Regular Army from M Day to 30-M under the protective mobili- 
zation plan. 

We have fine young soldiers, trained and able, including many 
valuable technicians, who are annually discharged from the Army 
who would be glad to come back to serve their ccuntry on a 
moment’s notice in an emergency. A small retainer fee, once ac- 
cepted, would keep these men located, keep track of their physical 
and marital status, and would make their inclination binding, 
definite, and immediate. Individually and collectively they would 
have definite places in our plans. They are trained. 

There is no idea of assembling them at any time for pericdic 
further . Seventy-five thousand such Reservists would add 
immeasurably to the effectiveness of the forces available in the 
earliest days of an emergency. Our Regular Army is seventeenth 
in point of size in the world. We are the only great Nation 
which has no enlisted reserve; the only one which dissipates its 
trained personnel. 

These matters were presented to the President and he has con- 
veyed his recommendations to the Congress in his supplemental 
message on national defense, 

In priority, the recommendations of the War Department were 
as follows: 

Urgent deficiencies in antiaircraft material, including antiair- 
craft searchlights, eliminated by the Bureau of the Budget from 
War Department estimates for the fiscal year 1939, $8,886,368. 
This will enable us to complete our active regular Army units 
which with the 1939 estimates would be complete in ordnance but 
not in searchlights. It would raise the National Guard to the level 
of minimum training allowance this year, instead cf waiting for a 
year and will give a start on a reserve of the critical items such 
as guns, directors, searchlights, etc., to meet war expansion needs. 

The next priority is the enlisted reserve item. It is estimated to 
cost $24 per man. For the first year we estimate we could get 
18,500 men requiring $450,000. The plan would stabilize at 75,000 
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in 4 years, requiring $1,875,000. I believe it will be the cheapest 
form of personnel preparedness possible. 

The next priority is in gages, dies, and aids to manufacture in the 
amount of $6,080,000. In general, these will advance the time of 
production of some critical items by 2 or 3 months. Our first 
priority items in aids to manufacture total approximately $13,000,- 
000. Representatives of the office of The Assistant Secretary of 
War will be available to expand on this necessity. 

Next in priority are items of ordnance equipment, other than 
antiaircraft, which, together with the antiaircraft items, go toward 
making up the deficiency of $160,000,000 which I have mentioned 
previously. They amount to $6,195,000, and include antitank guns, 
semiautomatic rifles, ground machine guns, 81-millimeter morter 
matériel, 105-millimeter howitzers, modification of 155-millimeter 
2 fre- control instruments for all classes of artillery, medium 
tanks, etc, 

The next item is to step forward the meeting of our deficiency 
in ammunition, including bombs. The amount recommended by 
the Department was $8,470,000. These are to accelerate replacing 
of deteriorated ammunition of which, we told you last year, there 
is a shortage due to the expiring life of war-manufactured 
ammunition, 

All of these items are included in the President’s message, except 
the $6,195,000 for equipment other than antiaircraft, and he recom- 
mended but $2,000,000 additional for ammunition this year. 

You will have to agree with me that the salient features 
involved in national defense, so far as the activities of the 
War Department are involved, are very thoroughly and con- 
cisely covered by the foregoing statements. 

I agree with Mr. Powers, of New Jersey, a member of the 
subcommittee, who, after listening to the aforementioned 
statements and to the other testimony of General Craig, re- 
peated what he said last year upon the conclusion of the 
testimony of the general, and went on to say: 

What I said then I repeat now, if possible, with greater emphasis. 
As I said last year, in my judgment, your policies are a step ahead 
of the other fellow, and the Army and the country are fortunate in 
having you at the helm in these disturbed times. 


I wish to further emphasize that fact. The American 
people certainly have a right to congratulate themselves that 
in these hectic days he is the Chief of Staff of the United 
States Army. I say this deliberately and decisively, and not 
fulsomely, for I have known him intimately for 20 years, 
and have seen him tried and tested under most exasperating 
conditions. I have a feeling that whatever may happen 
which involves the United States War Department or Army, 
either in time of peace or in war, the program sponsored by 
Malin Craig will be based on cool, calm judgment, exercised 
by a man who is a strict and stern disciplinarian, but just; 
who is tactful and diplomatic, but a fighter from the ground 
up, if and should the occasion require it; and one who has 
been trained to the last minute for the duties of the office 
which he undertakes to and does so successfully administer. 

Now I want to talk about another matter, and concerning 
an entirely different subject. 

BONNEVILLE VERSUS BOULDER 


Mr. Chairman, I do not care to unduly magnify the inci- 
dent, or to emphasize any personal equation involved, but I 
must keep the record straight. I therefore call attention 
to the fact that a few days ago certain statements which I 
had made on this floor were attacked, and the correctness of 
certain figures submitted by me was challenged by the gen- 
tleman from Oregon, Mr. FIERCE. 

Let me say I do not hold the gentleman from Oregon re- 
sponsible for the veiled insinuation that my figures resulted 
from the fact that I had been imposed upon by some Power 
Trust. 

He knows beiter, or will. 

The gentleman from Oregon was, however, so forceful, ap- 
parently so sincere, and obviously so convinced I was in 
error, as evidence by his attack on my statement, that when 
I read his speech, I confess, that for the moment I wondered 
if I had erred in my studies of the records, or been mistaken 
in my conclusions, or wrong in my calculations. If error 
there was or is, I have no alibi, for the statements I made 
and figures I submitted resulted from my own studies, for 
which I accept and assume full responsibility. 

But there is no error, and there was no error. Let us look 
at the record. That is just what I did do; in order to verify 
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my statement, or correct it, provided I found myself in 
error; which I did not. 

So I went back to my sources of information, all of them 
official documents, to which reference may be had, and I 
carefully reread them; as a result, I now not only reiterate 
my original statement, but will undertake to add to it in 
important details. 

The gentleman from Oregon carefully refrained from any 
personal attack either on me or on my motives beyond inti- 
mating that I had naively swallowed a tall story communi- 
cated by somebody. I am inclined to return the courtesy, 
because I believe he made his statements in the utmost good 
faith, attacking my figures on the basis of information which 
had been furnished him. 

I suspect from what I know that he is the one who has 
actually been imposed upon and by some unseen, unknown 
ghost writer of Uncle Sam’s Power Trust, for certainly his 
statements will not hold water and they will not stand the 
test of cold examination. 

The gentleman from Oregon could not have carefully 
studied the figures which I assume to have been furnished 
him, and on which he relied, for had he done so, I do not 
see how he could have stood in the Well of this House and 
made the statement that— 


* * * a 8% percent interest rate over a period of 40 years is 
the same as a 4-percent interest rate over a period of 50 years. 


Page 2457, second column. 

This is no slip of the tongue for the same statement, sub- 
stantially, recurs in his speech several times. 

When the gentleman can prove how 3½ percent for 40 
years will equal 4 percent for 50 years, I will admit that I 
have been imposed upon. Until he does that very thing, I 
am forced to contend that it is the gentleman himself who 
has been imposed upon, and who has unwittingly imposed 
upon the credulity of this House. 

A MATHEMATICAL ERROR 


For the benefit of the gentleman from Oregon and others 
who may be interested I propose to demonstrate the as- 
tounding mathematical error, and the fallacy of his argu- 
ments by an example in arithmetic. 

Let us take the sum of $100. Let us apply simple interest 
at 3½ percent for 40 years to $100. The result is $140. 
That is the amount of interest which the gentleman says 
Bonneville will pay in a period of 40 years’ amortization. He 
said this is equal to 4 percent for 50 years on an equal 
investment. Is it? 

Let us apply interest at 4 percent for 50 years of $100. 
According to Greenleaf’s Arithmetic the answer is $200. 
That is the sum which the gentleman says is the same as 
$140 which he says Bonneville will pay. It just does not 
make sense. 

And, as Lewis Carroll says in Alice in Wonderland: 

Take care of the sense and the sounds will take care of themselves. 


He states that while Boulder Dam must pay 4 percent for 
50 years it all equals out because Bonneville is going to have 
to pay 342 percent for 40 years. 

By my own old-fashioned arithmetical calculation and 
demonstration the only conclusion is that for every $100 
invested in these two projects Boulder Dam must pay $60 
more in interest than Bonneville. So my arithmetic stands, 


SHADES OF GREENLEAP 


That was on the basis of simple interest. But now let us 
look at compound interest, bearing in mind all the while that 
my colleague from Oregon [Mr. Prerce] tells you that: 

„ * * a 3%-percent interest rate over a period of 40 years is 
the same as a 4-percent interest rate over a period of 50 years. 
Everyone officially connected with Boulder knows this to be the 
case. 

The general formula for compound interest—that is, the 
formula used to determine the compound amount, according 
to the Financial Handbook, edited by R. H. Montgomery, 
published by the Ronald Press—would appear to be as 
follows: 
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a equals (1 plus i)" where n is the number of periods 
and i is the interest rate per period expressed as a decimal. 

Now, in their book the editors have very conveniently in- 
serted a table which gives the value of 1 compounded period- 
ically from 1 period to 100 periods at various rates. Since 
the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. Prerce] uses 3% percent 
at 40 years, and 4 percent at 50 years, and finds the results 
to be identical, let us correct his homework right now. 

Let us take a very simple number with which to work out 
our problem. Using $1 as the principal amount, 3½ as the 
interest rate, and 40 years as the number of periods, we find 
the result to be 3.9592597. Using $1 as the principal amount, 
4 as the interest rate, and 50 years as the number of periods, 
we find the result to be 7.1066834. 

So it follows that on the basis of the problem in simple 
interest as given a moment ago, and on the basis of the 
problem in compound interest we have just worked out, 
everyone Officially connected with Boulder, the gentleman 
from Oregon and his mathematically inclined assistants, all 
would appear to be in very considerable error. 

To paraphrase Wordsworth, might I say: 


Greenleaf, thou should’st be living at this hour, 
America hath need of thee! 


THE INTEREST RATE 


I further stated and now repeat that the known Bonneville 
interest rate has been set by the Federal Power Commission 
not at 3% percent but at 1.54271 percent. On the basis of 
1.54271 percent over a period of 40 years according to my pre- 
New Deal Greenleaf’s Arithmetic, the interest return would 
amount to only $61.7084 for every $100 invested in Bonneville. 

In other words, this interest return would mean $78.29 less 
than would be returned at the Treasury of the United States 
if Bonneville payed 342 percent interest, as the gentleman 
says it is going to. Moreover, this Federal Power Commis- 
Sion interest rate means that Bonneville will in 40 years 
repay into the Treasury for every $100 invested into it 
$138.29 less than Boulder Dam will pay back into the Federal 
Treasury in 50 years. 

Now the gentleman asserts that the interest rate of 1.54271 
as set up by the Federal Power Commission was merely 
the sum which the Federal Power Commission applied to 
the monthly bills of the engineers during the period of con- 
struction. He says that this interest rate only applied to the 
finding of the original cost of the Bonneville project and will 
ian the interest rate which is to be assessed against the 
project. 

To prove his point the gentleman states that Mr. J. D. 
Ross, administrator, has publicly announced that he in- 
tended to amortize the project in 40 years and pay an inter- 
est rate of 312 percent. 

If the gentleman’s conclusions are correct, then I must 
stand in error. If they are incorrect, then he must stand 
in error. We have a clear-cut issue. This is my statement, 
and I stand by it: 

I say that the Federal Power Commission has set up an in- 
terest rate of 1.54271 percent, that this is the only interest 
rate in effect on the dam, and that any statements by J. D. 
Ross are without effect under the law until and unless 
approved by the Federal Power Commission. 

Let us examine the facts. Let us go to the records. Let us 
go to the act itself. 

Who fixes the rates and charges for electric energy at 
Bonneville? 

The Federal Power Commission fixes such rates. They are 
prepared by the administrator and submitted to the Federal 
Power Commission, which they either confirm and approve 
them as they stand, or the Commission can change them in 
any way it sees fit. The Federal Power Commission has 
complete control over the rates to be charged for Bonneville 
power. This is very clearly set forth in section 7 of the act. 

On what base are Bonneville rates made, and by whom is 
that base of capital costs determined? 

Section 7 of the act reads as follows: 


It is the intent of Congress that rate schedules for the sale of 
electric energy which is or may be generated at the Bonneville 
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project in excess of the amount required for operating the dam, 
locks, and appurtenant works at said project shall be determined 
with due regard to and predicated upon the fact that such electric 
energy is developed from water power created as an incident to the 
construction of the dam in the Columbia River at the Bonneville 
project for the purposes set forth in section 1 of this act. Rate 
schedules shall be drawn having regard to the recovery (upon the 
basis of the application of such rate schedules to the capacity of 
the electric facilities of Bonneville project) of the cost of produc- 
ing and transmitting such electric energy, including the amortiza- 
tion of the capital investment over a reasonable period of years. 
Rate schedules shall be based upon an allocation of costs made by 
the Federal Power Commission. In computing the cost of electric 
energy developed from water power created as an incident to and a 
byproduct of the construction of the Bonneville project, the Fed- 
eral Power Commission may allocate to the cost of electric facili- 
ties such a share of the cost of facilities having joint value for the 
production of electric energy and other purposes as the power 
development may fairly bear as compared with such other 


purposes. 
LOOK AT SECTION 7 | 


Where in section 7 or in any other section in this bill do 
we find J. D. Ross, the Administrator, empowered to set up 
the interest rate for Bonneville? Nowhere! No such power 
or authority is conferred upon the Administrator. 

Where do we discover the authority for J. D. Ross, the 
Administrator, to state the number of years under which he 
will amortize the costs of this project? Such authority can- 
not be found in the act. The function of the Administrator 
is to propose. The function of the Federal Power Commis- 
sion to dispose. 

Ross proposes, the Federal Power Commission disposes. 

You will find on page 879 of the hearings on the appro- 
priations for the Interior Department for 1939, Mr. Ross 
says: 

I am asking a 314-percent return to the Government instead of 
the 2.6 percent it costs the Government for the interest. 

Mr. Ross made that statement before the Federal Power 
Commission had issued its release. He said he had asked the 
Federal Power Commission not to charge against the dam 
the interest rate of 2.6 percent which he stated was the 
average cost of money to the Government. 

He asked the Federal Power Commission to discard that 
theory and to levy against the project an interest rate some- 
what comparable—although lower—with the Boulder Dam 
interest rate. The theory that the dam should pay only the 
interest rate that the money actually cost the Government at 
the time of construction was discarded by Mr. Ross. 

He intended to be fair with Boulder; he intended to be fair 
with Grand Coulee. He did not seek any unfair advantages. 
Mr. Ross did not feel that it was safe to assume that during 
all the years to come before this dam was amortized that the 
Government will not be forced to pay a higher rate of inter- 
est. I want to pay tribute here to the fair-minded attitude 
of Mr. Ross. 

OTHER IDEAS 

But the Federal Power Commission had other ideas. Irre- 
spective of the costs of Boulder Dam power it sought by 
mysterious New Deal mathematics to arrive at the lowest 
possible calculation of interest rates. Its figure comes forth 
as 1.54271 which is more than 40 percent cheaper than the 
figure set up by Mr. Ross as the actual cost to the Govern- 
ment. 


The Federal Power Commission’s figure is supposed to be 


based upon the so-called weighted average of long- and 
short-term credits of the Federal Government for that 
period. 

I hope the gentlemen realize the possibilities of the Fed- 
eral Power Commission’s low interest rate and its implica- 
tions as to the Grand Coulee. 

On page 366 of the Interior Department appropriation 
hearings you will find that Mr. Page, reclamation commis- 
sioner, says of Grand Coulee irrigation: 


The irrigation repayments of $40 to $100 an acre plus the antic- 
ipated revenue will repay the whole cost of the project with inter- 
est at 344 percent of the power allocation within 50 years. 


If interest on the nearly $200,000,000 of power costs at 
Grand Coulee must be more than twice as high as the in- 
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terest on the low allocation of power costs at Bonneville, 
Grand Coulee power cannot compete with Bonneville power 
in an overcrowded market. 

Before leaving the subject of the interest rate at Bonne- 
ville, let us discuss the matter from the standpoint of the 
gentleman from Oregon. He states that the absurdly low 
Federal Power Commission rate is only applicable to the 
finding of costs of the dam itself for the purpose of arriving 
at the capital base from which the various cost allocations 
are made. 

I now state that the Federal Treasury is being deprived 
— ee of dollars because of this phony, fake interest 
rate. 

MEANINGLESS MEANDERINGS 

Their meaningless meanderings among figures reminds 
one of nothing more forcibly or quite so much as of the blind 
gropings of Homer’s Cyclops round the walls of his cave. 

On paragraph 4, page 3, of the Federal Power Commis- 
sion’s statement we find that the Commission says that the 
aggregate cost of the project, exclusive of interest, during 
the construction period, will be approximately $51,892,000. 

Paragraph 6 further states that, inclusive of interest, the 
total costs of all the Bonneville projects will be $53,188,800. 

That means that the Power Commission has levied for 
interest charges against the project as the money was re- 
quired at the rate of 1.54271 percent, a total of $1,296,800. 

Now the Army engineers had assessed against the project 
4-percent interest, the same as at Boulder Dam. 

Instead of $1,296,800, the interest should have been—at 
the Army rate—$3,362,039. And the total cost of the project 
should have been $55,184,039. 

In other words, by this fictitious interest rate on the con- 
struction period alone, the Power Commission was able to 
deduct in excess of $2,000,000 from the actual cost of the 
job. 

From the law and from the admissions of Mr. Ross him- 
self, the Federal Power Commission is the rate-making body. 

It has enunciated the principle that this Federal project 
should be charged only with the interest rate prevailing at 
the time of its erection. 

This is stated in paragraph 5 of its release. In the ab- 
sence of any statement to the contrary from the Federal 
Power Commission, it must be concluded this is a fixed 
principle of the Commission, Mr. Ross’ own private inclina- 
tions notwithstanding. 

I think I have completely met the statement of the gen- 
tleman from Oregon. If he is not satisfied with this I 
do not know what would satisfy him. 

The figures with which he supports his own case and for 
which I do not hold him responsible are so absurd as to be 
ridiculous. The contention that 4 percent equals 342 percent 
and that 50 years equal 40 years are an affront to the intelli- 
gence of this House, 

The gentleman sought and failed to discredit my state- 
ment by proving one phase of it was incorrect. He let go 
unchallenged that portion of my remarks in which I stated 
and which I now reiterate: 

Of the $107,000,000 total cost of Boulder Dam, all but 
$25,000,000, or $82,000,000, is assessed against power develop- 
ment. Thus the power rate base of Boulder Dam is more 
than 76 percent of the total cost, whereas the power rate 
base of Bonneville is 57 percent. Hence Bonneville enjoys 
a differential of about one-third over its federally owned 
competitor, Boulder Dam, in addition to an interest rate on 
that base which is a small fraction of that paid by Boulder. 

The special treatment of Bonneville by the Federal Power 
Commission is accentuated when compared with the alloca- 
tions of cost by the Army engineers as submitted by General 
Markham last year, a break-down of which is found in the 
accompanying table. 

It will be seen that whereas the engineers charged to power 
at the initial stage of two generating units $30,112,000, the 
Federal Power Commission saw fit to eliminate or defer 
$18,500,000 of those charges. Thus the Commission’s rate 
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base for the project at the present stage is slightly more 
than $11,600,000. 

In terms of kilowatt capacity at this stage there is a dif- 
ference amounting to 250 percent between the allocations of 
the Federal Power Commission and the Army engineers. At 
86,400 kilowatts of installed capacity at this stage, the power 
allocation to Bonneville would be $135.25 under the Federal 
Power Commission’s rate base and $348.52 according to the 
Army engineers. 

Bonneville now enjoys a rate base of slightly more than 
21 percent of the total cost to date as compared with 
Boulder's 76 percent. 

The Federal Power Commission's arithmetic grows “curi- 
ouser and curiouser” as one further examines its figures. 
Facilities wholly devoted to navigation will cost but $5,517,- 
600. Facilities wholly devoted to power ultimately will cost 
$29,448,000. Thus more than five times as much is spent 
for power as for navigation. Nonetheless the Power Com- 
mission in its superior wisdom has laid upon navigation a 
burden twice as heavy as carried by power in sharing the 
costs for facilities jointly valuable and jointly responsible to 
navigation and power. 

In the light of these figures, taken wholly from Govern- 
ment sources, it is apparent that the taxpayers of the Na- 
tion are being discriminated against to the benefit of a small 
section of the Nation which already is surfeited with surplus 
power. The Upper Basin States of the Colorado River as 
well as the citizens of Los Angeles and southern California, 
all beneficiaries of Boulder Dam power, will be made to suffer 
by competition from a dam whose rates are based on a fic- 
titious and dishonest level both in interest and principal. 
Bonneville should pay its way honestly. 

CANNOT BE LAUGHED OFF 


This discrimination between Boulder and Bonneville can- 
not be laughed off. The figures speak for themselves more 
eloquently than do words of mine. They are not my figures. 
They are the calculations of unbiased officials of the Federal 
Government. Even had I been wrong on the matter of in- 
terest rate, the central charge of my statement was not met 
and cannot be met. 

MY FIGURES STAND 

So, my figures stand, and I stand by them. If they are 
malicious it is because they are so in the eyes of those 
whose fallacies they expose and who cannot successfully 
controvert them. 

And my facts cannot be successfully challenged, neither 
can they be disproved. S 

The truth is those in charge of the program which the 
distinguished gentleman from Oregon undertook to defend 
have spent the taxpayers’ money so freely and with such 
reckless abandon as to entirely forget and overlook the fact 
that it is the money of the taxpayers which they are han- 
dling. They do not seem to know; at least they do not seem 
to care, that the taxpayer is paying the bills. They cannot 
understand why he should be interested. 

This attitude of mind is best exemplified by the inspired 
remarks of the gentleman from Oregon when he asks: “Why 
should Vermont be interested?” That is the story—why 
should any taxpayer be interested? That is exactly the 
idea. What business is it of the man whose money we are 
spending? I made it my business; that is another answer. 

FACTS AND FIGURES TREAD ON SENSITIVE TOES 


Finally, facts and figures tread on many sensitive toes in 
their exposure of false premises and consequent erroneous 
conclusions; they are deadly foes of buncombe and fraud, 
intended, actual, or resultant, and, moreover, facts and fig- 
ures are only popular with those who seek the truth, and are 
neither perplexed, troubled, embarrassed, nor irritated, when 
they find it. [Applause.] 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. Dock- 
WEILER]. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Mr. Chairman, first of all as a mem- 
ber of the committee having in charge the Army supply bill, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


MARCH 24 


I commend the indefatigable and conscientious work of my 
chairman, the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SNYDER]. 
He has assumed this duty as chairman, and he has fulfilled 
that duty well, and has patriotically served his country in the 
preparation of this Army supply bill. 

I am always intrigued by remarks that are bandied about 
in the country, more particularly when I return home, as to 
what is adequate national defense. The question of adequacy 
I admit is rather illusive, but my answer to this should be 
the answer of any citizen, which that citizen might give when 
he wishes some particular professional duty performed upon 
him. If he wishes to have his teeth properly cared for he 
goes to a dentist. If he wishes medical services he goes to 
a good doctor, and that doctor gives him the advice that is 
necessary. He tells him what is adequate under the circum- 
stances. So when it comes to the matter of adequacy of 
national defense, we must look to experts for the answer. 
Through the years we have looked to experts. After the 
World War the Baker Board was organized. As a result of 
our failures during the World War, and its prosecution on our 
part, the Congress authorized the President to set up a board 
made up mostly of civilians and some retired and active Army 
officers who would make a complete study of the national 
defense needs of the country, so far as the Army is concerned, 
and report to Congress. That accurate and meticulous study 
was made and a report was rendered to Congress, and in due 
course there was passed a National Defense Act, which takes 
up every component of the Army. 

That report sets forth what should be the size of our Na- 
tional Guard, of our Organized Reserve, and that we should 
set up citizens’ military training camps, and what should 
be the size of our Regular Army, and what should be neces- 
sary to bring up to adequacy our coast defense and our Air 
Corps—every phase of the Army was studied, and upon every 
phase of the Army we had a report. As I said before, as a 
result of that report there was enacted by the Congress of 
the United States a National Defense Act, which I think to 
this very day has undergone very few substantial changes. 
It might be interesting to note at this very time that the Con- 
gress has failed to give to the people of the country more 
than 50 percent of the requirements of the National Defense 
Act. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Yes. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, I intended to ask the 
chairman of the subcommittee, who spoke eloquently upon 
this matter in respect to the national defense and the Na- 
tional Guard. The gentleman from California is making a 
very fine speech, but I have in my mind something that is 
very troublesome. It is my purpose to talk on that question 
a little later, and I think I shall give the gentleman the bene- 
fit of what isin my mind now. In the National Guard today 
there are thousands of aliens who are no more in sympathy 
with our Government or with the National Guard, that are 
citizens of dictatorships, who are simply obtaining proper 
training to go back to their native country, there to serve 
dictators. What provision is made in the bill to safeguard 
the National Guard from these subversive groups? 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. I think the gentleman knows that 
no man can enlist in the National Guard, which is a branch 


of the Army of the United States, without taking the oath 


of office and agreeing to support the Constitution of the 
United States, and I do not know that the conditions to 
which the gentleman refers do exist in the Army, and I do 
not believe they do. 

Mr. Chairman, I had just concluded by telling the pattern 
the Congress of the United States and the committee of 
which I am a member have followed in preparing this bill. 
By and large in a comprehensive way, it has followed the 
pattern of the National Defense Act. Even before the 
Baker Board reported, after the Spanish-American War it 
was decided by the then President and the Congress that 
there should be a study made of the seacoast defense needs 
of the country. What was known as the Endicott Board was 
appointed, and that board in due time reported back its 
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conclusions, and as a result of those conclusions the Con- 
gress of the United States provided for seacoast defenses, 
located at our seaports and centers of great population along 
the coast of the United States and our possessions. Since 
then, however, we have had other boards make particular 
studies. Recently a study was made of the air corps needs 
of the Army, since the Air Corps demands are growing daily 
upon the Congress of the United States and the taxpayers 
of the United States. So when the citizenry of the country 
ask what is adequate defense for the needs of this country, 
I simply say to them that as Congressmen we have referred 
the matter of adequacy to those who are supposed to know 
and define it, and they are the doctors to whom we have 
referred our case and from whom we take advice as to what 
we should do. 

In Gen, Malin Craig we have, I think, one of the finest 
Chiefs of Staff that has occupied this office in many years— 
a man of tremendous practical experience. Before our com- 
mittee he outlined some of the things he thinks the Congress 
of the United States should do adequately to protect this 
great Republic. Let me read briefly an excerpt from his 
testimony: 

I have recently directed that, as a basis for mobilization, the 
present plan be replaced by one designated as a protective mobili- 
zation plan. As a basis for mobilization this plan will result in a 
very considerable reduction in war reserve requirements. 

The plan to which I referred has been completed. Its general 
provisions and the resulting requirements in war reserves are as 
follows: 

The first objective of the plan is the immediate mobilization of a 
force of approximately 400,000. This force will consist of existing 
Regular Army and National Guard organizations, with limited re- 
cruit augmentation, and is designated as the initial protective 
force, 

The second objective is the augmentation of the initial protective 
force to a balanced all-purpose force of approximately 730,000 in 
units and an additional strength of 270,000 unassigned enlisted 
men, who will be used as replacements or for the formation of 
additional units. Because of our limited stocks of war reserves, 
the augmentation can be effected under present conditions only 
over a considerable period. As these stocks are increased this 
period will be shortened correspondingly. 

The third objective is the further increase of this force to a 
total of 1,550,000, if the situation indicates the advisability of 
such action. 

As a basis for the establishment of war-reserve requirements all 
munitions of war physically present within the United States, 
in depots, in the hands of troops, and in local storage at posts, 
camps, and stations are considered as war reserves. Commercial 
stocks that are immediately available are also considered as poten- 
tial reserves. In time of peace it is believed to be unwise and 
economically impracticable to attempt to maintain in reserve all 
of the items necessary for a wartime force. 


Mr. Chairman, the suggestion he has made as to the first 
and second objectives is that we have in case of emergency 
approximately 1,000,000 men under arms to protect this vast 
country. You will recall that the chairman of this com- 
mittee said that the national-defense needs of this country, 
if this bill becomes law, will, so far as the Army is concerned, 
cost approximately $3.40 per capita. I think this is cheap 
insurance, dirt-cheap insurance, for the protection given 
by the kind of army we have today. Not since I have been a 
member of this committee has the Army been in such fine 
shape or in such a state of readiness as it is at present, not 
since the World War; and I am glad that I have contributed 
my puny effort to bringing the Army up to the state of 
preparedness where it really can act in case of emergency 
and protect the people of this country. 

I, as Congressman, took upon myself many duties, one 
especially. When I took the oath of office to support the 
Constitution of the United States, it meant every part, every 
section, every article of the Constitution; and the Constitu- 
tion states that I, as a Congressman, must provide for the 
national-defense needs of this country. I think I am per- 
forming my duty when I try in my small way to contribute 
to providing for the national-defense needs of this country. 

What would happen to us if we did not have an Army, a 
Navy, a Marine Corps, or some element of national defense? 
The same thing would happen to us, Mr. Chairman, as hap- 
pened to part of Africa in recent history and is happening 
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in China at the present time. Do you suppose His Imperial 
Majesty the Emperor of Japan could do the things in China 
today he is doing if China had even a mite of national de- 
fense, if she had just one phase of national defense, an air 
corps? Given an adequate air corps, China could take the 
theater of war from her own country into the Japanese 
homeland. You are witnessing in the case of China the 
example of what happens to a great people who through the 
years have neglected to provide the necessities of adequate 
national defense. 

If we dried up our national defense tomorrow, we would 
be the butt and target of every aggressive nation under the 
sun. And why not? We are the richest people in the world, 
with resources untold, with our great oil fields fully developed 
together with the richness of our mines in many States of 
the Union. We are a great agricultural nation that can 
produce enough food not only to supply the needs of 130,- 
000,000 of our own people but to act as the bread basket, one 
might say, for many hundreds of millions of people outside 
of this country. We have an invested capital in this coun- 
try in all types and characters of business of perhaps over 
$300,000,000,000. The national income today averages about 
$60,000,000,000 annually. I have mentioned these few ma- 
terial things that affect your purse and pocketbook; but in 
addition we have a type and character of people here to 
defend and protect who believe in free speech, who believe 
and practice those beneficent doctrines that were handed 
down to us by our forefathers as expressed in our Consti- 
tution. Are these moral equations worth defending as well 
as the physical things I have mentioned? 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. I would rather not yield at this 
point. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. The gentleman is making 
a very comprehensive statement. How far should we go in 
using the Army, does the gentleman think, in the confisca- 
tions that have taken place in Mexico with reference to 
American property? 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. I am not prepared to answer that. 
That is a problem that would have to be worked out by the 
State Department. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. The gentleman has men- 
tioned the enormous wealth of the United States and the 
citizens of this country. I assume that the figures he has 
given us include the wealth of American citizens in foreign 
countries. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. I am speaking only of the wealth 
that we actually have in continental United States and in 
our possessions, 

I think I have said thus much to prove the thesis that we 
should have national defense and that we should have this 
army. I have said thus much to assure you that what your 
committee is doing is simply taking the pattern, plan, or 
formula as set up by the civilian committees and by those 
who are versed in the subject of adequate national defense. 

Mr. BACON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. I yield to the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. BACON. I was very much interested to hear the gen- 
tleman praise the National Defense Act. How many men 
does that act authorize for the United States Army, and I 
refer to the enlisted personnel? Is it 250,000 for the Regular 
Army? 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Two hundred and eighty thousand. 

Mr. BACON. I believe we only have 162,000 now? 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. We are attempting to provide for 
162,000. 

Mr. BACON. Does not the gentleman think we ought to 
increase our Regular Army Establishment, because it is my 
understanding that many of our regiments are way below 
their ordinary peacetime strength? 

I favor that, but it 


Mr. DOCKWEILER. That is true. 
costs at lot of money. 
Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. DOCKWEILER. I yield to the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. I suggest that the gentle- 
man misunderstood a certain statement. It is 162,000 now, 
and we propose to raise that in this 1939 appropriation bill 
to the full 165,000. 

Mr. BACON. Does not the gentleman think we ought to 
go a little higher than that in order to give them the min- 
imum peacetime requirement for every regiment in the 
United States Army? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Personally, I quite agree 
with the gentleman it should go higher, if we could at the 
same time give greater equipment to the men we have. 

Mr. BACON. I may say further to the gentleman from 
California I was pleased when he praised the National De- 
fense Act. I call his attention to the fact that a very dis- 
tinguished Member of the House at that time was chairman 
of the Military Affairs Committee of the Senate and he 
probably had more to do with the writing of that act than 
any man now in Congress. I refer to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. WADSWORTH]. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. I am very happy to have the gen- 
tleman’s contribution. I know the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Wapswortu] is an upstanding, patriotic citizen. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to dwell for a moment upon 
a phase of national defense that is near to the people of the 
coastal regions. I refer to seacoast defenses and the neces- 
sity therefor. 

Seacoast-defense work was started, as I indicated earlier 
in my address, after the Spanish-American War. Before 
that time we had little or no established seacoast defenses. 
Because of the panicky condition that the civilian population 
found themselves in during the prosecution of that war, 
when it was necessary for the Navy to go from the harbors 
of New York, Charleston, and Norfolk into the open seas 
to find the Spanish enemy, the civilian population found 
they had no protection in those harbors and they besieged 
the War and Navy Departments, as history will show, and 
pleaded with those Departments that the great Navy of the 
United States as it then existed should remain in New York 
Harbor, Charleston, or Norfolk to protect the great invest- 
ments, and the property of the citizens in those harbors. 
Of course it was not the function of the Navy to stay in 
those harbors. Their particular function and duty was to 
go out and strike the enemy before the enemy struck the 
coast of America. At that particular time it was not certain 
where the Spanish Fleet could be found. It was not certain, 
if they knew where it was located, that it would be there 
upon the arrival of the American Fleet. 

To make a long story short, the fleet left, and the folks 
at home in those great harbor districts and in the hinter- 
land felt they were left unprotected. 

In case of another emergency the same thing would have 
to happen. You could not expect your fleet to remain to 
protect the great harbor at Bremerton and Seattle, Wash:, 
and all the great naval works, drydocks, and ammunition 
depots in that vicinity. ‘You could not expect the fleet to 
stay in San Francisco Harbor. We have not built a fleet for 
this purpose. You could not expect the fleet to stay in San 
Diego or Los Angeles Harbor or in any port on the Atlantic 
or Pacific coast. Its duty and mission would be to go to 
sea and find the enemy before the enemy came to our shores. 

As a result of all this agitation, Mr. Chairman, there was 
appointed after the Spanish-American War the Endicott 
Board to set up plans and specifications for the protection 
of these harbors. If you ever go on the harbor breastworks, 
you will find the result of the completion of the work of the 
Endicott Board during those years following the Spanish- 
American War. However, many years elapsed before the 
seacoast defenses that were put up after the Spanish-Ameri- 
can War were replenished, implemented, or brought down 
to a modern state. 

During my years in Congress I have tried to impress upon 
the War Department, although it needed no influence to 
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be brought upon it, and I have tried to impress upon the 
Congress, the necessity for seacoast defenses. Has it ever 
occurred to you if your Navy was sunk upon the high seas, 
if your Marine Corps were out in some possession and suf- 
fered defeat and were routed, if every other branch of na- 
tional defense were swept away, that your seacoast defenses 
and Army at home could guard, preserve, and protect from 
the encroachment of any enemy the continental United 
States? It may act as the last ditch of defense, and it would 
be an almost invulnerable defense, because against the sea- 
coast defenses, or the great 16-inch guns we are now placing 
at strategic points throughout our harbors, there is no coun- 
try in the world, no matter how large its navy, could afford 
to sacrifice $40,000,000 battleships against the possibility of 
being sunk by these 16-inch guns which are part of our 
harbor defenses. 

I cannot improve upon General Sunderland’s own state- 
ment to our committee, and so I ask your pardon if I insert 
his testimony appearing on page 410 of the committee 
hearings. 

PURPOSES OF SEACOAST FORTIFICATIONS 

The purposes of seacoast defenses are: (a) To deny to any enemy 
the use of harbors and their facilities; (b) to provide secure bases 
for our Navy; (c) to protect harbors, their facilities, and the 
neighboring area from hostile bombardment; (d) to prevent hostile 
landings within range of their . 

For example, the seacoast fortifications of the Panama Canal are 
designed to prevent hostile naval bombardment of the Canal and 
its accessories that might result in sufficient damage to close the 
Canal to traffic. These seacoast fortifications are also intended 
to deny the use of local waters to hostile transports, thus forcing 


8 enemy to make his landings at points distant from his real 
objective. 

Another important function of the fortifications is to cover the 
passage of our fleet through the Canal in time of war and to 
protect its debouchment in face of an enemy naval force. Without 
such protection the fleet would be exposed to the risk of piecemeal 
destruction while debouching from the Canal. To insure the ac- 
complishment of these functions, these fortifications must be pro- 
vided with antiaircraft armament for their protection against air 
attack, and, in addition, other antiaircraft armament must be 
provided for the protection of vital elements of the Canal itself. 

Briefly, it may be said that seacoast fortifications constitute 
such a powerful element in any coordinated scheme of defense that 
they must be provided, if we wish to operate effectively against an 
enemy threatening our security, whether by land, sea, or air. 

IMPORTANCE OF ADEQUATE HARBOR DEFENSE 

No development of war has lessened the importance of ade- 
quate harbor defense. As long as navies exist, secure bases will 
be essential to their operation. Furthermore, if our harbors are 
protected, an enemy attempting to invade our territory from the 
sea would be obliged to undertake the difficult operation of 
landing at places where harbor facilities do not exist. Thus, 
harbor defenses, by imposing this restriction on the enemy, greatly 


aid the mobile troops that may be called upon to oppose such 
landings. 


Without harbors adequately protected by seacoast fortifications, 
our Navy and our air forces need not be spread out for local 


defense, but as fighting units will be free to advance to meet the 
enemy. 


Thus do harbor defenses fit into the great scheme of national 
defense. 

The greatest tribute that can be paid by anyone to our 
seacoast defenses is that through the many decades these 
sea defenses have been standing in readiness to protect you 
and me they have not fired one hostile shell at an enemy. 
I wonder what the story would be if we did not have the 
seacoast defenses. I wonder if we would have found it 
necessary to have defended ourselves against an enemy. 
With this protection we have no need to fear that ever in the 
history of this great Republic any enemy would dare to tres- 
pass upon American soil, either the continental United States 
or our possessions. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. I yield to the gentleman from Maine. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I understood the gentleman to refer 
just now to a $40,000,000 battleship. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. The gentleman is correct. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The gentleman knows $40,000,000 bat- 
tleships are no longer the style. They cost nearer $100,- 
000,000 now. This would accentuate the gentleman’s argu- 


1938 


ment, as the authorities would be much less likely to risk so 
expensive an instrument. 

Does the gentleman recognize that in the coordination of 
our national defense there must be some upper limit of 
expenditure? 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. I do recognize that necessity. 

Mr. BREWSTER. This would mean that in determining 
the amount which could be properly allocated to the various 
means of defense there must be some coordinating power. 
Does the gentleman agree with that statement? 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. I certainly do. 

Mr. BREWSTER. How does the gentleman conceive such 
correlation is to be brought about so proper emphasis may 
be placed on the various instruments? 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. The War and Navy Departments 
have a superboard that determines how the money shall be 
allotted to the various divisions of these departments. 

Mr. BREWSTER. My question is addressed to the broader 
field of all agencies of defense, including the Army and the 
Navy. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. I see the gentleman’s point. There 
is a joint Army and Navy board called the Joint Control 
Board which adjusts what phases of national defense in case 
of emergency the Army would undertake and the Navy would 
undertake. 

Mr. BREWSTER. That Board operates in the event of an 
emergency, but what operates in these more peaceful times 
to determine how much money shall go to the various 
agencies? 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. I believe the Joint Control Board 
performs this function. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Has the Joint Control Board made rec- 
ommendations to the gentleman’s committee? 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Through the Chief of Staff, I would 
say. We have not met with the Joint Control Board or its 
members. 

Mr. BREWSTER. We have just been through a rather 
interesting study of this matter with the Navy, but we have 
been absolutely unable to secure any coordinated recom- 
mendations. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
additional minutes to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I believe this is extremely important. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. I, too, believe it is extremely impor- 
tant. I was going to develop this theme if I had the time. 
Just the other day we passed the Navy authorization bill. 
In this bill some 900 airplanes are added to the basic authori- 
zation for Navy airplanes. I may say I have never met 
the members of the Joint Control Board, and the Board as 
such has never come before our committee. It may be it is 
not their place to come before an appropriations committee. 
Perhaps they go before the Committee on Military Affairs, as 
they should go before the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

But when my remarks are read by the authorities of the 
Navy Department and by the Chief of Staff and his officers 
in the Army, I should like this country to be given a definite 
statement with regard to who is going to take care of the 
mission of the air force of this Nation in case of an emer- 
gency. Will it be the Navy or the Army that will protect 
us as far as the air force is concerned? It has always been 
my thought, Mr. Chairman, that the Navy should have only 
such auxiliary planes as are necessary to perform missions 
to protect their flotillas. The protection of the naval estab- 
lishments on shore should be the function of the Army. The 
Army should protect the naval air bases, their repair shops, 
their depots, and all shore establishments. I must confess 
I do not know whether the Army or the Navy is now to per- 
form that function. Apparently the Navy is entering upon 
the performance of a function I believe should be an Army 
function, as far as national defense is concerned. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Does the gentleman realize that up to 
the time of the passage of this recent measure by the House 
the definition the gentleman lays down as to the relation be- 
tween the Navy planes and the Navy did prevail, but this 
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relation has been disrupted for the first time by that recent 
measure? 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. I understand that. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Evidently, then, the gentleman would 
feel very strongly there must be a coordinating agency for 
all means of national defense. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. I agree with the gentleman so thor- 
oughly upon that proposition that I believe the Army should 
undertake the air defense of the country, and that the Navy 
is attempting to undertake the air defense of the country, 
then we are going to end up by the creation of an air defense 
board and put the air defense on a basis separate from the 
Army and the Navy. This might be the eventuality. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Does the gentleman know of any other 
means of coordination at the present time than the various 
committees of the House that have the responsibility of the 
House to insist that the various agencies shall submit their 
programs? 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. I know of no other means than the 
one the gentleman suggests. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Does the gentleman realize that in the 
beginning of this country the first Secretary of War had 
charge of the entire program of national defense? 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. I did not recall that. 

Mr. BREWSTER. That is a very interesting fact. So if 
there should be a proposal of coordination of national de- 
fense it would not be radical but conservative. It happened 
that a gentleman from Maine, General Knox, was the Secre- 
tary of War, and I am very much interested in having the 
gentleman emphasize the things he has referred to today. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Inasmuch as national defense is so 
expensive and inasmuch as in the bill we have before us we 
have $447,000,000, of which one dollar out of every four is 
spent directly or indirectly upon the Air Corps, the gentle- 
man can realize its importance. I have no objection to this, 
because the Air Corps is an essential arm of national defense, 
but as we go along I believe we should have some definition 
in the department, perhaps produced through the insistence 
of the appropriate committees of the House, that there be 
a definiteness as to the function and mission of aviation in 
national defense. 

[Here the gavel fell. ] 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman from California 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. For the benefit of the citizens of 
this country, let me say that an army is not entirely an arm 
of destruction or a death-dealing machine or the like. It is 
not a thing built up for cruelty alone, although all warfare 
is cruel. Our Army has another function, and many a 
time in the history of this country it has come to aid and 
succor the civilian population in time of need or distress. 
I know of no better example to refer to than the visitation 
of recent floods during recent years in various parts of 
this country. There we found that the one branch of the 
Federal Government that could immediately function was 
the Army. The immediate demand would be for food, 
clothing, and a means of cooking food and taking care of 
people in distress who had been driven from their homes 
during the flood period. I know of no other branch of the 
service of the Government that could have performed this 
function better than did the Army engineers and the Army 
generally, and I pay a tribute to them. 

Now, in times of peace these same Army engineers are 
undertaking for us in this country the carrying out of the 
great flood-prevention program which we stated by law 
was a national equation and the business of the Federal 
Government. They are undertaking these works in your 
country and in mine in a most professional and businesslike 
manner, all for the protection of the civilian population. 
[Applause.] 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. LAMNECK] such time as 
he may desire to use. 
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Mr. LAMNECK. Mr. Chairman, the gravest danger exists 
that the reorganization bill now being considered by the 
Senate will be enacted into law without the full membership 
of this House being given an opportunity to adequately con- 
sider the measure. 

The Senate today, under the whip of administration leaders, 
slowly but surely is moving toward passage of the bill in sub- 
stantially the form which it was introduced. 

I desire to warn this House now of the imminent possi- 
bility of the Senate tacking this far-reaching measure as an 
amendment on to some minor bill already passed by the 
House and sending the proposed legislation to conference. 
The inevitable result of such action will be the appointment 
of a small conference committee of the House dominated by 
administration controlled Members who will accept in sub- 
stantial form the Senate bill. The conference report then 
in all probability will be driven through in the customary 
rapid-fire manner without the House membership as a whole 
having had any opportunity to study the real meaning of this 
measure. 

If you doubt the possibility of such action by administration 
leaders, you need only consider the steps taken in the pro- 
posed legislation thus far and the past history of the manner 
in which highly controversial measures like this with adminis- 
tration backing are put across. 

If this program is carried out, and I firmly believe that that 
is the secret purpose of administration leaders at this time, 
it will be an outrageous affront not only to the 435 Members 
of this House, but to the 130,000,000 persons whom they rep- 
resent. Members of this House are elected under our system 
of Government for the primary purpose of representing the 
grass-roots view of the country. They are sent here especi- 
ally to pass on bills of such a revolutionary nature as this 
one. House Members are supposed to be, and, indeed, are in 
much closer touch with the wishes of the individual voters 
in their districts than the Members of the Senate. By the 
very nature of things, a Senator representing an entire State 
cannot be expected to get the intimate reflexes of many indi- 
viduals either by personal contact or by correspondence as 
Members of the House. Therefore, it is especially important 
that when a measure of the character of the reorganization 
bill, which strikes at the very foundation principles of our 
Government, comes before the Congress it should be given the 
most mature consideration, especially by the 435 Members of 
the House. To deprive the closest representatives of the citi- 
zenry of an opportunity to make a careful study of every 
provision of this bill and express their views fully and openly 
in unlimited debate would be high-handed procedure of the 
worst type. Yet that, I am very fearful, is what is about to 
happen. 

I do not intend to intimate that any conference commit- 
tee appointed by the present House would not do as well as 
any other conference committee past or present, but I do 
say that no conference committee, and especially an ad- 
ministration dominated one, could possibly express the 
House viewpoint in detail. Ours is a democracy in which 
free expression in the Congress is curbed only on the rare 
occasions when gag rules are brought in. Any plan looking 
to the general abrogation of this rule would at once arouse 
the almost unanimous resentment of the free people of the 
United States. Unfortunately, under Congressional rules, it 
is possible to bring about the same result by resorting to the 
type of legislative practice to which I have referred and 
then, all too late, the people will realize that their Repre- 
sentatives in the House have not had an opportunity to be 
heard. 

Let me utter this warning as solemnly and emphatically 
as possible: The majority of the people of the United States 
mistrust the provisions of this bill. The general plan of 
putting so much power in the hands of one individual is 
highly repugnant to them and it is growing more offensive 
daily. In saying this, I do not wish to be recorded as in- 
sisting that this attitude is due to any personal qualms about 
the integrity of any individual to whom it is proposed to give 
this unprecedented power. I think, perhaps, the people of 
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the United States have as high regard for the personal in- 
tegrity of the man in whose hands the power would be placed 
by this bill as any executive who ever has sat in the White 
House. At the same time, they are unalterably opposed to 
giving any individual in executive authority even at present 
or in the future so much control over Government destinies 
as this bill contemplates. 

Dictators never were popular in this country. It was the 
exercise of dictatorial powers against the rights of the col- 
onists which caused them to break off from the mother 
country and set up a democracy. Throughout the life of 
this Nation that feéling against dictatorial powers and the 
exercise of them has remained firmly imbedded in the minds 
and hearts of free American citizens. True, at times it has 
seemed that this feeling was less assertive than perhaps in 
the early days of the Republic, but anyone who thinks that 
it ever died is vastly mistaken. 

I will agree that during the troublous periods through 
which we have passed in recent years, not only under the 
present administration but under former administrations, 
there has been a tendency to centralize unusual power in the 
Executive, but the people agreed to these steps under the 
distinct impression that changes were being made merely to 
meet emergencies. At no time would the people of this 
country ever agree to the grant of vast dictatorial powers 
over a long period of time or in perpetuity. Especially in 
recent weeks has this age-old feeling against dictatorships 
reasserted itself.. The reason is very apparent. The utter 
chaos that is reigning in many European countries and 
threatening the peace of the world today is directly traceable 
to the concentration of power in the hands of dictators, 
The American people recognize this fact, and hence they are 
rising up determined to prevent anything akin to the Euro- 
pean situation happening here. 

You all know the main provisions of this reorganization 
bill. You know, for instance, that it proposes to permit the 
Executive to reorganize the 133 independent departments 
and agencies of the Government into a smaller number of 
executive departments and agencies. If ever in the history 
of this Nation there was a proposal to grant dictatorial 
powers to an Executive, it is in that provision that I have 
just mentioned. Nevertheless, the Senate committee report 
on this measure, after pointing out this sweeping provision, 
adds that one of the main purposes of the bill is to “afford 
the Congress a more effective means of holding the Executive 
to account.” If there were nothing else in connection with 
the measure except the conflict in these two statements, this 
would be sufficient to warrant extended debate in this House. 

I am unalterably opposed to the passage of this measure; 
especially am I opposed to its enactment into law merely 
with the advice and consent of the Senate. That in a word 
is what sending it to conference in the manner which I 
predict would amount to. In such an instance the House 
membership would be reduced to less than a “rubber stamp.” 
I for one do not think that the people who sent us here want 
that kind of misrepresentation, and the country as a whole 
deserves braver action on our part. [Applause.] 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
desire to use to the gentleman from New York [Mr. BARTON h 

Mr. BARTON. Mr. Speaker, from statistics furnished by 
the Legislative Reference Bureau of the Congressional Library 
it appears that the record of the last 10 Congresses, the Sixty- 
fifth to the Seventy-fourth, inclusive, is as follows: 

Total bills introduced_ ==- 208, 567 
Total laws enacted 11, 182 
Total laws repealed... — — 140 

These figures give rise to solemn and disturbing reflections. 
Think first of the 208,567 bills which poured into the hoppers 
of the two Houses—a Niagara of sincere but misguided intent. 
How many fond hopes were here embodied for the immediate 
introduction of the millenium; how many schemes for revis- 
ing human nature, suspending the law of action and reaction, 
and giving everybody everything without worry or work. 
Surely the citizens of this Republic owe a debt of gratitude to 
their Senators and Representatives which is all too seldom 
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realized. Two hundred and eight thousand five hundred and 
sixty-seven laws were threatened; only 11,182 were passed. 
The committees of the House and Senate stood firm against 
the avalanche. For every law enacted they rejected more 
than 17. Let the Nation render them gratitude and praise. 

Contrast, however, the 11,182 statutes enacted and the 140 
that were repealed. The mere recital of the figures is enough 
to excite suspicion. Surely in such a mass of legislation there 
must be a carload of duplication, error, and waste. No body 
of men, however patriotic and inspired, can be right in the 
proportion of 80 to 1. Obviously far too much thought and 
time was devoted to loading new laws onto the bent back of 
the body politic; altogether too little attention was given to 
the question, How may the load be made less? 

Mr. Speaker, I have introduced today a resolution asking 
for the appointment of a joint committee of the Senate and 
House to study and review the statutes of the United States 
and recommend a thorough house cleaning via repeal. This 
is a nonpartisan matter. There should be no more differ- 
ence of opinion about bad and useless laws than there is 
about the boll weevil, diabetes, or any other public curse. 
I trust that my resolution may have the prompt and whole- 
hearted support of my colleagues on the majority side. 

All thoughtful men agree that any new law is always of 
doubtful value; every repeal is a step in advance. To this 
truth the great historian Buckle testified in his History of 
Civilization in England. Said he: 

There is another circumstance worthy of the attention of those 
writers who ascribe a part of civilization to measures origi- 
nated by European governments. This is, that every great reform 
which has been effected has consisted, not in doing something new, 
but in undoing something old. The most valuable additions made 
to legislation have been enactments destructive of preceding legis- 
lation; and the best laws which have been passed have been those 
by which some former laws were repealed. 

Since becoming a Member of the House I have introduced 
measures calling for the repeal of 12 statutes, and I propose 
to introduce one such resolution every week. Regarding some 
of these there may be a difference of opinion. A few of 
my Democratic colleagues may not be yet convinced that the 
farm bill, for example, or the Guffey Coal Act are as bad as 
I think they are. Let us therefore pass over any measures 

about which there can be a possibility of doubt. Let us 
tackle first these laws on which we can all agree—the so- 
called emergency acts passed under the panic and distress 


of 1933, which transferred temporarily to the President pow- 


ers that belong and must be returned to Congress. 

Either the emergency of 1933 is over, in which case Con- 
gress should take back these delegated powers, or the emer- 
gency is still upon us; in that case Congress should take back 
its powers anyway. 

Mr. Chairman, these last 5 years the American people have 
been suffering from a malady which recurs periodically in 
our land. It might be termed “legislativitis.” It is char- 
acterized by an abundant and childlike faith in the power 
of laws to fix up everything. History, science, and literature 
all bear testimony to the error of this notion. Said the great 
Samuel Johnson: 

How small of all that human hearts endure 
The part that kings or laws can cause or cure. 

Mr. Chairman, let us make this Congress famous. Let it 
go down in history as the great repealing Congress. Let us 
unshackle the energies of our people, cure them of their 
mistaken faith in the omnipotence of legislation and, in the 
words of the immortal Lincoln, give them “under God a new 
birth of freedom.” [Applause.] 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Mares]. 

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Chairman, I take advantage of this 
opportunity to put into the Recorp some things for consti- 
tutional lawyers to shoot at, quite as much as for any other 
purpose. 

As I was listening to the remarks of my colleague the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Horrman] relative to the 
removal by the President of Mr. Arthur E. Morgan as a 
member of the T. V. A., the dissenting opinion of Mr. Justice 
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Holmes in the Myers case came to my mind. I think it is 
especially pertinent in the consideration of the question of 
the right or power of the President to remove Mr. Morgan, 
and I desire to call the attention of the House to what Mr. 
Justice Holmes said in that case and to read a portion of 
his opinion into the RECORD. 

In his message to Congress yesterday setting forth the 
reasons which impelled him to remove Arthur E. Morgan, 
the President said, pending any “inquiry into the adminis- 
tration of the Tennessee Valley Authority or its policies which 
the Congress may deem in the public interest,” that “I can- 
not in the meanwhile abdicate my constitutional duty to 
take care that the laws be faithfully executed.” 

The T. V. A. Act contains one provision only which ex- 
pressly gives the President authority to remove any member 
of the T. V. A. Board. That is the provision which provides 
that any member of the Board who appoints or is a party 
to appointing any employee of the Authority for political 
reasons shall be removed by the President. 

On the other hand, the act contains the following affirma- 
tive provision: 

Provided, That any member of said Board may be removed from 


office at any time by a concurrent resolution of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives. 


Whether or not that gives Congress the exclusive power 
of removal, except for the one reason to which I have re- 
ferred, is the question involved and the only question open 
to argument. Without ever having talked with him per- 
sonally about the matter, it has always been my understand- 
ing that the author of the act intended at least that the 
power of removal should rest exclusively with Congress 
except in the one particular to which I have referred, and 
that the President should not have the power to remove 
except in the one case specifically provided for in the act. 

There has been a good deal of talk in the last weeks, 
even before this case of Mr. Morgan arose, about the in- 
herent power of the President to remove appointive officers, 
It always seemed to me that the late Mr. Justice Holmes 
in his dissenting opinion in the Myers case summed up the 
whole question in a very few words. Mr. Justice Holmes, 
of course, was known as the great dissenter, and over the 
years as the greatest liberal on the Supreme Court. It 
may be that in the process of time he would now be con- 
sidered the great conservative, because he certainly took a 
position contrary to that advocated by some of the alleged 
liberals in these days. On the other hand, it may be that 
some present-day policies which are labeled liberal are 
actually reactionary and not progressive or liberal at all. 
The concluding sentence of Mr. Justice Holmes in his dis- 
senting opmion in the Myers case is as follows: 

The duty of the President to see that the laws be executed 


is a duty that does not go beyond the laws or require him to 
achieve more than Congress sees fit to leave within his power. 


In other words, while it is his duty to see that the laws 
be faithfully executed, he must ascertain first what the laws 
are and not attempt to transgress the law as Chief Executive, 
The President is subject to law quite as much as anyone else. 

I have read the concluding sentence of the dissenting 
opinion of Mr. Justice Holmes in the Myers case. I shall 
read the whole of it for the Recorp, with the exception of the 
introductory sentence. It is short and as follows: 


The arguments drawn from the executive power of the President 
and from his duty to appoint officers of the United States (when 
Congress does not vest the appointment elsewhere), to take care 
that the laws be faithfully executed, and to commission all offi- 
cers of the United States, seem to me spider’s webs inadequate 
to control the dominant facts. 

We have to deal with an office that owes its existence to Con- 
gress and that Congress may abolish tomorrow, Its duration and 
the pay attached to it while it lasts depended on Congress alone. 
Congress alone confers on the President the power to appoint 
to it and at any time may transfer the power to other hands. 
With such power over its own creation, I have no more trouble 
in believing that Congress has power to prescribe a term of life 
for it free from any interference than I have in accepting the 
undoubted power of Congress to decree its end. I have equally lit- 
tle trouble in accepting its power to prolong the tenure of an 
incumbent until Congress or the Senate shall have assented to 
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his removal. The duty of the President to see that the laws be 
executed is a duty that does not go beyond the laws or require 
him to achieve more than Congress sees fit to leave within his 
power. 

Mr. Chairman, as I said at the beginning of my remarks, 
I put these extracts from the law and this dissenting opinion 
of Mr. Justice Holmes in the Myers case in the Rrecorp to 
give something for the constitutional lawyers in this body 
and outside of it to shoot at. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. MAPES. Yes. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. If the Myers case should be 
followed, then it is within the power of the Chief Executive 
to destroy any term of an appointee, is it not? 

Mr. MAPES. I do not know that I would go as far as that. 
The Myers case was qualified a good deal a few years later 
by the Humphreys case. The majority opinion in the Myers 
case emphasized the executive character of the postmaster 
and it limits the inherent power of the President to remove 
appointees to those exercising executive functions. 

Mr, ROBSION of Kentucky. I meant to exclude that. 
It would give the power to the President, although the Con- 
gress has created the office and the terms, if the Myers case 
be followed. In that event the President would have the 
right to disregard and cut down any term or to destroy those 
officers purely executive. 

Mr. MAPES. I think the gentleman’s observation is 
correct. i 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. And that is the position as to 
which Mr. Justice Holmes expressed his opposition, main- 
taining that Congress, having created the office and the term, 
the President cannot destroy them. 

Mr. MAPES. Absolutely. I do not know how pertinent 
this observation may be, but I have always wondered how 
much the former experience of the then Chief Justice as 
Chief Executive of the United States influenced the Court or 
the majority of it in arriving at the conclusion it did in the 
Myers case. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. The gentleman did not ex- 
press his view as to whether the President had the right to 
remove Dr. Morgan as chairman of the T. V. A. 

Mr. MAPES. In my judgment the action of the President 
in that regard is contrary both to the spirit and the letter 
of the law creating the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. And inasmuch as the act 
itself picked out one particular instance or state of facts in 
which the President could remove a director of the T. V. A., 
does it not necessarily follow that Congress intended to limit 
his power to remove to that particular instance? 

Mr. MAPES. I think that is a fair conclusion. As I said, 
I think the author of the act himself intended to write into 
the act a provision which would make it impossible for the 
present or any other President to remove any member of 
the Board except for the one cause that is expressly pro- 
vided for in the act. [Applause.] 

Here the gavel fell. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. Bacon]. 

Mr. BACON. When the ordinary citizen, who has no 
definite partisan bent or predilection, ponders the executive 
reorganization bill with special reference to the one-man 
civil-service administrator set-up, I think it is fair to say 
he will seek to evaluate Mr. Roosevelt’s contributions to 
the merit system. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman point 
out what they are? 

Mr. BACON. I am going to. To go on, the average citi- 
zen cannot help but associate Mr. Roosevelt personally with 
the civil-service provisions of the reorganization bill. He is 
likely to give weight to the President’s words on the subject 
of the civil service and the merit system, especially when 
these. words are spoken earnestly, and, indeed, solemnly; 
and that is as it should be. 
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The debate in the other body, the debate in this body, and 
the discussions throughout the country are wholesome. The 
more light that is shed on the executive reorganization bill 
and its implications the better. If we are to make vital 
changes we should know precisely what they are, what they 
signify, and where they will lead us. 

In measuring the Chief Executive’s responsibility and 
duties under the proposed bill it is natural, however, and 
also fitting and proper that we should try to measure what 
he has done for the civil service in all of its branches. 
From his past actions we may gain knowledge of what we 
may expect. And we should consider what he has done 
as the result of his own orders and the earnestness with 
which he has directed himself to having them carried out. 

In my estimation Mr. Roosevelt has failed, pitifully, in 
the execution of his own orders to remove politics from the 
civil service. 

Not only has he failed to defend and strengthen the merit 
system, but the record of results under his own Executive 
orders shows that civil service has been undermined. 

In the time that has been allotted to me this afternoon I 
shall address myself simply to the record and results of 
Mr. Roosevelt’s Executive orders on the subject of post- 
master appointments and his repeated statements that he 
favors the removal of politics from tnese appointments. 

I shall give you the facts, and in referring to my conclu- 
sions or opinions I shall refer to the available evidence. 

With reference to the operations under the President’s 
Executive order of July 20, 1936, providing for examinations 
in Presidential postmaster appointments in offices of the 
first, second, and third classes I have come to this opinion: 
I am drawn strongly by the feeling that Mr. Roosevelt is 
either the victim or accessory in the political sabotaging of 
his own order laying down the procedure to be followed in 
making these appointments. 1 

Likewise, I am minded to believe from the facts that the 
Postmaster General is at least the responsible agent in 
wholesale violations of what seems, to use brutally frank 
language, to be a New Deal postmaster patronage plot. 

Under the Executive order of 1936 dozens and dozens, if 
not hundreds, of certifications by the Civil Service Commis- 
sion to the Postmaster General have been scorned and 
fiouted. As a matter of fact, I intend to place in the Recorp 
a list of 235 specific cases. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman understands that under 
the rules nothing can be inserted in the Recorp until permis- 
sion has been obtained in the House. 

Mr. BACON. I may say to the Chairman that while we 
were still in the House I obtained permission to insert these 
matters. 

There is a suggestion of willful refusal by the President 
and the Postmaster General to appoint in the cases which I 
mentioned, and to which I shall refer, the highest eligible on 
the Civil Service Commission’s certificates, which the Execu- 
tive order demands shall be appointed. 

In the cases that I have studied the Civil Service Commis- 
sion is powerless in the face of the repeated flouting or dis- 
regard of the Executive order. They are absolutely unable 
to do anything but make the certifications. That is the limit 
of their duties and responsibilities. 

I have found where war-veteran eligibles, or men with 
veterans’ preference, are discriminated against. I have 
found cases where their appointment has been held up, 
even though they are the highest eligibles on the Civil Service 
Commission’s certificates. 

The record shows that instead of widening the civil service, 
strengthening it, or even maintaining its principles, in the 
appointment of postmasters, the entire competitive classified 
civil service has been discriminated against. 

I have found that by Mr. Roosevelt’s own Executive order 
of July 12, 1933, 235,000 classified postal employees—the men 
in the ranks—were proscribed from taking postmaster ex- 
aminations by direct and measured terms written into the 
Executive order itself. And this proscription, or interdiction, 
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or discrimination—or whatever you want to call it—operated 
against all these employees, whether veterans or not, and no 
matter what their grade was in the Postal Service, from 
assistant postmaster down. 

Let me attempt to trace out for you the factual border lines 
in support of these statements. 

EXECUTIVE ORDER OF JUY 12, 1933 

When Mr. Roosevelt came into power in 1933 he issued the 
Executive order of July 12, 1933. Anyone who read it casu- 
ally would have at once seen in it similarities with previous 
orders touching the procedure relating to the appointment 
of Presidential postmasters. That Executive order provided 
for an examination by the Civil Service Commission with 
the right to the Postmaster General to submit to the Presi- 
dent the name of one of the three highest eligibles. It seemed 
to be simply a continuation of the old spoils system, and the 
people as a whole were not shocked. It had been done before, 
it was the custom to do it, and Mr. Roosevelt was simply doing 
it again. 

But it was not simply the same old kind of order; it was not 
simply the kind of order the people were used to. There was 
something new in this order, radically new, startling! There 
was a provision in this order that has never been in any 
Executive order before. It was a provision that struck at the 
very heart of the merit system. It was an antidemocratic 
order. As part of my remarks I shall include the Executive 
order of July 12, 1933, and I invite special consideration to 
these words in the second sentence of the first paragraph: 

Not in either of the above-mentioned classes to fill such vacancy. 


Those words were truly Machiavellian in conception. But 
in blunt terms they meant simply that no man in the ranks of 
the classified Postal Service would be given the privilege of 
gaining appointment as postmaster by competitive test; that 
no such man or woman could hope to win promotion by suc- 
cessful competition in the examinations provided under this 
Executive order. This proscription applied to every man in 
the ranks, the assistant postmaster, the superintendent of 
mails, the financial clerk, the senior clerk or carrier, or any 
other classified employee. In other words they were specifi- 
cally barred from competing in the examinations. 

Of course, I can see the reason for it. That simply elim- 
inated competition so that New Deal pets would have a 
break in getting on the civil-service list. If you start out 
and eliminate anybody with a civil-service status, and par- 
ticularly anyone who has been a former postmaster, and 
more particularly if you eliminate 235,000 men in the Postal 
Service who could qualify by their long experience, the New 
Deal pets might perhaps get a break. 

Mr. PIERCE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BACON. I yield to the gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. PIERCE. Is it not the right thing to do to eliminate 
those in the civil service and reach out to find the ones to 
be appointed postmaster from the community itself? These 
examinations are based largely upon what the community 
says as well as the answering of a lot of fool questions. 

Mr. BACON. That is true under the civil-service rules. 
A man must live in the postal district for which he takes 
the examination. There is no question about that. There 
are a great many civil-service postal employees in every 
single postal district who are barred by this Executive order 
from taking the examination. I know of no other case in 
the history of this country where a great body of American 
citizens were deliberately barred from taking a competitive 
examination by Executive order of the President of the 
United States. And, mind you, he did not carry that pro- 
hibition into his latest Executive order—July 20, 1936. I 
assume he did not dare. 

Mr. MICHENER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BACON. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. MICHENER. The gentleman from Oregon [Mr. 
Prerce] has suggested that the reason for this is the fact 
that the postmasters should be the choice of the local people. 
I call his attention to numerous cases, one in particular, in 
which all of the people, practically everybody getting mail 
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through that particular pest office, petitioned for the con- 
tinuation of a local postmaster. An examination was held 
under that Executive order. The man petitioned for took 
the examination and passed it, but because he did not have 
the New Deal party endorsement another examination was 
held, or at least two were held, before a selection was made, 
while they had an eligible all the time. I will give the gen- 
tleman the name off the record. 

Mr. BACON. There are many cases like that. 

But this provision of proscription had its political flavor, 
too. It directly made it impossible for any incumbent post- 
master—and in 1933 all the incumbents were Republicans— 
to take the examination. In other words, he was barred, 
eliminated, disqualified from competing. And under the 
set-up of the Executive order it was more than easy to 
appoint those that the New Deal looked on with favor. 

In this connection let us not forget, Mr. Chairman, that 
it is the names of these postmasters who were originally 
appointed under the 1933 order that are now being sent to 
the Senate for renomination, by the droves. It is these 
postmasters who won their postmasterships by the grade of 
competitive test which outlawed every incumbent post- 
master and every classified postal employee from competing 
against him. It is these men which the Ramspeck post- 
master bill and the McKellar bill would perpetuate in office. 
It is these men who will be kept on and who were given 
the jobs simply because everybody else was not given a fair, 
sporting chance. 

This is the first time in history that a President of the 
United States has signed or sanctioned an order proscribing 
in terms hundreds of thousands of American citizens, en bloc, 
from competing for appointment in the very service of which 
they are the real heart and soul. 

Please keep in mind the one-man civil-service adminis- 
trator idea. The implications of that provision will shout 
at you unceasingly. 

The. Civil Service Commission under the Executive order 
of July 12, 1933, was powerless. They had been muted. 
Theirs was not the duty or the right to question why. 
Theirs was simply the disagreeable duty to inform every 
man who applied from the postal ranks for an opportunity 
to take the examination that the Executive order of the 
President disqualified them—that they were not eligible. 
The Commission had to write the same kind of letters, also, to 
incumbent postmasters who made applications. What a 
sorry duty the Commission had. 

What was the administration’s justification? What is the 
administration’s justification? I have tried to search out 
every nook and cranny for some answer that would dispel 
the sordid implications of that infamous order. But I have 
found none. My opinion is that this great body of American 
citizens were disqualified from taking the examinations 
simply to make sure that nothing would develop that might 
embarrass the New Deal patronage scheme and the ability to 
fulfill the many job promises that had been made. 

Before leaving this particular subject, I cannot help but 
read to you a quotation from the minority report on the 
McKellar postmaster-appointment bill, which can be found 
on page 11, Senate Report No. 1296, Seventy-fifth Congress, 
subscribed to by Members in the other body from Wyoming, 
Kentucky, and Wisconsin. And the Member from Wyoming 
used to be a high official in the Post Office Department, and 
I believe he correctly interprets the public mind. The quota- 
tion states: 

Every postal employee, when he enters the Postal Service, should 
feel that by diligence and ability he could attain a postmastership, 
and that, even when an administration changes, no political em- 
ployee could come into the post office in which he works and begin 
immediately to receive a salary of 40 percent in excess of that 
which he receives. 

What a commentary on Mr. Roosevelt’s order of 1933. And 
I simply want to add this: In the same month of July 1933, 
when the Executive order of July 12 of that year was issued 
by Mr. Roosevelt, the following statement appears in the 
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Fifty-first Report of the United States Civil Service Commis- 
sion—the 1934 annual report of the Commission: 

In July 1933 the President endorsed the view, long held and 
often voiced by the Commission, that it would be economical if all 
postmasterships were brought within the competitive classified 
service, as is the case with fourth-class post offices. 

There you have consistency of philosophy and purpose. 

THE EXECUTIVE ORDER OF JULY 20, 1936 

Bad as the Executive order of 1933 was, it does not outstrip 
by much the seeming baiting of the public credulity and 
trustfulness exemplified in the operations under the Executive 
order of July 20, 1936, relating to postmaster appointments. 

Mark the time this order was issued—July 1936. Some 
people will remember Mr. Landon’s civil-service plank and 
his insistence that it be incorporated in the Republican plat- 
form. I cannot search out the President’s mind, but I think 
it is a fair statement that millions of people in this country 
appraised the President’s Executive order of July 20, 1936, 
simply as a means of removing civil service and the merit 
system as an issue in the elections. 

And, of course, this order of July 1936 gave Mr. Roosevelt 
the right to parade before the country his liberal and solicit- 
ous views touching civil-service reform and the extension of 
the merit system. 

But whatever its genesis, whatever its purpose, what has it 
really done? Has it been carried out, and how? Have the 
public expectations been met, or did this formal Executive 
order—in effect a law of the land—deteriorate simply into a 
scrap of paper which could be torn up or disregarded after 
the election was safely won? 

I include the Executive order of July 1936 following these 
remarks. What are its provisions? Simply these: That 
where the Postmaster General does not recommend to the 
President the appointment of the incumbent postmaster—he 
would be the man appointed under the infamous 1933 order— 
or the appointment by promotion of a classified employee, 
the Civil Service Commission shall forthwith hold an open 
competitive examination. It then directs the Civil Service 
Commission to certify the results thereof to the Postmaster 
General, who shall thereupon—mark those three words “who 
shall thereupon”—submit to the President for appointment 
to fill the vacancy the name of the highest eligible. 

That is all there is to it. When an examination is had the 
highest eligible shall be appointed. 

That is a fine order. But any order is good only if it is 
carried out. 

In the past few months charges had been made to me that 
the President was deliberately holding up the names of many 
of these highest eligibles as a result of the examinations 
that had been had, that violations of the Executive order 
were country-wide, that the discriminations that touched 
veterans and nonveterans and Republicans and Democrats 
alike. Charges were made that the Postmaster General had 
requested the Civil Service Commission to review the exami- 
nation papers in many cases. And that even where the 
Civil Service Commission recertified the same highest eligi- 
ble, that still the man or woman, as the case might be, was 
not being given the appointment; that mordinate delays 
were being had and provoked. 

I was told that there were examples of such instances in 
my own district. After pondering the matter, I investigated 
it and made such studies as I could. 

The records of examinations under the Executive order of 
July 20, 1936, were available to me on request of the Civil 
Service Commission. I asked them for a list of the offices 
where examinations were held since this order was promul- 
gated. 

A check of these records against the nominations trans- 
mitted to the Senate developed many cases where the cer- 
tifications had been made by the Civil Service Commission 
a long time ago, but where, for some reason or other, no 
nominations had been sent to the Senate. Naturally, I have 
had to rely on the ConcrEssronaL Record and the indexes. 

I found about 235 cases where the certifications had been 
made to the Postmaster General by the Civil Service Com- 
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mission, but where no nominations had been transmitted to 
the Senate by the President. These cases I have listed, and 
I include them as part of my remarks, as an exhibit. 

The Executive order of 1936 is plain; it should mean what 
it says; but I found it simply does not operate the way it 
reads. Under it the Postmaster General simply has one 
function—to take the certification of the highest eligible by 
the Civil Service Commission and on getting it from the 
Commission to submit it to the President immediately, or 
at least within a reasonable time. The Postmaster General 
has no other duty, and, as I read the order, he has absolutely 
no right to delay the submission of the name of the highest 
eligible to the President. 

But I want to say this, so far as the Postmaster General 
is concerned: I have never been able to find out whether 
the Postmaster General, in holding up appointments, has 
been doing it as an arbitrary act or whether he has simply 
been acting as the agent of the President, which he is. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr, Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BACON. I yield to the gentlewoman from Massa- 
chusetts. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Has the Postmaster 
General ever publicly favored the merit system? I do not 
recall any public utterances by him to that effect. 

Mr. BACON. Not that I know of; but the President has, 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I realize that. 

Mr. BACON. The President has given most eloquent lip 
service to the merit system. I just wish to show, however, 
pod he is carrying out this beautiful Executive order of July 

36. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. The gentleman feels the 
President is yielding to the influence of the Postmaster Gen- 
eral, perhaps? 

Mr. BACON. I believe that perhaps the Postmaster Gen- 
eral, as the President’s agent, is simply carrying out his 
orders. I am not blaming the Postmaster General. I think 
the blame must be put squarely on the man to whom the 
Postmaster General reports. 

Mr. LEWIS of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. BACON. I yield to the gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. LEWIS of Colorado. In refreshing my recollection 
concerning this Executive order, which the gentleman is in- 
serting in his remarks as exhibit D, I note it provides in 
section 1 (a) as follows: 

The Postmaster General may recommend to the President the 
appointment of the incumbent or the appointment by promotion 
of a classified employee of the Postal Service in the vacancy office, 
provided either such incumbent or such classified employee is 
found eligible by the Civil Service Commission by a noncompetitive 
examination, or (b) upon request to the Postmaster General— 

And so forth, 

Mr. BACON. The gentleman is quite correct. 

Mr. LEWIS of Colorado. I am simply asking for informa- 
tion. 

Mr. BACON. I am pleased the gentleman has brought up 
this point. I am not talking about section 1 (a). There are 
many cases under 1 (a) where the incumbent postmaster has 
been reappointed. I am discussing 1 (b), where the Civil 
Service Commission holds examinations. 

It is true that under section 1 (a) the Postmaster General 
may recommend the appointment of the incumbent or may 
promote somebody within the civil service. That is quite 
true, but if he does not do that, then he goes to section B 
where he may request the Civil Service Commission to hold 
an open, competitive examination and certify forthwith the 
No. 1 man on the list. 

I am discussing the 235 cases where he has chosen to pro- 
ceed under B, and where the No. 1 man on the list has not 
been nominated to the Senate. I dare say there may be 
cases where he has promoted somebody within the service. 

Mr. LEWIS of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield further? 

Mr. BACON. Yes; I yield. 
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Mr. LEWIS of Colorado. Is the gentleman from New York 
quite sure that he is not confusing some cases where the 
action was being taken under 1 (a)? 

Mr. BACON. No; I am not confusing them. I am giving 
the complete list with the date of certification by the Civil 
Service Commission as a result of the open, competitive ex- 
amination under 1 (B). Ihad that in mind. 

In order to determine what significance, if any, was behind 
those instances where there were inordinately long delays or 
hold-ups in making the appointments of the first eligibles, I 
had checked every case where an examination was had under 
the 1936 order in my own State, New York, through February 
15. The results were startling and amazing; but from my 
viewpoint the implications are extremely serious. They show 
disregard and seemingly designed violations of the Executive 
order, discriminations against Republicans and Democrats 
alike and against persons who have veterans’ preference. 
And in my estimation they indicate collusive effort to keep 
in office men and women who do not qualify under the Presi- 
dent’s order. In short, that the Executive order, instead of 
providing an extension of the civil-service merit and career 
system, is, instead, used as a football for politics. 

In delineating what I found in my own State of New York 
I shall not mention names in connection with these post 
offices. I have them. And I have the names of all the can- 
didates who took the civil-service tests, and if anybody wants 
to see them, they can. But for the purpose of these re- 
marks I shall designate the principal persons simply as A 
and B. 

I shall begin with my own congressional district, where I 
found much to instruct me and disgust me. 

THE RECORD IN NEW YORK STATE, WHERE THE NOMINATIONS OF THE 
HIGHEST ELIGISBLES ARE BEING HELD UP 

East Quogue: The highest eligible was Miss A, a Democrat. 
The acting postmaster is Mr. B. Now, Mr. B came out sec- 
ond in the examination. But is Miss A, the highest eligible, 
getting the appointment? She is not. Why? I am informed 
that an intercounty Democratic factional fight is under way 
and the Post Office Department does not want to favor the 
side against the county Democratic leader. So Mr. B, the 
acting postmaster, stays on, although he was appointed act- 
ing postmaster only way back in September 1936. Miss A, 
the highest eligible, was certified to the Postmaster General 
on June 5, 1937. 

Long Island City: Now, here is Long Island City, outside 
of my district, a very large office, one of the largest in the 
country. It is a first-class office, paying a salary of $6,000 a 
year, a real plum. Mr. A is the highest eligible. Mr. B is 
the acting postmaster. But, strangely enough, Mr. A was 
the only man certified by the Civil Service Commission; all 
the others did not meet the minimum requirements. And 
Mr. B, the acting postmaster, was also one who took the 
examination, but he did not meet the minimum require- 
ments. But that means nothing. While he was appointed 
acting postmaster in February 1937, he is still carrying on. 
Perhaps the fact that he is said to be Democratic leader 
in the first assembly district of Queens County, the county 
leader’s home district, perhaps that has something to do 
with it. But Mr. A, the only eligible on the list, has that 
honor, but nothing else. I have not the faintest idea of 
Mr. A’s politics. But Mr. B has the job and also the $6,000 
a year salary. Mr. A was certified on August 12, 1937. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for 
a question? 

Mr. BACON. Yes. 

Mr. TABER. If the so-called civil service reorganization 
bill is passed, giving the Executive absolute control of the 
Civil Service Commission, without any bipartisan board, there 
would be no trouble in having the incumbent, Mr. B, certi- 
fied as No. 1? 

Mr. BACON. That is exactly the truth; and, as I stated 
in my opening remarks, it seems to me we have got to eval- 
uate this civil-service provision in the reorganization bill in 
connection with the record of Mr. Roosevelt in his actions 
affecting the civil service 
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Here is another case. It is in my district: 

Stony Brook: Here is Stony Brook. Mrs. A is the highest 
eligible. Mr. B is the acting postmaster, who was appointed 
August 1936. But Mrs. A came out first and Mr. B came out 
second in the examination. Now, Mrs. A is a Republican; 
she used to be the Republican postmistress, and she was a 
fine postmistress. But that does not help. Mr. B is vouched 
for and Mrs. A is not. So the President’s executive order is 
not permitted to operate. Mrs. A, the highest eligible, was 
certified to the Postmaster General on June 4, 1937. 

In this case also the Postmaster General asked the Civil 
Service Commission to review the papers. They did so, and 
they again recommended Mrs. A. But still no action. 

Syosset: Mr. A is the highest eligible. He also has veter- 
ans’ preference. Mr. B is the acting postmaster and also, itis 
said, the Democratic committeeman. Mr. B was No. 2 in the 
examination. Nothing happens. Here again the Postmaster 
General asked the Commission to review the papers, and 
here again they certified the same man, the man with the 
veterans’ preference. But nothing happens, even though Mr. 
B has been acting as postmaster since April 3, 1936, and he 
cannot under the Executive order receive the formal appoint- 
ment. Mr. A, the highest eligible, was certified to the Post- 
master General on July 8, 1937. 

Southampton: Here is another one in my district. Mr. A 
is the highest eligible. He is a Republican. He used to be 
postmaster and a good one. He came out No. 1 in the 
examination and the acting postmaster came out No.2. The 
latter, I am informed, is a Democrat. He has been acting 
postmaster since August 24,1936. Mr. A was certified on June 
18, 1937, but here again the.Executive order does not operate. 

Wantagh: Another one from my district. Mrs. A is the 
highest eligible; she was also the former Republican post- 
mistress. Mrs. B is the acting postmistress, but she was way 
down in the examination. The Department is up against it 
here, because both the highest eligible and the second name 
are Republicans. But Mrs. B, the acting postmistress, is car- 
rying on and has held the office since February 20, 1937. 
Mrs. A, the highest eligible, was certified on July 14, 1937. 

Chautauqua: Here is one from outside my district. Chau- 
tauqua, N. Y., a second-class office, paying $2,500 a year. 
Mr. A is the first eligible and Mr. B the acting postmaster, 
who has been holding the office since June 30, 1936. Now, 
Mr. B also took the examination, but he could not meet the 
minimum requirements. However, he is still carrying on and 
no nomination is being sent up for Mr. A, the highest eligible. 

Cold Water: Here is one touching Cold Water. Mr. A is 
the highest eligible; Mr. B the acting postmaster. But Mr. B 
could not meet the minimum requirements. However, he is 
still carrying on and has since December 7, 1936. Mr. A was 
certified to the Postmaster General on January 6, 1938. 

Horseheads: In this case—the only one I find that may 
present merit—Mr. A is the highest eligible; he is the acting 
postmaster, but he is a Republican. It seems that the 
Department will have to nominate this man. 

Narrowsburg: Here the first eligible is a man with veterans’ 
preference. I do not know his politics. Mr. B is the acting 
postmaster and Mr. B also came out second in the exami- 
nation. The Postmaster General has asked the Commission 
for a review of this case, but the report is not yet back. 

Philmont: This case “takes the cake” for pure brass. Mr. 
A is the highest eligible; the acting postmaster is Mr. B. 
Now, Mr. B, who also took the examination, did not meet 
the minimum requirements. Yet here the Postmaster Gen- 
eral specifically asked the Civil Service Commission to review, 
not all the papers, but that of the man who could not meet 
the minimum requirements. Thismanisa Democrat. How- 
ever, the Commission has not yet recertified the case and 
we do not know what may happen. But what about three 
other eligibles who did qualify? 

Nedrow: This is a comparatively small office of the third 
class paying $1,600. Mr. A is the highest eligible; Mrs. B 
the acting postmistress. Mr. A is a Republican; Mrs. B a 
Democrat. Nothing happens, notwithstanding the Presi- 
dent’s Executive order. Mrs. B did not get a passing mark, 
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but she is still holding the office and has held it since Septem- 
ber 1936. Mr. A, the highest eligible, was certified to the 
Postmaster General on June 24, 1937. 

Rose: This is a little office, paying $1,100. Miss A is the 
highest eligible and Miss B is the acting postmistress. Now, 
they are both Democrats, as I understand it, but evidently 
one is not the right kind. Anyway, although Miss A is the 
highest eligible, she does not get the job, and Miss B, who is 
second on the list, carries on, as she has done since July 12, 
1937. Miss A, the highest eligible, was certified to the 
Postmaster General on September 18, 1937. 

West Albany: Here is one from the Albany district, a 
Democratic congressional district. Mrs. A is the highest eli- 
gible; Mr. B is second on the list, and he is also the acting 
postmaster. But the trouble here seems to be political also 
although I understand that Mrs. A is a Democrat. It seems 
that Mr. B is the brother-in-law of the Democrat district 
leader. Mrs. A was certified to the Postmaster General on 
June 12, 1937. 

Firthcliffe: This community is in Orange County. Mrs. A 
is the highest eligible. Mr. B is the acting postmaster. Mrs. 
A is a Republican, was the former postmistress, an efficient 
one, and a very popular woman in the community. Now, 
Mr. B, the acting postmaster, also took the examination, but 
he came out third on the list. In this case nothing happens, 
even though the certification of Mrs. A was made on June 
30, 1937. Mr. B, the unsuccessful candidate, is holding on 
to the office from July 1, 1937. 

New Hamburg: Here is New Hamburg, in the President’s 
own congressional district, in Dutchess County. Mr. A is the 
highest eligible. Mr. Bis the acting postmaster. Mr. B also 
took the examination, but he came out third. Here, again, 
nothing happens, and the acting postmaster keeps on with 
the office to which he was appointed in September 1936. 
Mr. A, the highest eligible, was certified in June 1937. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 10 
minutes more. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BACON. Yes. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. I have listened to the gentleman, 
and I think his discourse is instructive, especially to Demo- 
erats, because now they will know why the names of many 
of their post-office appointees have not been sent to the 
Senate. 

Mr. BACON. I hope they are going to examine these lists 
which I shall put into the Recorp with great care. They will 
find them illuminating. 

There you have the result of the investigation I made into 
the postmaster situations in New York, where the appoint- 
ments were held up what seemed to be an unreasonable 
length of time. The average New York case, where there was 
no delay, and hence no political trouble of any kind—Re- 
publican or antinew dealer or what not—took 27 days 
between the time the Commission made its certification and 
when the nomination was sent to the Senate. But in these 
cases in New York which I have given you, where there was 
trouble, here the delay stretched an average of 140 days, and 
the delay is continuing on. 

And what does the Post Office Department tell Members 
who inquire as to why so and so, the highest name on the 
eligible list, does not receive the appointment? If you can 
get a responsive answer from the Department you can get 
something that some of my colleagues could not. In one case 
where inquiry was made, it took the Department 10 minutes 
to say they could not give the reason. The usual reply was; 
“I don’t know”; “I couldn't answer that“; Maybe it will be 
sent up soon”; “Maybe not,“ also. 

Yet these New York cases are open and shut cases. There 
are included in them cases where the Department has asked 
for reviews of the Civil Service Commission, where the Com- 
mission has made the reviews, and where they recertified the 
same names again. Yet nothing happens under the Presi- 
dent’s executive order. 
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I do not know what the cases outside of New York will show 
in detail. But I have much more than simply suspicion, 
because I have no reason to feel that New York State is not 
a typical case. And if New York is typical, the same sort of 
situations will be found elsewhere. It is true that in a number 
of these cases, where no nominations have been made, espe- 
cially where the certifications were transmitted to the Post- 
master General this year, are proper cases and that the delay 
in making the nominations is simply a routine affair. 

But with the record of New York State guiding me out of 
my garden of innocence, I am also convinced that in many, 
many cases the delay is not simply a routine affair. 

I call upon the President to see that his order is carried 
out. In the current T. V. A. disorder he has charged himself 
responsible for the carrying out of the law. He has said that 
if certain officials were to be allowed to do as they pleased 
there would be rampant disorder. 

I ask his attention for the enforcement of his own order; 
and that he not permit or sanction it further to be flouted; 
that he demand respect for and observance of it. 

I ask for the appointment of those men and women who 
have fairly and rightly won their right to appointment to 
postmasterships. 

Here is the President’s own act; it is not that of the 
Postmaster General. It is his duty, his responsibility. The 
signature on the Executive order is his. 

I recall Mr. Roosevelt’s own words on August 10, 1933, 
in his letter to the National Civil Service Reform League: 

The merit system in civil service is in no danger at my hands; 
but on the contrary, I hope it will be extended and improved 
during my term as President. 

And again on January 30, 1936, in his radio address to the 
League of Women Voters: 

It matters not what political party is in power by the elective 
will of the people, Government functions for all, and there can be 
no question of greater moment, or broader effect, than the 
maintenance, strengthening, and extension of the merit system 


1 in the competitive principles of the Civil Service 
et. 


These are fine words and fine ideas. But they do not 
measure action, they do not measure real contribution. 

I appraise the contribution by this administration to civil- 
service reform and the merit system as nil. The hypocrisy 
and duplicity of the 1933 and 1936 Executive orders alone 
should come as a revelation to the American people that the 
only contribution to civil-service reform and the extension 
of the merit system by Mr. Roosevelt has been great—in lip 
service and his imposition on the country’s trustfulness. 

To give to this administration the broad, sweeping, dic- 
tatorial powers in the executive reorganization bill is un- 
thinkable. To tear down the Civil Service Commission, and 
substitute a one-man civil-service administrator, would be 
a body blow at civil-service reform from which it would 
take us a long time to recover. 

I cannot believe that the country as a whole is not greatly 
concerned at the real threat to civil-service reform through 
the elimination of the Civil Service Commission as an inde- 
pendent body of the Government. I hope that concern will 
become articulate—and I appeal to the people to give expres- 
sion to their earnest protest. 

And I hope that protest against scuttling of the Civil 
Service Commission and everything it has stood for will be- 
come so great that when this particular provision is consid- 
ered by us here in the House it will be overwhelmingly de- 
feated, defeated so decisively that it will never again rear 
its ugly head. [Applause.1 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 

Under permission granted me, I include the following 
exhibits: 

; Exurerr A 
CERTIFICATIONS BY CIVIL SERVICE. COMMISSION IN PRESIDENTIAL POST- 
MASTER EXAMINATIONS, HELD THROUGH FEBRUARY 15, 1938, UNDER 


EXECUTIVE ORDER OF JULY 20, 1936, WHERE NO NOMINATIONS HAVE 
BEEN MADE TO THE SENATE 


This list includes, with some minor exceptions, all cases where 
first eligibles certified by the Civil Service Commission are seem- 


ingly not satisfactory to the President or Postmaster General. 
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Office and date of certification 


Alabama: Deatsville, January 24, 1938; Irondale, August 6, 1937. 

Arizona: No cases. 

Arkansas: No cases. 

California: Bishop, December 30, 1937; Fontana, July 27, 1937; 
Penngrove, November 26, 1937. 

Colorado: No cases. 

Connecticut: Eastford, November 18, 1937; Essex, December 17, 
1937; Old Lyme, August 17, 1937; Southport, April 19, 1937; Thomp- 
son, June 28, 193'7; Westport, August 21, 1937. 

Delaware: Edge Moor, June 24, 1937; Georgetown, December 28, 
1937. 

Florida: Branford, September 21, 1937; Milton, July 8, 1937; 
Sneads, April 9, 1937. 

Georgia: No cases.“ 

Idaho: Mountain Home, June 17, 1937; Paul, November 3, 1937; 
Richfield, January 22, 1938. 

Illinois: Anna, January 24, 1938; Brimfield, June 2, 1937; Cairo, 
November 26, 1937; Crossville, July 14, 1937; Hollywood, September 
23, 1937; London Mills, June 22, 1937; Sterling, June 10, 1937; 
Wheeling, July 29, 1937. 

Indiana: Greenfield, August 21, 1937; Markle, June 18, 1937; 
Milan, June 30, 1937; Millersburg, January 25, 1938; North Liberty, 
August 18, 1937; Pierceton, June 28, 1937. 

Iowa: Bancroft, July 16, 1937; Correctionville, June 26, 1937; 
Defiance, November 12, 1937; Elk Horn, June 17, 1937; Orange City, 
February 12, 1938; Slater, December 3, 1937. 

Kansas: Douglass, February 12, 1938; Harper, November 4, 1937; 
Rossville, June 24, 1937; Spearville, June 2, 1937; Sublette, Janu- 
ary 27, 1938; Walnut, July 27, 1937; White City, February 18, 1938. 

Kentucky: Allensville, January 27, 1938; Bandana, August 6, 
1937; Clarkson, November 9, 1937; Hopkinsville, January 5, 1938; 
Science Hill, February 1, 1938; Slaughters, January 4, 1938. 

Louisiana: Chatham, August 9, 1937; Clarks, July 27, 1937; Clin- 
ton, July 1, 1937; Forest Hill, February 1, 1938; Gibsland, July 26, 
1937; Grayson, July 17, 1937; Haynesville, August 19, 1937; Jean- 
erette, July 30, 1937; Lafayette, July 13, 1937; Lake Providence, 
August 21, 1937; Logansport, November 16, 1937; Minden, August 
18, 1937; Oil City, August 18, 1937; Ponchatoula, June 24, 1937; 
Port Allen, June 29, 1937; Sicily Island, July 31, 1937; Zachary, 
July 3, 1937. 

Maine: Chisholm, June 3, 1937; Ellsworth, July 29, 1937; King- 
field, June 4, 1937; Kittery Point, June 8, 1937; Locke Mills, June 
25, 1937; Yarmouth, June 28, 1937. 

Maryland: Church Hill, May 18, 1937. 

Massachusetts: East Templeton, June 5, 1937. 

Michigan: Alpha, August 5, 1937; Clio, July 19, 1937; Daggett, 
August 12, 1937; Dexter, July 9, 1937; Elk Rapids, June 25, 1937; 
Falmouth, September 22, 1937; North Branch, January 21, 1938; 
Otisville, June 25, 1937; Pentwater, June 4, 1937; Rapid City, 
September 24, 1937; Vanderbilt, November 26, 1937. 

Minnesota: Maynard, February 1, 1938; New Ulm, January 25, 
1938; Pillager, August 6, 1937; Raymond, June 8, 1937; Tamarack, 
September 21, 1937; Watertown, June 8, 1937. 

Mississippi: Bolton, June 5, 1937; Fayette, June 7, 1937; Lorman, 
June 8, 1937. 

Missouri: Bismarck, July 3, 1937; Monett, February 17, 1938; 
Robertson, August 19, 1937; Sugar Creek, August 12, 1937; War- 
rensburg, July 19, 1937. 

Montana: Baker, July 19, 1937; Belgrade, July 17, 1937; Boulder, 
June 12, 1937; Custer, September 18, 1937; Libby, October 8, 1937; 
Manhattan, August 7, 1937; Troy, August 18, 1937; Valier, January 
25, 1938. 

Nebraska: Bloomington, February 18, 1938; Holdrege, August 5, 
1937. 

Nevada: No cases. 

New Hampshire: East Kingston, November 5, 1937; Kingston, 
June 26, 1937; North Rochester, June 21, 1937; Seabrook, August 
21, 1937; Suncook, July 2, 1937. 

New Jersey: Cliffside Park, December 3, 1937; Dover, June 10, 
1937; Englewood, December 31, 1937; Fords, May 21, 1937; Harring- 
ton Park, June 11, 1937; Haworth, June 14, 1937; Hillsdale, July 30, 
1937; Livingston, June 24, 1937; Montvale, June 24, 1937; New- 
foundland, July 7, 1937; Ocean Gate, November 11, 1937; Pine 
Beach, November 12, 1937; Seaside Heights, July 3, 1937; Shrews- 
bury, June 28, 1937. 

New Mexico: Belen, May 24, 1937; Texico, January 7, 1938. 

New York: Chautauqua, January 3, 1938; Cold Water, January 
6, 1938; East Quogue, June 5, 1937; Firtheliffe, June 30, 1937; 
Horseheads, January 4, 1938;. Long Island City, August 12, 1937; 
Narrowsburg, July 3, 1937; Nedrow, June 24, 1937; New Hamburg, 
June 7, 1937; Philmont, January 27, 1938; Rose, September 18, 
1937; Stony Brook, June 4, 1937; Syosset, July 8, 1937; Wantagh, 
aay 14, 1937; West Albany, June 12, 1937; Southampton, June 18, 
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North Carolina: Flat Rock, July 2, 1937; Granite Quarry, A 
18, 1937; Hope Mills, July 27, 1937; Longhurst, May 21, 1937. 
North Dakota: Kramer, September 21, 1937; Max, June 7, 1937; 
Northwood, January 11, 1938; Portal, August 18, 1937; Sherwood, 
July 15, 1937; Wimbledon, August 18, 1937. 
i Ohio: South Webster, December 28, 1937; Warren, January 8, 
938. 
Oklahoma: Mutual, June 24, 1937; Paden, December 17, 1937; 
Stratford, July 28, 1937. 
5 Freewater, February 18, 1938; North Bend, June 29, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


4045 


Pennsylvania: Andalusia, October 1, 1937; Avella, June 18, 1937; 
Beaver Meadows, July 22, 1937; Devon, December 30, 1937; Drift- 
wood, July 21, 1937; Fairbank, A t 18, 1937; Fredericksburg, 
June 3, 1937; Glassport, January 27, 1938; Glenside, July 14, 1937; 
Ivyland, September 21, 1937; Kersey, February 12, 1938; Laureldale, 
June 2, 1937; Ligonier, January 28, 1938; Ludlow, December 1, 1937; 
McVeytown, June 5, 1937; Mauch Chunk, August 12, 1937; Mill 
Hall, July 12, 1937; Nemacolin, February 15, 1938; New Galilee, 
June 24, 1937; Pine Grove, August 3, 1937; Quincy, September 21, 
1937; Seward, September 28, 1937; Shillington, January 22, 1938; 
anver Oropi, July 26, 1937; Skytop, July 28, 1937; Tower City, July 
22, 1937. 

Puerto Rico: No cases. 

Rhode Island: Greystone, June 26, 1937. 

8 Carolina: Chester, August 10, 1937; Ridgeway, July 19, 

37. 

South Dakota: Artesian, January 22, 1938; Ashton, July 29, 1937; 
Bristol, July 31, 1937; Jefferson, October 21, 1937; Letcher, Decem- 
ber 17, 1937. 

Tennessee: Benton, August 9, 1937; Cedar Hill, July 15, 1937; 
Lawrenceburg, August 17, 1937; Millington, June 8, 1937; Waverly, 
July 23, 1937. 

Texas: Bay City, January 25, 1938; Call, September 21, 1937; 
Cross Plains, June 25, 1937; Elsa, July 21, 1937; High Island, Sep- 
tember 23, 1937; Malakoff, June 25, 1937; Palestine, January 18, 
1938; Rosenberg, May 4, 1937; Schulenburg, June 14, 1937; Zavalla, 
August 10, 1937. 

Utah: Blanding, May 26, 1937; Escalante, January 31, 1938; Rich- 
field, January 24, 1938. 

Vermont: No cases. 

Virginia: Portsmouth, October 23, 1937. 

Washington: Silverdale, July 20, 1937. 

West Virginia: East Rainelle, June 5, 1937; Elizabeth, August 11, 
1937; Fort Gay, July 19, 1937; Omar, February 15, 1938; Piedmont, 
July 29, 1937; Wayne, January 21, 1938. 

Wisconsin: Baileys Harbor, July 3, 1937; Black Creek, June 3, 
1937; Brantwood, June 30, 1937; Minocqua, July 29, 1937; Randolph, 
July 15, 1937; Reedsville, December 11, 1937; Roberts, October 1, 
1937; Sussex, July 9, 1937; Wauzeka, June 25, 1937. 

Wyoming: No cases. 

(Source: The CONGRESSIONAL RECORD volumes and indexes, which 
were consulted through March 21, 1938.) 

General note: The above list comprises 235 post offices where no 
nominations have been made to Senate on basis of certifications 
given by Civil Service Commission to Postmaster General under 
Executive order of July 20, 1936. It is pointed out that delay in 
some of these cases, those where certifications have been made in 
1938, may be perfectly proper. 


Exum B 


1. Requests by Postmaster General to Civil Service Commission 
for review of Commission’s original certifications 


„ From time to time, however, the Department (Post 
Office Department) has returned some of the certificates with a 
request for further consideration . (From letter by 
H. B. Mitchell, president, U. S. Civil Service Commission, to Rep- 
resentative Rosert L. Bacon, February 28, 1938.) 


2. Justification for such requests 


In about 50 percent of the instances where requests for review 
were directed to the Civil Service Commission by the Postmaster 
General the certificates were returned to the Commission with the 
simple request “that the papers be reviewed.” In the other 50 
percent of the instances the request for review stated some reason 
why it was desired. 

(Source: Informal information secured from Civil Service Com- 
mission on request of Representative ROBERT L. Bacon, March 
1938.) 


3. List of post offices where reviews of Civil Service Commission 
certifications were asked Postmaster General, and statement of 
disposition of such req s by Civil Service Commission 


Date certifica- 

tion returned 

by Postmaster 
General 


Date recertified by Civil | Disposition of review 
Service Commission 


request 


Feb. 11,1938 
Irondale Aug. 13, 1937 
Florida: Sneads._..| Apr. 19, 1937 


June 29,1937 | July 10, 1937. Do. 
Oct. 1,1937 | Nov. 6, 1937. Do. 
ollyw: Jan. 11,1938 | Not yet recer! 
Indiana: North | Dec. 6, 1937 | Dee. 17, 1037 Do. 
Liberty. 
Towa: 
Defiance......-]_.-.- eee Jan. 5, 1938 Do. 
Elk Horn Ju 1. 1937 | Not yet recertified 
Kansas: Spearville.| June 30,1937 | Aug. 7, 1087 Do. 
Kentucky: Slaugh- Jan. 27,1938 | Mar. 9, 1938... i Do, 
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3. List of post offices where reviews of Civil Service Commission 
certifications were asked by Postmaster General, and statement of 
disposition of such requests by Civil Service Commission—Con. 


tion returned | Date recertified by Civil | Disposition of review 
by 8 Service Commission request 


1 name recerti- 


Si Island 
Michigan: North 
Branch 
July 3, 1937... 
Feb. 7, 1988. 
Not yet recertified - 


Mississippi: Bolton 
Montana: Boulder. 
New 1 
North Roches! 
New Jersey: oe 
side H 


Feb. 1, 188 


Mar, 15, 1938._-....-.-.- 
Not yet recertified 


. Civil Service Comae R. L, 


Source: Letter from U. to Representative 
Bacon, Mar. 16, 1038. and p informal inquiry as to disposition of review requests. 
Exutsrr C 
1. e lapse of time in making nominations to Senate in cases 


here action on certifications by Civil Service Commission were 
en held wp by President or Postmaster General 


NEW YORK STATE, AS AVERAGE EXAMPLE 


Date of certi- 
fication 


SSS TASSEN 


17 


Normal of time e 

NOTE. ek re this e are are yexeluded— (a) 3 where certifications were made 
— adjournment of Congress and (b) 1 where elapsed time between certification 
and nomination, for special reasons, was 5 times 


normal elapsed time. 
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2. Length of time certifications of first eligibles are being held up 
President or Postmaster General where such first eligibles are 

seemingly not satisfactory to President or Postmaster General, and 

aaa. no nominations have been made to Senate through Mar. 16, 


NEW YORK STATE, AS AVERAGE EXAMPLE 


Length of time cases held up by President or Postmaster General where highest 
ible eee not satisfactory equals 140 days. 
of time computed entirely on yall when nominations could have 
been sent to —.— Days 9 not in session not included. 


GENERAL NOTE.—The ma in this exhibit is furnished simply to afford any 
one interested the facts in iy som of m statements.— R. L. 


Seventy-fifth Congress in sessi , Jan. 5, = i Aug. 21, 1937; second, 


Nov. 15, 1937, to Dec. 21, 1937; 7 third, Jan. 3, 1038 to 


Exuisir D 
EXECUTIVE ORDER NO, 7421 
Procedure relating to the eee of first-, second-, and third- 
class postmasters 


By virtue of and pursuant to the vested in me 
section 1753 of the Revised Statutes (U. 8. C., title 5, sec. 631), 
by the act of July 12, 1876 (U. S. C., title 39, sec. 31), and as Pres- 
ident of the United States, it is hereby ordered that whenever a 


acter or residence of such eligible disqualifies him for appointment. 

This procedure shall be followed in all examinations announced 

by the Civil Service Commission subsequent to the date of this 
er. 


of i of applications. 
3. 


SEC. No person who has passed his sixty-seventh birthday 
shall be appointed acting 


Sec. 4. In all examinations held under the provisions of section 
1 hereof, the age limit prescribed in section 3 shall be waived as 


General in accordance with their relative sg thus — 
The time such candidates were in the service during such wars 


1938 


may be reckoned by the Commission in making up the required 
5 of business experience. 

. 5. This order supersedes all prior Executive orders affecting 
or hee to the appointment of postmasters to post offices of the 
first, second, and third classes. 

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT. 


JULY 20, 1936. 

Nore.—Under this Executive order, the Postmaster General 
has no option but to submit to the President, for appointment, 
the name of the highest eligible certified by the Civil Service 
Commission. The words, “who shall thereupon submit to the 
President,” above italicized, are directory and permit of no arbi- 
trary delay. And they certainly are a complete bar to requests 
addressed to the Civil Service Commission for review of papers 


except for grave reasons. 
a 2 R. L. B. 


Exuir E 
EXECUTIVE ORDER OF JULY 12, 1933 


When a vacancy exists or occurs in the position of postmaster at 
an office of the first, second, or third class, the Postmaster General 
may submit to the President for renomination the name of the post- 
master whose term has expired or is about to expire, or the name of 
some qualified person within the competitive classified civil service. 
If no such person is nominated, the Postmaster General shall certify 
the fact to the Civil Service Commission which shall forthwith hold 
an open competitive examination to test the fitness of applicants 
not in either of the above-mentioned classes to fill such vacancy. 
When such examination has been held and the papers submitted 
therewith have been rated the Commission shall furnish a certifi- 
cate of not less than three eligibles, if the same can be obtained, to 
the Postmaster General, who shall submit to the President the name 
of one of the highest three for appointment to fill such vacancy: 
Provided, That the Postmaster General may reject the name of any 
person or persons so certified if he shall find that such person or 
persons is disqualified, in which event the said Commission shall 
upon request of the Postmaster General complete the certificate of 
three names: Provided, That no person who has passed his sixty- 
sixth anit A at the date for close of receipt of applications for 
such tion shall be permitted to take the same: And pro- 
vided further, That no person shall be examined for who 
has not actually resided within the delivery of the office for which 
ie parther is made for 1 year next preceding such date: And pro 
her, That at the expiration of the term of any 

or pret tele such expiration, or upon the death, resignation, or 

removal of any postmaster, the Postmaster General may, in his dis- 
cretion, request the Civil Service Commission to hold an examination. 

If, pursuant to this order, it is desired to submit to the President 
for nomination the name of a person in the competitive classified 
service, such person must first be found by the Civil Service Com- 
mission to possess the requisite qualifications. 

No person who has passed his sixty-sixth birthday shall be ap- 
pointed acting in an office of the first, second, or third 
class unless he is already in the Postal Service. 

The Civil Service Commission, in rating the examination papers 
of candidates who are veterans of the World War, Spanish-American 
War, or the Philippine Insurrection, shall add to their earned rat- 
ings five points and make certification to the Postmaster General in 
accordance with their relative positions thus acquired. 

FCC 
w.... TTT e required 
length of business experience. As to such candidates, all age 
limitations shall be waived. 

1 a 3 all previous Lo erg oe affecting 

e appointment of postmasters post offices first, second, 
and third classes. . 


Note.—The proviso italicized above in the second sentence, 
“not in either of the above-mentioned classes to fill such vacancy, 5 
had the effect directly, because of its measured terms, to pro- 
in the competitive classified Postal Service, 
„ from taking the competitive 

superintendent of 


to inform them that the Executive order 
made them ineligible as applicants. 
R. L. B. 


EXHIsIT F 


PROCEDURE IN MAKING PERSONAL INVESTIGATIONS INCIDENT TO 
DETERMINING QUALIFICATIONS OF APPLICANTS 


“In response to an informal inquiry made by your secretary, it 
may be stated that personal investigations are, as previously indi- 
cated, made by a representative of the Commission and a post- 
office inspector. In such investigations each applicant is inter- 
viewed at length and a full and comprehensive statement is se- 
cured from him relative to his education, business , civic 
activities, and any other elements which may have a bearing on 
his qualifications and suitability for the position of postmaster. 


LXXXNI--256 
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In addition to the interview with the applicant, a number of his 
personal references are interviewed, as well as business and pro- 
fessional men and women, representatives of labor organizations, 
members of women’s clubs, etc. A very conscientious effort is 
made to obtain a good cross section of opinion among the patrons 
of the office regarding all candidates. Each person interviewed is 
requested to give the Commission the benefit of his or her opin- 
ion concerning the qualifications and suitability of each appli- 
cant, with sole reference to merit and fitness for the position. 

“Personal investigations are made in connection with all offices 
where the compensation is $2,400 per year or more. Because of 
the number of cases involved, we have not been able to extend 
this practice to offices of the third class, that is, those paying less 
than $2,400 per year, unless, because of complications, it is found 
impracticable to obtain the necessary information by correspond- 
ence. Personal investigations are, however, highly desirable in all 
cases and would be made if the Commission were in a position to 
do so. For third-class offices a written examination is given, in 
addition to ratings on business training, experience, and fitness; 
while for offices of the first and second classes the ratings are based 
solely on education and business experience and fitness, the latter 
subject having a relative weight of 80 in the 100. 

“The Commission has made every effort with its limited facili- 
ties to hold examinations for postmasters and certify the results 
to the Department promptly. This is equally true with respect to 
the recertification of those cases returned by the Department with 
request for further consideration.”—From letter of Harry B. 
Mitchell, President, United States Civil Service Commission, to 
Representative ROBERT L. Bacon, March 16, 1938. 

Norr.—The above gives the procedure in the personal investi- 
gations. The reports submitted to the Civil Service Commis- 
sion are joint reports (by the civil-service examiner and the 
postal r) and the papers are then rated by the examiners 
and the reviewers. About five people in the Civil Service Com- 
mission check and recheck the papers before the Commission 
transmits the certifications to the Postmaster General. 

As proof of the care with which the Commission operates, it is 
noteworthy that in 23 completed cases where reviews of papers 
were asked by the Postmaster General the Civil Service Commis- 
sion recertified the original certificates in 21 cases, and in only 
2 cases were amendments of the original certificates made. (See 
exhibit B.) “ee 


ExRrurr G 
FIRST AND SECOND CLASS 
Form 2213, December 1936 
United States Civil Service Examination 


Applications must be properly executed and filed with the 
United States Civil Service Commission at Washington, D. C., prior 
to the hour of closing business on the date specified above. 

The following is a list of post offices at which there are vacancies 
in the position of postmaster, with the salary of each position: 


At the request of the Postmaster General the United States Civil 
Service Commission announces am open competitive examination 
from which it is expected to fill a vacancy in the position of post- 
master at each of the offices named above. This is not an examina- 
tion under the Civil Service Act and rules, but is held under an 
Executive order issued July 20, 1936, which provides as follows: 
. rr A Mo ponton of Syms 
in any office of the first, EO OE PIA. claas as pedir grec 
death, (2) resignation, e removal, or (4) ss ee, Or 
follo’ shall be observed, in accordance with the provi- 
sions of the Civil Service Act of January 16, 1883 (22 stat. 403), and 
the rules and regulations made ursuant to the said act, insofar as 
ons may be app 
Postmaster 


acancy 
employee is found eligible by the Civil Service Commission by 
noncompetitive examination; or 

“(b) Upon request of the Postmaster General, the Civil Service 

on shall forthwith hold an open competitive examina- 
tion to test the fitness of applicants to fill such vacancy and 
shall certify the results thereof to the Postmaster General, who 
shall thereupon submit to the President for appointment to fill 
the vacancy the name of the highest eligible unless it is estab- 
lished to the satisfaction of the Civil Service Commission that 
the character or residence of such eligible disqualifies him for 
appointment. This procedure shall be followed in all examina- 
tions announced by the Civil Service Commission subsequent to 
the date of this order. 

“Src. 2. No person may be admitted to the examinations pro- 
vided for in section 1 hereof unless he has been a bona fide 
patron of the office for which a postmaster is to be appointed, 
for at least 1 year immediately preceding the time fixed for the 
close of receipt of applications. 
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“Sec. 3. No person who has passed his sixty-seventh birthday 
shall be appointed acting postmaster in any office of the first, 
second, or third class unless he is already in the Postal Service, 
nor shall any such person, except as provided in section 4 hereof, 
be admitted to any examination which may be held for any such 
office under the provisions of section 1. 

“Sec. 4. In all examinations held under the provisions of sec- 
tion 1 hereof, the age limit prescribed in section 3 shall be waived 
as to candidates who are entitled to military preference as a 
result of service in the World War, the Spanish-American War, 
or the Philippine Insurrection, and in rating the examination 
papers of such candidates the Civil Service Commission shall 
add five points to their earned ratings and make certification 
to the Postmaster General in accordance with their relative 
positions thus acquired. The time such candidates were in the 
service during such wars may be reckoned by the Commission 
in making up the required length of business experience. 

“Sec. 5. This order supersedes all prior Executive orders affecting 
or relating to the appointment of postmaster to post offices of 
the first, second, and third classes. 

Veteran preference: Five points are added to the earned ratings 
of each of the following classes of persons entitled to veteran 
preference: 

(1) Honorably discharged veterans of the wars mentioned in 
the Executive order quoted in this announcement. 

(2) Widows of such honorably discharged veterans. 

(3) Wives of such honorably discharged veterans who them- 
selves are physically disqualified for this examination by reason of 
service-connected disability. 

(4) Wives of such honorably discharged veterans who them- 
selves are over 55 years of age and because of disability, whether 
service-connected or not, are by law entitled to pension. 

Persons claiming preference should obtain Form 14, fill it out, 
and submit it with their applications. Preference will not be 
granted unless the necessary proof mentioned in Form 14 is 
furnished. 

Subjects and weights: Applicants will not be required to report 
for examination at any place but will be rated on the following 
subjects, which will have the relative weights indicated: 


Subjects Weights 

ene rd meaien E 
2. Business experience and fitness 80 
ON EEE te a Re I O a a n 100 


Method of rating: The rating on the education and training of 
the applicant will be determined on the basis of information (sub- 
ject to corroboration) furnished in the application, in which the 
applicant is required to show the names and locations of all schools 
attended, whether of elementary, collegiate, or professional grade; 
the dates of attendance; and whether or not the applicant was 
graduated in each case from a prescribed course of study. 

The rating of an applicant on business experience and fitness will 
be determined on the basis of his statement of experience in his 
application and of other evidence—confirmatory, supplementary, or 
corrective—secured through a careful investigation by the Civil 
Service Commission. 

The careful supplementary investigation of each applicant by the 
Civil Service Commission has two aspects: First, full inquiry as to 
the suitability and fitness of the applicant as shown by his char- 
acter and personal characteristics; and, second, careful inquiry, of 
persons best qualified to know, as to his ability, business qualifica- 
tions, and experience and success in business or employment and in 
meeting and dealing with the public. 

Applicants must possess the following qualifications: 

1. They must be citizens of the United States. 

2. Must be patrons of office: They must have been bona fide 
patrons of the post office for which application is made for at least 
1 year immediately preceding the date for the close of receipt of 
applications. 

. Experience: For offices paying more than $2,300, up to and 
including $4,000 a year, the applicant must show that for at least 
3 years he has been engaged in occupations in which he has dem- 
onstrated ability to conduct the affairs of a business to the extent 
8 a postmaster of the post office for which he is an 
applicant. 

offices paying more than $4,000, up to and including $6,000 
a year, the applicant must show that for at least 5 years he has 
been engaged in occupations in which he has demonstrated ability 
to , to direct, and to manage business affairs to the extent 
stipes r Sa apt eee for which he is an 
applicant. 

For offices paying more than $6,000 a year, the applicant must 
show that for at least 7 years he has been engaged in occupations 
in which he has demonstrated ability to organize, to direct, and 
to business affairs to the extent required of a postmaster 
of the post office for which he is an applicant. 

For all offices, it must be shown in all cases that the applicant 
has demonstrated ability to meet and deal with the public satis- 
factorily. 

STATEMENTS AS TO EDUCATION, TRAINING, AND EXPERIENCE ARE ACCEPTED 
SUBJECT TO VERIFICATION 


4. Age: On the date for the close of receipt of applications, ap- 
postmaster f; 


plicants for the position of at an office of the first class 
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‘of the first, second, and third classes. 


‘MARCH 24 


must have reached their thirtieth birthday, and for the position of 
postmaster at an office of the second class, their twenty-third 
birthday. Those who have passed their sixty-seventh birthday on 
the date for the close of receipt of applications are not eligible to 
compete for any office. These age limits are waived in the case of 
persons granted preference because of military or naval service. 

5. They must be in good physical condition. 

Photographs: Each applicant must submit with his application 
a small unmounted photograph of himself, taken within 2 years, 
with his name written thereon. Proofs or group photographs will 
not be accepted. Photographs will not be returned to applicants. 

Applications: Persons who meet the requirements and wish to 
enter this examination should apply at once for application form 
10 and supplementary form 3220, stating the name of the office 
for which these forms are to be filed, to the United States Civil 
Service Commission, Washington, D. C., or at the post office in the 
city where the vacancy exists. Applications must be properly ex- 
ecuted and filed with the Commission at Washington not later 
than the hour of closing business on the date specified at the head 
of this ammouncement. 

Persons who will not be appointed: The Post Office Department 
will not appoint to the position of postmaster a person concerned 
in a contract for carrying the mails, either as contractor, sub- 
contractor, or surety, or any member of the immediate family of 
such a person, or the husband or wife of a rural carrier. 

Hours of service: The Postal Laws and Regulations provide that 
postmasters at offices of the first, second, and third classes shall 
devote a minimum of 8 hours daily (except Saturdays) during 
the business part of the day to their duties as postmasters. 

Warning: All persons are warned against offering, promising, 
paying, soliciting, or receiving any money or other valuable thing, 
as a political contribution or otherwise, for use of influence, sup- 
port, or promise of support, in obtaining appointment. Any such 
act is a violation of law, and offenders will be prosecuted. 


Exursir H 


THIRD CLASS 
Form 2223-a Sept. 1937 
Executive order of July 20, 1936: 


“Procedure relating to the appointment of first-, second-, and 
third-class postmasters 


“By virtue of and pursuant to the authority vested in me by 
section 1753 of the Revised Statutes (U. S. C., title 5, sec. 631), 
by the act of July 12, 1876 (U. S. C., title 39, sec. 31), and 28 
President of the United States, it is hereby ordered that whenever 
a vacancy occurs in the position of r in any office of the 
first, second, or third class as the results of (1) death, (2) resigna- 
tion, (3) removal, or (4) expiration of term, the following pro- 
cedure shall be observed, in accordance with the provisions of the 
Civil Service Act of January 16, 1883 (22 Stat. 403), and the rules 
and regulations made pursuant to the said act, insofar as such pro- 
visions may be applicable. 

“Sec. 1. (a) The Postmaster General may recommend to the 
President the appointment of the incumbent, or the appointment 
by promotion of a classified employee in the Postal Service in the 
vacancy office, provided either such incumbent or such classified 
employee is found eligible by the Civil Service Commission by non- 
competitive examination; or 

“(b) Upon request of the Postmaster General, the Civil Service 
Commission shall forthwith hold an open competitive examination 
to test the fitness of applicants to fill such vacancy and shall 
certify the results thereof to the Postmaster General, who shall 
thereupon submit to the President for appointment to fill the 
vacancy the name of the highest eligible unless it is established 
to the satisfaction of the Civil Service Commission that the char- 
acter or residence of such eligible disqualifies him for appointment. 
This procedure shall be followed in all examinations announced by 
the Civil Service Commission subsequent to the date of this order. 

“Sec. 2. No person may be admitted to the examinations pro- 
vided for in section 1 hereof unless he has been a bona fide patror. 
of the office for which a postmaster is to be appointed for at least 
1 year immediately preceding the time fixed for the close of receipt 
of applications. 

“Sec. 3. No person who has passed his sixty-seventh birthday 
shall be appointed acting postmaster in any office of the first, 
second, or third class unless he is already in the Postal Service, nor 
shall any such person, except as provided in section 4 hereof, be ad- 
mitted to any examination which may be held for any such office 
under the provisions of section 1. 

“Sec. 4. In all examinations held under the provisions of section 
1 hereof, the age limit prescribed in section 3 shall be waived as 
to candidates who are entitled to military preference as a result 
of service in the World War, the Spanish-American War, or the 
Philippine Insurrection; and in rating the examination papers of 
such candidates the Civil Service Commission shall add five points 
to their earned ratings and make certification to the Postmaster 
General in accordance with their relative positions thus acquired. 
The time such candidates were in the service during such wars 
may be reckoned by the Commission in making up the required 
length of business experience. 

“Sec. 5. This order supersedes all prior Executive orders affect- 


ing. or. rela to the appointment ot postmasters to post offices 


1938 


Preference 

In allowing preference as provided by the order quoted above, 
the following procedure is observed: 

Five points are added to the earned ratings of each of the follow- 
ing classes of persons entitled to preference: 

(1) Honorably discharged veterans of the wars mentioned in the 
above order; 

(2) Widows of such honorably discharged veterans. 

(3) Wives of such honorably discharged veterans who themselves 
are physically 3 for this examination by reason of service- 
connected disability; and 

(4) Wives of such honorably discharged veterans who themselves 
are over 55 years of age and because of disability, whether service- 
connected or not, are by law entitled to pension. 

Persons claiming preference should obtain Form 14, fill it out, 
and submit it with their applications. Preference will not be 
granted unless the mecessary proof mentioned in Form 14 is 
furnished. 

Examinations for offices of the third class 

Candidates for offices having annual compensation from $1,100 to 
$2,300, inclusive, will be assembled for a written examination and 
will be examined in the following subjects, which will have the 
relative weights indicated: 


Subjects 


Weights 


bject is 126 test the candidute's 2 to 
express himsel eeii in a business letter on a practical su! — 3 1 
ing, experience, and 1 


ex 
sonality, which have a material ng on his or her mpera wi Lank to 
serve the public as postmaster. The rating upon the candi- 
date’s sworn statements of his personal bitory, as verified after in- 
quiry by the Commission. It must be clearly shown that the 
candidate has de ability in meeting and dealing satis- 
factorily with the public) ..-- 5 


l. —.üüßßñ% el 10 


Specimen questions for offices of the third class 

The following tests, which have been used, indicate the general 
character of the examination given for offices having annual com- 
pensation from $1,100 to $2,300: 

First subject—Post-office accounts and computation: 1. In a 
form provided by the examiner, the candidate will make computa- 
tions from the items furnished, entering in the proper blank space 
the increase or decrease for each item and the total increase and 
decrease, together with the net increase or decrease for all items. 
The following group of items has been used: 
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2883885 


Lat 


8525 


$ 


ARR 
FH 


77, 909 


2. During the quarter ending March 31, 1937, the postmaster 
at Wellsford, S. C., issued the following money orders: January 
2, $16.20; January 14. 887.03; January 18, $35.19; January 27, $9.36; 
February 5, $76.41; February 19, $2.43; February 24, $4.05; March 
8, $56.52; March 16, $19.26; March 25, $89.10. 

The following is a summary of his other cash-book transactions 
for the quarter: Paid special delivery fees, $2.35; collected box rent, 
$38.60; received for second-class postage, $15.56; paid rent, light, 
and fuel bill for the quarter, $187.05; sold waste paper and twine, 
82 cents; received $75 in cash from the Central Accounting Post- 
master; paid his own salary for the quarter, $313.63; was notified 
by the General Accounting Office that $1.98 is due the 
by reason of error in previous statement. The amount of surplus 
funds necessary to balance the account was remitted for deposit. 

In Form No. 1 below, list and total the money orders issued and 
the fees. Then from the totals found on Form 
No. 1 and the summary given above pi Form No. 2, determine 
the amount of surplus funds remitted for deposit and close the ac- 
count, writing all work in ink. 

Schedule of fees over and above the amount of the order which 
the postmaster must collect from the public for the Government 
on issue of money orders: 


For orders from $20.01 to $40 


For orders from $40.01 to 660—— 18 cents 
For orders from $60.01 to 880—— 2 20 cents 
For orders from $80.01 to 6100 — 22 cents 


Form 1, List of money orders 
issued 


ae issued, Receipts 


Permit matter postage 


Second subject—penmanship: The reting on penmanship will 
be determined by the legibility and general appearance of the 
handwriting of the candidate as shown by the letter written by 
candidate under the third subject. No particular style of penman- 
ship is preferred. 

Third seubject—letter writing: The candidate is permitted to 
write on either of two subjects given, both of which will deal with 
matters of a practical nature. The purpose of this exercise is to 
test the ability of the candidate to express himself intelligently in 
oo bint meg and is not a test of his academic knowledge of 

e subjec 

Fourth subject—business training, experience, and fitness: This 
subject is rated on the candidate’s statements and corroborative 
evidence. Statements as to training and experience are subject to 
verification. All information will be treated as confidential. Can- 
commune 5 pe 88 to give full Suai cerauen information con- 
cern. ucation, training, usiness experience on 
blanks furnished. 


Money orders issued (total as shown by list) 
neg money orders issued (total as shown by 
Second-class postage 


Payments 


rein Acounting Office differences dus post- 
master. 
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Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ALLEN]. 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, for 16 weeks, 
counting the special session, the Seventy-fifth Congress has 
been debating various types of legislation, but not yet have 
we given time or effort to the major problem which confronts 
this Nation, unemployment. We have passed an agricultural 
bill of debatable merit, we have passed several appropriation 
bills and a number of minor bills. Last week we spent con- 
Siderable time on a bill authorizing a supernavy. For 2 
weeks the other body of this Congress has been considering a 
reorganization bill which has absolutely nothing to do with 
the major problem which confronts us; a bill which contains 
certain provisions that in my opinion are undemocratic and 
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contradictory of the principles on which this Nation was 
founded. Unemployment, the major problem which con- 
fronts this Nation, has not been discussed to any great extent. 
We have not tackled the problem in a direct, forceful, or con- 
structive manner, and each day we sit here without attacking 
that problem it becomes steadily worse in geometric pro- 
gression. = 

We have been either unwilling or afraid to face the issue in 
its practical reality. We have vegetated here, if you please, 
in helpless apathy while the ranks of the unemployed have 
swelled from some 6,000,000 last fall to 13,000,000 today. 
The only attempt we have made to alleviate this condition was 
when we passed a deficiency appropriation bill several weeks 
ago of $250,000,000 which is absolutely inadequate so far as 
the number of unemployed are concerned. It will not to 
any great extent alleviate their suffering; and, what is more, 
it is not a long-range answer to the problem of unemploy- 
ment. For 5 years we have been plastering ointment on an 
open sore to keep it from running; we have been applying 
salve to an ugly wound to hide it from view; but not yet have 
we probed directly to the roots of this unemployment prob- 
lem; not yet have we attacked those fundamental fallacies in 
our system which in a land of plenty and abundance cause 
starvation and distress. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I would ask the gentleman what he 
would suggest as a possible remedy for the unemployment 
problem. 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. I hope to touch upon that 
if the time permits, but I would like to lead up to it in an 
orderly way. 

Appropriations for unemployment are absolutely necessary 
at this time. We will all agree that society owes to every 
able-bodied and willing person the opportunity to earn his 
or her own living. Society owes to itself the benefits which 
come from productive labor. It is an astounding truth that 
during the past 8 years we in America are poorer by 
$133,000,000,000 because of unemployment and idleness. 
Pump priming is O. K. and satisfactory in times of emer- 
gency; but, Mr. Chairman, we cannot go on indefinitely in 
this emergency state of mind; we cannot preserve this de- 
mocracy of ours by merely reenacting emergency legislation. 
We have got to assume a long-range viewpoint, and we have 
got to formulate long-range policies, if we are really going 
to do our duty to the people who send us here to represent 
them. The time has come to stop pump priming and to 
repair the pump. 

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. BATES. Has not the time also come when we have 
got to stop the tremendous volume of imports that is coming 
into this country and preserve our own market for our own 
industrial workers? 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. I feel that imports at this 
time of materials which we can make in America profitably 
are absolutely uncalled for. [Applause.] Where we have 
natural aptitudes and natural resources, unused plant ca- 
pacity and idle labor, we should concentrate on our own 
markets and not on importing materials made by cheap 
labor in competition with our own. 

We have been referred to on frequent occasions as a “do- 
nothing” Congress. On the contrary, we have done a great 
deal during this session of Congress on matters which are 
absolutely necessary; but, in my opinion, we should conclude 
routine legislation as quickly as possible and then remain here 
in Washington until we have tackled and solved this major 
problem of unemployment. In my opinion, we have no right 
to go home until we have done so. [Applause.] There are 
three groups in America which can solve this problem if we 
can bring them together in a spirit of harmony and mutual 
self-sacrifice. I refer to Government, to labor, and to indus- 
try. ‘These three forces pulling together can solve this prob- 
lem in short order. It is not an insurmountable problem. 

We all agree it is a man-made condition. By the same 
token we must likewise agree that by man it can be corrected. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


MARCH 24 


Where is there a more adequate body on the face of the earth 
than the Congress of the United States to solve this problem 
which is the result of greed, selfishness, and blindness on the 
part of a relatively few people? 

Frequent conferences have been held in Washington during 
recent weeks between the executives in the Government serv- 
ice, businessmen, and labor chiefs. These conferences have 
undoubtedly done some good, although I question how much 
value has actually come of them for the reason that a con- 
ference, to be effective, must give birth to a definite plan of 
action. It does not do a bit of good to sit down for a few 
hours each day and confer, then do nothing about it. 

Mr. Chairman, the time has come when these groups I 
have just mentioned—the Government, business, and labor— 
must hold additional conferences in Washington; but they 
must remain in conference until they have conceived and 
formulated a definite plan of action which will drag us out 
of the depression and start us well on the road to prosperity. 
For 5 years now, or a little longer, we have financed unem- 
ployment at great cost. As far as I am concerned I shall 
continue to vote for appropriations to take care of our un- 
employed; but, Mr. Chairman, that is not the long-range 
answer to this problem. 

None of us want to see the unemployed suffer. But we 
must realize that by merely reenacting certain types of emer- 
gency legislation we will continue to do that until our Federal 
Treasury is exhausted. The real answer to the problem is 
to restore these people to jobs in private industry. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Has the gentleman any formula or plan 
of his own to suggest? 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. I have an idea. What would 
be wrong with calling business leaders and labor leaders to 
Washington and presenting this proposition? 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
gentleman 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, we could 
have the Government support business to the full extent of 
the National Treasury if business would agree to employ 
men as rapidly as possible, agree to take back a certain num- 
ber each month, and agree, in return for this Federal aid, to 
reduce prices as production increased, and further, not to 
cut wages but increase wages as production increased. In 
other words, to set in reverse what business did last year 
when we were enjoying relative prosperity. 

We all know that in times of great business activity pro- 
duction costs go down. That is the time to reduce selling 
prices and increase wages. If the people of our country are 
going to buy back the very things which they produce, it is 
absolutely necessary to keep the real income of the Ameri- 
can people two jumps ahead of the cost of living. When the 
cost of living is two jumps ahead of the income of our peo- 
ple, then we are bound to have a depression. If the Gov- 
ernment, business, and labor can agree that in return for 
Federal aid, as production increases and as these men are 
put back to work, prices come down, and wages increase, 
I would be definitely in favor of financing employment for 
a change instead of repeatedly financing unemployment. 

Mr. McGRANERY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. McGRANERY. Is not the gentleman somewhat con- 
vinced that the present recession has been brought about as 
the result of a sit-down strike on the part of big business? 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. I cannot agree that big 
business would commit intentional suicide. I believe they 
have unwittingly done so by advancing prices to such an 
extent last year that people could not buy back the very 
goods which they made, because of inadequate incomes in 
the face of excessively high prices. I repeat that this Con- 
gress will be delinquent in its duty if it adjourns without 
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taking action to ameliorate the plight of the unemployed 
people in America. [{Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. SmrrH] 30 minutes. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, we have had several inter- 
esting and important discussions on various topics this after- 
noon, and as much as I dislike to do so, I make the point 
of order that a quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. THomason of Texas). The Chair 
will count. [After counting.) One hundred and three 
Members are present, a quorum. 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, I also yield the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Smrru] 20 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, I asked for time 
to speak today in reference to a bill known as the General 
Welfare Act, now pending in the House. This bill presents to 
the Congress, in my judgment, one of the most important 
legislative proposals that has ever come on the calendar. I 
believe the House has turned thumbs down on the bill up to 
date, not because they understand it and oppose its terms 
and provisions, but because of the fact an organization built 
around an individual has made that individual personally so 
obnoxious and so offensive to the Representatives of the 
American people that his very name and sponsorship pre- 
cludes a fair hearing for H. R. 4199. 

I will seek in the time allotted to me to paint a picture of 
the organization known as the Townsend organization. I in- 
tend to do it in some little detail for the purpose of the 
Recorp, having been so requested by many of my colleagues 
who desired to have someone who knows the facts at first 
hand put those facts in the Record so that they could be sent 
out to combat the insidious propaganda which is being used 
by this organization against Members of Congress who will be 
up for reelection very soon. 

In the first place, so that you may understand what oppor- 
tunity I have had for knowing this subject, I recall to your 
mind that I was the national vice president of the Townsend 
plan. 

During the heyday of that movement, when there were 
thousands of clubs and millions of members in America, I 
was here in Washington in the headquarters at the Southern 
Building. I had some little part in outlining the plan that 
made that organization big. I, in company with every other 
man who ever attempted to do anything in this old-age pen- 
sion movement, was in due time booted out because I would 
not submit to the personal domination of the doctor and be- 
cause I was not one of those who believed an American citi- 
zen ought to take an oath of allegiance to any particular man. 

In the first place, when this organization started on the 
west coast there was no Townsend plan, there was just an 
idea. Those who talk about a Townsend plan now must, if 
they stick to the facts, realize there is no such thing as a 
Townsend plan, that this old-age pension program which has 
been sponsored in the Nation not only by the Townsend or- 
ganization but by many other old-age pension groups is noth- 
ing more or less than a collection of ideas from men all over 
the country who have given some thought and consideration 
to the question of old-age security. 

Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. I cannot yield as I go through 
this discussion. If the gentleman from Missouri will permit, 
I would like to conclude my remarks. 

Mr. BELL. I wanted to ask a question, but I will bring it 
up later. 

Mr. MOTT. May I ask the gentleman what he means by 
concluding his remarks before he yields? 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. My statement. I will save 
enough time to answer questions when I have finished my 
statement. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman declines to yield. 

Mr. MOTT. The gentleman yielded to me for the purpose 
of asking this question. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair did not so understand. The 
gentleman has declined to yield at this time. 
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Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. I wonder how many Members 
of this Congress know that in the Townsend organization 
the membership is required to take an oath of allegiance not 
to a plan but to a man? I wonder how many Members who 
have been interested in H. R. 4199, and 140 Members of this 
body who have now signed on the line to support H. R. 4199, 
have had the recent experience—some Members of the 
House have had within the last day or two—of finding lob- 
byists from the west coast coming into their offices in Wash- 
ington and saying to them, Members of Congress, that they 
are traitors, they are betrayers of principle, and they are not 
loyal? This is the charge that is made against every Mem- 
ber of the House who is not willing to take the Townsend 
plan just as it is proposed and written by the organization 
itself. They are unwilling to have the House consider the 
legislation upon whatever merit it may have. They are un- 
willing to take suggestions for amendments. They just want 
to drive it through, and everybody who does not follow along 
and take the medicine as it is doled out by the Townsend 
Weekly is labeled a traitor to the cause. This is just one 
thing you ought to have in mind. 

The next thing you ought to keep in mind as we come into 
the concluding days of this session is the fact that the Town- 
send organization less than 2 years ago was looked upon as a 
major Fascist threat in this country of ours. Notwithstand- 
ing this, while they pledged allegiance to the flag and opened 
their meetings with prayers and published this paper dedi- 
cated to the old-age pension program and supposedly to de- 
mocracy, for the pages of that paper they accepted advertis- 
ing for the Communist Party of Russia. In that paper they 
carried statements in which rewards of free trips to Soviet 
Russia were promised to the men or women who could or- 
ganize the largest unit of the Communist Party in the United 
States of America, and particularly in the State of Cali- 
fornia. 

No wonder the American people finally wrathfully cast 
from their minds any thought of taking the doctor and his 
plan to their bosoms. Just as long as Dr. Townsend and his 
name are synonymous with an old-age pension program in 
America, just so long the old folks will have to wait for 
more progressive legislation, not only because his name is a 
handicap but, in my judgment, for the very reason that the 
Townsend organization, now builded as a commercial enter- 
prise selling newspapers and collecting public funds for pri- 
vate people, is builded around a corps of men who have 
jobs. They are making lots of money out of the old people 
of America, pretending to sponsor and further an old-age 
pension program. These men do not want to lose their jobs. 

I want the folks in the State of Oklahoma and wherever 
else this message may go to understand that as an advocate 
of national old-age pensions I have been and am loyal to a 
plan to give adequate old-age pensions to the American 
people. I know the 140 men who signed this letter to the 
Committee on Ways and Means asking for a hearing are 
loyal to a plan, but they are not going to swallow any pledge 
of allegiance to any particular man or any particular organi- 
zation. [Applause.] . 

To begin with, I want to take you back to the Cleveland 
convention. In the first place, when the Townsend organi- 
zation came into existence it was organized as a nonpartisan 
body. Republicans, Democrats, Socialists, and what have you 
were invited to membership. All of them were advised of the 
fact the organization would be nonpartisan and nonpolitical 
and would interest itself in one thing, to wit, spreading in- 
formation and education with reference to an old-age pen- 
sion program. This was the idea behind the movement. 
When the movement grew and it became time for the plan 
to be considered in Congress, my good friend, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. McGroarty] introduced the bill. The 
very next time he came up for election, lo and behold, be- 
cause he evidently did not take the pledge of allegiance to 
Dr. Townsend, he, the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. Mort] 
and many others who had helped in this movement found 
this organization headed by the good doctor was in the 
field actively opposing them and supporting some other 
candidates. 
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Mr. MOTT. Now, Mr. Chairman, I hope the gentleman 
will yield. Will the gentleman yield for me to correct his 
statement? 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. THomason of Texas). Does the 
gentleman from Oklahoma yield to the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. Not now. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman declines to yield. 

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Chairman, I want the Recorp to show 
the fact that the gentleman declined to yield. 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma, If I be in error, Mr. Mort, as to 
your particular district, I am not in error as to many other 
districts. 

Mr. MOTT. A point of order, Mr. Chairman. I think I 
have a right to a little protection. The gentleman used my 
name and made a statement which I offered to correct. He 
refused to yield for me to ask a question and now he con- 
tinues to talk about the same subject, bringing in my name. 
I do not think he is in order as long as he continues to do 
that. 

The CHAIRMAN. What is the point of order the gentle- 
man raises? 

Mr. MOTT. That the gentleman is out of order in his 
speech by using the name of a Member of the House and 
declining to yield. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oklahoma will 
proceed in order. 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. Notwithstanding the organ- 
ization’s pledge of nonpartisanship, it very shortly became 
a very partisan organization, and it became a partisan or- 
ganization over the objection of Mr. Clements and myself, 
for the reason that the membership at that time so com- 
pletely idolized Dr. Townsend that there was no room for 
reason, no room for thought, no room for logic, just a driv- 
ing, following through of a sentimental attachment to a man 
whom they looked upon as being very little lower than the 
Savior. As a matter of fact, we find in all of these meet- 
ings George Washington’s picture put beside Dr. Townsend, 
and on the other side we find Abraham Lincoln’s picture, 
and I have wondered how long in the evolutionary develop- 
ment of this Messiah-like complex, it is going to take them 
before they add the picture of the Savior of mankind and 
put His picture along with the doctor’s. 

It has come to the point where they are deifying the man 
and nobody can control those groups except by letting them 
have the bitter truth, and it is bitter. 

We came to the convention at Cleveland where 18,000 
delegates were assembled. I was there, Mr. SHEPPARD, of 
California, was there, Mr. MARTIN SMITH, and many Mem- 
bers of this House who are here now and some who fell by 
the wayside, were at that convention. When we went to the 
convention both major parties had held their conventions 
and nominated their candidates for President of the United 
States. 

Our good leader, the doctor, flew from Baltimore to Cali- 
fornia and started petitions for the organization of what 
he called the Townsend party and had people in the field 
signing petitions to put his name on the ballot as a candi- 
date for President of the United States. I went to Cali- 
fornia, and before I left there the board of directors were 
so insistent that he withdraw from that course, or we were 
all going to quit, that before I left there I had a statement 
signed by Dr. Townsend, the original of which I still pos- 
sess, which was released to the press, in which he reiterated 
a stand of nonpartisanship, and promised the people of 
America interested in old-age pensions that the organiza- 
tion would not participate in any partisan campaign and 
that the Republicans and the Democrats were at libenty to 
follow their own party inclinations. 

That statement was released to the press. We came to 
the Cleveland convention and, lo and behold, when we got 
there what did we find? We found that in the meantime Dr. 
Townsend had been taken up on a high mountain. He found 
himself in company with Gerald L. K. Smith, of Louisiana, 
and with the Rev. Father Coughlin, the radio priest, and 
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that blessed trinity organized what they called the Union 
Party, and undertook in the Cleveland convention by resolu- 
tion to turn this old-age pension movement into a third- 
party movement. Some of you were there. That is where I 
was booted out. Just for the sake of the Recorp, and for 
the purpose of reminding gentlemen of the history of that 
convention, it will be remembered that on one occasion this 
preacher from Louisiana, Dr. Townsend, and Father Cough- 
lin came down the aisle, with moving pictures being taken, 
the radio priest on one arm of Dr. Townsend, and a Ku 
Klux preacher on the other—advancing with beaming smiles, 
shedding the radiance of a halo. Thus that holy trio came 
down the aisle to sell the old people of America down the 
river in a political trade-out. However, they did not get 
by with it, because there were a few—not just Democrats, 
but also Republicans—who were there who had the nerve to 
take the floor and present a resolution condemning the third- 
party movement. My colleague from California and my- 
self and several others presented a resolution condemning 
the third-party movement, and demanding that we be con- 
tinued as a nonpartisan organization. 

Then an attempt was made to stampede the convention. 
Gerald Smith got up and waved his Bible up and down, 
berated and abused the President in profane language, and 
when he got through the radio priest took the floor and in 
the course of an impassioned speech of an hour and a half, 
in which he undressed himself, divesting himself of all of 
his clerical garments, and exposed himself naked from the 
waist up except for an undershirt; be also berated the Presi- 
dent. When he had finished his tirade I took the floor and 
talked to that crowd in favor of our resolution. The radio 
priest called the President of the United States a liar and 
a betrayer, and I need not insert in the Recorp what I 
called him; and when we concluded that meeting that day 
that great convention went on record and turned down the 
doctor, turned down Father Coughlin, turned down Gerald 
Smith, and passed our resolution condemning the third- 
party movement and declaring the organization to be non- 
partisan. But did the doctor go along? Not at all. He 
continued on his way, and we found then that we had de- 
veloped another very strange association. For instance, we 
found that somebody was evidently putting up some money. 
Where it came from no one knew, and no one that I know 
now knows, but we met with this strange circumstance. A 
man named George Mainz, who had been the hireling of 
William Randolph Hearst for years and was the head of 
the Hearst Universal Service in Washington, appeared on 
the scene. He was the personal publicity agent for Dr. 
Townsend and the personal publicity agent for the League 
for Social Justice and Father Coughlin, and the personal 
publicity agent for Smith, of Louisiana, and the so-called 
share-the-wealth crowd. He was the whole show in pub- 
licity and expenditure—not for just these men individually 
but for the whole third-party movement. I do not know 
what the gentlemen here may think about the political in- 
tegrity of William Randolph Hearst, but so far as I am 
personally concerned, whenever I see one of his tracks 
anywhere in a political movement I begin to be suspicious of 
the good faith of that movement. 

Well, we got through with that about that time, and an 
investigation was started. There began to be talk about an 
investigation. I was one of the few chumps who spent my 
money in furtherance of this program on the theory that it 
was a good thing for the old people of America. There were 
many others in the organization who did not take anything 
out but put everything in. We were told at those conventions 
that nobody was getting over $50 a week, only later to find 
out that it was $1,250 a week, and that not alone were there 
the salaries, but the money went to pay for expensive apart- 
ments, occupied in Washington, and the rent checks and the 
maid and the laundry, and, also, if one of them wanted a 
new suit of clothes it was all paid out of the fund of the old- 
age pension organization. That is when this House started 
the movement for an investigation, and when that movement 
started, just about that time I left Baltimore, where the 
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headquarters were, having been called home. Before I left 
they called a meeting of the board of directors over there, and 
I want to get this into the Recorp straight, for this reason. 
The main strength of Dr. Townsend today in America lies in 
the fact that he is able to pose as a martyr, just a poor old 
man who wants to go to jail for the oid folks of America. 
This movement started when Dr. Townsend himself was 
without a job. He had had a position as a physician for some 
little municipality in California as a health officer. He was 
out of a job, was broke, and he started this as a sandwich 
movement and from the day it was started down to this good 
hour, growing in intensity, gaining wealth and power and 
strength, taking the money and keeping it—not using it, and 
the millions of dollars collected from the old folks of America 
has not been used for the program but has been used to pro- 
mote the interest of just a few people. They kept the money. 

Dr. Townsend, from the day this movement started down 
to now, has never made a sacrifice, a personal sacrifice of 
any kind, to this movement. It has all been to his benefit; 
there has been nothing that would impose upon him any dis- 
comfort. But in the event he will have to go to jail, he said 
he could write in jail. I think it would be a very foolish 
thing for this body to let him go to jail. I do not think this 
martyr complex should be developed any further; I do not 
think it should be permitted. 

Here is the point: Did you know that this business of 
making a martyr out of Dr. Townsend was planned in ad- 
vance before this House ever voted an investigation? I say 
to you that before this House voted to hold that investiga- 
tion, in a board of directors’ meeting at Baltimore, Dr. Town- 
send, Earl Clements, the Reverend Mr. Wright, of Cleveland, 
Clinton Wonder, Jack Keefer, myself, Warton Downing, 
Gilmore Young, and Baxter Rankin sat. Dr. Wright, pastor 
of a big church in Cleveland, was a director. He, I, and 
four other members voted “no,” that we would not have any- 
thing to do with that. We were voted down. They sat 
there, nevertheless, and planned exactly what they were 
going to do, that they were going to stage a rebellion, that it 
would be a great thing if Congress would fall into the trap, 
it would be a splendid thing if they voted an investigating 
fund and called the doctor down here so that in the midst of 
the hearing he could rise up in righteous indignation and 
walk out and show what a brave, fearless leader the old folks 
had. ([Laughter.] 

I say to you that word should go to the American people, 
if they could be made to know, that the man was not a 

‘martyr but that he is merely now, if he does go to jail, the 
victim of his own scheme and of his own planning. 

How many Members in this House are having trouble in 
their districts? Many of you are because the people do not 
know the facts, they cannot get the facts. Just the other 
day over here in Pittsburgh, Pa., a tremendous crowd was 
called together. They were addressed by a man by the 
name of Dr. J. F. Robb, who prints on his card that he is an 
economist and a lecturer. In a speech just a few days ago 
he told that crowd of people at Pittsburgh: “Why,” he said, 
“we have 199 Members of Congress now who are rallying to 
Dr. Townsend. We need only 18 or 19 more and we will pass 
your bill and we will get your $200 a month.” That kind 
of fraud was not stopped by your congressional investigation; 
it is being more brazenly operated now than it was even 
before, because before the investigation there were some men 
in the organization on the board of directors who tried to 
keep the thing in line. Now there is not a soul, it is a one- 
man show. 

About this $206 a month—that is the thing that has driven 
everybody off of this bill. You begin to talk about the 
Townsend plan, I do not care whether it is in Washington 
or in Podunk, walk up to a man, whether he be the pro- 
prietor of a big business or just an ordinary farmer and 
talk to him about the Townsend plan and he will scratch 
his head and say: “Oh! That’s that $200-a-month bunch.” 
He will look you over as much as to say: “My goodness! 
This fellow looks like he might have some sense; what is 
the matter with him?” 
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Do you know—and you cannot get it over to the news- 
papers, apparently—do you know that there never was a 
bill introduced in this House providing for a $200-a-month 
pension? The bill introduced by the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. McGroarry], the original bill, merely contained 
@ provision for a prorated pension which should not in any 
event exceed $200 a month. None of the rest of the bill ever 
had anything different than that. Two hundred dollars a 
month is not the plan. 

The responsible leaders of the Townsend organization 
never authorized or sanctioned the talk about a $200-a- 
month pension. There are many members of the House 
present today who were in the first national convention of 
the Townsend movement at Chicago and who came again 
to the second convention at Cleveland, and all of them have 
this knowledge in common with every delegate who was 
present. In both of these conventions in my speeches, I 
stressed the danger inherent in the $200-a-month program 
and insisted that the old people be told the truth about the 
program. 

The people who were interested in the plan discussed the 
facts and told the truth. The promoters and racketeers 
who were interested only in making money out of the move- 
ment are the people who are directly responsible for the 
“$200 a month or nothing” propaganda. 

Even Dr. Townsend, just a few months ago, in a statement 
to a congressional committee, admitted that the $200-a- 
month proposal was preposterous. He stated to the con- 
gressional committee, and I quote his exact language, The 
$200 proposal is like a wisp of straw on a stick tied to the 
head of a cow. The cow will chase the wisp of straw and 
never get it.” 

The foregoing statement proves conclusively that the 
Townsend organization never had in mind an insistence 
upon a $200 pension and establishes the fact that the doctor, 
in the beginning, understcod the plan and knew that it 
provided merely for a pay-as-you-go pension program to 
be prorated among those eligible to receive it, out of what- 
ever sum was collected from the tax program provided in the 
bill. The pension racketeers now fear that Congress may 
pass the General Welfare Act. They know that the enact- 
ment of the bill would destroy the lucrative employment of 
those pension leaders who are now engaged in the business 
of making their living out of the old and the poor in 
America. 

The racketeers are not interested in the old folks. They 
are not interested in pensions. They are not interested in 
any reasonable or rational program. They are interested in 
one thing alone, that is keeping their jobs and they, there- 


fore, set out to stir up strife, dissension, and conflict to the - 


end that all progressive legislation on old-age pensions be 
blocked or, at least, indefinitely postponed. 

It is my firm conviction that the many old-age pension 
organizations in America, who are engaged in the business 
of supporting these parasites, are doing more harm to the 
pension movement than are all their active enemies. 

I know the old folks are honest. I know they want the 
program enacted, and so do I. It is with this in mind that 
I assert that I am for the old folks and that I have, and 
will continue to, oppose the racketeers. If the old-age pen- 
sion groups of America can really get the facts, they will 
at once understand that they have been and are being led 
by a bunch of wolves in sheep’s clothing. 

Once they have the facts and know the truth, they will 
refuse to follow this false leadership and will rally by the 
general-welfare program to the end that a reasonable, ra- 
tional, federalized old-age pension law be enacted in 
America. 

What I want to get to now is that we have a general- 
welfare bill pending in this House of which the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Crossy] is the author. On the 3d 
of January a steering committee of 40 Members of Congress 
Was organized in favor of that bill. This steering committee 
sent out a notice asking all the different pension organiza- 
tions in the United States to send representatives here to 
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try to iron out their differences into a common plan, to try 
to get together on a reasonable program. In the course of 
that conference we increased the membership of the steer- 
ing committee in the House to 70 Members and we were 
very happy when our good friend, the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. McGroarty] joined us. We agreed to withdraw 
his bill. The gentleman from Wisconsin offered some 
amendments. In that conference we agreed in the first place 
to cut out “not to exceed $200 a month” so that neither 
$200 a month nor any other amount is in the bill at all. 
We decided to cut out the forced-spending feature because 
some Members thought it was unconstitutional. We pro- 
vided for the elimination of the transactions tax and tenta- 
tively substituted a gross-income tax. When we had con- 
cluded our work we were successful finally and ultimately 
in getting 140 Members of this House to sign letters asking 
the Ways and Means Committee to give us a hearing. 

This work was done by the General Welfare Committee. 
It was done by the Members of this House who believe in the 
general-welfare program, and I hope that those of us who 
have given time, study, and thought to this program will not 
have to go home at the adjournment of this session of the 
Congress and say to our people that 140 of our Members 
could not even get a hearing. I may say to the Members 
of the House that if we can get a hearing on the General 
Welfare Act, the committee will find we are not going to say, 
“You have to take our bill or leave it.” You will find an 
attitude of trying to reason the thing out with you and will- 
ing and ready to accept any sensible amendment that may 
be offered by the committee or which may arise through the 
taking of testimony. Should not those of us at least be able 
to go home, Republicans and Democrats alike, and say to 
our people that we have presented a program so reasonable 
that the Ways and Means Committee wants to give us a 
hearing? 

Some of the Members of the House think we have an 
old-age pension law in this country now, but we have not. 
We have a division in the Social Security Act known as the 
old-age assistance division. Many Members of the House 
in discussing the matter with me since I have been here have 
expressed surprise when I tell them that the old-age assistance 
provision is not a pension in any sense of the word. Itisa 
pauper’s payment. That is what it is. It is operated in 
such a way that it is right now about to become a major 
national scandal. 

Back in the old days those of us interested in the great 
national sport were very fond of the scientific development 
which gave baseball its triple play. Those of us who re- 
member that famous trio will remember that we always said, 

. “Tinker to Evers to Chance.” I say to you that this social 
security set-up we have here in Washington now, if per- 
mitted to continue much longer in the course they are 
pursuing, will absolutely destroy the Democratic administra- 
tion. Those young immature bureaucrats in that depart- 
ment have developed the science of the triple play on 
patronage far beyond the accomplishments of “Tinker to 
Evers to Chance.” It is no longer “Tinker to Evers to 
Chance.” It is Altmeyer to Aaronson to Resnick. 

We who believe in this general-welfare program feel that 
we ought to have a completely federalized old-age pension 
system taken out of politics entirely. [Applause.] When 
we consider the structure of the present law it is a shameful 
thing to see how it has been handled, particularly in view of 
the fact that law which was given to us under the leadership 
of Mr. Roosevelt and was the first progressive step forward 
we had made so far as old-age security in this country is 
concerned. I want all of you to know I pay tribute to him, 
to his efforts and to his leadership, and I have reason to 
believe that the President’s fondest hope is that he will 
ultimately be remembered for his program sponsored and 
put over for the benefit of the lame, the blind, and the aged. 
I think it is near to his heart, and I think he wants it to 
work. 

Those of us who are Members of Congress and who have 
information and know what is wrong are derelict in our duty 
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to our party and to our President if we keep our mouths shut 
until the day this breaks as a national scandal in the face of 
the administration. We ought to do something now. If you 
examine the situation, can you not understand that the men 
and women of America are paying the taxes now? We are 
paying enough in tax money now to pay a substantial old- 
age pension, if the old people could get it. It would be a real 
saving to the taxpayers if we would put on a federalized 
pension program. 

Why do I make that statement? For the very simple 
reason that under the set-up as now organized we have at 
the head of the list one great Federal bureau housed here in 
Washington and Baltimore. Subservient to that we have 
48 State laws and 48 State bureaus. The State bureaus, 
operating with Federal aid, are required to operate in accord- 
ance with rules and regulations made here in Washington by 
the Social Security Board. This gives you 49 bureaus to 
start with. Then you have 3,070 county assistant boards, one 
for every county in America and then multiply that by the 
thousands of case workers and visitors, mostly young ladies 
from the colleges and seminaries in the northeastern part of 
this country, who know nothing about raising a family nor 
attending to a household except what they have learned in 
school. I do not know how the people of your district take 
it, but these highly educated young ladies do not get along so 
well with the mothers and fathers of my district down in 
Cklahoma. 

We have in the State of Oklahoma at least five special 
types of taxes, all going into a fund to make up the State 
portion, which, matched by the Federal allotment, gives us 
our old-age pension set-up. It was surprisingly developed 
over here in a hearing the other day that in our State we 
have some 72,000 on the rolls now drawing from $1.50 a 
month to $15 a month. A lot of them get $1.50 in the way 
of an old-age pension under the Social Security Act. Six 
dollars is about the usual amount. A few of them, if they 
have some good friends or know the members of the county: 
assistance board, may get $15. A few get $30. Of that, 
72,000 who are drawing money, at least one-third and prob- 
ably one-half of them were not eligible to get any money 
at all. Why are they on that roll? They are on that roll 
because just as surely as you build a gigantic political ma- 
chine with 48 bureaus and 3,000 subservient organizations, 
it will develop into nothing more nor less than a political 
racket, and this is true whether it be in charge of Republi- 
cans or Democrats. It does not make any difference. The . 
fellows down home will put their kinfolks on the pay roll. 
Why? Is Oklahoma the only State that has had trouble 
that way? Not on your life. 

A very able man, Mr. Hughes, who was head of the ac- 
counting department over in the Social Security Board, lost 
his job. Why? Because he found irregularities in the State 
of Illinois, irregularities that demanded and called for crim- 
inal prosecution. He said he was going to seek some indict- 
ments. Lo and behold, some of the bureaucrats strangled 
him and demoted him. He is out now. Was anybody in- 
dicted in Illinois or prosecuted for stealing the State and 
Federal money? Not on your life. It is a game, a splendid 
game. Take the people’s money, deprive the old folks of 
America of the hope they have for an adequate and secure 
old age, and give the money to politicians. 

Over in Ohio one of the leaders of the old-age pension 
group, one of the men charged with the official existence 
of the Board, stated to the press recently they had 17,000 
chiselers on the roll in the State of Ohio. I would like to 
see the rolls of Pennsylvania and maybe even Arkansas. I 
do not think it is any one State, I think it is just the same 
everywhere. We are all just alike under the skin. One 
State is no worse or no better than the rest. I mention this 
merely to show that this present system of ours cannot do 
the job, Would it not be better for us to take the old-age 
assistance angle out of the social-security set-up? Would 
it not be better for us to have a completely federalized old- 
age pension system without any bureaus at all? Somebody 
always wants to know how you can do that. I will tell you 
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what this plan is we 140 Members of the House are advo- 
cating. It is simply this. We are asking the Government 
of the United States to set up in the Treasury Department 
of the United States a great mutual cooperative insurance 
company to insure the American people against old-age in- 
solvency, to let them buy an annuity, or make them buy it. 
Well, some may say, “Is not that socialism? Is it consti- 
tutional? How can it be done?” It has been done. We 
have a short memory. 

During the war, under the leadership of President Wilson, 
this Congress created a great annuity corporation in the 
Treasury called the War Risk Insurance Department. From 
the highest general down to the lowest buck private in the 
Army or Navy we did not ask him if he wanted an insurance 
policy; the Government said, “You are going to take it. 
You have it. We will take it out of your pay.” We put 
that money in there and earmarked the fund and credited 
the war-risk insurance fund, which is nothing on earth but 
an annuity program on a mutual basis. 

Some of the insurance men in those days said, “If you 
do that it will put the insurance companies out of business. 
The insurance companies will not like it.” Up to that time 
the average insurance policy sold in America was about 
$1,000, but when the United States Government put a stand- 
ard value on the doughboy’s life of $10,000 the insurance 
business began to boom and has grown by leaps and bounds 
in this country since then. This program will not hurt the 
insurance companies; it will help the insurance companies. 
We just set up that fund over there and say that when an 
American citizen pays his taxes, whether the transactions 
tax or the gross-income tax, or some other tax, we shall 
say, “Whatever that tax is, Mr. Citizen, when you pay it 
you are paying your insurance premium for an old-age 
annuity program, just as you would buy a policy from the 
Lincoln Life & Accident or some other big insurance com- 
pany now engaged in the business of selling annuity insur- 
ance.” Then some fellow may say, “Well, would not that 
be competing with them?” No; it would not be competing 
with them; it will be the greatest thing on earth for them. 
It will make America annuity conscious. 

Those of us who have professions, whether we be lawyers 
or doctors or politicians, those of us who are used to the 
better things of life and have more income than ordinary 
folks, would we ever be satisfied with that annuity out of 
that mutual? Not on your life. If we had an income, we 
would walk over and we would say, “Well, when we get ready 
to retire we have this annuity that they made us buy, but 
let us go over here to some good company now and spend 
some of our money and buy some more, so when we get to 
the retirement age we can retire and live in accordance 
with the standards of life we are used to.” It would be a 
great thing for those people, 

How would you go about it? What would you require? 
It would require nothing except that a man be 60 or 65, 
whichever age the Congress wants to put on it. I am in 
favor of making it 60. So we have a registration, and we 
put you on the pension roll as an industrial veteran and 
treat you on exactly the same basis we now treat our war 
veterans. I do not know any reason on earth why a man who 
works in the mine or the foundry or the oil field and con- 
tributes 35 or 40 years of productive labor and gives its life 
‘to the building up of the wealth and property of this coun- 
try of ours should not be considered as a veteran of industry 
when he is old and broken down and retired, and receive a 
pension upon the same basis as a man who serves his coun- 
try in time of war. 

You may say, “How would you get them registered?” Just 
have a field day and register them. It would not cost any- 
thing at all to speak of. You would not need any big 
bureaus. 

Some may say that would be a big job. It will not be such 
a big job. Do you not remember when Congress passed the 
Selective Service Act at the beginning of the war, and when 
that Selective Service Act was passed it was decided that all 
the male citizens of the United States be registered and 
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classified? Do you not remember that the President issued a 
proclamation and called upon the lawyers of this country to 
organize their legal-advisory boards? Do you not remember 
that without any compensation or any cost to the Govern- 
ment at all, in the short period of about 4 days, without a 
hired hand or a bit of paid help, we registered and classified 
for military service every man of eligible military age in the 
whole United States of America? I say to you that if in that 
day we had energy and patriotism enough to use that method 
to register and classify the youth of America to die, then 
after the lapse of 20 years, with that experience before us, 
we ought to have energy and patriotism enough to do the 
same thing, and register all the old folks of America for a 
proper pension, so they may live in this country of ours and 
not die, as many of them are doing now, from pure want. 

This kind of program will satisfy the people of America. 
I do not know what kind of old-age pension your people may 
want, but our State voted a $30-a-month pension. They 
cannot get it down there the way things are today. Of 
course, they would like to have more, but I am telling you 
that the old folks in my country, if they could get a $30-a- 
month pension from the Federal Government, knowing: it 
was safe and sure and secure, would be mighty happy with 
that $30 pension, and they are not talking or advocating a 
$200-a-month pension. 

Now, this Congress is going to have to carry the responsi- 
bility for the political life of many of its Members who have 
worked honestly and in good faith for this old-age pension 
program and are now being crucified by the paid organizers 
of the Townsend organization. 

The Townsend organization has abandoned any Congres- 
sional action. They are now engaged in the business of 
promoting a constitutional amendment, and to show you 
just how anxious they are to get along with it, the Ohio 
State Legislature memorialized Congress and asked it to 
pass the bill—H. R. 4199. Then the good gentleman, the 
doctor, starts out for the constitutional amendment and he 
gets thousands of petitions signed over in the State of Ohio 
and he waits until Monday noon on the day when the 
Senate of the State is to adjourn sine die, and on that day 
at noon takes his petitions up and presents them to the 
Governor of the State asking for a constitutional amend- 
ment. These evidences of bad faith can mean but one thing. 

{Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, would the gentleman de- 
sire some more time? 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. Will the gentleman yield me 
5 minutes, please? 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 10 
minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, I have nothing 
more to say except this: Apparently I offended my colleague 
the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. Mort], and I want to yield 
to him. I assure you, Mr. Mort, I had no intention of 
offending you. 

Mr. MOTT. I am quite sure the gentleman had no such 
intention, and if he had yielded he could have answered 
the question quite easily. Since that point, however, the 
gentleman has made other statements which I would like 
briefly to refer to, and when I have the floor I promise the 
gentleman I shall yield to him. I am going to ask for 10 
minutes at the conclusion of the gentleman’s remarks. 

Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. Yes. 

Mr. BELL. In reference to the meeting of the board 
of directors of the Townsend organization which was held at 
Baltimore, as I recall it, about a week or 10 days before 
Dr. Townsend was subpenaed to testify, as I understand the 
gentleman’s statement, at that meeting it was planned for 
him to walk off the stand if and when he was subpenaed and 
claim as a reason for walking off that he was being per- 
secuted; is that right? 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. That is absolutely correct. 

Mr. BELL. The gentleman was present at that meeting 
and heard that discussion? 


4056 


Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. Yes; and I have given you the 
names of the other directors who were present also, 

Mr. BELL. Another question in regard to the original 
organization of the Townsend movement. Is it not a fact 
that it was organized as a Fascist movement, and that a 
written oath of allegiance to Dr. Townsend was presented 
to every leader in the movement—presidents of clubs, secre- 
taries of clubs, organizers, requiring them to sign an oath 
of allegiance, not to the United States of America, but to 
Dr. Francis Townsend. 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. I could not answer that question 
“yes” or “no.” I do not believe that anybody had in mind 
the organization of a Fascist group. I do not think that was 
in the mind of anybody in the organization. It certainly 
was not in the mind of any of the men I know who served 
on the board of directors. Neither do I know of any oath of 
allegiance being required of individuals but in their meetings 
they pledged allegiance to the flag as a body, those who were 
present, and they pledged allegiance to the Townsend move- 
ment, but that ritual has been changed in many clubs until 
today they pledge allegiance to Dr. Townsend personally. 
But some sort of an oath of allegiance was required after we 
had our big disturbance in Cleveland. Up until that time 
nothing was said about such an oath to any of the directors 
or the club leaders, but after that disturbance it became 
apparent that a man in order to stay in the organization 
would have to swear allegiance to Dr. Townsend. 

Mr. BELL. During the course of the movement, one of 
the old leaders who had associated with Dr. Townsend at 
that time made a statement that in the earlier stages of the 
movement there had been a personal oath of allegiance 
signed by the people I mentioned, and he handed me a car- 
bon of what he said was the oath they were required to 
sign, but the gentleman was not in the movement in those 
earlier stages? 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. No. 

Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. Yes. 

Mr. HARLAN. Is it the gentleman’s conception that the 
present old-age relief be completely eliminated and this sub- 
stituted for it? Is that right? 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. Yes. I am not in favor of re- 
pealing the present plan until something be put in its place. 

Mr. HARLAN. Then the gentleman would substitute a 
total income or tax on everyone in the United States to 
create a fund which is to be prorated? 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. That is right. 

Mr. HARLAN. From the gentleman’s investigation of this, 
what amount per capita of those over 60 years of age would 
this net, per month? 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. That would be nothing less 
than a wild guess. I do not pretend to be an economist. I 
have heard various opinions expressed by men who claim to 
be economists, and I think that they run it up as high as 
$68 or $70 a month. 

Mr. HARLAN. What tax would be imposed? 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. Two percent on the gross in- 
come. 

Mr. HARLAN. To be distributed without regard to need? 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. That is right, upon the theory 
that it is an annuity already paid for by the citizens: The 
fellow who pays the most is equally entitled to it along with 
the fellow who pays the least. In other words, if John D. 
Rockefeller wants to take an old-age pension at the age of 
60, he has bought and paid for it, and we should let him 
have it. 

Mr. DOUGHTON: Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. Yes. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Suppose he was 65 years of age and 
that the law was enacted when he was 64 and he has paid 
only 1 year and did not need the money at the time. Does 
the: gentleman ‘say- that: be .hasi-bought-‘and-paid far an 
annuity for the remainder of his life? 
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Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. He would be paying for it 
as long as he lived. It is a pay-as-you-go, for this reason, 
that the plan provides merely for the paying out month by 
month of what is actually collected that month. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. The gentleman said that was bought 
and paid for Suppose he made only one payment before 
he became a beneficiary and then lived 10 or 15 years, but 
drew $60 a month. How would he have paid for it? 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. Whether he made one pay- 
ment is not important in my view at all. If he is 65 years 
of age, and he has been a citizen living and working and 
producing in this country, I take the position that he has 
bought and paid for it by his productive life, and that he 
has a stake in everything of any value in this Nation, which 
entitles him to that consideration. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. He has bought and paid for some- 
thing he doesn’t need, and if he takes it, then the person 
who does need it will get materially less. 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. Nobody would get materially 
less. If we had a very few people taking it, and it was pro- 
rated, the average would be higher. Every man who gets 
on the roll naturally decreases the total amount ultimately 
paid to the whole number, but if he takes it when he gets to 
the retirement age, he must retire from all productive labor, 
from all work or competition in business, and it is our theory 
that that kind of a program will take the old folks out of 
jobs, and there are 4,000,000 people now 65 years old who are 
holding productive jobs in America, and when they give 
up those jobs we can put the younger people in the jobs. 

That is one way to get rid of this unemployment. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. I want the gentleman to understand 
that the motive behind my questions was to understand the 
intent and purpose of the plan outlined by the gentleman 
and how it would work in actual practice and administration. 
I did not ask them to provoke a controversy. 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. I understood that. 

M HENDRICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. I yield. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. The gentleman from Missouri asked 
the gentleman from Oklahoma a number of questions that 
would tend to reflect that the clubs were organized for the 
purpose of fascism. I happen to be a member of a Town- 
send club. I have never been required to take an oath of 
allegiance to Dr. Townsend. Isit not true that usually every 
meeting is opened with the oath of allegiance to the American 
flag? 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. That has been true and is still 
true. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. If the gentleman will permit me to 
make one brief statement, I may say that in my position 
as chairman of the legislative committee which is endeavor- 
ing to get a hearing for this bill, I feel it incumbent upon 
me to say to the Members of the House and to the 20,000 
people in my district who are interested in the progress 
being made on this bill, that I take sharp issue with some 
of the things the gentleman from Oklahoma has said, and 
shall ask for time within a few days to make reply thereto. 

Mr. McSWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. I yield. 

Mr. McSWEENEY. I happen to have been director of 
welfare under Governor White when the old-age pension 
law in Ohio was put into operation. Based on my experi- 
ence in that connection, it would have been cheaper to pay 
the pension to all people over 65 than to investigate to deter- 
mine whether the individuals needed the pension, whether 
they had money in the deposit box, property, and things of 
that kind. As a matter of economy, if any such plan is put 
into operation, it would be cheaper to pay the pension to 
all over a certain age than to investigate as to whether they 
are in need of it. 

The CHAIRMAN.- The time of the gentleman: from Okla- 
homa has expired. He has consumed 1 hour. : 
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Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. Mort]. 

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Chairman, when the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. Henpricxs] stated to the gentleman from Okla- 
homa, Mr. Gomer Smrru, who just addressed the House, 
that he intended to reply to that gentleman within the next 
few days, his statement seemed to elicit considerable amuse- 
ment among some of those on the Democratic side of the 
aisle. I did not see anything amusing or unusual about that 
statement. The gentleman from Oklahoma has talked for 
50 minutes and has made some rather amazing statements. 
I think his speech ought to be replied to at some length and 
in some detail. The gentleman from Florida, who is a Demo- 
crat, endeavored during that speech to secure time for an 
immediate reply from those in charge of the time on his own 
side, and it was refused him. I thereupon asked for time 
on my side, and it was granted. I shall therefore reply now 
to the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

The gentleman from Oklahoma until recently was vice 
president of the national Townsend organization. I do not 
know just when he resigned, or, as he expressed it, “fired”, 
but it is common knowledge that until that time he was a 
leading figure of the Townsend national organization and of 
the Townsend movement. He was a leader in it during the 
heyday of its career, and as such a leader he is, of course, 
very likely in possession of facts concerning which the gen- 
eral membership of the House, including myself, knows 
nothing. 

I am rather intrigued by some of the things he said, and I 
am going to study his speech when it is printed and check 
his statements for the purpose of ascertaining their correct- 
ness or incorrectness, and then possibly I may answer his 
whole speech. I want to take the time now allotted to me, 
however, very briefly to reply to two or three remarks he 
made in his lengthy address which I happen to know of my 
own knowledge are not correct. 

At the outset let me make this clear. As to what the gen- 
tleman said about H. R. 4199—the General Welfare Act— 
I heartily agree. I am as much in favor of that bill as he 
is. That is merely a further and a perfected revision of 
the revised McGroarty bill, H. R. 7154, of the Seventy- 
fourth Congress, with the drafting of which, as the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma knows, I had considerable to do. The 
gentleman is also aware that in the debate on the motion to 
substitute the revised McGroarty bill for the old-age provi- 
sion of the administration's utterly inadequate social-security 
bill, I made a speech in support of the revised McGroarty 
bill which has been as widely publicized, perhaps, as any 
statement upon the same subject that has been made on the 
floor of the House. 

The first objection I make to the gentleman’s remarks is 
that they were unnecessarily partisan, and I think that he 
did a great deal of damage to the prospect of obtaining 
favorable consideration of H. R. 4199 when he brought in 
the partisan angle. I shall return to that point a little later. 

I want it understood at the outset, also, that I hold no 
brief for Dr. Townsend. If Dr. Townsend in his long effort 
to create sentiment in America for a decent old-age pension 
has done anything wrong I am just as much opposed to that 
as is the gentleman from Oklahoma. And no doubt some 
things Dr. Townsend has done are subject to criticism; but 
I cannot agree that all of the things the gentleman from 
Oklahoma said about Dr. Townsend are correct. I know 
they are not because I attended all of the hearings of the 
Bell investigations when some of these same charges were 
made and where the investigators by their own admission 
failed to substantiate them. 

Also, Mr. Chairman, I do not forget that the gentleman 
from Oklahoma was one of the high ranking, respon- 
sible officers for a number of years of the national 
Townsend organization, and I do not overlook the fact 
the things which he here denounces, and which, if true, 
ought to be denounced, took place while he was one of the 
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responsible heads of that organization. One of these things 

that the gentleman has denounced here was the statement 

made all over this country by official Townsend Club 

speakers, even after the revised McGroarty bill was intro- 
duced and debated on this floor, that the revised McGroarty 

bill contained a provision for payment of a pension of $200. 

These statements were being made throughout the country 

while the gentleman was one of the controlling officers of 

the national Townsend organization. 

Every Member of Congress knew that the revised Mc- 
Groarty bill did not call for payment of a pension of $200 
per month. The gentleman from Oklahoma knew it did 
not. I was criticized by some Townsend Club members at 
the time for declaring and carefully explaining in the debate 
that it did not. Yet I have never heard of the gentleman 
from Oklahoma, who was then vice president of the national 
Townsend organization, remonstrating with these official 
Townsend speakers. I have never heard that he contra- 
dicted any of their statements, or that he ever asked that 
their services be dispensed with because they misrepresented 
the provisions of the revised McGroarty bill to people who 
were then uninformed and who received all of their informa- 
tion on the bill through these official speakers and through 
the official publication of the organization of which the 
gentleman from Oklahoma was one of the directing heads. 

Yet the gentleman now denounces Dr. Townsend for 
telling his followers that the revised McGroarty bill was a 
$200 pension bill. In my own speech in the debate on that 
bill in 1935, in answer to a direct question upon that point 
asked me from the floor, I stated that if Dr. Townsend were 
making that claim there was nothing in the bill to support 
it and that it was wrong for Dr. Townsend to make it. 
Did anyone ever hear the gentleman from Oklahoma 
similarly declare himself in 1935? At that time, if I re- 
member correctly, the gentleman was a candidate for the 
United States Senate—either prospective or recently de- 
feated—and was running on the Townsend plan. O 

I rather resented the statement made by the gentleman 
that Townsend clubs generally, and particularly insofar 
as my own State of Oregon and the State of California are 
concerned, are unfair to candidates who do not subscribe 
to the $200 idea but who do support measures like the revised 
McGroarty bill and its successor, H. R. 4199. He said, you 
will recall, that the Townsend clubs in my State went out 
and opposed me because I supported the revised McGroarty 
bill, which does not provide for a pension of $200, and 
because I frankly told them it did not. The gentleman is 
entirely misinformed. The fact is that the Townsend clubs 
generally supported me. They supported me for several 
reasons which, judging from the gentleman’s remarks, he 
may have some difficulty in understanding. They supported 
me, first, because they thought I was a good Member of 
Congress and, second, because they knew that I had helped 
to draft the bill in which they were principally interested, 
the revised McGroarty bill, and that I was energetically 
trying to secure favorable consideration for it in Congress. 

I supported the revised McGroarty bill, just as I am now 
supporting the bill on that subject which succeeded it this 
session, the General Welfare Act, H. R. 4199, and made it 
plain to the Townsend clubs of the State just exactly what 
the bill was. At first the attitude of these Townsend club 
members was not very favorable, of course, because they had 
been told officially by speakers sent out from the national 
organization, of which the gentleman from Oklahoma was 
then one of the responsible directing officials, that the bill 
was something which it was not. That attitude was not 
favorable toward me when I first told them that the pay- 
ment of a $200 pension was not a provision in the revised 
McGroarty bill, and that the $200 was merely the limit fixed 
in the bill beyond which a pension could not be paid in any 
event. In fact, in one or two places I was told I would be 
mobbed if I tried to enlighten the members of the Townsend 
clubs on this point. 
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Mr. Chairman, I have always made it a practice to tell the 
people of my district the truth. In connection with this leg- 
islation I told them what I stated on the floor twice in debate 
upon that payment of $200 a month pension was not a 
part of the bill, that the bill, in my opinion, would not raise 
a $200 a month pension, and that further, in my opinion, the 
question of just how much the 2-percent tax would raise was 
not an important question. I stated that I was convinced 
that it would provide a substantial pension—one sufficient in 
amount to permit the pensioners to retire from competition 
with younger men and to spend the remainder of their lives 
in decency and comfort and happiness. And I told them if 
the bill would accomplish that it was sufficient. 

I do not know, of course, how a position of that kind upon 
the part of a candidate for Congress would appeal to Town- 
send Club members of the gentleman’s State. I presume, 
from what he has said here of Townsend Club members, if 
that is what they are really like in Oklahoma, perhaps the 
candidate who took the position I took would not fare very 
well among them. But, Mr. Chairman, I am glad to be able 
to say to the gentleman from Oklahoma that Townsend Club 
members in the First Congressional District of Oregon are 
not like that, nor are any other of the citizens of my dis- 
trict like that. And, just to be sure that the gentleman may 
understand what I mean, I may also tell him that while the 
people of my district in the 1936 election gave the President 
a majority of 51,000, they gave me, a Republican, a majority 
of 54,000 in the same election. 

There are one or two other things which he stated that 
in my own opinion, and in fact to my knowledge, are not 
correct. He said there never was a bill introduced in this 
body providing for a $200-a-month pension. The gentleman 
should know from the position he held so long in the national 
Townsend organization that the first McGroarty bill did 
provide for just exactly that thing—a flat pension of $200 per 
month. One of the principal reasons for revising the Mc- 
Groarty bill was to take that provision out of it. That revi- 
sion resulted in H. R. 7154 of the Seventy-fourth Congress, 
which is the bill I supported, and of which the General Wel- 
fare Act is but a further and, I think, even a better revision. 

The gentleman from Oklahoma has made so many mis- 
statements in 50 minutes in regard to things I personally 
know about, that I greatly suspect he has made a propor- 
tionately large number of additional misstatements in re- 
gard to things with which I am not personally familiar, but 
with which he, as former vice president of the Townsend 
national organization, is thoroughly acquainted. 

Mr. McGROARTY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOTT. I yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. McGROARTY. I believe the gentleman from Okla- 
homa apologized for mentioning that the Townsend clubs 
opposed the gentleman in his district. 

Mr. MOTT. I did not hear him make such apology. I 
recall, however, that he refused to yield to me for the pur- 
pose of correcting that statement, even though I stated to 
him that that was my only purpose in asking him to yield. 

Mr. McGROARTY. He also said they opposed me, which 
is true. The Townsend organization put up a candidate 
against me in my district and he received 12,000 votes. 

Mr. MOTT. Yes; I know that is true; and I denounced 
the people in your district who did that. I said then, and 
I say now, that was the most ungrateful thing I have heard 
of. The gentleman from California has been the most im- 
portant man in connection with all of this legislation of all 
the men in Congress. 

I said a few moments ago that I would return to my first 
objection, that the gentleman from Oklahoma in his speech 
injected politics, party politics if you please, into this non- 
partisan issue; and he did that by saying that Dr. Town- 
send was opposed to the President, and to the President’s 
Supreme Court bill, and a number of other things. 

What difference, may I ask the gentleman from Oklahoma, 
does it make what views Dr. Townsend may or may not hold 
on these important public questions? Why does the gentle- 
man bring that matter into his discussion of the General 
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Welfare Act, H. R. 4199, which the gentleman is supporting, 
which I am supporting, and which Dr. Townsend is support- 
ing? Why did he do this? Why did he go so far as to 
declare that Dr. Townsend’s support of H. R. 4199 is injuring 
its chances of success in Congress? 

Why this partisan attack? Is it because the gentleman 
from Oklahoma in his speech wanted to try to establish a 
political and partisan alibi for the failure of this adminis- 
tration to give any support whatever to H. R. 4199? The 
gentleman knows the President is opposed to H. R. 4199. He 
knows the Democratic organization of the House is opposed 
to it. If he was on the floor half an hour before he made 
his speech he heard Republican members of the Ways and 
Means Committee declare and announce from the floor of 
this House that every Republican member of that commit- 
tee is in favor of holding hearings on H. R. 4199 before that 
committee to which H. R. 4199 has been referred and that 
every Democratic member of that committee is opposed to 
holding hearings. The gentleman knows that the only rea- 
son the House is not permitted to debate and vote upon this 
bill is the refusal of the 3-to-1 Democratic majority to report 
it or even hold hearings on it. 

From the political angle the gentleman is on dangerous 
ground, and for the good of the General Welfare Act he 
should quit talking politics in connection with it. 

Now, in the minute or two of remaining time, may I say 
that notwithstanding the misstatements that have been made 
by the gentleman from Oklahoma, his appearance here on 
the floor this afternoon has, in my opinion, actually done 
some good; and I believe it will result in even more good. 
For the first time many gentlemen here have been given at 
least an idea of what is involved in H. R. 4199; and I will 
say further that during the small portion of his time that 
was devoted to H. R. 4199, the gentleman from Oklahoma 
made a very good speech, and I hope he will make more of 
them—not about Dr. Townsend, but about the General Wel- 
fare Act. $ 

I trust all Members of the Congress will study this bill 
carefully and without prejudice, and that in doing so they 
will disregard entirely the internal fights that have been 
going on, unfortunately, among many people and many 
groups of people who are supporting this bill. I trust they 
will at least sign the discharge petition on the Speaker’s 
desk so that we may bring the bill before the House for 
discussion on its merits. If you will do that, if you will 
heed the plea that the gentleman from Oklahoma made to 
you in that regard, then I think the remarks of the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma, incorrect as some of them have been, 
will not have been made in vain. [Applause.] 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Luce]. 

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, I make two charges against 
the President of the United States. 

First, I charge him with violating fundamental law, the 
cornerstone of the liberties and rights of English-speaking 
people, Magna Carta, that great charter upon which the 
fundamental principles of our safety are based. 

Seven hundred and twenty-five years ago nearly all of the 
nobility of England, 2,000 knights in full armor, and an as- 
semblage of foot soldiers, servants, and attendants gathered 
in the meadow of Runnymede to extort from King John 
this great charter. The wretched monarch groveled at their 
feet, but was compelled to assure the people of England what 
would be the rights of Englishmen from that time on. I 
will read two paragraphs from that memorable pledge, 
articles 39 and 40: 

Let no freeman be taken, or imprisoned, or disseised, or out- 
lawed, or banished, or in any way destroyed, nor will we go upon 
him, nor will we send upon him, except by the legal judgment of 
his peers, or by the law of the land. 


To none will we sell, to none will we deny, or delay right or 
justice. 


I charge that in the removal or the attempted removal 
of Arthur E. Morgan, of the Board of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority, the President went upon him and sent upon him 
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and destroyed his reputation as best the President could, in 
violation of this pledge of the rights of English-speaking 
people everywhere on the globe. Without resort to the peers 
of this man, and in violation of the law of the land, the 
unwritten law found in precedent requiring inquiry and 
judgment by a committee of the legislative branch, the 
President has attempted to destroy the reputation, the good 
name of an honorable public servant. 

Secondly, I charge that in the message laid before this 
House yesterday the President of the United States used 
language tending to deceive, whether or not intended to 
deceive, the people of the United States, language sure to 
deceive many of them unless somehow we are able to meet it 
with the truth of the case. 

I will read to you from his message this paragraph upon 
which I base my charge: 


(b) On the face of the record charges of the other directors 
that Arthur E. Morgan has obstructed the work of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority were substantiated by proof. 


I repeat: 

Were substantiated by proof. 

Again: 

Were substantiated by proof. 

Mr. Chairman, I did not read with utmost care the tran- 
script of those hearings as appearing in the press. Not 
certain whether there was or was not anything in it upon 
which this might be based, I have today asked fully i5 of 
my colleagues if they had read of anything, had heard of 
anything, or if they knew of anything to indicate there 
was one shred of proof presented to the President warranting 
this averment. 

Go on with that paragraph: 

Were not refuted— 


Of course the charges were not refuted. The man who 
was charged stood mute, and he had the right to stand mute. 
He denied the authority of the tribunal that attempted to 
make him talk. There is nothing in the law and there is 
nothing in the position of the President that could justly 
expose this man to criticism because of having failed to 
refute proof. He demanded a different tribunal, and in this 
he was within his rights. Does not every man here know 
that a man charged with an offense has the right to question 
the authority of the tribunal before which he is haled? 

Finish the paragraph— 
and therefore must be accepted as true. 


The man asked another tribunal, and the President in his 
message states there is no objection to giving him another 
tribunal; yet here we are told that because he stood mute in 
the face of this charge—and it was simply a charge, not yet 
supported by proof as far as we are now informed—there- 
fore the charge must be accepted as true. Was there ever 
anything wilder in all the allegations about justice and in- 
justice than the statement that because a man does not 
accept the tribunal and because the man stands mute, there- 
fore the charge must be accepted as true? Every man here 
knows the falsity of that. Every man here knows the un- 
fairness of that. If there is anything the American people 
demand, it is that their officials, particularly their high 
officials, shall never deviate from fairness to every citizen. 

So, because the allegation in question is likely to deceive, 
whether or not intended to deceive, I hope that somehow we 
can make the people of this country realize that a charge 
not yet supported by proof, a charge not yet submitted to 
the proper tribunal, should not necessarily be accepted as 
true. For this reason, sir, I profoundly regret both the 
action of the President of the United States and his words. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Was the statement just made by our 
colleague in the form of charges or was it a speech? I still 
do not know what it was. 
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Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. ENGEL. Who has yielded to the gentleman from New 
York? I thought the time was at the disposal of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania and myself. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York has not 
submitted a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. ENGEL. No one yielded for a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has held it was not a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. SHAFER]. 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, Japanese 
cherry blossoms, gurgling fountains, blooming hyacinths, jon- 
quils, and vestless congressional expanses rounding promi- 
nently in their new freedom all remind us that spring is here. 

Almost before we know it will come June, the month of 
roses, blushing brides, and secret New Deal conclaves on 
islands in the Chesapeake Bay. 

It hardly seems possible that almost a year has passed 
since the last secret conclave on Jefferson Island, which, you 
will recall, was held June 25, 26, and 27. 

No one has ever revealed to me the real reason why Jeffer- 
son Island was selected for that famous concordat of peace; 
but it must have been because the island was named after 
the traditional father of the Democratic Party, whose con- 
cepts of government have iong been forgotten. Possibiy it 
was just a nice gesture to the memory of those Jeffersonian 
principles. At any rate, the conclave was held; and although 
it did not produce any apparent beneficial results, there 
was talk at that time of making it an annual event. 

With that in mind, I rise today to suggest that this year’s 
conclave, if one is to be held, be staged on Solomons Island, 
also in the Chesapeake Bay. 

If there is any virtue in environment, Heaven knows the 
new dealers need all the benefits that might flow from dis- 
course on Solomons Island. 

Another reason why Solomons Island should be the scene 
of this year’s conclave is that this administration of gov- 
ernment is about as far removed from the reputed wisdom 
of Solomon as the New Deal governmental policies are re- 
moved from Jeffersonian concepts of constitutional gov- 
ernment. 

But I had another reason for taking the floor today. I 
desire to discuss facts in connection with the national debt 

President Roosevelt has had 5 years of unsurpassed public 
support; unprecedented cooperation by the Congress; un- 
paralleled control of government; of public expenditures, 
and unquestioned discretion in spending great sums of 
money. 

And now we find ourselves in the depths of the abyss of 
depression as deeply as we were the day the New Deal moved 
into Washington. 

Not only are we back in the depression, but by 1940 the 
national debt will have grown to more than $40,000,000,000. 

Now, $40,000,000,000 means little to the average fellow’s 
mind. It is a sum of money so stupendous that the human 
mind cannot grasp the significance of the numerals neces- 
sary to express it. 

It seems to me that we may perhaps get a better grasp of 
just where we have landed after 5 years of the New Deal 
with our $40,000,000,000 debt and no relief in sight—if we 
try to translate this sum of money into more understandable 
images which the human mind can visualize, 

You will recall that several months ago that political 
genius, James A. Farley, conceived a great idea for replenish- 
ing the Democratic National Committee’s war chest. The 
idea was to take obsolete Democratic campaign books, worth 
about 10 cents each as waste paper, and by having Presi- 
dent Roosevelt personally autograph some 2,500 sheets of 
paper to be inserted in the books, promptly raise the sale 
value to an amount as great, in some instances, as $10,000 
per copy. 
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According to the figures I have obtained, Mr. Farley, up 
to May 31, 1937, sold 1,688 of these obsolete campaign books 
for a total sum of $720,524.64, or an average of $426.85 per 
book. 

Now, in order to get some grasp of what this Federal in- 
debtedness of 840,000,000, 000 by 1940 means, I have some- 
what laboriously worked the thing out in terms of obsolete 
Democratic campaign books. 

To pay off this enormous debt, if Mr. Farley chose to do 
so—which he will not—it would require, at an average price 
of $426.85, the stupendous number of 93,733,16142 Demo- 
cratic campaign books—autographed. 

To clarify this let us assume that President Roosevelt 
could maintain an average speed of 10 autographs per min- 
ute, he would be require to spend 9,373,361 % minutes writ- 
ing his famous autograph to put in these books if the debt 
were to be paid in that manner. 

Now, 9,373,316 % minutes equal 156,222 hours. This num- 
ber of hours equals 19,528 days of 8 working hours each. 

Of course we all know that President Roosevelt does not 
spend every working hour at his desk. We know that he 
spends a considerable portion of his time fishing. In fact, I 
recall during the Supreme Court controversy it was dis- 
closed that the President at that time had been absent from 
his desk about 40 percent of the time. 

If that figure is correct, then Mr. Roosevelt spends an 
average of 219 working days a year at the White House. 
On that basis, if he did nothing but write his famous auto- 
graphs each day—at the rate of 8 hours each day—without 
stopping for nourishment—and no President could be ex- 
pected to work harder than that—it would take President 
Roosevelt 19,528 days, or 53% years, in which to autograph 
enough Democratic campaign books in order to pay off the 
national debt. 

Now, there is another way out, provided, of course, the 
President’s strength holds out and his popularity did not 
wane too greatly over the years. It has been currently re- 
ported that Mr. Roosevelt has sold to a certain newspaper 
syndicate his obsolete press conference notes. Apparently 
the President figured that if Jim Farley could sell obsolete 
Democratic campaign books, he, the President, could sell 
his obsolete press conference notes. Anyway, he decided to 
try it, and apparently has met with success. 

There has been a good deal of somewhat pointed, if un- 
kind, criticism about the sale of these obsolete press con- 
ference notes; but finally one of Mr. Roosevelt’s Secretaries— 
strangely enough named Early—very belatedly announced 
that the President has no intention of keeping the money 
derived from the sale of these notes. According to the be- 
lated announcement of Mr. Early, the President is going to 
give the money to the Government, the exact purpose not 
being disclosed. 

Now, it may be that Mr. Roosevelt has conceived the idea 
of paying off the national debt by the sale of these obsolete 
press conference notes. 

If he has that in mind, it would figure out somewhat like 

this: 
It is generally reported now that the President’s total re- 
ceipts from the sale of these obsolete press conference notes 
will be in the neighborhood of $50,000. On that basis the 
President would have to have 800,000 batches of obsolete 
press conference notes in order to pay off our $40,000,000,000 
national debt. Figured on the basis of one press confer- 
ence a week, the President has held 260 press conferences 
in the 5 years he has been in office. This means that each 
press conference gave rise to a batch of obsolete press con- 
ference notes worth $192. On the basis of each batch being 
worth $192, it would require 280,333,333 press conferences 
to provide enough obsolete press conference notes to pay off 
the national debt. 

On the basis of holding one press conference a week, the 
President will have to remain in office 4,006,410 years and 3 
months in order to hold enough press conferences to pay off 
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the indebtedness he has gotten us into with his New Deal 
policies. 

I intended to figure out how many trains 1 mile in length 
it would take to haul these obsolete Democratic campaign 
books and these obsolete press-conference notes; also, how 
many newspapers it would require to print these obsolete 
press-conference notes; but the figures became so astronomi- 
cal in their immensity that I concluded to be content with 
the foregoing simple illustrations of what $40,000,000,000 
really mean and what the President has gotten us into and 
how long it will take him to get us out. 

I think the figures I have given make it quite apparent that 
it is highly advisable for the next extraordinary session of 
Congress to be held on Solomons Island. In that environ- 
ment we may be able to figure out how this stupendous in- 
debtedness which has been piled up by Mr. Roosevelt may be 
discharged in this period of depression. 

Recently the President took the role of a professor of eco- 
nomics at one of his press conferences—not yet entirely 
obsolete. With several charts and graphs in front of him 
he proceeded to give the White House correspondents a course 
of sprouts in New Deal economics. 

The professor was able to demonstrate by peaks and dips 
of the lines on his charts that prosperity is just around the 
corner. Of course, he did not use that term. We could 
hardly expect him to do that. But he did point out that 
prosperity is just over the next hump. 

In any event, the professor demonstrated by his charts 
and graphs that a given number of princes of privilege, 
added to a like number of economic royalists, plus twice as 
many aristocratic anarchists equals one depression. He 
also demonstrated very clearly that one New Deal bureauc- 
racy, plus 1,000 New Deal theories, plus 1,000 broken promises, 
equal one national debt of $40,000,000,000. 

I have now demonstrated to you—and I hope very clearly— 
that 93,722,161 % obsolete Democratic campaign books, plus 
an equal number of Presidential autographs, plus 53 % years 
of the Roosevelt administration, would equal the national 
debt of 1940; provided, however, Mr. Roosevelt spends no 
more money. 

I concede, however, that my calculation is completely 
erroneous, because it would be impossible for Mr. Roosevelt 
to remain in office without spending a lot of money. The 
President has on one occasion expressed a good deal of con- 
tempt for the “horse and buggy” days. 

But in looking over my figures you will have to admit 
that he has taken this Nation for a nice buggy ride. 

At any rate, those old “horse and buggy” days were thrifty 
days. A dollar was a dollar in those days. And in those 
“horse and buggy” days a national annual expenditure of a 
billion dollars was regarded as something incredible. 

In 5 years Mr. Roosevelt has expended somewhere between 
forty-five and fifty billion dollars, just to get us into another 
depression. So, of course, we could not expect him to be 
sympathetic with the thrifty “horse and buggy” days. Such 
days as those are entirely foreign to Mr. Roosevelt’s exuber- 
ant nature. His characteristically optimistic view of things 
is such as to make him ever ready to enjoy the pleasure of 
lavish spending—down to the taxpayer’s last dollar, 

Apparently Mr. Roosevelt has never paused to consider 
the amount of perspiration involved in the production of a 
bushel of corn or a bale of cotton. Those are mere sweaty 
details. His is a grandiose view. He loves to deal in mil- 
lions of bales of cotton and to discuss millions of bushels 
of corn, forgetting and ignoring the miles which must be 
trudged along the dusty furrows in order to produce those 
millions of bales of cotton and these millions of bushels of 
corn. 

Speaking of cotton, corn, and perspiration, let me observe 
that Mr. Roosevelt is not wholly insensible to the sweat of 
labor. Someone said recently on the floor of this House 
that Mr. Roosevelt never did any hard work. I cannot 
agree with that. It must have been hard work, indeed, to 
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think up all the promises he has made—just to think them 
up—to say nothing of attempting to fulfill them. 

On one occasion the President, having in mind undoubt- 
edly the sweat he had seen roll from the faces of those 
whom he watched at their labors, said: 

Taxes are paid in the sweat of every man who labors. If ex- 
cessive they are reflected in idle factories, tax-sold farms, and 
hence in hordes of the hungry trampiug the streets and seeking 
jobs in vain. Our workers may never see a tax bill, but they pay 
in deductions from wages in increased costs of what they buy, 
or (as now) in broad cessation of employment * * Our 
people and our business cannot carry its excessive burdens of 
taxation * * . 

Of course, what Mr. Roosevelt said in October 1932 was 
entirely correct. And, O brethren, how he has made the 
people of this country sweat under taxes ever since. 

Back in the days when Mr. Roosevelt was telling us how 
he was going to borrow and spend us out of the depression 
he gave us the assurance that from time to time he would set 
up his trusty microphone and give us a fireside chat. He 
did so. Many of them. It is true that the more he chatted 
the nearer he took us to a relapse into the depression. Now 
we are there. Since we have been in his depression, however, 
there has been a strange absence of fireside chats. 

Today, somewhere between eleven and twelve million unem- 
ployed wage earners are sitting beside their fireless firesides 
with their cookless cookers on cold kitchen stoves, waiting 
for Mr. Roosevelt to give them another fireside chat. They 
want him to tell them where to find jobs during this de- 
pression. 

Throughout this Nation these unemployed wage earners 
and their families are waiting for a word of encouragement. 

And, incidentally, these wage earners and their families are 
earnestly hoping that such a chat will not be sponsored by 
some enterprising cigarette manufacturer or breakfast-food 
producer. What a poignant thing it would be, brethren and 
sisters, for those unemployed wage earners and their families, 
hungry and penniless, to have to listen to the virtues of some 
toothsome breakfast food extolled at the beginning and end 
of a fireside chat. 

What a poignant thing it would be for those eleven or 
twelve million unemployed wage earners, penniless and deso- 
late, denied the solace of a pipe or cigarette, to have to listen 
to a message extolling the delights of a certain brand of 
cigarettes before and after a fireside chat. 

Such sponsored broadcasts and such advertising devices 
are not now far removed from the President himself. 

Will not Mr. Roosevelt again take up his trusty—or should 
I say rusty—microphone and tell these eleven or twelve 
million unemployed wage earners and their families where 
we are going from here—where they can turn for hope? 

Will not Mr. Roosevelt tell bewildered and fearful business- 
men what they may expect as the policy of the Government 
toward business for at least the next 12 months? 

Will not Mr. Roosevelt tell the taxpayers of America, who 
are staggering under the present enormous burden, when, 
how, and if ever they are to get relief? 

Will not Mr. Roosevelt go to Solomons Island and from 
there, perhaps inspired by his environment, tell us all how 
we are to get out of this mess he has gotten us into? Mr. 
Chairman, brethren, and sisters, this is not criticism. It is 
an earnest plea. [Applause.] 

Mr. HOOK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. I am pleased to yield to my 
colleague the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. HOOK. Probably the gentleman, being a Republican, 
could tell us whether or not, when Hoover visited Hitler, he 
arranged for some program whereby if the Republican Party 
should come back into power Hitler and Hoover could join 
together to wipe out the national debt. 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. In reply to the question of my 
colleague the gentleman from Michigan, I may say that my 
discussion is an economic one, not political. 

(Here the gavel fell.] 
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Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. FLETCHER] such time as he 
may desire. 

THE NEW CENSUS BILL—FACTS YOU SHOULD KNOW ABOUT THE SIX- 
TEENTH DECENNIAL CENSUS 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Chairman, today I wish to speak on 
a matter of fundamental importance to all of us here and 
to every resident of the United States and its far-flung 
possessions. 

I refer to the Sixteenth Decennial Census which will be 
taken in 1940. 

This census will be the most comprehensive and significant 
ever taken, covering, as it will, almost every phase of our 
social and economic life. 

Legislation covering this important governmental func- 
tion is now in preparation. At the proper time I shall call 
a meeting of the Census Committee for its consideration. 

It is well worth our while to glance back over nearly a 
century and a half of census taking in this country in order 
that we may appreciate more fully the vital implications 
of the legislative job which is immediately before us. 

Our forefathers, wishing to provide an equitable basis for 
reapportioning the representatives of the people and of levy- 
ing direct taxes, incorporated in article I of the Constitution 
a provision for a decennial count of the population. 

AMERICA’S FIRST CENSUS 

The First Census, which erected in 1790 the initial mile- 
stone of the Nation’s statistical history, together with the 
Second Census, taken in 1800, related solely to population. 

Counting noses, however, soon became only one of the 
major activities of the Census, for the need of knowing other 
facts about our country was soon recognized. 

By 1810 the infant industries of the Nation had begun to 
flourish to such an extent that the need for industrial sta- 
tistics became apparent, and so manufacturing data have 
been gathered periodically since that year. 

In 1840 a census of agriculture was taken, and this vital 
activity has been continued. 

Business statistics have been collected since 1929, elimi- 
nating a blind spot which existed in our economic statistics. 

In addition to these four major activities—the collection 
of population, manufacturing, agricultural, and business 
data—facts are collected on births and deaths, religious 
bodies, on finances of States and cities, and on institutions 
for criminals, insane, and others. 

MEETING NEW DEMANDS 

The Census has necessarily adapted its services to keep 
pace with fundamental changes in our economic and social 
structure and to meet the growing factual needs to which 
these changes have given birth. 

As recently as 1935 censuses of business, agriculture, and 
manufactures were taken, which provide a more complete 
picture of the economic life and resources of our country than 
has ever before been made available at one time. 

These censuses have established new bench marks in the 
statistics of business, industry, and agriculture, from which, 
by use of the current reports of the Census Bureau and other 
agencies, it will be possible to anticipate more accurately the 
economic trends for several years to come. 

Epochal changes in the function of government and in the 
organization of American life in recent years make it impera- 
tive that we adopt legislation to continue to provide a con- 
tinuous series of accurate pictures of what is taking place. 

THE NEW BILL 

The bill for the Sixteenth Decennial Census will be drafted 
to provide factual information necessary to meet the grow- 
ing complexities of our national life and at the same time 
to accomplish this in the most efficient and least expensive 
manner. 

In order to furnish you with information which you will 
find helpful during the consideration of this bill, I will ex- 
plain briefly some of the more important items. 


4062 


Probably the most significant feature of the new bill is a 
proposal to take the population census every 5 years instead 
of every 10 years. 

Our population has increased a maximum of 37 percent 
and a minimum of 15 percent in each 10-year period between 
our censuses, which indicates how dynamic the question of 
population is. 

Fairly accurate estimates of these increases are made be- 
tween censuses for the country as a whole, but the estimates 
become less and less accurate the further away we get from 
the last census. 

For States the problem of estimating population changes 
is more difficult, because we have no check of people going 
between States such as we have of people coming into and 
going out of the country. 

It is almost impossible to estimate the ebb and flow of city 
and county population. And yet it is in these small areas 
that accuracy is most needed for enlightened Government 
activities, such as relief and planning, and also for business 
management in their studies of the marketing of their goods 
and the labor supply. 

DEMAND FOR ACCURATE STATISTICS 

The demand for accurate statistics for small areas is so 
great that certain States, and even cities, have been forced 
to take their own population censuses. 

All segments of our governmental, business, industrial, and 
social activities have a stake in these population figures. 

Thus it is extremely important that they be as accurate 
and as up to date as possible. 

It must be stressed that the population census is not simply 
a count of noses but embraces such fundamental facts as 
rents, home values, literacy, race, nationality, and other 
significant data. 

Censuses of population at 10-year periods may have an- 
swered our needs under the simple and slowly changing con- 
ditions of our national childhood, but they are far from ade- 
quate for a nation which has matured into world leadership 
in a period fraught with enormous and constantly growing 
Social and economic complexities. 

This is a time more than any other in our history in which 
man’s judgment is now better than the facts upon which it 
is based. 

The collection of those facts on a comparable basis 
throughout the Nation has long since surpassed the financial 
and physical capabilities of any organization outside of our 
Federal Government. 

The value of this over-all picture, turned out on a mass- 
production basis, is enormous, but its cost to individual users 
is infinitesimal. 

FOUR NEW INQUIRIES 

Four major inquiries will be made in 1940 under the terms 
of the new bill which I shall introduce. 

These are censuses of population, agriculture, business, and 
manufacturing. 

A complete picture of the Nation’s social and economic 
status will thus be presented for use as a base line. 

The bill then provides that in the future the population 
and agricultural censuses be taken every 5 years in the years 
ending in 9 and 5, while the censuses of business and manu- 
factures will be taken at 5-year intervals also, but for years 
ending in 3 and 8. 

Closely connected with the changes in the frequency of the 
major censuses and, in fact, growing from them, is the in- 
creased efficiency and economy to be brought about by dis- 
tribution of the work load more evenly over the 10-year 

riod. 

“Up to now there has been an unavoidable lack of efficiency 
and economy because of the huge expansion of activities each 
10 years centering around the population census. 

This peak load, lasting for 2 or 3 years, made it necessary 
to hire personnel untrained to carry out the highly special- 
ized duties connected with census taking. 

It was impossible properly to train this personnel before 
taking a census, and by the time they became fairly well 
acquainted with their duties the census was over. 
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The bill for the Sixteenth Decennial Census provides a 
method for staggering the major work loads so that a highly 
trained skeleton field force can be permanently maintained, 
thereby giving more and better work at a decreased cost. 

OUR CENSUS BUREAU LARGEST IN THE WORLD 

Our Census Bureau is the largest collector and distributor 
of economic and social statistical material in the world, and 
appropriately so, for only the Federal Government is in a 
position to collect such data on a national scale for the use 
of all the people. 

Briefly I have described the major activities of the Census 
and have related how these activities were developed to meet 
the needs of our growing and changing country. 

It is necessary that such a growth be coordinated from 
time to time. 

This is the main objective of the Sixteenth Decennial 
Census bill. 

I recognize the old proverb, “You can prove anything by 
statistics,” is partially true, but its complement is gaining 
increasing recognition—without statistics you can prove 
nothing. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself a minute and a half in order to make the following 
statement 

Mr. Chairman, several Members of Congress appeared 
before the subcommittee handling this bill and made state- 
ments upon a number of different subjects. Among them 
was my distinguished colleague, Hon. Leon Sacks, of Phila- 
delphia, who made a very forceful and interesting statement 
upon the division of clothing manufacturing between the 
Government’s depot at Philadelphia and commercial manu- 
facturing establishments. 

The reporter of the hearing evidently misunderstood Mr. 
Sacks’ name, and the hearing appears in our printed record 
as Mr. Srack's, another of my colleagues from the city of 
Philadelphia. I am very sorry the error occurred. The 
statement, commencing on page 731 of our hearings, attrib- 
uted to Representative Strack, is in fact the statement made 
to the subcommittee by Representative Sacks, 

Mr. Chairman, I move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. WARREN] hav- 
ing resumed the chair, Mr. LUTHER A. JoHNson reported that 
the Committee, having had under consideration the bill H. R. 
9995, had come to no resolution thereon. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. HENDRICKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that on Tuesday, after the reading of the Journal and dis- 
position of matters on the Speaker’s desk and the completion 
of the legislative program of the day, I may be permitted to 
address the House for 20 minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my own remarks in the Recor by including therein 
a copy of a letter I wrote to the Secretary of War and two 
very short editorial comments regarding the subject matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks and include a letter from Clyde A. 
Tolson, Assistant Director of the Federal Bureau of Investi- 
gation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. Maverick asked and was given permission to revise 
and extend his own remarks in the RECORD. 

Mr. COFFEE of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and 
include therein two brief newspaper articles. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Recorp by printing a com- 
parative statement of imports and dairy products. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under the special order of 
the House the gentleman from New York [Mr. DICKSTEIN] 
is recognized for 30 minutes. 

UN-AMERICAN ACTIVITIES 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, no democracy has a 
right to look on calmly when its very foundations are being 
undermined by subversive groups. No democracy has a 
right to commit suicide by not defending its liberal institu- 
tions against such subversive attacks from within and from 
without. No democracy can survive with foreign propaganda 
penetrating its borders which seeks to array one American 
against another, and no democracy can survive when foreign 
propaganda seeks to destroy its constitution and substitute 
in its place a dictatorial or totalitarian state. 

Many things have happened within the last few weeks. 
I was hoping, Mr. Speaker, to have a little time earlier in 
the day, but the gentleman in charge of the time this morn- 
ing, apparently, found some favorite sons to give us a lot 
of talk, while I thought I had a message of importance to 
convey to the country. The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
had done this once before. 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. I am not talking about the gentleman. 
I am talking about the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. POWERS. I realize that. I happen to be from across 
the river in New Jersey. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. I will yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Speaker, I realize the gentleman has 
had difficulty in getting time. I further realize he has 30 
minutes under this special order. I am wondering, due to 
the lateness of the hour, if it might not be well if he would 
revise and extend his remarks? 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. I did not yield for that purpose. I 
yielded for a question, and I do not think that is a fair state- 
ment. 

Mr. POWERS. I just asked the gentleman to yield. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. I do not think it is fair for the gentle- 
man to ask me to yield and then make a statement about 
taking me off the floor. If the gentleman was so much inter- 
ested in what I had to say, he could have yielded to me 
during the earlier part of the day. 

Mr. Speaker, I decline to yield further. I shall exercise my 
prerogative in that respect. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Mr. Speaker, is the gentleman 
touching the subject again that he brought up during the 
time that I had the floor? 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. I am going to take that up in the 
course of my remarks, but I hope to extend my remarks and 
to clarify somewhat the position that the committee has 
taken. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. There is a provision in the current 
War Department appropriation act and there is a provision 
in the pending bill that no alien can serve in the Army of 
the United States or in the National Guard. Possibly the 
National Guard has not succeeded in weeding out all who are 
not citizens, but a determined effort is under way to see that 
the rule placed in our bill last year is generally and com- 
pletely observed. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. The fact of the matter is that this 
committee and the Congress have allowed aliens in the State 
militia, people who did not belong there, and whose alle- 
giance to the State and to the country is nil. I am very 
grateful to the Governor of my State. When I called the 
matter to his attention it was found that at least five or six 
hundred Nazis were in the militia who were more or less 
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conveying all of the information they could obtain to the 
German Government. If we go through the files we will 
find hundreds of them not only in my State but in the gen- 
tleman’s State, and in at least 15 States, and it is about time 
that this committee took the trouble to purge the State 
militia of alien influences that have no business in our 
democracy. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. I certainly am not in sympathy 
with the Nazis or any other type of ism getting into our 
National Guard. We tried to take care of it last year by 
inserting language in the Army appropriation bill, and it is 
there today, and forbids the enlistment and use of aliens. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. That is right. On July 1, 1937, the 
gentleman’s committee for the first time woke up, at a time 
when it was paying Federal money for the support and 
maintenance of the State militias, and what a first line of 
defense that. would be if some of these Nazis were going to 
defend the people of my district or in my State, if that ever 
were necessary. In the State of Illinois, in the State of Cali- 
fornia, and in the State of Pennsylvania, and I can go right 
down the line, you have alien bund leaders, Nazis, who 
cannot sincerely pledge allegiance to our Government but 
who get the benefit of training and education and go back 
to Germany to their Fascist leaders, and carry on war 
against the United States. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. I refuse to yield any further. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. But the gentleman mentioned my 
State and charged that Nazis are members of the National 
Guard. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Right in your National Guard, and you 
are doing nothing about it. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Does the gentleman know that to 
be a fact? Has he any facts upon which to base that 
assertion? 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. I am not the Department of Justice, 
and I am giving the gentleman some information out of 
respect, because he yielded to me. 

If the gentleman is serious—and I understand he is a 
candidate for Governor in his State—he will go into his 
State and check up what I say. I do not want to yield any 
further. In the Army we have an Intelligence Service. We 
have a group of a few men who are smoking a pipe, during 
a time when spies are sufrounding this country day in and 
day out. The Department of Justice and the State Depart- 
ment are picking them up every day, thereby performing a 
great service to this country. An intelligence service ought 
to be in a position to find out the bad ones that are coming 
into this country for the purpose of taking secrets out of 
the country to their dictators. True we have a better force 
in time of war, but in times like these, with the world being 
disturbed, our Intelligence Service, insofar as protecting 
secrets in the Navy and the Army is concerned, is not of 
great value. 

Why did not this committee do something to check into 
that? 

Mr. Speaker, I have some very important facts to present 
to the country, but time does not permit me to go into 
detail. I ask unanimous consent to extend my remarks by 
including therein certain extracts from a Nazi newspaper 
which is subsidized by the German Government calling upon 
all Nazis and all people who sympathize with dictators to 
take out membership in the so-called bund. For the first 
time they print the application for membership. They seek 
several hundred thousand members in their bund to help 
Mr. Hitler in this country. For the first time they admit, 
Mr. Speaker, that there is such a bund. For the first time 
they admit that their bund contains a leadership principle 
and an oath to a leader and a dictator. I respectfully 
submit, Mr. Speaker, that this ought to be put in the Recorp 
for the benefit of the Members. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from New York? 

There was no qbjection. 
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The matter referred to is as follows: 


You German-Americans, who, as Americans, realize that it is 
your duty to help outlaw Jewish international, atheistic commu- 
nism in all its , and who, as sons of Germans, would de- 
fend your “old country” malicious defamation, helping 
our United States of America to profit by Germany’s experiences, 
join the German-American Bund (Amerika-Deutscher Volksbund) 
an essential part of the movement of the 100,000,000 Aryan (white 
gentile) Americans, fighting to reconstitute our country a free 
and sovereign, God-fearing, moral, social, and national United 
States. 


Local units all over the country. 
Frequent English-language meetings. 
German-American Business League, (DRV) to fight all 
boycott rackets. 
Vacation camps for old and young to cleanse mind and soul of 
“red” rottenness, 
rour newspapers free of Jewish domination with growing Eng- 
sections. 
For Constitution and fiag, for practical Christianity, for true 
social justice and an American labor front. 
All Americans seeking truth and fighting spirit are welcome in 
our ranks. 
Fill out application below and mail to nearest local listed at 


right. 


Unit: 
Address: German-American Bund, Post-office box 75, Station “K,” 
New York, N. Y. 


Inc. 


GERMAN-AMERICAN BUND 


Application for membership 
District_..._....... 


Please do not use this space: No. 

Payable when applying: Initiation fee, $1; monthly dues, $0.75; 
and voluntary donation, $0.50 and up. 

I hereby apply for admission to membership in the German- 
American Bund, the purposes and aims of which are known to me, 
and I obligate myself to support them to the best of my ability. 
I reco; the leadership principle, in accordance to which the 
bund is being directed. I am of Aryan origin, free from jewish 
or colored blood. 


Please write distinctly 
CO ee ee Occupation = 


(day) (month) (year) 
Single / Married/ Widowed -- 
22 — 
Two References: 


To what organizations do you belong? 


Paid dues: 
Initiation fee 8 
Monthly fee Bouse 


Vol. donation.... 8 
Date. 


Addresses of principal local units in Greater New York: 

Astoria German-American Bund, care of Turnhalle, 44-01 Broad- 
way, Astoria, Long Island. 

Bergen 8 German-American Bund, post-office box 128, 
Hackensack, N. 

va Saale German- American Bund, 267 St. Nicholas Avenue, 
Brooklyn, N. Y. 

Brooklyn South oe Bund, Prospect Hall, Prospect 
Avenue, Brooklyn, N. Y. 

Bronx German-American Bund, Eblings Casino, St. Ann's Ave- 
nue, corner One Hundred and Fifty-sixth Street, Bronx, N. Y. 

Hudson County German-American Bund, 754 Palisade .Avenue, 
Union City, N. J. 

Jamaica German-American Bund, 168-15 Ninety-first Avenue, 
Jamaica, Long Island. 

Lindenhurst German-American Bund, post office box 555, Linden- 
hurst, Long Island. 

Nassau County German-American Bund, Brauhof, Third Street 
and Jericho Turnpike, New Hyde Park, Long Island. 
ee German-American Bund, post-office box 65, Irvington, 

New Rochelle German-American Bund, post-office box 724, New 
Rochelle, N. Y. 

New York German-American Bund, post-office box 75, station K, 
New York, N. Y. 
8 County German-American Bund, 269 Passaic Street, 

c, N. 

Staten sland German-American Bund, Atlantic Rotisserie, 191 
Canal Street, Stapleton, Staten Island. 

White Plains German-American Bund, post-office box 813, White 
Plains, N. Y. 

Yonkers German-American Bund, Polish Community Center, 
92 Wayerly Street, Yonkers, N. X. 
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Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. I yield. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Will the gentleman give me the name 
of the paper? 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. It is the Deutscher Weckruf, published 
as recently as March 10, since Mr. Hitler took the so-called 
friendly action to protect Austria. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Is it published in the United States? 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. It is published in the United States but 
paid for by German money. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Where is it published? 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Three papers of this kind are published 
in New York, Philadelphia, and Washington and are paid 
for by German money sent in here from abroad. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Certainly no loyal patriotic American 
paper would take advertising of that kind. 

Mr, DICKSTEIN. This paper does not carry any Ameri- 
can advertising. It is operated at a loss of $1,000 or $1,500 
a month. 

Mr. FLETCHER. It is a “throw” sheet. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. It is just a propaganda sheet in which 
they seek to destroy America and substitute a Fascist dic- 
tatorial regime. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Was that advertisement written by any 
American advertising agency? 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. No; the German Government itself is 
apparently behind this advertisement. 

All of us who have been witnessing the events on the inter- 
national scene in the last few days have become convinced 
of the danger to world peace which emanates from the totali- 
tarian states. 

Nazi Germany is a vast jail. I have before me a map 
which shows that the country is dotted with concentration 
camps, penal institutions, and other devices to keep oppo- 
nents away from the public gaze—and this is the country 
which dares to tell our people how to manage our affairs and 
how to bring the “blessings” of national socialism to our 
shores. 

In and out of Congress I have spoken about this menace 
and I am sure my words must have found a responsive chord 
in your breasts. The other day the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. THomas] saw fit to state in the CONGRESSIONAL 
REcOoRD— 

Let us begin immediately to close up every Nazi and Communist 


camp in the country, even if it means empowering the State 
militia to step in and halt their activities. 


I had occasion to tell you about the weeding out of aliens 
from the State militia in New York. You know it was neces- 
sary to pass a Federal law to do so. 

The enemy is vigilant, ruthless, and reckless. It does not 
care a bit about our institutions and the continuance of our 
mode of living. We, who love America and wish to maintain 
our traditions, and hew clear to the line laid down by our 
Constitution, must combat this menace at all times and in all 
places. 

In unhappy Austria propaganda has been carried on for 
the last 4 or 5 years. The same type of propaganda is being 
carried on in the United States, in South America, and all 
over the world. Hitler and his satellites wish to create a 
disturbance and weaken the political strength of every coun- 
try, so that he could seize control of the internal affairs of 
other nations. He has seized Austria against the will of the 
Austrian Government and the Austrian people and has put 
hundreds of liberals into concentration camps, while hun- 
dreds of others have committed suicide. Will he stop at 
Austria, or will Poland, Rumania, Czechoslovakia, and other 
countries share the fate of Austria in the near future? 

Even South America found it necessary to curb Nazi ac- 
tivities. Brazil, itself a Fascist country, could not stomach 
Hitlerism and its works. Can we sit by and let nature take 
its course while a ruthless dictator is at our doors? 

An investigation at this time is necessary and essential for 
the best interest of our country. No leaders or group of 
leaders can set themselves up in opposition to an investiga- 
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tion. We cannot determine the damage done to our body 
politic unless the facts are gathered together and the whole 
picture of the situation presented to us under oath with the 
aid and assistance of our agencies, both public and private. 

There can be no two ways about it—either we permit this 
nefarious activity to continue unchecked and pay no atten- 
tion to it or, if our democracy is worth saving and preserving, 
it will be up to use to hold a thorough and detailed investi- 
gation at the earliest possible date. 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

à LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to 
Mr. Harnes for the balance of the week on account of im- 
portant business. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that that committee had examined and found truly 
enrolled a bill of the House of the following title, which was 
thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 8947. An act making appropriations for the Treasury 
and Post Office Departments for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1939, and for other purposes. 

BILL PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that that committee did on this day present to the 
President, for his approval, a bill of the House of the follow- 
ing title: 

H. R. 8947. An act making appropriations for the Treasury 
and Post Office Departments for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1939, and for other purposes. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I move that the 
House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 
9 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until tomorrow, Friday, 
March 25, 1938, at 12 o’clock neon. 


COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY 

The Committee on Banking and Currency will continue 
hearings on Monday morning, March 28, 1938, at 10:30 
o’clock, on the Patman bill, H. R. 7230. 

COMMITTEE ON PATENTS 

On Friday, March 25, 1938, at 10 o’clock the Committee 
on Patents will continue hearings that began Monday, March 
21, on the following measures: H. R. 9259, to provide for 
compulsory licensing of patents; H. R. 9815, to provide for 
the granting of licenses under patents brought within a 
single control by competitors to dominate an industry; H. R. 
1666, to provide counsel for the defense and prosecution of 
rights of indigent patentees. 

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 


There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m. Friday, March 25, 
1938. Business to be considered: Continuation of hearing 
on H. R. 9738, civil aeronautics. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. MaLoney’s subcommittee of 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 10 
a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Continuation of hearing on S. 1261—through routes. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. BuLWINKLE’s subcommittee 
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 
10 a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Hearings on H. R. 9073—to extend services of the Cape Fear 
River. 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m. Tuesday, April 12, 1938. 
Business to be considered: Hearing on H. R. 9047—control 
of venereal diseases, and other kindred bills. 


COMMITTEE ON THE POST OFFICE AND POST ROADS 


There will be a hearing before subcommittee No. 1 of 
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads at 10 
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a.m. Wednesday, April 6, 1938, on bills in behalf of custodial 
employees in the Postal Service. Room 213, House Office 
Building. 


COMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION 


There will be a meeting of the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization in room 445, House Office Building, at 
10:30 a. m. on Wednesday, March 30, 1938, for the public 
consideration of H. R. 8631—for the relief of Vincenzo Fer- 
rero, and for the further consideration of unfinished business 
of the committee. 


COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION 


There will be a meeting of the Committee on Education on 
Friday, March 25, 1938, at 10 a. m. Report of President’s 
Advisory Committee on Education. 


COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 


The Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee will hold 
hearings at 10 a. m. in room 219, House Office Building, 
on the following bills on the dates indicated: 

Friday, March 25, 1938: 

H. R. 6745. To require a uniform manning scale for mer- 
chant vessels and an 8-hour day for all seamen. 

H. R. 8774. To amend the Seamen Act of March 4, 1915, 
as amended and extended, with respect to its application to 
tug towing vessel firemen, linemen, and oilers. 

H. R. 9588. To provide for an 8-hour day on tugs on the 
Great Lakes. 

Tuesday, March 29, 1938: 

H. R. 9765—S. 3595. To authorize the purchase and distri- 
bution of products of the fishing industry. 

Wednesday, March 30, 1938: 

H. R. 8840. To amend section 6 of the act approved May 
27, 1936 (49 Stat. L. 1380). 

S. 1273. To adopt regulations for preventing collisions at 
sea. 

Tuesday, April 5, 1938: 

S. 2580. To amend existing laws so as to promote safety 
at sea by requiring the proper design, construction, mainte- 
nance, inspection, and operation of ships; to give effect to 
the Convention for Promoting Safety of Life at Sea, 1929; 
and for other purposes. 

Tuesday, April 12, 1938: 

H. R. 6797. To provide for, the establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more fish-cultural stations in 
each of the States of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. 

H. R. 8956. To provide for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary investi- 
gations, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking opera- 
tions for these purposes. 

S. 2307. To provide for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary investi- 
gations, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking opera- 
tions for these purposes. 

Thursday, April 14, 1938: 

H. R. 8533. To amend section 4370 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 46, sec. 316). 

Tuesday, April 19, 1938: 

H. R. 5629. To exempt motorboats less than 21 feet in 
length not carrying passengers for hire from the act of 
June 9, 1910, regulating the equipment of motorboats. 

H. R. 7089. To require examinations for issuance of motor- 
boat operators’ license. 

H. R. 8839. To amend laws for preventing collisions of ves- 
sels, to regulate equipment of motorboats on the navigable 
waters of the United States, to regulate inspection and man- 
ning of certain motorboats which are not used exclusively 
for pleasure and those which are not engaged exclusively in 
the fisheries on inland waters of the United States, and for 
other purposes. 
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COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS 

Pull open committee, Naval Affairs, meets at 10:30 a. m. 
Monday, April 4, 1938; continuation of consideration on 
H. R. 9315—to regulate the distribution, promotion, and re- 
tirement of officers on the line of the Navy, and for other 
purposes, 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

1182. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV a letter from the 
Secretary of War, transmitting a letter from the Chief of 
Engineers, United States Army, dated March 4, 1938, sub- 
mitting a report, together with accompanying papers and 
illustration, on a preliminary examination and survey of 
Tanana River and Chena Slough, Alaska, authorized by the 
Flood Control Act approved June 22, 1936, and by act of 
Congress approved July 1, 1935 (H. Doc. No. 561), was taken 
from the Speaker’s table, referred to the Committee on 
Flood Control, and ordered to be printed, with illustration. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of Rule XII, 

Mr. McREYNOLDS: Committee on Foreign Affairs. H. R. 
5633. A bill to provide additional funds for buildings for 
the use of the diplomatic and consular establishments of the 
United States; without amendment (Rept. No. 2003). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, 

Mr. SMITH of Washington: Committee on Pensions. H. R. 
1788. A bill granting an increase of pension to Helen K. 
Snowden; with amendment (Rept. No. 1992). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington: Committee on Pensions. 
H. R. 2775. A bill granting an increase of pension to Au- 
gusta M. Coontz; with amendment (Rept. No. 1993). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington: Committee on Pensions. 
H. R. 3368. A bill granting an increase of pension to Mary 
Merrill Scott; with amendment (Rept. No. 1994). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington: Committee on Pensions, 
H. R. 4584. A bill granting an increase of pension to Eliza- 
beth Painter Menoher; with amendment (Rept No. 1995). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington: Committee on Pensions. 
H. R. 5272. A bill granting an increase of pension to Clara 
Prentis Billard; with amendment (Rept. No. 1996). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington: Committee on Pensions. 
H. R. 5613. A bill granting an increase of pension to Nellie 
J. Day; with amendment (Rept. No. 1997). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington: Committee on Pensions. 
H. R. 8217. A bill granting an increase of pension to Gri- 
zelda Hull Hobson; without amendment (Rept. No. 1998). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington: Committee on Pensions. 
H. R. 8316. A bill granting an increase of pension to Har- 
riet L. Liggett; with amendment (Rept. No. 1999). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Committee on Pensions. 
H. R. 9054. A bill granting an increase of pension to Isa- 
belle Johnston; with amendment (Rept. No. 2000). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington: Committee on Pensions. 
H. R. 8155. A bill granting an increase of pension to Mrs. 
Thomas H. Jackson; without amendment (Rept. No. 2001). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington: Committee on Pensions. 
H. R. 9926. A bill granting an increase of pension to Jean- 
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nette W. Moffett; without amendment (Rept. No. 2002). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXI, public bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CELLER: A bill (H. R. 10013) to assure to certain 
aliens legal admission for permanent residence within the 
United States; to the Committee on Immigration and Nat- 
uralization. 

By Mr. SUMNERS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 10014) to pro- 
vide for the appointment of additional judges for certain 
United States district courts, circuit courts of appeals, and 
certain courts of the United States for the District of Co- 
lumbia; to the Committee on the Judiciary 

By Mr. CARTWRIGHT: A bill (H. R. 10015) providing 
for the purchase by the United States of the segregated coal 
and asphalt deposits in Oklahoma from the Choctaw and 
Chickasaw Tribes of Indians; to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 

By Mr. GREEVER: A bill (H. R. 10016) to amend an act 
entitled “An act to promote the mining of coal, phosphate, 
oil, oil shale, gas, and sodium on the public domain,” ap- 
proved February 25, 1920, as amended; to the Committee on 
the Public Lands. 

By Mrs. NORTON: A bill (H. R. 10017) to amend the act 
entitled “An act to establish a Civilian Conservation Corps, 
and for other purposes,” approved June 28, 1937; to the 
Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. BARTON: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 628) to 
create a special joint congressional committee to recommend 
the repeal of bad, obsolete, and useless laws; to the Com- 
mittee on Rules. 

By Mr. LEMKE: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 629) extend- 
ing the time to November 1, 1939, beyond the 3-year period 
within which farmer debtors, who filed under section 75 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, may readjust and refinance their in- 
debtedness under the terms and provisions of said section 
15; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LORD: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 630) authoriz- 
ing the Director of the Civilian Conservation Corps to coop- 
erate with the States and subdivisions thereof in destroying 
tent-caterpillars; to the Committee on Labor. 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXI, memorials were presented and 
referred as follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of Ohio memorializing the President and the Congress 
of the United States to continue the Works Progress Admin- 
istration in Ohio as a means of affording relief to those un- 
employed who are able to work on public projects; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ATKINSON: A bill (H. R. 10018) for the relief of 
Jesse Stokes Bowling, Jr.; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. CULKIN: A bill (H. R. 10019) granting an increase 
of pension to Elizabeth A. Hayes; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. McLAUGHLIN: A bill (H. R. 10020) for the relief 
of Oscar R. Wolf; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. REECE of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 10021) granting 
a pension to Anna M. Fladger; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10022) for the relief of Theodore A. 
Mooring; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER: A bill (H. R. 10023) granting an 
increase of pension to Julietta Waltermire; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions, 
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PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were 
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

4613. By Mr. BATES: Petition of the Republican City 
Committee of Haverhill, Mass., seeking a congressional in- 
vestigation of the steadily deteriorating shoe industry of 
Haverhill that has been largely brought about by imported 
shoes; also, of the effects of imports under trade agreements 
on all New England industries, and demanding that a solu- 
tion to the consequent unemployment problem be found and 
proper action taken to effect the same; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

4614. By Mr. CULKIN: Petition of the Senate of the State 
of New York, on motion of Senator Pitcher, requesting the 
Congress to enact and submit to the several States for rati- 
fication an amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States which will remove existing exemptions from taxation 
or personal income derived from any salary, wage, or emolu- 
ment paid by the United States or any unit or agency of 
government within the United States; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

4615. Also, petition of the Senate of the State of New York, 
upon motion of Senator Pitcher, requesting the Congress to 
enact and submit to the several States for ratification an 
amendment to the Constitution of the United States which 
will permit the taxation of income derived from securities 
thereafter issued by the United States or any unit or agency 
of government within the United States; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

4616. Also, petition of the Association of Highway Officials 
of the North Atlantic States, A. Lee Grover, Trenton, N. J., 
secretary and treasurer, urging that in the consideration of 
arterial transcontinental highways the Congress first con- 
sider a highway between Washington, D. C., and Boston, 
Mass.; that the planning of such highways be invested in 
the Bureau of Public Roads, Department of Agriculture; to 
the Committee on Roads. 

4617. Also, petition of the Jefferson County Petroleum In- 
dustries Committee, W. A. Fox, Watertown, N. Y., chairman, 
urging that the Congress eliminate Federal taxes on gasoline 
and lubricating oil, and other motorist taxes; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

4618. Also, petition of the Lewis County Petroleum Indus- 
tries Committee, H. C. Brown, president, Lowville, N. Y. 
urging that the Congress eliminate Federal taxes on gasoline 
and lubricating oil and other motorist taxes; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

4619. By Mr. FORAND: Petition of the General Assembly 
of the State of Rhode Island, memorializing Congress with 
relation to Rhode Island’s attitude upon the matter of the 
Vinson naval expansion bill, so-called, namely, House bill 
9218; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

4620. By Mr. FULMER: Resolution of the National Furni- 
ture Warehousemen’s Association and Allied Van Lines, Inc., 
in joint national convention assembled at Santa Barbara, 
Calif., this 27th day of January 1938, endorsing the principles 
and aims of the Social Security Act, favoring the abandon- 
ment of the full reserve system, and recommending the sub- 
stitution of a contingent reserve on a pay-as-you-go basis; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4621. By Mr. KENNEDY of New York: Petition of the 
American Committee for Defense of Lithuania, concerning 
the recent international events, specifically the Polish- 
Lithuanian developments; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

4622. Also, petition of the Engineers’ Speaking Society of 
New York City, concerning the reorganization bill; to the 
Committee on Government Organization. 

4623. Also, petition of the Hayward-Schuster Co., New 
York City, concerning the Federal reorganization bill; to the 
Committee on Government Organization. 

4624. By Mr. KEOGH: Petition of William H. Strang Ware- 
houses, Inc., Brooklyn, N. Y., concerning the Federal reor- 
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ganization legislation; to the Committee on Government 
Organization. 

4625. Also, petition of the American Lecithin Co., Inc., 
Elmhurst, Long Island, N. Y., concerning House bill 9259, 
to provide for compulsory licensing of patents; to the Com- 
mittee on Patents. 

4626. By Mr. LAMNECE: Petition of James D. Caldwell 
and other members of the Ohio Federation of Post Office 
Clerks, of Columbus, Ohio, endorsing the Luecke seniority 
bill (H. R. 3415); to the Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads. 

4627. By Mr. LEAVY: Resolution adopted by the Douglas 
County (Wash.) Central Democratic Committee, and signed 
by officers of that organization, officers of the county, and a 
number of other prominent Democrats, reviewing the nu- 
merous tasks successively undertaken by the present admin- 
istration to bring order out of the chaos existing at the 
time it assumed control of the Government; scoring the 
obstructionist tactics of reactionary Democratic leaders in 
both openly and furtively opposing the duly chosen admin- 
istration in a time of dire nationai stress and calling upon 
the Democracy of the State to give no heed to the false 
leaders who would now embarrass and destroy the great 
humanitarian program of recovery, but rather for all county 
and State administrations to stand solidly behind the Presi- 
dent and the national administration for support of our 
national defense; promotion of the general welfare; estab- 
lishment of domestic tranquillity and social progress; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

4628. By Mr. O’CONNELL of Rhode Island: Memorial of 
the General Assembly of Rhode Island, in relation to House 
bill 9218; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

4629. By Mr. PFEIFER: Petition of the American Lecithin 
Co., Inc., Elmhurst, Long Island, N. Y., concerning the Fed- 
eral licensing bill (H. R. 9259); to the Committee on Patents. 

4630. Also petition of William H. Strang Warehouses, Inc., 
Brooklyn, N. Y., concerning the Government reorganization 
bill; to the Committee on Government Organization. 

4631. By Mr. RICH: Petition of citizens of Kane, Pa., 
protesting against the passage of Senate bill 2970, known as 
the reorganization bill; to the Committee on Government 
Organization. 

4632. By the SPEAKER: Resolution unanimously adopted 
at a meeting of American citizens of Lithuanian descent, 
concerning the current Polish-Lithuanian incident; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 


SENATE 
FRIDAY, MARCH 25, 1938 
(Legislative day of Wednesday, January 5, 1938) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration of 

the recess. 
THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent, 
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar 
day Thursday, March 24, 1938, was dispensed with, and 
the Journal was approved. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. MINTON. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following 
Senators answered to their names: 


Adams Bridges Connally Gillette 
Andrews Brown, Mich. Copeland Glass 
Ashurst Brown, N. H Davis Green 
Austin Bulkley Dieterich Guffey 
Bailey Bulow Donahey Hale 
Bankhead Burke Duffy Harrison 
Barkley Byrnes Ellender Hatch 
Capper Frazier Hayden 
Bilbo Caraway George Herring 
Bone Chavez Gerry Hill 
Borah Clark Gibson Hitchcock 


Holt McAdoo ye Shipstead 
Hughes McGill O'Mahoney Smathers 
Johnson, Calif. Overton th 
Johnson, Colo McNary Pittman Thomas, Okla. 
King Maloney Pope ‘Thomas, Utah 
La Follette Miller Radcliffe 

Lee Milton dings 
Lodge Minton Reynolds Vandenberg 
Logan Murray Schwartz Wagner 

Loni Neely Schwellenbach Walsh 
Lundeen Norris Wheeler 


Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. Byrd], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewrs], the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER], the Senator from Mis- 
souri [Mr. Truman], and the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
Van Nuys] are detained from the Senate on important public 
business. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] and the Sen- 
ator from Georgia [Mr. Russett] are detained in their 
respective States on official business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-eight Senators have an- 
swered to their names. A quorum is present. 


REPORT OF BOY SCOUTS OF AMERICA 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the Chief Scout Executive of the Boy Scouts of Amer- 
ica, transmitting, pursuant to law, the twenty-eighth annual 
report of the Boy Scouts of America, which, with the accom- 
panying report, was referred to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following 
concurrent resolution of the Legislature of the State of New 
York, which was referred to the Committee on Immigration: 


Whereas there has been introduced in the Congress of the United 
States a bill known and distinguished as H. R. 3679, which has for 
its purpose the restriction of habitual commuting of aliens from 
foreign contiguous territory to engage in skilled or unskilled daily 
labor or employment in continental United States; and 

Whereas the conditions which this bill seeks to remedy are of 
vital importance to the laboring element and taxpayers in this 
State and materially affect the widespread unemployment condi- 
tions in the border communities of this State; and 

Whereas said resolution has passed the House of Representatives 
of the Congress of the United States and is now pending before 
the Immigration and Naturalization Committee of the Senate: 
Now. therefore, be it 

Resolved (if the senate concur), That the Senate of the United 
States be, and hereby is, respectfully memorialized to pass such 
bill at the earliest possible moment. That a copy of this resolution 
be transmitted to the Secretary of the Senate of the United States 
and to the two Senators representing New York State in said body. 


The VICE PRESIDENT also laid before the Senate a joint 
resolution of the Legislature of the State of California, which 
was referred to the Committee on Finance: 


Assembly joint resolution relative to memorializing Congress con- 
cerning the tariff on tungsten and tungsten products 


Whereas negotiations have been undertaken by the Department 
of State of the United States Government for the purpose of 
making a reciprocal-trade treaty with Great Britain, her dominions 
and colonies; and 

Whereas the proposed reciprocal-trade treaty with Great Britain, 
her dominions and colonies, intends to reduce the tariff upon 
tungsten and tungsten products; and 

Whereas the industry of California is in an orderly 
manner developing tungsten properties in this State; and 

Whereas the development of these properties will place the 
United States in a better position to furnish tungsten and tungsten 
products so vitally necessary for national defense; and 

Whereas the development of these properties and other mining 
properties in connection therewith will employ citizens of this 
State now being supported by public relief at the expense of the 
taxpayers; and 

Whereas industrial plants for the processing, smelting, and 
refining of tungsten ores are hesitant to continue their rapid 
production and expansion, due to the proposed reciprocal-trade 
treaty: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the State of California, 
jointly, That the Congress of the United States is hereby requested 
to permit no reduction in the existing tariff rates on tungsten and 
tungsten products in this proposed reciprocal-trade treaty with 
Great Britain, her dominions and colonies; and be it further 

Resolved, That the secretary of state of the State of California 
is hereby requested to transmit copies of this resolution to the 
President of the United States, to the President of the Senate, and 
to the Speaker of the House of Representatives, and to each Senator 
and Member of the House of Representatives from California in 
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the Congress of the United States, and that such Senators and 
Members from California are hereby respectfully urged to support 
such legislation. 

The VICE PRESIDENT also laid before the Senate a reso- 
lution adopted by the City Council of the City of Lansing, 
Mich., favoring the enactment of legislation to extend the 
provisions of the W. P. A. program so as to absorb border-line 
cases, which was referred to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by the 
Common Council of the City of Milwaukee, Wis., protesting 
against the enactment of legislation imposing a tax on fuel 
oil, which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also laid before the Senate resolutions adopted by B. S. 
& A. U. Local, No. 16, United Office and Professional Workers 
of America (C. I. O.), favoring the enactment of the joint 
resolution (S. J. Res. 127) memorializing the Honorable Frank 
F. Merriam, Governor of the State of California, to grant to 
Thomas J. Mooney a full and complete pardon, which were 
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary, 

He also laid before the Senate a petition of sundry citizens 
of the States of Tennessee, Kentucky, South Carolina, North 
Carolina, and West Virginia praying for the enactment of 
legislation to increase the pay and compensation schedules of 
the personnel of the Regular Army, which was referred to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. LODGE presented a memorial of sundry citizens of 
Boston, Mass., remonstrating against the enactment of the 
bill (S. 3331) to provide for reorganizing agencies of the 
Government, extending the classified civil service, establish- 
ing a General Auditing Office and a Department of Welfare, 
and for other purposes, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. GREEN presented the following resolution of the Gen- 
eral Assembly of the State of Rhode Island, which was 
referred to the Committee on Naval Affairs: 

Resolution memorializing Congress with relation to Rhode Island’s 


attitude upon the matter of the Vinson naval-expansion bill, so- 
called, namely, H. R. 9218. 


Whereas there is now pending in Congress the Vinson naval- 
expansion bill, so-called, namely H. R. 9218, a measure which, in 
the light of the tremendous Navy building in other countries, 
shows determination upon the part of the Chief Executive and the 
administration to meet the demand for national defense in a most 
tangible way: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the members of the General Assembly of Rhode 
Island heartily approve the policy of the Federal Government as 
evidenced in the Vinson Navy expansion bill (H. R. 9218) now 
pending in Congress; and the secretary of state is hereby author- 
ized and directed to transmit a duly certified copy of this resolu- 
tion to the Senators and Representatives from Rhode Island in 
Congress urging them to use every effort to have this administra- 
tion measure made law, followed by an immediate expansion of the 
Navy building program. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


Mr. ADAMS, from the Committee on Public Lands and Sur- 
veys, to which was referred the bill (S. 3681) to amend sec- 
tion 35 of an act entitled “An act to promote the mining of 
coal, phosphate, oil, oil shale, gas, and sodium on the public 
domain”, approved February 25, 1920 (41 Stat. 437), as 
amended, and for other purposes, reported it without amend- 
ment and submitted a report (No. 1544) thereon. 

Mr. BULOW, from the Committee on Civil Service, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 3525) to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to extend the benefits of the Civil Service Re- 
tirement Act of May 29, 1930, as amended, to certain em- 
ployees in the legislative and judicial branches of the Gov- 
ernment”, approved July 13, 1937, reported it without amend- 
ment and submitted a report (No. 1545) thereon. 

Mr. BYRNES, from the Select Committee on Government 
Organization, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 8202) to 
provide for the reorganization of agencies of the Govern- 
ment, to establish the Department of Welfare, and for other 
purposes, reported it without recommendation. 

Mr. SMITH, from the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry, to which was referred the bill (S. 3174) to provide that 
crops needed for seeding purposes during 1938 shall be re- 
leased from the liens required by the act providing for crop 
loans for the year 1937, reported it with amendments. 
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BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED 

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and 
referred as follows: 

(Mr. VANDENBERG introduced Senate bill 3732, which was 
referred to the Committee on Military Affairs, and appears 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. VANDENBERG: 

A bill (S. 3733) for the relief of Luman J. Beede (with an 
accompanying paper); to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. COPELAND: 

A bill (S. 3734) for the relief of certain officers and en- 
listed men of the United States Coast Guard; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

By Mr. GLASS: 

A bill (S. 3735) to amend section 5d of the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation Act, as amended, to authorize loans to 
public agencies, to provide credit facilities for business enter- 
prises, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. . 

By Mr. BILBO: 

A bill (S. 3736) to authorize the Director of the Census 
to collect and publish monthly statistics concerning the 
quantities of soybeans, peanuts, flaxseed, corn germs, copra, 
sesame seed, hempseed, babassu kernels and nuts, rapeseed, 
and other oil seeds, nuts, and kernels received at oil mills, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. BARKLEY: 

A bill (S. 3737) amending sections 1 and 4 of an act of 
Congress approved June 18, 1930, entitled “An act author- 
izing the Commonwealth of Kentucky, by and through the 
State Highway Commission of Kentucky or the successors of 
said commission, to acquire, construct, maintain, and operate 
bridges within Kentucky and/or across boundary-line 
streams of Kentucky”; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. CLARK: 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 278) authorizing and direct- 
ing the Secretary of the Treasury to make an investigation 
of labor-saving and labor-displacing machinery, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Finance. 

RESTRICTION OF EXPORT OF HELIUM GAS 


Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I ask permission to 
introduce a bill to repeal subsection (b) of section 3 of the 
Helium Gas Act, which permits the commercial export of 
helium gas. I ask that the bill be referred to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 3732) to restrict the 
use of helium gas in foreign airships was read twice by its 
title and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

AMENDMENT OF BANKRUPTCY ACT—AMENDMENT 


Mr. WHEELER submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 8046) to amend an act 
entitled An act to establish a uniform system of bankruptcy 
throughout the United States,” approved July 1, 1898, and 
acts amendatory thereof and supplementary thereto; and to 
repeal section 76 thereof and all acts and parts of acts incon- 
sistent therewith, which was referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary and ordered to be printed. 

AMENDMENTS TO INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 9621) making appro- 
priations for the Department of the Interior for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, which 
was referred to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered 
to be printed, as follows: 

On page 76, after line 25, to insert the following: “Ogden River 
project, Utah, $100,000.” 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed. by him to the bill (H. R. 9621) making 
appropriations for the Department of the Interior for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations and 
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ordered to be printed, as follows: On page 80, line 18, insert 
the following: 


Altus project, Oklahoma: For construction in accordance with 
the plans set forth and described in Senate Document No. 153; 
Seventy-fifth Congress, third session, $750,000: Provided, That no 
construction on said project shall be commenced until the repay- 
ment of all costs of construction and inaintenance to be charged 
against the land to be served with water in such project shall, in 
the opinion of the Secretary of the Interior, be assumed by appro- 
priate contracts with water-conservancy districts, or irrigation dis- 
tricts, or water users associations, organized under the laws of 
the State of Oklahoma or with the Farm Security Administration 
or other form of organization satisfactory to the Secretary of the 
Interior: Provided further, That all funds provided by the Con- 
gress to be expended by the Chief of Engineers in the construction 
of the Lugert Dam and flood-control works shall be used in coop- 
eration with the Secretary of the Interior in the construction of 
said Lugert Dam as a joint flood-control and irrigation project: 
And provided further, That any sum so appropriated and used by 
the Chief of Engineers in the construction of the said Lugert Dam 
and Reservoir, as provided herein, shall be deducted from the total 
amount to be charged against the land in the Altus project as 
construction cost: And provided further, That the Secretary of the 
Interior, in cooperation with the Chief of Engineers, is author- 
ized to enter into contract or contracts for the construction of the 
said Lugert Dam as a part of the Altus project, and the Secretary 
of the Interior is further authorized to enter into contract or 
contracts for the construction of the Altus project at a total cost 
not to exceed $5,365,469, and as provided herein: And provided 
further, That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized 
to contract with the Secretary of Agriculture for f water 
from said Altus project to such land embraced within such project 
as may be set aside and used as a resettlement area or project 
under the supervision of the Farm Security Administration. 


ADDITIONAL JUDGES FOR CERTAIN UNITED STATES DISTRICT 
COURTS—AMENDMENT 

Mr. HATCH submitted amendments intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill (S. 3691) to provide for the appoint- 
ment of additional judges for certain United States dis- 
trict courts, circuit courts of appeals, and certain courts of 
the United States for the District of Columbia, which were 
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 


PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES OF HEARINGS ON REVENUE BILL, 
H. R. 9682 


Mr. HARRISON submitted the following concurrent reso- 
lution (S. Con. Res. 27), which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on Printing: 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concur- 
ring), That, in accordance with paragraph 3 of section 2 of the 
Printing Act approved March 1, 1907, the Committee on Finance 
of the Senate be, and is hereby, authorized and empowered to 
have printed for its use 1,000 additional copies of the hearings held 
before said committee during the current session on the bill 
(H. R. 9682) to provide revenue, equalize taxation, and for other 
purposes. 

PURCHASE OF MEXICAN SILVER 


Mr. VANDENBERG submitted a resolution (S. Res. 256), 
which was read and ordered to lie over under the rule, as 
follows: 


Resolved, That the President be requested, if not incompatible 
with the public interest, to report to the Senate: 

(1) The nature and extent of any existing mts, and 
future commitments, between this Government and the Govern- 
ment of Mexico for the purchase of Mexican silver; and 

(2) The amount of silver heretofore purchased, and now being 
purchased, and the price therefor, in connection with all of the 
arrangements and commitments heretofore described. 


ALICE WILKINSON OLDFIELD 


Mr. TYDINGS submitted the following resolution (S. Res. 
257), which was referred to the Committee to Audit and 
Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate hereby is authorized 
and directed to pay from the contingent fund of the Senate to 
Alice Wilkinson Oldfield, widow of Edmund L. Oldfield, late an 
employee of the Senate, a sum equal to 6 months’ compensation 
at the rate he was receiving by law at the time of his death, said 
sum to be considered inclusive of funeral expenses and all other 
allowances. 


REORGANIZATION. OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS—-STATEMENT BY 
JAMES TRUSLOW ADAMS 


Nr. BURKE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the Rxconn a telegram received today by the 
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junior Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrn] from a well-known 
historian, James Truslow Adams, in which he strongly recom- 
mends the recommittal of the Government reorganization 
bill. 


There being no objection, the telegram was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


SOUTHPORT, CONN., March 24, 1938. 
Senator Harry F. BYRD 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Am profoundly concerned over the reorganization-bill situation, 
which I believe practically as dangerous for the Nation as that of 
the Supreme Court last year. Reorganization for sake of economy 
and efficiency is called for, but in my opinion this bill calls not for 
such reorganization but for alterations of our form of government. 
In the crisis of 1933 vast powers were granted to the President 
which were supposed to be temporary, but they have been retained, 
and last year the Executive attempted in addition to extend con- 
trol over the judiciary. Now it demands that powers properly be- 
longing to the legislature be transferred to the Executive, not tem- 
porarily but permanently in all likelihood, because experience 
teaches that powers once surrendered are regained with difficulty 
if at all. I have watched at close range the growth of one-man 
power in country after country in Europe and the process is the 


same. Powers are granted in an emergency and then more powers 


until the legislatures have found that they have in fact abdicated 
their constitutional functions or been forcibly overturned. If the 
people and Congress care so little for personal liberty and consti- 
tutional safeguard that they hand over all powers to an Executive 
when asked, then “it can happen here.” I beg Congress not to yield 
up more of its constitutional power, for it alone can save the Con- 
stitution and the Nation. Citizens can make themselves heard 
only by wiring to their Senator and Representative, and it is my 
earnest hope that they will do so by thousands, as I have done, 
while there may yet be time. I know of no argument in favor of 
continuing to transfer power after power to the Executive, whereas 
the example of nation after nation in Europe shows the terrible 
possible danger involved. The preservation of liberty is not a party 
question; it is the duty of every citizen who wishes to save the 
country and his own personal freedom. I hope citizens will tele- 
graph their Congressmen without a day's delay. 
JAMES TRUSLOW ADAMS. 


THE EUROPEAN SITUATION—ADDRESS BY SENATOR NYE 


(Mr. La FOLLETTE asked and obtained leave to have printed 
in the Record an address delivered by Senator Nye at the 
Town Hall, New York, on March 24, 1938, on the subject 
What Does the European Situation Mean to Us, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 

ADDRESS BY SENATOR HOLT BEFORE WEST VIRGINIA STATE FEDERA- 
TION OF LABOR CONVENTION 

(Mr. Hott asked and obtained leave to print in the RECORD 
an address delivered by him before the State Federation of 
Labor Convention in Charleston, W. Va., on March 12, 1938, 
which appears in the Appendix.] 

RECIPROCAL-TRADE AGREEMENTS—ADDRESS BY SENATOR GILLETTE 

(Mr. Brown of Michigan asked and obtained leave to have 
printed in the Record an address delivered on March 25, 1938, 
by Senator GILLETTE on the subject Trade Treaties Promote 
Peace and Economic Progress, which appears in the Ap- 
pendix.] 

LOBBYING—INTERVIEW WITH SENATOR SCHWELLENBACH 

(Mr. Minton asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Recorp an interview with Senator ScHWELLENBACH on 
March 24, 1938, which appears in the Appendix.] 

REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS—ARTICLE BY 

DOROTHY THOMPSON 

(Mr, Austin asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Record an article by Dorothy Thompson on the reorgani- 
zation bill, published in the New York Herald Tribune of 
March 25, 1938, which appears in the Appendix.] 
REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS—EDITORIAL FROM 

THE WASHINGTON NEWS 

(Mr. CLARK asked and obtained leave to have printed in the 
Recorp an editorial appearing in the Washington News of 
March 24, 1938, entitled “Let It Go Back,” which appears in 
the Appendix.] 

INVESTIGATION OF TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 


The Senate resumed the consideration of the resolution 
(S. Res. 251) providing for an investigation of the Tennessee 
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Valley Authority, submitted by Mr. NorrIrs on the calendar 
day March 14, 1938, and reported by Mr. Byrnes from the 
Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of 
the Senate on the calendar day March 23, 1938. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question before the Senate 
is on the amendment, as modified, in the nature of a substi- 
tute, offered by the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] 
to the resolution offered by the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I had several documents 
which I considered of more or less importance from which I 
desired to read, but I am unable to find them in the multi- 
plicity of other papers that I have in my desk on this subject. 
So I will have to speak in rather a general way. 

Several weeks ago I submitted a resolution providing for 
an investigation of the affairs of the T. V. A. The resolution 
was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 
That committee made a favorable report thereon and the 
resolution is now on the calendar of the Senate. As I re- 
member, it was the first resolution that was presented on the 
subject. It provided for an investigation by the Federal 
Trade Commission, and its provisions were exactly the same, 
word for word, as those contained in the resolution now under 
consideration, with the exception that to the pending resolu- 
tion has been added the entire resolution for investigation 
submitted by the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] 
and the Senator from Utah [Mr. KING]. 

Mr. President, my object in submitting this resolution was 
to bring about what I believed would be a fair, honest, and 
fearless investigation of all the transactions of the T. V. A. 
I then thought, and I now think, that it is the fairest pro- 
posal for an investigation now pending before either House 
of Congress. 

The vigorous fights that have taken place on the T. V. A. 
and on the Muscle Shoals development during the past 20 
years, both in the House and in the Senate, have built up 
honestly and naturally, on each side of the question, a strong 
sentiment. Senators and Members of the House con- 
scientiously were either in favor of or opposed to the 
philosophy contained in the T. V. A. Act which is now on 
the statute books. 

I do not want to review that controversy, which extended 
over a series of years. Suffice it to say that Congress finally 
passed and the President signed the T. V. A. Act, and one 
act amending some of its provisions. I was a firm believer 
in the philosophy cf that legislation, but in the contest which 
brought about the enactment of that law there developed 
some very divergent and conflicting ideas. Men earnestly 
believed one way or another, and expressed their ideas, so 
that gradually there has been built up in Congress a senti- 
ment either favorable or unfavorable to the philosophy of 
that legislation. 

I criticize no man because he did not agree and believe 
in that philosophy as I did; but when agitation took place, 
originating in the first instance with the private power 
companies, this feeling on both sides probably was intensi- 
fied. Afterward, when Dr. Morgan, the Chairman of the 
Commission, made his serious charges of dishonesty and 
malfeasance in office on the part of his colleagues, those who 
were opposed to the T. V. A. philosophy took renewed 
courage in fighting anything the T. V. A. wanted to do. 

A large number of honest, conscientious persons, friends 
of the T. V. A., believed that these charges ought to be 
investigated. I was one of those persons. I thought I knew 
what an investigation would show. I have tried, to the best 
of my limited ability, to keep posted on what was going on 
under the T. V. A. Act. Because of the numerous other 
duties that came to me in my official capacity, I was, of 
course, unable to go into details and had only a general idea 
of what had been done, and what had been attempted, and 
the progress that was made. 

I believed, as I believe now, that no investigation, however 
searching it might be, if honestly conducted, would disclose 
any fraud, any dishonesty, or any corruption on the part of 
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any of the members of the T. V. A. Board, including Dr. 
Morgan. So I thought an investigation would redound to 
the honor and to the credit of that organization, unless it 
should show something wrong, some corruption, in which 
case I was as anxious as any man on earth could be to 
have the facts disclosed and given to the public. I was 
moved by that ideal when I introduced the resolution. I 
still have that viewpoint, and still entertain that belief. 

There is not a man under the shining sun who is more 
desirous than I am that the T. V. A. shall be free of any 
suspicion of dishonesty or corruption; and I now say to 
you, Mr. President, and to the country, that if I believed 
or had ever believed that there existed any corruption or 
any dishonesty, I should have been the first to expose it. I 
wanted, however, an investigation that was fair, and I 
wanted it to be sweeping. I wanted the American people 
to know from a body which was unprejudiced and unbiased 
just what the facts were. So I submitted that resolution, 
which I then felt and now feel was fair, and would, if 
adopted, have brought out all the material facts regarding 
the disputes that exist in the T. V. A. 

I was as heartbroken as any man under our flag when I 
discovered what I believed, after thorough investigation and 
months of consideration, to be the jealousy of a man whom 
I had loved for several years, a man whose honesty I never 
have questioned and do not now question, the Chairman 
of the Board, Dr. Morgan; but, while I shall not go into the 
details—I went into them somewhat the other day—lI be- 
lieved, and still believe, that he had been moved by an 
intense jealousy of his fellow members which had taken 
possession of his intellect and his reason, and that his 
charges, after I had labored with him for days to have them 
disclosed to me, were unfounded, and without any justifica- 
tion whatever. 

When that resolution was submitted, the unfriendly news- 
papers immediately attacked it. Friends of the private 
power companies all over the United States attacked it. 
They made various charges about it. They said that I was 
in a conspiracy to whitewash the T. V. A., and they said 
in some instances, and intimated in others, that I had 
submitted that resolution after having consultations with 
various persons—one of them even the President of the 
United States—and that the resolution was the result of 
that conspiracy, and that I was the mouthpiece of the con- 
spiracy. 

Mr. President, during my public life I have been charged 
with a great many things more serious, perhaps, than that, 
which I have not noticed or paid any attention to, but that 
was a charge the truth or falsity of which I must neces- 
sarily know. If I was in a conspiracy, and if the resolution 
was the result of it, my heart must be aware of the con- 
spiracy. Necessarily it followed, as night follows day, that 
if I was a part of it I certainly would know of it. 

Mr. President, when that charge was heralded over the 
country I knew that however foolish I may be, however 
unwise or ignorant I may be, that was a charge that was 
false, because in the preparation of the resolution I had 
never consulted with any one, and had told only one per- 
son in the world about it, and that was on the Saturday 
before I submitted it. That person is a Member of this 
body, and he is now in my presence. I did not read the 
resolution to him, but I told him that on the following 
Monday I was going to submit a resolution for an investi- 
gation of the T. V. A. by the Federal Trade Commission. 

So I was absolutely innocent of the charge which was 
heralded over the country, not so much to my detriment— 
I did not care so much about that—but it was another charge 
against the T. V. A. which I knew to be as false as hell; and 
yet reputable newspapers all over the country printed the 
charge. 

That resolution, now on the calendar of the Senate, re- 
quires the consent of both the Senate and the House. It is 
a concurrent resolution. It requires action by both the Sen- 
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ate and the House in order to become effective. I never in 
my life did anything about which I was more honest. There 
never was any suspicion of anybody trying to control me. 
Nobody ever asked me to do what I did. No one ever sug- 
gested it to me; so I knew that this whitewash business, 
if it was true, was all mine, and I alone was guilty. 

About that time resolutions commenced to pop up in the 
House and in the Senate—in the Senate more than in the 
House. I am not sure that any was submitted in the House 
for some time; but in the Senate an agitation commenced 
for a Senate investigation. 

Mr. President, I shall now refer to something about which 
the Vice President knows. He must know about it. If the 
Vice President is called upon to select a committee from the 
Senate and the Speaker of the House is called upon to select 
a committee from the House, the Vice President and the 
Speaker will have a difficult job, and probably would not 
know exactly what to do. The difficulty arises because of 
the intense excitement and feeling on the part of a great 
many Members of this body and of the House of Repre- 
sentatives in regard to the matter. If the investigation by 
the Federal Trade Commission had been authorized no such 
condition would have existed. 

I did not consult the Federal Trade Commission or any of 
its members. Some of the members of that Commission are 
Republicans and some of them are Democrats. I do not 
know how many belong to either party and I do not care. 
That did not enter into my consideration whatever. But I 
believed, and believe yet, that they would be unbiased and 
fair, that they had not participated in any way in this con- 
troversy in regard to the T. V. A., and that therefore we 
could expect a report from them that would command the 
respect of the country when it was made; and that was what 
I wanted. 

A great many Members of this body spoke to me about the 
matter, and they, in addition to the press, thought the in- 
vestigation ought to be made by the Senate. I have in mind 
now a leading editorial in the Washington Post in which it 
was stated, “We want a Senate investigation,” and they gave 
their reasons. Members of the Senate with whom I con- 
ferred gave their reasons why they thought there should be 
a Senate investigation. Some of the reasons I thought had 
weight and were entitled to consideration, and I think so 
now; but those reasons did not outweigh, in my opinion, the 
danger we would have gotten into if we had had either a 
House or a Senate committee or a joint committee do the 
investigating. At any rate, after we had proceeded for some 
time, this attitude in regard to a Senate committee I think 
was general in this body, and afterward the Senator from 
New Hampshire and the Senator from Utah offered a reso- 
lution for a Senate investigation. 

I have told the Senate before what happened. I sat here 
in my seat and heard the Senator from New Hampshire offer 
a resolution. There was no intimation that the resolution 
provided for an investigation of the T. V. A. I thought that 
under the circumstances, I, having offered a resolution myself, 
and being right here, and the resolution I offered having 
been referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
and having been reported by that committee and being on 
the calendar, any Senator owed it to me as proper respect, 
if he was offering another resolution to investigate the same 
thing and have it referred to a different committee, to dis- 
close to me when he offered it, since I sat here and heard 
him offer the resolution. I thought he should have disclosed 
the nature of the resolution. 

The Senator knew—and everyone knew—that if I had been 
informed of the nature of the resolution I would have objected 
to the reference of the resolution to the Committee on Com- 
merce, not because I have anything against the Committee 
on Commerce or any of its members but because the T. V. A. 
Act itself came from the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry; my resolution had been referred to that committee, 
and if there had been any dispute about it we would have 
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fought it out in the Senate. I would have made a motion to 
refer the resolution to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, which would not have indicated any disrespect for 
any other committee; but all the business of the T. V. A., so 
far as it comes to Congress, had been handled by the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry; at least, I was entitled 
to be heard, as a Senator, under those circumstances; and 
the man who suppressed the information, who did not dis- 
close it when he offered the resolution and had it referred to 
the Committee on Commerce, in my judgment, was far from 
performing his proper duties as a Senator under those cir- 
cumstances. If the Senate had referred the resolution to the 
Committee on Commerce, that would have been a different 
thing and would have been all right. 

Perhaps this affected me more than it did other Senators. 
Perhaps I have an exaggerated idea of the respect we ought 
to pay to one another. I think it is a good deal like trying 
a lawsuit. No matter how bitterly one may be opposed to 
counsel on the other side, when certain matters are to be 
offered in evidence, or certain other things are to be done, 
counsel submits the matter to opposing counsel, the enemy 
in the case. 

Be that as it may, what had happened hurt me very 
greatly. I felt that it was not right. I felt, too, that when 
I called attention to the fact that it had been done the 
Senator from New Hampshire should have risen in his place 
and asked that the resolution be brought back, just as my 
motion on the table now provides that it shall be brought 
back; but nothing of the kind occurred. 

Time went on, nothing was being done, and there was 
great agitation from all parts of the country for an inves- 
tigation. The agitation was interfering very greatly with 
the activities of the T. V. A. I think it had much to do 
with the House of Representatives refusing to include in the 
appropriation bill an appropriation for the Gilbertsville Dam. 
They knocked it out. I am not criticizing them for that 
action; they had a perfect right to do it; but I think the 
agitation had much to do with what happened, as many 
Members of the House have told me that they thought we 
ought to hold up on T. V. A. and not do anything until 
they investigated these charges, which, in my opinion, are 
going to fal) to the ground as grass goes down before fire. 

Mr. President, it did seem to me, then, that, no matter 
how I felt, I ought to be willing to compromise. Legislation 
is always the result of compromise. So I prepared a resolu- 
tion including my resolution, which was then on the calen- 
dar, word for word, and the resolution of the Senator from 
New Hampshire and the Senator from Utah, then pending 
before the Committee on Commerce, word for word. I put 
the two together, left nothing out that was in either one, and 
put nothing new in, except what was necessary to provide 
for a Senate investigation instead of a Federal Trade Com- 
mission investigation, inserting the necessary stipulations 
which always accompany a resolution of investigation, about 
summoning witnesses, producing books, and so forth. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Does not the Senator think that it is 
much more desirable that it be a legislative investigation 
than one by the Federal Trade Commission? 

Mr. NORRIS. No. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I have high respect for the Federal 
Trade Commission—— 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not care to argue that at length; I 
am making this statement merely to show my attitude of 
mind at the present time. I appreciate the arguments 
which have been made, and I shall not agitate for a Federal 
Trade Commission investigation. I am mentioning these 
things merely to show how I have reached my present state 
of mind. I still believe in the Federal Trade Commission; 
but I am not going to ask that they make the investigation. 
I have given that up, have surrendered. 

As I was about to say when the Senator from Texas in- 
terrupted me, when I reached the conclusion which I have 
stated, although I thought I had not been treated with the 
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courtesy and respect with which a Senator ought to be 
treated, although I thought this had been rather under- 
handed, a kind of trick by which the other resolution had 
been referred to the Committee on Commerce; nevertheless 
I felt that it was probably my duty to endeavor to get a 
compromise in order that there might be an investigation. 
So I offered the resolution for a Senate investigation, to 
which I have referred. Up to that time practically all de- 
mands on the part of Senators and on the part of an un- 
friendly press were for a resolution providing for a Senate 
investigation. 

I called the Senator from New Hampshire on the tele- 
phone and he apparently was delighted that I had reached 
the conclusion that there should be a compromise. Then 
I offered the resolution, and I anticipated it would go through 
without any argument and without any opposition. But it 
did not, and the Senate knows what has happened since. 
It was objected to and objected to, and put over and put 
over and put over. 

In the meantime, the very Senators who had submitted the 
other Senate resolution offered the same resolution word 
for word, except that they provided that the investigation 
should be made by a joint committee of the two Houses. 

Then I was led again to go forward and surrender, and 
agree to what the enemy wanted. Although I may be en- 
tirely wrong about it, I felt that I had gone as far as I was 
willing to go. I had surrendered the principle involved be- 
tween a congressional investigation and a Federal Trade Com- 
mission investigation. I had given up the Federal Trade 
Commission investigation. I had come over to the other side, 
and I felt as though I would not go any further unless I had to. 

I had not any objection to a joint investigation. I have not 
now. I realize the force of the argument made by the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] yesterday about a joint 
investigation, and I want every Senator to feel perfectly free 
from any influence on my part to vote as between the substi- 
tute and my resolution as his conscience shall dictate. I will 
not feel hurt if the Senate shall unanimously vote me down. 
I have heard the argument, and know what it is. I admit it 
is appealing. Yet I feel that, so far as I am concerned, I am 
not going to surrender again. I would rather go down in 
defeat, and I will not feel bad if that shall occur. I will 
heartily support the substitute if it shall be agreed to. The 
substitute is practically the same as my resolution. I have 
not compared the two, but I have read them separately, and 
I think in a great many respects the substitute is an exact 
copy of the resolution which I myself offered for a Senate 
investigation. 

Mr. President, I wanted to say that much in defense of my 
position. When I thought it was best that the investigation 
be conducted by the Federal Trade Commission I may, in 
the opinion of my brethren in the Senate, have been wrong. 
I still have the same belief, but others in the Senate have 
thought otherwise. I believe a majority of Senators think 
otherwise than I do in that regard. I respect their judg- 
ment; I surrender to them, but I am still unconvinced. 

However, as between an investigation conducted by a Sen- 
ate committee and an investigation conducted by a joint com- 
mittee I do not surrender my opinion. I have been driven 
by circumstances into the position I have now taken in favor 
of an investigation by a Senate committee, and I am not 
willing to go back on that opinion or change my position 
unless I am voted down. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CLARK in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Nebraska yield to the Senator from 
Michigan? 

Mr. NORRIS. I will yield in just a moment, if the Sena- 
tor will permit me to go on a little further. I think the 
resolution providing for an investigation by a Senate com- 
mittee is in some respects superior to a resolution providing 
for a joint investigation. 

A Senate committee will be composed of half as many 
members as a joint committee. I think a joint committee 
will be too large. I think a committee composed of 10 mem- 
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bers is too large. Ihave thought of suggesting to the Senator 
from Kentucky, if his resolution is agreed to, that it might 
be better to reduce the number of members on the committee 
from each House. That is a matter of some importance, but 
I admit that it is not very material. 

I also admit that the House has just as good a right to 
investigate this matter as the Senate. Not one word have I 
ever said to detract from that right. If the House desires 
an investigation by a House committee, I have no objection, 
although I should dislike to see two investigations being con- 
ducted. I should rather have the investigation conducted by 
one body. However, it could be done by two, if Congress 
wanted to have it done in that manner, and I would not have 
any objection to it. 

I now yield to the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I desire to ask the Senator a question 
for my information. The body of both resolutions seems to 
be textually the same. 

Mr. NORRIS. Les. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Does the Senator think that under 
the text of the Senator’s resolution there is sufficient breadth 
of authority to include the controversy which exists between 
the members of the T. V. A. Board and the ex-member. 

Mr. NORRIS. I certainly thought so. That was one of 
the main objects I had in submitting the resolution. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I thought so, but I do not find 
anything in the text that seems to cover that phase of the 
controversy. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. After conferring with the Senator from 
Nebraska and the authors of the other resolution I shall, 
at the proper time, modify my own resolution by specifically 
including the controversy within the Board itself and provide 
for authorizing that it be investigated. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I think that is highly preferable. 

Mr. NORRIS. In corroboration of what the Senator from 
Kentucky has stated, I will say that I consulted with the 
Senator from New Hampshire about that matter. As I 
have said before on the floor, I think the 23 allegations 
which were printed under the names of the Senator from 
New Hampshire and the Senator from Utah were insulting. 
They were not part of the resolution. Had they been they 
would have been subject to greater condemnation. I have 
no objection to a man making a statement if he wants to 
and condemning anyone or anything as bitterly as he wants 
to. But the Senators wanted to put those charges in the 
resolution. I have repeatedly stated that if the charges are 
framed in respectful language I have no objection to having 
them in the resolution. I do not object to having anything 
in it, so long as it is framed in respectful language. I do 
not care how wide Senators wish to make the investigation, 
or how far they wish to go, or how soon they wish to have 
it undertaken. 

The Senator from New Hampshire and the Senator from 
Utah have introduced two resolutions. They are exactly 
alike, except that one provides for a Senate committee in- 
vestigation and one provides for an investigation by a joint 
committee. In neither of those resolutions have they seen 
fit to include the broad language that they now suggest I 
put in my resolution, or that the Senator from Kentucky 
put in his substitute. 

In specific answer to the Senator from Michigan I will 
say that after the resolving clause the resolution provides: 

(1) Whether said Authority is carrying out with reasonable 
economy and efficiency the provisions of the Tennessee Valley 


Authority Act, approved May 18, 1933, and the amendatory act, 
approved August 31, 1935. 


That is quite broad. We are taking in nearly everything. 
The next provision is: 

(2) Whether the work of said Authority has been handicapped or 
interfered with in any way by any internal dissension among mem- 
bers of the Board of said Tennessee Valley Authority; if so, the 
cause, if any, of such dissension, and what effect it has had upon 
the work of said Authority. 
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I think that covers entirely the propositions that Senators 
want to have investigated. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Will the Senator permit me to ask 
him further? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The invidious word which has chal- 
lenged me in this interchange of charges has been the word 
“dishonesty.” Whether or not that charge is well founded, 
it seems to me that specifically it is a challenge which should 
require investigation. Would the Senator say that that was 
included within the language? 

Mr. NORRIS. I think so. I wish to say to the Senator 
that in the language I have read and in the remainder of the 
language of the resolution I have endeavored to be perfectly 
impartial as between the members of the Board. The lan- 
guage to which I have referred charges no one with dis- 
honesty, charges no one with corruption, but the resolution 
provides in several places that the committee shall inves- 
tigate and ascertain whether any member of the Board is 
guilty of such and such conduct. 

The Senator from New Hampshire has suggested to me and 
to the Senator from Kentucky that there be included some 
specific charges alleging certain things. I quote from mem- 
ory now. One suggestion is to investigate whether the charge 
of dishonesty made by Dr. Arthur E. Morgan is true or not. 

I have no objection to that. I have heretofore said so. 
Let it goin. However, I do not think the language is quite 
as respectful as it should be. It detracts a little from the 
respectability of the resolution which it amends. That is the 
only objection I have to it. I think it is all covered either by 
the resolution of the Senator from New Hampshire and the 
Senator from Utah, or by my resolution. It is already in 
both the substitute and the resolution we are considering. 

However, I wish to object to going any further and putting 
in anything else that I think is disrespectful. I have said 
that I believe a fair investigation will show that there was no 
dishonesty, no corruption on the part of any members of the 
Board, either the Chairman or his two associates. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I think the Senator will agree that 
the truer that is the more important it is that it should be 
specific. 

Mr. NORRIS. Very well, I have no objection to it being 
specific. 

Mr. President, I have forgotten just where I was when I 
was interrupted, but I can commence almost anywhere and 
go on. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I am sorry. 

Mr. NORRIS. I am not sorry to be interrupted. It is all 
right. I welcome interruptions from anyone. I do not have 
anything to conceal. I do not have anything to cover up 
either in this discussion or anywhere else. 

Mr. President, sometimes perhaps I have become unneces- 
sarily agitated, and perhaps have been mistakenly agitated, 
but it has happened because for years, since the T. V. A. 
was first thought of, I have come in contact, day after day 
during all those years, with what very often I considered to 
be disreputable, dishonorable means employed by private 
power companies to interfere with the activities of the 
T. V. A., as they have interfered with attempts to provide 
public ownership of electricity by municipalities all over the 
United States. It is a sorry picture. Whether or not one 
believes in public ownership, in my judgment, is immaterial. 
Such actions on the part of the private power companies 
ought to be condemned. In the investigation made several 
years ago by the Federal Trade Commission such action was 
condemned. Such action has been condemned after cther 
investigations have been made. Still the power companies 
keep on doing what has been condemned. 

I included in my resolution a thing which the Senator from 
New Hampshire and the Senator from Utah left out of their 
resolution, an investigation of the interference on the part 
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of the private power companies with the activities of the 
T. V. A. An investigation into that matter, if thoroughly and 
courageously conducted, will, in my judgment, show that 
from the day the T. V. A. was born up to this hour it has 
been continually engaged in a struggle in court and else- 
where with the Power Trust, as I call it, and which I think 
is a fitting name. The private power companies, combined 
as they are, can be named a Power Trust. Those contro- 
versies have cost the T. V. A. millions of dollars. They have 
cost the people of the communities in the Tennessee Valley 
which undertake to buy T. V. A. power many millions of 
dollars, There is no way to get it back. I think it is true 
that the T. V. A. has won every single case that has ever 
been brought against it. There have been cases against the 
T. V. A. in State courts and in Federal courts. The cases 
have gone from the lowest court of the State to the highest 
court of the State, from the lowest Federal court to the 
Supreme Court of the United States, and the T. V. A. has won 
every case in the Supreme Court and has won most of the 
cases in the circuit courts of appeals. There is only one case 
left for decision, a very important one. It is one which the 
T. V. A. won before the trial court, the three-judge court— 
the case which involved the very life of the T. V. A., as did 
some of the other cases. They have had to contest with 
the ablest lawyers in the United States. In that case, as I 
remember, there were 52 lawyers representing the plaintiffs. 
It was necessary to have a large courtroom to hold even the 
lawyers who were involved in the case. They were the high- 
est-priced lawyers and the most able lawyers money could 
hire. I understand the case to which I have referred is now 
on its way to the Supreme Court of the United States. I do 
not know when or how other cases may be started; but they 
will be started if an opportunity is found. In the meantime 
the communities in most cases are buying power from the 
Power Trust. So it has been profitable for the Power Trust 
to fight in court, even though the expense has been great. 
We all know that the expenses on both sides, after all, are 
paid by the humble consumers of electricity. 

Mr. President, I have made these assertions without fear 
of successful contradiction. I want an impartial investiga- 
tion to bring out the facts. I want somebody besides me, 
somebody more able, more judicial, whose opinion before the 
country would be entitled to more weight, to make the find- 
ings of fact. I am stating what I think the findings of fact 
will show. I have not told the whole story by any means. 
There is no end to the string. It goes on forever. I do not 
know to what extent the situation I have described has 
affected the action of Congress; but honest men, good men, 
are frightened by the terrible reports of what is going on. 

A report was circulated all over the United States to the 
effect that the T. V. A. had lost several thousands of dollars 
on the purchase and sale of a jackass. When we learned the 
truth, we found that the T. V. A. did buy a jackass, sold the 
jackass, and made $50 out of the transaction. There were 
not any thousands of dollars involved in it at all. And yet 
the truth, although repeated over and over again on the floor 
of the Senate, has not reached the distant parts of the United 
States where the original lie was printed and circulated by 
all unfriendly newspapers. 

If I wanted to take the time, I could narrate dozens of 
similar instances. However, in this discussion I should like 
to take up the charge which has been made that the T. V. A. 
has sold electricity to large corporations and has had elec- 
tricity on hand which it has not sold to municipalities, as the 
act requires. 

Technically, there is some truth in the statement. On one 
side there is the strong arm of the court, with an injunction 
which says to the T. V. A., “You shall not sell electricity to 
this municipality.” What is the T. V. A. to do? Shall it 
disobey the injunction? No. It obeys the injunction, just 
as I would, or as any Senator would. The T. V. A. is re- 
strained by injunction from selling power to municipalities, 
and the cry is made in the Senate, “For God’s sake! You 
have so much power, why do you not sell it to the municipali- 
ties, as the act requires?” 
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Fraud on the part of the T. V. A. members is charged 
because they have not sold power to the municipalities in cer- 
tain instances. That charge has been circulated everywhere. 
Yet there has not been an instance, and there is not now an 
instance, where transmission lines into municipalities exist, 
where the T. V. A. would not be able to supply the municipal- 
ity with power if the municipality should ask for it. The 
T. V. A. does not dare go out and canvass the municipalities 
and persuade them to ask for the power. If it did, there 
would be a complaint made against the T. V. A. 

In the meantime the T. V. A. has the power. What shall 
be done with it? It is sold, as the act provides, to private 
power companies whenever opportunity offers. There is a 
proper provision in the act to the effect that if the T. V. A. 
has surplus power which municipalities and farm organiza- 
tions do not want and cannot take, the T. V. A. is authorized 
and directed to sell it to corporations. As a matter of fact, 
Mr. President, great monopolies all over the world—and I 
admit there ought to be monopolies in the power field in order 
to produce power cheaply—are selling electricity to a large 
number of municipalities and others; and it will be found 
that a certain percentage of that power is sold to industry, to 
large manufacturing concerns, just as the T. V. A. has sold 
power to others than domestic consumers. It is possible to do 
this in every instance without injury in any case to a 
municipality or to a farm organization, 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Unless the T. V. A. had sold its surplus 
power it would have gone to waste, whether it be primary 
power or secondary power. 

Mr. NORRIS. Of course. 

Mr. McKELLAR. As the Senator knows, a substantial per- 
centage of the power sold to corporations by the T. V. A. has 
been secondary power. 

Mr. NORRIS. If the surplus power was not sold, Senators 
would be crying, “Look at all the power going to waste. 
Here is a big corporation willing to buy some of it and you 
will not sell it to them.” 

I am not an expert on the subject, but in reading the 
history of such operations I find that there is always a large 
quantity of power sold to private industry by the great con- 
cerns which are engaged in the generation, transmission, sale, 
and distribution of electricty because the experts will say, 
as they have said to me, that a better balanced use of elec- 
tricity is obtained in this way. I am now speaking from 
memory, but I think I am correct in stating that the Hydro- 
electric Commission of Ontario, Canada, the greatest concern 
of its kind in the world, sells a third of its electricity, in 
round figures, direct to great corporations and manufactur- 
ing establishments. If all the power were sold to domestic 
consumers, the rate charged would necessarily be much 
higher than that charged when the power is sold to all kinds 
of customers. If the power were sold exclusively to domestic 
consumers, the load would fluctuate up and down, and there 
would be no place to equalize the power which must be pro- 
duced to supply all the customers with electricity at any 
time, day or night. So those who know the subject and 
those who manage power production enterprises, try to dis- 
tribute the power to all kinds of customers. For example, 
coming down to a small matter, there is a wide difference in 
the consumption of power between a refrigerator and an 
electric range. Speaking generally, the refrigerator takes 
the power constantly, day and night. An electric range is 
used three or four times in 24 hours. When the electric 
range is using current the load goes up considerably. When 
the current is turned off, if there is no place to sell it, it goes 
to waste. The matter is one for experts to handle. 

In Winnipeg there is a municipally owned plant which has 
been selling power to the residents of that city as cheaply 
as it is sold anywhere on earth, if not more cheaply. In 
order to lower the rate, a great campaign was conducted 
to sell electric water heaters. One electric water heater 
would not make much difference but 10,000 electric water 
heaters would make a great deal of difference. A campaign 
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was inaugurated to try to induce everybody to heat water 
by electricity, and to buy electric water heaters, because the 
water heaters represented a constant use of power. The 
consumption of electricity by water heaters does not greatly 
fluctuate. It goes up and down to some extent, it is true, 
but not to any perceptible degree. The sale of power to 
operate electric water heaters is a very desirable kind of 
sale. There are more electric water heaters in the city of 
Winnipeg than in any other city in the world of comparable 
size. The effect has been to help bring down the cost of 
electricity for lighting the homes, cooking the meals, and 
washing the dishes of the people of that community. 

A fair investigation will show that the T. V. A. has tried 
to follow the same plan. If it did not, it would be subject 
to criticism, and justly so. 

Mr. President, a resolution was submitted yesterday by 
the Senator from New Hampshire. If Senators did not hear 
it read, they ought to read it. I desire to read it in full, 
and I hope Senators will listen to the reading: 

Resolved, That the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate is directed 
to take into his custody in the name of the United States Senate 
all books, records, papers, and documents of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority and to hold same in readiness for production before 
any duly constituted congressional investigating committee. 
Such books, records, papers, and documents shall, while in the 
custody of the Sergeant at Arms and under such rules and regula- 
tions as he may prescribe, be made available to the officers and 
employees of the Tennessee Valley Authority for its normal opera- 
tions. The Sergeant at Arms is authorized to appoint such special 
deputies as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this 
resolution. The expenses of the Sergeant at Arms under this 
resolution, which shall not exceed $10,000, shall be paid from the 
contingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved by him. 
All authority conferred by this resolution shall expire upon the 
final report to the Congress by any congressional investigating 
committee established to investigate the Tennessee Valley Author- 
ity or, if no such committee is established, on July 31, 1938. 


Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 
Nebraska yield to the Senator from Washington? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. The Senator said we should 
listen to the reading of the resolution. What good would it 
do anybody to listen to that resolution? No one takes it 
seriously, does he? 

Mr. NORRIS. Ido not know; I presume the Senator from 
New Hampshire takes it seriously. What is it for? Is it 
not another indication, another instance of an effort to stick 
the dagger of malice into the back of T. V. A. without 
any cause whatever? Is it not another instance which shows 
how this organization set up under the laws of Congress has 
had to contend for its existence every day of its life? 

Take over the T. V. A. by the Sergeant at Arms of the 
Senate. Mr. President, I am sorry the Senator from Mon- 
tana [Mr. WHEELER] is not present, for I wish to commend 
him in the highest terms for the investigation he is now 
making and has been making for some time of the financial 
conditions of the great railroads of the United States. He 
has shown the existence of corruption, of conspiracy, of dis- 
honesty in the management of those great institutions. The 
Senator from New Hampshire did not know about that, prob- 
ably, or he would have included in this resolution a provision 
that the Sergeant at Arms shall take over the railroads of 
the United States and run them, as well as run the T. V. A. 
I understand yesterday when I was not here someone ob- 
jected to the present consideration of the resolution. I 
should like to have the resolution considered; I should like 
to have a roll call and ascertain how many Senators, no 
matter what view they may take on this question, are ready 
to vote to get behind such a proposition as that. Its only 
object is to injure, to slander, one of the greatest organiza- 
tions that has ever been created, in my judgment, under 
the shining sun anywhere in the world. 

That is a sample only. I have a good many other samples 
that I had intended to read, but, as I have said, I cannot 
find them at the moment. However, I have here an article 
taken from the Washington Post of March 11, 1938, on page 
9. I shall read only a portion of the article, but what I shall 
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read is all of the article which refers to this subject. The 
article commences on page 1 and continues on page 9: 
Representative Bacon hurls charge. 


That is the heading. Think of it! Representative in Con- 
gress hurls charge against the T. V. A. That headline ought 
to carry it. 

I quote from the article: 


Directly related to the White House meeting today and the 
battle in Congress over demands for an investigation of T. V. A. 
was a statement issued last night by Representative ROBERT L. 
Bacon (Republican), New York. Demanding a T. V. A. investi- 
gation and not by the Federal Trade Commission. Bacon referred 
to a report 


This is a report 


that in at least one instance advance information on Director 
Lilienthal’s yardstick power rates apparently assisted certain per- 
sons friendly to the administration to manage very profitable 
operations in the stock and bond markets. 


That is what somebody said was a report. The article 
goes on: 


Bacon said the instance which had come to his attention 
concerned Lilienthal’s first announcement of the so-called yard- 
stick rates on September 14, 1933. Although that announcement 
was not released to the press until 6 p. m. that day, Bacon 
asserted, The price movements in certain utility stock and bonds 
earlier that day suggested a very probable connection between 
Lilienthal’s rate decision and some market quotations involving 
power companies contiguous to the T. V. A. area. . 


The article goes on: 
The New York Representative said he had been told— 


Mark you, Mr. President, he did not see, he did not hear, 
he did not read, but “he had been told“ 


the Justice Department had made “some inquiry into this 
leak.” He said the Department's findings should be made avail- 
able to Congress. He asserted he also had been told that there 
had been some discussion in the T. V. A. Board of this “stock 
market leak on the yardstick rates” and that on that occasion 
“Mr. Lilienthal threw his influence against a formal inquiry to 
trace out the source of the leak to the market.” 

“The congressional investigation of the T. V. A. is demanded,” 
he asserted, “not only to establish the names and connections 
of those who may have enjoyed advance information touching 
Director Lilienthal’s official decision, but also to establish the out- 
come of the Attorney General's investigation of that incident.” 


Mr. President, that is another sample of what is going on. 
I believe a fair investigation will show there is nothing to 
the charge. When I read it I thought, “Here is an oppor- 
tunity now to run it down to see whether or not it is true.” 
So I wrote a letter to the Attorney General, which probably 
I should not take the time to read, and so I will ask to have 
it inserted in the Record at this point. The letter simply 
asked the Attorney General to let me know what, if any- 
thing, he had done about this terrible thing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the let- 
ter will be inserted in the RECORD. 

The letter referred to is as follows: 


MarcH 11, 1938. 
Hon. Homer S. CUMMINGS, 
The Attorney General, Department of Justice. 

My DEAR MR. ATTORNEY GENERAL: There appeared in this morn- 
ing’s Washington Post on page 9 a report that Representative Bacon, 
of New York, had issued a statement condemning Mr. Lilienthal, of 
the T. V. A., for some irregularity in the announcement of T. V. A. 
rates which had enabled speculation to take place on the stock 
exchange in New York with reference to the securities of private 
electrical companies. It is stated in this article that Representa- 
tive Bacon was told by some person (unidentified) of this occur- 
rence and that he was further told (person unidentified) that the 
Attorney General had made an investigation of this report. It is 
alleged in the Post that Representative Bacon expressed the opin- 
ion that this matter ought to be investigated and that the alleged 
investigation made by you should be given to the public. 

There are so many unjustified rumors based upon hearsay and 
speculation going through the newspapers at the present time in 
regard to the T. V. A. and Mr. Lilienthal, in particular, that I 
have thought it best to inquire of you whether you or your office 
have made any such investigation, and whether there is anything 
to this rumor that Representative Bacon is alleged to have heard 
from people who so far have remained unidentified. 

I am enclosing a copy of that part of the article in the Post 
referring to this matter. 

I am doing this now because I have never before heard any 
charge of any irregularity being made against Mr. Lilienthal in 


4076 


this particular, and I have never heard that you or your office 
ae any investigation of such a report, if there was such a 
report. 

Will you please let me know whether there is anything in this 
Post article and also your connection with the matter discussed? 
If there was such a report and you made an investigation of it, 
I would like to have the results of your investigation. 

Sincerely yours, 


GEORGE W. Norris. 
Mr. NORRIS. This is his answer, directed to me: 


Marcu 14, 1938. 
My Dear Senator: In the absence of the A General, this 
will acknowledge your letter of March 11, in which you make 
inquiry as to whether the Department of Justice has conducted 
any investigation of certain charges mentioned by Congressman 
ROBERT L. Bacon, of New York, in a statement appearing in the 
Washington Post for Friday, March 11, 1938. 

You are advised that this Department has conducted no in- 
vestigation of the Tennessee Valley Authority or of its directors 
at any time. 

With kind personal regards, 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert H. JACKSON, 
Acting Attorney General. 

That is the way such reports, which are exaggerated to 
the maximum degree, usually disappear. 

I, myself, think it would be perfectly natural that many 
things should appear in the investigation as to which men 
will not agree. I do not agree and have not agreed to 
everything I know of that the T. V. A. has done, but I have 
never*found an instance in my investigations—and I have 
made many of them—of any taint of fraud or corruption. 
It will be found, in my judgment, that in some instances 
they have spent money which I do not think they should 
have spent. For instance, it has been mentioned by the 
Senator from New Hampshire on the floor of the Senate 
that the T. V. A. bought some cattle—some cows and one 
or two males. They were registered Jerseys. At the time 
the T. V. A. was building the Norris Dam which was out 
in the mountains 20 miles away from Knoxville. It was 
necessary to feed there thousands of employees and their 
families every day. There were two things in view, first, 
to supply the workmen with unadulterated milk of the 
highest grade that science could provide, and, in the next 
place, by getting the proper kind of a herd to assist in 
improving the grade of cattle in the great Tennessee Valley. 

I think it will be conceded by everyone that there is need 
for improvement. So a herd of Jerseys was bought—I do 
not remember how many, but 14 or 15 or something like that 
number. I saw them when I was there. I saw what was 
done with the milk. A rather small, but quite expensive 
building, I understand, was constructed, in which to handle 
the milk. When the milk came in it was treated and put 
in bottles by the most scientific method known; so that when 
it went out from there those who bought it—and most of the 
employees had wives and children—knew that they were 
buying milk which was tested and which, so far as human 
ingenuity could provide, was perfect. It was expensive; it 
cost considerable money. In the meantime, the herds of 
the community were improved to some extent—to a great 
extent, I think. 

I was talking with the T. V. A. members about that very 
expenditure of money, and I said: 

There is a question about it, though not on the ground that you 
have done anything wrong or illegal. I agree that you had a right 
to do what you have done under the act itself. There is no doubt 
about it in my mind; but you have to carry on your operations in 
the face of the worst enemies God ever permitted to live. They 
are going to find fault with everything you do. Even if you go to 
church, they are going to find fault. If you run a gambling den, 
they will find fault. There is not any place in between a gambling 
den and a church where you can live or exist without their finding 
fault in some way, and you ought to lean backward to be careful 
about the expenditure of money. 

When this matter was being investigated by a House com- 
mittee several years ago a Member of the House said he 
thought the best thing the T. V. A. had ever done was when, 
by the most scientific method known to man of preparing 
and serving milk, they cared for the lives of the persons who 
were in their hands, and the lives of their wives and families. 
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They established a waterworks. Some men would say, 
“No; do not do that.” I will admit that there is room for 
dispute about their actions, that honest men may disagree 
on the subject. I think they did right. In my opinion they 
did not do anything illegal or anything dishonest. It is all 
there in black and white, and it is there teday. They put in 
@ sewerage system. They never had a case of malaria, they 
never had a case of fever or any other disease that comes 
from lack of sanitation in the town of Norris while they 
were building the dam. There was a less loss of life by acci- 
dent in connection with the construction of that dam than 
in the case of any similar dam that has ever been con- 
structed in the history of the United States. They made a 
remarkable record. 

An investigation will show that a good deal of this ex- 
travagance came about from Dr. Morgan himself—your 
hero, your man who is so unjustly punished—and if some of 
those things are brought out he will need honest men to 
defend him before the committee from the dark dagger of 
malice that the power people will undertake to put through 
his ribs. He will need friends like me when these matters 
are investigated more than he ever before needed them in 
his life. I think he was right, even though I think in some 
instances he went farther than I should have gone under 
the circumstances. 


Those are some of the things that are going to come out. 

Mr. President, it has been charged that the T. V. A. has 
sold primary power for secondary-power rates. I do not 
know anything about it, but I will venture to say without 
fear of contradiction that that charge will fall flat. I will 
venture to say that it is not true; that there is not any 
truth in it. If you analyze the contract of sale, you will find 
a full explanation for every charge that was ever honestly 
made. A large volume of it was secondary power; another 
large volume of it was run-of-the-stream power; another 
volume was primary power; and they never sold power to a 
corporation unless they would sell it to you or me if we de- 
sired to purchase it from them. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 


Mr. McKELLAR. And it will be found that whenever the 
T. V. A. made a contract, they published the contract, and 
it is in their printed reports, so that the world might know 
just exactly what was contained in the contract. 

Mr. NORRIS. So far as I know, that is absolutely true. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Every contract has been published. 

Mr. NORRIS. An investigation will show that the T. V. A. 
have not made some reports which under the law they are 
required to make at a certain date. I asked them why they 
had not made the reports. I helped to enact the amenda- 
tory law which prescribed when they should make certain 
allocations. In the original act we provided that alloca- 
tions should be made between power, flood control, naviga- 
tion, and, in some instances, fertilizer, and the charges should 
be made accordingly. That has not been done. Why have 
not the T. V. A. made such allocations? One reason why 
they have been delayed to a great extent for the past year 
or two has been on account of the difficulty that has arisen, 
the jealousy that has existed between Arthur Morgan and 
his two colleagues. They have been working on the matter of 
allocations, and it is a difficult problem. If they tell me the 
truth—and I think they have done so—they have not failed 
to do the best they could. Up to the present time they 
have not been able to make the allocations; and when you 
realize what the problem is, you will see how difficult their 
task is. Here is a dam at or near the mouth of the Tennessee 
River, and here is another one away up near its source. 
There are intervening dams, some that are valuable prin- 
cipally for flood control, some that are valuable almost en- 
tirely for navigation, some that have both of those proper- 
ties. Some of them develop a good deal of power, and some 
of them develop very little. They are all in one pool, mingled 
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together as one great system. Some dams, in my judgment, 
ought to be charged to flood control to the extent of 75 or 
80 percent. Other dams ought to be charged to flood control 
to a much smaller extent. For instance, the Wilson Dam, 
built before the T. V. A. was organized, has no material 
flood-control value. There ought to be no charge whatever 
to flood control in that instance. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. In further reference to the Senator’s 
statement about the delay in making reports, we must re- 
member that from the very beginning the T. V. A. authori- 
ties have been harassed with innumerable injunctions from 
the courts in reference to their very life, and every act 
they have performed under the law we passed. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; they have. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. President, the T. V. A. authorities have used a great 
deal of public money in reforestation. Some of the hills in 
the Tennessee Valley have been eroded and washed away 
through the many years that have passed since the sides 
of the Tennessee Valley were covered with a heavy stand 
of timber. Some of the land was damaged, some of it was 
eroded, much of it was being ruined. First, through rivulets, 
and afterward through streams, following heavy rains the 
topsoil of the valley was being washed down into the Ten- 
nessee River. The T. V. A. authorities have spent a good 
deal of money to cope with that condition. Under the law, 
they are directed to do it. Whether or not they should 
continue to do it is a matter that is up to Congress. In 
order to carry out that provision of law they have estab- 
lished a nursery by which they will raise their own trees. 
When they did that, they received circulars from nursery- 
men all over the United States who desired to have the 
T. V. A. buy trees from them. The T. V. A. authorities have 
dealt with the matter on a wholesale basis. They have 
built dams in the rivulets. They have exhibited an unusual 
knowledge, after a thorough study, of the proper methods of 
preventing these side hills from washing away and eroding. 
They have taught the farmers of the community how to 
build little brush dams with pieces of wood at the beginning 
of rivulets that afterward become torrents in a heavy rain. 
They spent a great deal of money in doing it. They have 
the results there to show what has been accomplished. Is 
it wrong? They have been criticized for it. Yet Mr. George 
Fort Milton, the editor of a newspaper at Chattanooga, some 
months ago wrote a magazine article in which he called 
attention to that work, and said that in his judgment the 
erosion-control work of the T. V. A. was one of the most 
important and beneficial of its numerous beneficial activities. 

The T. V. A. is showing how to redeem this part of the 
country, how to make it beautiful and useful and inhabitable 
again—an illustration that may be of value all over the 
United States if the work is carried out. There is no doubt 
about its being honestly done. 

If Congress does not want this work done, it can limit the 
appropriations for doing it at any time it desires to do so. 
The matter is up to Congress. We passed the law. We make 
the appropriations. While I should be sorry to see the work 
discontinued, if Congress does not want it carried on it can 
limit the appropriations, and the work will stop at the end 
of any fiscal year when the appropriations are taken away. 
If we had a fair, honest consideration of these things, there 
would not be any trouble; but every little thing has been 
exaggerated. 

Congress has a right to investigate the T. V. A. It ought to 
know what has been done, and how this money is being 
spent. It is perfectly proper; and I should be in favor of an 
investigation, even though no charge of fraud or dishonesty 
had ever been made. 

Mr. President, I may have something more to say later. 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed as an appendix to 
my remarks the article by Mr. George Fort Milton, of Chat- 
tanooga, to which I have referred. It was published in the 


_Atlantic. Monthly for November last. I also ask unanimous 


consent to insert in the Recorp, as an appendix to my re- 
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marks, a bulletin issued by Judson King, of the National 
Popular Government League, entitled An Analysis of the 
T. V. A. Power Controversy.“ 

I had intended to read the article by Mr. Milton. It is 
worthy of perusal, I think, by anyone who is interested in 
this controversy. I have read it with a great deal of satis- 
faction; and I think anyone who is interested in the question 
now at issue ought to study, if he has time, this bulletin by 
Judson King. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Haren in the chair). 
Without objection, the article and bulletin will be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 

[From the Atlantic Monthly for Noyember 1937] 
A CONSUMER’s View or T. V. A. 
(By George Fort Milton) 
1 


The August Atlantic contained an article by Mr. Wendell L. 
Willkie, a pleasant, clever Hoosier lawyer, who went to New York 
and at length became the president of a great utility holding 
company which owns the common stock of an operating subsidiary 
in the Tennessee Valley. Inasmuch as T. V. A. has been treading 
on his toes at little (and, albeit, educating his utilities to a rate 
structure by which, for the first time in their experience, they 
are selling electricity to households in quantities comparable to 
those used domestically in Switzerland, Sweden, etc.), he has 
reprehended as a menace to America the very idea of Government- 
owned utilities, whatever might be their pattern, shape, or form, 

The September Atlantic followed with another article, this one 
by Dr, Arthur E. Morgan, a serious, huge-framed engineer, whose 
varied career has included the protection of Ohio's Miami Valley 
from another Dayton flood, and the reclamation both of an Arkan- 
sas swamp and of a waterlogged Ohio college. Prestige won in 


these enterprises led to his choice as Chairman of the Tennessee 


Valley Authority. In his piece he tilted a shaky lance for public 
ownership, as exampled by T. V. A. 

This debate between these gentlemen is bound to be immensely 
interesting to hundreds of thousands of us here in the Tennessee 
Valley. I have in my family treasures a letter from my great- 
grandfather, Dr. Tomlinson Fort, written to his wife in 1842, ee 
reporting that “at last I believe the Government at Washington is 
going to do something about Muscle Shoals * * .“ For at 
least a century the property holders and citizens of the Tennessee 
Valley have waited for the Government to “do something” about 
their great river—too large a task for their own unaided hands. 

As I say, we were born sighing for something to be done about 
our river; and yet, now that something is being done about it, 
some of us feel as though we were guinea pigs in a vivisection 
laboratory; indeed, as though we were guinea pigs doomed to be 
the spoils of a struggle between the angry savants of two rival 
schools of vivisectionists, who have hold of different parts of our 
devoted carcasses and are pulling and hauling our whole bodies, 
one enjoining the other in the courts of law on the theory that the 
God in His heaven had dedicated all guinea pigs to his privately 
owned dissecting knife. So we wonder if the prizes of this titanic 
struggle are to be deprived of all voice in electing which shall 
wield the sacrificial knife. 

As editor of a newspaper in Chattanooga, it has been my jour- 
nalistic lot to see at close range many exciting episodes of this 
struggle; to take part in some of them; and to sense the feeling of 
the valley folk about the controversy. Perhaps I should preface 
my remarks by saying that while I am delighted at the prospect, 
and reasonably pleased with the performance of T. V. A., still I 
abhor both of the mutually exclusive theses—the first, that the 
distribution of electricity must never be “of the people, by the 
people, and for the people”; the second, the equally uncomfortable 
ideological strait jacket that all power must be public, because all 
private utilities always indulge in frenzied finance, corrupt local 
politics, and exploit the hapless consumers. 

Neither of these theories seems to me exclusively tenable; much 
better is it for us here in this valley to eschew absolutist conten- 
tions and to consider the debate from the standpoint of the wel- 
fare and development of the region itself. And for us the question 
is not merely one of whether power shall be private or public; we 
are chiefly concerned about the economic development and social 
progress of the valley and its people. 

This Tennessee Valley watershed, covering some 40,000 square 
miles, embraces parts of seven States. A significant thing about it 
is that its annual rainfall is among the heaviest in the United 
States. Carrying this to the Mississippi, the Tennessee River falls 
600 feet to 200 miles, and there is power in the fall. The Ten- 
nessee system as a whole may be made to yield 3,000,000 kilowatts 
of electric energy. The power in these streams belongs to the 
people-—is among their last great unalienated natural resources. 
Now the Government is und to develop this power by an 
integrated system, and to use it as an energizing agent to quicken 
the economic competence and to raise the living levels of the whole 


natural resources. After water power. 
comes coal, in great abundance; iron ore and 
the limestone to flux it; zinc and other metals; bauxite to make 
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aluminum; marble; building stones; and many of the nonmetallic 
minerals, Forest products are bountiful. The region has a diversi- 
fied agricultural yield, and its human stuff is of sturdy, independent 
Anglo-Saxon stock. 

Here in the Tennessee Valley area we have the whole southern 
problem in microcosm. We have poverty in the midst of potential 
plenty; we have rivers running to waste that should be harnessed; 
we have rich resources needing development; we have people of low 
incomes with all the qualities needed to do skilled tasks and to 
build a civilization of high degree. The Tennessee Valley is par- 
ticularly suitable for a demonstration of the coordinated develop- 
ment of human and material resources. The Tennessee Valley 
should become the American Ruhr. 

Furthermore, T. V. A. is at grips with the region’s vital prob- 
lems. Take soil erosion. The experts say it was not Alexander, 
nor Tamerlane, nor Genghis Khan who destroyed the ancient civ- 
flizations on the fertile Tigris and Euphrates piains; not they, 
but soil erosion, made a desert out of a paradise. We Americans 
should remember this. It is estimated that in 1931 soil erosion 
destroyed enough land in west Tennessee alone to equal 10,000 
farms of 30 acres each. This illustrates why it is one of our 
worst national menaces. The Authority considers soil conserva- 
tion and erosion control among its most important jobs. It is 
now setting up in each county in its area a unit which can aid 
the farmers to terrace their land and through crop adjustment 
to preserve it. 

A second major activity is in fertilizer. The old World War 
nitrate plant at Muscle Shoals has been transformed into a plant 
for reducing the acids needed for fertiiizer. The rich phosphate 
beds of middle Tennessee are nearby; new reduction processes 
are expected to yield better fertilizer at much less cost. New 
methods of distribution through farmers’ fertilizer cooperative 
groups could cut the delivered cost. This is only one of many 
examples that could be offered of the experimentation and research 
by the Authority, as a result of which many new methods and 
processes have already been developed, to save time and money 
and occasionally to give an open sesame to new enterprises. 

Another important phase is the development of the river, which 


will make it available for year-round navigation from Paducah,- 


Ky., to Knoxville, Tenn.—an immense boon to interior transpor- 
tation of heavy-burden freights. Incidentally, one of the South's 
great disadvantages in the interregional competition is the higher 
levels of freight rates we must pay in comparison with those 
charged to the north of us. T. V. A. bas already taken steps to 
bring some redress to this disadvantage. 

Then the T. V. A. is devoting itself to bringing about a com- 
panionship of industry and agriculture. With huge quantities of 
power to wholesale, it must look for customers, and one place it 
seeks them is on the farm. T. V. A. is taking electricity to the 
farmers, who are themselves organizing county cooperatives to run 
their rural lines. Several such have been formed, and they have 
Bucceeded from the word “go.” Rural electrification stimulates 
farmers to increase their income. It lightens the farm wife’s back- 
breaking burden. Running water, modern plumbing, electric 
lights, and refrigeration—all these things add new satisfactions to 
rural life 


T. V. A. likewise seeks increased residential load in the towns 


path Ford took to make the automobile a necessity for the common 
man. This program is working wonders. In little Tupelo, Miss., 
for example, power use has doubled and trebled, householders are 
paying no more cash than before, and the city is paying itself 
taxes, retiring its debt, and showing a profit. The sale of elec- 
tors, stoves, heaters, etc., in the valley is prodigious. 
The T. V. A. rate structure, directed toward more power use, not 


had. But the Authority has carefully avoided try- 

ing to siphon these new users out of other areas. It is making 

an earnest effort to find completely new industries to establish 

use its power. Within the last year it has made contracts 

with great industries involving the sale of huge blocks of sec- 

at prices which yield the Authority an income of 
about $4,000,000 a year. 

Perhaps more important than anything I have mentioned is 

that T. V. A. may give us the key to the efficient public per- 

formance of economic function. All over the world, government 


Our public operations are becoming in- 
creasingly important and we must find the way to have them 
well done. The competence of American public service has suf- 
fered both from the unwieldly size of the Government machine 
and from the indifference of the public personnel. This last 
began over a century ago, when our mystic democracy claimed 
every man was a popular sovereign and hence competent to hold 
any sort of public post, no matter how technical might be its 
tasks. Our civil-service reformers sought to correct it by substi- 
tuting a rigidly frozen system of status and rights, without any 
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workable mechanism for discovering and rewarding the worker 
who has energy, imagination, and intelligence. Therefore incen- 
tive for good work was lacking. 

T. V. A. is an approach to both these problems. Because of 
the restricted zone of operation, it permits both immediacy and 
flexibility of control. Its directors are seeking to set up the appa- 
ratus for discovering and then promptly advancing the men of 
promise. From the start, it has made political backing a disad- 
vantage in getting jobs. This policy, commanded by the law of 
its establishment, has had the backing of its chairman from the 
beginning. The Authority's personnel policies cut through the 
rigidities of civil service and come closer to affording those re- 
wards for initiative which make men really work. 


I 


It is from such standpoints that the Authority strikes us here 
in the valley as exceptionally interesting. The time was, after 
the Norris Act first passed the Congress, when the people of the 
valley looked upon T. V. A. as our special Federal Santa Claus, 
coming down our chimney bringing a marvelous profusion of free 
gifts. That attitude, I am happy to say, is now less in evidence. 
We are looking at it more realistically. 

I make no sweeping claim of this, for there are one or two cor- 
ners in which there lingers just a little flavor of Kriss Kringle. 
At the moment T. V. A. is in its constructional phase, as it will 
doubtless continue to be for 5 or 10 years. Nearly every commu- 
nity that has the river running by it wants a dam, because while 
it is under construction it means a big pay roll to be spent in 
the town. Only a few of these pleas for building a dam have been 
met, however, and no instance except where the dam had been 
already scheduled by T. V. A.’s world-famous experts. So here 
Santa Claus has been judicious in his gifts. 

Seven cities may have claimed to be Homer’s birthplace, and 
easily that number want to be the headquarters for T. V. A. When 
first it began to proliferate its staff in Knoxville rents took a jump 
and that city had a vigorous boom. Now quite a number of offices 
have been removed to Chattanooga, geographically the capital of 
the valley, and even the most reluctant private-power partisans in 
the “Dynamo of Dixie” are not ignoring the fact that T. V. A. has 
by far the city’s largest pay roll. 

Nor can I ignore the fact that there are several things about the 
operations of the Authority that we do not like. We should much 
prefer to have it a more local enterprise. Most of the common 
labor is recruited in the area, but its directors have filled the key 
posts with experts from almost everywhere in the country and the 
world. We here still have lingering traces of localism and are 
therefore not any too pleased by this incursion of outlanders to 
fill most of the high-paid jobs. Yet we recognize this as a badge 
of the national nature of the enterprise; and, furthermore, when 
we get a chance to rub elbows with these men from Iowa and 
Massachusetts and Wisconsin—these coordinators, land planners, 
erosion experts, and so forth—we begin grudgingly to admit that 
they are pretty good fellows, even if some of them talk about a 
crick instead of creek. And they are, most of them, sharp lads 
with plenty of knowledge as well as enthusiasm. So we do not 
resent this invasion of the experts as much as once we thought 
we should. 

At the g some of us resented rather deeply the pater- 
nalistic attitude at the top. These outlanders seemed to have come 
down here to reform an illiterate, godless lot who would not wear 
shoes; they would teach us that there really was some merit in 
occasionally employing footgear. No matter how benighted our 
section may be regarded by an always enlightened North, no matter 
how much it may be sneered that the valley contains both Dayton 
and Scottsboro, its basic population is of good sturdy folk, capable 
when given opportunity, and quick to resent apparent indignities 
or slights. Therefore, there was a prompt resentment of these 
intimations of superiority and twinges of paternalism. 

However, it soon developed that this was by no means the gen- 
eral purpose and policy of the Authority; there was exhibited at 
least an equally vigorous idea on the part of some of its controllers 
that T. V. A.’s purpose in this valley was not to redeem a backward 
race by demonstration; that rather it was to afford opportunity to 
people who, whenever given opportunity, promptly embrace it. 
This new tone and attitude, an index to T. V. A's own capacity 
for self-education, was a happy change. Today one hears fewer 
whispers of this zeal for reform, but rather a growing understanding 
of the merit of the people of the region. And with the change on 
the part of the Authority has come a companion change of the 
people's own attitude. T. V. A. is now of us and not of others. Its 
roots have begun to sink. It is no foreign Santa Claus, but the 
spirit and the purpose of the valley. 

mr 

To be sure, the proof of the pudding is the eating thereof, and 
one of the tragedies of T. V. A. in this valley is that, by one means 
or another, the pudding has been kept too small to do more than 
taste; never has there been enough for a general repast. 

Much of this has been the result of the understandable but 
nonetheless regrettable legal devices of existing Valley subsidiaries 
of great Nation-wide utility holding companies. One lawsuit has 
already got to the Supreme Court, the Ashwander case; and in 
it that high judicial body held decisively that the Federal Govern- 
ment is equipped with the constitutional right to dispose of its 
surplus power. In another suit, 19 private utilities sought to en- 
join any extension of T. V. A. activities on the ground of some 
fearful conspiracy. Though the net result of this in the end re- 
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mains free from doubt, the law's delays have tied the hands of 
T. V. A. in so many directions that it cannot function fully until 
this litigation comes to an end; and then there are suits galore 
to enjoin this, that, or the other municipality from establishing 
municipal distribution systems. While too multifarious to be re- 
lated in detail, they are all of a piece; phases of the effort of the 
private utility interests to hold up in court any large-scale realiza- 
tion of this integrated public-power program until the delay causes 
the public to lose heart and run up the white flag. 

As yet there are no very significant symbols to indicate that the 
public is ready to surrender. At the moment T. V. A. is serving 
almost twoscore small cities. Knoxville, Chattanooga, and Mem- 
phis have indicated, at referenda at the polls, their substantial 
public wish for public power. In each of the first two cases the 
result has been blocked by litigation. The third city is now getting 
ready to go ahead. 

The municipal elections I have cited seem to demonstrate that 
the people of this valley definitely want public power, and are 
anxious to take any appropriate steps to assist its advent. But this 
does not mean that they consider the confiscation of existing 
private power properties “dedicated to the public use” (as goes 
the legal phrase) within the range of appropriate steps, or that they 
desire the competition within the area of public and private sys- 
tems. They want T. V. A., but they want it to come with a fair 
compensation to the existing properties. 


Iv 


If I read aright the feelings of the general run of folks here in 
the valley, it is about like this: 

First, they do not feel that the private power companies can ever 
do one-quarter as much for building the region as can the Federal 
Government through T. V. A., and therefore they want T. V. A. to 
do the job. But in doing so they would like the T. V. A. to take 
over the generation and transmission of electric power in the 
valley, purchasing the area’s existing private utilities’ transmitting 
and generating facilities. 

they are anxious for the T. V. A. to acquire, at a fair 
price, the existing power facilities. This price should represent the 
real remaining investment value, and not any “wind and water” of 
fictitious write-ups. There are tens of millions of dollars of legiti- 
mately made private investments in bonds and preferred stocks of 
valley ting subsidiaries. Except for rare extremists, the val- 
ley public does not want these values wiped out. They favor no 
confiscation; indeed, they are willing that the price paid per! 
shall be a little above the real value, in order ckly to unsnarl 
the tangle and get T. V 


Indeed, assuming that both parties to a poten purchase 

into the conference room with a real desire to effect a meeting of 
the minds, there is no valid reason why either an upset price, or 
at least a mechanism for achieving one, could not be directly 


agreed upon. 

Third, in the event of any “dog in the manger” refusal by the 
private power people to negotiate upon any other than a fantastic 
basis, the public would, by a vigorous majority, insist that T. V. A. 
go ahead, erect the necessary public power transmission lines, and 
bring its power to competing public systems in the towns and 
cities of the valley. In such event, the wreckage of private in- 
vestors’ securities would be chargeable to a blind Bourbonism on 
the part of private magnates. 

Fourth, the actual distribution within cities, towns, and for co- 
operative rural lines should be undertaken by the appropriate 
public agencies in the units. For example, in the city of Chat- 
tanooga, the distribution network would be run by the Electric 
Power Board of Chattanooga, an agency authorized by the public 
at election and established by legislative charter. This agency 
has already sought—in vain—to secure any sort of conference 
with the private power owners of the present Chattanooga distri- 
bution network to consider the latter’s purchase. The people of 
Chattanooga want the electric power board to buy the existing 
private properties at a fair price. Still, they want public power 
and T. V. A. This attitude typifies the feeling of the public in 
most of the towns and cities of the valley. 

The result of such a program would be a great system, under 
which T. V. A. would generate and wholesale power; the cities and 
towns would buy it at city gates and distribute it within their 
retail areas, and the valley would progress amazingly. This is the 
ideal and logical goal for T. V. A. in the valley. Incidentally, this 
is a program in which the dominant management influences in 
T. V. A. itself would be happy to cooperate. It is greatly to be 
hoped that the controlling private power interests in New York 
will at some stage be willing to cease their guerrilla war and talk 
common sense. 


{National Popular Government League, Takoma Park Station, 
Washington, D. C. Bulletin No. 183, March 17, 1938] 


KEEP Your EYE ON THE Batt—AN ANALYSIS OF THE T. V. A. 
POWER CONTROVERSY 
(By Judson King, Director) 

Let us not permit ourselves to become either confused or alarmed 
concerning this rumpus, in Congress and out, over investigation 
of the T. V. A. Every person who knows private-utility tactics 
has long been aware that sooner or later the financial opponents of 
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public power would raise a clamor and attempt to force an in- 
vestigation of T. V. A. Truth would not be a factor. Any kind 
of trumped-up charges would serve, provided they confused the 
public, muddied the waters, delayed the Government's program, 
and helped win elections. The peopie must be made to believe 
their power system was being corruptly managed, sold down the 
river, or something. This wouid all be done, of course, in the 
name of protecting the people’s property. 

Progressives have known that the utilities would be the most 
unscrupulous and powerful opponent of building flood-control 
dams, no matter what the necessity, unless they controlled the 
electric power. 

Ontario Hydro had this same experience. It had a sensational 
investigation, as we shall see later. Our time has come. We have 
to go through with it. So let us have the inquiry, get it over 
promptly, and go on with our program. Let us have no “pooling” 
or other compromise which would permit the private interests to 
get control of the power developed at our yardstick and flood- 
control dams, of which latter hundreds must be built, making 
cheap public power available everywhere. 

That's the ball. That's the rub. That's the bug under the 
— — That's the Edgar Bergen behind this Charlie Mecarthy 
SHALL THESE POWER MEASURES NOW PENDING IN CONGRESS BE SIDE- 

TRACKED? 


Take a look at important power measures pending at this session 
of Congress, and it 8 clear how desperate the utility inter- 
ests are for something which will serve as an immediate excuse 
for delay. That's the word — delay, delay, delay. 

First comes the Norris regional conservation bill, which some call 
the 7-T. V. A.” bill, although it is a more inclusive measure. 
Admittedly it is one of the most statesmanlike bills of this gener- 
ation. Norris will press it, but the utilities are fighting it because 
it provides for public control of power. 

The New England flood-control compacts, containing the “power 
joker” which would paralyze the Federal Power Commission and 
set a Nation-wide precedent for States’ rights in power, are still 
pending. 

Senator Norris has secured Senate approval of an additional 
$10,000,000 beyond the Budget figure for the R. E. A. That will 

electrify thousands of farm homes. It was blocked in conference 
committee by House Members, and whether the House will ac- 
cept it is the question. The lobby is fighting it, and it hangs in 
the balance as I write. 

Also pending is an appropriation for needed added construction 
at the Bonneville Dam, of which Mr. J. D. Ross is the honest and 
able administrator. It is being fought. 

Next, and very important, an appropriation is pending to start 
construction on the already authorized Gilbertsville Dam at the 
mouth of the Tennessee River. If built quickly, it may do much 
to save the Mississippi Valley from a flood disaster like that of 
last year. The Norris Dam helped then and saved Cairo. But 
that means a possible 192,000 kilowatt-hours of electric power, not 
yet authorized, but the pen stocks will be there. 

Finally, there is the Norris resolution directing the Federal Trade 
Commission to resume investigation of private-utility propaganda 
and appropriating $150,000 therefor. It has passed the Senate and 
has been held up for a year in the House Commerce Committee. 
Reports from over the Nation show the Power Trust has resumed 
its corrupt political and propaganda activities, especially in throw- 
ing municipal elections for public plants which might be cus- 
tomers of the yardstick generating stations. 

If the power crowd can get enough Democratic votes in the 
House to block any or all of these acutely important measures, 
it will have secured delay, which, as said, is one of its present 
chief objectives. 

Manifestly, then, the power crowd needs an excuse for a red- 
herring rumpus, preferably a trumped-up scandal, and Dr. Arthur 
E. Morgan’s charges against his fellow Board members are merely 
an incident which serves the purpose and very effectively. 

But had Chairman Morgan worked for the past 5 years in per- 
fect harmony with his colleagues, the enemies of T. V. A. would 
have filled the air with other charges to secure an investigation. 

POWER DIRECTOR DAVID E. LILIENTHAL 

When David E. Lilienthal became Director of the Power Division 
of the T. V. A. program, he took an oath to the effect that he 
believed in the principles of the T. V. A. Act. That act, as passed 
after a 12-year conflict in Congress, 5 and provided 
for Government operation of the T. A. power stations in com- 
petition with the private utilities. Phat principle was the cause 
of the long warfare and the heart of the matter. The act did 
not contemplate surrender through a power-pool compromise. 

The following excerpt from Mr. Lilienthal's speech before the 
Rotary Club of Memphis in 1933 is typical of his attitude: 

“The Authority is not engaged in a punitive expedition against 
the utilities. The Authority is an instrument of the people of the 
United States. It is charged with the duty of carrying out a 
national power policy, and the safeguarding of the public interest 
in the country’s greatest resource, profoundly affecting the future 
development and pr ty of our country and all of its people. 
This policy has not been formulated overnight. It is not a mere 
political accident. It represents more than a decade of careful con- 
sideration. It has been thoroughly debated in the Congress of the 
United States; it has been sponsored by the President of the United 
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States. The power program of the Authority is an integral part of 
a larger policy for the economic development of the United States. 

“The duty of the Authority is to carry out that policy. But in 
carrying it out the Authority is determined to bring the least 
possible injury to actual investments in useful property.” 

Mr. Lilienthal kept the faith. He investigated the British grid 
system on the spot and decided against it. He found it in direct 
conflict with the fundamental principles of the T. V. A. Act. He 
fought it, as did Senator Norris, Chairman McNinch, Secretary Ickes, 
Representative Rankin, Administrator Carmody, and all sincere, 
weather-wise progressives. President Roosevelt took a look at the 
scheme and threw it out the window. Dr. Arthur E. Morgan 
favored it. 

That is David Lilienthal’s paramount sin. His next sin is that 
he is a too efficient and altogether too effective executive. He is so 
intent on his job that he sometimes neglects social and personal 
amenities and gets himself disliked. He is a modest man, not a 
rough-and-tumble fighter, and his hesitancy before committees has 
been misinterpreted. But he is making a success of T. V. A. power, 
despite lawsuits and utility lies. Left unhampered, he will in a 
few years have T. V. A. power out of the red. He has even sold some 
blocks of power to large industry in a competitive market which 
Mr. Willkie wanted. He knows every trick in the Power Trust bag; 
that is another thing that hurts. 

Mr. Lilienthal has another sin. In cooperation with the electrical 
workers and other labor unions he has worked out a labor policy 
of mutual understanding with organized labor. It is working well. 
T. V. A. is the best organized governmental agency in the United 
States. Mr. Lilienthal believes in the right of labor to organize and 
in good wages and proper conditions, and has said so publicly. He 
is against company unions. That attitude toward labor is a guilt, 
in the eyes of big business, second only to his devotion to public 
power. 

The great lawsuits, at least, are over. Memphis, Chattanooga, and 
Knoxville can now build plants, since Secretary Ickes is now free to 
advance the money. Business prospects for T. V. A. power are 
bright—Lilienthal must be stopped somehow—ah! an investigation. 


DR. ARTHUR E. MORGAN 


A few days after his appointment as chairman of the T. V. A. 
in 1933 I had an interview with Dr. Morgan. He began his con- 
versation with the pointed remark: 

“I want to tell you one thing. I am not going to fight the power 
companies.” 

That might mean a very wise policy; namely, that as an admin- 
istrator he would refrain from baiting or attacking private utilities. 
That also might mean he believed himself a diplomat clever and 
persuasive enough to get along peaceably with utilities. Or, far 
deeper, since the power executives were certain to fight him above- 
board and underground, it might mean compromise in a manner 
that would nullify the power policy of the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority Act. His “I” implied that he was the Board or would 
dominate it. 

I was puzzled and disturbed, as much by the tone as the words. 
Dr. Morgan did not elucidate. Time would tell. But what was 
his attitude toward corporations and utilities? I dug up an article 
titled “Sky Hooks” he had written for Antioch Notes, his college 
publication, for January 1933. Here is a paragraph: 

“We live so much through the service of public utilities that 
whoever controls them largely controls our lives. Europe turns 
to public ownership for protection. America would like to pre- 
serve the creative impulse and economy of private control, but 
unless in private control there is a degree of integrity and sense 
of trusteeship far beyond that required for small-scale business, 
or unless people are ‘educated’ to docility by the utilities, the pub- 
lic may be forced to take over the utilities in self-protection. Or- 
ganizations like the American Telephone & Telegraph Co., by the 
honesty of their methods, do much to create public confidence in 
the management of affairs.” 

It is common knowledge that Dr. Morgan opposed Mr. Lilienthal’s 
power policy from the start. Through 3 years this inside opposi- 
tion continued and grew. Right after President Roosevelt indi- 
cated in 1936 that he was opposed to the “pooling” policy, Dr. 
Morgan issued a long statement, given enormous publicity by the 
conservative press, urging cooperation with the power companies 
on a basis of mutual confidence, the setting up of pools, and deny- 
ing municipalities the right to establish their own distributing 
systems in competition with the companies. They must buy them 

out practically at company prices. 

Said Senator Norris: “I was amazed at Dr. Morgan’s position. 
Had I read his statement without knowing its suthen S I would have 
unhesitatingly declared that it was the work of a Power Trust 
attorney.” 

Mr. George Fort Milton, editor ot the ind mdent Chattanooga 
News, wrote a critical analysis of this eee under the 
head of Morgan Pool Plan Has Fatal Flaws. Here is a sample: 

“A second salient misapprehension, in our judgment, is the 
chairman’s assumption that the holding-company executives in 
power-pool negotiations, as ‘trustees’ for investors, would be justi- 
fied in asking the T. V. A. to define ‘its power policy and program, 
in order to remove what they claim to be a very real but undefined 
threat now hanging over them of uncompensated dismemberment 
and duplication of facilities.’ 

“This statement involves the inference that the power policy 
and program of the T. V. A. is undefined. The fact is, however, that 
this power policy and program have been defined by the Norris 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


MARCH 25 


Act proclaiming and establishing the public policy of the United 
States as to T. V. A. Any such ‘definition’ of the policy as Mr. 
Morgan demands would necessitate a reexamination of the whole 
T. V. A. program and the act of Congress on which it is based. It 
seems to us a strange thing that the Chairman of the T. V. A., about 
to enter negotiations as a representative of a public enterprise, 
would thus propose a course which might involve destroying the 
whole Norris Act.” 

While Mr. Lilienthal was negotiating with legitimate trade-unions 
in establishing the present successful labor policy for T. V. A., 
Chairman Morgan gave no help. He favored company unions, as 
shown by his public speeches and articles, even while the Wagner 
Labor Relations Act was pending in Congress. In Antioch Notes 
for March 1935, and again in March 1937, he wrote articles favor- 
able to company unions which were promptly assailed by Labor, 
Washington newspaper of the railroad unions, and by the Elec- 
trical Workers’ Journal as misleading and full of misstatements of 
fact. Labor laughed at Dr. Morgan’s reference to the famous 
Baltimore & Ohio Railroad labor plan as a company union, which it 
is not. 

In his article in 1937 Dr. Morgan stated: 

“The company union afforded a golden opportunity for those in 
control of industry to discover an approach to industrial democracy 
and to develop capacity in workers for sharing both opportunity and 
responsibility. The fact that the very name has come to be hated 
by labor, and that commonly it has come to stand for methods 
aimed at preventing such sharing, is evidence that management 
often has failed to make wise use of a great resource.” 

Marion H. Hedges, editor of the Electrical Workers’ Magazine, 
himself a former university professor, wrote a scathing review of 
Dr. Morgan's position as shown by both articles. Said Mr. Hi 
under the heading “Arthur Morgan Re-Blesses Company Unions”: 

“Here we find the same Protean words, the same sleight of hand 
of language, the same high-flown approach to the labor problem 
as Mr. Morgan manifests in his approach to the power problems; 
here also, however, is abject conservatism masking as liberalism; 
misinformation paraded as scholarship, and dangerous administra- 
tive policies made to look like expressions of noble emotions, 
One reads company unions with amazement. One is confounded 
by the confusion of mind displayed by Mr. Morgan. One finds the 
article -misinformed—almost ludicrous in its mixture of values 
and its distortion of facts. No th man can believe that 
the head of the Tennessee Valley Authority could have put his 
initials to this crazy-quilt of labor philosophy.” 

Whether Dr. Morgan had all the above in the back of his head 
when he declared in 1933, “I am not going to fight the power 
companies,” I do not know. If he did he should never have ac- 
cepted the appointment, since he swore to uphold the act and that 
act states, “All members of the Board shall be persons who profess 
a belief in the feasibility and wisdom of this act.” (Sec. 2, a.) 

If he developed them afterwards, he should have resigned as 
soon as he found himself unable to agree with the majority of the 
Board, with the President and Senator Norris, and with all others 
who know his proposed policies would destroy the purpose of 
the T. V. A. Act. 

DR. HARCOURT A. MORGAN 


Dr. Harcourt A. Morgan was formerly president of the PENES 
of Tennessee. He is head of the fertilizer division of T. V. 
activities and is meeting with success in his efforts in a dimeutt 
field. Up to the time of his appointment, Dr. Morgan had not 
been concerned with utility problems and was not known as a 
public ownership man. He understood the T. V. A. Act, however, 
and naturally supported Mr. Lilienthal in his efforts to maintain 
its principles. Had he not done so, Heaven only knows where the 
T. V. A. would be today. 

Dr. Morgan's department has never been under severe attack. 
Too many farmers are involved. Politicians are sometimes wise. 

ONTARIO HYDRO’S $500,000 INVESTIGATION—A STRIKING PARALLEL 


The number of points at which T. V. A. is repeating the history 
of the famous publicly owned and operated hydroelectric system 
of Ontario is startling. 

Hydro began in 1910 with only 14 municipalities connected. By 
1921, 268 were being served wholesale current. Domestic rates 
had dropped from an average of 9.3 cents per kilowatt-hour, prior to 
Hydro to the then unbelievably low average of 2.5 cents. Inci- 
dentally, the figure today is 1.43 cents for all Ontario. 

Hydro’s largest generating station, the Queenston-Chippewa 
development below Niagara Falls, was begun as a war measure, just 
as was Muscle Shoals. It would be finished in 1921. The yardstick 
effects of Hydro’s low rates alarmed Canadian bankers and utili- 
ties, also those in the United States. Hydro's success must be 
discredited. 

Soon after the war a hurricane of charges“ were launched against 
Sir Adam Beck, chairman, and the commission by leading citizens, 
Members of Parliament, the utilities, engineers, and others, all of 
which were heralded in the press. Sir Adam was a ruthless “czar,” 
just as Mr. Lilienthal is now a Hitler; vast sums had been misap- 
propriated; there had been extravagance and corruption; the law 
had been violated; there had been waste and inefficiency; plant 
capacity was too huge—far beyond public needs; the debt would 
bankrupt the Province and taxes be raised enormously; rates were 
too low, the plan was not “sound,” and a crash was inevitable. 

Many good people of the Province became confused and thought 
something must be wrong. Finally, in April 1922 the Gregory com- 
mission was appointed to investigate, named from its chairman, a 
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prominent barrister, one of the leading critics and even opponents 
of Hydro, as was a majority of the commission. 

Politics: This was known to be a political stunt, but in the end it 
proved a boomerang, and a disgusted people defeated for reelection 
its leading proponents in Parliament. 

Propaganda: The investigation proceeded for 20 months. The 
charges laid before the commission were heralded by the press and 
by word of mouth over Canada and the United States. The com- 
mission finally made its report to Parliament in 1924. Its substance 
may be gained from the headlines in the Toronto Globe of March 14, 
as follows: 

“Hydroelectric Commission vindicated by investigation in Canada. 
Rash charges of irregularities were baseless ‘ghost stories’ that 
faded upon kater rr Gregory commission’s report, tabled in 
legislature, completely vindicates hydroelectric project and even 
commends Sir Adam Beck's ‘notable service to his Province.’ Not 
a breath of suspicion of any ‘personal wrongdoing.’ Special refer- 
ence to loyalty and efficiency of Engineers Gaby and Acres. Mild 
criticism of a few things which ‘have been wrong.’ Thinks radical 
policy a mistake. Province pays $505,801 to learn Hydro is sound.” 

The attempt to discredit Hydro fell flat, but it hampered the work 
of the commission. It cost the Province an enormous sum, but it 
served the purpose of delay and was for long used for propaganda 
purposes in Canada and the United States. 

The Wyer episode of 1925: Old timers will recall the publication 
by the Smithsonian Institution of an attack on Ontario written by 
Engineer Samuel S. Wyer, of Columbus, Ohio, and sent to Members 
of Congress when the Norris Muscle Shoals bill was pending, which 
created a scandal. It was proven full of falsehoods. Wyer claimed 
to take his data from the report of the Gregory commission, but his 
statement was so garbled that even Chairman Gregory repudiated 
it. The Trade Commission revealed the utilities had paid for the 
whole printing and propaganda job. 

The proposed investigation of T. V. A. has the same purpose—to 
serve as a springboard for propaganda which will be heralded over 
the country by the utilities for the next 5 years. 


THE BACKGROUND OF THE T. V. A. FIGHT 


If we recall the reasons why T. V. A. was established, it will illu- 
minate the present controversy. 

For 60 years the electrical industry had thwarted every effort at 
State or national regulation of rates or securities. The results 
were disastrous. Investors lost millions; consumers paid extor- 
tionate rates; politics, the press, the educational system, and the 
technical professions were corrupted. 

The progressive leadership of the Nation turned to public plants 
which would compete with private plants. President Roosevelt 
championed the movement. That method had succeeded in many 
American cities. In 1921 Muscle Shoals gave opportunity to estab- 
lish a superpower system, publicly operated like Ontario's, and 
Senator Norris led in the attempt to establish it. Senator Hmam 
JoHNSON and Representative Phil Swing fought for a similar project 
at Boulder Dam. 

The utilities decreed no generating stations. In 1928 their chief 
Washington lobbyist, Josiah Newcomb, got merry and brave at the 
Cosmos Club one night and boasted, “I represent a $9,000,000,000 
industry. We will not permit the United States Government to 
build generating stations.” Boulder Dam and Muscle Shoals were 
ordered and the Power Trust was defeated on generation. 

Next the utilities decreed no public transmission lines. Hoover 
would have compromised with Norris if Norris had forsaken trans- 
mission lines. He refused, and finally the right was established in 
the T. V. A. Act and the Power Trust was defeated on transmission. 

Next decree, the building of municipally owned distributing 
systems must be stopped. Bond houses in many instances refused 
to deal in papuo bonds for that purpose, and where done interest 
rates were high. Secretary of the Interior Harold L. Ickes, P. W. A. 
Administrator, offered loans for such purposes and gave grants to 
speed up the work and relieve unemployment. All such projects 
were enjoined and construction delayed. The Supreme Court, 
January last, decided for the Government, and Secretary Ickes is 
now turning loose $99,637,952, held in escrow, to 61 projects in 23 
States for distribution systems. The cities will put up $47,279,854 
in addition. Ickes’ action broke the solid front of banker opposi- 
tion, and money is now easier from private sources. Hence the 
Power Trust was defeated on distribution. 

In 1930 the utilities started the New River case, in 1934 the 
Ashwander case, and in 1936 the Nineteen Company case, all deny- 
ing the right of the Federal Government to generate and sell elec- 
tric power. They lost the Ashwander case in the Supreme Court. 
They lost the Nineteen Company case in the Federal district court 
when Judge Florence E. Allen announced the decision January 21 
last that “the statute is constitutional” and “these complainants 
have no immunity from lawful competition even if their business 
be curtailed or destroyed.” It seems evident the Supreme Court 
will sustain Federal jurisdiction, and so the Power Trust is defeated 
on “constitutionality.” 


IF YOU CAN'T LICK ‘EM, JINE EN 


The utility interests have failed to block Government power 
systems. With the construction of hundreds of flood-control dams 
imminent, the situation is promising for consumers. From the 
stock gambler's angle it is alarming. You can't float water on 
low rates. Now comes from the Power Trust the proposal, “Let 
us cooperate. Let us go into partnership and avoid distressful 
conflict. and duplication—have peace. Let us pool our interests.” 
a „as the utilities desire it, may be all right from an engi- 
neering viewpoint, but it is a grand way for the Power Trust to 
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take the Government's yardstick plants into camp. For one thing, 
the vast investment of the utilities in generating and transmission 
facilities would be frozen. On it the people would be compelled 
to pay interest indefinitely. It would not be amortized as the 
T. V. A. and other plants will be, with resultant cheap rates. 

Mr. Wendell Willkie, of Commonwealth & Southern, proposed 
such a scheme. Many tried to expand it into a national power 
policy. Mr. Lilienthal and Dr. Harcourt Morgan fought it. Chair- 
man Morgan favored it, as did other high Federal officials in the 
power field. 

We have reached a split in the road, and that is the big practical 
issue back of this disgraceful rumpus. 


CONCLUSIONS 


Bringing together the facts and considerations presented, it be- 
comes clear that the real cause of the T. V. A. controversy is not, 
as pictured, a mere conflict of personal opinions or a tempera- 
mental feud between Messrs. Morgan and thal, each striv- 
ing to be “it,” with the implication that each is equally blamable. 
It is evident that Chairman Morgan has from the start been the 
aggressor and the accuser and the other two have been defi 
not merely their personal status but the very heart of the power 
policy of the T. V. A. Act, which reactionaries everywhere are 
seeking to subvert. 

Hence the remedy suggested by some and thoughtlessly accepted 
by many that the whole Board should be forced to resign and new 
members appointed would not only work unthinkable injustice 
but would accomplish what all reactionaries desire—the elimina- 
tion of Messrs, Lilienthal and Harcourt Morgan. 

They have stood firm compromise. The Chairman has 
cooperation with utilities, and that is why Lilienthal is pictured 
as a deceitful. corrupt Hitler and the Chairman as a sainted 
ee ae of great ability and sound judgment under per- 
secution. 

Lilienthal during this hullabaloo is going straight ahead and 
negotiating with Mr. Willkie for the purchase of the Tennessee 
Electric Power Co.’s properties. Whether Willkie will attempt to 
prolong unnecessarily these negotiations or whether he was sincere 
in his recent challenge to the T. V. A. to purchase remains to be 
seen. Certain it is that Lilienthal is a good bargainer in the public 
interest and will not brook needless delay. In that he takes the 
same position as Secretary Ickes, who flatly refused to postpone for 
90 days the advance of money to Memphis, Chattanooga, Knoxville, 
and other municipalities to build transmission systems. Both men 
have been held up for 5 years by legal devices. No more delay. 
The public will approve their stand. 

Another thing is clear, The demand for investigation is partly a 
political play. The Republicans lost the elections in 1932, 1934, and 
1936 when they fought the principle of public power. Now they 
shift to protecting the people from alleged maladministration of 
agencies based on that principle. 

But the balloon of suspicion has now been blown so high that an 
investigation is necessary, and only one by Congress will suffice. 
President Roosevelt, charged with the Executive duty of administer- 
ing the T. V. A. Act, could not do less than call for a show-down 
when open charges of dishonesty and perversion of government 
were made, He would have been equally condemned by reaction- 
aries had he not called for a show-down. The refusal of Chairman 
Morgan to state facts in support of his charges when asked by the 
President should give pause to that portion of the public which 
honestly believes Dr. Morgan must be right. 

Level-headed men acquainted with T. V. A. history do not believe 
Chairman Morgan has facts to sustain his charges. He desperately 
sought the removal of Director Lilienthal in May 1936. His accu- 
sations were at that time of the same tenor; and, if true, were 
serious enough to have prevented Lilienthal’s reappointment, and, 
indeed, to have accomplished the ousting of Dr. H. A. Morgan as 
well. Facts which were demanded by the President and Senator 
Norris then as now were not forthcoming. 


WHAT WE MAY EXPECT 


It is inevitable that in an enterprise of T. V. A. magnitude, pub- 
lic or private, some blunders, mistakes of Judgment, some chiseling, 
and some extravagance should have occurred in the expenditure of 
millions over nearly 5 years. But we need not be surprised to dis- 
cover that in respect to extravagance, if such is revealed, the great- 
est offender has been Dr. Morgan himself. 

If the committee of inquiry does its duty and uncovers the 
source and the cost of false propaganda by the utilities, the 
harassing litigation, and the political intrigue undertaken to 
block and sidetrack T. V. A., the Nation will wonder how it has 
functioned as well as it has. Obstruction has cost the munici- 
palities, electrical consumers, and the Government many millions 
of dollars. 

I venture to predict that, as in the case of Ontario Hydro, no 
“personal wrongdoing” will be uncovered on the part of the ac- 
cused; no major mistake of policy, no raping of the T. V. A. Act, 
no betrayal of public interest; nothing of sufficient magnitude to 
justify the expense and trouble of this investigation, but, on the 
contrary, that the capacity of the Government to construct and 
operate projects of this kind will be demonstrated. Like Ontario, 
we shall have spent thousands of dollars to find T. V. A. sound, 
and this at the demand of men who are complaining of high 
taxes, demanding economy and efficiency in government. 

Meantime, in an extremely critical period of its history, the 
work of the Board and of the T. V. A. staff will be hampered and 
delayed, the whole Tennessee Valley will suffer, public opinion, 
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Nation-wide, be distraught and divided, and, most serious, im- 
portant flood-control legislation may be defeated at this session of 
Congress which should be enacted at the earliest possible moment 
for the protection of the lives and property of millions of Ameri- 
can citizens. 

Blind Toryism will in the end awaken to find its inspired in- 
vestigation both an economic and a political boomerang. It is 
for progressives to smile at the prospect while condemning its 
cause. Saddest of all will be the rapidity with which the Tories 
will drop Dr. Morgan into oblivion when he has served their 
yi Behind it all looms the fateful issue of whether the Nation's 
natural resources in water and water power shall continue to be 
administered by the people’s Government for the common welfare 
or by private corporations for extortionate gain; whether the tan- 
gible properties, to say nothing of intangible values, created by 
community effort, shall be used to build a better civilization or 
be utilized by private monopoly to enslave mankind. 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I desire to modify the sub- 
stitute which I offered yesterday by adding new paragraphs 
after paragraph (j) on page 4 of the substitute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Kentucky 
modifies his substitute. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I offer these modifications after confer- 
ring with the Senator from Nebraska, the Senator from 
Utah, and the Senator from New Hampshire, and the modi- 
fications are agreeable to all three of them and to me. They 
embody certain matters which are in the statement made by 
the Senators who offered the original resolution. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I ask that the modifications 
be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will read. 

The Curer CLERK. On page 4, after line 12, in the sub- 
stitute, it is proposed to insert the following: 


(k) Whether the charges made by Chairman Arthur E. Morgan 
that an attempt to defraud the Government of the United States 
has been made in connection with purchase of certain lands are 
true; whether the affairs of the Authority had been conducted in 
a clandestine manner frequently without the knowledge or pres- 
ence of the Chairman; whether by action of the majority members 
the Chairman has not had opportunity to present his views before 
congressional committees. 

(1) Whether the Tennessee Valley Authority has exhibited par- 
tiality to large corporations by supplying power at a cheaper rate 
than available to municipalities and corporations, by contracting 
for long periods of time a large majority of available hydroelectric 
power and by including in such industrial contracts provisions 
tantamount to a secret rebate in that delivery of “secondary” 
power is provided during the season of the year when only “firm” 
power is available from T. V. A. dams. 

(m) Whether the Authority has complied with that part of sec- 
tion 14 of the T. V. A. Act, as amended, which requires (a) that 
the Tennessee Valley Authority should have submitted to Congress 
on January 1, 1937, its allocation of costs to the various activities 
under its control up to that time, and (b) that the Tennessee 
Valley Authority submit in each annual report thereafter its 
similar allocation of costs for the period covered in its report. 

(n) Whether the Authority has interfered with the Comptroller 
General's audits of the Authority required to be submitted annually 
to Congress under section 14 of the act, as amended. 

(o) Whether it has offered unfair inducements to industrial 
organizations to leave their established locations to settle within 
the Tennessee Valley Authority territory. 

(p) Whether it has forced rural customers to purchase expensive, 

unnecessary, and undesired electrical appliances under threat of 
refusing to supply electricity, and actually to have permitted po- 
tential customers to make heavy investments in appliances after 
which service was refused until further purchases were made of 
unnecessary and undesired electrical appliances. 

(q) Whether by accounting methods and cost charges appli- 
cable to private industry, the electric rates of the Authority provide 
a legitimate, honest “yardstick” of equitable rates of private 
industry. 

(r) Whether extravagance, mismanagement, and illegal conduct, 
if any, by the Board has dissipated funds appropriated to the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask that the additional 
stipulations be lettered consecutively following paragraph 
(j), which appeared in the original substitute. I do not 
wish to take any further time of the Senate because we are 
anxious to proceed with something else, but I do desire to 
reiterate what I stated yesterday afternoon. 

I say to the Senator from Nebraska, and I am sure he 
understands, that I regret that I feel it my duty to offer a 
substitute for the resolution which he himself offered, and 
which is under consideration. I would only do it because of 
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the circumstances which have developed with reference to 
this matter within the last week or so. 

I was with the Senator from Nebraska in his desire to 
have the investigation made by the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion, because I thought it would be certainly nonpolitical, 
nonpartisan, and entirely fair and judicial in its investiga- 
tion and in its report. When the Senator modified his reso- 
lution to provide for a Senate investigation alone I shared 
his views on that subject, and if I thought that it would be 
possible for the Senate to conduct an investigation alone I 
would still be in favor of that procedure. But I think it 
would be not only regrettable but stupid on the part of the 
Senate and the House not to come together in the forming 
of a joint committee to hold this investigation, rather than 
have two separate committees investigating, which will be 
the result if we adopt a resolution for a separate investiga- 
tion on the part of the Senate. 

I have no doubt that the same Senators will be appointed 
on a joint committee to represent the Senate who would be 
appointed by the Vice President as members of a Senatorial 
committee alone. I do not know who they will be, I have 
no idea who they will be, but they ought to be fair-minded 
men, unprejudiced, without any preconceived notions as to 
any charges of misconduct or dereliction of duty on the part 
of any one connected with the T. V. A. 

It seems to me that as between two investigations con- 
ducted separately by separate committees of the House and 
the Senate and a joint committee of the two Houses to 
make the same investigation, there is no choice. I think 
the joint committee is infinitely better. It will command 
more respect on the part of the country, and I think ulti- 
mately on the part of both houses of Congress. It will be 
more dignified. It will be more single-minded. There will 
be no rivalry, no jealousy existing between two committees, 
and there will be no unnecessary consumption of time or 
effort in conducting the investigation. 

As I stated yesterday, the House of Representatives is a 
coordinate body of the legislative branch of the Government. 
It has just as much right to be considered in this matter as 
we have. The Members of the House propose, if we provide 
for a separate Senatorial investigation, to pursue the same 
course and provide for a separate House investigation, and 
I have had the feeling reiterated this morning by those 
responsible for the conduct of the business of the House of 
Representatives, including the Speaker himself, and the 
leader of the majority, and I am sure the feeling is shared 
almost unanimously in the House without regard to politics. 

It seems to me that it would be extremely foolish on the 
part of Congress to allow such a procedure to be followed, 
and it is only because of that situation, I will say to the 
Senator from Nebraska, that I have felt it my duty to offer 
this substitute providing for a joint committee. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The only possible objection I could 
see to the Senator’s proposal would be the possibility of 
delay. Is it the Senator’s judgment that the House will 
very promptly prove itself receptive to the action of the 
Senate? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Not only will they prove themselves re- 
ceptive, but they have held back their own resolutions pend- 
ing action on the resolution in the Senate, and the Rules 
Committee of the House has been called to meet on Monday 
for the purpose of considering not only the House resolu- 
tions which have already been offered, but to consider any 
resolution which may be sent over from the Senate; so that 
there is no doubt about prompt action. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not want to be understood as criti- 
cizing the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I understand that. 

Mr. NORRIS. I think he has taken a course which is 
commendable. Frankly, I would have withdrawn entirely 
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if it had not been that it seemed to me that I was driven 
to a position where I could not back up any further. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I appreciate that. 

Mr. NORRIS. I have stated to Senators that they should 
not vote for my resolution on account of any feeling they 
have for me. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I would have preferred to have the Sena- 
tor himself offer the resolution I have presented as a sub- 
stitute, and I conferred with the Senator about it. There 
is no misunderstanding between him and me on the subject. 
In view of what we have seen happen, I can fully appreciate 
how the Senator from Nebraska feels about the matter. He 
does not feel that under all the circumstances he himself 
could take the initiative in further modifying his own reso- 
lution or offering a new resolution to provide for a joint 
committee of the two Houses. I can appreciate that, and I 
fully understand it. In view of that situation, I did not feel 
disposed to urge the Senator to pursue the course I am now 
pursuing in seeking to have a joint resolution agreed to. That 
is all there is to this. 

The Senate can vote as it sees fit on the question, but I 
still feel very strongly that, as between two separate com- 
mittees conducting the same investigation, it is infinitely 
wiser and better to have a joint committee rather than sepa- 
rate committees, and for that reason I have offered my 
substitute. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, just a word. I am in 
sympathy with the proposal made, and shall support the 
substitute offered by the able leader on the Democratic side. 
I am wondering whether it comprehends what I have in 
mind in the way of data and the discovery of factual condi- 
tions. 

In the first undertaking by the Government having to do 
with power development and flood control, the great project 
at Boulder Canyon, on which $125,000,000 has been expended, 
the subscribers to power, the consumers, have had to agree 
to repay these expenditures to the Federal Government over 
a period of 40 years, at 4 percent interest. There has been 
no charge-off for flood control or navigation. 

Mr. President, the Federal undertaking in the States of 
Oregon and Washington, known as the Bonneville project, 
will have cost, when completed, $77,000,000. I think there 
has been a liberal write-off of $32,000,000 for flood control, 
for power, for navigation, and for fish ladders and lifts, 
making a total of $42,000,000, speaking in round numbers, 
which must be repaid to the Government by the consumers 
of power at 3% percent interest in 40 years. 

At Muscle Shoals, so far as I know, there has been no 
allocation made as between power, flood control, reforesta- 
tion, or the betterments and experiments that took place 
along the valley. I am not criticizing any of the activities 
that have been indulged in by the Authority, but I think 
that with respect to the money that is advanced by the Gov- 
ernment for that purpose, those who subscribe for the power 
should pay a sufficient price for it so the Authority would be 
able to return to the Treasury of the United States an 
amount comparable to what is provided with respect to 
Bonneville or Boulder Canyon, and within the same time as 
provided with respect to the last-named projects. 

If at Muscle Shoals there is to be a yardstick—a term we 
often apply to the cost the consumer must pay for power— 
I want that yardstick to contain the same number of inches 
as the yardstick at Bonneville and Boulder Canyon. I do 
not want the consumers of power at Boulder Canyon, the 
citizens of California, Nevada, and Arizona, to be penalized 
in paying interest over a period of 40 years, and repaying 
the full sum advanced by the Government if that is not 
going to be done at Muscle Shoals. I do not want to see the 
good people of the Columbia Basin, living in the States of 
Washington, Oregon, and Idaho, being the consumers, re- 
turn to the Government many millions of dollars at 3% 
percent interest if it is not done at Muscle Shoals. 

Mr. President, we have other dams in prospect. One is 
at Coulee. It will be the highest dam in the world and will 
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develop more power than all the projects now in operation 
combined. 

We have one at Fort Peck, Mont., high up on the reaches 
of the Missouri River, and one under construction at Casper- 
Alcova in Wyoming. If the people and consumers of those 
States are to pay to the Government the money that is 
properly allocated to power, I want the good people who live 
in the Tennessee Valley to meet the same requirements and 
pay the amount of money allocated to power there propor- 
tionately and according to the same yardstick as they do at 
the other projects I have mentioned. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McNARY. I yield to the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. KING. I agree with the Senator from Oregon. If 
either the amendment or the original resolution is not broad 
enough to include obtaining information as to the cost, and 
so on, and the amount that should be allocated to flood 
control, and so on, I should be in favor of including a provi- 
sion calling for such information. 

Mr. McNARY. I appreciate the attitude of the Senator 
from Utah. The purpose is one which should appeal to every- 
one. It is a question of simple justice to be meted out in the 
use of Federal funds and in the treatment accorded the con- 
sumers of power on Federal projects throughout the country. 

Mr. President, what I am curious to know is whether the 
language of the joint resolution now pending is sufficiently 
comprehensive to bring out and disclose those facts? I had 
doubt about the matter, and a moment ago I wrote out on a 
pad hurriedly what I think covers the point. I suggest an 
amendment on page 2, as follows: 

(a) (2) The total Federal sums appropriated by Congress or 
allocated by the President to the Muscle Shoals project and the 
Tennessee Valley Authority— 

That is the first thing, Mr. President; to find a basis of 
‘expenditure by the Government. I wanted to include the 
Muscle Shoals project, which was undertaken by the Congress 
by an appropriation in 1918, and all sums allocated by the 
President to the Tennessee Valley Authority, which I am 
informed amount to nearly $500,000,000. I make no com- 
plaint about it. All I am asking is the ascertainment of the 
facts, because it is necessary to know what the entire expen- 
diture has been in order to determine what proportion of it 
should be repaid to the Treasury of the United States by 
those who are receiving the benefits of electric power. 

Further, Mr. President, the language would be: 

Also allocations made to power, navigation, flood control, or 
otherwise, and the cost charged to power recoverable to the 
Treasury of the United States. 

That is the hub and nut of the proposition. I submit the 
inquiry to the very able and fair leader of the Democratic 
hosts, if this resolution, in his opinion, covers the two pro- 
posals I have just made. If so, if this information can be 
obtained under the resolution as now framed, I do not care 
to encumber the Record or unnecessarily impose any words 
upon his substitute to the resolution. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I think that under the 
language of the resolution as it has been perfected up to 
date certainly that would be one of the basic points from 
which to start in the investigation of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. If there is any doubt about it, I should have no 
objection to the inclusion of that language, but I have no 
doubt that under the resolution the committee can investi- 
gate everything, including the expenditures, where the money 
has been expended, and the whole financial set-up and rela- 
tionship of the Tennessee Valley Authority, as suggested by 
the Senator. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, that is most satisfying and 
gratifying. I wanted to be sure that these two very pivotal 
questions be included in the resolution so there could be no 
doubt expressed by the committee or those who may be 
questioned. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McNARY. I yield. 
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Mr. COPELAND. Our leader has said that he is willing 
to include that much if there is any doubt in the mind of 
the Senator. I hope it may be included. 

Mr. McNARY. I do not mistrust the judgment of the 
leader. We have the Record. If it is there, well and good. 
But, if there is no objection, I think I should like, if it is 
not an encumbrance, to include that language. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I am perfectly willing to modify the 
amendment by including that language. 

Mr. McNARY. I will read it, Mr. President, if I may. I 
propose to insert a subparagraph (a) (2). 

Mr. BARKLEY. It should be inserted on page 2, in sec- 
tion 2, where authority is conferred upon the committee. 
The subsections are (a), (b), (c, (d), (e) (£), (g), (h), 
(i), and (j). 

Mr. McNARY. Yes; Mr. President. I have made this 
(a) (2). (a) (2) would be between (a) and (b). I sug- 
gest that so it will not disturb the sequence of the designa- 
tions of the subparagraphs. After line 7 in the amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute, I propose to insert: 

(a) (2) The total Federal sums appropriated by the Congress 
or allocated by the President to the Muscle Shoals project and the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. Also allocations made to power, navi- 
gation, flood control or otherwise, and the cost charged to power 
recoverable to the Treasury of the United States. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I modify my amendment to include that 
language. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute proposed by the Senator from Kentucky 
is modified by him to include the language stated. 

The question is on agreeing to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as modified, offered by the Senator 
from Kentucky. - 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I understand that the ques- 
tion now is whether the amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute is to be adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is the pending ques- 
tion. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I understand that practically 
all who are concerned most immediately in the proposed 
investigation have agreed to the substitute, and it is perhaps 
a useless waste of energy and time to debate it. I feel war- 
ranted in saying, however, that, in my opinion, this investi- 
gation should be made exclusively either by the Senate or by 
the House. I have never known a joint investigating com- 
mittee to equal in its work and effectiveness a committee 
made up of the Members of either House. In the first place, 
the responsibility is much more immediate and direct when 
it rests on a committee of one or the other House. 

In the second place, in this particular matter the course 
suggested will, in my judgment, lead to very great delay. 
We will have practically a debating society. Having a large 
number, it will be impossible to get the committee together 
to do anything until the Congress shall adjourn. I am per- 
fectly clear that that is not the way to make this investi- 
gation. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Of course, that would be an ideal situa- 
tion if it existed, but we cannot control it. 

Mr. BORAH. I should like to say a word about that. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Does not the Senator feel that a single 
investigation made by both Houses would be preferable to 
two separate investigations? 

Mr. BORAH. I have no doubt in my mind on that ques- 
tion. If the House insists on a separate investigation after 
we have made our arrangement, I should much prefer hav- 
ing two separate investigations than to have two investiga- 
tions under one authority, which is what we would have. 
Let the House make an investigation if it desires. The only 
possible criticism which could be lodged against such pro- 
cedure would be that there would be the appearance of two 
investigations. But I want at least one investigation made 
by an authority which is directly responsible to the Senate. 
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If the House desires to go forward and make another inves- 
tigation—which I do not think it will do—let the House do 
so. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I think the Senator underestimates the 
feeling in the House on the subject when he says he does not 
think the House will conduct an investigation of its own. 
I know, as certainly as I know anything, that it will do so. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I have sat in the Senate for 
30 years and have watched the Senate being bluffed into 
doing something by an assertion from the House. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It is not a question of bluff. 

Mr. BORAH. That is all it is, in my judgment. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think the Senator does the House a 
rank injustice. 

Mr. BORAH. Men do not cease to bluff simply because 
they become Members of either the House or the Senate. 
The House may want an investigation. I do not know about 
that. But when the House tells us that we must have a 
joint investigation, and that the House insists upon it, I 
insist that they are—well, if the Senator does not want to 
call it bluffing, I could call it something else if I were not 
in the Chamber. 

Mr. BARKLEY. There has been no element of bluff or 
insincerity on the part of anybody in the House, and espe- 
cially is that true on the part of the responsible leadership 
in the House. They have taken the view, inasmuch as reso- 
lutions have been pending in the House for many days, 
asking for a House investigation, and resolutions have been 
pending in the Senate asking for a Senate investigation, 
that the sensible and statesmanlike thing to do is to com- 
bine the two and have the investigation conducted jointly 
instead of separately. 

Mr. BORAH. I have a letter from a Member of the House 
who has had more interest in this subject than any other 
Member of the House of whom I know, and who has taken 
an active part in the matter. He is very much devoted to 
the cause. He urges that by all means the Senate make its 
investigation. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not know from whom the letter 
comes, and I would not ask the Senator. But does he take 
the position that if we have a separate investigation the 
House will back down and not conduct an investigation? 

Mr. BORAH. He did not discuss that, but he did urge 
that there be a Senate investigation, and he gave what 
seemed to me some good reasons for it. 

Mr, BARKLEY. Did he express any doubt that the 
Speaker of the House would appoint fair-minded men on 
a joint committee as well as on a separate committee? 

Mr. BORAH. Of course, he did not express any doubt 
about that, and I do not express any doubt about it. What 
I am saying is that a small committee, directly responsible 
to the Senate, prepared to go to work at once and do the 
work efficiently and in a judicial manner, would be far 
better than a large committee composed of Members of both 
Houses. Such a large committee would involve delay and 
interminable discussions on the part of the membership 
and, in my opinion, we would not have the kind of an 
investigation which ought to be had. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment in the nature of a substitute, as 
modified, offered by the Senator from Kentucky IMr. 
BARKLEY]. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I am strongly in favor of 
an investigation of the T. V. A., and I agree with the Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. Boram] that it should be a Senate investi- 
gation or a House investigation, but not a joint investiga- 
tion. Since I have been a Member of the Senate I have not 
known of a single joint investigating committee which has 
been satisfactory to either the House or the Senate. It 
seems to me that a Senate investigation would be a great 
deal better. I desire to make this statement to show why I 
propose to vote against the substitute offered by the Senator 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. What investigation by a joint committee 
has proved unsatisfactory? 
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Mr. FRAZIER. I do not recall just now; but I do not 
remember a single one which has been satisfactory. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Can the Senator name one which has 
been unsatisfactory? 

Mr. BORAH. The Joint Committee on Reorganization. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That was a matter of legislation. The 
Joint Committee on Reorganization was empowered to act 
as a single body, or to act separately. Disagreements arose 
as between the House and Senate as to the scope of the 
legislation and the matter of procedure, but finally the two 
committees, in cooperation with each other, introduced sepa- 
rate measures in the two Houses, which will probably be 
worked out in conference between the two committees if the 
Senate passes the bill now under consideration. That was 
not an investigating committee. 

Mr. BORAH. No; it was not an investigating committee. 
However, it was a joint committee and had all the character- 
istics and vices of a joint committee. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I do not recall just now 
any particular joint investigation, but I know the general 
sentiment which has been expressed with regard to the 
unsatisfactory nature of a joint investigation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment in the nature of a substitute, as modified, 
offered by the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] to the 
resolution of the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris]. 

The amendment of Mr. Barktey, in the nature of a sub- 
stitute, as modified, was agreed to. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, in order that the resolu- 
tion may be a joint resolution, since it has been adopted, 
and inasmuch as the resolution offered by the Senator from 
Nebraska is a Senate resolution, I therefore ask that Senate 
Resolution 251, as amended, be laid aside, and that the lan- 
guage now adopted be substituted for Senate Joint Resolu- 
tion 239, which is the joint resolution previously introduced 
by the Senator from Nebraska, providing for an investiga- 
tion by the Federal Trade Commission. 

Mr. NORRIS. Why does not the Senator ask unanimous 
consent merely to change the title? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have that in mind but the Parliamen- 
tarian advised me that the better course would be to transfer 
our consideration to the Senator’s joint resolution. 

Mr. NORRIS. Then, we are in reality going over the same 
ground again. There will not be any doubt about the legality 
of it if we amend the title, as we often do in connection with 
bills. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is my view about it; but the Par- 
liamentarian took a different view, and I am trying to follow 
his advice. 

Mr. NORRIS. I think the Parliamentarian is a mighty 
good fellow, and he gives some very good advice, but I do 
not always follow it, and I do not want to follow it in this 
case. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not care to dispute the point with 
the Senator. Originally I thought that was the course to 
pursue. I am willing to pursue it yet. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will state that he 
is advised by the Parliamentarian that if the resolution pro- 
viding for a special Senate committee, to which the substi- 
tute was offered by the Senator from Kentucky, were changed 
into a joint resolution, under the rules of the Senate it would 
necessarily have to go over. It would have to be read three 
times, and would have to go over at least until tomorrow, 
and perhaps later, if any Senator objected. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I realize that there is a 
very close question whether, as a parliamentary matter, the 
Senator had a right to offer his joint resolution as a substi- 
tute for a simple Senate resolution. However, that is purely 
a technical consideration. I did not want to raise it, and I 
do not want to raise it now. It would be too late if I 
wanted to do so. However, it seems to me we can meet the 
contingency if the Senator from Kentucky will now ask 
unanimous consent to change the title to conform to the 
substitute as agreed to. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


4085 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, as I said a while ago, that 
was the course I had intended to pursue. Of course, we can 
do anything by unanimous consent. I therefore ask unani- 
mous consent that the title of Senate Resolution 251 be 
changed to make it Senate Joint Resolution 251, and that 
whatever changes are necessary in order to make it a joint 
resolution be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair calls the attention 
of the Senator from Kentucky to the fact that the Parlia- 
mentarian advises the Chair that there is already a joint 
resolution numbered 251, and under the procedure suggested 
by the Senator from Kentucky there would be two joint reso- 
lutions numbered 251. 


Mr. BARKLEY. I am seeking to change the title of Sen- 
ate Resolution 251 so that it will be a Senate joint resolution 
instead of a Senate resolution. Does the Chair hold that that 
cannot be done? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It can be done by unanimous 
consent. The Senate can do anything by unanimous consent. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask that it be done by unanimous con- 
sent. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Kentucky? The Chair hears none. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I should like to ask the able 
Senator from Kentucky if there is any record of a witness 
having refused to testify before a joint committee; and if so, 
what the joint committee did about it. 


Mr. BARKLEY. I cannot recall from memory such a 
record; but I think the terms of the resolution are sufficient 
to empower the committee to compel the attendance of wit- 
nesses. Of course, if they refuse to attend or testify, the 
matter can be brought back to Congress. It might be neces- 
sary to bring it to both Houses. However, we certainly would 
not be without a remedy. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken- 
tucky include in his unanimous-consent request a request 
that the three readings of the resolution be waived, and that 
the joint resolution be passed? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. With that addition the Par- 
liamentarian advises that the situation is cleared up. With- 
out objection, the unanimous-consent request of the Senator 
from Kentucky is agreed to. 

Mr. BARKLEY. And the joint resolution is passed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 277) creating a Special 
Joint Congressional Committee for an Investigation of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, as passed, is as follows: 


Resolved, etc., That there is hereby created a special joint con- 
gressional committee to be composed of five Senators to be ap- 
pointed by the President of the Senate and five Members of the 
House of Representatives to be appointed by the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives. A vacancy on the joint committee shall 
be filled in the same manner as original appointments and shall 
not affect the power of the remaining members to execute the 
functions incumbent on the joint committee. 

Sec. 2. It shall be the duty of the joint committee to make a 
full and complete investigation of the administration of the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority Act of 1933, as amended, including: 

(a) The efficient and economical administration of the act as 
amended by the Board of Directors of the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority and any of its subordinates. 

(a) (2) The total Federal sums appropriated by the Congress 
or allocated by the President to the Muscle Shoals project and the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. Also allocations made to power, navi- 
gation, flood control, or otherwise, and the cost charged to power 
recoverable to the Treasury of the United States. 

(b) Any interference or handicaps placed in the way of the 

prompt, efficient, and economical administration of its functions 
by internal dissension among members of the Board of Directors 
of the Tennessee Valley Authority and what effect such dissension, 
if any, has had upon the work of the Authority. 
. (c) Whether any member of said Board has held office or is 
holding office in violation of the act creating the Tennessee Val- 
ley Authority; and whether any member of said Board has aided 
or assisted directly or indirectly any private power company or 
other private interest in the institution or defense of suits and 
injunctions affecting the administration of the functions of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. 
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(d) Whether, and if so what, suits have been instigated by any 
private power company or other private interest seeking injunc- 
tions against the activities of the Board; and what effect, if any, 
such injunctions or suits have had upon the administration of 
the act according to its terms; what disposition has been made 
of any such injunction suits and what has been the expense in- 
curred by the Tennessee Valley Authority in defending them; what 
disposition has been made of such suits in any superior court to 
which they have been appealed; and what, if any, has been the 
loss of revenue to the Authority on account of such suits. 

(e) Any financial loss to municipalities or farm organizations 
caused by preventing their purchase of electric power from the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. 

(f) What has been the effect, if any, upon the personnel and 
organization perfected by the Board under said act by the prose- 
cution of such injunction suits or by the action of any member 
of the Board in giving aid or assistance to any private power 
company or other private interest in connection therewith. 

(g) Any activities, if any, on the part of any private power 
company or other private interest in attempting by the expendi- 
ture of money or otherwise, the institution of legal proceedings or 
other means or methods to affect the action or decisions of mu- 
nicipalities or farm organizations in the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority with respect to the purchase of electric power from the 
Authority. 

(h) Any efforts, if any, made by private power companies or 
other private interests affecting the decisions or actions of munici- 
palities or farm organizations with respect to the purchase of power 
from the Authority or acquiring title to their distributing systems. 

(i) The facts as to whether, and to what extent, if any, have the 
public interests been injured or jeopardized by the activities of 
any private power companies or other private interests in attempt- 
ing to prevent the Board from executing the provisions of said act. 

(j) Whether or not said Authority has complied with that part 
of subsection (a) of section 8 of such act, as amended, which 
requires that the principal office of the Authority be maintained in 
the immediate vicinity of Muscle Shoals, Ala. 

(k) Whether the charges made by Chairman Arthur E. Morgan 
that an attempt to defraud the Government of the United States 
has been made in connection with purchase of certain lands are 
true; whether the affairs of the Authority had been conducted in 
a clandestine manner, frequently without the knowledge or 
presence of the Chairman; whether by action of the majority mem- 
bers the Chairman has not had opportunity to present his views 
before congressional committees. 

(1) Whether the Tennessee Valley Authority has exhibited parti- 
ality to large corporations by supplying power at a cheaper rate 
than available to municipalities and corporations by contracting 
for long periods of time a large majority of available hydroelectric 
power and by including in such industrial contracts provisions 
tantamount to a secret rebate in that delivery of “secondary” 
power is provided during the season of the year when only firm“ 
power is available from T. V. A. dams. 

(m) Whether the Authority has complied with that part of sec- 
tion 14 of the T. V. A. Act, as amended, which requires (a) that 
the Tennessee Valley Authority should have submitted to Congress 
on January 1, 1937, its allocation of costs to the various activities 
under its control up to that time, and (b) that the Tennessee 
Valley Authority submit in each annual report thereafter its similar 
allocation of costs for the period covered in its report. 

(n) Whether the Authority has interfered with the Comptroller 
General's audits of the Authority required to be submitted annu- 
ally to Congress under section 14 of the act as amended. 

(o) Whether it has offered unfair inducements to industrial or- 
ganizations to leave their established locations and settle within 
the Tennessee Valley Authority territory. 

(p) Whether it has forced rural customers to purchase expensive, 
unnecessary, and undesired electrical appliances under threat of 
refusing to supply electricity, and actuaily to have permitted po- 
tential customers to make heavy investments in appliances after 
which service was refused until further purchases were made of 
unnecessary and undesired electrical appliances. 

(q) Whether by accounting methods and cost charges appli- 
cable to private industry, the electric rates of the Authority pro- 
8 a legitimate, honest “yardstick” of equitable rates of private 

justry. 


(r) Whether extravagance, mismanagement, and illegal conduct, 
if any, by the Board has dissipated funds appropriated to the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. 

Sec. 3. The committee shall report to the Senate and House 
of Representatives as soon as practicable the results of its in- 
vestigation, together with its recommendations, if any, for neces- 
sary legislation. The committee or any duly authorized sub- 
committee thereof is hereby authorized to sit at such times and 
in such places in the District of Columbia or elsewhere as it may 
deem necessary and proper in the performance of its duties. It is 
specifically authorized to require the attendance of witnesses by 
subpena or ; to require the production of books, papers, 
and documents; and to employ counsel, experts, clerical and 
other assistants; and to employ stenographers at the cost not to 
exceed 25 cents per hundred words. 

The chairman of said committee or any member of a sub- 
committee may administer oaths to witnesses and sign subpenas 
for witnesses which shall be served by any person designated by 
such chairman or member of a subcommittee. 
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The joint committee is authorized to have such printing and 
binding done as may be necessary and to make such expenditures 
as it deems advisable within the appropriation hereby authorized. 
Every person duly summoned by such joint committee or sub- 
committee thereof who refuses or fails to obey the summons or 
who fails to answer the questions pertinent to the investigation 
shall be punished by law. 

The expenses of such investigation not exceeding in the aggre- 
gate of $50,000 shall be paid one-half from the contingent fund 
of the Senate and one-half from the contingent fund of the 
House of Representatives upon vouchers approved by the chair- 
man of the joint committee. 

The chairman of the joint committee shall be selected by the 
joint committee. All hearings, orders, or decisions held before or 
made by the joint committee shall be public. The joint com- 
mittee is authorized to utilize the services, information, facilities, 
and personnel of any department or agency in the executive 
branch of the Government in the performance of its duties. 


CONSIDERATION OF UNOBJECTED-TO BILLS ON CALENDAR 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the unanimous-con- 
sent agreement entered into yesterday, the Senate will now 
proceed to the consideration of unobjected bills on the 
calendar. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Sena- 
tors answered to their names: 


Adams Connally Holt Nye 
Andrews Copeland Hughes O'Mahoney 
Ashurst Davis Johnson, Calif Overton 
Austin Dieterich Johnson, Colo. Pittman 
Bailey Donahey King Pope 
Bankhead Duffy La Follette Radcliffe 
Barkley Ellender Lee Reames 
Frazier Lodge Reynolds 
Bilbo George Logan Schwartz 
Bone Gerry Lonergan Schwellenbach 
Borah Gibson Lundeen eppard 
Bridges Gillette McAdoo Shipstead 
Brown, Mich. Glass McGill Smathers 
Brown, N. H. Green McKellar Smith 
Guffey McNary Thomas, Okla. 
Bulow Hale Maloney Thomas, 
Burke Harrison Miller Townsend 
Byrnes Hatch Milton Tydings 
Capper Hayden Minton Vandenberg 
Caraway Herring Murray Wagner 
Chavez Hill Neely Walsh 
Clark Hitchcock Norris Wheeler 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-eight Senators have 
answered to their names. A quorum is present. 
The clerk will proceed with the call of the calendar for 
the consideration of unobjected bills. 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 1436) providing for the employment of skilled 
shorthand reporting in the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment was announced as first in order. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I ask that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 419) to promote the general welfare through 
the appropriation of funds to assist the States and Terri- 
tories in providing more effective programs of public educa- 
tion was announced as next in order. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I also ask that that bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 847) to prevent the use of Federal official 
patronage in elections and to prohibit Federal officeholders 
from misuse of positions of public trust for private and 
partisan ends was announced as next in order. 

Mr. DUFFY. I ask that that bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2106) for the allowances of certain claims 
not heretofore paid, for indemnity for spoliations by the 


French, prior to July 31, 1801, was announced as next in 
order. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Let that bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1760) to promote the safety of scheduled air 
transportation, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let that bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2) to amend the Interstate Commerce Act, as 
amended, by providing for the regulation of the transporta- 
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tion of passengers and property by aircraft in interstate 
commerce, and for other purposes, was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let that bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 6215) to repeal provisions of the income 
tax requiring lists of compensation paid to officers and em- 
ployees of corporations was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let that bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2410) to amend the Judicial Code, as amended, 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Let that bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 144) proposing an amend- 
ment to the Constitution of the United States prohibiting 
child labor was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. I ask that the joint resolution be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be 
passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 1507) to assure to persons within the juris- 
diction of every State the equal protection of the laws and to 
punish the crime of lynching was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR,. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2482) to provide for the assignment of officers of 
the Navy for duty under the Department of Commerce and ap- 
pointment to positions therein was announced as next in order. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The resolution (S. Res. 140) authorizing an investigation 
of the delivery or nondelivery of mail to establishments where 
industrial strife is in progress was announced as next in 
order. The resolution had been reported from the Committee 
on Post Offices and Post Roads adversely. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let the resolution go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will be passed 
over. 

The bill (S. 2024) to amend the civil-service law to permit 
certain employees of the legislative branch of the Govern- 
ment to qualify for positions under the competitive classified 
civil service was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 589) prohibiting the operation of motor vehicles 
in interstate commerce by unlicensed operators was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, that is a very important bill. 
The chairman of the committee is not present at the moment. 
I suggest that the bill be temporarily laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 
CONNECTICUT RIVER VALLEY FLOOD CONTROL—INTERSTATE 
COMPACT 

The Senate proceeded to consider the joint resolution 
(S. J. Res. 177) consenting to an interstate compact relating 
to fiood control in the Connecticut River Valley, which had 
been reported from the Committee on Commerce with 
amendments. 

The first amendment was, on page 15, in article VI, line 
13, after the word “shall”, to strike out “have” and insert 
“save”, so as to read: 

ARTICLE VI 


The Commission shall save the States in which such reservoirs 
are located free and harmless from all loss, cost, damage, or expense 
in connection with the control, operation, and maintenance of 
such reservoir or reservoirs except as hereinafter provided in 
articles IX and XI, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in article X, on page 23, line 8, 
after the word “and” at the beginning of the line, to strike 
out “purposes” and insert purpose“, so as to read: 

Provided, however, That it is the understanding, intent, and 


purpose of the parties hereto, that the cost of acquisition of lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way for eight reservoirs, provided for 
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herein, shall not exceed the sum of $2,700,000 and that the drain- 
age area of the Connecticut River Basin to be controlled thereby 
shall be approximately 7.61 percent thereof. 


The amendment was agreed to, 
The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Resolved, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby given to 
an interstate compact relating to flood control in the Connecticut 
River Valley, negotiated and entered into under authority of sec- 
tion 4 of the Flood Control Act of 1936 (U. S. C., 1934 ed., Supp. 
II. title 33, sec. 701d) and ratified by the States of Connecticut, 
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and Vermont, which compact reads 
as follows: 

ARTICLE I 


“The principal purposes of this compact are: 

“(a) To promote interstate comity among and between the 
signatory States; 

“(b) To provide adequate storage capacity for impounding the 
waters of the Connecticut River and its tributaries, designed pri- 
marily for the protection of life and property from floods; 

“(c) To provide a joint or common agency through which the 
signatory States, while promoting, protecting, and preserving to 
each the local interest and sovereignty of the respective signatory 
States, may more effectively cooperate in accomplishing the object 
of flood control in the basin of the Connecticut River and its 
tributaries, and, among other things: 

“(1) To acquire by lease from the States signatory hereto, or 
some of them, all lands, easements, and rights-of-way necessary 
for the construction of the projects herein contemplated, without 
cost to the United States, except as provided in said act of Con- 
gress hereinbefore referred to; 

“(2) To hold and save the United States free from damages due 
to the construction works; 

“(3) To maintain and operate all the works herein contemplated 
after completion in accordance with regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary of War; 

“(4) To accept from the signatory States hereto, and from any 
other source, contributions of moneys as hereinafter set forth for 
the purposes herein set forth, including without limiting the same, 
funds for the acquisition of lands, easements, and rights-of-way, 
for the payment of damages, and for the operation and mainte- 
nance of said flood-control reservoirs, and the expenses incidental 
thereto, and to the functions of the Connecticut River Valley 
Flood Control Commission hereinafter created. 

“ARTICLE II 

“There is hereby created The Connecticut River Valley Flood 
Control Commission,’ hereinafter referred to as the Commission, 
which shall consist of 12 commissioners, 3 of whom shall be resi- 
dents of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts; 3 of whom shall 
be residents of the State of Connecticut; 3 of whom shall be resi- 
dents of the State of New Hampshire; and 3 of whom shall be 
residents of the State of Vermont. 

“The members of said Commission shall be chosen by their re- 
spective States in such manner and for such term as may be fixed 
and determined from time to time by the law of each of said 
States, respectively, by which they are appointed. A commissioner 
may be removed or suspended from office as provided by the law 
of the State for which he shall be appointed; and any vacancy 
occurring in said Commission shall be filled in accordance with 
the laws of the State wherein such vacancy exists. 

“A majority of the members from each State shall constitute 
a quorum for the transaction of business, the exercise of any pow- 
ers or the performance of any duties, but no action of the Com- 
mission shall be binding unless at least two of the members from 
each State shall vote in favor thereof. 

“The compensation of the members of said Commission shall 
be fixed, determined, and paid by the State which they respectively 
represent. All n expenses incurred in the performance of 
their duties shall be paid from the funds of said Commission. 

“The Commission shall elect from its members a chairman, vice 
chairman, clerk, and treasurer. Such treasurer shall furnish to 
said Commission, at its expense, a bond with corporate surety, to 
be approved by said Commission, in such amount as said Commis- 
sion may determine, conditioned for the faithful performance of 
his duties. 

“The Commission shall adopt suitable bylaws, and shall make 
such rules and regulations as it may deem advisable governing the 
operation of flood-control projects not inconsistent with the laws 
of the signatory States or laws of the United States, and any rules 
or regulations lawfully promulgated thereunder. 

“The Commission shall make an annual report to the Governor 
of each of the signatory States, setting forth in detail the opera- 
tions and transactions conducted by it pursuant to this compact 
and any legislation thereunder, which said reports shall be sub- 
mitted to the respective legislatures. 

“The Commission shall keep a record of all its meetings and pro- 
ceedings, contracts, and accounts, and shall maintain a suitable 
office, where its maps, plans, documents, records, and accounts shall 
be kept, subject to public inspection at such times and under such 
regulations as the Commission shall determine. 

“ARTICLE III 

“The Commission shall constitute a body, both corporate and 

politic, with full power and authority— 
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“(1) To acquire by lease and to hold lands, easements, and rights- 
of-way for reservoirs herein contemplated, and for the use and 
enjoyment thereof; 

“(2) To hold, maintain, and operate reservoirs, including appur- 
tenances, for the purposes of flood control; 

“(3) To receive funds and moneys from the signatory States 
or other sources, for the purpose of acquiring, operating, and main- 
taining such reservoirs as may hereafter be constructed within the 
basin of the Connecticut River under the terms of this compact, 
including, without limiting the same, funds for the acquisition of 
lands, easements, and rights-of-way, for the payment of damages 
and for the maintenance and operation of said reservoirs, and the 
expenses incidental thereto and to the functions of the Com- 
mission; 

“(4) To sue and be sued; 

“(5) To have a seal and alter the same at pleasure; 

“(6) To appoint and employ such agents and employees as may 
be required in the proper performance of the duties hereby com- 
mitted to it, and to fix and determine their qualifications, duties, 
and compensation; 

“(7) To enter into such contracts and agreements, and to do and 
perform any and all other acts, matters, and things as may be 
necessary and essential to the full and complete performance of 
the powers and duties hereby committed to and imposed upon it 
in connection with the construction, operation, and maintenance 
of the system of reservoirs hereby or hereafter authorized and as 
may be incidental thereto; and 

“(8) To have such additional powers and duties as may hereafter 
be delegated to or imposed upon it from time to time by the 
action of the legislature of any of said States, concurred in by 
the legislatures of the other States. 

“The Commission shall be charged with the duty, and it is hereby 
authorized and empowered, to give such assurances, satisfactory 
to the Secretary of War, as are required by section 3 of the act 
of Congress hereinbefore referred to. 

“The Commission shall make, or cause to be made, such studies 
as it may deem necessary, in cooperation with the War Department, 
for the development of a comprehensive plan of flood control, as 
herein defined, and for the efficient management and regulation of 
said flood-control system, and from time to time shall make reports 
and recommendations in respect thereto to the signatory States. 

“The Commission shall not pledge the credit of the signatory 
States, or any of them, nor shall it convey, encumber, or in any way 
undertake to alienate the lands, easements, and rights-of-way so 
leased to it, as hereinafter provided, or any part thereof, or any 
interest therein, except by and with the consent of the signatory 
States. 

“ARTICLE IV 


“There shall be established in the Connecticut River basin as an 
initial plan of flood control 8 of the following 11 proposed reservoirs, 
to wit: 


t: 

„(a) Three of the four following reservoirs in the State of Ver- 
mont: 

“(1) At Victory on the Moose River, controlling a drainage area 
of approximately sixty-six (66) square miles, and providing flood- 
control storage for approximately seven (7) inches of run-off over 
said drainage area, the dam at said reservoir to be constructed in 
such manner as to provide for flood control, and in addition thereto 
to be so designed and constructed as to provide for further develop- 
ment by increasing the storage capacity, the added storage to be 
used for water conservation or power development at the option of 
the State of Vermont. 

“(2) At Union Village on the Ompompanoosuc River, controlling 
a drainage area of approximately one hundred twenty-six (126) 
square miles, and providing flood-control storage for approximately 
four and one-half (444) inches of run-off over said drainage area, 
the dam at said reservoir to be constructed in such manner as to 
provide for flood control and also for a recreational lake, to be main- 
tained during the summer months at a substantially constant 
minimum level, to be fixed by the Chief of Engineers of the United 
States Army, except when increased temporary storage is required 
for flood control. 

“(3) At North Hartland on the Ottauquechee River, controlling a 
drainage area of approximately two hundred twenty-two (222) 
square miles, and providing flood-control storage for approximately 
four and one-tenth (4.1) inches of run-off over said area, 
the dam at said reservoir to be for flood-control purposes only. 

“(4) At Groton Pond on the Wells River, controlling a drainage 
area of approximately seventeen and three-tenths (17.3) square 
miles, and providing flood-control storage for approximately seven 
(7) inches of run-off over said drainage area, and the dam at said 
reservoir to be constructed in such manner as to provide for flood 
control and also for a recreational lake, the level of the water to be 
maintained during the summer months at a substantially constant 
minimum level, to be fixed by the Chief of Engineers of the United 
States Army, except when increased temporary storage is required 
for flood control. 

“(b) Three reservoirs in the State of New Hampshire, as follows: 

“(1) At Bethlehem Junction on the Ammonoosuc River, con- 
trolling a drainage area of approximately ninety (90) square miles, 
and providing flood-control storage for approximately six (6) inches 
of run-off over said drainage area, the dam at said reservoir to be 
constructed in such manner as to provide for flood control and 
also for a recreational lake to be maintained during the summer 
months at a substantially constant minimum level, to be fixed by 
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the Chief of Engineers of the United States Army, except when 
increased temporary storage is required for flood control. 

(2) At Stocker Pond in the towns of Grantham and Springfield, 
controlling a drainage area of approximately thirty-four and four- 
tenths (34.4) square miles, and providing flood-control storage for 
approximately six (6) inches of run-off over said drainage area, the 
dam at said reservoir to be constructed for flood control, and in ad- 
dition thereto to be so designed and constructed as to provide for 
further development by increasing the storage capacity, the added 
storage to be used for water conservation or power development, 
at the option of the State of New Hampshire. 

“(3) At Surry Mountain on the Ashuelot River, controlling a 

area of approximately one hundred (100) square miles, 
and providing flood-control storage for approximately six (6) inches 
of run-off over said drainage area, the dam at said reservoir to be 
constructed in such manner as to provide for flood control, and in 
addition thereto to be so designed and constructed as to provide 
for further development by increasing the storage capacity, the 
added storage to be used for water conservation or power develop- 
ment, at the option of the State of New Hampshire. 

“(c) Two of the four following reservoirs in the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts: 

“(1) At Knightville on the Westfield River, controlling a drain- 
age area of approximately one hundred sixty-four (164) square 
miles, and providing flood-control storage for approximately four 
and five-tenths (4.5) inches of run-off over said drainage area, the 
dam at said reservoir to be constructed in such manner as to pro- 
vide for flood control, and in addition thereto to be so designed and 
constructed as to provide for the further development by increasing 
the storage capacity, the added storage to be used for water conser- 
vation or power development, at the option of the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts; or to be constructed in such manner as to provide 
for flood control and also for a recreational lake to be maintained 
during the summer months at a substantially constant minimum 
level, to be fixed by the Chief of Engineers of the United States 
Army, except when increased temporary storage is required for 
flood control, as said Commonwealth of Massachusetts may elect. 

“(2) At Tully on the Tully Brook, a tributary of Millers River, 
controlling a drainage area of approximately 50 square miles, and 
providing flood-control storage for approximately 8 inches of run- 
off over said drainage area, the dam at said reservoir to be con- 
structed in such manner as to provide for flood control, and in 
addition thereto to be so designed and constructed as to provide 
for further development by increasing the storage capacity, the 
added storage to be used for water conservation or power develop- 
ment, at the option of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts; or 
to be constructed in such manner as to provide for flood control 
and also for a recreational lake to be maintained di the sum- 
mer months at a substantially constant minimum level, to be fixed 
by the Chief of Engineers of the United States Army, except when 
increased temporary storage is required for flood control, as said 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts may elect. 

“(3) At Priest Pond in Priest Brook, a tributary of Millers River, 
controlling a drainage area of approximately 18.8 square miles, 
and providing flood-control storage for approximately 6 inches of 
run-off over said drainage area, the dam at said reservoir to be 
constructed in such manner as to provide for flood control, and 
in addition thereto to be so designed and constructed as to pro- 
vide for further development by increasing the storage capacity, 
the added storage to be used for water conservation or power 
development, at the option of the Commonwealth of Massachu- 
setts; or to be constructed in such manner as to provide for flood 
control, and also for a recreational lake to be maintained during 
the summer months, at a substantially constant minimum level, 
to be fixed by the Chief of Engineers of the United States Army, 
except when increased temporary storage is required for flood con- 
trol, as said Commonwealth of Massachusetts may elect. 

“(4) At Lower Naukeag on the Millers River, controlling a drain- 
age area of approximately 19.7 square miles, and providing flood- 
control storage for approximately 5.1 inches of run-off over said 
drainage area, the dam at said reservoir to be constructed in such 
manner as to provide for flood control and also for a recreational 
lake, to be maintained during the summer months at a substan- 
tially constant minimum level, to be fixed by the Chief of Engi- 
neers of the United States Army, except when increased temporary 
storage is required for flood control. i 

“The type and general plans for the construction of the eight 
reservoirs herein provided to be constructed as an initial plan of 
food control on the Connecticut River Basin are to be approved 
by the Connecticut River Valley Flood Control Commission, here- 
inbefore created, before any construction work thereon fs begun 
or eee 

1 far as any of the foregoing reservoirs may be constructed 
for the combined p of flood control and recreational facil- 
ities, none of the signatory States wherein such reservoirs are 
located shall be obligated to pay any additional cost of con- 
struction, 

“ARTICLE V 

“To the end that the Connecticut River Valley Flood Control 
Commission may give to the Secretary of War the assurances re- 
quired under section 3 of the act of Congress hereinbefore re- 
ferred to, and that the lands, easements, and rights-of-way neces- 
sary for the construction by the United States of the reservoirs 
and structures thereon, herein contemplated, may be provided each 
State at the request of said Commission shall proceed forthwith 
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to acquire title to and ion of the lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way within its territorial limits, which are determined 
and designated by the Commission for the construction of such 
reservoir or reservoirs. 

“Such acquisition shall be by purchase or by the exercise of the 
right of eminent domain, as said Commission may direct, and in 
the manner now or hereafter provided for by the laws of the 
States wherein such lands, easements, and rights-of-way are lo- 
cated. Title to such lands, easements, and rights-of-way shall be 
taken in the name of the State wherein the same are located. The 
cost of acquisition, as hereinafter defined, shall be borne by said 
Commission and paid from and out of the funds contributed by 
the signatory States for such purpose, as hereinafter provided. 

“Each State, upon notice from and at the sole expense of said 
Commission, shall forthwith proceed to make, or cause to be 
made, such highway relocations, including the acquisition of all 
necessary rights-of-way therefor, and the construction of such 
relocated highway, as may become necessary therein because of 
the construction, o , and maintenance of any reservoir or 
reservoirs for flood- control purposes: , however, That due 
allowance shall be made on account of any improved type of 
construction of such relocated highway. The character, location, 
route, and construction of such relocated highways shall be de- 
termined by the State wherein such relocated highway is situated, 
or by its representatives. 

“In like manner, such State, at the expense of the Commission, 
and upon its request, shall procure the relocation of any railroad, 
electric transmission, telephone or telegraph lines, or other public- 
utility structures, including new rights-of-way therefor as may be 
essential on account of the construction, operation, and mainte- 
nance of such reservoir for flood-control purposes. 

“ARTICLE VI 


“The Commission shall have the States in which such reservoirs 
are located free and harmless from all loss, cost, damage, or ex- 
pense in connection with the control, operation, and maintenance 
of such reservoir or reservoirs except as hereinafter provided in 
articles IX and XI. 

“The Commission or the War Department in the construction 
and maintenance of such reservoir or reservoirs shall cause the area 
which may be flowed thereby when full, to be cleared of buildings 
and all such trees, brush, and underbrush as from time to time 
may be damaged or killed by such flowage; shall cause borrow 

its or banks, other excavations, or unused accumulations of ma- 

1 and debris, to be leveled, graded, masked, removed, or 
otherwise disposed of in such a way as to leave no holes or other 
unsightly conditions therein; and shall cause all water pockets 
to be properly drained and the premises affected by such flowage 
to be landscaped in such manner as may reasonably preserve 
the natural condition of such premises before such construction, 
except as the same necessarily may be changed thereby. 

“The lands, easements, and rights-of-way leased shall be exempt 
from all taxation but the said Commission shall make payments 
on or before the Ist day of October of each year to each town in 
which such lands, easements, and rights-of-way, respectively, are 
located, of a sum equal to the taxes which would have been 
assessed against the said lands, easements, and rights-of-way 
in such town if the same had been included in the list of taxable 
property for such year, at the assessed valuation of the same as 
determined for the tax year 1936. Provided, however, That no 
payments shall be made or required hereunder on account of re- 
imbursement for loss of taxes on any structure which may be 
erected on such premises in connection with the construction or 
use of said project, or on account of any railroad or other public 
utility which may be relocated under the terms of this compact, 
and which is included in the list of taxable property in said town 
when relocated. 

“When said lands, easements, and rights-of-way essential to the 
construction of any dam or reservoir shall have been acquired as 
hereinbefore provided, the State wherein the same are located shall 
make, execute, and deliver to said Commission a good and suffi- 
cient lease of the same, to include the structures thereon when 
completed and accepted by the State, except as hereinafter pro- 
vided, upon the terms and conditions following, to wit: 

“(a) The said Commission shall save the State in which said 
reservoirs are respectively located, free and harmless from all loss, 
cost, damage, or expense in connection with the control, operation, 
and maintenance of said reservoir or reservoirs, except as herein- 
after provided in articles IX and XI. 

“(b) In the construction and maintenance of such reservoir or 
reservoirs, the area which may be flowed thereby, when full, shall 
be cleared of buildings and of such trees, brush, and underbrush 
as from time to time may be or killed by such flowage; 
borrow pits or banks, other excavations, or unused accumulations 
or material and debris, shall be leveled, graded, masked, removed, 
or otherwise d of in such a way as to leave no holes or other 
unsightly conditions therein; all water pockets shall be properly 
drained; and the premises affected by such flowage shall be land- 
scaped in such manner as may reasonably preserve the natural 
condition of such premises before such construction, except as the 
same necessarily may be changed thereby. 

“(c) The lands, easements, and rights-of-way hereby leased shall 
be exempt from all taxation; but the said Commission shall make 
payments on or before the ist day of October of each year to each 
town in which such lands, easements, and rights-of-way, respec- 
tively, are located, of a sum equal to the taxes which would have 
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been assessed against the said lands, easements, and rights-of-way 
in such town if the same had been included in the list of taxable 
property for such year, at the assessed valuation of the same as 
determined for the tax year 1936: Provided, however, That no pay- 
ment shall be made or required hereunder on account of reim- 
bursement for loss of taxes on any structure which may be erected 
on such premises in connection with the construction or use of said 
project; or on account of any railroad or other public utility which 
may be relocated under the terms of this agreement, and which 
thereafter is included in the list of taxable property in said town 
when relocated. 

“(d) The lands, easements, and rights-of-way herein described 
are leased and demised solely for the purpose of flood control and 
for no other purpose, and the said lessor hereby excepts from this 
lease and reserves unto itself all benefit or advantage of water con- 
servation, power storage, or power development that may be in- 
herent in such reservoir site, with the right, at such time as it may 
determine, and with the 


acquiring 

sitated by such additional development, and the full preservation 
pal purpose of flood control, to develop the same in 
such manner and for such purpose as may be essential to the full 
beneficial use thereof. 

“(e) The term of said lease shall be for the period of 999 years, 
subject only to be defeated by a breach of the terms or the conditions 
in this article set forth. 

“ARTICLE VIT 

“The cost of acquisition of lands, easements, and rights-of-way, 
as used or referred to herein, shall be deemed to include the cost of: 

“(1) The purchase or condemnation of lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way of every kind and nature required or essential in the 
construction, development, operation, and maintenance of such res- 
ervoirs as an effective agency for flood control, and including, among 
other things, camp sites, borrow banks or pits, rock ledges, gravel 
deposits, and rights-of-way thereto in the vicinity of the dam neces- 
sary for the construction and maintenance thereof. Such camps are 
to be removed and the sites thoroughly cleaned up at no cost to the 
States or Commission before being relinquished by the United States 
upon the completion of the construction work; 

“(2) The reconstruction, relocation, or elevation of public high- 
ways, including bridges or other structures; 

“(3) The reconstruction or relocation of public-service utilities, 
including railroads, and the alteration of bridges and structures 
thereon, whether publicly or privately owned; 

“(4) The reconstruction or relocation of telegraph, telephone, or 
electric light or power distribution and transmission lines, pipe 
lines, aqueducts, water or gas mains; and 
expenses, or costs that may be necessi- 

procuring and providing the sites necessary for 
the construction of the reservoirs herein contemplated, including 
the cost and expense of acquiring such lands, easements, and rights- 
of-way, and procuring the reconstruction or relocation of the high- 
ways, bridges, railroads, telephone, telegraph, and electric lines, 
pipes, aqueducts, and mains above mentioned, or the rights-of-way 
for the same, or any other similar expenditures. 

“ARTICLE VIII 

“The ts to be acquired and exercised by the Commission are 
solely for -control purposes, and each of the respective signatory 
States wherein any reservoir may be situated reserves respectively 
unto itself all benefit or advantage of water conservation, power 
„ power development that may be inherent in such reser- 

“In the event any signatory State may wish to preserve to itself 
the value of such site for the purposes aforesaid, it may, through 
an appropriate agency of the State, so notify the United States, 
through its War Department, before any construction work is com- 
menced hereunder for flood-control purposes, so that the design and 
construction of the dam at such site may be developed in such 
manner as to provide for further development as a storage reservoir 
for the conservation of water, enhancement of stream flow, or power 


development. 

“Provided, however, That nothing herein contained shall be 
deemed to prevent any such State, at its option, at any time here- 
after, by itself or through such agency as it may designate, from 
developing any such reservoir or reservoirs for use for water conser- 
vation, power storage, or power development, in order that it may 
avail itself of the full beneficial use and enjoyment of the rights 
herein reserved. In such event such State shall pay or provide for 
the payment of all costs or expenses necessary for such further 
development, including adaptation of any existing dam and works 
to such purpose, in accordance with plans approved by the Secretary 
of — and at all times fully preserve the primary purpose of flood 
control. 

“The terms and conditions under which any such signatory State 
shall make available the rights of water conservation, power storage, 
or power development herein reserved shall be determined by sepa- 
rate t or arrangement between such State and the United 
States, and the type and general plans for the construction of such 
of the reservoirs as are herein contemplated to provide for such 
further development shall be approved by some agency of such 
State, for that purpose duly authorized, before any construction 
thereon is begun or prosecuted. 
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“ARTICLE IX 


“In order that an adequate fund may be established and created 
from which payments for the acquisition of lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way may be made, the signatory States become bound and 
each hereby obligates itself to pay to the Commission the propor- 
tion of the cost of acquisition of lands, easements, and rights-of- 
way respectively set forth below, and subject to the limitations 
hereinafter provided, as follows: 

“(1) The Commonwealth of Massachusetts 50 percent thereof. 

“(2) The State of Connecticut 40 percent thereof. 

“(3) The State of New Hampshire 5 percent thereof. 

“(4) The State of Vermont 5 percent thereof. 

“Provided, however, that it is the understanding, intent and 
purpose of the parties hereto, that the cost of tion of lands, 
easements and rights-of-way for eight reservo provided for 
herein, shall not exceed the sum of $2,700,000 and that the drain- 
age area of the Connecticut River Basin to be controlled thereby 
shall be approximately 7.61 percent thereof; and it is expressly 
provided that the maximum amount to which each of the * 
States shall be bound or obligated for cost of acquisition of lands 
easements, and rights-of-way on account of said eight reservoirs 
shall not exceed the respective proportions hereinbefore set forth 
of said sum of $2,700,000. 

“The fiscal year shall be deemed to begin on July 1 and end 
on June 30. Payment by the signatory States of the cost of 
acquisition shall be made as and when requested by the Commission 
on or after July 1, 1937; provided that not more than one-half 
of said sum of $2,700,000 shall be required to be paid in any fiscal 
year after said date. 

“ARTICLE X 


“In the execution of the initial plan of eight reservoirs herein 
contemplated said Commission, with the approval of the Secre- 
tary of War, shall determine the order in which the construction 
work of the same shall be commenced and prosecuted, except that 
it is hereby declared to be the intent and purpose of the signatory 
States that construction work shall be first begun on one reservoir 
project located in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and upon 
one reservoir project located respectively in each of the States of 
New Hampshire and Vermont before further construction work 
is begun on any other reservoir. 

“The initial plan for the construction of eight reservoirs herein 
mentioned and provided for is part of a long comprehensive 
program for flood control on the Connecticut River and its tribu- 
taries, the object and purpose of the signatory States being to 
enlarge and expand such flood control projects to an ultimate con- 
trol, including the reservoirs hereinabove mentioned of approxi- 
mately 21 percent of the area thereof, at a total maximum 
cost to the signatory States, including the cost herein specified, 
of not to exceed $10,575,000; and the contributions by the re- 
spective signatory States, in the proportions hereinbefore set forth, 
shall not in any event exceed the total amount above stated. 

“In the further development of such comprehensive program, 
said Commission shall determine from time to time the site, 
character, location, and extent of such additional reservoirs, sub- 
ject to the approval of the legislature of the State in which the 
same may be located. 


“ARTICLE XI 


“Each of the signatory States shall annually contribute and pay 
to the Commission the respective proportions of the expense of 
operation and maintenance of the flood control reservoirs here- 
after constructed under the terms of this agreement, as follows: 

“The Commonwealth of Massachusetts 50 percent thereof, 

“The State of Connecticut 40 percent thereof, 

“The State of New Hampshire 5 percent thereof, 

“The State of Vermont 5 percent thereof, and each of said States 
shall make adequate provision for compliance on its part with the 
provisions of this article, and the same shall be made available as 
and when required upon the requisition of the Commission. 

“As a part of the expense of operation and maintenance of 
said reservoirs the Commission shall assume and pay to the respec- 
tive towns entitled thereto the cost of reimbursement for loss of 
taxes, as set forth and required in subparagraph (c) in article VI 
hereof, and shall pay all costs incident to or damages resulting 
from the operation and maintenance of such flood-control reser- 
voirs, and shall save the United States free and harmless on ac- 
count thereof, and shall pay all other costs or expenses which may 
be necessary in the operation and maintenance thereof, including 
the expenses of the members of said Commission hereinbefore 
provided to be paid out of the funds of said Commission. 

“ARTICLE XII 

“Each of the signatory States hereby releases and discharges the 
others of and from all d „ which may be claimed to result 
from the obstruction, detention, impounding, storage, release, or 
diversion of the waters of said Connecticut River and its tribu- 
taries, insofar as the same may be in any way affected by the con- 
struction, operation, or maintenance of the reservoirs herein con- 
templated. 

“ARTICLE XII 

“This compact shall become operative and effective when ap- 
proved by the legislatures of each of the signatory States and by 
the Congress of the United States. Notice of approval shall be 
given by the Governor of each State to the Governors of the other 
States and to the President of the United States, and the Presi- 
dent of the United States is requested to give notice to the Gov- 
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ernors of each of the signatory States of its approval by the 
Congress of the United States.” 

Sec. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal the provisions of sec- 
tion 1 is hereby expressly reserved. 

Mr. MINTON subsequently said: I ask unanimous consent 
to revert to Calendar No. 979, being Senate Joint Resolu- 
tion 177. 

Mr. LODGE. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE subsequently said: Mr. President, I 
should like to have the attention of the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts. I was called from the Chamber, and Calendar No. 
979, Senate Joint Resolution 177, consenting to an interstate 
compact relating to flood control in the Connecticut River 
Valley was passed during my absence. I have objected to 
the consideration of the joint resolution on every occasion. 
I think it is a very important measure, and I hope there will 
be no objection to my request that the vote by which it was 
passed be reconsidered, and that it be restored to the cal- 
endar, because I think we should have an opportunity to 
debate the issues which are involved in it. 

Mr. LODGE. I object, Mr. President. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Then, I give notice that I shall enter 
a motion to reconsider. I wish to say to the Senator from 
Massachusetts that I think his objection is entirely out of 
keeping with the spirit of unanimous-consent agreements. 
When a Senator has objected to a measure on every previous 
occasion and happens to leave the Chamber to respond to 
a call from some constituent, and the measure is passed in 
his absence, there should be no objection interposed to re- 
consideration when the calendar is being considered under 
unanimous consent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is heard. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE subsequently said: Mr. President, I 
enter a motion to reconsider the vote by which the Senate 
passed the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 177) consenting to 
an interstate compact relating to flood control in the Con- 
necticut River Valley. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The motion will be entered. 


JOINT RESOLUTIONS AND BILLS PASSED OVER 


The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 178) consenting to an inter- 
state compact relating to flood control in the Merrimack 
River Valley was announced as next in order. 

Mr. MINTON. I ask that the joint resolution go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will 
be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1351) to amend the Packers and Stockyards 
Act, 1921, as amended and for other purposes was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 2904) for the relief of officers and soldiers 
of the volunteer services of the United States mustered into 
service for the War with Spain and who were held in service 
in the Philippine Islands after ratification of the treaty of 
peace April 11, 1899, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed 
over. 

The bill (S. 2791) to amend the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act as amended, by including hops as a commodity to which 
orders under such act are applicable was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. DUFFY. Let that bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

INCLUSION OF HOPS AS AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY 


The bill (H. R. 7836) to amend the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act, as amended, by including hops as a commodity 
te which orders under such act are applicable, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I desire to have considered 
House bill 7836 and to offer an amendment to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 
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Mr. DUFFY. Mr. President, I asked that Calendar No. 
1084, being Senate bill 2791, be passed over, and apparently 
Calendar No. 1085, being House bill 7836, contemplates the 
same object, and I make the same request as to it. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I think I can explain it to 
the Senator, if he will withhold his objection. 

Mr. DUFFY. I withhold the objection for the time being. 

Mr. McNARY. First, Mr. President, I ask that the amend- 
ment I desire to offer be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by 
the Senator from Oregon will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 1, after line 8, it is proposed 
to add the following new section: 

Sec. 3. No order issued pursuant to section 8c of the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act, as amended, shall be applicable to hops ex- 


cept during the 2 crop years next succeeding the date of enactment 
of this act. 


Mr.McNARY. Mr. President, the bill as passed by the other 
House did not contain the amendment I am now offering, 
and there have been some objections to it. The bill merely 
proposes to make hops subject to the marketing agreement 
provisions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act and does not 
provide for a processing tax. The amendment limits the op- 
eration of the bill to 2 years. There were meetings of the 
brewers, the hop growers, and dealers held this year at San 
Francisco and one or two other points. They agreed upon 
this amendment. 

I have a letter from the United States Brewers’ Associa- 
tion and the American Brewers’ Association, whose repre- 
sentatives were at the meetings, and who, in connection with 
the Department of Agriculture and growers of hops and the 
dealers have agreed upon this proposed experiment for 2 
years under an orderly marketing-agreement contract. 

The hop growers in Washington and Oregon where hops 
are principally produced are practically bankrupt. The 
brewers realize that, and are not able to lend the hop growers 
money, and the banks will not lend them money to start 
cultivation in 1938 and provide for the necessary spraying 
unless a marketing agreement of this kind is entered into. 

The brewers and the hop growers at three meetings, one 
in Washington, one in California, and one at another place, 
agreed upon this amendment to be limited to 2 years as 
affecting a marketing agreement. I have their letters here 
and should like to place them in the Record as a part of my 
remarks. 

I think with that statement the able Senator from Wiscon- 
sin will understand that the situation has changed largely 
from that which obtained last year. 

Mr. DUFFY. Mr. President, the Senator from Oregon 
knows that on several occasions I have objected to the con- 
sideration of the bill because there are people in my State 
who thought it would be unwise for the bill to become a 
law. I have heard nothing to the contrary since, except the 
statement which the Senator from Oregon has just made. 
I would have thought, knowing that I had objected time 
after time, if there had been some change the Senator might 
have conferred with me about it, and I might have had an 
opportunity to look into it. I am not sure that I shall urge 
the objection, but I think now, hoping the calendar will 
soon be called again, I must interpose the objection. I will 
take the matter up with the Senator, and, undoubtedly, if 
the condition is as it appears on its face, I will withdraw 
any objection. I have not heard anything about the matter 
from those who are interested and who have communicated 
with me, and I should like to look into it further. 

Mr. McNARY. Will the Senator be able to confer with 
his constituents within the next 2 or 3 days? 

Mr. DUFFY. I think so. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, as part of my remarks, I 
should like to have the Recorp indicate that there is no 
objection on the part of the brewers of the country, and I 
ask that two letters be printed in the Recorp. I will confer 
with the able Senator from Wisconsin, and I am sure, after 
he consults the constituents, there will be ao further objec- 
tion. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the let- 
ters will be printed in the RECORD. 
The letters referred to are as follows: 


UNITED STATES BREWERS’ ASSOCIATION, 
New York, February 23, 1938. 
Hon. CHARLES L. McNary, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dran SENATOR McNary: Reference is made to conferences 
and correspondence had with you on the subject of H. R. 7836 
and S. 2791, bills to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act sọ 
a. ved — e hops subject to the marketing agreement provisions of 

at act. 

As you know, on January 31 a series of conferences were held on 
the west coast by the representatives of hop growers, hop dealers, 
and brewers. As a result of these conferences, our committee, rep- 
resenting the United States Brewers’ Association, recommended 
that our association withdraw its opposition to the McNary bill, 
provided an amendment to such bill was added limiting the opera- 
tion of same for a period of 2 crop years following enactment of 
the measure. This action on the part of our committee was in 
accordance with the resolution adopted by the conference. We 
are happy to inform you that our association executive com- 
mittee not only approved the recommendation of the committee 
but affirmatively went on record as favoring the enactment of 
such an amended bill and directed the executive secretary to 
address a communication to all brewers urging them to support 
the measure. 

We would have communicated with you prior to this time, 
except for the fact that until our executive committee had acted, 
we could not, of course, speak for the association. As you know, 
Mr. Paulus, representing the hop growers, is in Washington and 
this afternoon we are conferring with him and representatives of 
the Agriculture Department, to the end that everything possible 
may be done in contemplation of approval of the legislation to 
expedite the practical application of the same. 

May we express to you our sincere appreciation of the 
extended to us in connection with the consideration of your bill. 


Very truly yours, 
Jno. Lewis SMITH. 


AMERICAN BREWERS’ ASSOCIATION, 
Chicago, February 26, 1938. 
Hon. CHARLES L. McNary, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: I beg to advise you that H. R. 7836, with the inclusion 
of the amendment intended to be proposed by you to the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act, as amended, by including hops as a com- 
modity to which orders under such act are applicable for two crop 
years next succeeding the enactment of the act, was considered by 
the board of directors of this association yesterday, and H. R. 7836, 
with the amendment, meets with the support of this association. 

Sincerely, 
AMERICAN BREWERS’ ASSOCIATION, 
RALPH T. KETTERING, Secretary. 


Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, I wonder if I 
might suggest to the Senator from Wisconsin that he permit 
the bill to be passed at this time, with the understanding 
that he may enter a motion to reconsider, and then, if he 
gets word that the agreement which the Senator from Oregon 
has explained is not satisfactory, he could ask for action on 
the motion to reconsider? The chances are that we will go 
along for 2 or 3 weeks, and this matter, which is of vital 
importance for this year’s crop, will remain in abeyance. 
The Senator will be perfectly protected with the understand- 
ing that we will not object to a motion to reconsider if he 
should make one. 

Mr. DUFFY. I prefer to have the objection stand for the 
present. I do not know whether I can obtain the informa- 
tion in 1 or 2 days or 3 days. I should like to accommodate 
the Senator, but I think we can get this matter up shortly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made. The bill 
will be passed over. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2206) to provide for the transfer of enlisted 
men of the Coast Guard to the Fleet Naval Reserve was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 1355) for the relief of Lawrence E. Thomas 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, that bill was objected to at 
the last session at which the Calendar was considered; so I 
ask that it go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 
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EMPLOYMENT BY W. P. A. OF PERSONS UNABLE TO FIND PRIVATE 
EMPLOYMENT 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 176) favoring employment 
by the Works Progress Administration of persons unable to 
find employment in private industry was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. KING. Let the joint resolution go over. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I desire to ask a question 
about Senate Joint Resolution 176. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution has 
gone over on objection. 

Mr. KING. I objected to its consideration. 

Mr, COPELAND. Will the Senator withhold his objection? 

Mr. KING. Yes. 

Mr. COPELAND. I ask the author of the joint resolution, 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. SCHWELLENBACH], if we 
cannot create enough sentiment to pass it. I am very much 
in favor of it. I said so once before on the floor of the 
Senate. I should like to join the Senator from Washington 
in trying to do away with the opposition to the joint 
resolution. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
New York or the Senator from Washington state what the 
joint resolution would do? 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the consideration of the joint 
resolution has been objected to for the day; and we have 
many bills on the calendar awaiting consideration. 

Mr. COPELAND. I am willing to let the joint resolution 
go over for the day, because the calendar is so crowded. 
However, I shall endeavor to bring the joint resolution to the 
attention of the Senate at some time in the near future. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection having been 
made, the joint resolution. will be passed over. 

BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 6586) to regulate the transportation and 
sale of natural gas in interstate commerce, and for other 
purposes, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


INSURANCE FOR TAXICABS IN THE DISTRICT 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 7084) 
to provide that all cabs for hire in the District of Columbia 
be compelled to carry insurance for the protection of passen- 
gers, and for other purposes, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the District of Columbia, with amend- 
ments. 

The first amendment of the Committee on the District of 
Columbia was, in section 1, page 2, line 4, after the words 
“operated a”, to strike out “bond or bonds”; in line 5, after 
the word “insurance”, to strike out “or certificate of insur- 
ance in lieu thereof”; in line 8, after the word “Columbia”, to 
insert “in accordance with Public Law No. 162, Sixty-seventh 
Congress, approved March 4, 1922, entitled ‘An act to regu- 
late marine insurance in the District of Columbia, and for 
other purposes’ (which said act provides for the organiza- 
tion and operation of mutual insurance companies)”; in line 
14, after the word “person”, to insert “firm, or corpora- 
tion”; in line 18, after the word “their”, to strike out “cabs” 
and insert “vehicles”; in line 21, after the word “such”, to 
strike out “motorcabs or other”; in line 25 after the word 
“such”, to strike out “bond or policy may” and insert “policy 
shall”; on page 3, line 2, after the word to“, to insert not less 
than”; in the same line, after the words “death and”, to insert 
“not less than”; in line 8, after the word “judgments”, to strike 
out “Any such policy of liability insurance shall be issued 
only by such insurance companies as may have been author- 
ized to do business in the District of Columbia, and any such 
bond or undertaking shall be secured by a corporate surety 
approved by the superintendent of insurance of the District 
of Columbia. The superintendent of insurance of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia shall be empowered to make all reasonable 
rules and regulations relating to the writing of taxicab insur- 
ance and shall be empowered to govern the maximum rates 
to be charged on such insurance”, and insert “Each insurance 
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company authorized to do business in the District of Co- 
lumbia or the rating organization of which is a member or 
subscriber shall file with the superintendent of insurance 
every rate manual, schedule of rates, rating plan, and any 
other information concerning insurance required by this act. 
No such insurance company or rating organization shall fix 
or make any rate or schedule of rates, or rating plan, or 
charge a rate for such insurance which discriminates un- 
fairly between risks within the District of essentially the same 
hazard. The superintendent of insurance may, after due 
notice at a hearing before him, order the removal of any 
unfair discrimination in rates, rate plans, or schedules, and 
may also order an adjustment of rates on any risk or class 
of risk whenever it shall be found by him that such rates will 
produce an excessive, inadequate, or unreasonable profit”; 
on page 4, line 9, after the word “No”, to strike out “such 
bond or”; in the same line, after the word “insurance”, to 
insert “issued pursuant to the requirements of this act“; in 
line 11, after the word “than”, to strike out “twenty” and 
insert “ten”; in line 16, after the word “this”, to strike out 
“paragraph” and insert “act”; in line 17, after the word 
“approved”, to strike out “bond or”; in line 21, after the 
word “this”, to strike out “section” and insert “act”; and 
after line 21, to strike out: 


Any owner of a public vehicle required hereby to file a bond 
or policy of insurance may, in lieu thereof: 

(a) File with the Public Utilities Commission a blanket bond, 
or a blanket policy of liability insurance, in an amount to be 
approved by said Commission, but not to exceed $75,000, condi- 
tioned as required by this act, and covering all vehicles lawfully 
displaying the trade name or identifying design of any individual, 
association, company, or corporation. 

(b) Create and maintain a sinking fund in such amount as 
the Public Utilities Commission may require, but not in excess of 
$75,000, and deposit the same, in trust, for the payment of any 
judgment recovered against such owner, as provided in this act, 
with such person, official, or corporation as said Commission shall 
designate. 

Provided, That should any such owner elect to comply with the 
provisions of paragraphs (a) or (b) of this section, such owner 
shall first file with the Public Utilities Commission an admission 
of liability, in conformity with the principle or respondeat superior 
for the tortuous acts of the driver or drivers of such vehicle or 
vehicles aforesaid as shall be driven with the trade name or 
identifying design of such owner. 

Any cash or collateral deposit and/or any sinking fund herein 
provided for shall be exempt from attachment or levy for any obli- 
gation or liability of the depositor thereof, save as herein provided. 

Within the meaning of this paragraph, the word “owner” shall 
include any corporation, company, association, joint-stock com- 
pany or association, partnership or person, and the lessees, trustees, 
or receivers appointed by any court whatsoever, permitting his 
their, or its trade name and/or identifying design to be displayed 
upon vehicles governed by this act. 

Any violation of this section or of the regulations lawfully pro- 
mulgated thereunder shall be deemed a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction shall be punishable by a fine of not more than $300 
or by imprisonment for not more than 90 days, and/or cancelation 
of license. 


So as to make the section read: 


That the Public Utilities Commission of the District of Columbia 
is hereby directed to require any and all corporations, companies, 
associations, joint-stock companies or associations, partnerships, 
and persons, their lessees, trustees, or receivers, appointed by any 
court whatsoever, operating, controlling, managing, or renting any 
passenger motor vehicles for hire in the District of Columbia, 
except as to operations licensed under paragraph 31 (b) of the 
act approved July 1, 1932, known as the “License Act“, and except 
such common carriers as have been expressly exempted from the 
jurisdiction of the Commission, to file with the Commission for 
each motor vehicle to be operated a policy or policies, of liability 
insurance in a solvent and responsible surety or insurance com- 
pany authorized to do business in the District of Columbia, in 
accordance with Public Law No. 162, Sixty-seventh Congress, ap- 
proved March 4, 1922, entitled “An act to regulate marine insur- 
ance in the District of Columbia, and for other purposes” (which 
said act provides for the organization and operation of mutual 
insurance companies), conditioned for the payment to any per- 
son, firm, or corporation of any judgment recovered against such 
corporations, companies, associations, joint-stock companies or 
associations, partnerships, and persons, their lessees, trustees, or 
receivers, appointed by any court whatsoever, or renters of their 
vehicles, for death or for injury to any person or injury to any 
property, or both, caused in the operation, maintenance, use, or 
by reason of the defective construction of such vehicles, Any 
such bonds or undertaking or policy of liability insurance shall be 
in such form and on such terms or conditions as the Commission 
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may direct: Provided, That such policy shall limit the liability 
of the surety or insurer on any one judgment to not less than 
$5,000 for bodily injuries or death and not less than $1,000 for 
damage to or destruction of property, and all judgments recovered 
upon claims arising out of the same subject of action to $10,000 
for bodily injuries or death and $1,000 for damages to or destruc- 
tion of property, to be apportioned ratably among the judgment 
creditors according to the amount of their respective judgments. 
Each insurance company authorized to do business in the District 
of Columbia or the rating organization of which it is a member or 
subscriber shall file with the Superintendent of Insurance every 
rate manual, schedule of rates, rating plan, and any other infor- 
mation concerning insurance required by this act. No such insur- 
ance company or rating organization shall fix or make any rate 
or schedule of rates, or rating plan, or charge a rate for such insur- 
ance which discriminates unfairly between risks within the district 
of essentially the same hazard. The Superintendent of Insurance 
may, after due notice at a hearing before him, order the removal 
of any unfair discrimination in rates, rate plans, or schedules, and 
may also order an adjustment of rates on any risk or class of risk 
whenever it shall be found by him that such rates will produce 
an excessive, inadequate, or unreasonable profit. No policy of 
insurance issued pursuant to the requirements of this act may be 
canceled unless not less than 10 days prior to such cancelation or 
termination notice of intention so to do has been filed in writing 
with the Commission unless cancelation is for nonpayment of 
premiums, in which event 5 days’ notice as above provided shall 
be given. It shall be unlawful to operate any vehicle subject to 
the provisions of this act. unless such vehicle shall be covered by 
an approved policy of liability insurance as provided herein. The 
Public Utilities Commission shall have the power to make all 
reasonable rules and regulations which, in its opinion, are neces- 
sary to make effective the purposes of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 6, after line 10, to 
insert a new section, as follows: 

Src. 2. Vehicles subject to the provisions of this act shall be 
kept in a clean, sanitary, and good mechanical condition at all 
times as may be required by regulations of the Public Utilities 
Commission and the Traffic Act approved March 3, 1925, as 
amended. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 6, after line 15, to 
insert a new section, as follows: 

Sec.3. Any person, firm, association, or corporation violating 
any of the provisions of this act or the regulations lawfully pro- 
mulgated thereunder upon conviction shall be punished by a fine 
of not more than $300 or by imprisonment for not more than 90 
days, and by cancelation of license. For violations of this act the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia are authorized to 
suspend or revoke licenses issued under sections 31 (c), (d), and 
(e) of an act entitled “An act making appropriations to provide 
for the government of the District of Columbia for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1903, and for other purposes,” approved July 1, 
1902, and for other purposes, as amended by Public Law No. 237, 
Seventy-second Congress, approved July 1, 1932; such suspension 
or revocation may be without prior conviction. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “An act to provide 
that all passenger motor vehicles for hire in the District of 
Columbia be compelled to carry insurance for the protection 
of passengers, and for other purposes.” 

Mr. ANDREWS subsequently said: Mr. President, on be- 
half of the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. REYNOLDS], 
who is absent, and myself, I enter a motion to reconsider 
the vote by which the Senate passed Calendar No. 1228, 
being House bill 7084, to provide that all cabs for hire in 
the District of Columbia be compelled to carry insurance for 
the protection of passengers, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The motion of the Senator 
from Florida to reconsider the vote by which House bill 
7084 was passed will be entered. 


BILLS, ETC., PASSED OVER 


The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 205) providing for benefit 
payments to cotton producers with respect to cotton pro- 
duced in 1937 was announced as next in order. 

Mr. LODGE. Let the joint resolution go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be 
Passed over. 
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INSURANCE OF MORTGAGES ON DOMESTIC FLOATING PROPERTY 


The bill (S. 2900) to establish a fund for the insurance 
of mortgages securing loans for construction or recondition- 
ing of domestic floating property used for commercial pur- 
poses was announced as next in order. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Let the bill go over. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator who ob- 
jected let me say a word about this bill? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Certainly. 

Mr. COPELAND. This is a very important measure. We 
have, as the report shows, vessels requiring repairs to the 
extent of about 740,000 tons on the Great Lakes and on the 
various coasts. Many of these ships are 20 years of age or 
over. The steamship City of Baltimore burned upon the 
Chesapeake Bay a little while ago. This is a proposal that 
the Maritime Commission may set up an insurance fund to 
guarantee mortgages on these properties, just as is done in 
the case of houses. Otherwise hundreds of these ships will 
continue to operate, and occasionally one will burn, as did 
the City of Baltimore. 

The bill of the Senator from Maryland (Mr. RADCLIFFE] is 
a very wise bill, which was thoroughly considered by the 
Commerce Committee, and its enactment is deemed necessary 
if we are to have any degree of safety upon our rivers and 
lakes and upon the sea. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I misapprehended 
the nature of the bill. I withdraw the objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to con- 
sider the bill, which had been reported from the Committee 
on Commerce with an amendment, in section 3, page 4, line 
23, after the word “financed”, to insert “and, upon the filing 
of any such application, public notice shall be given and 
hearing granted upon the request of any interested party.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That as used in this act— 
(a) The term mortgage“ means a first mortgage to secure 
loans or advances made to aid in financing the construction or 
reconditioning of domestically owned floating property used for 
commercial purposes on the intercoastal waters of the United 
States, on the Great Lakes, or on bays, sounds, rivers, harbors, 
or inland lakes of the United States; 

(b) The term “floating property” includes, but shall not be 
limited to, ocean-going vessels, bay steamers, excursion steamers, 
ferries, dredges, tugs, , barges, and fishing vessels; 

(c) The term “ includes the original lender under a 
mortgage, and his successors and assigns approved by the Com- 
mission; and 

(d) The term “mortgagor” includes the original borrower under 
a mortgage and his successors and assigns. 

Sec. 2. There is hereby created a mutual mortgage insurance 
fund (hereinafter refered to as the fund“), which shall be used 
by the United States Maritime Commission (hereinafter referred 
to as the Commission“) as a revolving fund for the purpose of 
carrying out the provisions of this act. Moneys in the fund not 
needed for the current operations of the Commission shall be 
deposited in the Treasury of the United States to the credit of 
the fund, or invested in bonds or other obligations of the United 
States. The Treasurer of the United States is hereby directed to 
pay interest semiannually on any amount so deposited at a rate 
not greater than the prevailing rate on long-term Government 
bonds, such rate to be computed on the average amount of such 
bonds outstanding during any such semiannual period. The Com- 
mission may, with the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, 
purchase, at not to exceed par, in the open market, debentures 
issued under the provisions of section 4. Debentures so purchased 
shall be canceled and not reissued, and the several group accounts 
to which such debentures have been charged shall be 
with the amounts used in making such purchases. 

Src. 3. (a) The Commission is authorized, upon application by 
the mortgagee, to insure as hereinafter provided any mortgage 
offered to it within 6 months from the date of its execution which 
is eligible for insurance as hereinafter provided, and, upon such 
terms as the Commission may prescribe, to make commitments for 
the insuring of such mortgages prior to the date of their execution 
or disbursement thereon, The aggregate principal obligation of all 
mortgages insured under this act shall not exceed $100,000,000. 

(b) To be eligible for insurance under this act a mortgage shall— 

(1) have a mortgagee and a mortgagor approved by the Commis- 
sion as responsible and able to service the mortgage properly; 
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(2) involve an obligation in a principal amount which does not 
exceed 75 percent of the cost of the construction or reconditioning 
financed by the loan or advance or not to exceed 75 percent of the 
appraised value of the property mortgaged to secure such loan or 
advance; 

(8) have a maturity satisfactory to the Commission but not to 
exceed 20 years; 

(4) contain complete amortization provisions satisfactory to the 

ion requiring periodic payments by the mortgagor; 

(5) bear interest (exclusive of premium charges for insurance) at 
a rate not to exceed 5 percent per annum on the amount of the 
principal obligation outstanding at any time; 

(6) provide, in a manner satisfactory to the Commission, for the 
application of the periodic payments to amortization of the principal 
of the mortgage; and 

(7) contain such terms and provisions with respect to the con- 
_ struction or reconditioning and maintenance of the property, repairs, 
alterations, payment of taxes, delinquency charges, revisions, fore- 
closure proceedings, anticipation of maturity, additional and sec- 
ondary liens, and other matters pertinent to the security as the 
Commission may prescribe. 

(c) In passing on applications for insurance the Commission shall 
have due regard to the public convenience and necessity of the con- 
struction or reconditioning project proposed to be financed, and, 
upon the filing of any such application, public notice shall be given 
and hearing granted upon the request of any interested party. 

(d) The Commission is authorized to make a premium charge 
for the insurance of mortgages under this act of one-half of 1 
percent of the face value of the mortgage, and such charge shall 
be payable annually. 

Sec. 4. (a) In any case in which the mortgagee under an insured 
mortgage shall have foreclosed and taken possession of the mort- 
gaged property in accordance with regulations of, and within a 
period to be determined by, the Commission, or shall, with the 
consent of the Commission, have otherwise acquired such property 
from the mortgagor after default, the mortgagee shall be entitled 
to receive the benefits of the imsurance, by outright payment 
of the insurance claim, or by the issuance of debentures to satisfy 
such claim. The terms and conditions of such payment shall 
be subject to such rules and regulations and such exceptions as 
the Commission may prescribe, which shall be substantially in 
accordance with the provisions applicable as to payment of in- 
surance claims under section 204 of the National Housing Act, 
as amended. The Commission in connection with the liquida- 
tion of the insurance claim shall have the right to maintain, 
operate, or charter any property acquired in such liquidation or 
otherwise dispose thereof. 

Sec. 5. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums 
as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this act. 


E. W. ROSS 


The bill (H. R. 6574) for the relief of E. W. Ross was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

CYRUS M. LASHER 

The bill (H. R. 5431) for the relief of Cyrus M. Lasher was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

REIMBURSEMENT OF EMPLOYEES OF INDIAN SERVICE 


The bill (H. R. 1233) for the relief of employees of the 
Indian Service for destruction by fire of personally owned 
property in Government quarters at the Pierre Indian 
School, South Dakota, was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 

BILLS PASSED OVER 

The bill (S. 2970) to provide for reorganizing agencies of 
the Government, extending the classified civil service, estab- 
lishing a General Auditing Office and a Department of Wel- 
fare, and for other purposes, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1424) to repeal that provision in the act of 
March 2, 1917 (39 Stat. L. 976), directing the making of allot- 
ments to Indians of the Mission Indian Reservation, Calif., 
was announced as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

INVESTIGATION OF FLAXSEED PRICES 

The resolution (S. Res. 167) requesting the Secretary of 
Agriculture to investigate flaxseed prices and matters affect- 
ing same was considered and agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Secretary of Agriculture is hereby requested 
and directed to make a thorough investigation of the influences 


and factors keeping the price of flaxseed under parity and to report 
to the Senate the results thereof. 
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In particular, but not to the exclusion of other matters, the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture is requested and directed to make and report to 
the Senate the results of an investigation and study of— 

(1) The effectiveness of the existing tariff on flaxseed. 

(2) The effectiveness of the existing tariff on linseed oil. 

(3) The compensatory relationship between the existing tariff on 
flaxseed and the existing tariff on linseed oil. 

(4) The effectiveness of the existing tariffs or excise taxes on 
perilla oil and other oils entering into competition with linseed oil, 
as well as the effectiveness of the existing tariffs and excise taxes 
on 8 seeds entering into competition with flaxseed; and be 
it further 

Resolved, That the United States Tariff Commission is hereby re- 
quested and directed to render such assistance and cooperation as 


the Secretary of Agriculture may request to enable him to make this 
report to the Senate. 


The preamble was agreed to, as follows: 


Whereas the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act of 
February 29, 1936, declared it to be the purpose of Congress— 

(A) To reestablish, at as rapid a rate as the Secretary of Agri- 
culture determines to be practicable and in the general public inter- 
est, the ratio between the purchasing power of the net income per 
person on farms and that of the income per person not on farms 
that prevailed during the 5-year period August 1909-July 1914, 
inclusive, as determined from statistics available in the United 
States Department of Agriculture and the maintenance of such a 
ratio; and 

Whereas, according to the United States Department of Agricul- 
ture, the price of wheat has been higher than parity price, as deter- 
mined by the Department of Agriculture, since July 1936, and in 
June 1937 the price of wheat at Minneapolis was 11 cents higher 
than parity; and 

Whereas for a period of years the price of flaxseed has generally 
ben just about twice the price of wheat per bushel at Minneapolis; 
an 

Whereas the price of flaxseed at Minneapolis was 26 cents per 
bushel below parity price, as established by the Department of Agri- 
culture, in January 1936, and has been consistently lower since that 
time, and that in June 1937 the price of flaxseed in Minneapolis was 
41 cents below parity; and 

Whereas the Department of Agriculture, in its statement, Aver- 
age Prices Received by Farmers for Farm Products July 15, 1937, 
With Comparisons, issued July 29, 1937, reveals under the heading 
“Price Relatives” (p. 13) that using the index figure 100 (based on 
actual prices received by farmers, 1909-14) wheat increased from the 
index figure of 107 on July 15, 1936, to 128 on July 15, 1937; and 
during the same period corn increased from 125 to 184; oats from 
88 to 107; barley from 91 to 104; rye from 85 to 112; cottonseed 
ana 138 to 157; while flaxseed gained but 1 point from 109 to 110; 
a 

Whereas the two products of flaxseed are linseed oil and linseed 
meal, and, according to the United States Department of Labor, the 
price of linseed oil in January 1936 was 10.1 cents per pound and 
in June 1937, 11.1 cents per pound (an increase of 10 percent), 
and the price of linseed meal in January 1936 was $30 per ton and 
$35.63 per ton in June 1937 (an increase of 18.2 percent), while the 
United States Department of Agriculture gives the Minneapolis price 
of flaxseed in January 1936 at $1.87 per bushel and in June 1937, 
$1.91 per bushel (an increase of two one-hundredths of 1 percent): 
Therefore be it 


JOINT RESOLUTION PASSED OVER 


The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 201) for the relief of cer- 
tain persons conducting farming operations whose crops 
were destroyed by hailstorms was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. May we have an explanation of the 
joint resolution? Without an explanation, let it go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be 
passed over. 


JOHN F. FAHEY, U. S. M. C., RETIRED 


The bill (S. 2985) for the relief of John F. Fahey, United 
States Marine Corps, retired, was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding the provisions of sec- 
tion 2 of the act approved May 23, 1930 (46 Stat. 375; U. S. C., 
title 34, sec. 790), John F. Pahey, sergeant, United States Marine 
Corps, retired, shall be held and considered to have completed 30 
years’ service, including service in the United States Marine Corps, 
including double time for service in the Philippine Islands, Panama, 
and Cuba, and including time in the Fleet Marine Corps Reserve, 
for the purpose of transfer to the retired list of the United States 
Marine Corps, on April 5, 1927, and the Secretary of the Treasury 
be, and he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to the said 
John F. Fahey the sum of $693, which sum represents allowances 
at $15.75 per month, covering the period from April 5, 1927, to and 
including December 31, 1930, authorized by existing law (34 Stat. 


1217; U. S. C., title 34, sec. 431) to be paid to enlisted men upon 
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transfer to the retired list of the Marine Corps upon completion 
of 30 years’ service. 


BILL PASSED OVER 

The bill (S. 2825) to enable the Department of Agriculture 
to prevent the spread of pullorum and other diseases of 
poultry and to cooperate with State official agencies in the 
administration of the National Poultry Improvement Plan, 
and for other purposes, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let us have an explanation of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Durry in the chair). A 
request for an explanation is made. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

PROMOTION OF EMPLOYEES IN CUSTOMS SERVICE 

The bill (H. R. 7948) providing for the promotion of 
employees in the customs field service was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. May we have an explanation of the bill? 
If not, let it go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I ask that we return for 
a moment, to the bill which has just been passed over, as 
I should like to make an explanation about it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the Sen- 
ate will return to the bill. 

Mr. COPELAND. This bill relates wholly to the lower- 
grade employees of the customs field service, where there 
has been no change whatever in 10 years. These inspectors 
receive from $2,100 to $3,000 per annum. They are those 
who inspect baggage, etc. The bill was considered by several 
departments of the Government, and its enactment is 
strongly recommended. It has no reference to those in high 
positions. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What amount are the salaries increased, 
and how many of them are there? 

Mr. COPELAND. The bill involves about 200 employees. 
They are the low-grade employees. In their case the same 
condition exists that we had about the immigration and nat- 
uralization service. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What are the increases? 

Mr. COPELAND. The customs inspectors now have an 
average salary of $2,390. The salaries may run up to $3,300. 
The average will be $2,700 instead of $2,390 if the bill is 
passed. As I say, it has to do with the low-grade employees, 
those who have no chance whatever to have the benefit of 
any increases or changes which have been made, 

Mr. McKELLAR. I shall not object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to con- 
sider the bill, which was ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

SEKIZO TAKAHASHI 


The Senate proceeded to consider the joint resolution 
(H. J. Res. 141) to authorize the issuance to Sekizo Taka- 
hashi of a permit to reenter the United States. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, let the joint resolution be 
read. 

Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, I can state in a very few 
words the purport of this joint resolution. It pertains to a 
man who is a native of Japan. He has lived in the United 
States since 1911. He lived in the Hawaiian Islands from 
1906 to 1911. He is married to an American citizen, and 
has native-born American children. The purpose of the 
joint resolution is to allow him to reenter the United States, 
as he desires to go to Japan to take care of some matters 
with reference to his father’s estate. The joint resolution 
was reported last year, and, personally, I think there should 
be no objecticn to it. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I have no objection to the 
joint resolution, in view of the circumstances stated by the 
Senator from Kansas, but I am not reconciled to the entry 
into the United States of Japanese nationals. 
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Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, I may state to the Senator 
that under the provisions of law the man involved here is 
not subject to deportation. He has been here for over 30 
years, and he may remain here, under our present law. The 
only purpose of the joint resolution is to allow him to reenter 
the United States in the event he goes to his native country, 
Japan, and desires to return. : 

Mr. ASHURST. I have no objection to this measure, but 
will read from a dispatch appearing in a morning news- 
paper: 

More than a month ago Japan was reported to have been seeking 
right to improve Mazatlan Harbor, on Mexico’s west coast, in 
return for an oil-well contract, but the reports of negotiations were 
officially denied. 

Mr. President, in the summer of 1912 the distinguished 
Senator from Massachusetts, Mr. Henry Cabot Lodge, Sr., 
offered the following resolution, which was debated for many 
hours and was finally agreed to by the Senate: 

Resolved, That when any harbor or other place in the American 
Continents is so situated that the occupation thereof for naval or 
military purposes might threaten the communications or the safety 
of the United States, the Government of the United States could 
not see without grave concern the possession of such harbor or 
other place by any corporation or association which has such a 
relation to another government not American as to give that gov- 
ernment practical power of control for national purposes, 

The Japanese at that time were attempting to colonize by 
bringing to Magdalena, a Mexican harbor, Japanese na- 
tionals, so that if in the course of destiny some great event 
should cecur, Japan could claim that they were in possession 
of that harbor, and, if an incident took place there, could 
land troops on Mexican soil. 

The Senate should be reminded that there were only four 
votes, in 1912, against this resolution which notified the world 
that the Senate of the United States would look with grave 
concern on such a transaction. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the joint resolution? 

Mr. McADOO. Let it go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be 
passed over. 

BILLS AND RESOLUTION PASSED OVER 

The resolution (S. Res. 177) requesting recommendations 
from the Tariff Commission concerning rates of duty on tex- 
tile imports, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will be passed 
over. 

The bill (S. 3022) to amend the law relating to appoint- 
ment of postmasters, was announced as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 5812) to amend section 243 of the Penal 
Code of the United States, as amended by the act of June 
15, 1935 (49 Stat. 378), relating to the marking of packages 
containing wild animals and birds and parts thereof, was 
announced as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

NEW YORK WOOL TOPS FUTURES EXCHANGE 

The bill (S. 3105) to amend the Commodity Exchange Act, 
as amended, to extend its provisions to wool and other agri- 
cultural commodities traded in for future delivery was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I should like to have an 
explanation of the bill. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, the bill is designed to bring 
the Wool Tops Futures Exchange in New York City within the 
terms of the Commodity Exchange Act. It makes no 
changes in the law itself, but merely places the Wool Tops 
Futures Exchange upon the same terms and conditions with 
the cotton exchange, the grain exchange, and other ex- 
changes dealing in commodities. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. LODGE. I ask that the bill go over. 

Mr. HATCH subsequently said: Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to return to Order of Business 1352, 
Senate bill 3105, to which objection was made a moment ago. 
I am now advised that the Senator who objected will with- 
draw the objection. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, as I understood, the Sen- 
ator made reference to an exchange in New York City. 

Mr. HATCH. Yes. 

Mr. COPELAND. Was there a desire on the part of those 
in interest that the bill should be passed? 

Mr. HATCH. No; the Wool Tops Futures Exchange op- 
posed the bill. 

Mr. COPELAND. Iam sorry, Mr. President, but I wish to 
find out more about this. I ask that the bill go over. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, is not this the bill which the 
special committee investigating wood has recommended, as 
well as the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry? 

Mr. HATCH. Yes; the Senator is correct. We held hear- 
ings on it and were thoroughly convinced that the bill should 
be passed. 

Mr. WALSH. I think that if the Senator from New York 
knew all the facts and was familiar with the situation, he 
would probably not object. The bill has been considered by 
two committees, and I believe there is unanimity of opinion 
in favor of the measure. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I have no thought of 
ultimately objecting to the bill, but I think I have in my 
office certain protests against the bill. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I make the suggestion to the 
Senator from New York that the officials of the Wool Tops 
Futures Exchange protested against the bill, but they ad- 
mitted that if the Commodity Exchange Act is a good act for 
other exchanges there is no reason at all why the Wool 
Tops Futures Exchange should not come under the same act. 

Mr, COPELAND. I assume I would take exactly the view 
the Senator takes, and if he will bear with me, and let the 
bill go over until the next time the calendar is called, I 
shall probably not object. 

Mr, LODGE. Mr. President, I raised the first objection to 
the bill, and since that time I have been able to inform 
myself in regard to the matter and I find that all interested 
parties are in favor of the bill; so I withdraw my objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is heard, and the 
bill will be passed over. 


JOINT RESOLUTION PASSED OVER 


The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 229) directing the Federal 
Trade Commission to investigate the policies employed by 
manufacturers in distributing motor vehicles, and the poli- 
cies of dealers in selling motor vehicles at retail, as these 
policies affect the public interest, was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be 
passed over. 

EXCHANGE OF LAND IN ALASKA 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3160) to 
provide for the exchange of land in the Territory of Alaska, 
which was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War is hereby author- 
ized to convey all the right, title, and interest of the United 
States of America in and to that parcel of land in the Territory 
of Alaska containing 227.09 acres, reserved for use by the Depart- 
ment of War as a site for a radio station by Executive Order No. 
7135, dated August 9, 1935, in exchange for a conveyance to the 
United States of America, without cost, of the fee-simple title to 
pavers owned land of equal or greater value than the land first 

in referred to, and more adaptable for radio-station purposes. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may we have an explana- 
tion of this bill? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, under the act of June 
25, 1910, as amended, a tract of about 227 acres of land. 
valued at about $283, was reserved for use by the War De- 
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partment as a site for a radio station. Due to the close 
proximity of the radio station site to the commercial air- 
port owned and operated by the Pacific-Alaska Airways, Inc., 
the antenna system required for the Government radio sta- 
tion constituted a fiying hazard to planes using this com- 
mercial airport. The Pacific-Alaska Airways, Inc., own some 
60 acres of land, acquired at a cost of $3,000, located about 
half a mile from the Government-owned land. The com- 
pany has agreed to convey this land to the Government 
without cost in exchange for the Government tract, and 
also to remove to the new site without cost to the Govern- 
ment the structures on the Government-owned tract. 

The bill under consideration authorizes the Secretary of 
War to enter into this exchange of land. The measure is 
recommended by the Department for enactment into law, 
the Department advising that both from a military and 
monetary standpoint the proposed exchange is of interest to 
the Government. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


OLD TOWER CLOCK, ESCAMBIA COUNTY COURTHOUSE, FLA. 


The bill (S. 3220) to authorize the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to transfer the title and all other interests in the old 
tower clock from the Escambia County Courthouse Building, 
acquired by the Government by deed, to the Pensacola His- 
torical Society of Pensacola, Escambia County, Fla., was con- 
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby 
authorized to permit the removal of the old tower clock in its 
entirety from the Escambia County Courthouse Building, Pensacola, 
Fla., which was acquired by the Government from the county of 
Escambia, Fla., by deed of May 22, 1937, in exchange for the old 
post-office building, the title and all other interests in said tower 
clock to be given into the custody of the Pensacola Historical 
Society of Pensacola, Escambia County, Fla.: Provided, That the 
removal of the clock shall be without expense to the Government, 


INVESTIGATION OF TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 


The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 239) authorizing the Fed- 
eral Trade Commission to make an investigation of the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the joint 
resolution will be indefinitely postponed. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I would rather not have 
that done in the absence of the Senator from Nebraska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the joint 
resolution will be passed over. 


GOSHUTE INDIANS AND OTHERS 


The bill (S. 2777) for the benefit of the Goshute and other 
Indians, and for other purposes, was announced as next in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This bill is the same as order 
of business 1597, House bill 8885. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, let us have an explana- 
tion. In the absence of an explanation, let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senate bill 2777 and House 
bill 8885 will be passed over. 

MARGARET TURNEY AND OTHERS 

The bill (S. 2870) for the relief of Margaret Turney and 

Bertha Turney LaMotte, heirs of Theresa Turney, was con- 


sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be tt enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby au- 
thorized to cancel the unpaid charges of $968.92 assessed against the 
lands allotted to Theresa Turney, deceased, and described as the 
north half northeast quarter section 23, township 27 north, range 
3 east, Indian meridian, Oklahoma, on account of drainage district 
No. 2, in Pottawatomie County, and reimbursable in accordance 
with the act of July 21, 1914 (38 Stat. L. 553), and to issue releases 
therefrom to Margaret Turney and Bertha Turney LaMotte, heirs of 
the decedent, in the sums of $512.12 and $456.80, respectively. 

Sec. 2. Said releases, when duly recorded in Pottawatomie County, 
shall operate as a complete satisfaction of the liens of the United 
States therefor recited in the patents issued to the persons named. 
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APACHE TRIBE OF INDIANS 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2827) to 
authorize the purchase of certain lands for the Apache Tribe 
of the Mescalero Reservation, N. Mex., which was read, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and is 
hereby, authorized, in his discretion, to purchase with any avail- 
able funds heretofore or hereafter appropriated pursuant to author- 
ity contained in section 5 of the act of June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. L. 
984), lots 1, 2, 3, and 4, north half northeast quarter southwest 
quarter northeast quarter, north half southeast quarter northeast 
quarter, north half southeast quarter southeast quarter northeast 
quarter, section 24, township 15 south, range 15 east, and lots 4, 
5, and 6, section 19, township 15 south, range 16 east, New Mexico 
principal meridian, New Mexico, Title to the lands shall be taken 
in the name of the United States in trust for the Apache Tribe of 
the Mescalero Reservation. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, if I may have the attention of 
the Senator from New Mexico, I should like to make an in- 
quiry, which may not be pertinent to this bill; but I have 
réceived a number of communications to the effect that under 
policies which were being adopted by the Indian Office, or 
other organizations, many of the Apache Indians, and per- 
haps Indians of other tribes, are being denied the proper use 
of their grounds, and that their bands of sheep are so reduced 
that the Indians are impoverished. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I think I am familiar with 
the situation to which the Senator is referring, and I can say 
to him that the pending bill does not relate to that situation 
at all. 

Mr. KING. I have no objection. 8 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

BILLS PASSED OVER 

The bill (S. 3145) to provide for the appointment of an 
additional district judge for the southern district of Cali- 
fornia was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 8993) making appropriations for the Navy 
Department and the naval service for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, was announced as 
next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This is the naval appro- 
priation bill, and will be passed over. 

CLAIM OF MENOMINEE TRIBE OF INDIANS 

The bill (S. 2853) to amend an act entitled “An act to 
refer the claim of the Menominee Tribe of Indians to the 
Court of Claims with the absolute right of appeal to the 
Supreme Court of the United States,” approved September 3, 
1935, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that Calendar No. 1599, being House bill 7277, be sub- 
stituted for Senate bill 2853, and be considered at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of House bill 7277? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. R. 7277) was con-- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, Senate 
bill 2853 will be indefinitely postponed. 


TRANSPORTATION OF STOLEN ANIMALS IN INTERSTATE COMMERCE 


The bill (S. 3052) to provide for the punishment of per- 
sons transporting stolen animals in interstate commerce, and 
for other purposes, was considered, ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, and passed, as fol- 
lows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That this act shall be cited as the National 
Animal Theft Act. 

Sec. 2. When used in this act 

(a) The term “animal” shall include any cattle, hog, sheep, 
horse, or mule. 

(b) The term “interstate or foreign commerce” shall include 
transportation from one State, Territory, or the District of Co- 
lumbia, to another State, Territory, or the District of Columbia, 
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or to a foreign country, or from a foreign country to any State, 
Territory, or the District of Columbia. 

Sec. 3. Whoever shall transport or cause to be transported in 
interstate or foreign commerce any animal, or the carcass or hide 
or any part of the carcass or hide of any animal, knowing the 
same to have been stolen, shall be punished by a fine of not more 
than $5,000 or by imprisonment of not more than 5 years, or both. 

Sec. 4. Whoever shall receive, conceal, store, barter, buy, sell, 
or dispose of any such animal, or the carcass or hide or any 
part of the carcass or hide thereof, moving in or constituting a 
part of interstate or foreign commerce, knowing the same to have 
been stolen, shall be punished by a fine of not more than $5,000 
or by imprisonment of not more than 5 years, or both. 

Sec. 5. Any person violating section 3 of this act may be prose- 
cuted in any district from, into, or through which such animal, 
or the carcass or hide or any part of the carcass or hide thereof, 
has been transported or removed. 

Sec. 6. Nothing herein shall be construed to repeal, modify, or 
amend any part of the National Stolen Property Act. 


DESIGNATION OF FEBRUARY AS AMERICAN MUSIC MONTH—BILL 
PASSED OVER 

The bill (S. 1443) to designate the month of February in 
each year as the month of American music was announced 
as next in order. ° 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I ask the Senator from 
New York if that bill involves an appropriation of any kind? 

Mr. COPELAND. No; it involves no appropriation. The 
Committee on Education and Labor gave consideration to the 
bill, and suggested an amendment setting aside one week, the 
second week in May, as the time for the celebration of 
American music. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. CLARK. I am going to object to the bill because there 
are so many weeks and days and months being set aside for 
various purposes, such as the sale of used cars, and this and 
that and the other thing, that soon, if it keeps on, there will 
be a duplication of allotments of periods of time on the 
calendar for such purposes. 

Mr. President, it is not the business of Congress to under- 
take such matters. It is not its business to decide such 
things. The American people can, if they wish, celebrate 
American music by having a musical festival for a week, or 
a month, or a whole year. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, we might enlarge the calendar 
so as to have 15 months, or perhaps 20 months, and then we 
could include more such celebrations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. CLARK. I ask that the bill be passed over. 

Mr. COPELAND. I know that some of the cars sold dur- 
ing used-car week make discordant sounds. 

Mr. KING. So does some music. 

Mr. COPELAND. But there is a great appeal being made 
by the music-loving people of America that a time be set aside 
when our thoughts shall be turned to music. Perhaps that 
would be a good thing. The musical festivals are likely to 
occur in May, and the committee thought it would be proper 
to set aside 1 week in that month for the purpose. We ob- 
jected to 4 weeks, as originally proposed. 

Mr. CLARK. I certainly have no objection to musical 
festivals. On the contrary, I am very much in favor of them. 
But I ask the Senator from New York, What business is it of 
Congress to be setting aside a specific period of time in the 
year when people should turn their thoughts to music or any- 
thing else? It seems to me that that kind of activity is en- 
tirely outside the constitutional function of the Congress. 

Mr. COPELAND. Of course, if we shall repeal the various 
taxes now resting on our people, there will be joyous music 
over the country. Nevertheless, there are some who will not 
be benefited by such repeal. 

Mr. CLARK. Will not those people appreciate musical 
festivals to the same extent without the Congress of the 
United States doing the ridiculous thing of setting aside a 
week for such festivals? 

Mr. COPELAND. If the Senator is set in his objection, 
there is nothing to say except to express regret that the bill 
cannot receive favorable consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 
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JOINT RESOLUTION PASSED OVER 


The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 150), to permit a compact 
or agreement between the States of Idaho and Wyoming 
respecting the disposition and apportionment of the waters 
of the Snake River and its tributaries, and for other pur- 
poses, Was announced as next in order. 

Mr. LODGE. I ask that the joint resolution be passed 
over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be 
passed over. 

J. HARRY WALKER 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2920) for the 
relief of J. Harry Walker, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Indian Affairs with amendments, in line 6, 
after the words “sum of”, to strike out “$1,902.28” and to 
insert “$1,870.93”; in line 7, after “States”, to insert “to 
November 27, 1937”; and in line 10, after the word “reserva- 
tions”, to strike out “during the period from June 3, 1913, 
to March 5, 1935”, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is au- 
thorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, to J. Walker, of Poplar, Mont., 
the sum of $1,870.93, in full satisfaction of his claims against the 
United States to November 27, 1937, for compensation for services 
rendered by him as an undertaker in the burial of Indians of the 
Fort Peck Agency and other reservations. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

GEORGE H. LOWE, JR. 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2883) for 
the relief of George H. Lowe, Jr., which had been reported 
from the Committee on Military Affairs, with an amendment, 
on page 1, line 10, after the word “entered”, to strike out 
“active” and to insert “commissioned”, so as to make the 
bill read: 

Be it enacted, ete., That in the administration of section 10 of 
the act entitled “An act to maintain the credit of the United 
States Government,” approved March 20, 1933, Geo H. Lowe, 
Jr., who enlisted in the United States Army on June 7, 1917, and 
served in France, and was commissioned a first lieutenant in the 
United States Army to rank as such from September 8, 1918, shall 
be held and considered to have entered commissioned service prior 
to November 11, 1918, notwithstanding that he was unable by 
reason of wounds suffered in action to qualify and accept the 
commission until November 16, 1918. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

CHIEF CLERK AND CHIEF INSPECTOR, HEALTH DEPARTMENT, 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

The bill (S. 3259) limiting the duties of the Chief Clerk 
and Chief Inspector of the Health Department of the District 
of Columbia was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I understand House bill 9100, 
being Calendar number 1435, is identical with Senate bill 
3259. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is so informed. 

Mr. KING. If the clerk will advise us that the two bills 
are textually the same, I shall ask unanimous consent that 
the House bill be substituted for the Senate bill, and then 
ask that the House bill be considered and passed and that 
the Senate bill be indefinitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is informed that 
the bills are textually identical. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of House bill 9100. 

There being no objection, the bill (H. R. 9100) limiting 
the duties of the Chief Clerk and Chief Inspectar of the Health 
Department of the District of Columbia was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed, 
as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That hereafter neither the chief clerk nor 


the chief inspector of the Health Department of the District of 
Columbia shall act as a deputy to the health officer of said 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, Senate 
bill 3259 will be indefinitely postponed. 


RESOLUTION PASSED OVER 


The resolution (S. Res. 216) favoring governmental adjust- 
ment of the purchasing power of the dollar so as to attain 
1926 wholesale commodity price levels was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I ask that the resolution go 
over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will be passed 
over. 

PROTECTION OF SEA WALL, GALVESTON HARBOR, TEX. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 8524) 
authorizing the completion of the existing project for the 
protection of the sea wall at Galveston Harbor, Tex., which 
had been reported from the Committee on Commerce with 
an amendment, on page 1, line 3, after the word “author- 
ized”, to insert “and directed”, so as to make the bill read; 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War is hereby author- 
ized to complete the project, adopted in the River and Harbor Act 
approved August 30, 1935, for the construction of groins to protect 
the sea wall at Galveston Harbor, Tex., in accordance with the 
plans submitted in House Document No. 400, Seventy-third Con- 
gress. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, what will be the cost of 
that project? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. About $70,000. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 

BILL PASSED OVER 

The bill (S. 3073) to safeguard the public health was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, may we have an explanation 
of this bill? 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I am going to ask that 
this bill go over for the reason that the House bill—the food 
and drug bill—will contain the provisions which I had in 
mind, and I think the language of the House bill is better 
than that of the Senate bill. Therefore, I ask that the bill 
go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

BUREAU OF NAVIGATION AND STEAMBOAT INSPECTION 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3330) to 
amend section 3 of the act of May 27, 1936 (49 Stat. 1381), 
entitled “An act to provide for a change in the designation 
of the Bureau of Navigation and Steamboat Inspection, to 
create a marine casualty investigation board and increase 
efficiency in administration of the steamboat inspection laws, 
and for other purposes.” 

Mr. McKELLAR. I should like to have an explanation of 
that bill. 

Mr. COPELAND. It is unfortunate that this bill has such 
a long title. The significance of it is that it adds 10 traveling 
inspectors to the Bureau of Navigation for the reasons which 
I will state. 5 

In our hearings on the merchant marine bill we discovered, 
of course, great labor disputes and difficulties aboard ship. 
The charges were made by labor that there are many serious 
defects relating to lifeboats and the equipment generally upon 
ships. There were complaints about the quarters in which 
the crews live. There were complaints about the food served. 
Therefore, after talking the matter over with the Bureau of 


Navigation and Steamboat Inspection, it developed that if 


10 additional inspectors were provided they could be sent on 
short trips with a ship going, for example, from New York 
to California; they could travel on a ship sufficiently far to 
make the inspections and to report back in order that the 
shipowners might be called upon to make the necessary 
repairs and changes. It was the feeling of the committee 
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that this was in the direction not alone of greater safety 
upon ships but would lead to greater concord among the 
crews. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, one inquiry. How many in- 
spectors are there now? 

Mr, COPELAND. This would increase the number by 10, 
but the others are doing shore service, I may say to the 
Senator. The additional 10 inspectors would be actually 
traveling inspectors, which the substantive law provides for. 
It would add $50,000 to the cost of the service. 

Mr. KING. I should like to ask the Senator if in the 
lifetime of Andrew Furuseth, who knew more about the sea 
and sea service and our ships than anyone, perhaps, in the 
United States, he made any recommendation regarding this 
matter? 

Mr. COPELAND. “Andy” Furuseth was all the time fight- 
ing for this measure. Through the efforts of Senator La 
Follette, the elder, he succeeded in improving the navigation 
laws, and this provision is merely an extension of the recom- 
mendations Andrew Furuseth made to the elder La Follette. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 3 of the act of May 27, 1936 
(49 Stat. 1381), shall be, and is hereby, amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“Sec. 3. That there shall be in the field service of the Bureau 
of Marine Inspection and Navigation in the Department of Com- 
merce not to exceed 30 principal traveling inspectors to be ap- 
pointed by the Secretary of Commerce, the compensation of such 
principal traveling inspectors to be fixed by the Secretary of 
Commerce at not to exceed $5,000 per annum. Each of said 
principal traveling inspectors shall be entitled to his necessary 
traveling expenses while traveling on official business. Such 
principal traveling inspectors shall be selected for their knowledge, 
skill, and practical experience in steam and motor power for 
navigation and shall be competent judges of the character and 
qualities of such vessels and of all parts of the machinery em- 
ployed in such navigation. They also shall have full knowledge 
of the duties imposed by law on licensed officers and crews of 
vessels.” 

BILL PASSED OVER 

The bill (S. 2819) to create a Committee on Purchases of 
Blind Made Products, and for other purposes, was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like an explanation, 
and should like to inquire whether there are not now suffi- 
cient Federal agencies and organizations for the acquisition 
of such goods. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Neither the author of the 
bill nor the Senator reporting the bill are in the Chamber 
at the moment. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


ESTATE OF GEORGE EHRET, JR. 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2541) for the 
relief of the estate of George Ehret, Jr., which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Claims with an amendment, 
on page 2, line 4, after the word “allowed,” to strike out the 
comma and words “with interest at the rate of 6 percent 
per annum,” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, ete., That notwithstanding any limitation con- 
tained in section 301 (b) of the Revenue Act of 1926, as amended, 
with respect to the time within which State taxes shall have 
been paid and credits therefor claimed, the Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue is authorized and directed to consider any claim 
which may be filed within 60 days after the date of enactment 
of this act for a credit under such section in the case of the estate 
of George Ehret, Jr., late of the State of New York, and, in 
the consideration of such claim, to allow credit for any estate, 
inheritance, legacy, or succession taxes paid to the State of New 
York prior to the date of enactment of this act, and to refund 
to such estate the amount of any such credit. allowed. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. KING. I should like to ask the Senator from Wash- 
ington, in view of the adverse recommendation of the Sec- 
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retary of the Treasury, whether this is a meritorious meas- 
ure. The Secretary states: 

For these reasons the report of the Treasury Department is un- 
favorable to the enactment of the bill. 

Mr, SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, the bill permits 
this estate to file a claim for a refund. It waives the statute 
of limitations. The committee in considering these bills 
have been very careful in requiring that there be a reason- 
able excuse given before the statute of limitations shall be 
waived. In this case the estate tax was figured out by the 
attorneys for the estate and was submitted to the authori- 
ties of the State of New York under the New York State 
inheritance-tax law. The New York State authorities re- 
turned a certain portion of the money, saying that it was not 
due. Then they made a settlement with the Federal inherit- 
ance-tax officials. After that was done, and the statute of 
limitations had expired, the New York State authorities 
came back and insisted that they should have had the full 
amount in the first place. The fault lay exclusively with 
the authorities of the State of New York and not with the 
estate or its attorneys. The estate tried to make the pay- 
ment, and it was rejected. It seems to me there is a rea- 
sonable excuse for letting the time go by under the statute 
of limitations. 

Mr, KING. Mr. President, very often applications are 
made to relieve persons from the running of the statute of 
limitations, especially with respect to taxes. A number of 
such cases have come before the Joint Committee on Taxa- 
tion, of which I am a member. I have been a little careful 
in favoring legislation of this character. 

Mr.SCHWELLENBACH, As the Senator knows, the Claims 
Committee has adopted as one of its rules a requirement that 
special circumstances must be shown before we will pass 
bills waiving the statute of limitations. But in this case 
we felt that since there was no fault on the part of the parties 
involved, and the fault was entirely that of the State of New 
aoe the parties should have an opportunity to present their 
claims. 

Mr. KING. I shall not object, with this understanding: 
As the Senator knows, the Committee on Finance is now in 
session, and we have before us the tax experts of the Treasury 
Department. I shall take the liberty of bringing this matter 
to their attention tomorrow, and if on Monday there is an 
adverse report, and reasonable grounds for such a report, I 
shall move to reconsider. Otherwise, I shall not. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I certainly shall not object if 
the Senator moves to reconsider. 

Mr. KING. With that understanding I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

i BILL PASSED OVER 

The bill (H. R. 6410) granting a pension to Mary Lord Har- 
rison was announced as next in order. 

Mr. WALSH. Let that bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

JOSEPHINE FONTANA 

The bill (H. R. 5793) for the relief of Josephine Fontana 
was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

BILL PASSED OVER 

The bill (H. R. 4221) for the relief of John M. Fuller was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr, McKELLAR. Mr. President, may we have an ex- 
planation of that bill? If not, let it go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

G. F. FLANDERS AND J. W. TALBERT 

The bill (H. R. 5195) for the relief of G. F. Flanders and 
J. W. Talbert was considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 
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LYDIA M. WHITE 


The bill CH. R. 5249) for the relief of Lydia M. White was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

JAMES SCHERER 

The bill (H. R. 5562) for the relief of James Scherer, a 
minor, was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. ; 

DORIS A, REESE 

The bill (H. R. 5905) for the relief of Doris A. Reese was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

J. H. YELTON 


The bill H. R. 6648) for the relief of J. H. Lelton was 
oc nsidered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

HENRY M. HYER 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 2362) 
for the relief of Henry M. Hyer, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Claims with an amendment, on 
page 1, line 7, after the words “sum of”, to strike out “$1,250” 
and to insert “$500”, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in 
the Treasury allocated by the President for the maintenance and 
operation of the Civilian Conservation Corps, to Henry M. Hyer, 
Charleston, S. C., the sum of $500 in full settlement of all claims 
against the United States for personal injuries received by him 
when the automobile in which he was riding was struck, on United 
States Highway No. 17, near Charleston, S. C., on October 21, 1935, 
by a truck in the service of the Civilian Conservation Corps: Pro- 
vided, That no part of the amount appropriated in this act in 
excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or received 
by any agent or attorney on account of services rendered in connec- 
tion with this claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any contract 
to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person violating the pro- 
visions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and 
upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 
The bill was read the third time and passed. 
W. D. PRESLEY 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill H. R. 2665) for 
the relief of W. D. Presley, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Claims with an amendment, on page 1, 
line 6, after the words “sum of”, to strike out “$1,250” and 
to insert $665”, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That ths Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to W. D. Presley, of Com- 
merce, Ga., the sum of $665, in full settlement of his claim against 
the United States for personal injuries sustained by him when, on 
October 23, 1935, the car in which he was riding was struck by a 
Soil Conservation Service truck, of the Department of Agriculture, 
on the Jefferson-Commerce Road in Jackson County, Ga.: Pro- 
vided, That no part of the amount appropriated in this act in 
excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or received 
by any agent or attorney on account of services rendered in con- 
nection with this claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any con- 
tract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person violating the 
provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and 
upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding 
$1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 

CLAIM OF GEORGE W. HALL AGAINST THE UNITED STATES 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 5737) to 
confer jurisdiction on the Court of Claims to hear, deter- 
mine, and render judgment upon the claim of George W. 
Hall against the United States, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Claims with an amendment to add 
a proviso at the end of the bill, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, ete., That jurisdiction is hereby conferred upon 
the Court of Claims of the United States to hear, determine, and 
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render judgment, as if the United States were suable in tort, upon 
the claim of George W. Hall, of Reidsville, N. C., for damages result- 
ing from personal injuries received by him on December 14, 1927, 
near Blackstone, Va., while an employee of the American Railway 
Express Co., riding on train No. 4 of the Norfolk & Western Railway 
Co., at which time he is alleged to have been a servant of the 
United States engaged in the performance of his duties handling 
the United States mails: Provided, That suit hereunder shall be 
instituted within 1 year after the approval of this act: Provided 
nein 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like an explanation 
of the bill. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, this is a bill for 
the relief of George W. Hall, who was injured on the Balti- 
more & Ohio Railroad through the negligence of either the 
Baltimore & Ohio Railroad, the American Express Co., or 
the Post Office Department. He sued the railroad company 
and the express company and received a substantial judg- 
ment. I think the judgment was for $25,000. The case was 
appealed and the court sent it back with imstructions to 
dismiss the express company. Hall then proceeded with his 
case against the railroad company alone, and the court at 
that time held that he was not entitled to recover from the 
railroad company but was entitled to recover from the 
United States Government. 

He clearly suffered a substantial injury. There was no 
question that it was not due to his fault. He has pro- 
ceeded in the courts, and the courts have held that he has 
no remedy against either of the other two defendants. The 
purpose of this bill is to permit him to present his case to 
the Court of Claims, for them to decide whether or not the 
Federal Government is responsible. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator permit an 
inquiry at this point? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes. 

Mr. KING. Was Hall an employee of the Government? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes. 

Mr. KING. Why should he not come under the Compen- 
sation Act which provides compensation for injuries to em- 
ployees of the Government? Why should he be singled out 
and given an advantage over other employees of the Govern- 
ment who may receive injuries while in the employ of the 
Government? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. The Government hires the ex- 
press company and the railroad company to carry its mail. 
Hall was employed in the mail car, and there is a question as 
to whether he was an employee of the Government, or 
whether he was an employee of the express company. 

Mr. KING. If it shall be determined, in an action which 
may be brought against the Government, that he was an 
employee of the Government, would he not then fall within 
the category of Government employees, and receive the com- 
pensation provided for injured employees of the Govern- 
ment? It seems to me we are giving him an advantage over 
other employees of the Government. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. The theory under which the 
case was decided was that if an employer furnishes an 
employee to a principal, and that employee is injured during 
the period of employment, the principal is liable, and not 
the direct employer. 

In this case, as stated in the report, the ostensible em- 
ployer was the American Express Co. Hall received his sal- 
ary from the American Express Co., but the court held that 
since the American Express Co. had turned the whole oper- 
ation over to the United States Government, the United 
States Government was liable, and not the American Ex- 
press Co. or the railroad company. I answered the Senator 
that Hall was an employee of the Government. Under the 
terms of the decision he was an employee of the Govern- 
ment, but I do not believe he would be entitled to compen- 
sation under the Compensation Act, since he was not di- 
rectly employed. His pay was not received from the United 
States Government, but from the American Express Co. 

Mr. KING. Then, this would really be an action in tort 
against the Government of the United States by a person 
who was not in its employ. 
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Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. That is correct. 

Mr. KING. Does the Senator think the facts warrant a 
finding of liability upon the part of the Federal Govern- 
ment? 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Certainly the man has been 
injured through no fault of his own, and he is entitled to 
some remedy. He received a judgment, as I remember, of 
$25,000 against the two defendants, and then something like 
$20,000 against the American Express Co. The courts have 
held that he was not entitled to recover against either the 
railroad company or the express company because of the 
fact that the operation was under the control of the United 
States Government. I do not think Congress wants to be 
in the position of saying, when its Federal courts rule that 
a man is not entitled to recover against his ostensible em- 
ployer, that he should be deprived of the opportunity of 
recovering from the Federal Government. 

Mr. McKELLAR. This bill merely refers the matter to 
the Court of Claims. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes; all it does is to refer the 
matter to the Court of Claims. 

Mr. HATCH. All the bill does is to give the man his day 
in court. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. That is all. 

Mr. HATCH. It does not determine liability. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Oh, no; not at all. I will say 
frankly that when he gets into the Court of Claims, the 
Court of Claims will probably say that the Baltimore & Ohio 
Railroad or the American Express Co. was liable; and he 
will not be able to recover anything. But certainly he is 
entitled to have that question decided by the Court of 
Claims. z 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment reported by the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed, and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 

MATTIE L. CARVER 


The bill (H. R. 6844) for the relief of Mattie L. Carver 
was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

G. D. THORNHILL AND JAMES T. ROGERS 

The bill (H. R. 7173) for the relief of G. D. Thornhill 
and James T. Rogers was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 

J. C. JONES 

The bill (H. R. 7245) for the relief of J. C. Jones was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

BILL PASSED OVER 

The bill (H. R. 7104) for the relief of F. Gray Griswold was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may we have an explana- 
tion of that bill? If not, let it go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

J. C. PROSSER 

The bill (H. R. 6238) for the relief of J. C. Prosser was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

HAROLD JACOBSON 

The bill (H. R. 5449) for the relief of Harold Jacobson was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

CLAIM OF TIDEWATER CONSTRUCTION CORPORATION 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 3915) con- 
ferring jurisdiction upon the United States District Court for 
the Eastern District of Virginia to hear, determine, and ren- 
der judgment upon the claim of the Tidewater Construction 
Corporation, which had been reported from the Committee 
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on Claims with an amendment, on page 2, line 19, to add a 
further proviso, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the claim of Tidewater Construction 
Corporation against the United States for damages alleged to have 
been sustained by Tidewater Construction Corporation on June 4, 
1936, by reason of the steamship Daniel Webster, then owned by 
the United States, and in tow of the tug Hawk, also owned by the 
United States, colliding with and doing damage to certain portions 
of the fender piling and other parts of the James River Bridge 
near Newport News, Va., which the said Tidewater Construction 
Corporation was then engaged in repairing, may be sued for by 
the said Tidewater Construction Corporation in the United States 
District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, and that said 
court shall have jurisdiction to hear and determine such suit and 
to enter a judgment and decree for such es and costs, if 
any, as shall be found to be due against the United States in favor 
of the said Tidewater Construction Corporation upon the same 
principles and measures of liability as in like cases as if said suit 
were brought under the twentieth paragraph of section 24 of the 
Judicial Code, as amended, and with the same rights of appeal: 
Provided, That such notice of the suit shall be given to the Attor- 
ney General of the United States as may be provided for by order 
of the said court, and it shall be the duty of the Attorney General 
to cause the United States attorney in such district to appear and 
defend said United States: Provided further, That said suit shall 
be brought and commenced within 4 months from the date of the 
passage of this act: And provided further, That the judgment, if 
any, shall not exceed the sum of $3,900. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 


RUTH RULE 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 5731) for 
the relief of Ruth Rule, a minor, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Claims with an amendment, on 
page 1, line 7, after the words “sum of”, to strike out 
“$5,000” and to insert “$3,500”, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to the legal guardian of Ruth 
Rule, a minor, of Grove, Okla., the sum of $3,500, in full settlement 
of all claims against the United States for personal injuries sus- 
tained by her on April 3, 1936, when the automobile in which she 
was riding was driven into an unguarded excavation made by 
Works Progress Administration employees in connection with the 
W. P. A. project 1-466-H, in Delaware County, Okla.: Provided, 
That no part of the amount appropriated in this act in excess of 
10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services rendered in connection 
with this claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person violating the provi- 
sions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and 
eres conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding 
$1,000. 

The amendment was agreed.to. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 


E. A. CAYLOR 


The bill (H. R. 592) for the relief of E. A. Caylor was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

JOSEPH PETHERSKY 

The bill (H. R. 734) for the relief of Joseph Pethersky 
was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

WILLIAM R, HERRICK 

The bill (H. R. 4020) for the relief of William R. Herrick 
was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. i 

BILL PASSED OVER 

The bill (H. R. 6232) for the relief of Frank Christy and 
other disbursing agents in the Indian Service of the United 
States was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may we have an explana- 
tion of that bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator who reported 
the bill does not appear to be in the Chamber at the moment, 
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Mr. McKELLAR. Let the bill go over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


JOHN W. WATSON 
The bill (H. R. 6397) for the relief of John W. Watson was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 
FRANK M. GILBERT 
The bill (H. R. 6981) for the relief of Frank M. Gilbert 
was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 
= RALPH J. NEIKIRK 


The bill (H. R. 6471) for the relief of Ralph J. Neikirk was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 7676) for the relief of the Complete Ma- 
chinery & Equipment Co., Inc., and others, was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I should like to have an 
explanation of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator who reported 
the bill does not appear to be in the Chamber at the moment. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


CARL DEMENT WEAVER AND DONALD W. SUPERNOIS 


The bill (H. R. 7678) for the relief of Carl Dement Weaver 
and Donald W. Supernois was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


H. W. ADELBERGER, JR. 


The bill (S. 2966) authorizing the Comptroller General to 
settle and adjust the claim of H. W. Adelberger, Jr., was con- 
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Comptroller General of the United 
States be, and he hereby is, authorized and directed to settle and 
adjust the claim of H. W. Adelberger, Jr., for reimbursement of 
expenses incurred in repairing an excavator owned by him which 
was damaged while being used by the United States Public Health 
Service, Treasury Department, during July and August 1935, and 
to allow in full and final settlement of the claim the sum of not 
to exceed $95.05. There is hereby appropriated, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $95.05, or 
so much thereof as may be necessary, for the payment of the claim: 
Provided, That no part of the amount appropriated in this act in 
excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or received 
by any agent or attorney on account of services rendered in connec- 
tion with this claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any contract 
to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person violating the pro- 
visions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and 
upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding 
$1,000. 


RELIEF OF FARMERS WHOSE CROPS WERE DESTROYED BY HAIL- 
STORMS 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, while I was absent from the 
Chamber, Calendar No. 1314, being Senate Joint Resolution 
201, was passed over. I should like to have consideration 
of and action on the joint resolution at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from South Carolina that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration at this time of Senate Joint 
Resolution 201? 

Mr. KING. I shall not object, but I should like an ex- 
planation of the measure. 

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to consider 
the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 201) for the relief of certain 
persons conducting farming operations whose crops were 
destroyed by hailstorms, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry with an amendment, 
on page 2, line 3, after the word “authorized”, to strike out 
“and directed“, so as to make the joint resolution read: 

Resolved, etc., That the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized 
to make grants aggregating not in excess of $200,000, through the 
Resettlement Administration, out of any sums allocated by the 
President to the Resettlement Administration from the sums ap- 


propriated by the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 1937, 
to those farm operators in the State of South Carolina whose 
crops were destroyed by the hailstorms which on June 30, 1937, 
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and July 4, 1937, caused the destruction of crops in several counties 
in such State, and who shall be found by the Secretary, to be in 
need or to have had their credit so impaired as a result of such 
destruction as to be unable to continue independent farming 
operations without securing financial assistance: Provided, That 
no such grant shall be made to any person until the county in 


which he conducts his farming operation agrees with the Secre- 


tary to 3 during the . year 1937 all . 3 real or 
personal property used such person in conduc ‘arming 
operations. Such grants (1) shall be made to persons eligible 
therefor upon the basis of the average annual crop yield over the 
period 1982 to 1936, both inclusive, of that number of acres upon 
which crops were destroyed for which no benefit payments are 
payable during 1937 by the under the provisions of the 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act; (2) shall be com- 
puted upon the same basis as the benefits payable under such 
Act for the withdrawal of land from production are computed; 
and (3) shall be divided between the person carrying on the 
farming operations and the owner of the land on which such 
Operations are being carried on in the same manner as such benefits 
are divided. 


Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, in 1937 about 11 or 12 coun- 
ties in my State suffered the most disastrous hailstorm in the 
history of the State. The storm occurred at a time of the 
year when every vestige of the growing crops was destroyed. 
The conditions were inspected by the Federal authorities 
as well as the State authorities. The joint resolution au- 
thorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to make grants not 
in excess of $200,000, through the Resettlement Adminis- 
tration, the funds to be taken from the Emergency Relief 
Appropriation Act of 1937. The grants will be made to the 
persons affected according to their several needs, and it is 
provided that the counties shall exempt from taxation their 
personal and real estate in order to enable them to carry on. 
They have no credit; they have absolutely been wiped out, 
and cannot even get the benefit payments for diverted 
acreage, because all their crops were destroyed and there 
was no basis upon which to calculate such benefits. So it 
is provided that they shall receive the payment which other- 
wise they would have received on the basis of the ordinary 
average crop and the diversion of acreage. The joint reso- 
lution provides that from the source I have indicated they 
shall receive this amount to enable them to carry on this 
year. It is a small amount, and the counties are also to 
exempt them from taxation before the money may be paid. 
These people are certainly in great distress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment reported by the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 


A. D. WEIKERT 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 1340) for the 
relief of A. D. Weikert, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Claims with amendments, on page 1, line 6, 
after the word “of” at the beginning of the line, to strike 
out “$85” and insert “$75”, and at the end of the bill to add 
a proviso, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury is au- 
thorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, to A. D. Weikert, of Somers, Mont., 
the sum of $75 in full satisfaction of his claim against the United 
States arising out of the death of his horse on August 27, 1935, 
from accidental causes, while being used by the Civilian Con- 
servation Corps in connection with emergency conservation work 
in Glacier National Park, Mont.: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof 
shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or at- 
torney on account of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any contract to the 
contrary notwithstanding. Any person violating the provisions 
of this act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. : 
ISSUANCE OF CERTIFICATES BY OFFICERS OF BUREAU OF MARINE 
INSPECTION AND NAVIGATION 
The bill (S. 3351) to amend the act of March 4, 1915, as 
amended, the act of June 23, 1936, section 4551, of the Re- 
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vised Statutes of the United States, as amended, and for 
other purposes, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let the bill go over. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, may I say a word about 
this bill? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I shall be glad to have an explanation. 
I withhold the objection. 

Mr. COPELAND. This is a bill designed merely to per- 
mit the Department of Commerce to allow, among other 
officials, the assistant inspectors, who are already in the 
department, to issue certain certificates. It will involve no 
cost; it is really a departmental matter. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Why can they not issue certificates 
now? 

Mr. COPELAND. If the Senator will look on the first 
page of the bill, he will find that its purpose is to permit 
any inspector of hulls or any inspector of boilers, who may 
do so now, or any assistant inspector designated for that pur- 
pose to issue certain certificates. Do I make clear what I 
mean? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. McKELLAR, I have no objection. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 13 of the act of March 4, 1915, 
as amended (U. S. C., title 46, sec. 672); the act of June 23, 1936 
(U. S. C., title 46, sec. 391 (a)): and section 4551 of the Revised 
Statutes of the United States, as amended (U. S. C., title 46, sec. 
643), are hereby amended to permit any inspector of hulls or any 
inspector of boilers, or any assistant inspector designated for 
that purpose by a board of local inspectors, to issue certificates 
of service, certificates of efficiency; tankermen's certificates, con- 
tinuous-discharge books, and certificates of identification. 

Src. 2. This Act shall become effective on the date of its 
approval. 


EXEMPTION OF CREWS OF CERTAIN VESSELS FROM CERTAIN 
PROVISIONS OF LAW 

The bill (H. R. 7158) to except yachts, tugs, towboats, and 
unrigged vessels from certain provisions of the act of June 
25, 1936, as amended, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I will ask the Senator from New York 
for an explanation of the bill. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, this measure relates only 
to tugs and towboats. We have now an unworkable law. 
The general law requires that all those who work on boats 
of this character must be men who have had 3 years’ experi- 
ence and a rating of not less than able seamen. They do 
not go outside of protected harbors, and the Department has 
a feeling that a lesser requirement might well be made; that 
they should have an experience of 1 year, instead of 3 years. 
Since all seagoing vessels are not included in the provisions 
of the bill, this seemed to the committee to be a wise provi- 
sion; but the committee desires to offer an amendment to 
the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to con- 
sider the bill. 

Mr. COPELAND. On behalf of the committee, I offer the 
amendment which I send forward. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the proper place in the bill, it is 
proposed to insert the following: 


Provided, however, That the licensed officers and members of 
the crews of unrigged vessels shall not be required to work more 
than 8 hours in any 24 hours. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the provisions of section 1 of the act 
of Congress approved June 25, 1936, as amended (U. S. C., 1934 ed., 
Supp. 11, title 46, sec. 643), requiring the manning of certain mer- 
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chant vessels by persons holding certificates of service or efficiency 
issued by the Bureau of Marine Inspection and Navigation shall 
not apply as to unrigged vessels, except seagoing barges, and that, 
insofar as said provisions apply to tugs and towboats, the said 
provisions are hereby modified as follows: 

(a) Able seamen shall not be required in the deck crew of tugs 
and towboats on the bays and sounds connected directly with the 
seas, and every person may be rated an able seaman for the pur- 
pose of serving on tugs and towboats on the seas who is 19 years 
of age and upwards and who has had at least 18 months of service 
on deck at sea or on the Great Lakes or on the bays and sounds 
connected directly with the seas; and 

(b) Service and rating at least equal to that of coal passer or 
wiper in the engine department of tugs and towboats operating on 
the seas or Great Lakes or on the bays and sounds connected 
directly with the seas shall be considered as meeting the require- 
ment of subsection (e) of section 1 of said act, which requires that 
an applicant for rating under that subsection shall produce to the 
inspector of the Bureau of Marine Inspection and Navigation defi- 
nite proof of at least 6 months’ service at sea in a rating at least 
equal to that of coal passer or wiper in the engine department of 
vessels required by said act to have such certificated men. 

Nothing in this section shall restrict or modify any of the other 
provisions of section 1 of said act, which must be complied with 
before the certificates therein authorized can be granted. 

Sec. 2. That the provisions of sections 2 and 4 of the act afore- 
said shall not apply to vessels except seagoing barges. 

Src. 3. Provisions of section 4551 of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States, as amended, approved March 24, 1937 (Public, No. 
— 75th Cong.), shall not apply to unrigged vessels except seagoing 


arges. 

Sec. 4. That when used in this act— 

(1) The term “unrigged vessel” means any vessel that is not self- 
propelled; 

(2) The term “seagoing barge” means any barge which from its 
design and construction may be reasonably to encounter 
and ride out the ordinary perils of the seas and which in fact in 
the usual course of its operations passes outside the line dividing 
inland waters from the high seas, as defined in section 2 of the 
act „„ 19, 1895, as amended (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 33, 
sec. fs 


Mr. COPELAND. I ask unanimous consent that there may 
be printed in the Recorp at this point the first committee 
report on this bill and also a supplemental committee report 
thereon. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the re- 
ports will be printed in the RECORD. 
The reports referred to are as follows: 


The Committee on Commerce, to whom was referred the bill 
(H. R, 7158) to except yachts, tugs, towboats, and unrigged vessels 
from certain provisions of the act of June 25, 1936, as amended, 
having considered the same, report favorably thereon with the 
recommendation that the bill do pass without amendment. 

The bill has the approval of the Department of Commerce and the 
Bureau of the Budget, as may be seen from the following com- 
munications and House report: 


IH. Rept. No. 1223, 75th Cong., Ist sess.] 


“The Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, to whom was 

referred the bill (H. R. 7158) to except yachts, tugs, towboats, and 

vessels from certain provisions of the act of June 25, 1936, 

as amended, having had the same under consideration, report it 

back to the House with the following amendment, and, as 80 
amended, recommend that the bill do pass. 

“The amendment proposed by your committee is as follows: 

“Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert in lieu of the 
matter stricken out the following: 

That section 8 of the act of Congress approved June 25, 1936, 
as amended (U. S. C., 1934 ed., Supp. II, title 46, sec. 690; Public, 
No. 25, 75th Cong.), is hereby amended to read as follows: 

„So. 8. (a) No provision of this act and no amendment made 
by this act shall apply to fishing or whaling vessels. The provi- 
sions of law amended by this act shall continue in effect insofar 
as they are applicable to said vessels with like force and effect as if 
this act had not been passed. 

nh) The provisions of section 1 of this act, requiring the 
manning of certain merchant vessels by persons holding certifi- 
cates of service or efficiency issued by the Bureau of Marine In- 
spection and Navigation, shall not apply to the manning of yachts 
or unrigged vessels except seagoing barges. Notwithstanding the 
foregoing provision, credit may be given for the time served on 
yachts or unrigged vessels of 100 tons gross or upwards, or on tugs, - 
towboats, or decked fishing vessels and vessels in the United States 
Government service, except those navigating the smaller inland 
lakes, in computing the total length of service required by section 
1 of this act for a certificate of service or efficiency. 

“*“(c) The provisions of sections 2 and 4 of this act shall not 
apply to yachts or unrigged vessels except seagoing barges. 

„d) Subsection (i) of section 4451 of the Revised Statutes, as 
amended (Public, No. 25, 75th Cong.), is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“««*(t) The provisions of this section shall not apply to fishing 
or whaling vessels, yachts, or unrigged vessels." 
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ne) The provisions of section 5 (b) of this act shall not 
apply to yachts, 

“«“(f) When used in this section— 

“*"(1) The term ‘unrigged vessel’ means any vessel that is not 
self-propelled, 

“*“(2) The term ‘seagoing barge’ means any barge which may 
be e: to encounter and ride out the ordinary perils of the 
high seas and which in fact in the usual course of its operations 
passes outside the line dividing inland waters from the high seas, 
as defined in section 2 of the act of June 19, 1935 (U. S. C., 1934 
edition, title 33, sec. 151).”’ 

“The substitute recommended by the committee carries out the 
purposes of the bill as introduced, which was to exempt unrigged 
vessels (except seagoing barges) from Public, No. 808, Seventy- 
fourth Congress, and at the same time clarifies some inconsist- 
encies arising from existing exemptions to such act. Public, 808, 
provides for examinations for certificates of service as able seamen, 
the three-watch system, continuous discharge books or identifica- 
tion certificates, inspection of crews’ quarters, and 75-percent- 
citizen crews with 100-percent-citizen officers. 

“Unrigged vessels (except seagoing barges) are added to the classes 
of vessels exempted from all such provisions of Public, 808 (sub- 
secs. (b), (c), and (d)). 

“Under Public, 808, experience on yachts or on vessels (such as 
towboats) operating on rivers, or on vessels of less than 100 tons, 
cannot be counted in qualifying for seamen's certificates under 
Public, 808. Service on decked fishing vessels or vessels of the 
United States Government service is now credited for such purpose. 
The bill provides that in computing length of service for certificates 
of service or efficiency under such act credit may be given for the 
time served on yachts or unrigged vessels of 100 tons gross or up- 
ward, or on tugs or towboats, except those navigating small inland 
lakes (subsec. (b)). 

“The exemption of fishing and whaling vessels from all such pro- 
visions of Public, 808, continues in effect (subsecs. (a) and (d) of 
sec. 8 of the bill). 

“Yachts continue to be exempt from the provisions of Public, 808 
(subsecs. (b), (c), (d), and (e)), except from sections 5 (a) requir- 
ing all officers and pilots to be American citizens) of such act, but 
other laws and regulations already in effect require applicants for 
licenses as officers to be native-born or naturalized citizens of the 
United States, thus insuring all citizen officers on yachts just the 
same. 

9 ere ‘unrigged vessel’ and ‘seagoing barge’ are defined (sub- 
sec, $ 

“The Assistant Secretary of Commerce concurs in a report of the 
Acting Director of the Bureau of Marine Inspection and Navigation 
recommending the legislation. The Assistant Secretary advises that 
the memorandum of the Acting Director has been submitted to the 
Bureau of the Budget, and that that Bureau has advised that there 
would be no objection to its presentation to your committee. 

“The substitute proposed by your committee contains all of the 
suggestions of the Acting Director. The form of the bill, after con- 
ference with the legislative counsel, is changed in the interest of 
clarity and to avoid confusion. 

“The letter of the Acting Secretary of Commerce, dated June 16, 
1937, with the accompanying memorandum of the Acting Director 
of the Bureau of Marine Inspection and Navigation, and letter of 
the Acting Director of the Bureau of Marine Inspection and Navi- 
gation, dated June 29, 1937, follow: 


“DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
“Washington, June 16, 1937. 
“Hon. S. O. BLAND, 


“Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
“House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

“My DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In your letter dated May 21, 1937, you 
requested the views and recommendations of the Department con- 
cerning H. R. 7158, a bill to except yachts, tugs, towboats, and 
unrigged vessels from certain provisions of the act of June 25, 1936, 
as amended. : 

“Enclosed 1s a memorandum from the Acting Director of the 
Bureau of Marine Inspection and Navigation, this Department, con- 
cerning the legislation in which I concur. This memo- 
randum has n submitted to the Bureau of the Budget, and that 
Bureau has advised that there would be no objection to its presen- 
tation to your committee. 

“Cordially yours, 
“J, M. JOHNSON, 
“Assistant Secretary of Commerce.” 


"WASHINGTON, May 27, 1937. 
“SECRETARY OF 


COMMERCE: 

At the request of the Solicitor of the Department, this Bureau 
submits the following comments on H. R. 7158, Seventy-fifth Con- 
gress, first session, a bill to except yachts, tugs, towboats, and un- 
Tigged vessels from certain provisions of the act of June 25, 1936, 
as amended. 

“The bill proposes to exempt unrigged vessels from the provisions 
of section 1 of the act of June 25, 1936, as amended, which now 
require manning of such vessels by personnel certificated by the 
local inspectors. 

“It provides also that credit may be given, in computing the 
total length of service required by section 1 of the act for a certifi- 
cate, for time served on yachts, unrigged vessels of 100 gross tons 
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and upward; also on tugs and towboats, in addition to service on 
vessels for which credit is now allowed. 

“These two provisions taken together, it is hoped, will tend to 
relieve the condition at present occasioned by the scarcity of cer- 
tificated able seamen and certificated members of the engine 
department. 

“In addition, the bill exempts unrigged vessels from the require- 
ment for the three-watch system and for the inspection of crews’ 
quarters. Both of these exemptions are thought by this Bureau 
to be desirable. 

“The bill also exempts unrigged vessels from the requirement 
contained in section 3 of the act, as amended by the act of March 
24, 1937, for continuous discharge books or certificates of identi- 
fication. Inasmuch as these vessels ordinarily are not required to 
ship crews before shipping commissioners and also do not carry 
masters, it is felt that the requirement for discharge books or cer- 
tificates of identification is unnecessary. 

“The bill also requires that all licensed officers and pilots of 
yachts shall be citizens of the United States, native-born or com- 
pletely naturalized. This requirement seems to the Bureau to be 
desirable, 

“The Bureau is in favor of passage of the bill. 

“H. C. SHEPHEARD, Acting Director. 


“DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
“BUREAU OF MARINE INSPECTION AND NAVIGATION, 


“Washington, June 29, 1937. 
“Hon. S. O. BLAND, 


“Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
“House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

“My Dran Mr. CHAIRMAN: In accordance with your request, the 
following comments are submitted herewith on H. R. 7158 (75th 
Cong., Ist sess.), a bill to exempt yachts, tugs, towboats, and un- 
rigged vessels from certain provisions of the act of June 25, 1936, 
as amended. 

“Section 8 of the act of June 25, 1936, now provides that no pro- 
vision in the act nor amendment made by the act shall apply 
to fishing or whaling vessels or yachts. H. R. 7158 proposes to 
remove yachts from the blanket exemption and exempt them from 
only certain provisions of those sections of the act of June 25, 
1936, as amended. 

“Numerous complaints have been received by the Bureau and 
the following explanation indicates the inequities brought about 
by the blanket exemption granted to yachts. 

“1, Seamen on yachts are not required to 1 certificates of 
service, continuous discharge books, or identification certificates. 
No objection is raised to this exemption by the Bureau nor has it 
been informed as to any objections by the owners of yachts or 
from labor, H. R. 7158 does not change Public, 808, in this respect. 

“Section 8 of Public, 808, prohibits the experience gained by the 
seamen on a yacht of any size from being credited as any part 
of the experience required by law for the rating of able seamen 
or qualified members of the engine department. 

“Subsection (a) of section 13 of the act of March 4, 1915, as 
amended by Public, 808, specifies the experience required for an 
able seaman, and subsection (e) the experience required for the 
rating of a qualified member of the engine department. The per- 
tinent portions of the subsections above referred to are as follows: 

“‘(a) * © Every person shall be rated an able sea- 
man. œ including decked fishing vessels, and vessels in 
United States Government service * * on a vessel or vessels 
to which this section applies. 

„e) An applicant for such rating shall produce to 
such inspectors definite proof of at least 6 months’ service at sea 
in a rating at least equal to that of coal passer or wiper in the 
engine department of vessels required by this act to have such 
certificated men.’ 

“As yachts are exempted from all of the provisions of the act 
under section 8 a seaman on a yacht is not entitled to obtain a 
certificate as an able seaman or a certificate as a qualified member 
of the engine department. The obvious inequity is that the recog- 
nition of experience is dependent upon what the vessel is termed. 
For example, should the owner have the vessel certificated as a 
passenger vessel, the seaman’s experience would qualify him for 
the certificates, whereas the opposite is true if the same vessel 
remains a yacht. Ex-yachts of over 100 tons do carry passengers 
and are certificated as passenger vessels. They are generally en- 
gaged in day trips to the fishing grounds off our coasts. The sea- 
men employed on such vessels are qualified for certificates under 
Public, 808, but a seaman on a yacht that may go on world cruises 
traversing the seven seas is not qualified. H. R. 7158 would cor- 
rect this situation for it amends Public, 808, by deleting the word 
‘yacht’ in section 8 of Public, 808, and includes yachts in sub- 
section (b) of the proposed revision of section 8. 

“The Bureau concurs with the proposed amendment. 

“2. Due to the fact that Public, 808, does not apply to vessels 
operating on rivers or to vessels of less than 100 tons, a serious 
handicap arises which is most objectionable to the towboat in- 
terests. Seamen on a towboat of say 150 gross tons operating in 
New York Harbor (New York Harbor being a river such towboats 
are exempt from the provisions of Public, 808), are not quali- 
fied to obtain certificates, yet if that same towboat took a barge 
to the dumping grounds a short distance beyond the harbor limits 
or went up Long Island Sound, the services of the seamen would 
qualify them for a certificate insofar as experience is concerned. 
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Also, the average tonnage of towboats is estimated at 100 tons. 
A seaman on a 95-ton towboat, although operating on coastwise 
waters, is not qualified for a certificate in that Public, 808, 
does not apply to such towboats of less than 100 gross tons, so 
that regardless of years of experience the seaman could not be 
lawfully employed on a slightly larger towboat operating on the 
same waters. 

“Subsection (b) of section 8, H. R. 7158, proposes to correct these 
two situations by placing towboats in the same category as decked 
fishing vessels and vessels in United States Government service. 
Certainly a senman’s time on a 95-ton towboat owned by private 
interests should be considered equivalent to his services on a 
95-ton Navy tug. 

“The Bureau concurs with the proposed amendment. 

“3. Considerable difficulty is being experienced in obtaining able 
seamen for barges. Public, 808, exempts river barges from its pro- 
visions, and H. R. 7158 proposes to extend that exemption to barges 
operating on sounds and to the dumping grounds outside of har- 
bor limits and to seagoing barges (seagoing barge is a barge which 
may be expected to encounter and ride out the ordinary perils of 
the sea and which in fact does go to sea) by exempting unrigged 
vessels. (Unrigged vessels is any nonpropelled vessel. Yacht is a 
vessel which is used exclusively for pleasure and may not be used 
for any other purpose.) It is quite probable that much of the 
difficulty experienced in obtaining certificated men for seagoing 
barges is due to the low wages and living conditions. Certificated 
men have been required on such seagoing barges since 1915, and 
the Bureau does not recommend that such exemptions should be 
granted at this time. It is felt that seagoing barges should carry 
able seamen and be subject to the three-watch system and the 
monthly inspection of crews’ quarters. 

“The Bureau does believe that barges operating to the dumping 
grounds and on the sounds should be exempted, for they would 
never be subject to the three-watch system. The majority have no 
crews’ quarters, and where crews’ quarters are provided they are 
for the accommodation of one or two persons. The cleanliness of 
their quarters should not be subject to monthiy supervision of 
steamboat inspectors. 

“To carry out the Bureau's views H. R. 7158 should be amended 
as follows: 

“On page 2, lines 13 and 22, insert the words ‘except seagoing 
barges’ after the words ‘unrigged vessels.’ 

“Subsection (d) of the bill proposes to exempt yachts and un- 
rigged vessels of all descriptions from the requirements for con- 
tinuous-discharge books, certificates of identification, and certifi- 
cates of discharge. Yachts are already exempt from this require- 
ment and the Bureau perceives no reason to require personnel of 
yachts to possess continuous-discharge books, certificates of identi- 
fication, or certificates of discharge. 

“Insofar as unrigged vessels are concerned, provision is made in 
the bill if amended as suggested, for exempting the crews of such 
vessels, except seagoing barges, from the requirement of certificates 
of service. If certificates of service are not to be required, there 
appears to be no good reason for requiring the crews of such vessels 
to have continuous-discharge books or certificates of identification. 
In addition, the courts have held on several occasions that the deck 
hands or persons employed on barges of all descriptions, including 
seagoing barges, are not masters in fact, but are simply deck hands 
and do not have the authority, the duties, nor the responsibilities 
of a master. 

“Section 3 of the act of June 25, 1936, as amended, requires that 
‘where vessels are not required to sign on and discharge the crew 
before a shipping commissioner the duties and functions required 
by subsections (d) and (e) of this section to be performed by the 
shipping commissioner shall be performed by the master of such 
vessel.’ 

“The subsections herein referred to require the making of entry 
in the continuous-discharge book, or the furnishing of a properly 
completed certificate of discharge for the seaman. 

“In those cases where vessels are required to discharge the crews 
before a shipping commissioner the discharge is required to be by 
the master. As it is obviously impossible for the master to dis- 
charge seamen, or for the master to make an entry in a continuous- 
discharge book or certificate of discharge on vessels which have 
no master, it appears that in the case of unrigged vessels the re- 
quirement for continuous-discharge books, certificates of identifica- 
tion, or certificates of discharge is without effect as it is impossible 
of fulfillment. The present bill will remedy this situation. 

“Subsection (e) provides that yachts shall be exempt from the 
provision of section 5 (b) of the act of June 25, 1936, as amended. 
At the present time yachts are exempted from the provisions of 
section 5 (a) of that act which requires: 

From and after the enactment of this act all licensed officers 
and pilots of vessels of the United States shall be citizens of the 
United States native born or completely naturalized.’ 

“Although yachts are exempt at the present time from those pro- 
visions, the steamboat inspection laws and regulations established 
thereunder require that every applicant for license as master, pilot, 
mate, and engineer shall make oath that he is either a native-born 
or naturalized citizen of the United States. In view of the fact that 
all officers must be citizens prior to receiving a license from this 
Bureau, it follows that licensed officers on yachts must in fact be 
citizens; consequently, there will be no change in the requirement 
for citizenship for such licensed officers by failing to specifically 
exempt yachts from the provisions of section 5 (a) of the act. 
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“Section 5 (b) of the act of June 25, 1936, as amended, requires 
that 75 percent of the crew, excluding licensed officers, shall be citi- 
zens of the United States, native born or completely naturalized. 
Prior to the enactment of that act there was no law requiring citi- 
zenship on vessels of the United States except in the case of those 
vessels having mail contracts. This, of course, did not apply in any 
way to yachts. The present act exempts yachts from this require- 
ment for citizenship also. This Bureau sees no reason now to 
require that yachts comply with such provisions, 

“Yachts are at present exempted from the provisions of section 5 
(c) which provides that if any vessel, while on a foreign voyage, is 
for any reason deprived of the services of any member of the crew, 
such position or vacancy caused by the promotion of another to such 
position may be supplied by a person other than as defined in para- 
graphs (a) and (b) until the first call of such vessel at a port in the 
United States where such replacements can be obtained. As yachts 
are in the present bill made subject to the provisions of section 
5 (a), it follows that they should, of necessity, be made subject to 
the provisions of section 5 (c) to permit vacancies in the grade of 
licensed officers and pilots to be filled. 


“Sincerely yours, 
H. C. SHEPHEARD, Acting Director.” 


“CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 

“In compliance with paragraph 2a of rule XIII of the Rules of 
the House of Representatives, changes in section 8 of Public, No. 
808, Seventy-fourth Congress, made by the bill are shown as fol- 
lows (existing law proposed to be omitted is enclosed in black 
brackets; new matter is printed in italics; existing law in which no 
change is proposed is shown in roman): 

“Sec. 8. (a) No provision of this act and no amendment made 
by this act shall apply to fishing or whaling [vessels or yachts: 
Provided, however, That the] vessels. The provisions of law 
[herein] amended by this act shall continue in effect insofar as 
they are applicable to said vessels [or yachts] with like force and 
effect as if this act had not been passed. 

„ d) The provisions of section 1 of this act, requiring the man- 
ning of certain merchant vessels by persons holding certificates of 
service or efficiency issued by the Bureau of Marine Inspection and 
Navigation, shall not apply to the manning of yachts or unrigged 
vessels except seagoing barges. Notwithstanding the foregoing pro- 
vision, credit may be given for the time served on yachts or un- 
rigged vessels of 100 tons gross or upwards, or on tugs, towboats, 
or decked fishing vessels and vessels in the United States Govern- 
ment service, except those navigating the smaller inland lakes, in 
computing the total length of service required by section 1 of this 
act for a certificate of service or efficiency. 

““(e) The provisions of sections 2 and 4 of this act shall not 
apply to yachts or unrigged vessels except seagoing barges. 

“*(d) Subsection (i) of section 4551 of the Revised Statutes, as 
N (Public, No. 25, 75th Cong.), is amended to read as 

$: 

t) The provisions of this section shall not apply to fishing 
or whaling vessels, yachts, or unrigged vessels.” 

e) The provisions of section 5 (b) of this act shall not apply 
to yachts. 

“(7) When used in this section— 

“"(1) The term “unrigged vessel” means any vessel that is not 
self-propelled. 

““(2) The term “seagoing barge” means any barge which may be 
expected to encounter and ride out of the ordinary perils of the 
high seas and which in fact in the usual course of its operations 
passes outside the line dividing inland waters from the high seas, 
as defined in section 2 of the act of June 19, 1935 (U. S. C., 1934 
ed., title 33, sec. 151)?” 

SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT (TO ACCOMPANY H. R. 7158) 


The Committee on Commerce, to whom was referred the bill 
(H. R. 7158) to excopt yachts, tugs, towboats, and unrigged vessels 
from certain provisions of the act of June 25, 1936, as amended, 
having considered the same, report favorably thereon with the 
recommendation that the bill do pass with an amendment. 

The bill has the approval of the Department of Commerce and 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

The purpose of the bill (H. R. 7158) is to correct conditions 
which are unworkable under existing law. It relates only to tugs 
and towboats and unrigged vessels, excepting, however, seagoing 
barges. An unrigged vessel, as defined by the bill, is any vessel 
that is not self-propelled. This would include harbor barges and 
seagoing barges. These latter go to sea and need more exacting 
conditions than harbor barges. Accordingly, they are not given 
the liberalizing provisions of the bill, but are left subject to the 
former law. 

Under Public, 808, Seventy-fourth Congress, approved June 25, 
1936, no vessel of 100 tons gross and upward, excepting those 
navigating rivers exclusively and the small inland lakes, is per- 
mitted under or circumstances to depart from any port 
of the United States unless 65 percent of her deck crew, exclusive 
of licensed officers and apprentices, are of a rating not less than 
able seaman. Under this same act a man, in order to attain the 
rating of an able seaman, must have at least 3 years’ service on 
deck at sea or on the Great Lakes on a vessel of 100 tons gross 
or upward, including decked fishing vessels and vessels in the 
United States Government service. In the same way, the act lays 
down certain requirements for the men of the engineer de- 
partment, and this results, when applied to harbor tugs, in an 
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anomalous situation, which is described by the Acting Director of 
the Bureau of Marine Inspection and Navigation as follows: 

“Due to the fact that Public, 808, does not apply to vessels oper- 
ating on rivers or to vessels of less than 100 tons, a serious handi- 
cap arises which is most objectionable to the towboat interests, 
Seamen on a towboat of, say, 150 gross tons operating in New York 
Harbor (New York Harbor being a river, such towboats are exempt 
from the provisions of Public, 808) are not qualified to obtain 
certificates, yet if that same towboat took a barge to the dumping 
grounds a short distance beyond the harbor limits or went up 
Long Island Sound, the services of the seamen would qualify them 
for a certificate as far as experience is concerned. Also the aver- 
age tonnage of towboats is estimated at 100 tons. A seaman on 
a 95-ton towboat although operating on coastwise waters is not 
qualified for a certificate in that Public, 808, does not apply to such 
towboats of less than 100 gross tons, so that regardless of years 
of experience the seaman could not lawfully be employed on a 
slightly larger towboat operating on the same waters.” 

A similar situation exists in respect to the engine department 

mnel, and this bill seeks to correct both conditions, 

Under this bill, both the deck crew and the engine crew are 
exempted from these requirements of Public, 808, Seventy-fourth 
Congress, and special requirements are set forth to cover their 
service. 

In section 2 of the bill, unrigged vessels, except seagoing barges, 
are exempted from the provisions of sections 2 and 4 of Public, 
808, Seventy-fourth Congress. Section 2 of that act provided for 
a three-watch system for both the deck department and the en- 
7 department of all vessels to which the act applied (vessels of 

00 tons gross and upward). The three-watch system manifestly 
was intended to provide for an 8-hour day for men employed 
in these departments, and a complete exemption of unrigged ves- 
sels from the application of section 2 would result in permitting 
men to be worked any number of hours necessary. It is not be- 
lieved that it was the purpose to require more than the 8-hour 
day which was originally intended by the original act. 

Section 4 of Public, 808, Seventy-fourth Congress, required the 
inspection of the crew’s quarters of the vessels to which the act 
applied. Unrigged vessels, except seagoing barges, are exempted 
from this requirement because they have very little need for crew’s 
quarters and frequently have none. 

In order to correct the condition which might arise if the un- 
rigged vessels, except seagoing barges, were entirely exempted from 
the application of section 2 of Public, 808, Seventy-fourth Congress, 
the committee has amended section 2 of the present bill by adding 
a proviso as follows: 

“Provided, however, That the licensed officers and members of 
the crews of unrigged vessels shall not be required to work more 
than 8 hours in any 24 hours.” 


NARRAGANSETT BAY BRIDGE 


The bill (H. R. 7266) authorizing the State of Rhode 
Island, acting by and through the Jamestown Bridge Com- 
mission as an agency of the State, to construct, maintain, 
and operate a toll bridge across the west passage of Nar- 
ragansett Bay between the towns of Jamestown and North 
Kingstown, was considered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


EXTENSION OF TIME UNDER SETTLEMENT OF WAR CLAIMS ACT, ETC. 


The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 253) extending for 2 years 
the time within which American claimants may make appli- 
cation for payment, under the Settlement of War Claims 
Act of 1928, of awards of the Mixed Claims Commission 
and the Tripartite Claims Commission, and extending until 
March 10, 1940, the time within which Hungarian claimants 
may make application for payment, under the Settlement 
of War Claims Act of 1928, of awards of the War Claims 
Arbiter was considered, ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That subsection (g) of section 2 and subsection 
(f) of section 5 of the Settlement of War Claims Act of 1928, as 
amended, are further amended, respectively, by striking out the 
words “10 years“ wherever such words appear therein and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof the words 12 years.” 

Sec. 2. The first sentence of subsection (h) of section 6 of the 
Settlement of War Claims Act of 1928, as amended, is further 
amended to read as follows: 

“No payment shall be made under this section unless applica- 
tion therefor is made by March 10, 1940, in accordance with such 
regulations as the Secretary of the Treasury may prescribe.” 


EXCHANGE OF SITES AT MIAMI BEACH, FLA. 

The bill (H. R. 8236) authorizing the Secretary of the 
Treasury to exchange sites at Miami Beach, Dade County, 
Fla., for Coast Guard purposes was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby 
authorized to exchange the existing Coast Guard site located at 
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Miami Beach, Dade County, Fla., commonly known as the House 
of Refuge property, for any other site located at Miami Beach, 
Dade County, Fla., which is determined by a board of Coast Guard 
Officers, appointed by the commandant, to be an adequate con- 
sideration for such exchange and suitable for Coast Guard pur- 
poses, subject to the approval of the Secretary: Provided, That the 
title to any land acquired in this manner by the Government 
shall be subject to the approval of the Attorney General: And 
provided further, That any conveyance by the Government under 
this act shall be by a quitclaim deed. 


COURT OF PATENT APPEALS 


The bill (S. 475) to establish a Court of Patent Appeals, 
Was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. I ask that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

Mr. McADOO. Mr. President, I hope my friend from 
Utah will withdraw his objection. I do not think this is a 
controversial measure, but it is a measure which is impera- 
tively needed to improve our patent system and machinery. 
I shall be very glad to explain the bill, if the Senator will 
withdraw his objection. 

Mr. KING. I regret very much that I cannot accede to 
the request of my dear friend. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is heard, and the 
bill will be passed over. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2967) authorizing the Comptroller General to 
settle and adjust the claim of Tiffany Construction Co. was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let that bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


WILLIAM J. SCHWARZE 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 1788) for 
the relief of William J. Schwarze, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Claims with an amendment, at the 
end of the bill to insert a proviso, so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is author- 
ized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, the sum of $36.58 to William J. Schwarze, 
of Greenwood, Wis., in full settlement of all his claims against 
the United States (1) for damages sustained by him when the 
private property of his son, Harold E. Schwarze, was lost in a fire 
which destroyed the Civilian Conservation Corps barracks at 
Camp Smith Lake, Wis., where his son was an enrollee, and 
(2) for reimbursement of the amount paid by him in settlement 
of charges for two blankets stolen from his son’s cot during the 
latter’s absence on furlough: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof 
shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or attorney 
on account of services rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to the contrary notwith- 
standing. Any person violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof 
shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

BLUE RAPIDS GRAVEL CO. 

The bill (S. 2566) for the relief of the Blue Rapids Gravel 
Co., of Blue Rapids, Kans., was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may we have an explana- 
tion of this bill? 

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, the bill as originally intro- 
duced provided for the payment of $812.40, which amount 
by amendment of the committee has been reduced to $350.40, 
in settlement of the claim of the Blue Rapids Gravel Co., of 
Blue Rapids, Kans., on account of damage to certain pumps 
and equipment loaned by it to the Civilian Conservation 
Corps. 

Mr. McKELLAR,. I withdraw the objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
bill? : 

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to con- 
sider the bill, which had been reported from the Committee 
on Claims with an amendment, on page 1, line 7, after the 
words “sum of”, to strike out “$812.40” and insert “$350.40”, 
so as to make the bill read: 
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Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money 
allocated by the President for the maintenance and operation of 
the Civilian Conservation Corps, to the Blue Rapids Gravel Co., of 
Blue Rapids, Kans., the sum of $350.40, in full settlement of all 
claims against the Government for the rental of and damage to 
certain pumps and related equipment loaned to the Civilian Con- 
servation Corps camp at Seneca, Kans., on or about May 30, 1935, 
upon the solicitation of R. H. Pennartz, then in charge of the 
camp, said equipment haying been kept and used until March 11, 
1936, a period of 9 months and 11 days: Provided, That no part of 
the amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof 
shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or attorney 
on account of services rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to the contrary notwith- 
standing. Any person violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereon shall 
be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 
RESOLUTION PASSED OVER 


The resolution (S. Res. 207) providing for an investigation 
of the National Labor Relations Act by the National Labor 
Relations Board, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Let the resolution go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will be passed 


over. 
ERNEST S. FRAZIER 


The bill (S. 3150) for the relief of Ernest S. Frazier was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Whereas the War Department has itself eliminated from the dis- 
charge certificate of Ernest S. Frazier, late of the Texas National 
Guard in Federal service, the words “illiterate and degenerate”: 
Therefore 

Be it enacted, etc., That the War Department is hereby author- 
ized and directed to eliminate the words “illiterate and degenerate” 
from the record of said Ernest S. Frazier wherever the said words 
occur in such records. 

Sec. 2. That the Veterans’ Administration ts also hereby author- 
ized and directed to eliminate the words “illiterate and degenerate” 
from the record of Ernest S. Frazier wherever said words occur in 
such records. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

HISTORICAL MEMORIAL ON VANCOUVER BARRACKS RESERVATION, 
WASH. 

The bill (S. 3035) to authorize the city of Vancouver, 
Wash., to construct and maintain a historical memorial on 
the Vancouver Barracks Military Reservation, Wash., was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, I move that 
House bill 8460, of identical title and purport, be substituted 
for the Senate bill and be considered at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. R. 8460) to authorize 
the city of Vancouver, Wash., to construct and maintain a 
historical memorial on the Vancouver Barracks Military 
Reservation, Wash., was read, considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War be, and he is 
hereby, authorized to issue a permit, under regulations to be 
prescribed by him, to the city of Vancouver, Wash., to construct 
and maintain on the Vancouver Barracks Military Reservation, 
Wash., as a historical memorial, a replica of the Old Hudson’s Bay 
Trading Post, the location and plans to be approved by the Secre- 
tary of War, and all work incident to the construction, operation, 
and maintenance thereof to be without expense to the War De- 
partment: Provided, That the memorial shall be so enclosed as to 
preclude direct access to the military reservation therefrom: Pro- 
vided further, That such permission shall be revoked whenever the 
ground is not used for a historical memorial or whenever it is not 
kept in good repair and operated under conditions worthy of its 
historical significance. 


Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I now move that Senate bill 
3035, being Calendar No. 1427, be indefinitely postponed. 
The motion was agreed to. 
EASEMENT OF HIGHWAY PURPOSES TO CERTAIN LAND 


The bill (S. 3095) authorizing the Secretary of War to 
grant to the Coos County Court, of Coquille, Oreg., and the 
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State of Oregon an easement with respect to certain lands 
for highway purposes was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may we have an ex- 
planation of the bill? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, in October 1937 the Coos 
County Court, of Coquille, Oreg., and the State of Oregon 
were granted a revocable license by the Secretary of War to 
construct and maintain a 60-foot highway across certain 
lands of the United States. The license was granted for a 
5-year period, with the express understanding that further 
continuance of the right of occupancy had to be granted by 
an act of Congress. Therefore the purpose of the bill under 
consideration is to authorize the Secretary of War to grant 
to the Coos County Court, of Coquille, Oreg., and the State 
of Oregon an easement for highway purposes across certain 
lands in Coos County owned by the United States, which 
lands were purchased by the United States in 1899 as a 
source of rock for jetty construction, and which property is 
not in use at the present time. The proposed State highway 
affords the most feasible outlet for inhabitants along the 
Millicoma River above the Government-owned quarry, and 
the War Department recommends that this bill be considered 
favorably. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have no objection to the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to con- 
sider the bill, which was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War is authorized and 
directed to grant to the Coos County Court, of Coquille, Oreg., and 
the State of Oregon a permanent easement authorizing the 
grantees to construct and maintain a highway 60 feet in width 
across lands of the United States situated in Coos County, Oreg., 
on the north bank of the Millicoma River (north fork of Coos 
River) in section 13, township 25 south, range 12 west, and section 
18, township 25 south, range 11 west, Willamette meridian. The 
easement authorized to be granted by this act shall be in lieu of 
the license, revocable at the will of the Secretary of War, granted 
to such grantees on October 14, 1937, and shall be granted subject 
to such reasonable conditions as the Secretary of War may deem 
desirable to include in such grant for the purpose of enab! the 
United States to make full use of the lands bounding such 
highway. 

BILL PASSED OVER 

The bill (S. 2829) authorizing more complete development 
of that portion of Santa Rosa Island conveyed to the county 
of Escambia, State of Florida, by the Secretary of War, 
Was announced as next in order. 

Mr. BARKLEY and Mr. McKELLAR. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over, 


LANDS IN OREGON 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3126) au- 
thorizing the Secretary of War to convey a certain parcel of 
land in Tillamook County, Oreg., to the State of Oregon 
to be used for highway purposes, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Military Affairs with an amendment, 
in section 1, page 2, line 18, after the words “hundred and”, 
to strike out “fifty-four” and insert “forty-six and eight- 
tenths”, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War is authorized and 
directed to convey by quitclaim deed to the State of Oregon a 
parcel of land located in the northwest quarter of the northwest 
quarter of section 30, township 1 south, range 9 west, Willamette 
meridian, Tillamook County, Oreg.; such parcel of land being a 
portion of the 12-foot roadway which was conveyed by a certain 
deed dated February 8, 1908, from Annie L. Johnson and Ed John- 
son, her husband, to the United States; such parcel being more 
particularly described as follows: Beginning at a point which is 
the intersection of the westerly right-of-way line of the Oregon 
Coast Highway and the south line of said 12-foot roadway; said 
point being 221.1 feet north and 5.3 feet east of the United States 
meander corner on the west line of said section 30, and on the 
north bank of the Hoquarton slough; said point also being 40 
feet distant westerly from (when measured at right angles to) the 
reconstructed center line of the Oregon Coast Highway at Engi- 
neer's Station 7+64.1; thence east along the south line of said 
12-foot roadway a distance of 154.4 feet to the center of the old 
county road; thence north 38° west along the center of the county 
road a distance of 15.2 feet to the north line of said 12-foot road- 
way; thence west along said north line a distance of 146.8 feet to 
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@ point which is 40 feet distant westerly from (when measured 
at right angles to) the center line of said Oregon Coast Highway; 
thence parallel to said highway center line on a 2,904.8-foot radius 
curve left (the long chord of which bears south 8°18’ east 5.87 
feet) a distance of 5.9 feet; thence south 8°21’ east parallel to 
said center line a distance of 6.3 feet to the point of beginning, 
containing forty-two one-thousandths acre. 

Sec. 2. The parcel of land authorized to be conveyed by the 
first section of this act shall be used for highway purposes, and 
the deed executed by the Secretary shall contain the express 
condition that if such parcel of land is used for any other purpose 
it shall revert to the United States. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3331) to provide for reorganizing agencies of 
the Government extending the classified civil service, estab- 
lishing a General Auditing Office and a Department of Wel- 
fare, and for other purposes, was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This bill is the unfinished 
business. 

SEVERAL Senators. Let it go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 153) to prohibit and to prevent the trade prac- 
tices known as compulsory block-booking and blind sell- 
ing in the leasing of motion-picture films in interstate and 
foreign commerce was announced as next in order. 

Mr. BARKLEY and Mr. McKELLAR. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


MRS. G. R. SYTH 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2532) for 
the relief of Mrs. G. R. Syth, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Claims with an amendment at the end of 
the bill to insert a proviso, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury appropriated for or allocated to the Resettlement Ad- 
ministration, to Mrs. G. R. Syth, of Malta, Mont., the sum of $300 
in full settlement of her claim against the United States for 
payment for a well located on land (tract No. 62, Milk River land 
project) which she and her husband sold to the Government, such 
well being included by the Resettlement Administration in its 
original appraisal report but not in the purchase price stated in 
the option taken on such land and subsequently exercised: Pro- 
vided, That no part of the amount appropriated in this act in excess 
of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or received by 
any agent or attorney on account of services rendered in connec- 
tion with this claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any contract 
to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person violating the provi- 
sions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


E. E. TILLETT 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2553) for 
the relief of E. E. Tillett, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Claims with an amendment at the end of 
the bill to insert a proviso, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That E. E. Tillett, field supervisor, Emergency 

n Work, National Park Service, stationed at Honolulu, 

Territory of Hawaii, is hereby released from any liability to refund 
or pay to the United States the sum of $781.64, representing that 
portion of the total amount authorized by travel order dated June 
3, 1935, to be paid by the Department of the Interior to the said 
E. E. Tillett for the cost of transportation from the District of 
Columbia to Honolulu, for traveling expenses, and for per diem 
allowance in lieu of subsistence expenses for the period from 
June 6, 1935, to October 31, 1935, which was disallowed by the 
General Accounting Office after payment. No deduction on ac- 
count of the payment of such sum of $781.64 shall hereafter be 
made from any amount due or payable out of Government funds 
to the said E. E. Tillett; and the Secretary of the Treasury is 
authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, to the said E. E. Tillett a sum equal to 
the amount heretofore deducted or withheld on account of such 
payment, plus the sum of $575.50, representing that portion of the 
total amount authorized by travel order dated June 3, 1935, to be 
paid by the Department of the Interior to the said E. E. Tillett 
for traveling expenses and for per diem allowance in lieu of sub- 
sistence expenses for the pe from November 1, 1935, to March 
15, 1936, payment of which was disallowed by the Account- 
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ing Office: Provided, That no part of the amount appropriated in 
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered 
to or received by any agent or attormey on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim, and the same shall be 
unlawful, any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any 
person violating the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in 
any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


CHARLES A. RIFE 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2023) for the 
relief of Charles A. Rife, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Claims with amendments, on page 1. line 6, 
after the words “sum of”, to strike out “$243” and insert 
“$63”, and at the end of the bill to insert a proviso, so as to 
make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is author- 
ized and directed to pay, out of any money in the not 
otherwise appropriated, to Charles A. Rife, of Tupelo, Miss., the 
sum of $63 in full satisfaction of his claim against the United 
States for compensation for services rendered by him as night 
watchman on a Civil Works Administration project in March and 
April 1934, said Charles A. Rife having rendered such services after 
being duly employed but never having received any compensation 
therefor: Provided, That no part of the amount appropriated in 
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered 
to or received by any agent or attorney on account of services ren- 
dered in connection with this claim, and the same shall be unlaw- 
ful, any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a mis- 


demeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendments were agreed to. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a, third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


GEORGE W. BRECKENRIDGE 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3079) for 
the relief of George W. Breckenridge, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Claims with an amendment, 
on page 1, line 6, after the words “sum of”, to strike out 
“$389.40” and insert “$390.44”, and at the end of the bill to 
insert a proviso, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secre = 
ized and directed to pay, out of Siang Blea: W e recipe 
otherwise appropriated, to George W. Breckenridge, 
Range, Mont., the sum of $390.44, representing the amount of his 


by means of his privately owned automobile from August to 
November 1936, inclusive, such claim for mileage having been 
disallowed by the General Accounting Office as a result of the 
travel having been performed in an automobile registered in the 
name of his wife, B. E. Breckenridge: Provided, That no part of 
the amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof 
shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or attorney 
on account of services rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to the contrary notwith- 
standing. Any person violating the provisions of this act shall 
be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof 
shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 
The amendments were agreed to. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 

The bill (H. R. 6467) for the relief of the Portland Elec- 
tric Power Co. was announced as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


The bill (H. R. 6061) for the relief of Mary Dougherty 
was announced as next in order. 


Mr. KING. Let the bill go over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 
MR. AND MRS. JOSEPH KONDERISH 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2709) for 
the relief of Mr. and Mrs. Joseph Konderish, which had been 
reported from the Committee on Claims with an amendment 
at the end of the bill to insert a proviso, so as to make the 
bill read: 
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Be it enacted etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby 
authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, to Mr. and Mrs. Joseph Konderish, 
of Nesquehoning, Pa., parents of Joan Konderish, 4 years of age, 
the sum of $1,000 in full satisfaction of their claim against the 
United States for the death of said minor, resulting from burns 
received on Wednesday, June 3, 1936, said burns being caused by 
a fire left burning by Works Progress Administration project work- 
ers on Project No. 65-23-2957—community sanitation project—at 
5019 Park Street, Nesquehoning, Carbon County, Pa., the project 
being adjacent to the home of Mr. and Mrs. Joseph Konderish: 
Provided, That no part of the amount appropriated in this act 
in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on account of services rendered 
in connection with this claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person violating 
the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceed- 
ing $1,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 


read the third time, and passed. 
L, M. CRAWFORD 


The bill (H. R. 1249) for the relief of L. M. Crawford was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR,. Mr. President, may we have an expla- 
nation of this bill? 

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, this claim arises from the 
loss by L. M. Crawford of some 382 acres of land in the Rio 
Grande Valley, about 10 miles northwest of the city of El 
Paso, Tex. Mr. Crawford claimed title to the lands under a 
patent issued by the United States to his predecessor in fitle, 
one Francisco Garcia. 

Crawford lost possession thereof for the reason that the 
United States, subsequent to his purchase, consented to a 
fixing of the boundary between New Mexico and Texas. 
When the boundary was determined, the land in question 
was placed in the State of Texas, where claimant’s title was 
not recognized. His claim rests on the ground that he 
bought and paid for the land on the faith of a patent is- 
sued by the United States to his predecessor in title; and the 
amount carried in the bill, as amended, represents the actual 
cost of the land to him. 

The claimant’s contention is that the boundary as fixed by 
the Supreme Court was not the actual and true boundary as 
it existed when Crawford bought the land, but was a bound- 
ary based upon a three-party agreement by the United States 
and the States of New Mexico and Texas. The claimant 
maintains that but for this agreement the Supreme Court 
would have decided that this boundary, in accordance with 
the general rule, followed the river as it moved by accretion. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What is the amount of money involved? 

Mr. CAPPER. Fifteen thousand dollars, which the claim- 
ant actually paid out for this land because of the fact that the 
United States consented to a change in the boundary. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let the bill go over for the day, and I 
will look at it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

LYNN E. BARKER 

The bill (H. R. 6889) for the relief of Lynn E. Barker 
was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

ELIZABETH F. QUINN AND SARAH FERGUSON 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2770) for the 
relief of Elizabeth F. Quinn and Sarah Ferguson, which had 
been reported from the Committee on Claims with amend- 
ments, on page 1, line 6, after the words “sum of”, to strike 
out “$1,009.95” and insert “$1,000”; in line 7, after the words 
“sum of”, to strike out “$2,509.50” and insert 51,000“; and 
on page 2, line 1, after the words “Marine Corps”, to insert 
“Provided, That payment shall not be made under this act 
until the above-named claimants have released all of their 
claims against George P. Russell, of Highman, Mass., in a 
manner satisfactory to the Secretary of the Treasury”, so as 
to make the bill read: 


Be tt enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in 
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the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Elizabeth F. Quinn, 
of Malden, Mass., the sum of $1,000, and to Sarah Ferguson, of 
Malden, Mass., the sum of $1,000, said sums to be in full settlement 
cf all claims against the United States for injuries received by 
said Elizabeth F. Quinn and Sarah Ferguson on September 26, 
1936, in Wakefield, Mass., when they were struck by a truck 
operated in the service of the United States Marine Corps: Pro- 
vided, That payment shall not be made under this act until the 
above-named claimants have released all of their claims against 
George P. Russell, of Highman, Mass., in a manner satisfactory to 
the Secretary of the Treasury: Provided further, That no part of 
the said amounts appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to, or received by any agent or 
agents, attorney or attorneys, on account of services rendered in 
connection with said claims, any contract to the contrary notwith- 
standing. Any person violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall 
be fined in a sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 
MILTON S. MERRILL 


The bill (H. R. 3723) for the relief of Milton S. Merrill 
was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


GEORGE MILLER, JR., A MINOR 


The bill (H. R. 4138) for the relief of George Miller, Jr., 
a minor, was considered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


CHARLES N. ROBINSON 
The bill (H. R. 4493) for the relief of Charles N. Robinson 
was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 
VERDE RIVER IRRIGATION AND POWER DISTRICT 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3002) to 
authorize the Secretary of the Treasury to make settlement 
with the holders of certain unpaid notes and warrants of the 
Verde River Irrigation and Power District, which had been 
reported from the Committee on Claims with an amendment 
to strike out all after the enacting clause and to insert: 

That the Federal Emergency Administrator of Public Works is 
hereby authorized to pay, out of any unexpended fund under his 
control, not to exceed $46,024.41 in making settlements with the 
holders of the unpaid notes and warrants of the Verde River 
Irrigation and Power District issued in payment for property, 
services, or supplies furnished, in furtherance of the Verde recla- 
mation project, Arizona, to the district during the period from 
November 2, 1933, when an allotment of $4,000,000 for the con- 
struction of the Verde project was authorized by the said Admin- 
istrator, to October 3, 1934, when said allotment was canceled: 
Provided, That any expenditures of the district not incurred as a 
result of the proposed construction of said Verde reclamation 
project with funds of the Federal Emergency Administration of 
Public Works shall not be approved for payment under this act: 
Provided further, That in making said settlements with the holders 
of said notes and warrants, the A tor shall consider the 
reasonable value of the services performed or materials furnished, 
for which said notes or warrants were given, and where said notes 
or warrants have been transferred by the original holders, the 
Administrator shall also consider the price or prices paid by the 
transferees. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I ask the able Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN], who is always so fair and also so 
persuasive, to make an explanation of this bill. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, as stated in the report of 
the committee, an allotment of $4,000,000 was made for the 
construction of an irrigation project on the Verde River in 
Arizona. Certain contractual obligations existed between an 
irrigation district there and other parties which the Federal 
Government could not remove, and the district was required 
to file suit in court to clear up the matter. Other work 
was imposed upon the district by reason of the allotment. 
Everything which was done was done at the direction and 
insistence of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

After further investigation the allotment was withdrawn, 
and the project was not built. We introduced a bill to pay 
the money, some $56,000, out of the Treasury. An itemized 
statement was made which reduces the amount to about 
$46,000, and makes it payable from public-works funds 
available for this purpose, since this was a public-works 
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project. The Secretary of the Interior heartily recommends 
the enactment of the legislation. 

Mr. KING. I should like to ask the Senator who was at 
fault for the inauguration of the project and the failure 
to carry it forward, as the result of which losses were sus- 
tained? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Nobody was at fault, It was all done in 
the very best of good faith. It was assumed that the project 
was feasible, and might be undertaken. Upon a final exami- 
nation by the Reclamation Service, however, the cost was 
found to be excessive, and for that reason the project was 
abandoned; but it was no fault of the people who did this 
work at the direction of the Reclamation Service. 

Mr. KING. Did the persons who are the beneficiaries of 
the bill do work upon the project? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Oh, yes. 

Mr. KING. Were they not paid for it? 

Mr. HAYDEN. No. They not only did work, but they 
had done work for years, and the data they had accumu- 
lated was turned over to the Reclamation Service. The bill 
is merely to compensate them, not for anything they did for 
their own benefit, but for what they did at the direction 
of the Reclamation Service. 

Mr. KING. Why should not this money come out of the 
reclamation fund? 1 

Mr. HAYDEN. Because it is a public-works project, and 
the money should come out of public-works funds, the 
balances they have. 

Mr. KING. The money will not come out of a direct ap- 
propriation from the Treasury, then. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What amount of money is involved? 

Mr. HAYDEN. About $46,000. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment reported by the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

HARRY HUME AINSWORTH 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3144) for the 
relief of Harry Hume Ainsworth, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Military Affairs with an amendment, 
on page 1, line 8, after the word “Provided”, to strike out 
“That such recognition of military service rendered to the 
United States shall not entitle said Harry Hume Ainsworth 
to any pay or allowances for said period of service beyond 
that which he may already have received, but that he shall 
enjoy for himself and his dependents all other rights, privi- 
leges, and benefits the same as though he had been regularly 
enlisted in said Company H, Twentieth Regiment Kansas 
Volunteer Infantry” and to insert: “That no bounty, back 
pay, pension, or allowance shall be held to have accrued prior 
to the passage of this act“, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War be, and he is here- 
by, authorized and directed to record the name of Harry Hume 
Ainsworth as having performed honorable military service in Com- 
pany H, Twentieth Regiment Kansas Volunteer Infantry, be- 
tween the dates of March 20, 1899, and October 28, 1899, both 
inclusive: Provided, That no bounty, back pay, pension, or allow- 
ae shall be held to have accrued prior to the passage of this 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


CLARIFICATION OF STATUS OF PAY AND ALLOWANCES UNDER ACT 
OF SEPTEMBER 3, 1919 
The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3272) to 
clarify the status of pay and allowances under the provi- 
sions of the act of September 3, 1919, which was read, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc, That pay and allowances accruing under 
the provisions of the act of September 3, 1919 (41 Stat. 283), dur- 
ing the periods of service heretofore or hereafter performed in 
Europe under the provisions of the act of March 4, 1923 (42 
Stat. 1509), shall be considered as coming within the scope of 
the act of March 26, 1934 (48 Stat. 466), and included in the 
computation of exchange losses thereunder. 
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wu Mr. President, let us have an explanation of 
t = 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, the American Battle 
Monuments Commission was provided for in the act of 
March 4, 1923. Gen. John J. Pershing was later appointed 
by the President to this Commission and became its chair- 
man. His official duties with the Commission required his 
presence in Europe over a period of several years, for long 
periods of time. By the act of March 26, 1934, Congress 
authorized to be appropriated annually such sums as might 
be necessary to enable the President to meet losses sustained 
by officers of the United States while in service in foreign 
countries, due to the appreciation of foreign currencies in 
their relation to the American dollar. 
uae McKELLAR. How much money is involved in the 

ill? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Nearly $20,000 that has been charged 
against General Pershing because the Comptroller General 
would not give him the benefit of the act to which I have 
referred. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have no objection. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

DISPOSITION OF THE WATERS OF THE SNAKE RIVER 


Mr, O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to revert to order of business 1371, House Joint Resolu- 
tion 150, and to consider it at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to con- 
sider the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 150) to permit a com- 
pact or agreement between the States of Idaho and Wyoming 
respecting the disposition and apportionment of the waters 
of the Snake River and its tributaries, and for other purposes 
which had been reported from the Committee on Irrigation 
and Reclamation with an amendment, on page 1, line 5, to 
strike out “1938” and to insert in lieu thereof “1940”, so as 
to make the joint resolution read: 

Resolved, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby given to 
the States of Idaho and Wyoming to negotiate and enter into a 
compact or agreement not later than January 1, 1940, providing 
for an equitable division and apportionment among said States of 
the water supply of the Snake River and of the streams tributary 
thereto, upon conditions that a suitable person shall be appointed 
by the President of the United States, from the Department of the 
Interior, who shall participate in said negotiations as the repre- 
sentative of the Uni States and shall make report to Congress 
of the proceedings and of any compact or agreement entered into: 
Provided, That any such compact or agreement shall not be 
binding or obligatory upon any of the parties thereto unless and 
until the same shall have been approved by the legislature of 
each of said States and by the Congress of the United States: 
And provided further, That the rights of other nonparticipating 
interested States shall not be jeopardized by such compact: Pro- 
vided further, That nothing in this act shall apply to any waters 
within the Yellowstone National Park or the Grand Teton National 
Park or shall establish any right or interest in or to any lands 
within the boundaries thereof or any subsequent additions thereto. 

Sec. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will not the Senator from 
Wyoming explain this measure? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, this is merely an 
authorization for the States of Wyoming and Idaho to enter 
into a compact for the use of the waters of the Snake River. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the 
joint resolution to be read a third time. 

The joint resolution was read the third time and passed. 

BILLS PASSED OVER 

The bill (H. R. 6479) for the relief of Guy Salisbury, alias 
John G. Bowman, alias Alva J. Zenner, was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let that bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2864) to correct the military record of 
Clayton R. Miller was announced as next in order. 


1938 


Mr. KING. Let that go over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


RED RIVER OF THE NORTH BRIDGE, NORTH DAKOTA AND MINNESOTA 


The bill (H. R. 8409) authorizing the State highway de- 
partments of North Dakota and Minnesota and the boards 
of county commissioners of Traill County, N. Dak., and 
Norman County, Minn., to construct, maintain, and operate 
a free highway bridge across the Red River of the North be- 
tween Caledonia, N. Dak., and Shelly, Minn., was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 
RED RIVER OF THE NORTH BRIDGE, NORTH DAKOTA AND MINNESOTA 


The bill (H. R. 8623) authorizing the State highway de- 
partments of North Dakota and Minnesota and the boards 
of county commissioners of Traill County, N. Dak, and Polk 
County, Minn., to construct, maintain, and operate a free 
highway bridge across the Red River of the North westerly 
of Nielsville, Minn., was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ORVILLE FERGUSON 


The bill (H. R. 4018) for the relief of Orville Ferguson 
Was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the Department has re- 
ported against this bill. Let it go over. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I think the Senator must 
be mistaken. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I read from the statement of the Sec- 
retary of the Navy: 

In view of the foregoing, and as it appears that the wounding 
of the claimant was accidental and was due, in part, to his own 
actions, the Navy Department recommends against the enactment 
of the bill H. R. 4108. 


That is signed by Claude A. Swanson, Secretary of the 
Navy. 

Mr. WALSH. Let the bill go over. I will look into it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is heard. The 
bill will be passed over. 

JOHN CALARESO 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 6370) 
for the relief of John Calareso, a minor, which was read, 
as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby 
authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, to the legal guardian of John Calareso, 
a minor, of Somerville, Mass., the sum of $1,075, . 
of all claims against the United States for 
tained when he was struck by a United States mail truck, Sine ah 24, 
1930, while Nashua Street, Boston, Mass.: Provided, That 
no part of the amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 
percent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or 83 by any 
agent or attorney on account of services rendered in connection 
TTT oon aig eal ORCA any contract 
to the contrary notwithstanding. person violating the pro- 
visions of this act shall be . guilty of a misdemeanor and 
upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding 
$1,000. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I wish to read from the 
report of the Post Office Department: 


In the circumstances it is believed that the pending bill should 
receive favorable consideration, but the Department is not dis- 
posed to recommend any particular amount as constituting a suffi- 
cient award preferring to leave that question for the determination 
of Congress. It is believed, however, that if an award of com- 
pensation is made in this case consideration should be given to 
the fact that the claimant is holding a $75 Government check 
and that fact should either be borne in mind in fixing the amount 
of the additional award to be made or the claimant should be 
required to return the uncashed check before receiving the amount 
allowed by Congress. 

Very truly yours, 
W. W. Howes, 
Acting Postmaster General. 


I move that the bill be amended by reducing the amount 
by $75. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 1, line 7, it is proposed to 
strike out “$1,075” and to insert in lieu thereof “$1,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

LXXXIII——260 
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The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 
The bill was read the third time and passed. 
L. H. DICKE 


The bill (H. R. 6993) for the relief of L. H. Dicke, was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

LT. T. L. BARTLETT 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2655) for the 
relief of Lt. T. L. Bartlett, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Claims with amendments, on page 1, line 3, 
after the word “Treasury”, to strike out “is” and to insert 
in lieu thereof “be, and he is hereby“; on line 5, after the 
word “Treasury”, to strike out “not otherwise”; on line 5, 
after the word “appropriated”, to strike out “or allocated for 
the maintenance and operation of the Civilian Conservation 
Corps”; and to add a proviso at the end of the bill, so as 
to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the of the be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated to Lt. T. L. Bartlett, Marine 

Reserve, of Washington, D. C, the sum of $104.70 in 
full satisfaction of all his claims against the United States for 


damages for the loss of personal property by a fire which resulted 
when a Civilian Conservation Corps 


on account of 


shall be unlawful, ane contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
%%% 
fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendments were agreed to. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 
The bill (H. R. 3657) for the relief of Albert Pina Afonso, 
a minor, was announced as next in order. 
Mr. KING. Let that go over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 
MARY WAY 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 1878) for 
the relief of Mary Way, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Claims with an amendment, on page 1, line 7, 
after the words “sum of”, to strike out “$5,000” and to insert 
“$4,000”, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated and in full settlement of all 
claims against the United States Government, the sum of $4,000 
to Mary Way, of Escanaba, Mich., for injuries sustained in a col- 
lision at Gladstone, Mich., with a Civilian Conservation Corps 
truck, driven or operated by a member of the Civilian Conservation 
Corps, on November 14, 1935: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof 
shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or attorney 
on account of services rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to the contrary notwith- 
standing. Any person violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall 
be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

MR. AND MRS. S. A. FELSENTHAL AND OTHERS 

The bill (S. 3147) for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. S. A. Fel- 
senthal, Mr. and Mrs, Sam Friendlander, and Mrs. Gus Levy 
was considered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any 2 — 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Mr. and Mrs. 
Felsenthal, of ‘Memphis, Tenn., the sum of $1,382.75; to Mr. s 
Mrs. Sam Friedlander, of Memphis, Tenn., the sum of $3,389.50; 
and to Mrs. Gus Levy, of Jackson, Tenn., the sum of $107.33. The 


pee of such sums to the respective persons named shall be 
in full settlement of all claims against the United States for 
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damages sustained by the said Mr. and Mrs. S. A. Felsenthal, Mr. 
and Mrs. Sam Friedlander, and Mrs. Gus Levy on account of per- 
sonal injuries received by them when an automobile in which 
they were occupants was struck by a reconnaissance car owned 
by the United States and operated by an employee of the United 
States at the time of said accident, near the intersection of Union 
Avenue and Belvidere Boulevard in the city of Memphis, Tenn., 
on or about February 18, 1936: Provided, That no part of the 
amounts appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof 
shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or attorney 
on account of services rendered in connection with this claim, 
and the same shall be unlawful, any contract to the contrary 
notwithstanding. Any person violating the provisions of this act 
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


GEORGE MARSH 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2799) for 
the relief of George Marsh, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Claims with an amendment to insert a 
proviso at the end of the bill, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc,, That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in ‘the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to George Marsh, 
Gallup, N. Mex., the sum of $5,000. The payment of such sum 
shall be in full settlement of all claims against the United States 
for damages sustained by said George Marsh on account of per- 
sonal injuries received on the night of September 26, 1936, when 
the automobile in which he was riding ran into the rear of a 
truck, with trailer attached, in the service of the Office of Indian 
Affairs, such truck being parked without proper warning signals 
in the middle of the highway about 10 miles east of Gallup, 
N. Mex.: Provided, That no part of the amount 8 in 
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered 
to or received by any agent or attorney on account of services ren- 
dered in connection with this claim, and the same shall be unlaw- 
ful, any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a mis- 
demeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I should like to have the 
Senator from New Mexico explain the bill. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, this is really a very mer- 
itorious measure, a case in which the Department itself ad- 
mits its liability. There is no question at all about lia- 
bility. The Secretary of the Interior suggested that the 
award be reduced from the amount in the bill. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Was it reduced in accordance with the 
Department’s recommendation? 

Mr. HATCH. They suggested a lesser amount, but the 
committee had other evidence, furnished subsequent to the 
Department report, as to the extent of the injury, and rec- 
ommended the full amount of $5,000. 

Mr, McKELLAR. Mr. President, I read from the state- 
ment of the Acting Secretary of the Interior: 

I invite attention to S. 2138, for the relief of Nelson W. Apple, 
and S. 2139, for the relief of Camille Carmignani, both of which 
were passed by the Senate on August 6, 1937. These claims, and 
the claim of Mr. Marsh, are based upon the same accident. The 
claim of Mr. Apple was reduced to $1,000; the claim of Camille 
Carmignani, based upon the instant death of George Carmignani, 
was reduced from $10,000 to $5,000. 

What is the amount provided in the bill? 

Mr. HATCH. The amount recommended in the bill is 
$5,000, and the Acting Secretary of the Interior himself 
recommends that the claimant be allowed $2,500. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Five thousand dollars is the amount 
the Secretary admits is due under this statement, so I have 
no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


JOHN FANNING 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3057) for 
the relief of John Fanning, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Claims with an amendment, on page 1, 
line 6, after the words “sum of“, to strike out “$7,625” and 
to insert in lieu thereof “$2,500”, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in 
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the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to John Fanning the 
sum of $2,500 in full satisfaction of his claim against the United 
States arising out of property damage and personal injuries suf- 
fered when he was struck by a truck driven by a Navajo Indian 
near Flagstaff, Ariz, on May 30, 1936: Provided, That no part of 
the amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof 
Shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or agents, 
attorney or attorneys, on account of services rendered in connec- 
tion with said claim. It shall be unlawful for any agent or 
agents, attorney or attorneys, to exact, collect, withhold, or re- 
ceive any sum of the amount appropriated in this act in excess of 
10 percent thereof on account of services rendered in connection 
with said claim, any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be 
fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will not the Senator from 
Arizona explain the bill? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, as stated in the committee 
report, there is no question about the liability of the Goy- 
ernment in this case. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What is the amount that the bill allows? 

Mr. HAYDEN. The bill as introduced called for the ap- 
propriation of $7,500, the Department suggested $5,000, and 
the committee cut that in half. 

Mr. McKELLAR, The committee cut it down to $2,500? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment. 

The amendemnt was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


COLUMBIA RIVER BRIDGE, OREGON 


The bill (S. 3213) to amend the act entitled “An act au- 
thorizing the Oregon-Washington Board of Trustees to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge across the Colum- 
bia River at Astoria, Clatsop County, Oreg.,” approved June 
13, 1934, as amended, was considered, ordered to be en- 
grossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed, 
as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the last sentence of the first section of 
the act entitled “An act authorizing the Oregon-Washington Bridge 
Board of Trustees to construct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge 
across the Columbia River at Astoria, Clatsop County, Oreg.“, ap- 
proved June 13, 1934, as amended, is amended to read as follows: 
“Said board of trustees is hereby granted the power to issue bonds 
or other securities payable from and secured by bridge revenues for 
the purpose of financing the construction of the said bridge and 
the right to assign, transfer, and mortgage all the rights, powers, 
and privileges conferred by this act.” 


RED RIVER OF THE NORTH PRIDGE, NORTH DAKOTA AND MINNESOTA 


The bill (S. 3384) authorizing the State Highway Depart- 
ments of North Dakota and Minnesota and the Boards of 
County Commissioners of Traill County, N. Dak., and Nor- 
man County, Minn., to construct, maintain, and operate a 
free highway bridge across the Red River of the North be- 
tween Caledonia, N. Dak., and Shelly, Minn., was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, this bill is identical with 
House bill 8409, which was passed a few moments ago. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, Senate 
bill 3384 will be indefinitely postponed. 


MARK H, DOTY 


“The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2876) for the 
relief of Mark H. Doty, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Claims with an amendment, on page 1, line 10, 
after the words “and (2)”, to strike out “compensation for 


loss of time on account of” and to insert for“, so as to make 
the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is au- 
thorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury 
appropriated or allocated for the maintenance and operation of the 
Civilian Conservation Corps, to Mark H. Doty, of Winnsboro, 8. C., 
the sum of $979.90 in full settlement of all his claims against the 
United States for (1) reimbursement for medical and hospital 
expenses incurred and (2) for personal injuries received by him 
when the automobile he was driving was struck, on January 9, 
1937, on United States Highway No. 21, at a point about 1 mile 
south of Winnsboro, S. C., by a Civilian Conservation Corps truck: 
Provided, That no part of the amounts appropriated in this act 
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in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or agents, attorney or attorneys, on account 
of services rendered in connection with such claims. It shall be 
unlawful for any agent or agents, attorney or attorneys, to exact, 
collect, withhold, or receive any sum of the amount appropriated 
in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof on account of services 
rendered in connection with such claims, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

BILL PASSED OVER 

The bill (S. 3379) for the relief of Arthur T. Miller was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let that bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

REGULAR ARMY RESERVE 


The bill (S. 3530) to amend the National Defense Act of 
June 3, 1916, as amended, by reestablishing the Regular 
Army Reserve, and for other purposes, was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, may we have an explanation 
of this bill? 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, this bill has been drafted 
in accordance with the President’s recommendation in his 
message of January 28, for the purpose of providing a Regular 
Army Reserve. 

I may say to the distinguished Senator from Utah that the 
bill was most carefully considered by the Military Affairs 
Committee, and by a subcommittee, and the bill is in exact 
accordance with the recommendation of the President and 
with the necessities of the occasion. It will cost approxi- 
mately $450,000 the first year, and under the bill probably 
19,000 men will be added to the Regular Army Reserve, with 
an increase during the 4 years up to 75,000, at a total cost 
of $1,800,000, thus raising the enlistment from 165,000 to 
the additional number. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I appreciate very much the 
interest the distinguished Senator from Arkansas has in this 
measure; his judgment is always such as may be relied 
upon. But I think we are getting a little too militaristic. 
I prefer to postpone this until we can have time to look into 
it a little further, and see how far we are going in appro- 
priations this year. It looks to me as if we will appropriate 
a billion, five or six hundred million dollars or more for 
the Army and the Navy before we get through. Let us find 
out how much cloth we are going to have before we cut the 
suit. 

Mr. MILLER. It is immaterial to me about it being put 
over, but I wanted the Senator to know what the bill pro- 
vided. 

Mr. KING. I shall be obliged if the Senator will allow 
it to be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objections being heard, the 
bill will be passed over. 

ARCH HURLEY CONSERVANCY RECLAMATION DISTRICT, NEW MEXICO 

The bill (H. R. 8817) to amend an act entitled “An 
act to authorize the construction of a Federal reclama- 
tion project to furnish a water supply for the lands of the 
Arch Hurley Conservancy District in New Mexico,” approved 
August 2, 1937 (Public, No. 241) was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

DELAWARE RIVER BRIDGE, NEW YORK AND PENNSYLVANIA 

The bill (S. 3149) authorizing the Interstate Bridge Com- 
mission of the State of New York and the Common- 
wealth of Pennsylyania to reconstruct, maintain, and op- 
erate a free highway bridge across the Delaware River be- 
tween points in the city of Port Jervis, Orange County, N. Y., 
and the borough of Matamoras, Pike County, Pa., was con- 
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That in order to facilitate interstate com- 
merce, improve the Postal Service, and provide for military and 
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other purposes, the Interstate Bridge Commission of the State of 
New York and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania be, and is 
hereby, authorized to reconstruct, maintain, and operate a free 
highway bridge and approaches thereto across the Delaware River 
between points in the city of Port Jervis, Orange County, N. Y., 
and the borough of Matamoras, Pike County, Pa., in accordance 
with the provisions of the act entitled “An act to regulate the 
construction of bridges over navigable waters”, approved March 
23, 1906, and subject to the conditions and limitations contained 
in this act. 

Sec. 2, There is hereby conferred upon the Interstate Bridge 
Commission of the State of New York and the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania all such rights and powers to enter upon lands and 
to acquire, condemn, occupy, possess, and use real estate and other 
property needed for the location, construction, operation, and 
maintenance of such bridge and its approaches as are possessed 
by railroad corporations for railroad purposes or by bridge corpo- 
rations for bridge puposes in the State in which real estate or 
other property is situated, upon making just compensation there- 
for, to be ascertained and paid according to the laws of such 
State, and the proceedings therefor shall be the same as in the 
condemnation or expropriation of property for public purposes in 
such State. 

Sec. 3. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 


CONTROL OF INSECT PESTS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the joint resolution 
(S. J. Res. 256) to amend the joint resolution entitled “Joint 
resolution making funds available for the control of incipient 
or emergency outbreaks of insect pests or plant diseases, 
including grasshoppers, Mormon crickets, and chinch bugs,” 
approved April 6, 1937, which was read, as follows: 


Resolved, ete., That the joint resolution entitled “Joint resolu- 
tion making funds available for the control of incipient or emer- 
gency outbreaks of insect pests or plant diseases, including 
grasshoppers, Mormon crickets, and chinch bugs,” approved April 
6, 1937, is amended to read as follows: “That the Secretary of 
Agriculture, in cooperation with authorities of the States con- 
cerned, organizations, or individuals, is authorized and directed to 
apply such methods for the control of incipient or emergency out- 
breaks of insect pests or plant diseases, including grasshoppers, 
Mormon crickets, and chinch bugs as may be necessary. 

“Sec. 2. Any sums which may be appropriated for such purpose 
shall be available for expenditure for the employment of persons 
and means in the District of Columbia and elsewhere, printing, 
rent outside the District of Columbia, general administration and 
supervision, surveys, and the purchase and transportation of poison 
bait or materials and equipment for control of insect pests or plant 
diseases, including grasshoppers, Mormon crickets, and chinch bugs, 
and for the preparation of such poison bait or materials for appli- 
cation, and such other expenses as may be necessary. 

“Sec, 3. Materials and equipment for the control of such insect 
pests and plant diseases may be procured with any sums appro- 
priated to carry out the provisions of this joint resolution without 
regard to the provisions of section 3709 of the Revised Statutes, 
as amended, and the transportation thereof may be under such 
conditions and means as shall be determined by the Secretary of 
Agriculture to be most advantageous. 

“Sec. 4. In the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture, no part 
of any sums appropriated to carry out the purposes of this joint 
resolution shall be expended for the control of incipient or emer- 
gency outbreaks of such insect pests or plant diseases in any State 
until the State concerned has provided the organization or mate- 
rials and supplies necessary for cooperation with the Federal 
Government. 

“Sec. 5. No part of the sums hereinafter authorized to be appro- 
priated shall be used to pay the cost or value of farm animals, 
farm crops, or other property injured or destroyed. 

“Sec. 6. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated annually 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this 
joint resolution.” 


Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, in connection with this 
measure, let me say that subsequent to the action of the 
committee reporting it an additional report was received 
from the Secretary of Agriculture calling attention to the 
necessity of making several clarifying amendments. 

It is suggested by the Secretary of Agriculture that the 
bill be amended by striking out on page 2, line 9, the words 
“purchase and” and inserting in lieu thereof the word 
“purchase” and a comma; after the word “transportation”, 
to insert the words “and application”; and in line 25, to 
strike out the word “such.” These amendments clarify the 
bill. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, how much more will they add 
to the cost to the Government? 

Mr. MURRAY. I did not undertake to compute that. 
The matter was considered very thoroughly by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture and a delegation of Senators had a 
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conference with the officials of the Department and pointed 
out the absolute necessity of the proposed legislation because 
of the fact that these pests are breeding in the territory 
affected at this time, and the Department should be in a 
position and ready to proceed. If we do not act promptly, 
when the pests are present, of course the work will be 
ineffective. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I shall not object. I want to 
comment upon the fact that, in my opinion, with all the 
appropriations which are given to the Department of Agri- 
culture, they ought to have taken care of this situation. 
Within the past few days I have received a communication 
from my State stating that the Department of Agriculture, 
in making a small utilization of these funds in the State of 
Utah, hired for a year the most expensive rooms in the most 
expensive building in the city, when they have considerable 
reom there now belonging to the Government. It seems to 
me that the first thing the departments do when they get 
an appropriation is to rush into the various States and hire 
the most expensive buildings or rooms and fill them up with 
a large number of Federal employees. I protest against it. 

Mr. MURRAY. I may suggest that it is likely that very 
little expense will be incurred this year, because reports from 
my section are to the effect that they had some rains and 
frost a short time ago, which will probably kill off the pests, 
and there may not be so much need for additional funds. 

Mr. KING. The expense has already been incurred in 
the State of Utah. The officials have hired several rooms in 
the most expensive building there for a year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the first 
amendment suggested by the Senator from Montana. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2, line 9, it is proposed to 
strike out the words “purchase and” and to insert in lieu 
thereof the word “purchase” and a comma; and after the 
word “transportation”, to insert the words “and application.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the next 
amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2, line 25, before the word 
insect“, it is proposed to strike out the word “such.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 


INJURIES TO EMPLOYEES ON PUBLIC BUILDINGS AND WORKS 


The Senate proceded to consider the bill (S. 531) to pro- 
vide compensation for disability or death resulting from in- 
jury to employees of contractors on public buildings and 
public works, which had been reported from the Committee 
on Education and Labor, with an amendment, to strike out 
all after the enacting clause and to insert the following: 


That this act may be cited as the Federal Building Workmen's 
Compensation Act. 

Sec. 2, When used in this act— 

(1) The term “person” means any individual, firm, copartner- 
ship, corporation, company, association, or joint-stock association; 
and includes any trustee, receiver, assignee, or personal representa- 
tive thereof. 

(2) The term “injury” means accidental injury or death aris- 
ing out of and in the course of employment, and such occupa- 
tional disease or infection as arises naturally out of such em- 
ployment or as naturally or unavoidably results from such acci- 
dental injury, and includes an injury caused by the willful act 
of a third person directed against an employee because of his 
employment. 

(3) The term “employer” means any person entering into a 
contract specified in section 3 of this act, or subcontractor or 
other person any of whose employees are employed on work 
covered by any such contract. 

(4) The term “employee” means any person employed by an 
employer on work covered by any contract specified in section 3 of 
this act 


(5) The term “State” includes a Territory and the District of 
Columbia. 

(6) The term “United States” when used in a geographical 
sense means the several States and Territories and the District of 
Columbia, including the territorial waters thereof. 

(7) The term death“ as a basis for a right to compensation 
means only death resulting from an injury. 

Sec. 3. (a) Every contract entered into with the United States 
or any executive department, independent establishment, or 
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agency thereof (including Government-owned and Government- 
controlled corporations) for the construction, alteration, or re- 
pair of any public building or public works, or to perform any 
work for any public purpose, in the United States, shall contain 
conditions requiring (1) that the contractor shall, before com- 
mencing performance of such contract, provide for securing the 
payment of compensation and the furnishing of other benefits 
to employees under the provisions of the Longshoremen’s and 
Harbor Workers’ Compensation Act, approved March 4, 1927 (U. 
S. O., 1934 ed., title 33, sec. 901, and the following), as amended, 
and as made applicable to such employees by this act, and 
(2) that the contractor maintain in full force and effect during 
the term of the contract, and while employees are engaged in 
work performed under such contract, the security for the payment 
of such compensation and other benefits: Provided, That where 
the contract is to be performed within a State having a work- 
men’s compensation law and the employees are eligible to receive 
the benefits provided by such law, the contractor shall be deemed 
to have satisfied such conditions if (A) before commencing the 
performance of such contract he provides for securing the pay- 
ment of workmen’s compensation benefits under such State work- 
men's compensation law, and (B) he maintains in full force and 
effect during the term of such contract, and while employees are 
engaged in work performed under such contract, the security for 
the payment of such benefits under such State workmen’s com- 
pensation law. Any failure to comply with such conditions shall 
be — it to be a breach of such contract and a violation of 
this act. 

(b) Insofar as the employees of a subcontractor or other per- 
son whose employees are employed on work covered by any such 
contract are concerned, the contractor shall be deemed to have 
complied with such conditions if he requires such subcontractor 
or other person to provide and maintain protection for the em- 
ployees of such subcontractor or other person to the extent pro- 
vided for in subsection (a), but any failure on the part of any 
such subcontractor or other person to provide and maintain such 
protection shall be deemed a breach of contract, and a violation 
of this act, by the contractor. 

Sec. 4. The provisions of the Longshoremen’s and Harbor Work- 
ers’ Compensation Act, approved March 4, 1927 (U. S. C., 1634 
ed., title 33, sec. 901, and the following), as amended, insofar 
as such provisions are not inapproviate, shall apply in respect to 
the injury or death of any employee on work covered by a con- 
tract entered into pursuant to section 3 of this act, if recovery 
for such injury or death through workmen’s compensation pro- 
ceedings are not provided by State laws; and in applying such 
provisions, the term “employer” shall be held to include any 
person who enters into a contract specified in section 3 of this 
act, or any subcontractor or other person any of whose employees 
are employed on work covered by any such contract, and the 
term “employee” shall be held to include any person employed 
by any such employer on work covered by any such contract. 

Sec. 5. Any contractor who violates any of the provisions of 
this act or the rules and regulations issued thereunder shall be 
guilty of a misdemeanor and, upon conviction thereof, shall be 
punished by a fine of not more than $1,000 or by imprisonment for 
not more than 1 year, or by both such fine and imprisonment. 
This section shall not affect any other Liability of the employer 
under this act. 

Src, 6. Any insurer who has a claim for unpaid premiums for 
any policies of insurance required by this act to be written shall 
have the right of action and of intervention against the con- 
tractor and his sureties conferred upon persons furnishing labor 
and materials by the act of August 24. 1935 (U. S. O., 5 
title 40, sec. 270). 

Sec. 7. The United States Employees’ Compensation Commission 
is authorized to make such rules and regulations as may be nec- 
essary to carry out the provisions of this act. The Commission 
shall prescribe the duties of contracting officers of the United 
States or of any executive department, independent establish- 
ment, or agency thereof, in securing compliance with the provi- 
sions of section 3 of this act and may authorize any such con- 

officer to waive the conditions of such section, subject to 
the approval of the Commission, when in its opinion compliance 
therewith would seriously impede the conduct of the public 
business. 

Sec. 8. If any provisions of this act, or the application of such 
provisions to any person or circumstance, shall be held invalid, 
the remainder of this act, or the application of such provisions 
to persons or circumstances other than those as to which it is 
held invalid, shall not be affected thereby. 

Sec. 9. This act shall apply to all contracts entered into pur- 
suant to invitations for bids issued after the expiration of 60 
days after the date of enactment of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 
BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 945) for the relief of the Community Invest- 
ment Co., Inc., was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask that the bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, ST. JOHNS COUNTY, FLA. 

The bill (H. R. 5921) for the relief of the Board of County 
Commissioners of St. Johns County, Fla., was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let us have an explanation of this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The author of the bill is 
not present at the moment. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let the bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

Mr. ANDREWS subsequently said: Mr. President, I was 
out of the Senate Chamber for a few minutes, during which 
time Calendar No. 1480, House bill 5921, was passed over. I 
ask unanimous consent to have that bill considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, briefly, will the Senator state 
what is the purport of the bill? 

Mr. ANDREWS. I will get a copy of the bill and ex- 
plain it. 

Mr. KING. The bill provides that the Secretary of the 
Treasury is to pay to the county commissioners of St. Johns 
County, Fla., $4,510 on account of the salaries of two bridge 
tenders. I was wondering why the Federal Government 
should pay bridge tenders who are looking after a bridge 
which, doubtless, was constructed by the county. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, if I may answer, this is 
what the report states: 


It is evident that this claim arose through a difference in legal 
interpretations, and its payment has been denied on a legality. 
Since it has now been determined that the Government actually 
owned the bridge during the period which St. Johns County was 
forced to operate it, it is also evident that the claim is meritorious 


and should be paid. Passage of the bill is accordingly recom- 
mended. 

I think the bill ought to be passed. 

Mr. KING. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

BILL PASSED OVER 

The bill (H. R. 6689) for the relief of George Rendell, 
Alice Rendell, and Mabel Rendell was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, may we have an explanation of 
this bill? The Department seems to be in doubt about the 
claim. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The author of that bill is 
not present at this moment. 

Mr. KING. I ask that the bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

RELLIE DODGEN AND ANAH WEBB LAVERY 

The bill (H. R. 3757) for the relief of Rellie Dodgen and 
Anah Webb Lavery, was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 

BILLS PASSED OVER 

The bill (H. R. 3776) for the relief of T. T. East and the 
Cassidy Southwestern Commission Co., citizens of the State 
of Texas, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask that the bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 4229) for the relief of Clifford Belcher 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR, Let the bill be passed over for the 
present, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

ESTATE OF DESSIE MASTERSON 

The bill (H. R. 726) for the relief of the estate of Dessie 
Masterson was considered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

MR. AND MRS. JAMES CRAWFORD 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2643) for 

the relief of Mr. and Mrs. James Crawford, which had been 
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reported from the Committee on Claims with an amend- 
ment to add at the end of the bill a proviso, so as to make 
the bill read: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury is author- 
ized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, the sum of $500 to James Crawford and 
the sum of $1,500 to Mrs. James Crawford in full satisfaction of 
all their claims against the United States for damages resulting 
from personal injuries received by them when the wagon in 
which they were riding was struck from the rear, at a point about 
4 miles east of Pendleton, Oreg., on the Old Oregon Trail High- 
way, by a Government truck being operated by an employee of 
the Forest Service, Department of Agriculture: Provided, That no 
part of the amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 per- 
cent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent 
or attorney on account of services rendered in connection with 
this claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any contract to the 
contrary notwithstanding. Any person violating the provisions of 
this act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceedirg $1,000, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 
EDWARD F. CASSIDY 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 5608) 
for the relief of Edward F. Cassidy, which was read, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is au- 
thorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, to Edward F. Cassidy, of Cambridge, 
Mass., the sum of $3,675, in full satisfaction of all claims against 
the United States for damages sustained by the said Edward 
F. Cassidy who was struck and injured by a United States mail 
truck in Cambridge, Mass., on February 24, 1936: Provided, That 
no part of the amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 
percent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or agents, attorney or attormeys, on account of services 
rendered in connection with said claim. It shall be unlawful 
for any agent or agents, attorney or attorneys, to exact, collect, 
withhold, or receiye any sum of the amount appropriated in this 
act in excess of 10 percent thereof on account of services rendered 
in connection with said claim, any contract to the contrary not- 
withstanding. Any person violating the provisions of this act 
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I ask the clerk to give 
the amount provided in the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is informed that 
the amount is $3,675. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What was the amount claimed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is informed that 
that was the original amount claimed. 

The question is on the third reading and passage of the 
bill. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

GEORGE SHADE AND VAVA SHADE 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 5338) 
for the relief of George Shade and Vava Shade, which had 
been reported from the Committee on Claims with an 
amendment to add a proviso at the end of the bill, so as to 
make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in the Treasury allocated by the President for the maintenance 
and operation of the Civilian Conservation Corps, to George Shade 
and Vava Shade, of Winterset, Madison County, Iowa, the sums 
of $500 and $3,000, respectively, in all $3,500, in full settlement 
of all claims against the United States Government for injuries 
sustained by them on February 13, 1934, when an automobile in 
which they were riding collided with an Emergency Conservation 
Work truck, operated by the Civilian Construction Corps, on the 
public highway, about 5 miles southeast of Winterset, Madison 
County, Iowa: Provided, That no part of the amount appropriated 
in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or de- 
livered to or received by any agent or attorney on account of 
services rendered in connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be 
fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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The amendment was ordered to be engrossed, and the bill 
to be read a third time. 
The bill was read the third time and passed. 


BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 1464) for the relief of Lena Sumter was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may we have an ex- 
planation of this bill? I understand that the widow is al- 
ready receiving compensation in the sum of $45.50 a month. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I think the provision of the 
bill is in lieu of that, I will say to the Senator from Ten- 
nessee. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Until we find out definitely, let the 
bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 3005) to confer jurisdiction on the Court of 
Claims to hear and determine the claim of the A. C. Messler 
Co. was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. I ask that the bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


ROBERT M’COY, A MINOR 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 6826) 
for the relief of Robert McCoy, a minor, which was read as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in 
the Treasury allocated by the President for the maintenance and 
operation of the Civilian Conservation Corps, to the legal guardian 
of Robert McCoy, a minor, of Albany, Calif., the sum of $2,668.50 
in full settlement of all claims against the United States for in- 
juries and expenses incurred when he was struck by an ambu- 
lance of the Civilian Conservation Corps, May 11, 1934, at Albany, 
Calif.: Provided, That no part of the amount appropriated in this 
act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or agents, attorney or attorneys, on account 
of services rendered in connection with said claim. It shall be 
unlawful for any agent or agents, attorney or attorneys, to exact, 
collect, withhold, or receive any sum of the amount appropriated 
in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof on account of services 
rendered in connection with said claim, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, what is the amount al- 
lowed in the bill and what was the amount claimed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is informed that 
the amount stated on page 1 of the bill is $2,668.50. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Was that the amount asked for? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is so advised. 

The question is on the third reading and passage of the 
bill. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

ARTEMISIA GRANT 

The bill (H. R. 6999) for the relief of Artemisia Grant was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

PAUL BRINZA 

The bill (H. R. 2316) for the relief of Paul Brinza was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

B. W. GOODENOUGH ET AL. 


The bill (H. R. 6647) for the relief of B. W. Goodenough 
and wife, Katherine F. Goodenough, and son, Charles Good- 
enough, was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

MIRIAM GRANT 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 6618) for 
the relief of Miriam Grant, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Claims, with an amendment, on page 1. 
line 6, after the words “sum of”, to strike out “$2,964” and 
to insert “$1,964”, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby 
authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury 


not otherwise appropriated, to Miriam Grant, of San Francisco, 
Calif., the sum of $1,964, in full satisfaction of her claim against 
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the United States for personal injuries sustained when the auto- 
mobile she was driving was struck by a delivery truck operated by 
an inspector of the Food and Drug Administration, Department of 
Agriculture, at the intersection of Potrero Avenue and Twenty- 
second Street, San Francisco, Calif., on April 4, 1932: Provided, 
That no part of the amount appropriated in this act in excess of 
10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services rendered in connection 
with this claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any contract 
to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person violating the provi- 
sions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and 
bo io conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding 


Mr. McKELLAR. What was the amount allowed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is informed that 
it is $1,964. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have no objection. 

Mr. GEORGE. The amount was reduced. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is what the Department recom- 
mended, and under those circumstances I see no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 

ALCEO GOVONI 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 865) for the 
relief of Alceo Govoni, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Claims with an amendment, on page 1, line 9, 
after “January 4”, to strike out “1937” and to insert “1927”, 
and at the end of the bill to add a proviso, so as to make 
the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $766 to Alceo 
Govoni, in full settlement of all claims against the United States, 
for injuries sustained by him when the vehicle which he was 
driving collided with United States Army truck No. 214243 on 
January 4, 1927, at Boston, Mass.: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof 
shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or attorney 
on account of services rendered in connection with this claim, 
and the same shall be unlawful, any contract to the contrary not- 
withstanding. Any perron violating the provisions of this act shall 
be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof 
shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


MRS. GEORGE ORR 


The bill (H. R. 8021) for the relief of Mrs. George Orr, 
was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

AUTHORIZATION TO WILLIAM BOWIE TO WEAR FOREIGN DECORATION 


The resolution (S. J. Res. 247) authorizing William Bowie, 
captain (retired), United States Coast and Geodetic Survey, 
Department of Commerce, to accept and wear decoration of 
the Order of Orange Nassau, bestowed by the Government of 
the Netherlands, was considered, ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That William Bowie, captain (retired), United 
States Coast and Geodetic Survey, Department of Commerce, be, 
and he hereby is, authorized to accept and wear the decoration of 
the Order of Orange Nassau, bestowed by the Government of the 
Netherlands; the same having been conferred upon him by the 
Queen of the Netherlands in recognition of his outstanding 
achievements in the interests of international science and geodesy. 
The Department of State is hereby authorized to deliver the said 
decoration to the aforementioned William Bowie. 


NINTH CONGRESS OF INTERNATIONAL SEED TESTING ASSOCIATION 


The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 567) to authorize and request 
the President of the United States to invite the International 
Seed Testing Association to hold its ninth congress in the 
United States in 1940 and to invite foreign countries to par- 
ticipate in that congress; and also to provide for participa- 
tion by the United States in that congress was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


1938 


COMPACT FOR DIVISION OF WATERS OF LITTLE MISSOURI RIVER 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 183) granting 
the consent of Congress to the States of Montana, North 
Dakota, South Dakota, and Wyoming to negotiate and enter 
into a compact or agreement for division of the waters of 
the Little Missouri River, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, with an 
amendment, to add a proviso at the end of the bill, so as 
to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That consent of Congress is hereby given to 
the States of Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, and Wyoming 
to negotiate and enter into a compact or agreement not later .han 
January 1, 1938, providing for an equitable division and apportion- 
ment between the States of the water supply of the Little Mis- 
souri River and of the streams tributary thereto, upon conditions 
that one suitable person, who shall be appointed by the President 
of the United States, shall participate in said negotiations as the 
representative of the United States and shall make report to Con- 
gress of the proceedings and of any compact or agreement entered 
into: Provided, That any such compact or agreement shall not be 
binding or obligatory upon either of the parties thereto unless and 
until the same shall have been approved by the legislature of 
each of said States and by the Congress of the United States: 
Provided further, That nothing in this act shall apply to any 
waters within the Yellowstone National Park or the Teton Na- 
tional Park, or shall establish any right or interest in or to any 
lands within the boundaries thereof or any subsequent additions 
thereto. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. MURRAY subsequently said: Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to revert to Calendar No. 1502, being 
Senate bill 183. I inadvertently failed to call attention to an 
amendment on the first page striking out “1938” and insert- 
ing “1940.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from Montana that the Senate return 
to Calendar No. 1502, Senate bill 183? 

Mr. KING. I inquire is that the bill relating to the division 
of water? 

Mr. MURRAY. Yes. 

Mr. KING. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the bill is before the Senate. 

Mr. MURRAY. I move that the votes whereby the bill was 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed be reconsidered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the votes 
are reconsidered. 

Mr. MURRAY. I now offer the amendment which I send 
to the desk. 5 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment wil’ be 
stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 1, line 6, it is proposed to strike 
out “1938” and insert “1940.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2833) conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of 
Claims to rehear and enter judgment upon the claims of 
Cohen, Goldman & Co., Inc., was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. I ask that the bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


JOHN F. FITZGERALD 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2051) for the 
relief of John F. Fitzgerald, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Claims with an amendment, to add a 
proviso at the end of the bill, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is author- 
ized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to John F. Fitzgerald, of Brattleboro, Vt., 
the sum of $150, such sum representing the amount tendered by 
him for the purpose of compromising a claim for taxes under section 
701 of the Revenue Act of 1926, such tender having been made by 
said John F. Fitzgerald before, but not having been accepted by 
the Department of Justice until after, such section was held un- 
constitutional: Provided, That no part of the amount appropriated 
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in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered 
to or received by any agent or attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim, and the same shall be 
unlawful, any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any per- 
son violating the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a 
misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any 
sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 
PARENTS OF CLARENCE DANIEL 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2890) for 
the relief of the parents of Clarence Daniel, which had been 
reported from the Committee on Claims with an amend- 
ment, on page 1, line 5, after the word “Treasury”, to strike 
out “appropriated or allocated for the maintenance and 
operation of the Works Progress Administration” and to 
insert “not otherwise appropriated”, so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to the parents of 
Clarence Daniel, a minor, of Idabel, Okla., the sum of $3,500, in 
full satisfaction of all claims against the United States for dam- 
ages for personal injuries received by the said Clarence Daniel 
when he was struck and run down, on May 5, 1937, by a Works 
Progress Administration truck which was carrying men to a work 
project: Provided, That no part of the amount appropriated in 
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered 
to or received by any agent or agents, attorney or attorneys, 
on account of services rendered in connection with said claim. It 
shall be unlawful for any agent or agents, attorney or attorneys, 
to exact, collect, withhold, or receive any sum of the amount 
appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof on ac- 
count of services rendered in connection with said claim, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person violating 
the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a misde- 
meanor and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, that bill should pass. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to, 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 
EARLE LINDSEY 


The bill (S. 3543) authorizing the Comptroller General of 
the United States to settle and adjust the claim of Earle 
Lindsey was considered, ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Comptroller General of the United 
States be, and he is hereby, authorized and directed to settle and 
adjust the claim of Earle Lindsey for reimbursement for well- 
drilling pipe and couplings lost while loaned to, and being used 
by, the United States Forest Service during July 1935, and to allow 
in full and final settlement of the claim the sum of not to exceed 
$169.75. There is hereby appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $169.75, or so much 
thereof as may be necessary, for the payment of the claim: Pro- 
vided, That no part of the amount appropriated in this act in 
excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re- 
ceived by any agent or attorney on account of services rendered 
in connection with this claim, and the same shall be unlawful, 
any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a misde- 
meanor and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 


not exceeding $1,000. 
RELIEF OF ENDORSERS OF CHECKS DRAWN ON THE TREASURER OF 
THE UNITED STATES 

The bill (S. 3383) for the relief of the endorsers of certain 
checks drawn on the Treasurer of the United States was 
announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This bill has been adversely 
reported from the Committee on Claims. What is the 
pleasure of the Senate? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I think the bill ought to 
be defeated. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I wish to be recorded in 
favor of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. [Putting the ques- 
tion.] The noes have it, and the bill is not passed. 
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JAMES J. HOGAN 


The bill (S. 2505) for the relief of James J. Hogan was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, let that bill go over. 
The Department recommended against it. 

Mr, BROWN of Michigan. Will the Senator from Ten- 
nessee withhold his request? 

Mr. McKELLAR, I will; but I call the Senator’s attention 
to the following statement from the Secretary of War: 

Since all of the above seems to establish contributory negligence 
on the part of Dr. Hogan, the War De ent is constrained to 


partm: 
recommend that favorable consideration be not given the proposed 
legislation. 


Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I will say to the Senator that 
the claim is very small. It is for the sum of $380. The com- 
mittee investigated the case very carefully and relied upon 
the statement of a State trooper who also investigated the 
Situation. The War Department admitted that its driver 
was negligent but contended that Dr. Hogan, the claimant, 
was also negligent. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What was the amount of the claim 
originally? 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I could not say. The amount 
in the bill is $380. I will say to the Senator that my inves- 
tigation of the State trooper’s statement substantiates it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I will accept the Senator’s statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in the Treasury allocated by the President for the maintenance 
and operation of the Civilian Conservation Corps, to James J. 
Hogan, New Egypt, N. J., the sum of $380. Such sum shall be in 
full settlement of all claims against the United States for damages 
sustained by the said James J. Hogan on account of property 
damage received on January 13, 1937, when the car which he was 
driving on Pemberton-Wrightstown Highway, within the Camp 
Dix Military Reservation, Camp Dix, N. J., was involved in an 


accident with a Government truck operated in the service of the 
Civilian Conservation Corps: Provided, That no part of the amount 


appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be 


paid or delivered to or received by any agent or agents, attorney 
or attorneys, on account of services rendered in connection with 
said claim. It shall be unlawful for any agent or agents, attorney 
or attorneys, to exact, collect, withhold, or receive any sum of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof on 
account of services rendered in connection with said claim, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person violating 
the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceed- 
ing $1,000. 
ORVILLE D. DAVIS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2956) for the 
relief of Orville D. Davis, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Claims, with an amendment, on page 1, line 6, 
after the words “sum of“, to strike out “$2,500” and to insert 
“$1,500”, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
‘Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Orville D. Davis, of Leaven- 
worth, Kans., the sum of $1,500 in full and final settlement of any 
and all claims against the United States for permanent injuries 
received as a result of being shot in the foot during a gun battle 
between Federal agents and bandits in the post-office building at 
Topeka, Kans., on April 16, 1937: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof 
shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or attorney 
on account of services rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to the contrary notwith- 
standing. Any person violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall 
be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


MRS. C. DOORN 

The bill (S. 2742) for the relief of Mrs. C. Doorn, was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That in the administration of the immigra- 
tion laws of the United States, relating to the issuance of immi- 
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gration visas for admission to the United States and relating to 
admissions at ports of entry of aliens as immigrants, for perma- 
nent residence in the United States, the provision of section 3 
of the act of Congress of February 5, 1917 (39 Stat. 875), as 
amended (U. S. C. A., title 8, sec. 136 (n)), which excludes from 
admission into the United States persons who are natives of 
certain geographical zones described therein, and the provision 
of section 13 (c) of the Immigration Act of 1924 (43 Stat. 162), 
as amended (U. S. C. A., title 8, sec. 213 (e)), which excludes 
from admission to the United States persons who are ineligible 
to citizenship, shall not hereafter be held to apply to Mrs. C. 
Doorn, who is the wife of C. Doorn, a citizen of the United 
States; and said Mrs. C. Doorn, if otherwise admissible under 
the immigration laws, may be issued an immigration visa and 
may be granted admission to the United States upon application 
hereafter filed. 


COMPENSATION FOR INJURED UNITED STATES EMPLOYEES 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 1547) to 
amend section 42 of the act of Congress entitled “An act to 
provide compensation for employees of the United States 
suffering injuries while in the performance of their duties, 
and for other purposes,” approved September 7, 1916, as 
amended. 

Mr. KING. Let that bill go over. 

Mr. BURKE. Will the Senator withhold his request? 

Mr. KING. Yes. 

Mr. BURKE. The only change the bill makes in the exist- 
ing law is to permit the employees of the Alaska Railroad 
who are injured and whose claims are acted upon by the 
Compensation Commission, to appeal. They are now the 
only empleyees of the Government who do not have the right 
of appeal. ; 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BURKE. Yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. How many of the employees were in- 
jured, and what will it mean in money? 

Mr. BURKE. It does not mean anything now. There is 
no immediately pressing problem, but from time to time there 
are cases of employees who are injured and who never have 
had the right of appeal. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have no objection. 

Mr. BURKE. The matter is now disposed of by the general 
manager of the Alaska Railroad. If he decides against the 
employees, they are through; but under this bill they would 
have a right to appeal to the Employees’ Compensation Com- 
mission, of which the Senator is a great advocate, and have 
the matter properly settled. 

Mr. KING. May I inquire of the Senator when we are to 
get rid of the Alaska Railroad? About 10 years ago we 
appointed to commission to make a report looking to the 
discontinuance of Government operation of that railroad. 

Mr. BURKE. At the present moment I am unable to 
answer that question, but I shall make a careful study of it 
and report to the Senator. 

Mr. KING. I shall be glad to hear the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

BILL PASSED OVER 

The bill (S. 2933) to admit Mrs. Henry Francis Parks per- 
manently to the United States was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. May we have an explanation of that bill? 
The explanation I have before me is not very good. 

Mr. KING. The explanation is good, but the bill is bad. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let it go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

GEORGE HENRY LEVINS 

The bill (S. 3064) for the relief of George Henry Levins 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may we have a statement 
from the Senator from Massachusetts about this bill? 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, the bill provides that at any 
time within 1 year after enactment of the act George Henry 
Levins, who made a declaration of intention in December 
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1917, but who failed to complete naturalization because of 
erroneous advice given to him by an official of the United 
States, may be naturalized by taking the oath of allegiance 
as prescribed in the naturalization laws. 

The records show that Mr. Levins has made two declara- 
tions of intention both in the United States district court 
at Boston. The first was made on April 10, 1917, and the 
second on October 2, 1937. He alleges therein that he was 
born at Dublin, Ireland, on January 9, 1883, and arrived in 
the United States at Boston, Mass., on May 8, 1896. 

Information furnished your committee reveals that Mr. 
Levins sought to file a petition for naturalization in October 
1920, but was advised by a clerk or examiner in the Federal 
Building at Boston that he was already a citizen by virtue of 
his father’s naturalization. His father is represented as hay- 
ing been naturalized on October 9, 1905, and the misinforma- 
tion as haying been based upon the assumption that the 
subject of the bill was born in 1886. Having been born in 
1883, he was, of course, more than 21 years of age on the 
date his father is said to have been naturalized, and conse- 
quently could not have derived citizenship through such 
naturalization, 

Mr. Levins is described as a W. P. A. employee, the father 
of eight children, all born in Cambridge, Mass., and is the 
sole support of his minor children. The information pre- 
sented indicates that Mr. Levins will lose his employment 
unless he qualifies for citizenship. 

Therefore, the committee, after thoroughly considering the 
facts as presented, recommend that the bill be favorably 
reported. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Is the purpose of this bill to allow 
Levins to become a citizen of the United States? 

Mr. WALSH. That is correct. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Is he a man of good character? 

Mr. WALSH. Yes. The next bill is for the relief of a 
woman who seeks the same remedy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was ordered to be en- 
grossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed, 
as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete, That, at any time within 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this act, George Henry Levins (U. S. De- 
partment of Labor file No. 23-30675), of Cambridge, Mass., who 
filed a declaration of intention to become a citizen of the United 
States in the District Court of the United States at Boston, Mass., 
in December 1917, but who failed to take such further action as 
was required to enable him to become a citizen of the United 
States because of erroneous advice given to him by an official of 
the United States, may be naturalized as a citizen of the United 
States by taking the oath of allegiance in the manner prescribed 
in the naturalization laws before any court having jurisdiction of 
the naturalization of aliens. 


MARIA BARTOLO 


The bill (S. 3063) for the relief of Maria Bartolo was con- 
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That in the administration of the immigra- 
tion laws Maria Bartolo (nee Mariannina D’Amore), wife of Car- 
mine Bartolo, a citizen of the United States, shall not be denied 
an immigration visa, nor denied admission to the United States 
for permanent residence, because of the fact that she entered the 
United States in December 1924 by the use of an immigration 
visa issued to Carmela Savelli. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of Labor is authorized and directed to 
cancel any warrants of arrest or orders of deportation which may 
have been issued in the case of the said Maria Bartolo upon the 
ground of unlawful residence in the United States and to permit 
her to permanently remain in the United States. 


Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I ask that the report on this 
bill be printed in connection with it. 

There being no objection, the report (No. 1452) was ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

The Committee on Immigration, to whom was referred the bill 
(8. 3063) for the relief of Maria Bartolo, having considered the 
same, report it back to the Senate without amendment and recom- 
mend that the bill do pass. 


The facts in the case as presented to your committee are briefly 
as follows: 
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The records show that the person named, a native and citizen 
of Italy, arrived in the United States at the port of New York on 
December 6, 1924, and upon presentation of a nonquota visa, which 


` was issued to her by the American Consul at Naples, Italy, under 


the provisions of section 4 (c) of the act of 1924, was admitted as a 
native of Brazil, Subsequent to this admission it was discovered 
that this visa was secured through fraud, in that she was not born 
in Brazil, but was in fact a native of Italy. It appears that in 
securing this nonquota visa she used the name and birth certificate 
of one Camela Savelli. She claims, however, that her father was 
responsible for this fraudulent transaction, 

Mrs. Bartolo was made the subject of deportation proceedings on 
January 13, 1936, and on June 4, 1936, a warrant issued for her 
deportation to Italy on the ground that she is in the United States 
in violation of the act of 1924, in that she is found to have been at 
the time of entry not entitled under said act to enter the United 
States for the reason, to wit: That the immigration visa which she 
presented was not valid because procured by fraud or misrepre- 
sentation, and that at the time of her entry she was not a non- 
quota immigrant as specified in her immigration visa. 

The subject of this report was married to a legal resident of the 
United States in January 1926. Her husband has subsequently 
become a citizen by naturalization and she has three children born 
in this country, By reason of the family situation deportation in 
this case has been held in abeyance pending action by the Con- 
gress on legislation pending which would give relief in this case, 
ane Department of Labor interposes no objection to passage of the 
bill. 

Therefore, your committee, after thoroughly considering the facts 
as presented, recommend that the bill be favorably reported. 


TARGET RANGE NEAR MISSOULA, MONT. 


The bill (S. 3459) to authorize the Secretary of War to 
acquire by donation land at or near Fort Missoula, Mont., for 
target range, military, or other public purposes, was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, does the Senator from 
Texas recommend this bill? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Yes, The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
MILLER] reported it after giving it careful study. 

Mr. MILLER, The project will not cost the Government 
anything. The land is donated. 

The bill was considered, ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto. That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, 
authorized to accept by donation approximately 2,700 acres of land 
at or near Fort Missoula, Mont., for target range, military, or other 
public purposes: Provided, That in the event the donor is unable to 
perfect or acquire title to any of the land tendered as a donation, 
condemnation of such land is authorized in the name of the United 
States and payment of any and all awards for title to such land as 
is condemned, together with the cost of the suit, shall be made by 
the donor. 


NATIONAL DEFENSE—GENERAL STAFF 


The bill (S. 3590) to amend an act entitled “An act for 
making further and more effectual provision for the national 
defense, and for other purposes,” approved June 3, 1916, as 
amended by the act of June 4, 1920, so as to make available 
certain other officers for General Staff duty, was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the fifth sentence of section 4 (c) of 
the act entitled “An act for making further and more effectual 
provision for the national defense, and for other purposes,” 
approved June 3, 1916, as amended hy the act of June 4, 1920, be, 
and the same is hereby, further amended to read as follows: “In 
time of peace no officer of the line shall be or remain detailed as 
a member of the General Staff Corps unless he has served for 
2 of the next preceding 6 years in actual command of, or on duty 
other than General Staff duty, with troops of one or more of the 
combatant arms or as instructor with the National Guard or 
Organized Reserves; and in time of peace every officer serving in 
a grade below that of brigadier general shall perform duty with 
troops of one or more of the combatant arras for at least 1 year 
in every period of 5 consecutive years, except that officers of less 
than 1 year's commissioned service in the Regular Army may be 
detailed as students at service schools: Provided, That an officer 

ioned in a staff corps shall not be or remain detailed as 
a member of the General Staff Corps unless he has served for 1 
of the next preceding 5 years with troops of one or more of the 
combatant arms or as instructor with the National Guard or 
Organized Reserves.” 
BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3255) to provide for the establishment of a 
mechanism of regulation among over-the-counter brokers 
and dealers operating in interstate and foreign commerce or 
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through the mails, comparable to that provided by national 
securities exchanges under the Securities Exchange Act of 


1934, and for other purposes, was announced as next in order. 


SEVERAL SENATORS. Over. ) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed 
over. 

PREVENTION, TREATMENT, AND CONTROL OF VENEREAL DISEASES 

The bill (S. 3290) to impose additional duties upon the 
United States Public Health Service in connection with the 
investigation and control of the venereal diseases was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Wisconsin explain this bill? 

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. In my judgment, this is a very im- 
portant measure. It had the careful consideration of the 
Senate Commerce Committee. I feel, however, that it is 
of such a character that perhaps Senators may want to 
have an opportunity to study it. I wish to urge them to give 
it careful consideration, I think if they will read the record 
of the hearings which were held by the subcommittee they 
will be very much impressed with the importance of action 
and legislation in this field. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I will say that I agree 
entirely with the Senator. So far as I am concerned, I 
should have no objection to the passage of the bill at this 
time. I think it is a very important bill, and one which 
ought to be passed by all means. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. KING. I assent to the view of the Senator from Wis- 
consin. We should have an opportunity to study the bill. 
Let it go over. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I wish to urge the Senator from 
Utah to give it consideration, because when the calendar is 
next called I hope we may have action on the bill. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, may I say a word about 
the bill, particularly to my friend from Utah? The com- 
mittee held a long hearing, and the matter was afterward 
thoroughly debated in the committee. It was thought in 
the committee that the sums of money appropriated were 
too large. Certain changes were recommended. The bill 
makes provision for a definite appropriation for 3 years, and 
then an authorization following that. 

Mr. KING. Is the authorization made indefinitely? 

Mr. COPELAND. No; it is made for 10 years. The bill 
authorizes such appropriations as may be established with 
the Budget Bureau, the committee, and the Congress. 
Specific amounts are set up for the first, the second, and 
the third year. Then, for each of the 10 fiscal years, there- 
after, it provides for such sum as may be needed to carry 
out the purposes of the act. The reason why the commit- 
tee at first thought of striking out all except 3 or 4 years 
is that it was pointed out to us by the health commis- 
sioners of every State in the Union—they were all here— 
that if they had the prospect before them of actually con- 
tinuing this work over a period of a dozen years, there 
would be an excellent prospect of wiping out venereal 
diseases. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Public Health Service has been at 
work on the subject for a number of years. 

Mr. COPELAND. Oh, yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. We have all seen their advertisements, 
and we know what they are trying to do. I think unques- 
tionably a limitation should be made on the appropriation. 
I do not think it should be allowed to be an indefinite 
appropriation; but such sum as is reasonable and proper 
should certainly be authorized, and the work should be 
done. I do not know of any work which would be of greater 
value to the country than work of this kind. 

Mr. COPELAND. What the Senator suggests is exactly 
what has been done. The bill provides specific appropria- 
tions for 3 years, and provides thereafter “such sum as may 
be needed to carry out the purposes of this act.” 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I find that for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1939, an appropriation of $3,000,000 is pro- 
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posed; for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1940, an appro- 
priation of $5,000,000; and for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1941, an appropriation of $7,000,000. 

Mr. COPELAND. And for each of the 10 fiscal years 
thereafter, such sum as may be needed to carry out the pur- 
poses of this act.” 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is the unfortunate part of it. I 
think it would have been better if the Director of the Public 
Health Service had fixed upon some reasonable sum. I am 
utterly opposed, for any purpose, to unlimited sums being 
authorized, because whenever that is done the Department 
immediately increases its recommendations. 

Mr. COPELAND. I can understand the Senator’s view, but 
may I say to the Senator that it is desirable that the States 
do the work. The representatives of the States tell us that if 
we set up a plan for 3 years or 5 years, obviously, from a medi- 
cal standpoint, that would not be sufficient, but that if they 
could have the prospect of a dozen years of activity then they 
would join. 

Mr. McKELLAR. There ought to be a limitation on it. 
All I ask the Senator from Wisconsin and the Senator from 
New York to do is to fix a limitaticn. The Senator knows 
that unlimited sums are very embarrassing to the Committee 
on Appropriations, 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I may say that it was 
after a careful consultation with experts in this field that 
the bill was originally introduced to provide an annual ap- 
propriation of a specific sum. But it was suggested, either 
officially or unofficially, that it would be more suitable, so far 
as the executive branch of the Government was concerned, 
if a specific sum was not stated, and that the Congress could 
later determine, after the 3-year experimental period, what 
would be required. I should like to ask the Senator from 
Tennessee if it would satisfy him if the words “not to ex- 
ceed a certain amount” were inserted? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I think that would be very much better, 
because to authorize an unlimited sum is very bad legisla- 
tion and ought not to be indulged in by the Congress. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President—— 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield to the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I think I was largely responsible in 
the Commerce Committee for striking out the definite sum 
which was authorized for the final 10 years. As the bill 
came to the committee, it contained an authorization for 13 
years in specific figures. I took the position, and still take 
the position, that, to begin with, it is perfectly absurd for 
one Congress to attempt to bind another; and, secondly, for 
Congress to make a 13-year authorization for an experiment. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I think the Senator is 
correct in that, if the Senator from Wisconsin will allow me 
to say so, but I also think that there ought to be a limita- 
tion made as to succeeding years, and such a limitation is 
not in the bill, as I understand. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Let me continue my statement. As 
a result of that situation, the specific appropriations were 
limited to 3 years, and there was no appropriation author- 
ized of any nature for the final 10 years. 

At the following meeting of the committee it was urged, in 
behalf of this thoroughly notable experiment, which every- 
body wants to promote and wants to see succeed, that for 
some reason, which I confess is beyond my ken, it was neces- 
sary to have some sort of assurance for the subsequent 10 
years. So, personally, I very reluctantly yielded to this 
language. 

I am inclined to think that if we are going to have a sub- 
sequent 10-year appropriation we might better provide 
for it in general language rather than to have any figure at 
all involved. As a matter of fact, this experiment has got to 
stand on its own feet at the end of 3 years. If it has justified 
itself, it will get whatever money it is entitled to; if it has 
not justified itself, it will not be entitled to any money. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I think I can state very briefly and 
succinctly the importance of having this program placed 
upon a continuing basis. If we are to secure cooperation 
from the States and localities, if we are to secure contri- 
butions from them, as we have under the funds which have 


1938 


been provided under the Social Security Act for public- 
welfare work, it is important that those communities feel 
that the program is to have continuity and that it has some 
hope of achieving its objective, because in any attempt to 
deal with venereal diseases, unless the program is carried on 
to the point where the control is established, the money 
expended in that direction may be entirely lost, as will be 
apparent to anyone who gives the matter careful consider- 
ation. 

I should like to ask the Senator from Tennessee if he 
would be better satisfied if the amendment provided that for 
each of the 10 fiscal years thereafter a sum not to exceed 
$25,000,000 shall be authorized? 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Will the Senator let the bill go over? 
I will talk to him, and I am sure we can agree on language. 

Mr. GLASS. The bill went over about a half an hour ago. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I did not understand that it had 
been objected to. I am sorry; I thought the Senator from 
Utah had withdrawn his objection. 

Mr. KING. I stated that I would do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GILLETTE in the chair). 
The present occupant of the chair was not in the chair at 
the time, but he is informed that the bill was not passed 
over. Is there objection to the present consideration of the 
bill? 

Mr. GLASS. There was objection to it, and it went over. 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, I desire to follow the sugges- 
tion first made by the Senator from Wisconsin and to read 
the report and the record of the hearings. Therefore, I 
ask that the bill go over, so that I may have an opportunity 
to do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 9544) making appropriations for the De- 
partments of State and Justice and for the judiciary and 
for the Departments of Commerce and Labor for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I presume that bill will 
have to go over, as its consideration would take some little 
time, but I wish to say to our leader that I hope it may be 
called up at a very early opportunity, as we are very anxious 
to have it considered and acted upon. 

The bill (H. R. 1543) to amend section 24 of the Immigra- 
tion Act of 1917, relating to the compensation of certain Im- 
migration and Naturalization Service employees, and for 
other purposes was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the chairman of the committee, 
who has filed minority views, is absent from the city. Let 
the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1634) to provide for the education of all types 
of physically handicapped children, to make an appropriation 
of money therefor, and to regulate its expenditure, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 973) for the relief of the city of Baltimore was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

RELIEF OF CITY OF NEW YORK 

The bill (S. 684) for the relief of the city of New York was 
announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill has been reported 
adversely from the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let the bill go over. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I ask the Senate to bear 
with me for a minute or two on this bill. 

When war was declared in 1861, President Lincoln made 
a call on all citizens in the North to help maintain the 
Union, and then Congress took action endorsing what he 
did. This is what President Lincoln did in the case of New 
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York. He called to Washington a group of distinguished 
citizens and asked them to equip three regiments, as I re- 
call. It is a matter of fact that this committee went back 
to New York. A mass meeting was held and the citizens 
endorsed the movement. The council voted, appropriated, 
and made available a million dollars. Claims have been 
made at various times in the Congress from the end of the 
War between the States down to a date which I will mention, 
and efforts were made to have this claim paid. I, myself, 
tried when I came into the Senate to have the claim paid. 
Senator Smoot, who was then chairman of the Finance Com- 
mittee, objected, and said the claim had never been audited. 
So the Senate adopted a resolution, offered by me, providing 
for an audit of the expenditures made by the city of New 
York. I was very much interested to find that in the Comp- 
troller’s Office in New York they found the papers; they 
found the original order of President Lincoln; they found 
every dollar of expenditure. It took 3 years of work for 
the Comptroller to make the audit, but he finally did make 
the audit, completed it, and recommended the payment of 
the bill. 

Since that time—and, as I recall, what I am talking 
about occurred 12 years ago—since that time I have upon 
five occasions had bills passed by the Senate on the subject. 

In this instance the committee has reported adversely 
because they call it an ancient claim. I think its antiquity 
dates back merely to the time of the completion of the audit. 
The money was actually appropriated and expended, and 
it ought to be returned to the city of New York. 

I have a record of the return of money to 24 different 
States—I will not bother to read it—amounting to $43,- 
000,000, and interest reimbursements to 20 States. 

Mr. President, I appeal to Senators that this bill is a 
just bill and it ought to receive consideration. 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield to the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. BURKE. The Committee on Claims gave serious 
consideration to the four measures, Calendar Nos. 1522, 
1523, 1524, and 1525, being respectively Senate bills 973, 
684, 1291, and Senate joint resolution 21, two of them pro- 
viding for payments to States or cities for expenditures 
incurred in the Civil War and two going back to the War 
of 1812. 

In all the claims there is a very considerable item of 
interest involved in addition to the original payment. A 
subcommittee was appointed to study the matter very care- 
fully and they decided, for many cogent reasons, that these 
claims were stale and that they ought to be very adversely 
reported by the committee. We trust the Senate will sus- 
tain the committee in its action. 

It will be recalled that last year the city of New York 
received in relief funds $400,000,000 out of the Federal 
Treasury to do things which the city of New York was 
supposed to do for itself. 

I think it comes with very bad grace now for the city of 
New York to say, Well, almost 75 years ago we participated 
in performing a Federal function, and therefore we now want 
the money back with interest.” I believe matters of this 
nature ought to be considered as stale, and have no further 
consideration. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

Mr. BURKE. Yes. 

Mr. COPELAND. Is there not a difference between the 
claim of the city of New York, the audit of which was com- 
pleted within a period of 7 or 8 or 10 years, and a claim 
which comes forward to us now, 75 years old, with very great 
difficulty of determining the validity of the claim? Is there 
any doubt that this money was spent, and that the accounts 
were audited, and that the report was made to the Senate in 
accordance with the report I have just made? 

Mr. BURKE. I have no doubt that the city of New York 
spent approximately $500,000, as reported here, in preparing 
its defenses and equipping men for service during the Civil 
War, and doing other things which properly should have 
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been done by the Federal Government, and possibly making 
some loans. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President—— 

Mr. COPELAND. Let me interrupt the Senator. Nothing 
was spent for defenses, This money was spent for the equip- 
ment of the soldiers. 

Mr. BURKE. Yes; for equipping soldiers. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the matter cannot be 
settled this afternoon; so let it go over until some time when 
it can be settled. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I desire to propound a 
parliamentary inquiry. What question is before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question was, as to 
Senate bill 684, whether or not there was objection to the 
consideration of the bill. 

Mr. McKELLAR. And I objected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection was heard; and 
the Senator from New York then asked the privilege of 
addressing the Senate. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, would it offend anybody to 
suggest that the question ought to be argued when the bill 
is up for consideration? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I call for the regular order. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I assume that when we 
have before us a bill on the calendar, it is up for considera- 
tion. 

Mr. GLASS. But it was passed over. 

Mr. COPELAND. Now that the request has been made, 
I have no objection to its going over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection has been heard, 
and the bill will be passed over. 

RELIEF OF THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 

The bill (S. 1291) for the relief of the State of Connecticut 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. This bill also has an adverse report, and 
should be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

Mr. LONERGAN. Mr. President, I desire to say that this 
claim has been reported adversely by the Claims Committee 
solely because of its alleged “staleness.” That is contrary 
to the fact, because the audit of the claim was not completed 
by the Comptroller General until February 6, 1928, in re- 
sponse to a Senate resolution. 

I have before me a list of principal and interest reim- 
bursements which have been made by the Congress, from 
1817 to 1928, to eight States and the city of Baltimore, for 
expenditures similar to those Connecticut incurred on behalf 
of the Federal Government. I also have a list of payments 
made to 15 States for expenditures in the suppression of 
Indian hostilities, indicating further precedents wherein the 
Federal Government has reimbursed States for expenditures 
on behalf of the Federal Government. All these Indian hos- 
tilities claims have been paid, so that reimbursing Connecticut 
for war expenses will not open the door to any Indian hos- 
tilities claims. 

The merits of Connecticut’s claim have never been ques- 
tioned, and it has been favorably reported to and passed by 
the Senate heretofore. 

I ask unanimous consent to have printed in the RECORD 
the lists to which I have referred. 

There being no objection, the lists were ordered to be 
printed in the Rrcorp, as follows: 


War or 1812-15 
Principal and interest reimbursements to 8 States and 1 city 


Principal Total 


$63, 014. 59 |$143, 675.39 | $206, 689. 98 


34, 545.72 | 89,780.50 | 124, 326, 22 


Aot ol of Mar. 3, 1817... ; 
Act of May 20, 1828.. 
Act of May 30, 1908.....-..-- 83, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


War or 1812-15 - Continued 
Principal and interest reimbursements to 8 States and 1 city Con. 
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‘Act of May 13, 1826 
Aet oN Mar Mar. 3, 1857... 
Act of ‘May 31, 1830- 
Subsiste 


244, 339. 88 


546, 461. 08 


8485 
8883 


Act of Mar. 3, 1817 
Act of Mar. 3, 1825. 178, 


1 tae — 69 paid to the State in cash; balance of $49,304.19 credited on the State’s 
debtedness to the Government, on account of unpaid State bonds. 


gaat of Indian hostilities—Reimbursements made to 15 


States 
ß A : v $193, 807. 44 
Militia services, 1836 and 1837 (act Aug. 16, 1842) 111, 214. 13 
Interest on advances made (act Jan. 26, 1840) — 69,137.99 
Certain claims (act Aug. 10, 1846) — 13, 455. 32 
SSS 
Arkansas (resisting incursions of Cherokee Indians, act Mar. 3, 1857) 1, 212, 00 
— a 
G SEE ERR NSE A A ĩͤ E SE, a — 1,149, 287. 71 
Suppressing Indian hostilities prior to Jan. 1, 1854 (acts Aug. 5, 1854 
and: Aug. 8, 1856; 960; B)... sanna re 914, 077. 02 
Suppressing Indian 5 3 1854, 1855, 1857, 1858, and 1859 (acts 
Mar. 2, 1861, and July 25, 1888) 231, 067, 87 
Tr PPPTP—0000T0T00T00T00TC00T0T0TTTT a a 164, 742. 29 
Expenses incurred in 1849 and 1852 (act Feb. 27, 1861) 71, 954. 19 
xpenses incurred 1849 and 1852 (act Mar. 3, 1857) ES IEE 92, 788. 10 


Militia services, 1792-03-04 (act Mar. 2, 1827) 
Militia services, 1835-38 1 Aug. 11, 1842) 
Militia services, 1835-38 (act Mar. 3, 1853, Sec. 8) 
Interest allowance (act Mar. 3, 1851) 
Calling out militia, 1836 


LOS UNO) A ͤ ::: cae ae 
Expenses of Indian wars, 1835-38 (act Mar. 3, 1879) 
I— — 2 
Iowa (advances to troops, 1857-59, act June 21, 1860) 18, 988, 84 
Kansas (suppressing Indian hostilities, act June 27, 1880. 332, 308. 13 
MB Briar, as e cians oa mh ated E T ESN 060. 
Interest on expenditures in — of northeastern frontier, 1839-41 
11 5 Mar. 3, 1861, and Aug. 31, 1852) 2... 74, 188. 95 
Militia service in defense of northeastern frontier, 1839 (act June 13, 
%% ff A ——.., . estore guns 193, 901. 53 
E a AAE ͤ ͤ Vw... ͤ ͤ— 
Suppressing Indian hostilities in 1862 (acts Mar. 3, 1863, and July 2, 
FFF vv DEAA E o 359, 579. 81 


Expenses incurred by Capt. James Starkey’s company of Min- 
nesota Volunteers (act Mar, 3, 1859) 


Nebraska (suppressing Indian hostilities, 1864, act July 27, 1866) 
New Hampshire. 


Militia services, 1835-37 (act cont Pei 2, 1849) 


—. ios aaa AS RI — Sang «yi: oe 
Uta (suppressing Indian hostilities, act July 17, 1854) 


Wi 4 

Mr. LONERGAN. I also ask leave to have printed in the 

Record a detailed statement of the claim, being a computa- 

tion of the balance due the State, an explanation of the 
computation, and a statement of precedents. 
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There being no objection, the matter referred to was 
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


COMPUTATION OF BALANCE DUE STATE OF CONNECTICUT 


The claim of the State of Connecticut for reimbursement of 
advances and expenditures made by Connecticut for military pur- 
poses during the War of 1812-15, is based upon an audit made by 
the Comptroller General of the United States on February 6, 1928, 
at the direction of the Senate, and upon his letter of February 15, 
1936, to Senator LONERGAN, bringing down to that date the amount 
due Connecticut. 

That audit and letter indicate the claim is computed as follows: 


Balance due Connecticut for loans and interest $598, 936. 30 


Computed as follows: 
$6,000 at 6 percent from date of loan, Nov. 25, 
1813, to date of first payment by the United 


States, Mar. 11, 1817; 3 years 3 months 14 days. 1, 184.00 
$50,000 at 6 percent from date of loan, Sept. 27, 
1814, to date of first payment by the United 
States, Mar. 11, 1817; 2 years 5 months 12 days 7, 350. 00 
$7,000 at 6 percent from date of loan, Oct. 11, 
1814, to date of first payment by the United 
States, Mar. 11, 1817; 2 years 5 months 1,015. 00 
$5,000 at 6 percent from date of loan, Nov. 17, 
1814, to date of first payment by the United 
States, Mar. 11, 1817; 2 years 3 months 22 days. 693.33 
$20,000 at 6 percent from date of loan, Dec. 5, 
1814, to date of first payment by the United 
States, Mar. 11, 1817; 2 years 3 months 6 days. 2, 720. 00 
$27,069.29 at 6 percent from date of loan, Jan. 6, 
1815, to date of first payment by the United 
States, Mar. 11, 1817; 2 years 2 months 5 days. 3, 541. 56 
Tota into ort erence ewes ometinnntien 16, 503. 89 
Finepass ———rr aes 115, 069. 29 
Principal and interest — 181,573.18 
Deduct first payment. - 50,000.00 
New. (( 81, 573.18 
Second and third payments by the United States being 
less than interest due, are not applied until interest z 
is computed to Mar. 11, 1936, the date adopted for 
the purpose of this report; $81,573.18 at 6 percent 
from Mar. 11, 1817, to Mar. 11, 1936, 119 years 582, 432. 41 
1 SL S a 664, 005. 59 
Deduct total of second and third payments , 069. 29 
598, 936. 30 


EXPLANATION OF COMPUTATION 


Six loans were made by Connecticut, on which the State paid 
interest at the rate of 6 percent. These loans, totaling $115,069.29, 
with interest to March 11, 1817, computed at 6 percent, results in 
the total amount due Connecticut on said date, of $131,573.18. 

Against this amount, by the Maryland rule, was applied the 
$50,000 which was the first amount reimbursed to the State on 
March 11, 1817, said payment being first applied to interest due as 
of that date. 

As the result of the payment of March 11, 1817, there was still 
due the State as of that date, $81,573.18, representing the new 
principal. 

Now, computing interest on such amount to March 11, 1936, 
the date of the Comptroller General’s letter, which amounts to 
$582,432.41, and adding thereto the new principal due, of $81,- 
573.18, makes a total of $664,005.59. 

Against this amount, by the Maryland rule, was applied the 
$65,069.29, which was the total of second and third payments by 
the United States to Connecticut in 1838. 

As result of these two payments, there is due the State of 
Connecticut as of March 11, 1936, the sum of $598,936.30, principal 
and interest. 

Such computation and reimbursement to the State of Connecti- 
cut conforms to the Maryland rule, applied in the reimbursements 
already made by the Congress to the States of Maryland, Massa- 
chusetts, Virginia, South Carolina, New York, Pennsylvania, Dela- 
ware, and North Carolina, and the city of Baltimore. 

The Maryland rule, as set out in the act of March 3, 1857, is 
as follows: 

“Src. 12. * im the calculation of interest due under the 
act aforesaid the following rule shall be observed, to wit: Interest 
shall be calculated up to the time of any payment made. To 
this interest the payment shall be first applied, and if it exceed 
the interest due, the balance shall be applied to diminish the 
principal; if the payment fall short of the interest, the balance 
of interest shall not be added to the principal so as to produce 
interest. Second, interest shall be allowed to the State of Mary- 
land on such sums only on which the said State either paid inter- 
est or lost interest by the transfer of an interest-bearing fund.” 
(11 Stat. L. 229.) 

In interpreting such rule, the Attorney General of the United 
States, on August 11. 1857. made the following statement: 

“Where Congress authorizes the payment of a debt, with interest, 
this, without more, means that legal interest shall be paid on the 
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whole of the principal for all time during which the principal has 
been unpaid. * * Congress has given to Maryland interest on 
her debt; and I look in vain for anything which declares that 
interest shall be stopped before the principal is paid.” (See 9 
Atty. Gen. Op. 57.) 

PRECEDENTS 


The Maryland rule and interpre ation thereof, was followed by 
the Congress in reimbursing the other States for interest payments 
growing out of advances made to the United States during the 
War of 1812-15: 


Maryland (act of Mar. 3 


3, 1857) . 
) 


Pennsylvania (act of Feb. 27, 1906). 
Delaware (act of May 30, 1908). --- 83,250.65 
North Carolina (act of May 28, 109 118, 035. 69 


1 The claim of the State of Virginia was compromised by giving back to the State 
= State bonds held by the United States in an equal amount of the State’s 
claim. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection having heen 
made, the bill will be passed over. 

RELIEF OF STATE OF VERMONT 


The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 21) directing the Comp- 
troller General to readjust the account between the United 
States and the State of Vermont was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, this is one of the measures 
to which reference has just been made. It is the claim of 
the State of Vermont for reimbursement for military ad- 
vancements made by that State during the War of 1812, 
and for actual loans and the interest thereon. 

The joint resolution has been adversely reported by the 
committee. The sole ground of the adverse report, as stated 
in it, is that the claim is “stale.” That raises only one ques- 
tion to be passed on by the Senate. It is not formidable 
and not difficult to settle, for the reason that no audit of 
the claim was made by the Comptroller General of the 
United States until February 19, 1935, in response to a Sen- 
ate resolution. 

When we come to the consideration of that issue, I hope 
to find only a few Senators supporting the adverse report 
of the committee, which I regard as exceedingly unjust and 
discriminatory against a brave little State whose claim is 
small, in fact picayune, compared to the claims of identically 
the same sort which have already been paid by action of 
Congress. 

The merits of the Vermont claim, the actual right and 
justice of the Vermont claim, have never been challenged, 
although it has passed the Senate once before, and failed 
in the House only because it could not be reached in the 
House by the time of adjournment. The Committee on 
the Judiciary again reported the claim favorably to the 
Senate; and when the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BURKE] 
raised some question about the “staleness” of the claim, the 
Senator from Vermont who is the author of the joint reso- 
lution himself gladly had the claim recommitted to the 
Committee on Claims, of which the Senator from Nebraska 
is a member, so that he might study the matter in detail, 
fully believing and having confidence that when the Senator 
studied the joint resolution he would have no further objec- 
tion to it. 

My reason for making such remarks at this time is that 
I want the Senate to have the benefit of the computation 
of this claim. I want them to see what it is, and I want 
them to observe that eight States have already been paid 
for claims identical with this. I have the dates of the pay- 
ments. One of them was made to North Carolina as late 
as 1928. I want to put all these data in the RECORD, so 
that Senators may have the data before them, and so that 
when we come to the consideration of this measure they 
will have the advantage of that information. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert in the Record this im- 
portant information, which absolutely proves the justice 
of this small claim of the State of Vermont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the mat- 
ter referred to by the Senator from Vermont will be printed 
in the RECORD. 
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The matter referred to is as follows: 


1812 War CLAIM or STATE OF VERMONT 
COMPUTATION OF BALANCE DUE 


The claim of the State of Vermont for reimbursement of ad- 
vances and expenditures made by Vermont for military p 
during the War of 1812-15, is based upon an audit made by the 
Comptroller General of the United States on February 19, 1935, at 
the direction of the Senate. 

That audit indicates the claim is comprised of two items: 

(1) Actual military expenditures (noninterest bear- 
ERIS SID ELAS TEEN Se SER Sa E $35, 057. 78 
(2) Balance due Vermont for loans and interest 57, 811.12 
Computed as follows: 
Loan dated Jan. 1, 1817_------. $4, 130.00 
Interest thereon at 6 percent 
per annum to Mar. 30, 1820, 
3 years 20 month 29 days 
Loan dated Jan. 1, 1918_-.-_-. 
Interest thereon at 6 percent 
per annum to Mar. 30, 1820, 
2 years 2 months 29 days 


804. 66 
6, 000. 00 


809. 00 

Total interest and principal 11, 743. 66 

Less payment of Mar. 30, 1820, 
made by the United States to 
the State of Vermont “for pay- 
ments made to selectmen of 
sundry towns in said State for 
subsistence, camp equipage, 
ammunition, and transporta: 
tion of baggage, etc., furnished 
by them for detachment of 
militia called into the service 
of the United States in the 
summer of 1812“ 


4, 421.18 
New principal 7,322.48 
big ‘eam as follows: 
terest on new principal at 6 
percent per annum from Mar. 
30, 1820, to Feb. 28, 1935, 114 
years and 11 months 50, 488. 64 


57, 811. 12 


Total due Vermont as of the Comptrol- 
ler General’s audit of Feb. 19, 1935. 


EXPLANATION OF COMPUTATION 


(1) The first item is for actual military expenditures, totaling 
$35,057.78, incurred and paid by Vermont during the War of 
1812-15, as shown by the itemization in the Comptroller General's 
audit of February 18, 1935. 

For these expenditures, the State of Vermont has never been re- 
imbursed by the United States. They are not interest-bearing. 

(2) The second item is for loans and interest due Vermont, 
totaling $57,811.12, arising from Treasury notes issued by Vermont 
for the use and benefit of the United States, for expenses during 
said war. 

Two loans were made by Vermont; one of $4,130 (on January 
1, 1817), and the other of $6,000 (on January 1, 1818). These two 
loans, together with interest to March 30, 1820, results in the total 
amount due Vermont on that date, of $11,743.66. 

Against this amount, by the Maryland rule, was applied the 
$4,421.18 reimbursed to the State on March 30, 1820, said payment 
being first applied to interest due as of that date. 

As the result of the payment of March 30, 1820, there was still 
due the State as of that date, $7,322.48, representing the new 
principal. 

Now, computing interest on such amount to February 28, 1935, 
the date of the Comptroller General’s audit, there is due a total 
of principal and interest of $57,811.12. 

MARYLAND RULE 


Such computation and reimbursement to the State of Vermont 
conforms to the Maryland rule, applied in the reimbursements 
already made by the Congress to the States of Maryland, Delaware, 
Massachusetts, New York, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South 
Carolina, and Virginia, and the city of Baltimore. 

The Maryland rule, as set out in the act of March 3, 1857, is as 
follows: 

“Sec. 12. * è e jin the calculation of interest due under the 
act aforesaid the following rule shall be observed, to wit, interest 
shall be calculated up to the time of any payment made. To this 
interest the payment shall be first applied, and if it exceeds the 
interest due, the balance shall be applied to diminish the prin- 
cipal; if the payment fall short of the interest, the balance of 
interest shall not be added to the principal so as to produce 
interest. Second, interest shall be allowed to the State of Mary- 
land on such sums only on which the said State either paid inter- 
est or lost interest by the transfer of an interest-bearing fund.” 
(11 Stat. L. 229). 

In interpreting such rule, the Attorney General of the United 
States, on August 11, 1857, made the following statement: 

“Where Congress authorizes the payment of a debt, with inter- 
est, this, without more, means that legal interest shall be paid on 


92, 868.90 
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the whole of the principal for all times during which the prin- 
cipal has been unpaid * . Congress has given to Maryland 
interest on her debt, and I look in vain for anything which de- 
clares that interest shall be stopped before the principal is paid.” 
(See 9th Atty. Gen. Op. 57.) 

PRECEDENTS 


Such rule and the interpretation thereof has been followed by 
the Congress in reimbursing eight other States and the city of 
Baltimore more than $5,000,000 in principal, and more than 
$3,000 000 in interest, growing out of expenditures made for the 
benefit of the United States during the War of 1812, as shown 
by the tabulation attached (exhibit A). 

It will be seen from such tabulation that, as late as 1928, the 
State of North Carolina was paid the balance of interest due her 
on her 1812 war claim; her principal sum being $65,000, and her 
interest claim being $179,339.88, or more than three times her 
principal sum. 

VERMONT'S INTEREST-BEARING PRINCIPAL COMPRISES ONLY SMALL POR- 
TION OF HER TOTAL PRINCIPAL 

The total principal of Vermont’s claim is $49,608.96, of which 
but $10,130 is interest-bearing, as Vermont was required only to 
borrow that amount at interest, furnishing the balance out of 
her own funds; whereas all the other States who, during the War 
of 1812, advanced money to the Government were required to 
borrow the same at interest. And those States have been reim- 
bursed not only their principal expenditures but also the interest 
computed on the entire principals so expended. 

EXHIBIT A 
WAR OF 1812-15 
Principal and interest reimbursements to 8 States and 1 city 


Principal Interest Total 
Baltimore, Md.. $63,014.59 | $143, 678. 39 $206, 689. 98 
Militia Pay. 
N Ky 20, 1826, and 
Apr. 8, 
ea of} 
T 34, 545. 72 89, 780. 50 124, 326. 22 
Mako of Mar 3, 1817 
Act of May 20, 1826. 
Act of May 30, 9058. 
292, 648. 03 343, 387. 45 636, 035. 48 
ct of Mar. 3, 1817. 8 
Act of May 13, 18286. 07, 617. 22 
Ee SER 3, 1857 275, 770. 23 
Massachusetts R 657, 924. 74 578, 362. 41] 1, 336, 287. 15 
ac of May 31, 1880 $419, 748. 26 
jubsistence............. 
‘Act of Mar. 1, 1889. 227, 176. 48 
Act of July 8, 1870 678, 362. 41 
— AA 151, 054. 07 158, 850. 70 309, 904. 77 
Act of Mar. 3 1817__....$139, 124. 62 
Act of Aug. 5, 1854... 11,929. 45 
Act of May 2, 1826. 40, 264. 86 
North Cat ina ~~ ae 65,000.00 | 179, 330.88 244, 339. 88 
r . 1 É . 
Militia -~ $30, 000. 00 
Act of — 17,000.00 
Act of Mar. 1, 1837_..... 30, 000. 00 
Act of mg 29, 1928 1167, 339. 88 
FC A ....-. 292. 120. 83 254. 340. 25 546, 461. 08 
Act or Mar. 3, 1817_... $217, 120. 83 
bsisten . 00 
60 
65 
2 158, 000. 00 201, 504. 93 359, 504. 93 
1, 807, 420. 06 178, 480, 11 1, 985, 918. 17 
3 42. 
Act of Mar. 3, 1825. 178, 480. 11 
Grand total 3, 521, 728.04 | 2, 127, 739, 62 5, 649, 467. 66 


1 $118,035.69 paid to the State in cash; balance of $49,304.19 credited on the State’s 
indebtedness to the Government, on account of unpaid State bonds, 


Suppression of Indian hostilities—Reimbursements made to 15 


States 
n 5 5S See eee, 007 ae 
Militia services, 1836 and 1837 (act 
nne ee $111, 214.13 
Interest on advances made (act Jan. 
C0 ease ee ee 69, 137.99 
Certain claims (act Aug. 10, 1846)... 13, 455. 32 
6... ̃ͤ — . 7˙·.‚ eA 1. 212. 00 
Resisting incursions of Cherokee Indians (act 
Mar. 3, 1857). 
6T—T—T—T—T—T—T—T—T—Ä—X———— ͤ ͤ —— p p 1. 149, 237. 71 


Suppressing Indian hostilities prior 
to January 1, 1854 (acts Aug. 5, 
1854, and Aug. 18, 1856, sec. 8) . $914, 077.02 

Suppressing Indian hostilities, 1854, 
1855, 1857, 1858, and 1859 (acts 
Mar. 2, 1861, and July 25, 1868) 

Suppressing Modoc Indian hostilities 
act Jan. 6, 1883) ——— 


231, O67. 87 
4, 142. 82 


1938 
Suppression of Indian hostilities—Reimbursements made to 15 
States—Continued 
r Shee") SE Iie ORO er a $164, 742. 29 
Expenses incurred in 1849 and 1852 
(act Feb. 27, 18861) $71, 954.19 
Expenses incurred, 1849 and 1852 
(act Mar. 9. 1857) se 92, 788. 10 
SOIR eon — —. tae ieee 554, 565. 60 
Militia services, 1792, 1793, 1794 (act 
r E ni iar $91, 676. 19 
Militia services, 1835-38 (act Aug. 
1L IAY na a ESE sa 175, 000. 00 
Militia services, 1835-38 (act Mar. 3, 
1888. , / Sou ae 139, 908. 46 
Interest allowance (act Mar. 3, 1851). 34, 958. 65 
Calling out militia, 1836 (2d Comp. “s 
letter No. 1160, Jan. 10, 1846) 40, 725. 36 
Expenses of Indian wars, 1835-38 
(act Mar. $,°1879) ie 72, 296. 94 
Dr ß SERS SSS 18, 988. 84 
n to troops, 1857, 1858, 1859 (act June 21, 
SaaS SN Be 332, 308.13 
Suppressing Indian hostilities (act June 27, 
1882). 
ire ͤẽ—X— , 268, 060. 48 
Interest on expenditures in defense 
of northeastern frontier, 1839, 
1840, 1841 (acts Mar. 3, 1861, and 
Aug. 81; 0 — $74, 158.95 
Militia service in defense of north- 
eastern frontier, 1839 (aet June 13, 
WI eee r aes 193, 901. 53 
Minnesota ...d 360, 827.18 
Suppressing Indian hostilities in 
1862 (acts Mar. 3, 1863, and July 
2, SBOE) CS as cers eee ee amen $359, 579. 81 
Expenses incurred by Capt. James 
Starkey's company of Minnesota 
Volunteers (act Mar, 3, 1859) 1, 247.37 
Nebraska gk eat ea ee weet . 38, 287.15 
Suppressing Indian hostilities, 1864 (act July 27, 
1866). 
Now Hampuhine.- 9, 878. 42 
Militia services, 1835-37 (act Mar. 2, 
184099;õ;ẽw o Ee sass = $5, 487. 56 
Interest on expenditures in Indian 
wars, 1835, 1836, 1837 (act Jan. 27, 
1883 ee ou 4, 390. 86 
North Carolina 235 r ee ere arene 9, 382. 48 
Expenses in Florida war, 1836, 1837, 1838 (act 
Aug. 31, 1852). 
: ͤ v . AEE A 70. 268. 08 
Suppressing Modoc Indian hostilities (act Jan. 6, 
1883). 
Gouth. ln —Tñ ra 19, 369. 05 
Claims relating to Florida war, 1836 (act Aug. 31, 
1852 
Utah ARR, J’ 8 19, 690. 65 
Suppressing Indian hostilities (act July 17, 1854) 
Mage CM De e eee aer e RE 3, 210, 675. 50 
Mr. McKELLAR. I ask to have the joint resolution go 
over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be 
passed over, 


EXTENSION OF PRIVILEGES OF NAVY POST EXCHANGES TO OFFICERS, 
ETC., OF UNITED STATES COURT FOR CHINA 

The bill (S. 2946) to extend privileges of the Navy post 
exchanges to officials and employees of the United States 
Court for China was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, does the bill apply to any per- 
sons other than those in China? 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, the amendment applies to 
civilian officers and employees of the United States in the 
territories beyond the continental limits of the United States. 

Mr. KING. Does that mean that it would apply to those 
in Alaska? 

Mr. HATCH. Yes. 

Mr. KING. And in Hawaii? 

Mr. HATCH. Yes. 

Mr. KING. And in Puerto Rico? 

Mr. HATCH. Yes. 

Mr. KING. Will they all have the benefit of the post ex- 
changes? 

Mr. HATCH. Les. 

Mr. KING. I think I shall object. 
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Mr. HATCH. I think the Senator will recall the discussion 
we had in the committee meeting, in which it was stated that 
these privileges have already been extended to other depart- 
ments of the Government. Civilian employees of the Foreign 
Service are given these privileges. The bill was introduced at 
the request of the Department of Justice in order to extend 
the same provisions to the employees of the United States 
Court for China. 

Mr. KING. .I shall ask that the bill be passed over. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr, HATCH. I yield. 

Mr. WALSH. Last year a bill was passed extending to 
employees of the Government in the Foreign Service the 
right to enjoy the benefit of the naval commissaries. 

Mr. HATCH. That is correct. Then it later developed, 
I will say to the Senator from Utah, that the Treasury De- 
partment also has some civilian employees. The Navy De- 
partment, the Interior Department, the Director of the 
Budget, and the Department of Justice all agree that this 
bill is meritorious legislation. In fact, as the law now 
stands, it is discriminatory against the other civilian em- 
ployees of the United States. 

Mr. KING. It may be discriminatory, but I should like to 
look into it. It seems to me that if the Federal Government, 
through its commissary department, is to furnish commod- 
ities to all the civilian employees of the Government, we 
shall have a very large bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is heard. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the Senator from Utah 
withhold his objection for just a moment? 

Mr. KING. Yes. 

Mr. CLARK. This bill has to do with the post exchanges, 
not the commissaries of the United States Navy or the 
United States Army. 

Mr. KING. The principle is the same. 

Mr. CLARK. It seems to me the only fault of this bill 
is that it ought to be extended to all such situations all over 
the United States. For instance, the American Minister at 
Panama and other diplomatic services are not permitted to 
deal with the post exchanges of the Army organization or 
the Navy organization in the Panama Canal Zone. It seems 
to me to be a perfectly ridiculous thing. In foreign coun- 
tries, advantages which might accrue to semigovernmental 
agencies and only semigovernmental agencies are withheld 
from Government employees, 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. CLARK. I yield. 

Mr. HATCH. Does it not seem further ridiculous that the 
privilege in question is extended to part of our civilian em- 
ployees and denied to others? 

Mr. CLARK. It certainly does. 

Mr. HATCH. The only purpose of the bill is to correct 
that situation. 

Mr. CLARK. The only fault I find with the bill is that it 
ought to be broadened so as to extend to all such situations. 

Mr. KING. So many faults are found in the bill that I 
ask to have it passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 8099) to amend certain administrative pro- 
visions of the Tariff Act of 1930, and for other purposes, was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, this is a very important bill, 
extensive in its scope. It is an almost entire rewriting of the 
law dealing with customs administration, and it will have to 
have a special assignment for some future day. Of course, 
it should go over at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

STAR-ROUTE CONTRACTS IN FOURTH CONTRACT SECTION 

The Senate proceeded to consider the joint resolution (S. J. 
Res. 269) to authorize the Postmaster General to withhold 
the awarding of contracts for a period of 60 days, which had 


been reported from the Committee on Post Offices and Post 
Roads with an amendment, on page 1, line 6, before the word 
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“days”, to strike out “60” and insert “30”, so as to make the 
joint resolution read: 

Resolved, etc., That the Postmaster General is authorized and 
directed to withhold the awarding of star-route contracts for which 
bids have been received in the fourth contract section for a period 
of 30 days after March 8, 1938. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


CHARLES A, RYAN 


The bill (S. 3464) to extend the Metlakahtla Indians’ Cit- 
izenship Act was considered, ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the benefits of the act approved May 7. 
1934, entitled An act granting citizenship to the Metlakahtla 
Indians of Alaska” (48 Stat. 667), are hereby extended to Charles 
A. Ryan, an Indian of the Tsimshian Tribe, born in British Co- 
lumbia, Canada, who is now a bona fide permanent resident of 
Metlakahtla, in the Annette Islands Reserve, Alaska, and who is 
a member of the Metlakahtlan Community, 


DELINQUENT HOMESTEAD ENTRIES 


The bill (H. R. 5753) to authorize advance of the amounts 
due on delinquent homestead entries on certain Indian reser- 
vations was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


E. C. BEAVER 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 1701) for the 
relief of E. C. Beaver, who suffered loss on account of the 
Lawton, Okla., fire, 1917, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Claims with an amendment to add a proviso 
at the end of the bill, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $1,502 to 
E. C. Beaver, as compensation in full for loss of property destroyed 
by the fire on September 24, 1917. in the city of Lawton, Okla., 
such loss having been the result of the inability of the fire de- 
partment of the city of Lawton to control said fire because of lack 
of water, all available water for fire-fighting purposes having been 
appropriated and being used by the War Department in connec- 
tion with the training of soldiers at Fort Sill and Camp Doniphan: 
Provided, That no part of the amount appropriated in this act 
in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on account of services rendered 
in connection with this claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person violating 
the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a misde- 
meanor and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

BILL PASSED OVER 

The bill (S. 2565) authorizing the Comptroller General to 
settle and adjust the claim of List & Clark Construction 
Co. was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, why was this not sent 
to the Court of Claims? Let it go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

PAUL BURRESS 

The bill (H. R. 2225) for the relief of Paul Burress was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

TULE FINKELSTEIN 

The bill (H. R. 4370) for the relief of Tule Finkelstein was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

JOHN M. FRALEY 

The bill (H. R. 5149) for the relief of John M. Fraley was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 

PETER SIETSMA 

The bill (H. R. 5603) for the relief of Peter Sietsma was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 
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DR. G. A. NEAL 
The bill (H. R. 6257) for the relief of Dr. G. A. Neal was 


considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


MR. AND MRS. VIRGIL o. POWELL, AND WILLIAM POWELL, A MINOR 


The bill (H. R. 2841) for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. Virgil 
O. Powell, and William Powell, a minor, was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 3389) for the relief of Benjamin Weisenberg 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


A. C. MESSLER CO, 


Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I ask that the Senate recur 
to Order of Business 1491, Senate bill 3005, to confer juris- 
diction on the Court of Claims to hear and determine the 
claim of the A. C. Messler Co. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, let us have an explanation. 

Mr. GREEN. This bill was reported on and passed by the 
Senate in the Seventy-second, Seventy-third, and Seventy- 
fourth Congresses, and I hope it will be passed at this session, 
and may receive favorable consideration in the House. 

Mr. KING. What is the merit of the case? I objected to 
the consideration of the bill when it was called, and the 
Senator from Rhode Island was not in the Chamber, and no 
one was here to make an explanation. 

Mr. GREEN. Mf. President, I do not desire to discuss the 
merits of the case, but I believe a judicial determination is 
necessary. 

Mr. KING. The Senator need not discuss the merits, but 
he may tell us generally what the purpose of the bill is. 

Mr. GREEN. This is a controversy over the construction 
of a contract for furnishing certain munitions of war. : 

Mr. KING. It goes back to the war days? 

Mr. GREEN. Yes. 

Mr. KING. Why did not the claimant present his claim? 
We set up a special board for the consideration of all war 
claims. Why did not the claimant present his claim there? 

Mr. GREEN. I think he did present his claim, but for some 
Treason or other it was disallowed. 

Mr. KING, If the Senator will let the matter go over, I will 
examine into it and confer with the War Department about it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection being heard, the 
bill will be passed over. 


ELLA GOODWIN 


The bill (H. R. 3706) for the relief of Ella Goodwin was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

ROBERTA CARR 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 2191) 
for the relief of Roberta Carr, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Claims with an amendment, on 
page 1, line 7, after the words “sum of”, to strike out “$5,000” 
and to insert 52,000“, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby 
authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
allocated by the President for the maintenance and operation 
of the Civilian Conservation Corps, to Roberta Carr, of Sandlick, 
Claiborne County, Tenn., the sum of $2,000 in full satisfaction of 
her claim against the United States as a result of a collision be- 
tween a truck operated by an enrollee of the Civilian Conservation 
Corps and an automobile driven by her husband, Swan Carr, on 
Highway No. 25-E, between Tazewell and Cumberland Gap, Tenn., 
on April 27, 1935, which collision caused the death of said Swan 
Carr: Provided, That no part of the amount appropriated in this 
act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on account of services rendered 
in connection with this claim, and the same shall be unlawful, 
any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a misde- 


meanor and upon conyiction thereof shall be fined in any sum 


not exceeding $1,000. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
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The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 
The bill was read the third time and passed. 


THEODORE BEDARD, JR. 

The bill (H. R. 842) for the relief of Theodore Bedard, Jr., 
was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

MARY A. MAHER 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 1691) 
for the relief of Mary A. Maher. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, what is the amount 
involved? 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. No amount is involved. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

BOARD OF INSPECTORS, PORT ARTHUR, TEX. 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 4201) to 
create a board of inspectors, bureau of marine inspection 
and navigation, at Port Arthur, Tex. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, let this bill go over. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, the business of the ports 
at Port Arthur, Beaumont, Orange, Neches, and Lake Charles 
has grown so enormously that a separate board for this 
group of ports is amply justified. At present the work is 
being done by the boiler and hull inspectors at Galveston, 
which is some 60 miles away. The work at the group of ports 
I have mentioned is 40 percent of the work at these ports 
and the port of Galveston combined. 

Mr. KING. Who pays for it? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. The Federal Government pays its in- 
spectors. 

Mr. KING. How much of a board is there? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Three inspectors—ship, hull, and boiler 
inspectors. About 40,000,000 tons of commerce per an- 
num go through the ports at Port Arthur, Beaumont, 
Orange, and Lake Charles, the ports to be served by this new 
board. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, we will soon have in every city 
and hamlet and port in the United States from one to several 
thousand Federal employees to swell the Federal pay roll. 
I suppose the tide is irresistible. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

CLOSING OF MILITARY ROAD, ARLINGTON COUNTY, VA. 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3304) to 
promote air commerce by providing for the closing of Military 
Road, which had been reported from the Committee on Com- 
merce with an amendment, on page 3, after line 23, to insert 
a new section, as follows: 


Sec. 3. The Secretary of War is authorized and directed, upon the 
execution of such quitclaim deed and lease, to close that portion 
of Military Road described in sections 1 and 2 of this act. 


So as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of War is authorized and 
directed to convey by quitclaim deed to the National Airport 
Corporation, a corporation organized under the laws of the State 
of Delaware, the lands forming that part of Military Road, Fort 
Myer Military Reservation, Arlington County, Va., described as 
follows: Beginning at point on the easterly line of the Arling- 
ton Reservation north 16° west 75.29 feet from the stone marking 
the southeast corner of said reservation; thence with said easterly 
line of said reservation north 16° no minutes west 71.73 feet; 
thence north 85°35’ east 263.25 feet; thence by a curve to the 
Tight of 608.7 feet radius 336.42 feet; thence south 62°45’ east 
1,253.11 feet; thence by a curve to the left of 406.7 feet radius 
454.27 feet; thence north 53°15’ east 32.09 feet to a point; thence 
south 31°27’ east 8.96 feet to the northwest corner of the right- 
of-way of the Virginia approach to the Highway Bridge; thence 
with the westerly line of said right-of-way south 20°55’ west 
110.91 feet; thence south 66°15’ west 45.85 feet; thence by a curve 
to the right of 476.7 feet radius 424.3 feet; thence north 62°45’ 
west 1,253.11 feet; thence by a curve to the left for 538.7 feet 
radius 297.73 feet; thence south 85°35’ west 247.63 feet to the 
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point of The above-described parcel of land com- 
prises a strip of land 70 feet in width, the center line of said 
70-foot strip being coincident with the center line of the highway 
from the Highway Bridge to Arlington National Cemetery, and 
contains 3.7165 acres of land, more or less. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of War is further authorized and directed 
to lease to such corporation for airport purposes, under such terms 
and conditions as he may prescribe, for a period not exceeding 
50 years and only for such period as the adjoining land shall be 
used for an airport, at a rental of $1 per annum, that part of 
such Military Road lying east of the Washington and Southern 
freight branch of the Pennsylvania Railroad and which is not 
included in the conveyance provided for in section 1 of this act 
and which contains approximately one and one-half acres. 

Sec. 3. The Secretary of War is authorized and directed, upon 
the execution of such quitclaim deed and lease, to close that por- 
tion of Military Road described in sections 1 and 2 of this act. 

Sec. 4. The Secretary of War shall not execute such quitclaim 
deed or lease to the National Airport Corporation until the Na- 
tional Airport Corporation shall have paid to the Board of Com- 
missioners of Arlington County the sum of $25,000 for the con- 
struction of a substitute road. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, this bill is reported ad- 
versely by the Department. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, last year Congress passed 
a bill closing the Military Road in Arlington County, Va., 
which runs through the so-called Washington-Hoover Air- 
port. We have a commission seeking to find a place for a 
permanent airport for this city. In the meantime, there is 
no other airport than this one, and there is thought to be 
a special hazard at this airport by reason of the Military 
Road which passes through it. A light has been installed 
and a guard is kept there at certain times of the day to 
keep vehicles back while planes are starting. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, why does the Depart- 
ment report against the bill? It would seem that there is 
a hazard there, and a very great hazard. 

Mr. COPELAND. I was not aware that any department 
had reported adversely. What department has done so? 

Mr. McKELLAR. The War Department has reported ad- 
versely. 

Mr. COPELAND. I cannot for the life of me see how the 
War Department has any interest in it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The road is a military road. 

Mr. COPELAND. Let me explain that. If the military 
road is closed it must be replaced at the expense of the 
owners of the airport, and with the consent of the Virginia 
authorities, and they are satisfied to have the road go south 
of the field instead of across it. In the interest of safety we 
ought to do this. A similar bill was vetoed last year because 
it was too inclusive. It included a provision for taking over 
certain land under the jurisdiction of the Department of 
Agriculture, and it included a provision for closing the 
lagoon just to the north, so it met a veto. I have no com- 
plaint to offer, but I would have a very serious complaint to 
offer if we failed to do a thing which would cost us nothing, 
but which in return would afford the possibility of promoting 
safety. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


CUSTOMS OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES 


The bill (S. 2986) to amend section 6 of the act approved 
May 27, 1936 (49 U. S. Stat. L. 1380), was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the act of May 27, 1936, entitled “An 
act to provide for a change in the designation of the Bureau of 
Navigation and Steamboat Inspection, to create a marine casualty 
investigation board and increase efficiency in administration of 
the steamboat inspection laws, and for other purposes”, be amended 


by adding after the word “assistants”, on line 4 of section 6, the 
words “Customs officers and employees.” 


COMPACTS RELATING TO FISHING IN THE GREAT LAKES 
The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 504) to authorize compacts 


or agreements between the States bordering on the Great 
Lakes with respect to fishing in the waters of the Great 
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Lakes, and for other purposes, was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


ESTATE OF RAQUEL FRANCO 


The bill (S. 3102) for the relief of the estate of Raquel 
Franco was considered, ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to the estate of 
Raquel Franco the sum of $533.74 in full and final settlement of 
all claims whatsoever against the United States for compensation 
for damages arising from personal injuries sustained by Raquel 
Franco in the collision between a United States Army truck and 
the Cheyrolet touring car of Victor M. Ruiz C, on March 26, 1935, 
near Arraijan, Republic of Panama: Provided, That no part of 
the amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or 
attorney on account of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating the provisions of 
this act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon con- 
viction thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


DOROTHY ANNE WALKER 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3056) for the 
relief of Dorothy Anne Walker, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Claims with amendments, on page 
1, line 5, after the word “to”, to insert the words “the legal 
guardian of”; and on line 6, after the name Walker“, to 
insert a comma and the words “a minor“, so as to make the 
bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to the legal guardian 
of Dorothy Anne Walker, a minor, of Dodge County, near 
Chauncey, Ga., the sum of $10,000 in full satisfaction of her 
claim against the United States for damages for injuries sustained 
by her as a result of being struck on highway No. 27, about 12 
miles south of Eastman, Ga., by a United States Army truck after 
she had alighted from a school bus on May 19, 1937: Provided, 
That no part of the amount appropriated in this act in excess 
of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or received by 
any agent or agents, attorney or attorneys, on account of services 
rendered in connection with such claim. It shall be unlawful 
for any agent or agents, attorney or attorneys, to exact, collect, 
withhold, or receive any sum of the amount appropriated in this 
act in excess of 10 percent thereof on account of services rendered 
in connection with such claim, any contract to the contrary not- 
withstanding. Any person violating the provisions of this act 
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill for the relief 
of Dorothy Anne Walker, a minor.” 

BOSTON CITY HOSPITAL AND OTHERS 

The bill (S. 2413) for the relief of the Boston City Hospital, 
Dr. Donald Munro, and others, was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and passed, 
as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of funds appropriated 
for medical care and treatment of officers, enlisted men, and 
civilian employees of the Army, to the Boston City Hospital, 
Boston, Mass., the sum of $585.67; to Dr. Donald Monro, the sum 
of $401; to Evelyn Burns, nurse, the sum of $460; to Catherine 
A. Brennan, nurse, the sum of $20; to Kathleen A. Conroy, nurse, 
the sum of $150; to Mary Gannon, nurse, the sum of $5; to Ethel 
Glennon, nurse, the sum of $245; to Margaret D. Gaven, nurse, 
the sum of $280; to Patricia V. Souser, nurse, the sum of 
$40; to Eleanor Sexton, nurse, the sum of $5; Hazel Trott, nurse, 
the sum of $65; to Gladys Drake, nurse, the sum of $105; in all 
$2,361.67, in full settlement of all claims against the Government 
of the United States for services and professional treatment 
rendered Lt. Paul A. Leahy, United States Army, during the period 
from August 2, 1935, to December 23, 1935: Provided, That no part 
of the amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or 
agents, attorney or attorneys, on account of services rendered in 
connection with said claim. It shall be unlawful for any agent or 
agents, attorney or attorneys, to exact, collect withhold, or receive 
any sum of the amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 
percent thereof on account of services rendered in connection with 
said claim, any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any 
person violating the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in 
any sum not exceeding $1,000. 
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ESTATE OF JAMES D. M’EACHERN 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 866) for 
the relief of the estate of James D. McEachern, which had 
been reported from the Committee on Claims with amend- 
ments, on page 1, line 5, after the words “sum of”, to strike 
out “$10,000” and to insert in lieu thereof “$5,000”, and to 
5 proviso at the end of the bill, so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the. 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $5,000 to the 
estate of James D. McEachern, in full settlement of all claims 
against the United States for the death of the said James D. 
McEachern resulting from an accident which occurred on Decem- 
ber 16, 1935, at Cambridge, Mass., invclving a Government-owned 
truck of the Department of the Interior: Provided, That no 
part of the amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or 
attorney on account of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any contract to the contrary 
notwithstanding. Any person violating the provisions of this act 
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendments were agreed to. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


GLENN MORROW 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2979) for 
the relief of Glenn Morrow, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Claims with amendments, on page 1, line 
5, after the name “Morrow”, to insert “of Des Moines, 
Iowa”, and on line 9, after the word “by”, to insert “an 
employee”, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Glenn Morrow, of 
Des Moines, Iowa, the sum of $2,500 in full settlement of all claims 
against the United States of America for the death of his wife 
resulting from injuries received when a car in which she was rid- 
ing was struck by a vehicle operated by an employee of the Works 

Administration in Oklahoma City, Okla., on September 
12, 1936: Provided, That no part of the amount appropriated in 
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered 
to or received by any agent or agents, attorney or attorneys, on 
account of services rendered in connection with said claim. It 
shall be unlawful for any agent or agents, attorney or attorneys, 
to exact, collect, withhold, or receive any sum of the amount ap- 
propriated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof on account 
of services rendered in connection with said claim, any contract 
to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person violating the provi- 
sions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and 
DS ego thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding 
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The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


GRIFFITH L. OWENS 


The bill (S. 3215) for the relief of Griffith L. Owens was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That notwithstanding the provisions and 
limitations of sections 15 to 20, both inclusive, of the act entitled 
“An act to provide compensation for employees of the United 
States suffering injuries while in the performance of their duties, 
and for other purposes”, approved September 7, 1916, as amended, 
the United States Employees’ Compensation Commission be, and 
the same is hereby, authorized and directed to receive and con- 
sider, when filed, the claim of Griffith L. Owens, of Poultney, Vt., 
for disability alleged to have been incurred by him on September 
6, 1935, while enrolled in the Civilian Conservation Corps, Com- 
pany 166, Camp 2136, Peru, Vt.: Provided, That claim hereunder 
shall be filed within 6 months after the approval of this act: 
Pr further, That no benefits shall accrue prior to the enact- 
ment of this act. 


CLAIMS OF PROPERTY OWNERS IN OLD HARBOR VILLAGE, BOSTON, 
MASS. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 1948) con- 
ferring jurisdiction upon the United States District Court for 
the District of Massachusetts to hear, determine, and render 
judgment upon the claims of certain property owners within 
the Old Harbor Village area of Boston, Mass., which had been 
reported from the Committee on Claims with an amendment 
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to strike out all after the enacting clause and to insert the 
following: 

That jurisdiction is hereby conferred upon the United States Dis- 
trict Court for the District of Massachusetts to hear, determine, and 
render judgment upon the claims of all property holders (including 
a partnership, corporation, association, or business trust) who 
owned property within the Old Harbor Village area of Boston, Mass., 
and who were parties to the condemnation proceedings, for damages 
alleged to have occurred to said property holders resulting from the 
commencement of the condemnation proceedings instituted by the 
United States through the Public Works Administration for the 
purpose of carrying out the slum-clearance project in such area 
known as project H-3301 Housing—B-3-—HTM, said damages, if any, 
to be confined to loss through rental income and destruction of 
property due to vandalism, which would not have occurred if such 
condemnation proceedings had not been instituted. 

Sec. 2. Suit upon such claims may be instituted at any time within 
1 year after the enactment of this act, notwithstanding the lapse of 
time or any statute of limitations. 


Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like to have an 
explanation of this bill. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. President, this is a meas- 
ure which grows out of a condemnation proceeding which 
was started in the city of Boston—Old Harbor is a part 
of the city of Boston—by the Secretary of the Interior, 
where P. W. A. money was being used for the construction 
of buildings. In the so-called Louisville case the right to 
condemn was declared unconstitutional. They had already 
started condemnation proceedings in this case, and as a 
result of those proceedings having been started the tenants 
moved out of the buildings involved and some real loss was 
occasioned to the owners of the property. 

As the bill was originally presented it was very much too 
broad, and we limited it to the actual loss of the rentals 
which could be attributed to the condemnation proceeding 
and its failure because of the court decision in the Louisville 
case. 

Mr. KING. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “An act conferring 
jurisdiction upon the United States District Court for the 
District of Massachusetts to hear, determine, and render 
judgment upon the claims of certain property holders within 
the Old Harbor Village area of Boston, Mass.” 


RELIEF OF THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3263) for 
the relief of the State of Georgia, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Military Affairs with amendments, 
on page 1, line 6, after the word total“, to insert “money”; 
and in line 7, before the word “which”, to strike out 
“$7,782.32” and to insert “$4,491.65”, so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be tt enacted, etc., That the State of Georgia and Maj. Leroy 
Cowart, United States property and disbursing officer for Georgia, 
are hereby relieved from accountability for certain property be- 
longing to the United States, of the total money value of $4,491.65, 
which property was loaned to such State for use by the Georgia 
National Guard and was unavoidably lost or destroyed when issued 
for emergency relief work made necessary by tornadoes at Cordele, 
Washington, and Gainesville, Ga., in April 1936. 


The amendments were agreed to. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 
ADJUSTMENT OF RANK OF WILLIAM EDWARD REYNOLDS 
The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2576) pro- 
viding for the adjustment on the retired list of the Coast 
Guard of William Edward Reynolds, which was read, as 
follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, from and after the date of the enactment of this act, William 
Edward Reynolds, rear admiral (lower half) United States Coast 
Guard, retired, shall have the rank, pay, and allowances of a rear 
oreo a (upper half) on the retired list of the United States Coast 
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Mr. KING. Mr. President, is this a proper measure? 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, as one white-haired man 
I appeal to all white-haired men in the Senate. This man is 
the only living ex-Commandant of the Coast Guard who has 
not been retired as rear admiral, upper half. Admiral 
Reynolds served nearly 50 years in the Coast Guard. He is 
now 78 years old. The only difference that will result from 
the passage of the bill will be that he will become rear ad- 
miral, upper half. It also means that he will get about $500 
a year more. 

Mr. KING. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

PROTECTION OF UNITED STATES PROPERTY 


The bill (S. 3096) to amend section 35 of the Criminal Code, 
as amended (U. S. C., title 18, sec. 82), relating to purloining, 
stealing, or injuring property of the United States was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, the Committee on the 
Judiciary requests that this bill be passed over until further 
study may be made of it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

Mr. ASHURST subsequently said: Mr. President, when I 
made the statement in respect to Calendar No. 1561, Senate 
bill 3096, the able Senator from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY], a 
member of the Committee on the Judiciary, was not present. 
He has since come into the Chamber, and I am so accustomed 
to rely on him that I will ask him to explain the bill to the 
Senate, and I am sure his explanation will prove satisfactory. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the Sen- 
ate will recur to Calendar No. 1561, Senate bill 3096. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, under the present law all 
offenses relating to purloining, stealing, or injuring property 
of the United States are considered felonies. The Attorney 
General’s office calls attention to the fact that if the smaller 
offenses were made misdemeanors they could be prosecuted 
on information, and that it would not be necessary to wait for 
the action of grand juries, and it would be easier to dispose 
of the cases. So the committee reported the bill on the 
theory that that was sound policy, and recommended that 
it be passed, 

Mr. ASHURST. That is a good explanation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ari- 
zona withdraw his objection? 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I made no objection to 
the bill. I am glad to have it passed, in view of the explana- 
tion of the able Senator from Texas. I think it would be 
expedient to pass the bill. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, the able Senator from Texas 
was evidently discussing Calendar No. 1562. 

Mr. ASHURST. Senate bill 1136, being Calendar 1562, was 
recommitted. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Senate bill 3096, Calendar 1561, was the 
bill I had in mind. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senate recurred to cal- 
endar 1561. 

Mr. McNARY. I have no objection. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 35 of the Criminal Code of the 
United States, as amended (U. S. C., title 18, secs. 80, 82, 83, 84, 85, 
and 86), be, and the same is hereby, amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 35. (a) Whoever shall make or cause to be made, or present 
or cause to be presented, Eo fre homage or approval, to or by any 
person or Officer in the civil, tary, or naval service of the United 
States, or any department thereof, or any corporation in which the 
United States of America is a stockholder, any claim upon or 

the Government of the United States, or any department or 

officer thereof, or any corporation in which the United States of 
America is a stockholder, knowing such claim to be false, fictitious, 
or fraudulent; or whoever shall knowingly and willfully falsify or 
conceal or cover up by any trick, scheme, or device a material fact, 
or make or cause to be made any false or fraudulent statements or 
resentations, or make or use or cause to be made or used any 

11 bill, receipt, voucher, roll, account, claim, certificate, affidavit, 


4130 


or deposition, kn: the same to contain any fraudulent or ficti- 
tious statement or entry, in any matter within the jurisdiction of 
any nt or agency of the United States or of any corpora- 
tion in which the United States of America is a stockholder; or 
whoever shall enter into any agreement, combination, or conspiracy 
to defraud the Government of the United States, or any department 
or officer thereof, or any corporation in which the United States of 
America is a stockholder, by obtaining or aiding to obtain the 
payment or allowance of any false or fraudulent claim; and who- 
ever, having charge, possession, custody, or control of any money 
or other public property used or to be used in the military 
or naval service, with intent to defraud the United States or any 
department thereof, or any corporation in which the United States 
of America is a stockholder, or willfully to conceal such money 
or other property, shall deliver or cause to be delivered to any 
person having authority to receive the same any amount of such 
money or other property less than that for which he received a 

te or took a receipt, or whoever, being authorized to make 
or deliver any certificate, voucher, receipt, or other paper certifying 
the receipt of arms, ammunition, provisions, clothing, or other 
property so used or to be used, shall make or deliver the same to 
any other person without a full knowledge of the truth of the facts 
stated therein and with intent to defraud the United States, or any 
department thereof, or any corporation in which the United States 
of America is a stockholder, shall be fined not more than $10,000 
or imprisoned not more than 10 years, or both, 

“(b) And whoever shall purchase, or receive in pledge, from any 
person any arms, equipment, ammunition, clothing, military stores, 
or other property furnished by the United States, under a clothing 
allowance or otherwise, to any soldier, sailor, officer, cadet, or 
midshipman in the military or naval service of the United States or 
of the National Guard or Naval Militia, or to any person accompany- 
ing, serving, or retained with the land or naval forces and subject 
to military or naval law, having knowledge or reason to believe that 
the property has been taken from the possession of the United 
States or furnished by the United States under such allowance, shall 
= fined not more than $500 or imprisoned not more than 2 years, or 


th. 

“(c) And whoever shall take and carry away or take for his use, 
or for the use of another, with intent to steal or purloin, or shall 
willfully injure or commit any depredation against, any property 
of the United States, or any branch or department thereof, or any 
corporation in which the United States of America is a stockholder, 
or any property which has been or is being made, manufactured, or 
constructed under contract for the War or Navy Departments of 
the United States, shall be punished as follows: If the value of 
such property exceeds the sum of $50, by a fine of not more than 
$10,000 or imprisonment for not more than 10 years, or both; if 
the value of such property does not exceed the sum of $50, by a 
fine of not more than $1,000 or by imprisonment in a jail for not 
more than 1 year, or both. Value, as used in this section, shall 
mean market value or cost price, either wholesale or retail, which- 
ever shall be the greater.” 


BILL RECOMMITTED 
The bill (S. 1136) providing for waiver of prosecution by 


indictment in certain criminal proceedings was announced’ 


as next in order. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, it is true that the Senate 
Committee on the Judiciary favorably reported a similar bill 
during the last Congress, and it was passed by the Senate, 
but there is so much dispute as to the right of the Congress to 
pass such bills that I ask that the bill be recommitted to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

CLAIMS AGAINST THE UNITED STATES 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2382) to 
amend the Judicial Code in respect to claims against the 
United States for just compensation, which was read as fol- 
lows: 


enacted, ete., That section 156 of the Judicial Code of the 

Buwa States (U. S. O., title 28, sec. 262) be amended to read as 
ows: 

“Bec. 156. Except as provided by section 156a of the Judicial 

the United States cognizable by the 


it by the Secretary of the Senate or the Clerk of the House of 
mtatives, as provided by law, within 6 years after the claim 
accrues. The claims of married women, first accrued during 
marriage, of persons under the age of 21 years, first accrued during 
minority, and of idiots, lunatics, insane persons, and persons beyond 
the seas at the time the claim accrued, entitled to the claim, 
shall not be barred if the petition be filed in tne court or trans- 
mitted, as aforesaid, within 3 years after the disability has ceased; 
but no other disability than those enumerated shall prevent any 
claim from being barred, nor shall any of the said disabilities 
operate cumulatively.” 
Sec. 2. That the Judicial Code of the United States be amended 
by inserting after section 156 (U. S. C., title 28, sec. 262) the 
following section: 
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“Sec. 156a. Every claim against the United States for just com- 
pensation for property taken by the United States, or for the use 
or manufacture by or for the United States without license of the 
owner thereof, of an invention described in or covered by a patent 
of the United States, shall be forever barred unless the petition 
setting forth a statement thereof is filed in court within 1 year 
after the claim first accrued: Provided, however, That if the peti- 
tion contains or is accompanied by a waiver of that portion of the 
interest accruing between the expiration of such l-year period 
and the date on which the petition is filed, it may be filed within 
the period prescribed by section 156 of the Judicial Code (U. S. C., 
title 28, sec. 262) .” 


Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, this bill is a rara avis— 
a rare bird. It actually proposes to save some of the money 
of the taxpayers. In explanation of the bill, I now read 
a letter from the Attorney General of the United States, as 
follows: 

Marcu 16, 1937. 
Hon. Henry F. ASHURST, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dran Senator: A considerable financial burden to the Goy- 
ernment has resulted from decisions of the Supreme Court hold- 
ing that interest should be recovered in actions for just compen- 
sation for the taking of property and in suits arising out of the 
use by the Government of patented inventions. Prior to 1923 
the courts did not allow interest in such cases, but in Seaboard 
Air Line Railway Co. v. United States (261 U. S. 299), decided 
at that time, the Supreme Court held that interest was a part 
of “just compensation” in cases of taking of property by the 
Government. In 1931 the Court extended this rule to patent 
cases (Waite v. United States, 282 U. S. 508). 

appears from the enclosed memorandum dated March 3, 
1937, the Government has been compelled to pay large sums by 
way of interest in these two groups of cases, since the rendition 
of the above-mentioned decisions. The financial burden is en- 
hanced by the fact that frequently plaintiffs take advantage of 
the 6-year statute of limitations and do not institute proceedings 
promptly, thereby permitting interest to accrue for an unneces- 
sarily long period of time. 


Accordingly, I recommend legislation to reduce the statute of 
limitations in these two classes of cases from 6 years to 1 year, 
with permission to the plaintiff to sue at any time within the 
6-year period if the suit is accompanied by a waiver of addi- 
tional interest accruing as a result of such delay. Such a 
measure would considerably reduce the amount of interest recov- 
erable from the Government, without causing any injustice to 


claimants. A bill to effectuate this proposal is enclosed herewith. 
Sincerely yours, 


Homer CUMMINGS, 
Attorney General. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the 
engrossment and third reading of the bill. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 2369) to amend the act entitled “An act for 
making further and more effectual provision for the national 
defense, and for other purposes,” approved June 3, 1916, as 
amended, and for other purposes, was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, that bill was reported 
adversely by the Department. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Let the bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


W. COOKE 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3352) for the 
relief of W. Cooke, which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs, with an amendment, on page 1, 
line 5, after the word “otherwise”, to strike out “appropriated 
and in full settlement against the Government, to W. Cooke, 
of Shawnee, Okla., the sum of $8,470, compensating the said 
W. Cooke for liquidated damages charged for 121 days’ delay 
in the completion of contract I-1l—-ind-6541, dated November 
4, 1932, for the construction of an auditorium and gymnasium 
building at Sequoyah Indian Training School, Tahlequah, 
Okla., said liquidated damages being charged because of 
technical rulings of the Comptroller General of the United 
States of America” and to insert “appropriated, to W. Cooke, 
of Shawnee, Okla., the sum of $5,810, in full settlement of his 
claim against the United States for liquidated damages as- 
sessed for delay in the completion of contract No. I-l-ind-— 
6541 for the construction of a gymnasium at the Sequoyah 
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Indian Orphan Training School near Tahlequah, Okla.”, so 
as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to W. Cooke, of 
Shawnee, Okla., the sum of $5,810, in full settlement of his claim 
against the United States for liquidated damages assessed for 
delay in the completion of contract No. I-1-—ind-6541 for the 
construction of a um at the Sequoyah Indian Orphan 
Training School near Tahlequah, Okla.: Provided, That no part 
of the amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or 
agents, attorney or attorneys, on account of services rendered in 
connection with said claim. It shall be unlawful for any agent 
or agents, attorney or attorneys, to exact, collect, withhold, or 
receive any sum of the amount appropriated in this act in excess 
of 10 percent thereof on account of services rendered in connection 
with sald claim, any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
ty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 
MERRITT REA 


The bill (H. R. 4427) for the relief of Merritt Rea was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 


and passed. 
JOHN FITZGERALD AND J. R. HARPER 


The bill (H. R. 3253) for the relief of John Fitzgerald 
and J. R. Harper was considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

CARL J. SCHEIER 

The bill (H. R. 3703) for the relief of Carl J. Scheier was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


COMISION MIXTA DEMARCADORA DE LIMITES ENTRE COLOMBIA Y 
PANAMA 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3103) for the 
relief of the Comision Mixta Demarcadora de Limites Entre 
Colombia y Panama, which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Claims with an amendment to add a proviso at 
the end of the bill, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to the Comision Mixta 
Demarcadora de Limites Entre Colombia y Panama the sum of 
$2,531.55 in full settlement of all claims against the United States 
for damages to cargo sustained and expenses incurred by said 
commission as a result of a collision on December 7, 1936, in the 
Bay of Panama between the motor launch Don Bosco chartered 
by the commission, and Panama Railroad barge No. 205, operated 
by the Signal Corps, United States Army: Provided, That no part 
of the amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or 
attorney on account of services rendered in connection with- this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 
PEARL BUNDY 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3300) for the 
relief of Pearl Bundy, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Claims with an amendment, on page 1, line 
7, after the words “sum of”, to strike out “$5,000” and to 
insert “$3,000”, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated and in full settlement 
of all claims against the United States Government, the sum of 
$3,000 to Pearl Bundy, of Mitchell, Ind., rural route No. 2, for 
injuries sustained by being struck by a United States Government 
truck driven or operated by a member of the Civilian Conserva- 
tion Corps on January 22, 1937: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof 
shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or attorney 
on account of services rendered in connection with this 
and the same shall be unlawful, any contract to the contrary 
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notwithstanding. Any person violating the provisions of this act 
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


GEORGE J. LEATHERWOOD 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 1987) for 
the relief of George J. Leatherwood, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Claims with amendments, on page 
1, line 6, after the words “sum of”, to strike out “$5,000” 
and to insert “$750, in full settlement of all claims against 
the United States”; and in line 9, after the word “October”, 
to strike out “1931” and to insert “1930”; and at the end of 
the bill to add a proviso, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to George J. Leather- 
wood the sum of $750, in full settlement of all claims 
the United States on account of an injury sustained by him at 
Murphy, N. C., on or about the 7th day of October 1930, in an 
attempt to assist in apprehending Jess McPherson, Walter Bryson, 
and Casey Bryson, who had robbed a post office at Coker Creek, 
Tenn., the said George J. Leatherwood having been summoned 
by A. M. Carringer, chief of police at Murphy, N. C., to assist in 
the apprehension of said rob 5 , That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof 
shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or attorney 
on account of services rendered in connection with this claim, 
and the same shall be unlawful, any contract to the contrary 
notwithstanding. Any person violating the provisions of this act 
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


NICK GRUYICH 


The bill (H. R. 520) for the relief of the estate of Nick 
Gruyich was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


FEDERAL LAND BANK OF BERKELEY, CALIF., AND A, E. COLBY 


The bill (S. 3207) authorizing the Comptroller General to 
settle and adjust the joint claim of the Federal Land Bank 
of Berkeley, Calif., and A. E. Colby was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Comptroller General of the United 
States be, and he is hereby, authorized and directed to settle and 
adjust the joint claim of the Federal Land Bank of Berkeley, Calif., 
and A. E. Colby in the amount of $1,000 as damages to a parcel 
of land owned by them caused by the willful of Govern- 
ment employees stationed at Civilian Conservation Corps Camp 
Mad River, F-30, and to allow in full and final settlement of the 
claim the sum of not to exceed $1,000. There is hereby appropri- 
ated, out of any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
the sum of $1,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary, for 
the payment of the claim: Provided, That no part of the amount 
appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be 
paid or delivered to or received by any agent or attorney on ac- 
count of services rendered in connection with this claim, and’ 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to the contrary notwith- 
standing. Any person violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall 
be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


G. E. MAXWELL 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3584) for the 
rellef of G. E. Maxwell, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Claims with an amendment to add a proviso 
at the end of the bill, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Dr. G. E. Maxwell, 
of Springerville, Ariz., the sum of $332.70 in full settlement of 
any and all claims against the Government on account of medical 
services rendered to John Holmes, agent and employee of the 
Government, in the service of the Works Progress Administration, 
at Springerville, Ariz., on April 30, 1936: Provided, That no part of 
the amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or 
attorney on account of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating the provisions of 
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this act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon con- 
viction thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


MILES A. BARCLAY 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3410) for the 
relief of Miles A. Barclay, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Claims with amendments on page 1, line 6, 
after the figures “$81.04” to strike out “representing the 
amount of his claim” and to insert “in full settlement of 
his claim against the United States”, and at the end of the 
bill to add a proviso, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc, That the Secretary of the Treasury is 
authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
not otherwise appropriated, to Miles A. Barclay, of Great Falls, 
Mont., the sum of $81.04, in full settlement of his claim against 
the United States for mileage allowance while an employee of 
the Soil Conservation Service, Department of Agriculture, for 
travel authorized by means of his privately owned automobile 
during the period October 2 to November 25, 1936, inclusive, such 
claim for mileage ha been disallowed by the General Ac- 
counting Office as a t of the travel having been performed 
in an automobile registered in the name of his father, A. Barclay: 

That no part of the amount appropriated in this act 
in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered to 
or received by any agent or attorney on account of services ren- 
dered in connection with this claim, and the same shall be un- 
lawful, any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a 
misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any 
sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendments were agreed to. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM J. PITOCHELLI 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3573) for 
the relief of William J. Pitocchelli, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Claims with an amendment, on page 
1, line 5, after “William J.”, to strike out “Pitocchelli” and 
to insert Pitochelli“, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is author- 
ized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to William J. Pitochelli, of Lawrence, 
Mass., the sum of $837.13 in full satisfaction of his claim 
the United States for injuries sustained by him as a result of an 
explosion of dynamite set off on a Works Progress Administration 
project at the city yard, Lawrence, Mass., on March 2, 1937: 
Provided, That no part of the amount appropriated in this act in 
excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re- 
ceived by any agent or agents, attorney or attorneys, on account 
of services rendered in connection with such claim. It shall be un- 
lawful for any agent or agents, attorney or attorneys, to exact, col- 
lect, withhold, or receive any sum of the amount appropriated 
in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof on account of services 
rendered in connection with such claim, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating the provisions of 
this act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon con- 
viction thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill for the relief 
of William J. Pitochelli.” 

PAUL H. BRINSON 

The bill (H. R. 6473) for the relief of Paul H. Brinson was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

F. E. BOOTH CO. 

The bill (H. R. 3204) for the relief of F. E. Booth Co. was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

ROBERT LANDEAU, A MINOR 

‘The bill (H. R. 6668) for the relief of Robert Landeau, a 
minor, was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

LIVVIE V. ROWE 

The bill (H. R. 7679) for the relief of Livvie V. Rowe was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 
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JOSEPH D. SCHOOLFIELD 


The bill (S. 3365) for the relief of Joseph D. Schoolfield 
was considered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That notwithstanding the provisions and lim- 
itations of sections 15 to 20, both inclusive, of the act entitled 
“An act to provide compensation for employees of the United 
States suffering injuries while in the performance of their duties, 
and for other ee approved September 7, 1916, as amended, 
the United States Employees’ Compensation Commission be, and the 
same is hereby, authorized and directed to receive and consider, 
when filed, the claim of Joseph D. Schoolfield, of Greensboro, N. C., 
for disability alleged to have been incurred by him on March 5, 
1930, while employed as chief, Income Tax Division, Bureau of 
Internal Revenue, Raleigh, N. C., and to determine said claim upon 
its merits under provisions of said act: Provided, That claim here- 
under shall be filed within 6 months after the approval of this 
act: Provided further, That no benefits shall accrue prior to the 
enactment of this act. 


EDITH JENNINGS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2798) for 
the relief of Edith Jennings, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Claims with an amendment to strike out 
all after the enacting clause and to insert: 


That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, author- 
ized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Edith Jennings, of Arkansas City, Kans., 
widow of Joe Jennings, deceased, the sum of $2,500, and to the 
legal guardian of Patsy Ruth Jennings, of Arkansas City, Kans., 
daughter of Joe Jennings, deceased, the sum of $2,500, in full set- 
tlement of all claims against the United States arising out of the 
death of the said Joe Jennings, who died as a result of injuries 
sustained when the truck he was driving was struck by a truck 
belonging to the Works Progress Administration on March 10, 1937: 
Provided, That no part of the amount appropriated in this act in 
excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or received 
by any agent or attorney on account of services rendered in con- 
nection with this claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any con- 
tract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person violating the 
provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and 
See ee ee ae eee 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill for the relief 
of Edith Jennings and the legal guardian of Patsy Ruth 
Jennings.” 

ESTATE OF CARL ORR 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2802) for 
the relief of the parents of Carl Orr, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Claims with amendments, 
on page 1, line 5, after the word “Treasury”, to strike out 
“appropriated or allocated for the maintenance and oper- 
ation of the National Youth Administration” and to insert 
“not otherwise appropriated”; and in line 7, after the words 
“to the“, to strike out “parents” and to insert “legal guar- 
dian”, and after “Orr” to insert “a minor”; and in line 8, 
after the words “sum of”, to strike out “$5,000” and to insert 
“$3,000”; and at the end of the bill to add a proviso, so as 
to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to the legal guardian of 
Carl Orr, a minor, of Alma, Okla., the sum of $3,000 in full set- 
tlement of ali claims the United States for damages for 
injuries sustained by e said Carl Orr when he was severely 
burned, on the 19th day of January 1937, by a fire which had been 
started near the Fox Consolidated School, in Carter County, Okla., 
by National Youth Administration workers and left burning by 
them: Provided, That no part of the amount appropriated in this 
act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on account of services rendered 
in connection with this claim, and the same shali be unlawful, 
any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a misde- 
meanor and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum not 
exceeding $1,000. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill for the relief 
of the legal guardian of Carl Orr, a minor.” 
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ACME WIRE & IRON WORKS 
The bill (H. R. 5104) for the relief of the Acme Wire & 
Iron Works was considered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 
BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 186) for the relief of Mike Chetkovich was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may we have an explana- 
tion of this bill? 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, the Senator from Wyo- 
ming [Mr. Schwartz] has made a study of this bill and 
submitted the report. He will be glad to explain it. 

Mr. McKELLAR, Let it go over. 

Mr. SCHWARTZ. I shall be glad to explain the bill if it 
is desired. This is a bill for the relief of Mike Chetkovich. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. 

Mr, SCHWARTZ. In connection with his war-risk insur- 
ance. 

Mr, McKELLAR, The bill is adversely reported, is it not? 

Mr. SCHWARTZ. It is. I can state the history of the 
case. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It is not necessary to do it. Just let it 
go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


VIRGIL D. ALDEN AND OTHERS 


The bill (S. 2739) for the relief of Virgil D. Alden and 
others was considered, ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted etc., That the Comptroller General of the United 
States be, and he is hereby, authorized and directed to receive and 
settle the claims of Virgil D. Alden, Kenneth B. Aldrich, John 
Richard Altieri, Nell Marie Berghout, Sarah M. Braden, Allen R. 
Bradley, Alfred Preston Brown, Earl H. Brown, Edmund M. Burke, 
C. R. Butcher, Roy C. Clark, Gwynn J. Cohan, Dorothy H. Cohen, 
Charles E. Darragh, A. B. Dunning, William G. Elliott, Catherine 
L. Finnegan, J. Wilfrid Fleming, Edward C. Gallagher, Robert P. 
Green, Jr., Cecil L. Howell, Leo J. Kriz, Virginia Dale Lambert, 
Edward Linders, Walter R. Lord, William F. Madden, Lester H. 
Moore, Edgar W. O’Harow, Joseph Place, Harry T. Poe, Edward L. 
Price, Martin D. Reilly, Thomas J. Reilly, Jr, Ruth H. Rose, 
Stephen Hubbell Smith, Wilbur W. Smith, David J, Speck, William 
H. Tolhurst, Robert J. Weeks, Christopher J. Weldon, Harold O. 
Williams, Raymond M. Wilson, Shirley Wright, Nelson D. Zimmer- 
man, Clyde S. Adams, Joseph L. Cahill, John Clegg, Lawrence P. 
Cain, Thomas F. Conboy, William A. Conroyd, C. Gilbert Countiss, 
Robert D. DeLoney, William B. Edwards, Harry R. Eilenberger, 
Maxwell Hall Elliott, Jr., Harold Epstein, Grover D. Farnsworth, 
John Ellis Field, Benjamin H. Fish, Nathan H. Fox, Clem A. 
Harkey, Edgar W. Hawkins, Paul Kirby Hennessy, Frank A. Houri- 
han, Charles Louis Jacob, John H. Jenkins, Josiah W. Johnson, 
J. Gilbert Joyce, Louis D. Kelsey, R. K. Knox, William B. Lamb, 
Chandler H. Lapsley, Antony Larweth, John S. Lynn, Theodore I. 
Lundquist, Fred J. Mack, James O. McConnell, Wendell 
8. Merick, Harry C. Miller, Gladys Moore, Clifton William 
Perry, Thomas G. Peace, James B. Redpath, Ira R. Robinson, 
Smith L. Rose, Stephen Samuel Sarrapede, Harrison L. 
Small, George P. Stowitts, Herman R. Strehl, B. Turner, Jr., 
Harrison A. Underwood, Alfred John Walker, William G. Walker 
George A. West, and Henry E. Wolff for transportation, travel, 
and subsistence expenses incurred upon their transfer to new 
headquarters pursuant to orders directing such transfers which 
were signed for the Federal Emergency Administrator of Public 
Works, in the temporary absence of said Administrator, with the 
approval of said Administrator, during the period from September 
6, 1935, to May 23, 1936, and the claim of Harlow M. Stafford for 
transportation, travel, and subsistence expenses incurred upon his 
transfer to new headquarters pursuant to an order directing such 
transfer which was signed for the Chairman of the National Re- 
sources Committee, in the temporary absence of said Chairman, 
with the approval of said Chairman, on February 24, 1936. All 
such claims allowed shall be payable under the appropriation 
otherwise available for such expenditures for the fiscal year in 
which the obligation was incurred: Provided, That there shall be a 
sufficient sum available under such appropriation to settle such 
claims which may be found allowable; otherwise, there is hereby 
appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, a sufficient sum of money to meet the difference. 

Sec, 2. In case there has been heretofore withheld or deducted 
from any amounts otherwise payable out of Government funds to 
any person hereinabove named any amount on account of any 
item paid or allowed for transportation charges in connection with 
the transfer and assignment hereinabove referred to, the Comp- 
troller General of the United States is authorized and directed to 
pay, in accordance with the same provisions as outlined in section 
43 ha person a sum equal to the amount so withheld or 
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Sec. 3. Each person named in section 1 of this act is hereby 
released from any liability to refund or pay to the Government, or 
otherwise discharge, any item paid or allowed for transportation 
charges in connection with the transfer and assignment referred 
to in such section, and no deductions on account of any such item 
shall be made from any amount due or payable out of Government 
funds to any such person. 


W. O. WEST 


The bill (S. 3130) for the relief of W. O. West, was con- 
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto, That the Secretary of the be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to W. O. West, Percilla, 
Tex., the sum of $400, Such sum represents the appraised value, 
as of March 2, 1937, of an automobile owned by the said W. O. 
West and stolen from him on February 7, 1937. Such automobile 
was seized on March 2, 1937, by investigators of the Alcohol Tax 
Unit, Bureau of Internal Revenue, forfeited to the United States 
on April 24, 1937, and subsequently delivered to the Department of 
Agriculture for official use. Through no fault of the said W. O. 
West, his application for remission of the forfeiture of such auto- 
mobile was filed after the expiration of the period allowed by law 
for the filing of such application. 


MR. AND MRS. CHESTER A. SMITH 


The bill (S. 3227) for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. Chester A. 
Smith was considered, ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete, That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $5,000 to Mr. 
and Mrs. Chester A. Smith, of Englewood, Colo., parents and 
guardians of Melford Smith, in full settlement of all their claims 
against the United States on account of the death of their son, 
Melford Smith, who died as the result of injuries inflicted by a 
Federal prohibition officer on November 7, 1931: Provided, That 
no part of the amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 
percent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or agents, attorney or attorneys, on account of services ren- 
dered in connection with said claim. It shall be unlawful for any 
agent or agents, attorney or attorneys, to exact, collect, withhold, 
or receive any sum of the amount appropriated in this act in ex- 
cess of 10 t thereof on account of services rendered in con- 
nection with said claim, any contract to the contrary notwith- 
standing. Any person violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof 
shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


JOSEPHINE RUSSELL 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 1220) for the 
relief of Josephine Russell, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Claims with an amendment to strike out 
all after the enacting clause and insert: 


That notwithstanding the provisions and limitations of sections 
15 and 20, both inclusive, of the act entitled “An act to provide 
compensation for employees of the United States suffering inju- 
ries while in the performance of their duties, and for other 
purposes,” approved September 7, 1916, as amended, the United 
States Employees’ Compensation Commission be, and the same is 
hereby, authorized and directed to receive and consider, when 
filed, the claim of Josephine Russell for disability resulting from 
complications caused by continual irritation while driving over 
rough and unsurfaced roads on the Kiowa Reservation in Okla- 
homa, in 1930 and 1931, when on duty as a fleld nurse; and for 
physical overwork affecting her general health while employed as 
a staff nurse at Pine Ridge, S. Dak., by the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, Department of the Interior, and to determine said claim 
upon its merits under the provisions of said act: Provided, That 
claim hereunder shall be filed within 6 months after the approval 
of this act: Provided further, That no benefits shall accrue prior 
to May 13, 1936. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

BATTLESHIP “OREGON” 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3242) to aid 
in providing a permanent mooring for the battleship Oregon, 
which had been reported from the Committee on Military 
Affairs with an amendment, on page 1, line 11, to add a 
proviso, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated the sum of $25,000, to be expended by the Secretary of War, 
or, in his discretion, by the State of Oregon under his supervision, 
for the purposes of (1) preparing and constructing a suitable and 
permanent mooring for the battleship Oregon at a site which has 
been dedicated for such purpose by the city of Portland, Oreg., and 
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(2) removing such battleship from her present berth in the Wil- 
lamette River at Portland, Oreg., to such mooring: Provided, That 
no money appropriated under authority of this act shall be ex- 
pended until local interests have provided such additional funds as 
in the opinion of the Secretary of War are necessary to insure 
completion of the work. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I should like to have an 
explanation of the bill. Otherwise let it go over. It involves 
a large sum. 

Mr. McNARY. The sum is not very large. The purpose of 
the bill, Mr. President, is to provide a permanent mooring or 
home for the famous old battleship Oregon, which took a 
conspicuous part in the Spanish-American War. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I remember the part it played. 

Mr. McNARY. I introduced a bill to provide $25,000 to 
give this old battleship a permanent abode, in the nature of 
a shrine to be visited by those who desired to see the old 
battleship as a matter of historical interest. The committee 
provided that $65,000 should be furnished by the State of 
Oregon in order to complete the project of $90,000. I took 
the matter up with the State officials, and they are willing to 
agree to provide their share of the money. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I remember the Oregon very well. It 
made a celebrated cruise around the world. I have no objec- 
tion. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

ATTENDANCE OF PHILIPPINE ARMY PERSONNEL AT SERVICE SCHOOLS 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3629) to au- 
thorize attendance of Philippine Army personnel at service 
schools of the United States Army, which was read, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That for a period of 7 years, beginning July 1, 
1938, the Secretary of War is authorized to accept for training 
officers and/or enlisted men of the Philippine Army at such service 
schools of the Regular Army where enrollment involves direct cost 
to the Regular Army appropriation: Provided, That the number of 
students enrolled shall not interfere with or impede the training of 
personnel of the Army of the United States and that the direct costs 
of such training, to be calculated by the Secretary of War, are reim- 
bursed to the appropriation for the support of the Regular Army by 
the Philippine Commonwealth. 

Mr. KING, Mr. President, I have not read the bill. We 
have been passing bills so rapidly that it is hard to follow them 
all. Will the Senator from Texas [Mr. SHEPPARD] explain the 
purpose of the bill? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. The effect of the bill will be to permit 
a small number of officers and enlisted men in the Philippine 
Army, during the transition period of the Philippine Com- 
monwealth, to attend the service schools of the United States 
Army, when such attendance is approved by the Secretary of 
War and paid for by the Philippine government. 

Mr. McKELLAR. How many men will it involve? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. A small number. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I see no objection to it. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. The War Department states that the 
number of men involved will be small. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

ADDITIONAL JUDGES FOR UNITED STATES COURTS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3691) to pro- 
vide for the appointment of additional judges for certain 
United States district courts, circuit courts of appeals, and 
certain courts of the United States for the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, let that bill go over. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I desire to offer an amend- 
ment to that bill. 

Mr. KING. Does the Senator desire to take the matter up 
tonight? 

Mr. HATCH. I think the bill is pretty thoroughly under- 
stood, and I believe it is unanimously agreed to. Senators 
present are the ones to say whether or not it shall be taken up. 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, the bill is a very important 
one, providing for the appointment of a very large number 
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of judges. While I-am in favor of the bill generally, it seems 
to me it would take at least an hour or two to discuss the situ- 
ation of the various districts and circuits. I should not think 
it at all advisable to take up the matter now on the call of 
the calendar by unanimous consent. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, will the Senators who are 
objecting permit an amendment to be offered, so that it 
may be pending when the bill is taken up? Will the Senator 
from New Mexico offer his amendment? 

Mr. HATCH. I offer the following amendments: 

On page 2, line 2, after the figure (1), strike out the word 
“nine” and insert the word “ten.” 

In line 7, following the words New York”, insert “District 
of Massachusetts.” 

In line 15, after the word “Michigan” and the comma, 
insert “and the first vacancy occurring in the office of dis- 
trice judge for the district of Massachusetts.” 

I think the amendments I have offered take care of the 
entire situation. 

Mr. LODGE and Mr. WALSH addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CLank in the chair). 
Does the Senator from New Mexico yield; and if so, to 
whom? 

Mr. HATCH. I yield to the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, briefly stated, the amend- 
ment provides an additional judge for the Massachusetts 
district. At present there are three judges there, one of 
whom is seriously ill and incapacitated from performing 
any of the duties of his office. The amendment offered by 
the Senator from New Mexico will provide for the appoint- 
ment of an additional judge; but when the next vacancy 
occurs, through resignation or death, there will be no addi- 
tional appointment. I. desire to have the Recorp show that. 

Mr. HATCH. That is correct. 

Mr. WALSH. The committee is in favor of the amend- 
ment, and believes that some such action should be taken. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I suggest to the Senator 
that instead of “the first vacancy” it should be “the next 
vacancy among the judges now sitting,“ because otherwise, 
if a new appointee should die, the district would lose a judge. 

Mr. HATCH. I will say to the Senator from Texas that 
the amendment offered carries the thought he has in mind. 
It applies to all the judges. The amendment suggested in 
our committee by the Senator from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY] 
has been carried out in the bill. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The bill covers the case of the circuit 
judges. But does it apply to the district judges as well? 

Mr. HATCH. It applies to the district judges in the same 
way. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendments will be 
considered as pending, in the order offered. Without objec- 
tion, the bill will go over. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, under ordinary circum- 
stances I should agree utterly and readily with the statement 
of the able Senator from Nebraska. I think it would be 
asking too much of the Senate, or of any legislative body, 
to dispose of a matter of this importance under the 5- 
minute rule. However, I should like to have the RECORD 
show that the Senate Committee on the Judiciary had this 
bill before it for considerably more than a year. It was 
discussed at a dozen different meetings. Then a subcom- 
mittee was appointed, and the subcommittee gave most care- 
ful consideration to the needs and requirements of the 
various districts and circuits. Every additional judge pro- 
vided for in this bill has been favorably recommended either 
by the Department of Justice or by the judicial council. 
Many, if not most, of the proposed new judges have been 
recommended by both the judicial council and the Attorney 
General. I feel like apologizing for asking the able Sena- 
tor from Nebraska to consider withdrawing his objection. 
However, I have learned that another very able Senator 
would object, so I shall not take up any further time of the 
Senate. 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, I do not want to be put in 
the position of objecting to the early consideration of the 
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bill. I think it is a very important measure. It proposes 
to strengthen the Federal judiciary wherever the need is 
shown for additional judges; but it seems to me, in a matter 
of such very great importance, involving more than 20 addi- 
tions to the Federal judiciary, we ought to have an extended 
statement by the chairman of the Judiciary Committee and 
the chairman of the subcommittee, so that not only the 
Senate, but the entire country, may know what the need is. 
I shall certainly object to having the bill considered at this 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over at 
the request of several Senators. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, the argument of the Sena- 
tor from Nebraska [Mr. BURKE] is so overwhelming and so 
conclusive that I admit the point. 

The Senator from Nebraska has contributed to the bill by 
not consenting to its consideration at this time; and I shall 
necessarily depend upon his courtesy and kindness in bring- 
ing up the bill at a subsequent date, when we may have 
plenty of time to consider it. 

Mr. BURKE. At a very early date. 

Mr. ASHURST. Yes. I may say that the bill has received 
as careful consideration as any bill which was ever before 
the committee. 

Mr, AUSTIN. Mr. President, out of courtesy to the mi- 
nority, may I be permitted to say that no consideration of 
partisanship or politics entered into the study of the 
problem. It was handled as a national problem, from a 
purely patriotic point of view. So far as I know, no ques- 
tion of partisanship ever entered into the consideration of 
the bill at any time. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr, President, I cannot let the statement 
of the Senator from Vermont pass without adding that what 
he has said about the nonpartisan consideration which has 
been given to the measure is due in no small degree to the 
very splendid attitude adopted at all times by the Senator 
from Vermont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill has been passed 
over. 

EASEMENT TO CITY OF FARGO, N. DAK., OVER UNITED STATES LAND 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3081), au- 
thorizing the Secretary of Commerce to grant to the city of 
Fargo, N. Dak., an easement over a certain tract of land 
owned by the United States, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Commerce with an amendment, on page 
2, line 12, after the word “by”, to strike out “Erving G.” and 
insert “Ewing Y.”; and the same amendment in line 15, after 
the word “said”, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of Commerce is author- 
ized and directed to grant to the city of Fargo, N. Dak., a per- 
manent easement authorizing such city to construct and maintain 
a system of intercepter or trunk sewer lines and water mains 
under the west 60 feet of a tract of land owned by the United 
States and located north of such city of Fargo, in Cass County, 
N. Dak., such tract of land being now used as the site of an air- 
ways radio and range station and is more specifically described as 
follows: Beginning at the northwest corner of the southeast quar- 
ter of section 30, township 140 north, range 48 west, fifth principal 
meridian; thence east 880 feet to a point; thence south 645 feet 
to a point; thence west 880 feet to a point; thence north 645 
feet to the place of beginning, containing in all 13163 acres. The 
easement authorized to be granted by this act shall be in lieu of 
the license revocable at the will of the Secretary of Commerce, 
granted to such city by a certain instrument dated December 20, 
1934, and executed by Ewing Y. Mitchell, Assistant Secretary of 
Commerce, as amended by a certain instrument dated March 12, 
1935, and executed by the said Ewing Y. Mitchell. Such easement 
shall be granted subject to such reasonable conditions as the Sec- 
retary of Commerce may deem desirable to include in the grant for 
the purpose of preventing interference with the operation and 
maintenance of the air-navigation facilities now or hereafter 
located upon such tract of land. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 
LEONA DRAEGER 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2895) for 
the relief of Leona Draeger, which had been reported from 
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the Committee on Claims, with amendments, on page 1, line 
5, after the word “Treasury”, to strike out “appropriated or 
allocated for the maintenance and operation of the Na- 
tional Youth Administration” and to insert “not otherwise 
appropriated”; and in line 7, after the words “sum of”, to 
strike out “$25,000” and insert “$1,000, and the sum of $50 
per month, in a total amount of not to exceed $4,000, such 
payments to be”, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Leona Draeger, the 
sum of $1,000, and the sum of $50 per month, in a total amount 
of not to exceed $4,000, such payments to be in full satisfaction 
of all claims of said Leona Draeger and her three minor children 
against the United States for damages sustained by them as a 
result of the death of William F. Draeger, husband of the said 
Leona Draeger; said William F. Draeger having been struck and 
killed on May 6, 1937, on Highway No. 29, about 5 miles north of 
Box Elder, Mont., by an automobile operated by William McMurphy, 
an employee of the National Youth Administration then engaged 
in the performance of his duties as such employee: Provided, That 
no part of the amount authorized to be paid in this act in excess 
of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or received by 
any agent or agents, attorney or attorneys, on account of services 
rendered in connection with such claims. It shall be unlawful for 
any agent or agents, attorney or attorneys, to exact, collect, with- 
hold, or receive any sum of the amount authorized to be paid in 
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof on account of services ren- 
dered in connection with such claims, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 
AMENDMENT OF AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1938 


The bill (S. 3668) to amend the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938 was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like an explanstion 
of this bill. It seems to me it is a very important bill, con- 
sisting of a large number of pages. None of us has ever 
had a chance to read it. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938 was a very complicated piece of legislation, 
covering the entire United States, and dealing with the 
major crops and their interdependence. Of course it was 
a very difficult job. Now that the act is in operation, there 
are some administrative features which need to be clari- 
fied; and it is largely for that purpose that these amend- 
ments were sent down. It is very important, in fact it is 
imperative, that the amendments be acted upon at once. 
They do not in any way change the bill itself, except in 
minor particulars; but it is very essential that the amend- 
ments be acted upon at once, as planting time is now at 
hand. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, are we to understand that 
the provisions of the amendments are administrative? 

Mr. SMITH. Almost entirely. In fact, I may say that they 
are all administrative in their nature. When difficulties oc- 
curred in the application of the allotments it was necessary to 
have certain amendments made. 

I have asked the Senator from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD], 
who has collaborated with me in every particular in connec- 
tion with the measure, to take charge of the amendments. 
We went over them meticulously; and I think the Senate 
owes it to the farmers of this country to give them the relief 
which they and the Agricultural Department are asking. We 
have granted all sorts of relief in nearly every phase of our 
economic life and organized society; and now that the farmers 
are about to get ready to prepare food for us to eat and the 
raw material out of which our clothes are to be made I think 
we should give them the consideration to which they are 
entitled. 

I hope the Senate will proceed to pass these amendments 
and provide the relief that is asked by the Department. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 7 

Mr. AUSTIN and Mr. GILLETTE addressed the Chair. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is heard. The bill 
will be passed over. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, of course, under the unani- 
mous-consent agreement of yesterday, if objection is inter- 
posed, immediately upon the conclusion of the calendar the 
bill will become the unfinished business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair understands that 
under the unanimous-consent agreement made on yesterday 
the bill will come up automatically as the unfinished business 
at the conclusion of the call of the calendar. 

EXTENSION OF LOAN TO OFFICERS OF MEMBER BANKS OF FEDERAL 
RESERVE SYSTEM 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3400) to 
extend from June 16, 1938, to June 16, 1939, the period with- 
in which loans made prior to June 16, 1933, to executive 
officers of member banks of the Federal Reserve System may 
be renewed or extended, which was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That subsection (g) of section 22 of the 
Federal Reserve Act, as amended (U. S. C., title 12, sec. 375a), is 
amended by striking out the word “five” in the first sentence of 
such subsection and inserting in lieu thereof the word six“. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I desire to ask the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass] to explain the import of 
this bill. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, this is a bill sent up by the 
Comptroller of the Currency, and approved by the Secretary 
of the Treasury, the Directors of the Federal Deposit In- 
surance Corporation, and all agencies having to do with 
banking. The Comptroller of the Currency explains that 
these bank officials have reduced their loans from $137,230,- 
000 to $47,846,000; and the bill simply gives them a year 
longer in which to extinguish their loans. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Does the Senator feel that it is im- 
portant and necessary to make this extension and offer this 
relief? 

Mr. GLASS. I think it very fair and very desirable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

EXPERIMENTAL AIR-MAIL SERVICES 

The bill (H. R. 7448) to provide for experimental air-mail 
services to further develop safety, efficiency, and economy, 
and for other purposes, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like an explanation 
of the bill. It seems to me a rather important one. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, this is a bill introduced 
by the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Neety]. There are 
no through air routes in the State of West Virginia. This 
is a local concern which operates largely in West Virginia, 
though I think it runs into Ohio and Kentucky to a small 
extent. It gathers up the mail, and puts the mail on the 
through routes. It seemed to the committee that the bill 
was a proper one, and the committee recommended it unani- 
mously, as I recall. 

Mr. KING. I have no objection. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I am compelled to object 
to the consideration of the bill at this time. I should like 
a chance to study it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is heard, and the 
bill will be passed over. 


REIMBURSEMENT OF CERTAIN RAILROADS 

The bill (S. 3526) to provide for reimbursing certain rail- 
roads for sums paid into the Treasury of the United States 
under an unconstitutional act of Congress was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like an explanation 
of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Haren in the chair). 
The Senator from Utah asks for an explanation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 
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ELIZABETH CORY 


The bill (S. 3512) for the relief of Elizabeth Cory was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Elizabeth Cory, of College 
Park, Md., the sum of $2,000 in full settlement of her claim against 
the United States for medical expenses and personal injuries in- 
curred as a result of a collision between the car which she was 
driving and a United States Army truck bearing Army No. 24101, 
on April 30, 1937: Provided, That no part of the amount appropri- 
ated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or 
delivered to or received by any agent or attorney on account of 
services rendered in connection with this claim, and the same shall 
be unlawful, any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any 
person violating the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty of 
a misdemeanor und upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any 
sum not exceeding $1,000. 


EARLE EMBREY 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3189) for 
the relief of Earle Embrey, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Claims with amendments, on page 1, line 
6, after the word “Indiana”, to strike out “the sum of 
$3,855.06. The payment of such sum shall be” and insert 
“such amount not in excess of $3,855.06 as may be approved 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, but exclusive of any allow- 
ance for profit“; on page 2, line 2, after the word “construc- 
tion”, to strike out “by the said Earle Embrey” and insert 
in accordance with contract No. TIpW-4625, dated June 4, 
1936”; and in line 4, after the word “amount”, to strike out 
“appropriated in” and insert “allowed by virtue of”, so as to 
make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Earle Embrey, gen- 
eral contractor, of New Albany, Ind., such amount not in excess 
of $3,855.06 as may be approved by the Secretary of the Treasury, 
but exclusive of any allowance for profit, in full settlement of all 
claims against the United States for repairs made by the said 
Earle Embrey to the new post-office building at Tell City, Ind., as 
a result of flood damages to such building on January 
20, 1937, while such building was under construction in accordance 
with contract No. Tipw-4625, dated June 4, 1936: Provided, That 
no part of the amount allowed by virtue of this act in excess of 
10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services rendered in connection 
with this claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person violating the provisions 
of this act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


HUGH RAY 
The bill (H. R. 4921) for the relief of Hugh Ray was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 
ESTATE OF LILLIE LISTON AND MR. AND MRS. B. W. TRENT 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3111) for 
the relief of the estate of Lillie Liston, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Claims with amendments, 
on page 1, line 7, after the words “sum of”, to strike out 
“$8,000” and insert “$5,435”; on page 2, line 6, after “August 
11”, to strike out “1937:” and insert 1937.“; and after line 
6, to insert: 


Sec. 2. That the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and 
directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, to Mr. and Mrs. B. W. Trent, of Roswell, N. M., the 
sum of $1,600 in full satisfaction of all their claims against the 
United States for damages resulting from property damage and 

mal injuries sustained by them when their truck, operated 
by the said B. W. Trent, was struck by an Indian Service truck 
operated by Nathan Head, an employee of the Mescalero Apache 
Indian Agency, at a point on the highway between Alamogordo, 
N. Mex., and El Paso, Tex., about 6½ miles north of Oro Grande, 
N. Mex., on August 11, 1937. 


So as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is author- 
ized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Jeff G. Liston, of Roswell, N. Mex., as 
administrator of the estate of Lillie Liston, late of Roswell, N. Mex., 
the sum of $5,435 in full satisfaction of all claims of such estate 
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against the United States for damages resulting from the death of 
the said Lillie Liston in a collision between the truck in which she 
was riding, owned and operated by B. W. Trent, of Roswell, N. Mex., 
and an Indian Service truck operated by Nathan Head, an em- 
ployee of the Mescalero Apache Indian Agency, such collision hav- 
ing occurred at a point on the highway between Alamogordo, 
N. Mex., and El Paso, Tex., about 64% miles north of Oro Grande, 
N. Mex., on August 11, 1937. 

Sec. 2. That the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and 
directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, to Mr. and Mrs. B. W. Trent, of Roswell, N. Mex., the 
sum of $1,600 in full satisfaction of all their claims against the 
United States for damages resulting from property damage and 
personal injuries sustained by them when their truck, operated by 
the said B. W. Trent, was struck by an Indian Service truck op- 
erated by Nathan Head, an employee of the Mescalero Apache 
Indian Agency, at a point on the highway between Alamogordo, 
N. Mex., and El Paso, Tex., about 6% miles north of Oro Grande, 
N. Mex., on August 11, 1937: Provided, That no part of the amount 
appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be 
paid or delivered to or received by any agent or agents, attorney 
or attorneys, on account of services rendered in connection with 
such claim. It shall be unlawful for any agent or agents, attorney 
or attorneys, to exact, collect, withhold, or receive any sum of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof on 
account of services rendered in connection with such claim, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person violating 
the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceed- 
ing $1,000. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may we have an expla- 
nation of this bill from the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. HATCH]? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Haren in the chair). 
If some Senator will relieve the present occupant of the 
Chair, he will be glad to make the explanation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator from New Mexico may 
make the explanation while occupying the chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is recommended 
by the Department. It has been amended to meet the 
liability recommended by the Department. 

The question is on agreeing to the amendments reported 
by the committee. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill for the relief 
of the estate of Lillie Liston, and Mr. and Mrs. B. W. Trent.” 


MISSOURI RIVER BRIDGE, RANDOLPH, MO. 


The bill (S. 3532) to extend the times for commencing 
and completing the construction of a bridge across the Mis- 
souri River at or near Randolph, Mo., was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the times for commencing and complet- 
ing the construction of the bridge across the Missouri River at 
or near Randolph, Mo., authorized to be built by the Kansas City 
Southern Railway Co., its successors and assigns, by an act of 
Congress approved May 24, 1928, heretofore extended by acts of 
Congress approved March 1, 1929, May 14, 1930, February 6, 1931, 
May 6, 1932, January 19, 1933, April 9, 1934, and April 10, 1936, 
a hereby further extended 2 and 4 years, respectively, from May 

4, 1938. 

Sec. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 


PERRY'S VICTORY MEMORIAL COMMISSION 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2009) to 
authorize the payment of certain obligations contracted by 
the Perry’s Victory Memorial Commission, which had been 
reported from the Committee on Claims with an amend- 
ment at the end of the bill to insert a proviso, so as to make 
the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to the Commercial 
Banking & Trust Co., of Sandusky, Ohio, $5,240.73; to the Ohio 
Public Service Co., of Port Clinton, Ohio, $120; to William Schnoor, 
of Put In Bay, Ohio, $1,248.99; to J. C. Feick, of Sandusky, Ohio, 
$129; to the Boston Lightning Rod Co., of Boston, Mass., $135; to 
Webster P. Huntington, of Mount Sterling, Ky., $214.61; to Hugh 
Rodman, of Washington, D. C., $76.79; to George M. Mason, of 
Erie, Pa., $35.15; to Harry E. Davis, of Woonsocket, R. I., $37.09; 
to W. J. Moore, of Richmond, Ky., $60.60; to Richard S. Folsom, 
of Chicago, II., $77.10; to Charles B. Perry, of Milkaukee, Wis. 
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$82.81; to Jacob Schifferdecker, of Brooklyn, N. Y., $35.11; to 
Robert H. Winn, of Mount Sterling, Ky., $2842; to Samuel M. 
Wilson, of Lexington, Ky., $35; and to John A. Johnston, of Wash- 
ington, D. C., $49.06; a total of $7,605.46, in full settlement of any 
obligations of the Perry’s Victory Memorial Commission to said 
parties: Provided, That no part of the amount appropriated in 
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered to 
or received by any agent or attorney on account of services ren- 
dered in connection with this claim, and the same shall be unlaw- 
ful, any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a 
misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any 
sum not exceeding 81,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


OUACHITA NATIONAL BANK, MONROE, LA., AND OTHERS 


The bill (S. 3188) for the relief of the Ouachita National 
Bank of Monroe, La.; the Milner-Fuller, Inc., Monroe, La.; 
estate of John C. Bass, of Lake Providence, La.; Richard 
Bell, of Lake Providence, La.; and Mrs. Cluren Surles, of 
Lake Providence, La., was announced as next in order. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, this bill is not on my calen- 
dar. I should like to have an explanation of it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will some Senator explain 
the bill? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let it go over. It seems that it is a bill 
refunding money which was embezzled by a postmaster, and 
I should like to know something about it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The author of the bill and 
the Senator making the report are not present. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let it go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


FISHERIES OF ALASKA 


The bill (H. R. 8982) to amend Public Law No. 282, Seventy- 
fifth Congress, relative to the fisheries of Alaska was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

SALE OF INTOXICANTS TO INDIANS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3166) to 
amend section 2139 of the Revised Statutes, as amended. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the occupant of the 
chair explain this bill? I have not an explanation of it 
here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This is a bill which permits 
persons charged, for the first time, with selling liquor to 
Indians to be prosecuted by information instead of by in- 
dictment. The Senator from Utah [Mr. Kine] understands 
the bill. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I think the bill is an admir- 
able one. Some persons may think it trespasses a little on 
the Constitution, but I think it is a valid measure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill clearly takes care 
of that situation. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 2139 of the Revised Statutes, 
as amended by the act of July 23, 1892, entitled “An act to 
amend sections 2139, 2140, and 2141 of the Revised Statutes touch- 
ing on the sale of intoxicants in the Indian country, and for other 
purposes,” and as amended by the act of January 30, 1897, entitled 
“An act to prohibit the sale of intoxicating drinks to Indians, 
providing penalties therefor, and for other purposes,” is amended 
to read as follows: 

“Sec. 2139. Any person who shall sell, give away, dispose of, 
exchange, or barter any malt, spirituous, or vinous liquor, in- 
cluding beer, ale, and wine, or any ardent or other intoxicating 
liquor of any kind whatsoever, or any essence, extract, bitters, prep- 
aration, compound, composition, or any article whatsoever, under 
any name, label, or brand, which produces intoxication to any 
Indian to whom an allotment of land has been made while the 
title to the same shall be held in trust by the Government, or to 
any Indian who is a ward of the Government under charge of any 
Indian superintendent of agent, or to any Indian, including mixed 
bloods, over whom the Government, through its departments, 
exercises guardianship, and any person who shall introduce or at- 
tempt to introduce any malt, spirituous, or vinous liquor, including 
beer, ale, and wine, or any ardent or intoxicating liquor of any kind 
whatsoever into the Indian country, which term shall include any 
Indian allotment while the title to the same shall be held in trust 
by the Government, or while the same shall remain inalienable by 
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the allottee without the consent of the United States shall be pun- 
ished for the first offense by imprisonment for not more than 1 
year, and by a fine of not more than $500, and for the second of- 
fense and each offense thereafter by imprisonment for not more than 
5 years, and by a fine of not more than $2,000: Provided, however, 
That the person convicted shall be committed until fine and costs 
are paid: And provided further, That first offenses under this sec- 
tion may be prosecuted by information, but no person convicted of 
a first offense under this section shall be sentenced to imprison- 
ment in a penitentiary or required to perform hard labor. It shall 
be a sufficient defense to any charge of introducing or attempting 
to introduce ardent spirits, ale, beer, wine, or intoxicating liquors 
into the Indian country that the acts charged were done under 
authority, in writing, from the War Department or any Officer duly 
authorized thereunto by the War Department. All complaints for 
the arrest of any person or persons made for violation of any of 
the provisions of this section shall be made in the county where 
the offense shall have been committed, or if committed upon or 
within any reservation not included in any county, then in any 
county adjoining such reservation; but in all cases such arrests 
shall be made before any United States court commissioner residing 
in such adjoining county, or before any magistrate or judicial officer 
authorized by the laws of the State in which such reservation is 
located to issue warrants for the arrest and examination of offenders 
by section 1014 of the Revised Statutes, as amended. And all per- 
sons so arrested shall, unless discharged upon examination, be held 
to answer and stand trial before the court of the United States 
having jurisdiction of the offense.” 

Sec. 2. Section 2139 of the Revised Statutes, as amended by this 
act, shall be deemed to apply to offenses committed subsequent to 
the date of enactment of this act, and any reference in any other 
act of Congress to the act of January 30, 1897, insofar as it relates 
to offenses committed subsequent to the date of enactment of this 
act, shall be deemed to be a reference to section 2139 of the Revised 
Statutes, as amended by this act. 

Sec. 3. The act entitled “An act to prohibit the sale of intoxicat- 
ing drinks to Indians, providing penalties therefor, and for other 
purposes,” approved January 30, 1897, is hereby repealed. 


JOINT RESOLUTION PASSED OVER 


The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 594) directing the Federal 
Trade Commission to investigate the policies employed by 
manufacturers in distributing motor vehicles, accessories, 
and parts, and the policies of dealers in selling motor ve- 
hicles at retail, as these policies affect the public interest 
was announced as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Let the joint resolution go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be 
passed over. 


SHOSHONE RECLAMATION PROJECT, WYOMING 


The bill (H. R. 3786) providing for the allocation of net 
revenues of the Shoshone power plant of the Shoshone 
reclamation project in Wyoming was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That completes the calendar. 


CONCESSIONS TO INDIANS ON RESERVOIR SITES AND OTHER LANDS 


Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, there is lying 
on the Vice President’s desk a Senate bill with some House 
amendments. I ask that the House amendments be laid 
before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the 
amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill 
(S. 1945) to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to grant 
concessions on reservoir sites and other lands in connection 
with Federal Indian irrigation projects wholly or partly In- 
dian, and to lease the lands in such reserves for agricultural, 
grazing, and other purposes, which were, on page 1, line 7, 
after the word “with”, to insert “the San Carlos, Fort Hall, 
Flathead, and Duck Valley or Western Shoshone”; on the 
Same page, line 9, after the word “purposes”, to insert Pro- 
vided, That no lands so leased shall be eligible for benefit 
payments under the crop-control program, or the Soil Con- 
servation Act”; on the same page, line 9, after the word Pro- 
vided”, to insert “further”; on page 2, line 1, to strike out 
“rules and” and insert “rules”; and on the same page, line 2, 
to strike out “as he may prescribe” and insert “and laws 
as govern his administration of the public domain as far as 
applicable.” 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I-move that the Senate 
concur in the amendments of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 
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AMENDMENT OF AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1938 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the unanimous-con- 
sent agreement, the Chair lays before the Senate Senate 
bill 3668, to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938. 

Mr. McNARY. The bill comes up automatically, does it 
not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It comes up by unanimous 
consent. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3668) to 
amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, which had 
been reported from the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry with amendments. 

Mr. MGNARY. Mr. President, I have had but scant oppor- 
tunity to read the amendments to the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act embodied in the bill. I tried to do so in breathing 
spells during the call of the calendar. 

I would not permit myself to interfere with the immediate 
consideration of the amendments, and I think I am pretty 
well satisfied with the proposal. But on page 10, line 18, 
referring to section 381, there appears language which I 
interpret as increasing the benefit payments to those who 
raised cotton in 1937, by one-quarter of a cent a pound over 
what was allowed under the A. A. A. Act. 

I addressed myself to this subject when the A. A. A. bill 
Was under consideration. I commented on the provision 
inserted by the conferees authorizing a payment of 3 cents 
on about five or six million bales of cotton which had been 
hypothecated, and title to which was later conveyed to the 
Government, which I think provided for a price level con- 
siderably higher than the mortgage level or the value of the 
crop. 

This provision evidently refers to the same hypothecated 
cotton, consisting approximately of from five to six million 
bales, on which we are to pay a quarter of a cent a pound in 
addition to the amount provided in the A. A. A. bill which 
was recently passed. Is that interpretation correct? 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I call the Senator’s attention 
to the fact that under the bill we passed making provision for 
the orderly marketing of cotton regulations were issued, and 
I have before me the regulations, and will read a part of them. 
Where these enormous surpluses have been accumulated a 
plan had to be devised by which the Government might 
impound a certain amount of the cotton, or wheat, or corn, 
in order that the market might be relieved of immediate 
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The Department issued a regulation with specific relation 
to cotton providing that wherever an individual who had a 
loan desired to sell the cotton to the Government, or turn it 
over, they would give what they called a selling commission. 
I will read the language of the rule which has been in opera- 
tion since it was promulgated. 

Mr. McNARY. I am not criticizing; but is not this a mat- 
ter which can be almost answered “yes” or “no”? In the bill 
as brought out by the conferees, which was passed, there was 
@ provision—after about five or six million bales had been im- 
pounded, and upon which 9 cents a pound had been loaned, 
which then was a higher figure than the current price level— 
that we were to advance 2 cents a pound. 

Mr. SMITH. That was 2 cents of the subsidy already 
promised, of 13 cents. 

Mr. McNARY. Yes; that is true. I am not criticizing; I 
am analyzing. That made 11 cents a pound. At the same 
time we conveyed the title to the cotton, and all carrying 
charges, including interest, to the Government. I remember 
I calculated that we were giving 3 cents a pound to the cotton 
growers because, in addition to paying them 2 cents, the 
the Government assumed the carrying charges. I am not 
criticizing that. It is ancient history. It is gone. It is 
forgotten. 

I have read the amendment but once, and am trying to 
read it the second time. Does not this give them one- 
fourth of a cent in addition to what we have already given? 

Mr. SMITH. To all those who take advantage of the op- 
portunity. If they want to turn their cotton over to the 
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Government, they get this selling commission; but it is 
wholly optional with them. 

Mr. McNARY. The other is, too. The Senator is frank, 
and will state whether it is not true that the cotton pro- 
ducers who had impounded their cotton for 1937, and agreed 
to comply with the planting program of 1938, received 3 
cents a pound, and is not the payment here proposed an 
addition of 1 cent a pound to the same cotton producers 
making the crop of 1937? 

Mr. SMITH. A quarter of a cent. 

Mr. McNARY. Is not that true? 

Mr. SMITH. That is true. 

Mr. McNARY. That is what I wanted to know. 

Mr. SMITH. For this reason, that there was no incentive 
whatsoever to turn it over to the Government and aid the 
orderly marketing program. e 

Mr. McNARY. I am not seeking to hold it up on that 
account. I wanted to see if my interpretation was correct, 
In other words, the proposal is to add a little to what we 
provided in the bill we passed during the fall. 

Mr. SMITH. Yes; but I want to correct the Senator in this 
respect: The 2 cents was the device I incorporated for this 
reason, there was already promised a subsidy of 3 cents on 
all the cotton produced by those who joined in the observance 
of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act. But 
they were not to pay it until July, and I knew the farmers 
were in distress and wanted some ready money. The Gov- 
ernment. had already promised and entered into a contract 
with them providing that if they would do certain things they 
would get 3 cents on the cotton that was produced by those 
who observed the rules and regulations. 

To the astonishment of everyone, 19,000,000 bales were 
made and the amount of money set aside, namely, $134,- 
000,000, did not seem to be enough to go around, but there 
was no more, and the Secretary issued a statement that he 
would pay only for 65 percent of the cotton thus produced, 
and that it would not be paid for until July. 

I offered an amendment to the bill to give the producers 
2 cents out of the 3 cents, if the 3 cents should ever be 
forthcoming, immediately upon their observance of the law. 
We offered them the 2 cents immediately in case they turned 
over their loan cotton to the Government. The Attorney 
General ruled that that was discriminatory; that all of them 
would be entitled to it, whether or not they had cotton loans. 

This specific amendment is a reintroduction of the same 
thing, except that it restricts it entirely to the loan cotton, 
and leaves it optional with the farmer as to whether or not 
he will get it. 

Mr. President, I want to amend that so that there will not 
be the question of a quarter of a cent a pound. At the in- 
stance of the Department I offer an amendment, on page 11, 
line 3, to strike out the following sentence: 

Upon completion of such transfer the Corporation shall forthwith 
pay to such producer a selling commission equal to one-fourth 
cent per pound of such cotton, and the amount so paid shall come 
out of funds already provided the Corporation to facilitate the 
marketing of surplus commodities. 

And to insert in lieu thereof the following: 


Upon completion of such transfer the Corporation, notwithstand- 
ing any other provision of law, is authorized and directed to pay 
to such producer, out of funds already provided the Corporation, 
a selling commission equal to $1.25 per bale of such cotton— 

Not so much a pound. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 

Mr. LODGE. Will the Senator tell me whether this bill 
imposes any additional taxes? 

Mr. SMITH. Not a penny. The money is already avail- 
able. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 
Are there committee amendments pending? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is pending the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from South Carolina. 
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Mr. BANKHEAD. There are some committee amendments 
printed in the bill, which I ask to have acted on first. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Alabama 
requests that the committee amendments be acted on first. 
Is there objection? The Chair hears none, and the clerk 
will state the first amendment of the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 5, after line 15, it is 
proposed to strike out the following: 

Sec. 12. Paragraph (2) of section 344 (d) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 is hereby amended by striking out “3 
percent” and inserting in lieu thereof “10 percent”; and by in- 
serting before the semicolon the following: “and to farms for 
which the allotment which may be made under other provisions 


of this subsection would be less than 5 acres for each family on 
the farm.” 


And to insert in lieu thereof a new section 12, as follows: 


Sec, 12. (a) Section 343 of such act is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsections (a) and 
(b), the national allotment for any year shall be increased by a 
number of bales equal to the production of the acres allotted under 
section 344 (c) (3) for such year.” 

(b) The first sentence of section 344 (a) of such act is amended 
by striking out “section 343 (c)” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“sections 343 (c) and 343 (d).” 

(c) Section 344 (c) of such act is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

“(3) Not more than 2 percent of the State acreage allotment 
shall be apportioned, in amounts determined by the Secretary to 
be fair and reasonable, in counties in the State to farms receiving 
allotments under subsection (d) which the Secretary determines 
are inadequate in view of past production of cotton or for any 
other reason. The acre required for apportionment under this 
paragraph shall not reduce the State acreage allotment but shall be 
in addition to the State acreage allotment.” 


Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, in view of the fact that there 
are a great number of amendments in the bill, and also in 
view of the fact that there appears to be no opposition to the 
amendments, I suggest that the Senator in charge of the bill 
ask unanimous consent to have the amendments adopted en 
bloc, so we may move on to other business, 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I make that request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Alabama 
requests the adoption of the committee amendments en bloc. 

Mr. WALSH. I understand there is no objection to the 
committee amendments. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I object. I want to have at least a chance 
to read them. This is a subject concerning which a great 
deal of interest and debate are aroused, and I observe by just 
glancing at the bill that it deals with the controversial ele- 
ments in which the Senator from Vermont was interested 
when the original farm bill was considered. I do not ask 
to delay the bill beyond the time necessary to read the 
amendments. 

Mr. WALSH. I withdraw my suggestion. The only rea- 
son for it was so we could expedite matters and prevent some 
Senators from waiting longer than necessary. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I appreciate the Senator’s suggestion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the first committee amendment on page 5, after line 15. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. MILLER. I understood after conferring with the 
Senator from Alabama that he had a complete substitute 
for the first committee amendment. 

Mr, BANKHEAD. That is correct. 

Mr. MILLER. The Senators’ substitute amendment 
should be acted upon at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama desire to offer the substitute at this time? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I desire to offer a substitute for sec- 
tion 12, being the committee amendment beginning in line 
23, on page 5. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 
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The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the committee amendment, on 
page 5, line 23, it is proposed to strike out section 12 (a) 
and to insert in lieu thereof the following: 


Section 343 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is 
amended by adding at the end of subsection (c) the following: 
“and by a number of bales equal to the production of the 
acreage required to provide for each State in addition to the 
State acreage allotment an acreage not in excess of 4 percent of 
the State acreage allotment which shall be apportioned in amounts 
which the Secretary determines to be fair and reasonable to 
farms in the State receiving allotments under the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, which the Secretary determines are in- 
adequate in view of the past production of cotton.” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment in the nature of a substitute offered by 
the Senator from Alabama to the committee amendment on 
page 5, beginning with line 23. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The next amendment of the committee was, in section 13, 
on page 6, line 24, after “sugar” and the semicolon, to insert 
“and by inserting after the expression ‘rice for market or’ 
the expression ‘wheat or rice’”, so as to make the section 
read: 

Sec. 13. Paragraph (3) of section 344 (d) of the Agricultural Ad- 
justment Act of 1938 is hereby amended by inserting after “exclud- 
ing from such acreage the acres devoted to the production of” the 


following: “sugarcane for sugar.“; and by inserting after the ex- 
pression “rice for market or“ the expression “wheat or rice”. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment of the committee was, in section 14, 
page 7, line 9, after the words “less than the”, to strike out 
“sum of the values” and to insert “value”; in line 10, after 
the word “tobacco”, to strike out the comma and “peanuts, 
and potatoes”, so as to make the section read: 


Sec. 14, Section 344 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
is hereby amended by adding the following new subsection: 

“(g) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (d) of this 
section, in any county for which the county cotton acreage allot- 
ment is less than 15 percent of the land in the county which is 
tilled annually or in regular rotation or in which the value of the 
cotton produced in the latest year for which census data are avail- 
able is less than the value of the tobacco produced in such year 
computed on the basis of the State average price of the com- 
modity in such year, the cotton acreage allotments to individual 
farms shall be made on the basis of the following: The average 
acreage planted to cotton during the 3 preceding calendar years 
plus the acreage diverted from the production of cotton under 
the agricultural adjustment or conservation program during such 
years making due allowance for abnormal weather conditions; 
land, labor, and equipment available for the production of cotton; 
cxop- rotation practices; and the soil and other physical facilities 
affecting the production of cotton.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment of the committee was, on page 8, 
after line 2, to strike out section 16, as follows: 


Sec. 16. Section 364 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
is hereby amended by inserting the subsection designation “(a)” 
ieo the section number and by adding the following new sub- 
section: 

“(b) For the purposes of any hearing before any review com- 
mittee under this part, the provisions of section 9 of the Federal 
Trade Commission Act, approved September 26, 1914 (38 Stat. 723; 
15 U. S. C. 49), are hereby made applicable to the jurisdiction, 
powers, and duties of the Secretary and of such review committee 
and to any person, whether or not a corporation. The Secretary 
is authorized to make regulations governing the application by 
the review committee of such provisions.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amedment was, on page 8, line 16, after “Sec.”, 
to strike out “17” and insert “16.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was on page 9, after line 5, to insert 
a new section, as follows: 


Sec, 17. Section 372 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

“(d) No penalty shall be collected under this act with respect 
to the marketing of any agricultural commodity grown for experi- 
mental 8 only by any publicly owned agricultural experi- 
ment on.“ 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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The next amendment was, on page 10, after line 13, to 
insert a new section, as follows: 

Sec. 19. Section 381 (b) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938 is amended by striking out the date of “July 1, 1938” 


220 eae 5 and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
“July 31, ” 

Section 381 (b) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is 
hereby amended by striking out the second sentence reading as 
follows: “The Corporation shall notify the of Agri- 
culture of each such transfer and upon receipt of such notice, the 
Secretary shall as soon as compliance is shown, or a national 
marketing quota for cotton is put into effect, forthwith pay to 
such producer a sum equal to 2 cents per pound of such cotton, 
and the amount so paid shall be deducted from any price ad- 
justment payment to which such producer is entitled,” and in- 
serting in lieu thereof the following: “Upon completion of such 
transfer, the Corporation shall forthwith pay to such producer a 
selling commission equal to one-fourth cent per pound of such 
cotton, and the amount so paid shall come out of funds already 
provided the Corporation to facilitate the marketing of surplus 
commodities.” 


Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, right at that point the amend- 
ment I introduced should be placed in the bill, and I ask that 
it be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment of the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina to the committee amendment will 
be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 11, line 3, it is proposed to 
strike out in the committee amendment the following sentence: 

Upon completion of such transfer the Corporation shall forthwith 
pay to such producer a selling commission equal to one-fourth cent 
per pound of such cotton, and the amount so paid shall come out 


of funds already provided the Corporation to facilitate the market- 
ing of surplus commodities. 


And to insert in lieu thereof the following: 


Upon completion of such transfer the Corporation, notwithstand- 
ing any other provision of law, is authorized and directed to pay to 
such producer, out of funds already provided the Corporation, a 
selling commission equal to one dollar and a quarter ($1.25) per 
bale of such cotton. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from South Carolina 
to the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The next amendments were, on page 11, line 9, to change 
the section number from “19” to “20”; in line 13, to change 
the section number from “20” to “21”, and in line 16, to 
change the section number from “21” to “22.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I send to the desk two 
clarifying amendments which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will read the first 
amendment offered by the Senator from Alabama. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 7, line 15, it is proposed 
to strike out “three” and to insert “two.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 7, line 13, after the word 
“farm”, it is proposed to strike out “shall” and to insert 
in lieu thereof “may.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I offer an amendment 
which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. . 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 7, after line 21, it is 
proposed to add the following: 

(h) In order to effectuate the declared policy the Secretary 
may provide that adjacent or nearby farm land, operated as a 
unit or as part of the same unit and regarded in the community 
as constituting one farm, shall, in accordance with regulations 
issued by the Secretary, be regarded as one farm in the appor- 


tionment of the county allotment among the farms within the 
county. 


Mr. BANKHEAD. We have no objection to the adoption 
of that amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the Senator from Arkansas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, on behalf of the senior 
Senator from Florida [Mr. AnpREws] and myself, I offer an 
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amendment to come at the end of the bill, and ask to have 
it stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment offered by 
the Senator from Georgia will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 11, after line 19, it is 
proposed to insert: 

Sec. 24. Sections 312 and 313 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act ee are amended by adding at the end of said sections the 
Toll $ 

“In . — of flue-cured tobacco, the national quota for 1938 is 
increased by a number of pounds required to provide for each 
State in addition to the State poundage allotment a poundage not 
in excess of 4 percent of the allotment which shall be apportioned 
in amounts which the Secretary determines to be fair and rea- 
sonable to farms in the State receiving allotments under the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 which the Secretary deter- 
mines are inadequate in view of past production of tobacco.” 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I desire to say that the 
amendment which I have offered is identical with the amend- 
ment already adopted with respect to cotton, and is appli- 
cable only to flue-cured tobacco. It affects no other type of 
tobacco. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Iam willing to accept the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Georgia. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, on behalf of the junior 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. Minton] and myself, I offer an 
amendment to which I understand there is no objection. I 
ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 11, after line 19, it is proposed 
to insert: 

Sec. 23. Section 301, subsection (b), definition (6), (A), is 
amended by striking out the period, adding a comma, and the 
following: “but does include the amount of wheat fed to live- 
stock in excess of the amount normally fed to livestock.” 


Mr. BANKHEAD. The amendment is agreeable to me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Iowa in 
behalf of himself and the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
MINTON]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I rise to interrogate any 
Senator who can explain the meaning of paragraph 6 in 
section 3, which begins on page 2. Let me explain the point 
of my inquiry. 

The first sentence in that paragraph provides that the 10 
years next preceding the calendar year in which the yield 
is determined shall be used as the basis for an average in 
order to determine the normal yield per acre. If, for any 
reason, there has been no actual yield in any one of those 
10 years, what occurs? Does the Secretary of Agriculture 
go back 20 years? In other words, I desire to know the 
meaning of the sentence on page 3, beginning in line 2, 
which reads: 

If for any reason there is no actual yield, or the data therefor 
are not available for any year, then the normal yield for the farm 
shall be appraised in accordance with regulations of the Secre- 
tary, taking into consideration abnormal weather conditions and 
the yield in years for which data are available. 

Does that go back 20 years, or 30 years? 
does it go? What does it mean? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, does the Senator de- 
sire to have me explain the provision now? 

Mr. AUSTIN. Yes. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. The section of the bill referred to is an 
arrangement for ascertaining the average yield over a period 
of 10 years for certain purposes. The provision relates to 
corn and wheat. There may have been years on the farm 
when, for numerous reasons, there was no actual yield. 
There may have been a drought which absolutely prevented a 
yield for a certain year. There may have been an abandon- 
ment of cultivation upon the farm for even more than 1 
year during the 10-year period. There may have been illness 
in the family, resulting in inability to produce a crop. 


How far back 
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In other words, there are many reasons why, during an 
entire 10-year period, a crop of wheat or of corn may not 
actually have been produced on a farm. If by reason of 
changes in ownership, or by reason of the death of the pro- 
prietors of such farms, the data are not available and there- 
fore cannot be furnished with accuracy, the bill provides for 
the protection of such cases, and avoids a lower average by 
reason of counting only eight crops for 10 years, and for the 
deduction of the one or more years during that period for 
which the Administration is unabie to obtain satisfactory 
data. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I have no doubt the Senator from Ala- 
bama thinks he has answered my question. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I had supposed so. Perhaps I did not 
understand the question. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I may be deficient in understanding. May 
I ask the Senator from Alabama a direct question? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Certainly. I shall be happy to furnish 
any information I can. 

Mr. AUSTIN. If there should be no yield in any year 
during the 10 years preceding the point of time under con- 
sideration, what years would the Secretary of Agriculture 
consider in determining the normal yield per acre? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. If the Senator will read the entire sec- 
tion I think the matter will be perfectly clear. If the data 
are not available, then an appraisal of the normal yield is 
made in accordance with regulations of the Secretary. In 
other words, the known productivity per acre of adjoining 
and similarly situated land in productive farms is taken into 
consideration, together with other ascertainable information, 
in order to appraise the productivity and probable yield of 
the farm in question. I think it is a stretch of the imagina- 
tion to assume that there would have been no production at 
all on the farm in the previous 10 years. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
Vermont a question? 

Mr. AUSTIN. In a moment. My question related to what 
years would be taken into consideration; and the word “year” 
or “years” was not mentioned in the answer. I cannot in- 
terpret anything said by the Senator from Alabama as re- 
sponsive to my question. I was trying to ascertain what 
years would be considered by the Secretary. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, may I attempt to answer the 
question? 

Mr. AUSTIN. I now ask the Senator from South Caro- 
lina the same question. 

Mr. SMITH. I think the Senator from Vermont will agree 
that if any farm had not produced anything in 10 years, it 
would be abandoned, and there would be no allotment at all. 
The object of the provision in the bill was to take 10 years 
as the basis for calculating the average yield, subject to the 
ordinary accidents of weather, and so forth. If there were 
1 or 2 years when there was no production, the average of 
the remaining years would be substituted for those in which 
there was no production. But it is not thinkable that a 
farm would produce nothing for 10 years. Such a farm 
would be abandoned, and the farmer would be either dead 
and gone or in bankruptcy. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I think the Senator assumes 
more than was contained in my question. I take it the bill 
has a meaning with relation to certain crops. 

Mr. SMITH. I think we are dealing with corn. 

Mr. AUSTIN. The paragraph under discussion is limited 
to wheat and corn. 

Mr. SMITH. Yes. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I do not think it is absurd to assume that 
there may be a farm on which no acreage has been devoted 
to corn for 10 years. 

Mr. SMITH. Then it does not come in the category with 
which we are dealing. 

Mr. AUSTIN. That is exactly the answer I want to have, 
because I think provision is made by the second sentence of 
this paragraph for a farm that is not entitled to be brought 
under that benefit. The bill says: 


4142 


If for any reason there is no actual yield 

Then the farmer may be given the benefit just the same 
by letting the Secretary of Agriculture appraise on this 
vague basis—no basis at all, as I see the matter. The pro- 
vision is: 

If for any reason there is no actual yield, or the data therefor 
are not available for any year, then the normal yield for the 
farm shall be appraised in accordance with regulations of the 
Secretary, taking into consideration abnormal weather conditions 
and the yield in years for which data are available. 

I think the Senator from South Carolina has assumed a 
case in which there will be no data at all. I asked first 
what year would be considered. Are we going back 20 
years? The Senator from Alabama does not say. The Sen- 
ator from South Carolina says, “No; we are going back only 
10 years, and we are going to take only those years in which 
corn was produced, and we are going to average them up. 
We are going to take into account abnormal weather condi- 
tions and such things, and thereby we are going to ascertain 
an average per acre for the 10 years next preceding the 
time under consideration.” If that is so, let us strike out 
the very broad and vague general authority to the Secretary 
of Agriculture contained in lines 2 to 7 on page 3. 

Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ver- 
mont yield? 

Mr. AUSTIN. Yes. 

Mr. McGILL. If we should amend the language in line 3 
by adding the word “such” after the word “any”, between 
the words “any” and year“, so as to read: 

If for any reason there is no actual yield, or the data therefor 
are not available for any such year— 

Or “for any one of the years“ that is what I have in mind, 
one or more—would that remedy the situation? 

Mr. AUSTIN. Not quite. Let me ask the Senator from 
Kansas a question. I assume from his inquiry that he be- 
lieves that the second sentence does refer to the 10 years 
mentioned in the first sentence. 

Mr. McGILL. I think it was so intended. 

Mr. AUSTIN. All right. If that is so, why not make the 
reference cover both the subject of no actual yield and the 
other subject of no data, by putting the reference preceding 
both of those? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. What is the Senator’s suggestion? 

Mr. AUSTIN. That is to say, “If for the preceding 10 
years there is no actual yield, or the data therefor are not 
available,” and so-and-so. 

Mr. McGILL. I would agree to that. I will say to the 
Senator that the reason for this language largely was that 
in certain areas of the country there were drought conditions 
of such severity that there were no yields on farms which 
ordinarily had been productive of wheat and corn. Also, 
because of floods destroying the crops, there were sections 
of the country in which there were no yields from such farms. 

I am perfectly willing, so far as I am concerned, to accept 
the language suggested by the Senator from Vermont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Vermont 
offers an amendment which will be stated. 

Mr. AUSTIN. On page 3, line 2, after the word “If”, I 
move to insert “during such 10 years, or for any year there- 
of”, and to strike out the words “for any reason”, so that 
the sentence then would read in the way which I ask to have 
stated from the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment offered by 
the Senator from Vermont will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3, line 2, it is proposed 
to strike out “for any reason”, and after the word “If”, to 
insert the words “during such 10 years, or for any year 
thereof”, so that, if amended, the sentence will read: 

If during such 10 years, or for any year thereof, there is no 
actual yield, etc. 

Mr. AUSTIN. “There is no actual yield, or the data 
therefor are not available”; then strike out the words “for 
any year.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Vermont. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I desire to ask one further 
question before we close this incident. I should like an ex- 
plantation of the definition of normal yield of corn and 
other things found on page 4. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, there is a definition in 
the original act which makes normal yield the average 
yield for the previous 10 years of corn and wheat. That 
is already defined in the act, in the definitions. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Does the provision “(E)” on page 4 agree 
with the provision as it is now written on page 2? 

On page 2 the bill provides for the determination of the 
normal yield per acre for any farm. On page 4 the bill pro- 
vides for the determination of the normal yield for any farm 
in the case of corn, wheat, and also cotton; but it says that it 
shall be— 

The average yield per acre of corn, wheat, or cotton, as the case 
may be, for the farm, adjusted for abnormal weather conditions, 
and, in the case of corn and wheat, but not in the cost of cotton, 
for trends in yields, during the 10 calendar years in the case of 
corn and wheat, and 5 calendar years in the case of cotton, imme- 
diately preceding the year with respect to which such normal yield 
is used in any computation authorized under this title. 

Does the Senator understand that that exactly corresponds 
to the provision in subsection (6) of section 3 on page 2? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I think it does. 

Mr. President, I now move that the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry be discharged from the further con- 
sideration of House bill 9915, and that it be taken up for 
consideration at this time. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the 
motion of the Senator from Alabama. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to 
consider the bill (H. R. 9915) to amend the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, and for other purposes. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I move to strike out all after the enact- 
ing clause of the House bill, and to substitute therefor the 
text of the Senate bill, as amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the 
motion of the Senator from Alabama. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill (H. R. 9915) as amended was read the third time 
and passed. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I move that the Senate insist upon its 
amendment to House bill 9915 and ask for a conference 
with the House on the amendment of the Senate thereto, 
and that the Chair appoint the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Presiding Officer 
appointed Mr. SMITH, Mr. BANKHEAD, and Mr. FRAZIER con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I move to postpone indefinitely Senate 
Bill 3668. 

The motion was agreed to. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to 
the consideration of executive business. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

Mr. WALSH, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, re- 
ported favorably the nomination of Capt. William F. Halsey, 
Jr., to be a rear admiral in the Navy, with rank from the 
1st day of March 1938. 

He also, from the same committee, reported favorably the 
nominations of sundry officers for promotion in the Navy. 

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads, reported favorably the nominations of sundry 
postmasters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Haren in the chair). 
The reports will be placed on the Executive Calendar. 

If there be no further reports of committees, the calendar 
is in order, and the clerk will state the nominations in their 
order with the exception of the one passed aver. 
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DIRECTOR OF THE MINT 

The legislative clerk read the nomination of Nellie Tayloe 
Ross, of Wyoming, to be Director of the Mint. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the nom- 
ination is confirmed. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, as a recognition of the 
exceptional ability and accomplishments of Governor Ross 
in the administration of the Mint, I move that the President 
be immediately notified of the confirmation of the nomi- 
nation. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I should like to have the 
privilege of joining in the request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the motion of the Senator from Wyoming. 

The motion was agreed to. 

CUSTOMS SERVICE—STEPHEN M. DRISCOLL 

The legislative clerk read the nomination of Stephen M. 
Driscoll, of St. Albans, Vt., to be collector of customs for 
district No. 2. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the nom- 
ination is confirmed. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the President be immediately notified of the confirmation 
of the nomination of Stephen M. Driscoll, of St. Albans, Vt. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the President will be immediately 
notified. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read sundry nomina- 
tions in the Customs Service. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the other nominations in the Customs Service be con- 
firmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the nominations are confirmed en bloc. 
POSTMASTERS 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read sundry nominations 
of postmasters. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask unanimous consent that the nom- 
inations of postmasters be confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the nominations of postmasters are 
confirmed en bloc. 

IN THE ARMY 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read sundry nomina- 
tions in the Army. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I ask that the Army nominations be 
confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, 
nominations in the Army are confirmed en bloc. 

RECESS TO MONDAY 

The Senate resumed legislative session. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate take a recess 
until 12 o’clock noon on Monday next. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock and 50 
minutes p. m.) the Senate took a recess until Monday, 
March 28, 1938, at 12 o’clock meridian. 
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CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 25 
(legislative day of January 5), 1938 
DIRECTOR OF THE MINT 
Nellie Tayloe Ross to be Director of the Mint. 
COLLECTORS OF CUSTOMS 
Stephen M. Driscoll to be collector of customs for customs 
collection district No. 2, with headquarters at St. Albans, Vt. 
Joseph McGrath to be collector of customs for customs 
collection district No. 4, with headquarters at Boston, Mass. 
Judge Fred Fisk to be collector of customs for customs 
collection district No. 29, with headquarters at Portland, 
Oreg. 
Raymond Miller to be collector of customs for customs 
collection district No. 47, with headquarters at Denver, Colo. 
LXXXIII——262 
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COMPTROLLER OF CUSTOMS 

Charles I. Lafferty to be comptroller of customs in cus- 
toms collection district No. 11, with headquarters at Phila- 
delphia, Pa. 

APPOINTMENT IN THE REGULAR ARMY 

Maj. Thomas Dodson Stamps, Corps of Engineers, to be 
professor of civil and military engineering, United States 
Military Academy. 

APPOINTMENT, BY TRANSFER, IN THE REGULAR ARMY 
Capt. Thomas Martin Tiernan to Finance Department. 
First Lt. John Archibald Barclay, Jr., to Ordnance Depart- 

ment. 

PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR ARMY 

re Hardin Cleveland Sweeney to be lieutenant colonel, Infan- 
J. 
Francis Irwin Maslin to be major, Quartermaster Corps. 
William Bertram Meister to be colonel, Medical Corps. 
Leeson Oren Tarleton to be colonel, Medical Corps, 
William Donaldson Fleming to be lieutenant colonel, Med- 


ical Corps. 

Samuel Demetrius Avery to be lieutenant colonel, Medical 
Corps. 

William Robert Lewis Reinhardt to be lieutenant colonel, 
Medical Corps. 

Howard Moore Williamson to be lieutenant colonel, Med- 
ical Corps. 

Francis Joseph Clune to be lieutenant colonel, Medical 
Corps. 

George Edward Lindow to be lieutenant colonel, Medical 
Corps. 

Jaime Julian Figueras to be lieutenant colonel, Medical 
Corps. 


Stuart Gross Smith to be major, Medical Corps. 
Lester Maris Dyke to be major, Medical Corps. 
Charles Joseph Farinacci to be captain, Medical Corps. 
Gladen Robert Hamilton to be captain, Medical Corps. 
William Elder Sankey to be lieutenant colonel, Dental 
Corps. 
Herbert Kelly Moore to be lieutenant colonel, Veterinary 
Corps. 
John Howard Rust, 3d, to be captain, Veterinary Corps. 
Harry Dubois Southard to be chaplain with the rank of 
lieutenant colonel, United States Army. 
POsTMASTERS 
ALABAMA 
W. Cooper Green, Birmingham. 
John P. McGee, Carrollton. 
Willard D. Leake, Jasper. 
Samuel D. Wren, Red Bay. 
ARKANSAS 
William Edgar Bradley, Alma. 
John R. Harkness, Belleville. 
Tom Morris, Jr., Berryville. 
Herbert A. Whitley, Bradford. 
Robert D. Reagan, Danville. . 
Will H. Wardlaw, De Queen. 
William M. McQueen, Des Arc. 
Bess M. Nobles, Dierks. 
Allan M. Wilson, Fayetteville. 
Walter R. Dunn, Foreman. 
Halton B. Stewart, Greenwood. 
Earl E. Sterling, Mammoth Spring. 
Robert Roy Millwee, Nashville. 
Jonathan A. Horton, North Little Rock. 
James H. Nobles, Parkdale. 
Myrt Walrond, Pocahontas. 
Isaac H. Steed, Star City. 
Jo Etta Peel, State Sanatorium. 
Mabel E. Whaley, Sulphur Springs. 
Don N. Matthews, Yellville. 
FLORIDA 
Anna W. Lewis, Everglades. 
Warren J. Armstrong, Niceville. 
Burdett Loomis, Jr., Pierce. 
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GEORGIA 
Ruth D. McClure, Acworth. 
Levi P. Grainger, Blackshear. 
John W. McCallum, Broxton. 
Lewis L. Wolfe, Brunswick. 
Leighton W. McPherson, Columbus, 
Osep N. Ruben, Davisboro. 
Wylie West, Decatur. 
Lawrence J. McPhaul, Doerun. 
Alvin W. Etheridge, East Point. 
Stanley L. Morgan, Fayetteville. 
Arley D. Finley, Hazlehurst. 
Charles Clements, La Fayette. 
Pearle H. Girardeau, McRae. 
B. Clayton Blanton, Thomasville, 
Roy Thrasher, Tifton. 
Cameron U. Young, Valdosta. 
Lewis R. Powell, Villa Rica. 
Aron Otis Johnson, Waycross. 
Arthur E. Horn, White Hall. 
Henry B. McCoy, Woodbury. 
IOWA 
John Miller, Paton. 
Lewis E. Mease, Truro. 
KANSAS 
Arley M. Kistler, Leon. 
Walter R. Ives, Mount Hope. 
George E. Smysor, Mulvane. 
Amos A. Belsley, Wellington. 
KENTUCKY 
Sara G. Friel, Ashland. 
Virginia C. Reynolds, Carlisle. 
Walter McKenzie, Eubank. 
John S. Hollan, Jackson. 
Robert L. Case, Mount Olivet. 
Ollie M. Lyon, Olive Hill. 
Fred Acker, Paducah. 
Lula Sharp, Sharpsburg. 
MAINE 
Marjory D. Woolley, Bridgton. 
George W. Leonard, Brunswick. 
Eddie J. Roderick, Rumford. 
Allie D. Richards, Strong. 
MASSACHUSETTS 
Eva Fitzpatrick, Allerton. 
Matthew D. E. Tower, Becket. 
Clarence R. Halloran, Framingham, 
Mildred D. O’Neil, Hyannis Port. 
John R. Parker, Rockland. 
Harriet A. Goggin, Seekonk. 
Mary E. Joseph, Truro. 
Charles E. Cook, Uxbridge. 
Roger W. Cahoon, Jr., West Harwich. 
NEBRASKA 
Glen B. Hill, Arapahoe, 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
FRIDAY, MARCH 25, 1938 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., 
offered the following prayer: 


Gracious Father in Heaven, we praise Thee that Thou art 
the peace that dwells in the shades of night and the radiance 
and hope of a new day. The call of duty is with us; grant 
that to labor manfully and wisely may be in our sincere 
thoughts. By patience and courage help us to conquer hard- 
ship, and keep us full of faith in Thee and in ourselves. Thou 
who dost note the sparrow's fall and dost guide the fowl 
through the pathless sky, sustain us with calm assurance. 
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Help us to rest in the promise that all things work for good 
to them that love Thee and walk in Thy ways. Heavenly 
Father, let us not be in haste to consider difficult tasks as 
useless; let us not grow weary in welldoing. Bless us, we 
pray Thee, with that grace that shall enable us to deal justly 
and love mercy and maintain any faltering steps. In the 
blessed name of Jesus. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, may I call the attention of 
the Members of the House and the country to a statement 
that was carried in the press this morning which in my 
judgment perfectly typifies the knowledge and attention this 
administration is giving to the financial affairs of the Gov- 
ernment? The statement was carried by the Associated 
Press and was supposedly given out by the Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

He admits in his statement given out to the country a 
few days ago as to the amount of income taxes that would 
be paid on March 15 was based on minor employees of the 
Department going around and kicking the mail bags in the 
office. On the hardness of the kick depended the amount 
of money in the bag, and on this kind of information he 
gave an official statement as the Secretary of the Treasury. 

Is there any wonder, when the highest financial officer 
of the Federal Government makes a statement of that kind, 
and based on that character of information, that the people 
of this country have no confidence or belief in any financial 
statement that comes from this administration? 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to address the House for 5 minutes. 

Mr. RAYBURN rose. 

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I hope the gentle- 
man will not object. I want to draw a distinction between 
the majority leader and the minority leader, and I hope 
the gentleman will not object. I would like to speak in the 
House and not in the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
Gray] asks unanimous consent to address the House for 5 
minutes. Is there objection? 

Mr. JARRETT. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. Gray] may address the House for 10 minutes. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, for the reasons I have heretofore explained, which rea- 
sons appear in the Recorp, and I have explained the situation 
to the gentleman from Indiana, I must object so that I will 
not violate a pledge I have previously made. 

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, before the gentle- 
man completes his objection, let me tell him what I am try- 
ing to do. I realize that in the rush of the closing hours I 
will not get any time. I am trying to get time outside of 
the House and relieve you of embarrassment. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I may say to the gentleman, I am cer- 
tain that the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SNYDER] 
will yield the gentleman from Indiana 5 minutes during the 
day, or even 10 minutes. 

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. I do not want to be yielded time 
during the day. If I am yielded anything, I want the time 
yielded now. I have not got the time to stay here and I want 
some time. 

Mr. RAYBURN. The gentleman from Indiana knows I am 
not going to violate a pledge which I have heretofore made 
to this House. 

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Will you ask the gentleman to give 
me recognition immediately? 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Gray]? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. DIES asked and was given permission to extend his 
own remarks in the RECORD. 

MILITARY ESTABLISHMENT APPROPRIATION BILL, 1939 

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re- 
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 9995) making appropriations for the Military Estab- 
lishment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for 
other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of H. R. 9995, with Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON in 
the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. GRAY] 7 minutes. 

NOTICE OF RADIO ADDRESSES ON THE 1937 DEPRESSION 


Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, it is the history 
of the closing days of the last session of every Congress that 
the legislative congestion brought on by the hurried consid- 
eration of partly or unfinished bills and resolutions pre- 
clude, under the rules of the House, proper time for any 
one certain measure. 

For the want of such adequate and proper time and the 
opportunity to speak at length upon special subjects of 
legislation which I deem most vital and imperative, I have 
arranged a series of radio addresses to reach Members in 
their homes and hotels after adjournment for the day. 

This does not mean that I am waiving any of my rights 
to speak in order on this or other legislative problems. But 
this is to make additional time available which otherwise 
I would not be afforded by reason of such overcrowded 
calendars, of pending bills and unfinished business. 

Beginning with next Saturday, tomorrow evening, March 
26, at 9 o’clock, eastern standard time, I will speak to 
the Members of Congress over WOL radio station, Washing- 
ton, and every Saturday evening at the same time on the 
cause of this 1937 depression and the remedy, and I invite 
all Members to hear my remarks. 

This first address will be directed preliminary and to the 
general subject, The Invention and Use of Money, and will 
be followed with The World Panic or Depression, and an 
explanation of inflation and other phases of the problem to 
conclusion. > - 

This Congress was called by the people to meet the emer- 
gency of the 1929 panic, and the failure of Hoover and his 
Congress to restore normal, industrial conditions, and this 
Congress, in accepting the call, assumed the obligations and 
the responsibility for prosperity, and we have no right to 
recess or adjourn until we have fulfilled this promise to the 
people. 

I did not come here or gain my seat on false pretenses or 
insincere promises which I did not expect in fact to fulfill. 
I propose to vindicate my obligations to remedy the cause of 
this depression or fail in my efforts trying for want of co- 
operation in Congress. 

I propose to explain the cause and the precise currency 
operations which brought this 1937 depression, and prescribe 
the remedy to be applied specifying in detail the steps to be 
taken. I propose to tell you what to do and show you 
how to do it. 

This administration and Congress was swept into office 
and power on the failure of the Hoover Congress to relieve 
from the 1929 depression and on the promise and pledge to 
the people that we would remedy the 1929 panic and restore 
and maintain permanent prosperity. 

But we have not yet fulfilled this pledge and promise to the 
people. We have not only failed to relieve from the Hoover 
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1929 panic, but we have suffered a relapse and another de- 
pression to come upon the country to be known as the 1937 
depression. 

Iam taking the position as a Member that with the coun- 
try still suffering and in the throes of these two depressions 
the Hoover panic of 1929 and this relapse or depression of 
1937, this Congress should remain in session until a direct 
remedy is provided. 

But this program need not be discouraging to the tired, 
weary, homesick Members. Legislation can be enacted in 
30 days and put in course of administration and prosperity 
started on the way to meet and greet you at the train, instead 
of the frown of another depression. 

We do not need a new law to do it, nor a new board, de- 
partment, or bureau, nor a single new office or official to do 
it, nor any new kind or different form of currency. All we 
have to do to restore normal conditions is to pass a congres- 
sional or legislative mandate directing the operations of 
existing currency facilities. 

If the currency laws already enacted were invoked or re- 
sorted to today, in good-faith enforcement and administra- 
tion, the remedy for this and the 1929 panic would be started 
in operation tomorrow to return values and the commodity 
price level, to restore employment and earnings and income, 
and the buying and consuming power of the people. 

If the powers conferred by existing laws, under the au- 
thority of the Constitution, were exercised to carry out the 
purpose, the effect upon the country would be like magic. 
The doors of factory, mill, and workshop would swing open, 
stand ajar, the wheels of industry would start, and begin- 
ning in less than 30 days. 

The Banking and Currency Committees are in a state of 
congestion and overcrowded with the consideration of con- 
troversial bills, many of which possess special merit, but 
which involve many details and complications to be worked 
out before being finally enacted into law, and their provisions 
creating new agencies requiring time for trial and practical 
administration. 

And with the practical experience of the administration of 
these existing currency laws and facilities we can better con- 
sider conditions and provide more comprehensive and de- 
tailed legislation and create a public monetary system as full, 
complete, and safeguarded as the Postal Department or the 
revenue system. 

Early in last year, 1937, misled by the demand to balance 
the Budget, which in the midst and strain of depression, 
when neither publie nor private budgets can be balanced, 
the Government entered upon the policy of the suspension 
and relief of recovery payments, relying upon complaining 
private industry to take up employment where the public 
left off. 

At this critical transition time, when new and additional 
money was needed to make up or take the place of the 
relief and recovery payments withdrawn, the Governor of 
the Federal Reserve Board deliberately and secretly entered 
upon a drastic contraction of the public currency. 

On last March, a year ago, 1937, Chairman Eccles of the 
Federal Reserve Board prepared and published an official 
statement denying the charge of currency contraction. But 
the contraction of the currency was continued until over 
three billions of currency and credit were withdrawn from 
use and circulation. 

It was these two concurrent currency movements, the 
withdrawal of relief and recovery payments and the con- 
traction of currency and credit, carried on together, at the 
same time, that brought the fall of values and the price 
level and the 1937 relapse of the 1929 panic. 

I have long protested and warned against this secret con- 
trol of the public currency by the private Federal Reserve 
bankers. But all has been fruitless and in vain, and now for 
want of sufficient time, under the general rules of the House, 
I propose to continue and protest further by radio. [Ap- 
plause.] 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. RICH]. 
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Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman from Indiana 
was speaking about the depression we are having at the pres- 
ent time I wondered what he would call it. Would he call it 
the Roosevelt recession? It seems to me that is probably the 
best name he could give it. You know, the difference between 
a depression and a recession is that in a depression things stop 
and in a recession they not only stop but they go backward. 
We are in a recession at the present time. 

I come here today to talk to you about war, war, war. This 
morning on the way to the House of Representatives I drove 
around the Tidal Basin to see the beautiful Japanese cherry 
blossoms. A beautiful morning like this when one can get 
out in God’s great outdoors ought to make us all feel happy 
and joyous. As I looked at the beautiful cherry blossoms sur- 
rounding the Tidal Basin, there came to my mind the thought 
that Japan evidently planted these blossoms for the purpose 
of displaying its friendship toward our Nation and all the 
nations of the world. I also wondered how Japan could go 
to war with China and kill many people over there, as it is 
doing, and not call it a war. It is a horrible situation to my 
mind. Then I recalled the discussions we have had in the 
House of Representatives in the past year, and especially 
when we passed the Neutrality Act last year. At that time 
every Member of Congress was thinking that he himself 
would not, under any circumstances, permit this Nation to 
get into a war with anybody. After we passed the Neutrality 
Act the President signed it, and then he evidently stuck it in 
a pigeonhole some place in his office, because he has not been 
able to find it since he signed it for he has not put it into 
effect. Why? The American people want to know why. 
Oh, it is talk peace and prepare for war with the President. 

If the President of the United States were opposed to war 
and wanted to be on friendly terms with all the nations of 
the world, it seems to me he would put the Neutrality Act into 
effect and stop the exportation from the United States by 
anyone of certain commodities that are being used for the 
purpose of war. 

Why has he not put that act into effect in the case of the 
war between Japan and China and prohibited the exporta- 
tion of such commodities to those two nations? If he should 
prohibit such exportation, and if Great Britain would take 
the same course, I venture the assertion that within 6 
months the war in China would cease. Put in effect House 
Joint Resolution 574—suspend business relations during the 
war with China. 

Why in the world do we Members of Congress come here 
and talk peace, peace, peace at any price, and then do the 
things we are doing at the present time? Building up a 
great war machine. Let us review the situation in which 
we in Congress find ourselves as a result of the occurrences 
of the past 3 months. 

First, we passed the regular naval appropriation bill car- 
rying $553,000,000 for the Navy. In that bill we gave con- 
sideration to everything that will be necessary for the pro- 
tection of our shores against any nation. By the appropri- 
ations in that bill we will become sufficiently strong to pro- 
hibit any nation from gaining access to our shores; because of 
it our annual increase in the Navy by 1941 will be an addi- 
tional one hundred million. We passed that appropriation 
bill in the regular course, and then like a thunderbolt out of 
the clear sky, with no one knowing anything about it, not 
even the members of the Committee on Appropriations or the 
Committee on Military Affairs, the President of the United 
States sent to the Congress a recommendation for the ex- 
penditure of $1,200,000,000 additional in preparation for war. 
Why did he not take into council the members of the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs? Why did he not discuss this recom- 
mendation with the members of the subcommittee on naval 
appropriations before he presented it to the Congress? This 
is a matter we really should investigate. Mr. Roosevelt does 
things alone and to his liking, and Congress rubber stamps 
his actions. It is time to stop it. Members should think 
for themselves. 

We have not only passed these two bills but we are today 
discussing whether we shall appropriate for the Army this 
year $448,808,555, which is an increase of $32,500,000 over 
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our appropriation for that purpose last year. In addition, 
there is a reappropriation of last year’s funds in the amount 
of $3,670,000 and a contract authorization of $23,297,000. 
This makes a total sum of over $2,250,000,000 for war pur- 
poses authorized or appropriated in one year—the largest 
amount ever to be appropriated in peacetime, 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 


Mr. RICH. I yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. After all the gentleman has said, all 
the estimates he has given the House are less than what the 
Budget has suggested for this year. 

Mr. RICH. The Budget officer is just one officer appointed 
by Mr. Roosevelt. I do not have much confidence in a lot 
of the men Mr. Roosevelt has appointed, because he says one 
thing and does another. In fact, I cannot believe him any 
longer. Even after the estimates have been received from 
the Budget officer and the members of the committee have 
discussed the estimates it is only a few days until the Presi- 
dent sends supplemental budgets to the Congress and asks 
us to hook them on to an appropriation bill. The trouble 
with the Budget officer, with the President of the United 
States, and with this Congress is that they just use no sense 
in appropriating the other fellow’s money. They are not 
financially responsible. They do not know the value of a 
dollar. They never met a pay roll, only from the other 
fellow’s money. They could not run a business of their own; 
they would bankrupt it. That is what we are doing. We 
are not appropriating money that belongs to us; we are ap- 
propriating money that belongs to the people of this country, 
the taxpayers’ money. Now, what are we appropriating this 
money for? What are we trying to prepare for with this 
money? 

Are these appropriations for a war of aggression? . Cer- 
tainly it looks like that when we make appropriations of such 
fabulous amounts. If they are not for a war of aggression, 
then why do we not pay more attention to the things that 
are necessary for the fortification of our shores on the At- 
lantic and the Pacific and build up our air forces? We can 
do this for about one-tenth of what we are appropriating 
now for these great naval vessels, and remember also that 
you have authorized three more $70,000,000 vessels. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. RICH. In just a moment when I have finished this 
statement. You appropriated for three $70,000,000 war- 
ships a year ago that have not been started. 

[Here the gavel fell.) 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 5 
additional minutes. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER and Mr. HARLAN rose. 

Mr. RICH. I want to make this statement and then I 
will be pleased to yield to my colleague from California. 

Then you have appropriated for three more battleships in 
the $1,200,000,000 bill at $70,000,000 apiece, which makes a 
total of six battleships. 

I now yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. The gentleman just made the state- 
ment he thinks we could spend one-tenth of the amount of 
money provided in this bill, which is $448,000,000, which 
would be about $45,000,000, and get an army the equivalent 
of what the gentleman thinks we should have in this country. 

Mr. RICH. No. I said one-tenth of all the money we 
have appropriated, which is $2,250,000,000. 

Mr, DOCKWEILER. The gentleman is a member of the 
Appropriations Committee, and what amount of the money 
does the gentleman think should be spent for the Army as 
a part of our national-defense equation? The gentleman is 
a member of the committee, like myself. 

Mr. RICH. I say that we should cut down all of our 
appropriations, and not alone the appropriations in the bill 
we have before us, although we could cut that down 10 
percent without affecting our national defense. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. I wish the gentleman was a member 
of our subcommittee and could sit down and pare the bill 
with us, because we could not cut it down 10 percent. 
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Mr. RICH. Yes; I could cut it 10 percent easily. When 
you go into all the bureaus we have in the Government, in- 
cluding the Army and the Navy, you will find that every one 
of them can be cut down 10 percent, and they will have to 
be cut down or you will wreck this Nation of ours by reason 
of the exorbitant expenditures. You are the greatest spend- 
ers this Nation ever has known—of other people’s money. 

Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICH. I yield. 

Mr. HARLAN. A moment ago the gentleman criticized the 
Navy Department or the administration for failing to con- 
struct the three ships that have been ordered, and in the 
following sentence the gentleman criticized the administra- 
tion for extravagance in having made this second authoriza- 
tion. Is the gentleman criticizing the administration for 
being too penurious in not having spent the money for the 
three ships that are already authorized, or for being ex- 
travagant by reason of the authorization that was just 
made the other day? 

Mr. RICH. I say this administration is too penurious, and 
it is too extravagant. They ask for more than anyone should 
have, 

Mr. HARLAN. The gentleman gets them both ways. 

Mr. RICH. Yes; I can put it both ways because I have not 
much time for the administration we are having now. The 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Gray] made a speech just a 
little while ago, talking about the Roosevelt depression. 
When Roosevelt took hold of this administration 5 years ago 
we had 11,000,000 out of work, and today we have 13,500,000 
out of work. You have the business of this country at a 
standstill. You have the people of this country worried. 
You have the people of this country so they do not know 
where they are going. You have the people of this country 
in the position where they do not know what stability there 
is in this Nation of ours. 

This is a deplorable situation in which we find ourselves. 
Let us consider just what we may find in the country today 
indicating that we are liable to get into difficulties within 
our own borders. 

I picked up the Philadelphia Inquirer this morning, and it 
shows a German bund camp over here in Philadelphia that 
had a meeting and the people tried to prohibit the assembly. 
In the gentleman’s State of Ohio yesterday I notice the Gov- 
ernor is going to investigate the German camps. It is the 
thing to do. Why should they form here? 

I may say that my grandmother lived to be 97 years of 
age, and when she was a girl she could not speak a word 
of English. She spoke German. When she died she could 
not speak a word of German. 

Now, I have some German blood in me; but, goodness 
gracious! I tell you men that if old Hitler is going to try to 
get these German camps started in this country so that he 
may think he can come over here and take charge of Amer- 
ica at the very first opportunity, I want to tell you that I 
have not any German blood in my veins that will keep me 
from being 100 percent American. I am 100 percent Ameri- 
can, and I do not want any foreign country or any dictator 
from any foreign shore coming over here and trying to inter- 
fere with the progress of America or restrict American free- 
dom. [Applause.] 

We have much in our country today that is more dan- 
gerous to American liberty and American institutions than 
any foreign country. Let us beware of internal strife, hatred 
that is created by men in high places between the employee 
and employer, between one class of people and another. It 
is dangerous propaganda and should be abolished by all in 
public office, especially in the office of President. We should 
also obey the oath we have taken, the Constitution, and our 
laws. America for Americans, the land of freedom and 
opportunity. 

(Here the gavel fell] 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 
gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK]. 

Mr, BURDICK. Mr. Chairman, I am grateful to the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey for extending me time to speak 
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upon this occasion. I am not going to find fault with any- 
one except the Congress of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, Congress has the reputation of not being 
as responsive to the demands of the people as it should be. 
Although the Members of this House, because of the fre- 
quency of elections, should be alert to the demands of the 
people, it happens, nevertheless, that important measures 
are delayed and oftentimes worn out by time. In the mean- 
time the country continues on its downward path to more 
“depression,” more “recession,” and more ruin. 

One of the things that contribute to this inaction of Con- 
gress is the two-party committee system and the rules 
adopted to make this control effective. 

No new party is recognized, no matter what happens. 
The Republicans and Democrats have controlled affairs since 
1860, with no innovation, until these past 78 years have 
established a custom which no one as yet has been able to 
break down. . 

The majority party makes the majority assignments, and 
the other party finishes the job. Now the Democrats ap- 
point all the chairmen and the majority of the committees, 
and the Republicans fill out the names of the other com- 
mitteemen. Majority chairmen and the ranking member 
hand out the time in the House, and their power is absolute 
and final. 

If I, as an independent or Nonpartisan League Republican, 
desire time or even a committee assignment, I must get 
that from the Republicans. If I am irregular and will not 
swallow whole what the orthodox Republicans hand out, I 
can be punished for my independence in two ways. I can 
be demoted on committees, which I was; and I can be de- 
nied time in general debate, which I usually am, or at most 
given 2 minutes or 5 minutes, but in most cases grudgingly. 
Thus the independent is denied time in the general debate. 

Under the 5-minute rule, where anyone can be recognized 
who offers a pertinent motion, or moves to strike out the 
“last word,” again the custom of the two-party system 
shuts out the independent. A member of the committee has 
preference over a member who is not. Hence, if the com- 
mittee members desire to be recognized, we must wait until 
the 15 or 20 members have their fill, and about the time 
the independent thinks he is going to be recognized, the 
chairman in charge of the bill moves that “all debate on 
the amendment and all amendments thereto close in 5 min- 
utes.” That leaves the independents in the House a full 
period of 5 minutes to be divided among some 30 or 40 Mem- 
bers. 

That procedure bottles up the debate and a Representa- 
tive who desires to express the will of his homefolks is bot- 
tled up as completely as Cervera's fleet was at Santiago. 

The danger with which this committee system is sur- 
rounded is that a Member of Congress finds all his time taken 
on some one committee and he has no time to “think.” He 
becomes one-sided and knows nothing about legislation un- 
less it has come before him in his committee. He learns 
early to follow his committee, and not only that results, but 
the Members generally rely upon the committee in guiding 
their votes. In this way a comparatively few men in Con- 
gress direct the whole legislative program, and with the rules 
tuned to support the system, the opponents of committee ac- 
tion are prevented from effective opposition; and the pro- 
ponents of any legislation, other than what a committee has 
approved, find they cannot even be heard on the measure. 

The committee system as now organized gives special privi- 
lege an open and easy way to write legislation. They, the 
representatives of special privilege, do not come before Con- 
gress or any considerable number of Congressmen. All they 
have to do is to sell their idea to a committee. Not even 
that—to a majority of the committee—and when that com- 
mittee votes to report the bill, custom does the rest, and 
Members of Congress, as they say frequently, “feel con- 
strained to follow the recommendations of the committee.” 
There you have it—and nothing has been done about it for 
78 years—and through this system we find the following eco- 
nomic results squarely in front of us this moment: 
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We have since the Seventy-third Congress spent $20,000,- 
000,000 to put the Nation back on its feet: eliminate unem- 
ployment and reestablish business. That is all gone, and 
not one cent can ever be salvaged. The unemployment roll 
is bigger today than all our history and the depression has 
increased in dimension. 

Conservative estimates based upon a superficial census in- 
dicated that 12,000,000 people were out of employment who 
could work and needed work. The actual figure, where all 
would report, would make that figure much larger. There 
can be no dispute about this, for it is a matter of common 
knowledge that a large percentage of the unemployed never 
reported at all. 

In our excitement of the moment, influenced by British 
propaganda, we embark upon a huge Navy program, just at 
a time when the people of the country are least able to bear 
the burden of increased taxes. In this excitement the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs reports, and that is enough. The 
Members fall in line and follow the committee and absolutely 
forget to “think for themselves.” 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BURDICK. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLANE. I understand that the Senate is going 
to add three more superdreadnaughts to the bill. 

Mr. BURDICK. It would be in line with what the Senate 
usually does. 

During the World War we had ready for action 39 capital 
ships, and while the public still thinks the Navy was a master 
weapon in that war, the fact remains that only six of these 
ships saw war service and the other 33 were tied up in the 
protected harbors of this country, and none ever left port 
without first having the waters swept for mines. Yorktown, 
Va., harbored the most of our grand fleet, and it stayed there 
until the war was over. 

But these facts make no difference, because members wish 
to “follow the committee.” 

We get further excited about our national defense and vote 
billions for protective purposes, and at the same time cut 
down the production of food, which wins all wars. We limit 
the amount of crops a farmer can raise and thereby destroy 
the greatest defense that any country can have. If the 
nations of the earth knew we had food enough to last the 
people of this country, and that it was available to all for 3 
years, there is not a single power or combination of powers 
who would dare to attack such a country. 

The defeat of the greatest military genius of all time, 
Napoleon, was due to a shortage of food; the Civil War ended 
because the South was starved out; Germany made peace 
terms because the German people were starving to death. All 
history demonstrates this—that food is the vital element of 
all conflicts. But that means nothing to this Congress—all 
history is forgotten—even the history of our own country and 
the Members “follow the committee,” and vote blindly for war 
equipment and in the same breath limit the production of 
food products. 

We are engaged in a great war now, yet Congress does not 
know it. A war against unemployment; a war against the 
interest system that is a cancer in the vitals of this Nation; 
a war against the inability of our natural trend of business to 
maintain itself; a war against poverty, starvation, nakedness, 
and for the homeless. We could well defend ourselves against 
the world if we would win our own battle at home. 

Some are afraid and have expressed the thought that Hitler 
or some other dictator would take the United States. Hitler 
never took any nation until that nation was first ready to be 
taken. When Hitler ventured to annex Austria a large per- 
centage of the Austrian people were asking to be taken, and 
when he did enter Austria it was a reception instead of a 
battle. 

Unless the people of the United States desire to be taken, 
no one will take this country. Our best battle against Hitler, 
Mussolini, and Stalin is to win our own battles at home and 
keep the ideals of our democracy before the people and make 
it mean justice, freedom, and equality. If we do that, none 
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of these dictators will have a formidable following in America. 
We can keep right on, however, following precedent, commit- 
tees, and whatnot while our great Nation plunges further in 
the depths of depression until there will be a great number of 
people willing to be taken if they can obtain the common 
necessities of life. 

If we mean to maintain peace, let us do two things—estab- 
lish peace among our own citizens and then eliminate those 
agencies which are fomenting war. Let us take over now, 
in peacetimes, the munitions plants of the country and thus 
stop war propaganda. If we are serious about this, why does 
not Congress and the “committee” report on House bill 177, 
which I introduced on January 5, 15 months ago. That bill 
provides: 

The prohibition of private manufacture of munitions of war, de- 
fining the term “munitions”, and designed to prevent any war 
except that of self-defense in the protection of the territory of the 
United States and the territory over which it now exercises a pro- 
tectorate adhering to the principle of the Monroe Doctrine, 
eliminating all possibility of war profits, and for other purposes. 

If we wish to maintain on this continent a free govern- 
ment which guarantees to every citizen the right to life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, which was in the great 
charter, the Declaration of Independence, we must make some 
constructive moves and refuse to follow the “committee.” 

We should stop issuing interest-bearing bonds and call in 
those bonds outstanding now and pay them in currency and 
eliminate interest. The public and private interest payable 
annually in this country consumes almost one-third of our 
Nation’s income. It consumes all that labor and all the farms 
can produce in 1 year. No one has arisen in Congress so far, 
nor will one ever rise, and explain to the people of this coun- 
try why the Government’s name on a bond is good while 
the Government’s same name on a piece of currency is not 
good. When you have eliminated the interest racket, you 
have recaptured the authority which the Constitution gave 
Congress to coin and regulate the value of money. Cut out 
the interest racket and you have destroyed the private use 
of public money and credit which enriches the few and makes 
paupers out of the many. 

Special privilege has always been able to control the op- 
erations of this Government because of their easy access 
to the “committee system.” Special privilege does not re- 
Spect parties. It can use the Republican Party as well as it 
can the Democratic Party. I used to smare gophers on the 
prairies of Dakota, and once set my string at a hole down 
which a gopher had disappeared. I waited, and no gopher 
appeared. I looked around and saw the same gopher come 
up out of another hole a few feet away. I set my string 
there, and the gopher came up through the first hole. Until 
I stopped up one hole I was unsuccessful in my quest, but 
after having done that I caught my game. Just so in Con- 
gress—special privilege is the gopher; and when it suits its 
fancy, it comes up out of a Republican hole; when condi- 
tions are more favorable, it comes out of a Democratic hole, 
but all the while it is the same gopher. 

Let a measure come up before Congress such as abolishing 
the Federal Reserve System, and the private control of the 
Nation’s credit and Democrats and Republicans will embrace 
each other, in open meeting, to rally to the defense of the 
“money power.” Give the Power Trust one single opening, 
and it will be swarmed over with supporters, and in this 
swarm there is no distinction between Republicans and 
Democrats. Attempt to give the aged people of the United 
States a chance to start the circulation of money from the 
bottom and revive all business—out come the legions of 
opposition who say it is “impracticable, utopian, and im- 
possible”; but propose to hand over a few billion dollars to 
the top strata, banks, railroads, and insurance companies, 
and the same crowd who said putting money in at the bot- 
tom was impracticable, utopian, and impossible will reverse 
themselves and follow the committee“ who say that the 
banks, railroads, and insurance companies must be aided. 

I am of the opinion that unless the people will elect Mem- 
bers of Congress who will think for themselves, and not sub- 
serviently follow a “committee,” that the future well-being 
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of the greatest democracy on earth is dark and gloomy. 
CApplause.] 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 20 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee in presenting this bill feels 
that it has given you a bill which provides for a well-rounded 
program for our Army for the coming fiscal year. We have 
tried to take care of the more critical items with reference to 
matériel in this bill. 

Roughly, the bill provides for an average of 12,300 officers 
and 162,000 enlisted men for the Regular Army. It provides 
a National Guard of 205,000. It provides 15-day training 
for approximately 27,000 Reserve officers, and 30 days’ train- 
ing for approximately 35,000 young men in the Citizens’ 
Military Training Camps. 

Insofar as matériel is concerned we are taking care of 
some of the more critical items necessary for a wartime 
reserve. We are equipping our antiaircraft regiments com- 
plete in the Regular Army, providing for complete equipment 
for 7 of the 10 National Guard antiaircraft regiments and 
training facilities for the other three National Guard anti- 
aircraft regiments. 

For the first time we are taking sensible steps toward a 
progressive and harmonious development of the personnel 
and matériel necessary for our national-defense system: In 
this connection I commend to the careful attention of the 
Members of the Congress and of the people of this Republic 
the statement made before our subcommittee by Gen. Malin 
Craig, the Chief of Staff. The statement he made before 
the Subcommittee on Appropriations handling the War De- 
partment supply bill for the fiscal year 1939 is an historic 
document, It will constitute a landmark in the progress and 
development of the national-defense policy of this Nation. 
Clear, concise, and complete in every detail, well reasoned 
and logical, it is the product of the heart and brain of one 
of the ablest Chiefs of Staff this country has had in all its 
long history. [Applause.] 

I want to pay tribute to the sound common sense, the 
patriotism, and the ability of Gen. Malin Craig, Chief of 
Staff of the United States Army. [Applause.] 

Due to troubled international conditions our country today 
is national-defense minded as never before. A most un- 
happy situation prevails elsewhere. It seems that the world 
has gone mad. 

It is certain that mad-dog nations are on the loose in the 
world today. America has become really and truly the last 
bulwark of a representative democracy throughout the whole 
world at the present time, and democracy has her back to 
the wall. It is a sad commentary on human nature, but it 
seems to be true nevertheless, that today the world is gov- 
erned by the force of might rather than by the force of right 
and reason. In such a situation there is no alternative for 
America, the last bulwark of democracy, but to. prepare 
herself for any eventuality in order to protect democratic 
institutions and representative democracy. We must have a 
balanced national-defense system. 

May I correct the statement that the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania inadvertently made, I am sure, on the floor of 
the House today when he said we are this year appropriating 
$2,200,000,000 for national defense. That statement is incor- 
rect. We are appropriating a total of $997,000,000 for na- 
tional defense this year. He charged to the actual appro- 
priation the authorization contained in the naval bill which 
passed the House a short time ago of one and one-quarter 
billion dollars. 

The Navy under our system of national defense is our 
first line of defense. May I call attention to one thing in 
connection with the Navy bill which recently passed the 
House. That is, we seem to have established a new policy 
with reference to aviation in this country. Heretofore every 
study which had been made by joint boards or commissions, 
whether Army, Navy, or civilian, showed there was an agree- 
ment implied and adhered to that the ratio between the 
aviation forces of the Army and Navy should be 60-40 in 
favor of the Army. Under the findings of the Baker board 
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we adopted as our national defense policy a goal of 2,320 
fighting planes for the United States Army. This goal will 
be reached by July 1, 1940, if we continue the appropria- 
tions for aviation as we have during the past 5 years. The 
Navy bill recently passed by the House provided for a mini- 
mum of 3,000 fighting planes. What the Navy wants with 
so many planes, I do not know. It seems to me a sound 
policy would dictate that land-based planes should be placed 
under the jurisdiction and control of the War Department. 
Such planes could be assigned certain missions in conjunc- 
tion with the fleet when operating near our coasts. 

The function of the Army is to support the national poli- 
cies, to protect the continental United States and its over- 
seas possessions, including the defense of our naval bases, 
and to provide for and prepare the land forces necessary 
for the effective prosecution of war. 

I am happy to advise you that our Army today is in a 
better state of preparedness to carry out the functions and 
the duties placed upon it by the Congress than ever before 
in the peacetime history of America. Today we have the 
finest and the most efficient peacetime Army in the history 
of the Republic. : 

It is better equipped and there is a higher degree of morale 
The officers and enlisted personnel are thoroughly imbued 
with the ideals of Americanism and the spirit of service. 
The state of training is such as would permit the successful 
conclusion of any operation assigned the Army. Under the 
able leadership of the present Chief of Staff, we have a 
harmonious plan for the progressive development of per- 
sonnel and matériel in meeting national emergencies. 

Under present plans the first mobilization plan would pro- 
vide for the immediate calling of 400,000 men in the Regular 
Army and the National Guard for the initial protective force. 
As a second step in the defense of the country, the War De- 
partments plans call for an augmentation of the initial pro- 
tective force to a balanced all-purpose force of 730,000 officers 
and men in units throughout the country to defend our 
naval bases, to move to any threatened point of attack, and 
to protect the vital defense installations of this Nation. In 
addition to this force we would have 270;000 enlisted men 
unassigned, to be used for replacement or other needs as 
occasion demanded. 

The final plan calls for 1,550,000 men if the emergency 
requires, 

Let us take a look at the matériel program and see how 
it progresses and coordinates step by step with the necessary 
personnel for our national defense. For the first 400,000 men 
called into service we have a sufficient supply of certain items 
of equipment, but there is a lack in certain critical items, 
the cost of which would be approximately $160,000,000 in 
order to completely equip this initial protective movement. 

The bill we present to you today takes the initial step in 
the completion of the matériel program for the 400,000 men 
we would have available in our hour of emergency for the 
initial protective movement. 
re ROGERS of Massachusetts. Will the gentleman 

Mr. STARNES. I yield to the gentlewoman from Massa- 
chusetts. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I notice there is very 
little in the bill in the way of appropriation for construction 
at Army posts. I have Fort Devens in my district. There is 
an authorization for buildings there, but I notice it does not 
appropriate very much money for the buildings at that post 
and at other posts. I realize how important it is, but it 
would save money if an appropriation could be made for the 
buildings and it would result in work being given to the 
unemployed also. 

Mr. STARNES. May I say to the gentlewoman from Mas- 
sachusetts I realize and appreciate the housing needs of the 
Army. I wish it were possible to appropriate the money, but 
we feel, in view of the international situation that exists 
today, we should provide first for certain critical items that 
would be absolutely necessary for the defense of this country 
and its institutions. When those items are provided for I 
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am quite sure the conditions of which the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts justly complains will be remedied. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I believe the gentleman 
is anxious to do that. 

Mr. PACE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STARNES. I yield to the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. PACE. As a matter of fact, the Department has filed 
requests for housing totaling over $160,000,000. 

Mr. STARNES. That is correct. 

Mr. PACE. And those funds have been provided? 

Mr. STARNES. No. We are attempting to provide in 
this measure for vital necessities, such as antiaircraft equip- 
ment, ammunition, jigs, and dies. 

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STARNES. I yield to the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. SNELL. Is there any provision in this bill for in- 
creasing the Regular Establishment of the Army? 

Mr. STARNES. There is not. 

Mr. SNELL. I suppose the committee gave careful con- 
sideration to the general conditions throughout the country, 
and even with the demand for a larger navy for defense 
purposes was satisfied our small Regular Army is large 
enough to met the emergency at the present time. 

Mr. STARNES. At the present time. I am happy the 
gentleman has raised the point. With the completion of 
our aviation program it will be necessary to have additional 
personnel, both officers and enlisted men, in order to man 
the ships and care for the material which will be available. 
The Congress will be called upon in a short time to authorize 
the appointment of additional officers. There is probably 
a bill now pending before the House Committee on Military 
Affairs regarding this matter. 

It will be absolutely essential to have these officers in 
order to keep the ships in the air. We will need at least 
3,000 additional enlisted men in connection with the aviation 
program and 3,000 additional men for manning the entire 
aircraft defenses in the Regular Army. 

Mr. SNELL. Those are all for the Regular Army? 

Mr. STARNES. Yes. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. STARNES. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. MICHENER. When the additional air forces are in 
existence will they add to the forces of the Army or take 
the place of some other branch of the service today? 

Mr. STARNES. Does the gentleman mean the additions 
to our Naval Establishment? 

Mr. MICHENER. Yes. If we add so many airplanes, does 
this simply strengthen the Army to the extent of the addi- 
tional airplanes, or does it mean the additional air forces 
will make it feasible to dispense with some other part of the 
service? 

Mr. STARNES. My answer would be no. The Army has 
its own particular needs, as has the Navy. The goal of 
2,230 fighting planes, which is the minimum required for 
-the Army, has not been reached and will not be reached 
prior to July 1, 1940. The point I raised in that connection 
awhile ago was the disproportion provided for under the 
Navy bill was a change in our aviation policy but it would 
in nowise affect the absolute minimum needs of the Army. 

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STARNES. I yield to the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts. 

Mr. HEALEY. Did I correctly understand the gentleman 
to say the increase in the Navy would in no way relieve the 
Army of certain of its duties? In other words, if we in- 
crease our naval forces in order to conform with the au- 
thorization bill just passed, will not this relieve to some 
extent the necessity for a large standing Army? 

Mr. STARNES. We have never had a large standing 
Army in peacetime. The number of officers and men we 
now have is the absolute minimum required to maintain our 
present establishment and to maintain the dignity of this 
Nation and assure the carrying out of its national policies. 
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I do not believe that if you quadrupled the size of the pres- 
ent Navy you could with wisdom reduce by a single officer 
or a single man the present personnel of our Regular Estab- 
lishment in the land forces. 

In the progressive and harmonious development of our 
national-defense system we find it would take at least 
$1,000,000,000 to provide critical items of equipment to place 
in the field the balanced, all-purpose force of 730,000 men 
in units and 270,000 unassigned. By calling upon the war 
reserve and stocks on hand that are obsolete to a certain 
extent and certainly not as effective as more modern stocks 
and equipment would be, by making every sacrifice of that 
nature, and by calling on private industry to assist us in 
our program of equipping the augmented force, we could 
place these million men in the field with the expenditure of 
approximately $440,000,000 for material. 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STARNES. I yield to the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. PACE. I do not want to divert the gentleman too 
much from his trend of thought, but in that connection— 
and I ask this by reason of the gentleman’s position on the 
Committee on Appropriations and my interest through mem- 
bership on the Committee on Military Affairs—has the gen- 
tleman’s committee given any thought to material in the 
way of supplies necessary in time of war that cannot be 
produced in this country, such as tin, that should be bought 
and stored for a time of emergency? Is any item of that 
character in the present bill? 

Mr. STARNES. May I say to the gentleman from Georgia 
that before we can embark upon a program of that sort we 
will have to have legislation authorizing us to do so. We 
have discussed it within the committee and we do appreci- 
ate the necessity for such a wise provision for the national 
defense. We hope the House Committee on Military Affairs 
will soon give us the authority to proceed with such a pro- 
gram. I hope to touch on this matter later in my address 
to the House today. 

Mr. SMITH of Connecticut. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

ae, STARNES. I yield to the gentleman from Connecti- 
cut. 

Mr. SMITH of Connecticut. I may say there has been 
reported by the House Committee on Military Affairs a bill 
covering this situation in regard to four commodities—man- 
ganese, tin, tungsten, and chrome. 

Mr. STARNES. Iam happy to learn that is true. I hope 
the bill will be acted upon favorably and that we can make 
provision for the purchase and storage of certain vital ele- 
ments. We have a mistaken idea in this country that we 
are self-sufficient. 

(Here the gavel fell.) 
ee Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 5 additional 

nutes. 

Some of us have the mistaken idea that we are a self- 
sufficient Nation, but we are absolutely dependent upon other 
nations for certain vital supplies that are absolutely essential 
for equipping and maintaining our armed forces and provid- 
ing for an adequate national defense, such as tin, chrome 
ore, tungsten, manganese, and other articles that are abso- 
lutely essential in the manufacture of the high-grade steel 
necessary for building battleships, providing guns for the 
Army and the Navy, for construction of planes, and for the 
storage of food and equipment for our Army. 

In order to wage a war of defense successfully, we not 
only must have mobilization plans for personne] but must 
have, as we learned from bitter experience, a sound policy 
and wisely conceived plans to effectuate such a policy of 
mobilizing industry for wartime purposes. Such a policy 
has been established and more than 10,000 industrial firms 
in America have plans prepared in conjunction with the War 
Department for the gearing of their machinery or the trans- 
formation of their plants for supplying matériel needs of the 
Army in an hour of emergency. 

This will enable us to wage a war of defense more quickly 
and effectively than we did in 1917, or as we have done in 
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any war in the history of the Republic. Why, it takes a 
year or longer, working at top speed, to build a munitions 
plant from the ground up and put it in operation on any 
appreciable scale. 

It was almost a year, maybe longer, before we placed a 
combat division equipped for service at the front in the 
World War. When placed there it was not entirely equipped 
with American equipment. The British and the French 
supplied us with machine guns and automatic rifles for the 
Infantry. The French supplied us with light artillery and 
not a single American aviator fought over the lines in an 
American plane. They had to use planes of foreign make. 

This experience shows the absolute necessity of a har- 
monious and proportionate balance between material and 
personnel in a national-defense system. 

There has been a lack of policy in the construction or 
location of plants for the manufacture of munitions of war. 
We have five plants in the country today for the manufac- 
ture of munitions. Four of them are north and east of 
Philadelphia and the other is in the State of Illinois. They 
are the product of Colonial days and of the World War 
and they are not a part of any well-rounded policy or 
program of locating such plants in strategic areas, close to 
raw material, where they would be practically invulnerable. 
Their location is a condition and not the result of a policy. 
There is no disposition, so far as I know, on the part of 
anyone in the War Department or in the Congress or 
throughout the country to relocate or to abolish any existing 
plant for the manufacture of munitions in this country, but 
there is a vital need for the location or the construction 
of additional plants for the manufacture of munitions in 
this country in strategic areas, invulnerable to attack, close 
to available and abundant supplies of raw material, an ade- 
quate labor reservoir, and where transportation facilities are 
excellent. 

In my judgment, one such plant should be located in 
the southeastern section of the country in what we call the 
Birmingham district, which covers the entire Southeast, 
insofar as the manufacture of munitions is concerned. An- 
other should be located in the Great Lakes area close to the 
coal mines and the great steel centers of Cleveland and 
Detroit. Another such plant should be located somewhere 
in the West, preferably just east of the Rocky Mountains. 
Such a policy would provide vital national-defense installa- 
tions in areas practically invulnerable. At the present time 
we have our eggs in one basket in the Northeast. 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 3 more 
minutes. 

The Birmingham area or district is second only in im- 
portance in our national-defense plans for ordnance pro- 
duction to the Pittsburgh area. The Birmingham area has 
a greater variety of raw materials used for national defense 
than any section of our country. Inexhaustible supplies of 
iron ore and coal lie in close juxtaposition to huge deposits 
of limestone. In this area are found phosphate beds and 
manganese. Huge plants now in operation could provide 
the elements needed for our Chemical Warfare Service. 
Here, too, is a fine labor reservoir and an excellent network 
of railroads and highways. With the development of the 
Coosa-Alabama waterway and the Tennessee under the 
T. V. A. we would have an all-year-round water transporta- 
tion system second to none connecting us with the Ohio 
Valley and Great Lakes areas as well as the Gulf. The 
Chief of Staff directed a study be made of this area the past 
year at my request. It was found this area possessed the 
necessary requisites for a munitions plant, for the manu- 
facture of shells and other ordnance equipment. 

We must have a sufficient number of Government-owned 
and operated plants capable of rapid expansion to meet 
wartime requirements for the purpose of supplying vital and 
critical items of ordnance. This is essential. Private indus- 
try cannot and will not engage in the manufacture of cer- 
tain materials, To do so would be highly unprofitable. 
Private industry cannot sell 3-inch shells, huge naval guns, 
large quantities of smokeless powder and of bombs to a 
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civilian population in this country. They have no need for 
such articles in their respective avocations. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. STARNES. Les. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. I am glad the gentleman is touching 
on this subject, because the country is misinformed. There 
is practically none of the man-destroying material used in 
the Army that is manufactured by private corporations or 
by so-called profiteers. It is all manufactured in our own 
arsenals, even to our own small rifles, which are manufac- 
tured in our own factories. 

Mr. STARNES. Yes. I have talked to some of the lead- 
ing industrialists in the Southeast. They tell us frankly 
they are not interested in the manufacture of such articles, 
because there is no demand for them save by the Army. 
They further say the relatively small orders and require- 
ments of the Army do not justify the expensive tooling and 
equipment necessary for manufacturing ordnance. The 
manufacture of machine guns, rifles, artillery, and other 
ordnance equipment calls for a high grade and quality of 
steel. It also calls for highly technical and expensive equip- 
ment for their production. But, Mr. Chairman, we can sup- 
ply for these people for war purposes jigs and dies and 
certain materials that this bill provides for, so that private 
industry can transform their plants into wartime produc- 
tion within a minimum of time. May I say this in con- 
clusion: It is a matter of vital interest to every American 
citizen that we provide adequate national defense. This is 
absolutely essential for the perpetuity of democratic ideals. 
Unless we are able to defend our country and its institutions 
it shall surely perish in the onward march of dictator na- 
tions just as other nations have perished. Do not say that 
it cannot happen here. Do not say that with improvements 
in this modern era, with high-speed planes whose cruising 
radius is increasing by thousands of miles, that the Atlantic 
and the Pacific Oceans can provide for us the safety they 
provided in another day. 

Mr. SMITH of Connecticut. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. STARNES. Yes. 

Mr. SMITH of Connecticut. I am curious to know whether 
the committee has any information on the carrying out of the 
provisions of the Wilcox Act of 1935, particularly in view of 
the last statement of the gentleman concerning the develop- 
ment and use of planes. I believe that the Army desires to 
go ahead with the Alaskan air base, but I do not believe there 
is any provision in this bill for that. 

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Chairman, there is not; and we feel 
it would probably be the wisest thing today to have additional 
specific authority to do so. That is our feeling about it. 

Mr. Chairman, every American citizen, regardless of his 
creed, race, or color, should be interested in providing and 
maintaining an adequate national defense. Only by such a 
provision are we assured of the continuation of freedom of 
speech and of press and of conscience in this country. It is 
only by such a provision that labor and industry can work 
hand in hand in a proper development of the country free 
from unnecessary restrictions and regulations on the part of 
a dictatorship. I hope the day will never come in this Nation 
when we will listen to the siren music of idealistic, impractical 
pacifism to such an extent we will neglect to provide for the 
common defense and thus make this fair land of ours easy 
prey for the onward march of ruthless, cold-blooded dictators 
throughout the world. [Applause.] 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 12 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Maverick], 

TRENDS ARE AWAY FROM DEMOCRACY; RISING EXECUTIVE POWER; UNDUE 
ATTENTION INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, more attention is being 
given international affairs than problems at home. 

More attention is being given the Navy than the Army; we 
are providing more overseas and aggressive weapons than 
weapons for necessary national defense. 

The Air Service of the Navy is being emphasized and built 
up at the expense of the Army Air Service. This lop-sided 


, 


4152 


policy is bad, because airplanes in the Navy tend to be devel- 
oped for warship defense rather than for national defense. 

DEADLY PARALLELS THIS ADMINISTRATION AND PRESIDENT WILSON’S 

There exist many deadly parallels between the administra- 
tion today and that of Woodrow Wilson. 

Then we started out with great reforms, bogged down, and 
muddled ourselves into the World War. 

CONGRESS EVADES PRESSING PROBLEMS—MUDDLED SITUATION T. v. A. 

If we of Congress are frank with ourselves, we must admit 
that we are evading our most pressing economic, business, 
and labor problems at home. 

We have even abandoned the effort to obtain information 
on monopoly and big business, and the present depression. 

Congress has evaded other matters of the greatest impor- 
tance, such as the T. V. A. 

Representative government has for some time demanded 
an investigation of T. V. A., for the purpose of giving the 
American people all of the information. 

The present muddled and unfortunate situation of the 
T. V. A., the greatest of the New Deal enterprises, would not 
have occurred had Congress acted to investigate and study 
it when such resolutions were offered months ago. 

NOTHING KNOWN OF UNEMPLOYMENT; NO EFFORT TO FIND OUT 

Neither this Congress nor any since 1933 has had a real 
study or inquiry of unemployment, and literally nothing at 
all is being done for the unemployed except the granting of 
shockingly inadequate relief and W. P. A. 

Billions of dollars have been appropriated by Congress for 
relief, without the remotest idea of how it is going to be 
spent. 

We know nothing of unemployment and less than nothing 
about the basic causes; this House of Representatives, 
charged with the duty of raising the money, refuses to make 
an inquiry into the subject. 

REPUBLICANS NEED NOT REJOICE—-THEY HAVE NO PROGRAM 

But Republicans need not rejoice—they have generally 
advocated nothing, or have advocated something worse. 
They literally have no program at all. 

The Democratic Party at least has the germs of accom- 
plishment, although these germs are now frozen stiff. 

It is for the people to put on the heat. 


POLITICAL ACCOMPLISHMENT PARALYZED; T. v. A. AN ANTICLIMAX 


Political accomplishment, or even thought, is paralyzed. 
We do nothing and wait on the Executive—the apparent 
decision to consider T. V. A. after many months of dilly- 
dallying being a fair example, and also an anticlimax. 

The responsibility of economic, social, and political 
achievement lies in the first place with Congress—not with 
the executive or judicial branches of our Government. 

PRESIDENT DOES NOT ATTEMPT TO DOMINATE CONGRESS 


For 5 years severe criticism has been leveled at the Presi- 
dent to the effect that he is attempting to dominate Con- 
gress in all its acts. It has been clearly apparent since the 
beginning of the special session and throughout the regular 
one that the President has made no effort whatever either 
to guide or dominate Congress. 

In fact, on many important issues, the President has 
pointedly refrained from asking Congress to do anything. 

This is brought out in his recent attack on conditions of 
the South—that appeal was not to Congress, but directly to 
the people. 

IT IS THE FAULT OF CONGRESS—NOT THE EXECUTIVE 

In spite of the fact that the President has left Congress 
to its own devices, Congress has done nothing, and seems to 
be in a sort of stupor. 

It is reasonable to say that Congress as a whole is trifling 
with democratic liberties, abandoning its own prerogatives, 
and causing the constant increase of Executive power 
through its own inaction. 

This is not the fault of the Chief Executive. It is the fault 
of Congress. 

If we asserted our representative powers, if we gave the 
American people definitely responsible government, either 
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liberal or conservative, nothing at all could stop us. And 
the people are anxious for us to do so, rather than follow 
our habit of floundering from one policy to another, and 
a course of inaction. 

LET CONGRESS REASSUME ITS LOST PREROGATIVES 


In the days of the emergency in 1933, the President made 
strong recommendations, which were rightfully followed by 
Congress. Now it appears that Congress does not know 
what to do, because it has not been told just exactly what to 
do. I hear various fellow Democrats wondering what the 
President thinks of this and that, and we are told mysteri- 
ously that the White House wants this or that when there 
is absolutely no indication of it whatsoever. We had better 
learn to do something for ourselves. 

If the President had the courage to give leadership both 
for the executive branch and the legislative in a time of deep 
distress and emergency, certainly Congress should now have 
the courage and leadership to reassume its powers. 

HOME SWEET HOME; PARLIAMENTARY OSTRICHES; ANYTHING MAY 

HAPPEN 

I had prepared a paraphrase of Home, Sweet Home, and 
how we should stay out of foreign wars and mind our own 
business, but for fear that someone might think what I have 
said is not meant in the greatest seriousness, I have left 
it out. 

Certainly we are not following a realistic course, but are fill- 
ing our heads with mental escapes and self-satisfying dreams. 

Like parliamentary ostriches, we have our heads in the 
sand of an idea desert. 

Unless we hold up our heads and assume our representa- 
tive duties, anything may happen. [Applause.] 

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 12 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HARLAN]. 

Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Chairman, we are devoting ourselves 
at the present time to the matter of appropriating for the 
War Department for the purchase of many needed materials 
and supplies. I direct attention of the House to a matter 
indirectly connected with this, and that is the matter of the 
disposition of part of our war materials. I refer to horses 
and mules that have been worn out in the service of the 
United States. We have a provision in section 311a of title 
40 of the Code which requires that all things of value held 
by the Government must be sold at auction. The way this 
operates so far as our horses and mules are concerned is that 
these horses are first used by the War Department, and 
every bit of use that is available to the strenuous service in 
the War Department is taken out of them. When the War 
Department is through they are transferred to the other 
governmental departments, where a little lower degree of 
activity is required. When that degree of usefulness is 
wrung out of these animals they are then put up at auction 
and sold to the highest bidder, whomever he may be. The 
fact of the matter is that when these horses are sold at 
auction they are purchased very largely by junk dealers and 
hucksters in cities, and in their possession, through methods 
of starvation and cruelty and torture, these horses that 
have served the United States, many of them for 15 or 20 
years, give up the very last spark of energy that their aching 
bodies have—all because the United States gets five or six or 
seven dollars out of their hides. 

Mr. Chairman, a horse 20 years of age corresponds to a 
man somewhere in the neighborhood of 75 or 80, and these 
horses are approximately that age when they are sold on the 
block. Last July some of these horses were sold in Washing- 
ton, spavined, lame, crippled in different ways; but they still 
had a day or two of work in them. They ran from 18 to 20 
years of age. The United States after paying for the ad- 
vertising, after getting them ready for the sale, got $25 apiece 
I think for these horses. These horses were fortunate. With 
that evidence of cruelty on the part of this Government being 
blazoned forth in the papers the local humane society pur- 
chased four and put them out to pasture here so they could 
have a few days of peace before they died. 
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The advertisement, as published abroad for the sale of 
these properties, read: 

Gray gelding, approximately aged 20, weight about 900 pounds, 
tender-footed and weak in joints. Fair condition, name Pewee, a 
mule. 

Gray gelding, age 18, weight about 1,000 pounds, weak tendons 
causing mule to drag left leg. Fair condition. Name Dick. 

A third mule, also a gray gelding, is about 18 years old, weighs 
1,100, is wind broken, condition fair; name, Charlie. 

No. 4 is a gray gelding, Bootlegger, age 20, weight 800, condition 
fair. Too fast for farm work. 

No. 6 is Joe, 21; weight, 2,100 pounds; tender-footed, becomes 
lame when used regularly. 

Sealed bids will be received until 10 a. m. Thursday, and the 
quintet will go to highest bidder. 

I have submitted a bill, H. R. 9848, now pending before 
the Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Depart- 
ments. This bill is an amendment of the section I read just 
a moment ago, 311 (a) of title 40, to the extent that it gives 
the officials of the Government the power to either humanely 
destroy these animals that have been worn out in Govern- 
ment service or to put them out to pasture. This bill, being 
H. R. 9848, Seventy-fifth Congress, third session, reads as 
follows: 

A bill to require that horses and mules belonging to the United 
States which have become unfit for service be destroyed or put to 
pasture 
Be it enacted, etc., That notwithstanding the first proviso in the 

fourth paragraph under the heading “Division of Supply” in title I 

of the act entitled “An act making appropriations for the Treas- 

ury and Post Office Departments for the fiscal year ending June 

80, 1930, and for other purposes,” approved December 20, 1928 (45 

Stat. 1030), horses and mules belonging to the United States which 

have become unfit for service shall be destroyed or put out to 

pasture. 


The fact of the matter is that the War Department for 
years by some hocus-pocus has been doing this very thing 
with horses that have had some outstanding service record. 
General Pershing’s horse is out at pasture now, and other 
horses of outstanding service records, horses for which some 
person has a deep affection; but the governmental depart- 
ments outside of the Army apparently have not mastered the 
old Army game to that extent, and every other Government 
department sells these poor, diseased, crippled animals on 
the block to be tortured for the rest of their lives, in most 
cases. 

If the United States Government, with expert care of these 
horses by the finest veterinarians and the best feed, can no 
longer make these animals render enough service to pay for 
their feed, what can we expect of these people into whose 
hands a $20 or $25 horse falls? They will feed him anything 
in the line of food, regardless of quality and as meagerly as 
possible, and will drive him by whip and other kinds of 
punishment into rendering service that his feeble, aged body 
is no longer able to deliver. Think of it. A horse 20 years of 
age corresponds in age and decrepitude to a man 75 or 80. 
Think of putting such a horse out to work, usually not on a 
farm where work is intermittent and the ground soft, but 
almost always to a city huckster or junk dealer to be driven 
incessantly, pulling heavy loads over city streets. 

The horse has been mankind’s friend from the days of 
darkest barbarism to the present time. Take the horse out 
of American history and you leave a very vacant spot. Paul 
Revere’s ride and Sheridan’s ride would not have taken place. 

General Grant, because of his love of horses and his 
appreciation of their invaluable service, refused to take the 
horses of Confederate officers in the surrender at Appomattox 
because he said they would be needed for the spring plowing. 

In time of war, horses are driven into danger against which 
they have no protection to be blinded, wounded, and killed 
as a sacrifice to human folly. Horses have joined in every 
struggle of mankind and contributed as much as any other 
factor to man’s control over his environment and to his 
civilization. 

It was the horse that cleared the forest and broke the sod 
for the early American pioneer. It was the horse that 
dragged the immigrant wagon through the marshes and 
forests and across the prairies to bring under cultivation our 
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western land, and furnished the first bonds that united us as 
a nation. It was the pony express that made our first mail 
service a possibility, and it was that service in the days before 
the telegraph that held together the eastern and western 
territory of this country when the whole Government was 
threatened with disorganization by the Civil War. And now 
that country, largely preserved by the faithful service of 
horses and mules, the most prosperous country on the globe, 
after having wrung 15 or more years of service from its 
speechless servitors, for the sake of $5, $10, or maybe $15, puts 
them on the auction block instead of giving them the merci- 
ful 45-caliber bullet that would end their misery or, better 
yet, putting them out to pasture for some days of reward for 
the service they have rendered. Discontinuing this practice 
will mean nothing to our revenue. It is just an ordinary act 
of decency and humanity on the part of the Government. 

Mr. Chairman, this may not have an appeal to some of us 
who possibly are not informed on the subject, but to the very 
extent that our people have indulged in humane activities 
we have made for our own advancement. Do you know that 
the very health laws in this country were initiated by hu- 
mane activities on behalf of dumb cattle in the State of New 
York? In 1869 many people in New York City were keeping 
cows in their own barns, giving them no sunlight, no exer- 
cise. The animals, of course, soon became infected with 
tuberculosis. They were fed swill from the distilleries. 
Milk from these animals was fed to babies in New York City. 
The Humane Society in that city took this up, but could get 
no place because there was no law to protect the health of 
babies. They did not then know anything about bacterial 
The humane organization then resorted to prosecuting the 
owners of these cows for cruelty to the cows for milking them 
while sick. Through that instrumentality New York City 
stopped the production and sale of that kind of disease- 
purveying milk. The health activity which has developed 
since had its start in that movement to protect cows from 
cruelty. 

About the same time a little girl in New York was being 
tortured and beaten by some people who claimed to be her 
relatives. The police and the different service agencies tried 
to protect her, but there was no law. 

Just as today we have citizens of eminent respectability 
who tell us with smug piety that it is not proper to interfere 
between the child and its parents and that therefore child- 
labor laws are not to be thought of, so we had medieval- 
minded citizens in New York City in 1874. It is a breed that 
is not easily exterminated. These same citizens blocked the 
efforts to rescue this defenseless child at every turn by utter- 
ing the trite philosophy that the custodian of a child should 
not be interfered with in managing its ward. 

Finally this same anticruelty society in desperation said 
that every human being at any rate was basically an animal, 
and it prosecuted the custodian of this child for cruelty to 
animals. The child was brought into court, not as a human 
being but as an animal. 

The American Humane Association was thereupon estab- 
lished by Elbridge T. Gerry, the father of Senator GERRY, now 
a Member of the United States Senate. This organization 
was established to extend the same protection to defenseless 
human beings that had been only a short time prior thereto 
conferred upon the animal creation in a few sections of the 
United States. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 3 addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr. SHORT. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARLAN. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. SHORT. Being a horse lover myself, and the gentle- 
man’s eloquent plea almost brings tears of sympathy to my 
eyes, and coming from Missouri, I trust the gentleman from 
Ohio will extend the provisions of his bill so as to give the 
benefits of it to that poor dumb beast of burden, the lowly 
jackass. 

Mr. HARLAN. I have anticipated the gentleman, not to 
the extent of the jackass, because I do not believe Uncle 
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Sam has many of those animals being used for work pur- 
poses, but I have extended this bill to the Missouri mule. 
I have no desire to overlook any Republican voters in Mis- 
souri. 

When this auction of horses occurred last summer, Gen. 
Hugh S. Johnson, who, when he is not animated by per- 
sonal dislikes, is a very broad-minded and human individual, 
made these remarks in one of his newspaper accounts: 

A horse at 20 is equivalent in old age to a man between 80 
and 90. 

All Government horses are well cared for where they serve, but 
what do you suppose will happen to these decrepit veterans after 
the auction? 

On experience, what will happen to them is a few final months 
of cruel service in starvation. They won't bring enough to pay 
the expense of sale and cost of keep to date of delivery. The 
transaction would be much more creditable to Uncle Sam, eco- 
oa rtd and ethically, if it consisted simply of a merciful .45 

et. 

More merciful and creditable still, on a Government farm pre- 
sumably with a pasture, would be to pension off such veterans, 
with grazing space in summer and a little experimental fodder 
in winter. It wouldn’t be for long. 

It is easy to become sentimentally mawkish about these animal 
affairs. The intensely practical and too frugal French would 
frankly slaughter these old servitors and peddle their flesh as a 
secondary meat ration—a procedure after all, far more merciful 
than the sale of faithful equine Uncle Toms to unidentified Simon 

es down the river of starvation, abuse, and misery. 
Blue Cross, the S. P. OC. A., or somebody ought to get after 
this, 

If a private owner of a horse that had served him faithfully 
from 15 to 18 years sold its aching body off for a couple of 
dollars, to drag out its dreary life pulling a rag picker’s wagon on 
a diet of shavings, he wouldn't be popular with the neighbors. 

But its O. K. for the Federal Government. Something ought to 
be done about this. 


Mr. Chairman, this bill is now pending before the Com- 
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments. That 
committee is composed of the gentleman from Missouri, 
JoHN J. COCHRAN; as chairman, and the following additional 
members: ALLARD H. Gasque, of South Carolina; WILLIAM M. 
WHITTINGTON, of Mississippi; GLENN Griswo.p, of Indiana; 
Ben Cravens, of Arkansas; JAMES L. Quinn, of Pennsylvania; 
James A. O'LEARY, of New York; Don GINGERY, of Pennsyl- 
vania; James J. Lanzetra, of New York; ELMER L. WENE, of 
New Jersey; WILLIAM S. JACOBSEN, of Iowa; LAURENCE F. 
ARNOLD, of Illinois; WILLIAM J. FITZGERALD, of Connecticut; 

-JOHN F. HUNTER, of Ohio; LUTHER PATRICK, of Alabama; 
MERLIN HULL, of Wisconsin; CHARLES L. GIFFORD, of Massa- 
chusetts; CLARE E. Horrman, of Michigan; BERTRAND W. GEAR- 
HART, of California; D. LANE Powers, of New Jersey; GEORGE 
J. Bates, of Massachusetts, 

I am placing these names in the Recorp so that if the 
Members of this House desire to see a bill of this kind passed 
they can communicate with their friends on this committee 
to the end that an early hearing may be granted. 

This is a bill for which no lobbyist will appear at your door 
offering either threats or promises. Your support of this bill 
will bring no promise of votes or campaign contributions. 
You will not even receive an expression of gratitude from the 
dumb animals who alone will be benefited. You will receive 
nothing but the self-gratification of knowing that you have 
at least cast one vote that will be chalked up to your credit 
as being a human being. 

Inquiry at the Procurement Department discloses that 
there are very few of these horses and mules sold, probably 
not to exceed 100 a year, scattered all over the United States 
and its possessions, but that is just 100 cases of ingratitude 
and needless cruelty on the part of our Government. It is 
needless because the revenue received is but a pittance and 
too small for any country, especially the United States, to 
-acquire at the expense of misery and suffering. In the words 
of General Johnson, “Something ought to be done about this.” 
LApplause.] 

{Here the gavel fell. J 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to take up much of the time 
of the Committee to give a full explanation of the bill, be- 
cause on yesterday the very able chairman of this Subcom- 
mittee on Appropriations went fully and thoroughly into the 
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details of the bill. This being an appropriation bill, it deals 
largely with statistics and figures and not with policy. How- 
ever, I want to direct a few remarks to some matters of 
policy that seem to me to be important with reference to our 
defense program in connection with air defense. 

I realize that in order to have proper and adequate na- 
tional defense it is necessary that we should have to foot a 
large bill. On account of the higher wage standards and 
living standards in the United States, our national-defense 
system and program cost a great deal more money than the 
defense programs of other nations. The United States, 
although one of the largest and richest nations in the world, 
is seventeenth in the rank of its Army among the armies of 
the world. I feel that the size of our Army today is not out 
of proportion with its task. 

I am one of those who believe that the Navy is and should 
be our first line of defense. Last week we authorized a huge 
sum, which will place the Navy of the United States among 
the first navies of the world. While we are building an 
adequate Navy, we should not forget that the United States 
ought to have an Army in proper proportion to meet its 
functions on the continental shores of the United States and 
our foreign possessions. 

One of the most popular branches of national defense is 
the air force. Among the nations of the world it is com- 
monly agreed that an adequate air force is necessary and 
essential in a well-balanced program of defense; yet, Mr. 
Chairman, the Air Corps is one of the most expensive parts 
of our national defense. 

Last year the naval air force cost about $80,000,000, as I 
understand it, and this year we are appropriating for the 
Air Corps the sum of $113,000,000, which is about 28 percent 
of the total appropriated for the Military Establishment for 
the year 1939. Of this about $70,000,000 is direct and $43,- 
000,000 indirect. 

We have provided in our program for the Air Corps of 
the Army to be completed by July 1940, 2,320 planes. The 
testimony taken before our committee shows that the ex- 
pense to take care of a complement for 2,320 planes will be 
$143,000,000 plus. I do not know just what the program for 
the Navy planes will cost, but if the cost for the 2,300 Army 
planes runs around $143,000,000, and the Navy planes cost 
as much, you can appreciate that the program covering air 
defense will reach enormous proportions. I am not criticiz- 
ing the air force. 

It is an essential branch of our national defense, but 
as far as possible we should coordinate the air force of the 
Navy and the air force of the Army, so the equipment of this 
branch of our national air service may be procured as 
cheaply as possible, and so the two branches of the service 
shall not in any way duplicate each other any more than 
can possibly be avoided. 

Last week the committee agreed to an amendment to the 
Vinson bill which authorized not less than 3,000 planes for 
the Navy. I am informed that no hearings were held on the 
question of whether or not this number of planes was neces- 
sary; nevertheless an amendment was adopted on the floor 
of the House authorizing not less than 3,000 planes. If we 
add the 3,000 planes built and to be built for the Navy, to 
the 2,320-plane program of the Army, we will have 5,320 
planes. This will place us second among the nations of the 
world in number of planes. As I understand, Great Britain 
has now approximately 5,600 planes and stands first in num- 
ber. Great Britain is in a different situation from the 
United States, because it has that far-flung, sprawling em- 
pire which spreads its length and breadth all over the world. 
It is necessary that Great Britain have a huge navy and a 
huge air force; yet when we look at the component parts of 
the Navy and the Army program of Great Britain we see 
that Great Britain with its enormous Navy, and with its 
colonies all over the world, has a naval air force of less 
than 500 planes while its Army air force consists of about 
4,100 planes. 

{Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 10 additicnal 
minutes, 
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France, with an air force of approximately 2,300 planes, 
has only about 157 naval planes. 

In this country we have adopted the policy of a ratio of 
about 60 to 40 for the Army and Navy airplanes. During 
the hearings I asked General Westover to give me the pro- 
gram as to authorization and the ratio between the Army 
and Navy planes. In his testimony on page 487 of the hear- 
ings he said it was the opinion that the relative expenditures 
for aviation for the national defense should be about 60 
percent for the Army and 40 percent for the Navy, and that 
the Secretary of War approved the joint board report sub- 
mitting the two programs on September 18, 1934, subject to 
the following qualifications: 

The appropriations for the Air Service, Army and Navy, should 
be considered at the same time by the same congressional com- 
mittee, and suitable division of the funds appropriated made by 
Congress, based on the requirements of each Service and for com- 
bined needs. 

It is further shown that the Air Corps Act of July 1926 
authorized a total of 1,800 planes for the Army. The act of 
June 24, 1926, authorized a total of 1,000 planes for the 
Navy. This is a ratio of about 18 to 10, and this ratio ex- 
isted up to the passage of the Vinson-Trammell Act on 
March 27, 1934, which authorized the Navy to have addi- 
tional planes commensurate with the size of the Navy. 

General Westover further states: 

There appears to be an indication of acceptance of the ratio of 
18 to 10 over a period of 8 years from 1926 to 1934. This ratio is 
approximately 55 percent for the Army to 45 percent for the Navy 
and is the one in existence at the present time. 

I particularly want to call the attention of the Committee 
to the fact that in view of the enormous cost of air defense, 
this Congress, in my opinion, should adopt some means of 
having better control of and more coordination between the 
two branches of the Air Service. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. TERRY. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. MAVERICK. In connection with coordination, Does 
the gentleman see any reason the Navy should have more 
airplanes than the Army? Is there any sense to that? 

Mr. TERRY. I am not quarreling with the Navy for 
having a lot of planes. I am not saying the Army should 
have all the planes. I do say, however, that in spite of the 
fact that the ratio adopted is on the basis of from 55 to 60 
for the Army and from 40 to 45 for the Navy, all of a 
sudden last week, in the Navy bill, without any hearings 
and without any consideration, we entirely disrupted the 
proportion of planes as between the Army and Navy that 
has been adopted and recognized throughout the years we 
have been building up the air force. 

Mr. KITCHENS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. TERRY. I yield to the gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. KITCHENS. Has the gentleman’s committee con- 
sidered the question of whether it might be well to put all 
the aircraft of the United States in one division and have 
one head for all the aircraft service? 

Mr. TERRY. We did not go into the consideration of 
whether there should be just one department of air de- 
fense, but I understand there is a joint board of control 
coordinating policies as between the Army and Navy, and 
it is supposed that all questions in regard to policy are to 
be worked out by that board. However, I do not know how 
well this board functions, and certainly there was no co- 
ordination in the action taken last week in arbitrarily 
raising the naval air force to not less than 3,000 planes. 

Mr. MAVERICK. As a matter of fact, the joint board 
has not met for over a year. 

Mr. TERRY. I do not know whether it has or not. 

Mr. MAVERICK. I believe that is correct. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TERRY. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. ENGEL. The question of combining the air forces 
would be a question of policy to be determined by the Com- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


4155 


mittee on Military Affairs and would not come under the 
jurisdiction of the Subcommittee on Appropriations. 

Mr. TERRY. It certainly would not come under the juris- 
diction of the Subcommittee on Appropriations. I do not 
know that the Committee on Military Affairs should de- 
termine that question by itself, and that is the point I 
want to reach now. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. TERRY. I yield. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Even though we might not 
have unified direction of the two air forces, would it not be 
helpful in the deliberations of the Congress if we could 
have a combined picture of our total air strength? 

Mr. TERRY. I think that is correct, and in this connec- 
tion, Mr. Chairman, I want to submit this proposition to the 
Committee: 

We have a Naval Affairs Committee and we have a Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. Naturally, each of these com- 
mittees looks at the problem from the standpoint of the 
particular branch of the service it represents. 

This is human nature and perfectly natural, and to a cer- 
tain extent this influence might tinge the actions of the War 
Department and naval subcommittees of the Committee on 
Appropriations; and it seems to me that in order to avoid 
this partisanship, if I can use that term, and to put the 
House in position to have a proper coordinated program, we 
should have a new committee in this House, say, a com- 
mittee on national defense, a committee that would coordi- 
nate these two branches of our national defense. Such a 
committee could be composed of members of the Military 
Affairs Committee and members of the Naval Affairs Com- 
mittee, supplemented by members of the subcommittees of 
the Committee on Appropriations on the Army and the Navy; 
and also we might have on that committee some men from 
the Foreign Affairs Committee, or it might be a committee 
composed entirely of men not connected with either the 
Military Affairs Committee or the Naval Affairs Committee, 
It seems to me it would be a good thing to have a committee 
on national defense so that when questions come up involv- 
ing a matter in the twilight zone, if I may use that expres- 
sion, as between Army and Navy functions, and especially 
between functions of navy aviation and army aviation, this 
Committee on National Defense could take up the question 
of policy and settle it. 

Mr. Chairman, when the airplane was in its infancy and 
when it was first placed on battleships and cruisers, it was 
known as the eye of the Navy, and its only function was to 
go up in the air and act as an observer for the naval vessel, 
but with the passing of the years, the small airplane, which 
was used for the purpose of observation only, has become a 
giant in size and in importance, even to the extent of sup- 
planting the great battleship from whose deck it formerly 
flew. LApplause. ] 

{Here the gavel fell. ] 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Gwynne]. 

Mr. GWYNNE. Mr. Chairman, in his Budget message the 
President called attention to the advisability of power in the 
Executive to veto separate items in an appropriation bill. 
He called upon Congress to decide whether this result should 
be accomplished by a constitutional amendment or by some 
other means. I dare say to accomplish this by a constitu- 
tional amendment would have its advantages. However, I 
am of the opinion that the same result can be accomplished 
without the necessity of a constitutional amendment. 

Article I, section 1, of the Constitution provides as follows: 

All legislative power herein granted shall be vested in a Congress 
of the United States, which shall consist of a Senate and a House 
of Representatives. 

In construing this section, it is necessary to consider other 
pertinent sections as well as the general intent of the instru- 
ment as a whole. While the section provides that “all legis- 
lative power * * shall be vested in a Congress * * *,” 
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it is clear that the framers were referring here only to af- 
firmative legislative power. In article I, section 7, they gave 
legislative power to the Executive in the following language: 

Article I, section 7: Every bill which shall have passed the 
House of Representatives and the Senate, shall, before it becomes 
a law, be presented to the President of the United States; if he 
approve he shall sign it, but if not he shall return it, with his 
objections, to that House in which it shall have originated, who 
shall enter the objections at large on their journal, and proceed to 
reconsider it. If, after such reconsideration, two-thirds of that 
House shall agree to pass the bill, it shall be sent, together with the 
objections, to the other House, by which it shall likewise be recon- 
sidered, and if approved by two-thirds of that House, it shall 
become a law. But in all such cases, the votes of both Houses 
shall be determined by yeas and nays, and the names of the persons 
voting for and against the bill shall be entered on the journal of 
each House respectively. If any bill shall not be returned by the 
President within 10 days—Sundays excepted—after it shall have 
been presented to him, the same shall be a law, in like manner as 
if he had signed it, unless the Congress, by their adjournment, 
prevent its return, in which case it shall not be a law. 


The courts have held that this provision confers upon the 
Executive legislative power. The legislative power of the 
Executive is purely negative in character, and even that 
power of negation is subject to being overruled by a two- 
thirds vote of Congress. In brief, Congress is the sole re- 
pository of affirmative legislative power—that is, the power 
to say what the law shall be. The Executive has only the 
power to say that a certain measure adopted by Congress 
shall or shall not be the law. However, the right and duty 
of the Executive to exercise this negative power as his judg- 
ment dictates is as clearly expressed in the Constitution as is 
the right and duty of Congress to perform its part of the 
legislative function. This is clearly borne out not only by 
the language of the Constituticn but by the history of the 
veto power in Anglo-Saxon government. 

In an early day in England the Crown possessed all the 
powers of legislation. The rise of the English Parliament 
first restricted this power of legislation to a negative power 
of veto, and finally abolished it altogether—the last veto 
being by Queen Anne in 1708. In the American Colonies the 
veto power had a different history. In all the Colonies the 
governor could veto legislation, and in all but Maryland, 
Rhode Island, and Connecticut the King could veto a bill, 
even after it had been approved by the Governor. The King 
used the veto power freely to prevent acts of the Colonies 
injurious to the mother country. This abuse of the veto 
was complained of in the Declaration of Independence. 
After the beginning of the Revolutionary War the American 
Colonies limited the veto power of their respective Governors. 
In no State but Massachusetts did the Governor have even 
a qualified veto over legislation, and that not until the Con- 
stitution of 1780 was adopted. Under the Articles of Con- 
federation there was, of course, no Executive veto. 

The framers of the Constitution were of course familar with 
this history. They knew both the advantages and disad- 
vantages of the Executive veto, and the subject was very 
carefully discussed at the Constitutional Convention. It was 
their general purpose to create a government consisting of 
three coordinate branches—legislative, executive, and judicial. 
In order to maintain such a government it was necessary not 
only to carve out the place of each branch in the whole 
scheme, but also to declare certain fundamental principles 
for keeping each in its respective sphere. The power of veto 
was given to the President as a check on the lawmaking 
powers of the Congress. The delegates evidently had in mind 
two main purposes: First, the protection of the executive 
branch from encroachment by Congress; second, the pre- 
vention of hasty and ill-advised legislation. This was well 
expressed by Alexander Hamilton in the following language: 

It establishes a salutary check upon the legislative body, calcu- 
lated to guard the community against the effects of faction, pre- 
cipitancy, or of any impulse unfriendly to the public good which 
hr a to influence the majority of that body. (Federalist, 

Beginning in 1820, the use of the rider, often attached to 
an appropriation bill, became prevalent and often reduced 
the Executive veto to a nullity. By rule, the House of Rep- 
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resentatives subsequently prohibited this practice. However, 
the practice of assembling appropriations in large bills con- 
taining hundreds of separate items on wholly unrelated sub- 
jects is rapidly accomplishing the same result. 

Many of the States confronted with this problem have met 
it by constitutional provisions definitely giving the executive 
the power to veto a separate item of an appropriation bill. 
Thirty-nine States have taken such action. As opposed to 
this plan of protecting the integrity of the executive veto by 
constitutional provision, the Federal Constitution leaves the 
matter to the good faith of Congress. The Constitution is 
after all not a mere compilation of legalistic rules. It is 
rather the pattern of a certain philosophy of Government. 
It states general principles rather than detailed procedure. 
The fundamental object of the Constitution was to create a 
Government of laws as distinguished from a Government of 
men. It sought to accomplish this by dividing the powers 
of Government among three independent and coordinate 
branches, each one of which should be a check on the other. 
It is to this fundamental principle rather than to any mere 
declaration in the Constitution that the citizen must look 
for the protection of his property, his liberty, and even his 
life. The Constitution does little more than to create these 
three branches and draw the line between them. It seeks 
to maintain that division for all time by setting up certain 
checks and balances. In the last analysis, however, the pres- 
ervation of that form of government is not to be sought in 
any mere words written on paper, but rather in the accept- 
ance of that philosophy of government of which the words 
themselves are the mere evidence. Such a government can 
only be maintained if each independent branch thereof 
recognizes the rights and duties of the others and protects 
them as actively as it protects its own. 

In the matter of legislative procedure the Constitution 
simply says: 

Article 1, section 5: Each House may determine the rules of its 
proceedings. 

This was intended as a broad and comprehensive grant of 
power and has so been recognized by all three branches of 
the Government. In construing the right of Congress to 
make rules, the Supreme Court has said in United States v. 
Ballin (144 U. S. 12 

It (the House of Representatives) may not by its rules ignore 
constitutional restraints or violate fundamental rights, and there 
should be a reasonable relation between the mode or method of 
proceeding established by the rule and the result which is sought 
to be attained. But within these limitations all matters of method 
are open to the determination of the House, and it is no im- 
peachment of the rule to say that some other way would be 
better, more accurate, or even more just. It is no objection to 
the validity of a rule that a different one has been 
and in force for a length of time. The power to make rules is 
not one which once exercised is exhausted. It is a continuous 
power, always subject to be exercised by the House and within 
the limitations suggested, absolute and beyond the challenge of 
any other body or tribunal. 

In that case, the Supreme Court called attention to the 
fact that the Constitution required the presence of a quo- 
rum, but set up no method of making this determination 
and that it was therefore within the power of the House 
to prescribe any method which would be reasonably certain 
to ascertain the fact. The right of Congress to make rules 
for the purpose of legislation is so broad and final that the 
Supreme Court accepts the complete law as it has passed 
Congress and been signed by the President and deposited 
with the Secretary of State, as the law which passed the 
House in accordance with their rules, and will not have 
recourse to the Journals of the respective Houses to prove 
the contrary. 

Attention has been called to article I, section 7, which 
provides that “every bill shall be presented to the President 
of the United States.“ Webster defines a bill as 
follows: 

A form or draft of a law presented to a legislature but not yet 
enacted, or before it is enacted; a proposed or projected law. 

The term “bill” as used in the Constitution does not have 
any definite or technical meaning and apparently had none 
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at the time of the adoption of the Constitution. It is simply 
& vehicle for carrying proposed law through the legislative 
bodies. There is no constitutional requirement that it shall 
be in any particular form, or that it shall contain any des- 
ignated elements. It is simply a device by which the legis- 
lative will is expressed concerning suggested legislation. 
Neither usage nor constitutional limitation requires us to 
attach any technical or restricted meaning to the word 
“bill” which will prevent the carrying out of the real intent 
of the framers in adopting the Executive veto. We must, 
as in all construction of the Constitution, look to substance 
and not to mere form. 

In State v. Platt (2 S. C., 150), in discussing the meaning 
of the term “bill,” the Court says: 


In a technical sense, the term “bill” is applicable properly to 
the enactment as a whole. Although the technical use of words 
should prevail where not inconsistent with the clear intent of 
the instrument, yet when such intent requires that words should 
be used in the larger sense, it is competent so to regard them. 
If we should hold that the Constitution regards the enactment 
as a whole, in an exclusive sense, we would be led to the in- 
evitable conclusion that to become a law, all the substantial parts 
of the measure must have together passed through all the requisite 
stages. The consequence of this would be that alteration in a 
substantial part during such progress would be fatal to the whole 
bill. 


. . s . D * . 

Forced upon the opposite construction that every substantial part 
of a bill is to be regarded as a bill in the sense of the Constitution, 
we find nothing in our way but the technical import of the term 
“pill.” It is not easy to perceive why, if any detached part of a 
statute is a law within the meaning of the Constitution of the 
United States forbidding States passing laws impairing the obliga- 
tion of contracts, any part of a bill is not a bill under a clause 
intended to secure deliberation in the passage of legislative enact- 
ments. Such a conclusion is inevitable, if regard is had to the 
fixed principles go constitutional construction. The objects 
had in view by a constitution in government are habitually sub- 
stantial; matters of form are usually left to the legislative body, as 
subject to change with the progress of ideas and events. The 
great objects in view in framing a constitution are the division and 
distribution of the powers of government, the establishment of 
limits and boundaries beyond which they shall not be exercised, 
and the creation of an efficient responsibility, tending to restrain 
and furnish the means to correct neglect or abuse of public au- 
thority. Clauses having for their object the creation responsi- 
bility in the exercise of political functions are, to a large extent, 
intended to act upon the motive, either by way of creating induce- 
ment for right action or removing the temptation or opportunity to 
such abusive exercises, This is in accomplished by nang me 
responsibility for all political action in some definite person, or y 
of persons, by securing deliberation in the performance of public 
acts, and by ascertaining modes of authentication and on in 
im; t cases vitally affecting the welfare of the state. It is 
obvious that, in construing clauses of this class, substance rather 
than form is to be considered. The object to be secured is to be 
sought for not alone in the formal expressions of the Constitution, 
nor yet in the technical character of the means employed to serve 
its ends, but in the nature of the subject intended to be acted 
upon through such means. In a word, the language of the Con- 
stitution in such cases is to be construed in the largest sense fairly 
8 to it and that will best subserve the objects it has 
in view. 


The independent offices appropriation bill which passed the 
House recently carried appropriations for 39 separate estab- 
lishments with several hundred items appropriating approxi- 
mately one and one-half billion dollars. Each independent 
office might Lave been the subject of separate legislation, or 
each item might have been presented separately. In either 
event the instrument before Congress would properly be 
called a bill. To paraphrase a famous statement, a bill is 
what the Congress says it is. 

Article I, section 7, simply means that all legislation which 
has passed the Congress must, before it becomes law, be pre- 
sented to the President. The intent of the Constitution is 
that legislation shall be a result of the meeting of the minds 
of the Congress and of the Executive—the former affirma- 
tively creating the legislation, and the President exercising 
his right of affirming or denying. 

The method by which this result is to be accomplished is 
left largely in the discretion of Congress, For example, a 
provision could be put in each appropriation bill stating defi- 
nitely that for the purpose of the Executive veto each item 
shall be considered as a separate enactment of the Congress 
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and subject to a separate veto. There are, no doubt, other 
ways by which this result could be obtained. [Applause.] 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I have enjoyed the work on this committee 
and on the subcommittee immensely. I have enjoyed not 
only the work but the association with men on both sides 
of the aisle whose duty it has been to prepare this bill and 
to hold hearings thereon. 

The hearings on the measure cover approximately 800 
pages after cutting out everything the committee thought 
might be superfluous. Necessarily, after spending hours 
and hours in the committee room the work became rather 
tedious. There is nothing in the bill or in the hearings that 
in my judgment is controversial and I would not speak on 
the measure were it not for the fact that there is one state- 
ment in those hearings that I believe is so outstanding that 
it deserves especial mention. The statement I refer to is 
found on page 697, of the committee hearings, and was made 
by Lt. Col. John P. Frey, president of the metal trades de- 
partment of the American Federation of Labor. 


In commenting upon this statement I do not want any- 
thing I say to be construed as impliedly or in any other 
way critical of any labor organization. As I sat in the com- 
mittee room and listened to Colonel Frey, I was so impressed 
that I determined to call the attention of the House to that 
statement. 

Colonel Frey, in commenting upon the citizens’ military 
training camps, used the following language: 


It so happens that I hold a commission as a lieutenant colonel 
in the 8 alists’ Reserve. 

In no other country in the world are there trade-union officials 
holding as high office and having an interest, the same type of 
interest, in national defense. 

As a result of the efforts of many of us, the American Federa- 
tion of Labor officially declares itself in support of the citizens’ 
military training camps. That does not exist in any other coun- 
try. This is the only country where the War Department and the 
national trade-union movement have an exchange of officers, in 
liaison, so that there is an official contact. 

In view of that fact, it is important, it seems to me, for the 
committee to keep in mind that when this trade-union movement 
officially comes before it—and I am speaking now as a trade-union 
officer, as a representative of all international unions of metal 
workers in the country—when they come before you in connect. 
with the necessary appropriation for military training camps, seri- 
ous consideration should be given to their requests, 

We have contacts, as trade-union officials, which come to no 
other type of citizens. We know of the activities of 
subversive influence in this country that others do not come in 
contact with in the same way. 

We are constantly in contact with the influence of young men 
going through many of our universities, who acquire more un- 
American ideas by listening to some of their professors than can 
be eradicated from them in a lifetime. 

Part of our work as trade-union officials is to build up the 
sane, independent knowledge of what American institutions are. 
I do not have to tell you, because it is well known, of our con- 
stant activity to prevent subversive influences from developing 
within the American trade-union movement, because that is where 
the damage is always done, if history gives us an accurate picture 
of what has been taking place in Europe during recent years. 

So we come to you as trade-union officials, urging you to give an 
appropriation to the citizens’ military camps which will 
give some of our young men an opportunity of acquiring an under- 
standing of American institutions, which probably can be acquired 
in no other way, and at least to that extent help us overcome these 
subversive influences, which everyone is familiar with, and which 
are so active in our country at the present time. 

Mr. Chairman, I want you to know that in what I am saying I 
am voicing what President Green would say if he were here, because 
I am here partly at his request, although I would have been here 
anyway; but I am for President William Green, of the 
American Federation of Labor, and what he and the Federation 
stand for in our American institutions, when I urge the 
committee to provide an appropriation for these camps which would 
give young Americans an opportunity of knowing more about the 
institutions of their country, and of being better prepared to come 
into contact with these subversive influences which have under- 
mined the government in a good many other countries which are 
without that support of a trade-union movement such as we have 
here at the present time. 

I think in view of the fact that the American Federation of Labor 
has officially endorsed these camps and is doing what it can in a 
general way to protect our institutions, that it would be exceedingly 
unfortunate, and it would be a great disappointment to them and 
to the young men who want to go to these camps to find that in 
our country the necessary appropriations are not being made to 
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give these young men a little of the training which is so necessary 
if we are going to have the right kind of citizenship. 

Mr. Chairman, in this day and age when we hear so much 
about subversive influences, it is refreshing and encouraging 
to find statements such as I have read, coming from officials 
of a great labor organization. I congratulate the American 
Federation of Labor upon having a leadership which places 
Americanism upon such a high pedestal. [Applause.] I be- 
lieve every American who reads this statement made by 
Lieutenant Colonel Frey and by Mr. William Green will agree 
with me in saying that so long as we have men such as 
these in a great labor movement, we need not worry about 
communism nor fascism. I thank God that the American 
Federation of Labor had ever had leadership such as this, 
whether under Samuel Gompers, William Green, or Lt. Col. 
John P. Frey. I thank God that we have blue-blooded, loyal, 
patriotic, liberty-loving Americans at the head of this great 
organization. God bless them. [Applause.] Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. Case]. 

Mr, CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, I am much 
interested in the remarks of the gentleman from Arkansas 
[Mr. Terry] in regard to the Air Corps and air develop- 
ment. In the committee report I notice the amount recom- 
mended by the Budget and by the committee under the head 
of “Air Corps, Army”, is a total of $70,556,972. It was my 
understanding, when the naval increase bill was under con- 
sideration, that the approximate cost of one of the new 
superbattleships would be about $70,000,000 and, I ask the 
gentleman, if my understanding is correct, then, that the 
total amount asked for the Army Air Corps in this bill is 
approximately the equivalent of the cost of one of these 
battleships? 

Mr. TERRY. Seventy million dollars, approximately, if 
that is the cost of a battleship. 

Mr. STARNES. More than $70,000,000 is carried in the 
bill for the air force. The total amount carried in the bill 
for that purpose is $102,000,000. 

Mr. TERRY. The other costs of $43,000,000 are made 
up of pay of the Army, radio, Signal Corps, and all other 
expenses of the air forces. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. And it was repeatedly 
brought out in the debate on the new Navy bill that the 
$70,000,000 battleships would cost from eighty to one hundred 
millions by the time they are commissioned. I merely want 
to add in comment that I think it is the belief of most of 
the people that I know that they have more confidence in 
the defensive ability of either the Air Corps in the Army or 
the air forces of the Navy than they have in the addition of 
one battleship, and as far as I am concerned and as most of 
the people in my part of the country are concerned, they 
would rather see the air forces extended than to see a super- 
cruiser built. 

I am struck also by the concluding sentence in the com- 
mittee report relating to the Air Corps, which reads as 
follows: 

There is evidence in the possession of the committee that we 
greatly excel any power in the world in naval aviation, and that, 
from the standpoint of project airplanes on hand, on order, and 
remaining to be ordered under funds heretofore made available, 
both Army and Navy, we are only excelled by the British Empire. 

Mr. TERRY. I understand that that is correct. At the 
present time, of course, our Army air force contemplates a 
program of 2,320 project planes to be completed by June 1940, 
but, of course, in the meantime the situation of the other 
nations may have changed. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I wonder if the gentleman 
could tell me what these new planes cost, such as were recently 
used in the trip to Argentina, those flying fortresses? 

Mr. TERRY. I understand that Army planes of the type 
of the flying fortresses under the command of Col. Robert 
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Olds, that went to South America and made the wonderful 
trip back here in about 11 hours, cost about $250,000. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Two hundred and fifty thou- 
sand dollars per plane? 

- Mr. TERRY. Les. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Speaking for one, I feel if the 
Army will build a few more of those planes we will not need 
to build so many $70,000,000 battleships. Which means more 
defense—one of those ships or 280 flying fortresses? I endorse 
the suggestion of the gentleman for some sort of a committee 
that will give us a picture of our combined strength in planes, 
Marine Corps, Army and Navy, and hope the information will 
be made available to the country and to the Congress. I 
think it would be very valuable. 

Mr. TERRY. I am glad the gentleman agrees with me. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield back the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DONDERO]. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, the bill before us, H. R. 
9995, making appropriations for the Army, totals some 
$447,000,000. In this session of Congress we have also had 
before us a bill appropriating $553,000,000 for the mainte- 
nance of the Navy. In addition to that we had a special 
bill, so to speak, asking for approximately $1,250,000,000 
more for a super-Navy, totaling about $2,250,000,000. 

That amounts to a little more than $27,200,000 per day for 

every day that has elapsed since the ist of January 1938. 
To put it another way, it means a little more than $1,000,000 
for every hour that has elapsed since we came to Washing- 
ton for this regular session of Congress. 
From the report of the committee I notice that about 
$124,000,000 is set apart for, or allocated to, the building of 
the air defense of our Nation. I doubt if there is a Member 
on the floor who is opposed to that. I bring no expert 
knowledge, information, or experience regarding the main- 
tenance of the Army or the Navy, but I bring to this body 
a layman’s point of view. It seems to me that this branch 
of our Army does mean a great deal to our national defense, 
and all of us should be for that part of this bill. I do not 
think there is any particular controversy in this body over 
the bill now before the House for consideration. Every 
Member has been receiving letters from back home. We 
have received letters from businessmen and corporations 
large and small appealing to the Members of Congress, 
telling what in their judgment was wrong and what ought 
to be done to bring about a better day. After all, the real 
test of whether what we are doing in this body is sound or 
unsound comes in the application of the laws which we 
pass, and I believe it is wise to listen to the people who are 
actually and vitally affected thereby. 

I think it would be somewhat illuminating and perhaps 
informative to this House if we placed in the Recorp some 
of the complaints that are being made and suggestions 
offered to make conditions better. After all, no matter on 
which side of the aisle we sit, the first concern of every 
Member is what is best for our people and our Government. 
This should transcend all party considerations, because be- 
fore we are Republicans or Democrats we are Americans; 
and no matter what our beliefs may be, we travel in the 
same direction, to make our country and our people better 
and happier. [Applause.] 

I have received a good many letters, I would say perhaps 
200, from as many different corporations and individuals. 
I have selected about half a dozen which I think give a 
cross section of opinion on how some of the laws we have 
passed are affecting people back home who are trying to 
do business under trying circumstances. For the benefit of 
the House I am going to quote a few of these letters. Here 
is one from a service station in the city of Detroit which 
employs 115 men. Their pay roll in 1937 was $214,000. In 
taxes to the Federal Government they paid $73,000. The 
amount of money they returned to their stockholders who 
had their money in the business was $3,800. The gross sales 
of this company were $1,570,000. I call attention to the 
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fact that the stockholders got about one twenty-fifth as 
much as the Federal Government got out of that corpora- 
tion, or about 4 percent of what was made. 

From another company in the city of Lansing, Mich., 
comes this letter. I do not know these people; they do not 
know me except that I am a public servant from that State. 
This is what they say, and I quote: 


Little attention has been called to the serious effect the social- 
security tax is having on the small industries of the country. I 
believe you will agree that the small industries are a vital part 
of our national production and pay roll. There always has been 
and always will be a large percentage of these small industries 
that operate year after year with but a very small profit or even 
at a loss. Yet they provide jobs for hundreds of thousands of 
employees throughout every small town and city in the country. 

The social-security tax has set up a continuous monthly burden 
on these small industries that will not only absorb what little 
profit they have made in the past, but will gradually eat into 
their working capital until they will be obliged to close their 
plants. As a specific example, I am citing our own business, 
organized 25 years ago. Each year up to 1930 we have shown an 
operating profit of approximately 10 percent on our capital and 
surplus, out of these had been accumulated a surplus 
of 880,000. This surplus was depleted from $80,000 to $17,000 dur- 
ing the years 1930 to 1935, a very large portion of which was paid 
out in salaries and wages in carrying our organization through 
the depression. . 

In 1937, notwithstanding the fact that we had the sales 
in our history, we lost 3 percent on our capital stock. Social- 
security and other taxes totaled 4.5 percent of our capital stock. 
As indicated by our first 2 months’ operations, our loss for the 
first 6 months of 1938 will total 15 to 20 t of our capital 
stock. It can readily be seen that this loss taken from our 
working capital will necessitate closing our plant, or refinancing, 
which of course would be impossible in the face of such a record. 

Another industry here in our city paid out $90,000 social-security 
tax last year, notwithstanding the fact that they haven’t made a 
dollar profit since 1928, and during this time have depleted their 
capital and surplus about 60 percent. It is acknowledged by 
every manufacturer that one of the reasons that pay rolls dropped 
so suddenly during the present severe depression is because of 
this — 5 on pay rolls, and the employer in self-defense cuts the 
pay roll. 

This social-security tax is a contant drain that continues whether 
profits are made or not, and it is my opinion that it will wipe out 
40 to 50 percent of the small industries of the country unless relief 
is given. 

This presents one of the most serious problems imposed 
by the social-security tax. There is no difference of opinion, 
as I see it, as to the objective we all desire to attain through 
social-security taxes; that is, security in old age when people 
are no longer able to maintain themselves. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. DONDERO. I yield. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Illinois. Does not the gentleman think 
the social-security taxes form part of the cost of a business, 
just the same as fire-insurance premiums, interest on bor- 
rowed money, and other fixed charges that have no definite 
relation to the question of profit? 

Mr. DONDERO. There is no question or doubt about that; 
and may I say to the gentleman from Illinois that I received a 
letter yesterday, which I am going to put in the Recorp, from 
å firm in the city of Detroit that was not permitted to deduct 
as an operating expense what they paid out in social-security 
taxes. That was placed over on the profit side of the ledger, 
and even though that company operated at a loss, it was 
compelled to pay an income tax, and it had to go out and 
borrow the money. 

This letter is somewhat informative of conditions in small 
industry and comes from a Detroit firm I never heard of 
before. The letter states as follows: 

But the tax collector comes along and says that the social- 
security and unemployment tax wasn’t expense. He said that was 
profit. It certainly seemed to be expense as we sweat to get the 
money to pay it. But he took it out of our expense column and 
put it over into the profit column and charged us an income tax 
of $266.83. 

Actually this makes our net loss $437.70 on the year’s operations. 

I don't know what your experience in business has been, but 
you probably know that every nickel of expense connected with 
business has to be paid out of the net income of the business. 
Our net sales were $73,793.66. Raw materials and labor cost ran 
to $50,773.50, and the multitude of other expenses, including the 
pay-roll tax, wiped out cll of the balance. I myself draw a salary 
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of less than $50 a week to keep down expenses so that the business 
could make ends meet. Now the Government says that the ex- 
penses we had weren’t expenses at all; they were profit. So we 
had to pay income tax on our expenses. 

It seems to me just as reasonable to pay income tax on the rent 
we pay, and the raw materials we buy, or the telephone service, as 
to pay income tax on the amount we paid out for labor, whether 
that labor be in the form of social security, or unemployment, or 
direct pay roll. 

How in the name of common sense can the Government expect 
a business of our size to stand a pay-roll tax of $2,000 and then pay 
an income tax on this pay-roll tax of $266.83 and still stay in 
business? $ 

We had actually a net loss for the year of $170.87, and yet we 


~are required to pay an income tax of $266.83. Nearly one-fifth of 


my little $50 a week may have to be returned to make up the loss. 
Why should a man stay in business? Why should he lose money 
merely to make work for others if the Government seizes all he 
earns so he can't draw anything for himself? 


Mr. SWOPE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DONDERO. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr. SWOPE. I may say your correspondent has probably 
consulted the wrong tax man because, first of all, he does 
not have to consult a tax man to make his 1937 return. 
The 1937 return is made to the Bureau of Internal Revenue, 
Treasury Department, and if the gentleman has been in- 
formed that his social-security taxes are not expenses he 
has been wrongly informed and I suggest that he take the 
matter up with the Bureau of Internal Revenue. 

Mr. DONDERO. I think the suggestion is a wise one. 

[Here the gavel fell.) 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 10 
additional minutes. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, yesterday I sent down to 
the Department of Labor for some figures. I also sent over 
to the document room for a copy of the Wagner Labor Act. 
The first four lines of that act read as follows: 

The denial by employers of the right of employees to 


organize 
and the refusal by employers to accept the procedure of collective 
bargaining lead to strikes and other forms of industrial strife and 


That act was passed to bring industrial peace to our 
country. What it has actually done, however, has been to 
destroy whatever industrial peace might have existed at the 
time the act was passed. It was approved by the President 
on July 5, 1935, and has been operative during the years 
1936 and 1937. 

In 1936 the number of strikes in this country numbered 
2,172. In 1937, a year later, the number of strikes rose to 
4,650, or more than double the number of strikes the year 
before. That is not the saddest part of the tale, however. 
The distressing part is that in 1936 the strikes involved 
788,000 men, who lost a total of 13,900,000 days of pay. In 
1937, last year, this number rose to 1,875,000 men who were 
rendered idle and 28,000,000 man-days were lost to the la- 
boring men of this country. The Department of Labor is 
just now closing its books, hence the 1937 figures are its 
best estimates. i 

Apparently what we intended to accomplish when we 
passed the act has not been done, but what has resulted is 
entirely the reverse. Everybody who reads the press knows 
that instead of industrial peace we have had industrial war- 
fare during 1937. It is my humble judgment before a hap- 
pier day comes to this country industrial warfare will have 
to cease. Long ago a man who sat in the Congress of the 
United States told his countrymen, and he was quoting from 
the Bible when he made the statement, “A house divided 
against itself cannot stand.” 

Today capital and labor is divided, Government and in- 
dustry is divided, and even labor is divided against itself. 
If progress can come to a people under such conditions, 
then the whole philosophy of the Man who walked this earth 
2,000 years ago and died on the cross, and who taught the 
children of men to “love thy neighbor as thyself,” is all 
wrong. 

What we need is more cooperation between the laboring 
man, the employer of labor, and business and industry gen- 
erally before better conditions will return in this Nation. 
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It was refreshing and gratifying to read in the public press 
last night that the Senate of the United States at last has 
come to the conclusion that the principle of the undistrib- 
uted-profits tax is wrong and should be entirely deleted from 
the revenue bill. On this side of the Capitol we did exempt 
all corporations that made $25,000 or less profit per year. 
This affected the great majority of our corporations, but it 
did not affect the corporations which employed the majority 
of the men who have to work in factories for a living. To 
that extent it was wrong and retarded the business and 
industry of the country. 

One more letter and I will conclude. I am going to give the 
name of the corporation in this instance. In the city of 
Lansing there is a corporation known as the Motor Wheel 
Corporation. Last year they paid in city taxes $51,331.74; 
State taxes, $61,995.71; State unemployment insurance, 
$107,872.39; Federal taxes, $427,144; Federal old-age taxes, 
$53,633.57; and Federal unemployment taxes, $11,452.06. 

This tax represented $237.89 for every man employed in 
that plant. It also represented a tax of 83 cents on every 
share of stock of that corporation. 

What is worse, it represented 28.5 percent of the gross 
income of that industry. In addition, the company em- 
ployees contributed $53,000 to the Federal Government’s old- 
age benefit fund from their 1937 pay checks, 

The item continues: 

People now living and not old can remember when there were 
no taxes to be paid the Federal Government. They said the people 
of America would not stand for Federal taxation. But now it is 
pra nee America has turned over to Washington even the right 

I have a further item here which is some evidence of where 
we are going in this country when we speak of taxation. I 
have quoted one or two of these things before. It may be 
somewhat surprising and amazing to you to know that the 
public debt in the last 27 years has risen 3,100 percent, or 
more than 100 percent for every year that has elapsed in that 
period of time. You may be interested in knowing that the 
per capita debt of the Federal. Government has risen from 
$12.69 in 1910 to $281.63, or an increase of 2,120 percent in 
27 years. How long, Mr. Chairman, can the Federal Gov- 
ernment travel in this direction before we arrive at the brink 
of bankruptcy? [Applause.] 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. PIERCE]. 

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Chairman, on page 4044 of yesterday’s 
REcorD appears a statement to which I want to call your 
attention. It is in the remarks of the gentleman from New 
York [Mr, Bacon]. I do not know how many errors appear 
in this statement, but I have never heard a more strenuous 
effort to make a mountain out of a molehill than was made 
then by our colleague, the gentleman from New York, in 
indicting the President of the United States and the At- 
torney General for disobedience to the Executive order of 
July 1936. 

Included in the list on the page to which I call your 
attention is the State of Oregon and the gentleman men- 
tions there are two post offices in that State in which the 
Executive order has not been followed. The first is Free- 
water, in my district. Last October a young man was ap- 
pointed, on my recommendation, as acting postmaster. The 
examination was given as promptly as the Civil Service could 
give it. A name was sent to the Post Office Department 
and I was notified on March 5. I accepted the result with- 
out comment; yet Freewater is listed here by the gentleman 
from New York as one of the places where this great wrong 
has been done and where there has been a violation of the 
Executive order of our President issued in July 1936. 

The second post office listed is North Bend. As to that 
post office I do not know the facts, but I will ascertain them. 
I do know of one exaggerated case of abuse in Oregon, and 
it is not listed and is not in my district. 

I suggest each Congressman examine the list for post 
offices in his district. He will see that with respect to at 
least half of them everything has been done just as fast as 
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it could be done. In all the great State of Texas only 10 
cases were listed. Think of it. 

In the State of Michigan, which has 17 Representatives in 
Congress, there are only 11 postoffices to which the gentle- 
man calls attention. This just shows to what length men 
will go to heap criticism upon the President. 

I am not in harmony with the Executive order of July 
1936. I believe postmasters should be elected by the patrons 
of the particular offices and Congressmen should be relieved 
of the duty of appointing them, but just think of the thou- 
sands of postmasters in the United States and the large 
number of examinations that have been held. Despite that, 
the gentleman from New York was able to find only 200 
alleged violations. 

There will be found in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of yes- 
terday on page 4032 an attempted answer by the gentleman 
from Vermont [Mr. PLUMLEY] to what I said some days 
ago in this Well regarding Bonneville, the interest charges, 
and the cost of power from that public plant being con- 
structed in the Northwest. I say it is an attempted answer. 
The gentleman from Vermont does not seem to grasp the 
real situation at all. He relies on Greenleaf for his proof 
against me. The gentleman states I made a mathematical 
error and devotes two pages and a half to a jumble of fig- 
ures which I will answer in detail in a few days. I serve 
notice on the gentleman from Vermont as I would like to 
have him present, and I should also like to have present, 
if it were possible under the rules, the 100 or more repre- 
sentatives of the utilities who are in this city figuring out 
just this kind of amazing and misleading statements and 
seeking to put them in the Recorp to deceive the people in 
regard to the cost of electricity. I am going to make it so 
plain, even bringing the blackboard in here, that even a 
college professor or an ex-president of a college can under- 
stand. 

The gentleman from Vermont [Mr. PLUMLEY] challenged 
my general statement that there was no rate discrimination 
between Boulder and Bonneville, based on interest charges 
and amortization payments. I still stand by my statement. 

Mr. J. D. Ross, in testifying before the Interior Subcom- 
mittee on Appropriations, stated, referring to a comparison 
between Bonneville and Boulder, 342-percent interest and 
a 40-year amortization gives just the same result as 4-percent 
interest and a 50-year amortization. This is the same Mr. 
Ross whom Mr. PLUMLEY refers to as being fair. 

The fundamental error in Mr. PLUMLEY’S calculation is 
that he considered the interest base as fixed. Under amor- 
tization the principal is reduced yearly by the amount of 
amortization repayment. If, for example, I should borrow 
$100 at 4-percent interest, and agree to repay the loan at 
the rate of $5 a year, at the end of the third year the note 
holder cannot charge me interest on the $100 originally 
borrowed, but must charge me interest on the principal 
balance of $90 at 4 percent, or $3.60, instead of $4. Amor- 
tization is repayment or debt redemption. 

Electric rates are based on average annual charges di- 
vided by the number of units sold. Before Mr. PLUMLEY can 
state that Bonneville rates will be discriminatory as to 
Boulder, he must present rate comparisons based on annual 
costs, which he has not done. This is not the time nor the 
place to hold a rate hearing. The matter is now pending 
before the Power Commission, and it is not proper to discuss 
the details in advance of a decision. 

I might state for Mr. PLuMLey’s information that I offered 
a Bonneville bill which is in close agreement as to provisions 
with the bill that was passed. If Mr. PLUMLEY will read the 
act closely, he will find that the administrator is charged 
with the responsibility of fixing rates which will include the 
interest and amortization charges. Under the law, the 
Power Commission is a check on the administrator. 

Yesterday’s Record contained many interesting features, 
but none interested me more than the address of the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania in regard to unemployment. There 
is no question but that unemployment is the real problem 
before us today. I was raised near a little town in Illinois 
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which has in it a glass factory. Ten years ago 2,500 men 
were employed in that factory, but today only 500 men are 
employed there, doing the same work. All the steel mills 
of the United States are being rebuilt to operate as strip 
mills. In the New Republic a few weeks ago appeared the 
statement that when the mills complete their improvements, 
which will involve the expenditure of many millions of 
dollars, 80,000 steel employees will be out of jobs. This is 
the trouble of the day—adjustment to machinery. Machin- 
ery has come and it has come to stay. We cannot discard 
it. I, with our colleague, the gentleman from Pennsylvania, 
regret that we in this House have not given more time and 
thought to the question of unemployment and how we can 
plan to give people work. We have learned how to manu- 
facture and how to transport, but how miserably we have 
failed to divide the rewards of human labor. This is the 
most urgent problem before us. I am delighted to know 
the other body has appointed a committee on unemployment 
and wish we might do the same. 
I turn now to a discussion of Bonneville project. 
BONNEVILLE PROJECT EXTENSION 


The Bonneville Administrative Act was passed in the latter 
days of the first session of this Congress and was approved 
August 20 last. This act provides that the power plant shall 
be constructed, operated, and maintained by the Army engi- 
neers through the Secretary of War, and that capacity exten- 
sions shall be made under the direction of the Secretary of 
War as rapidly as markets are found for the surplus energy 
over navigation requirements. The administrator was ap- 
pointed last October, and in a little over 2 months received 
requests for over 290,000 kilowatts of capacity. The testi- 
mony of Mr. J. D. Ross, Bonneville administrator, covering 
power requirements, has been given in detail before the House 
Interior Subcommittee on Appropriations. Pursuant to the 
Bonneville Act, the administrator, through the Secretary of 
the Interior and the Secretary of War, requested two addi- 
tional generating units. At the time the Budget was pre- 
pared the administrator had not been appointed and there- 
fore administrative authority did not exist for including this 
request in the regular Budget, through the method required 
in the Bonneville Act, hence a supplemental budget was 
necessary. 

BONNEVILLE CAPACITY 

Two units are at present installed in the plant totaling 
86,400 kilowatts. Four vacant flumes for additional units 
are included in the present construction. The first estimate 
of the Army engineers was that the ultimate installed ca- 
pacity of the plant would be 432,000 kilowatts. Experience 
gained in the construction of the plant has demonstrated that 
the ultimate capacity can be at least 504,000 kilowatts. Under 
present river conditions only about two-thirds of the in- 
stalled capacity will be prime power or power available 24 
hours per day 365 days per year. With the completion of 
Coulee the river flow will be regulated and the proportional 
part of prime power will be greatly increased. This tem- 
porary reduction in prime power from installed capacity re- 
sults from floods and backwater, with the attendant lowering 
of the head, and low flows during the periods of minimum 
river discharge. 

Therefore there is 86,400 kilowatts of installed capacity or 
about 58,000 kilowatts of prime power to meet requests for 
290,000 kilowatts. The proposed two new units will double 
the existing capacity but will fall short of furnishing suffi- 
cient capacity to meet immediate requirements. I have been 
told that it takes 2 years to complete the installation of the 
additional machines, hence the request at this time. 

BONNEVILLE COST 


Up to the last of October the actual expenditure at Bonne- 
ville was $44,130,859.93. It is estimated that completion of 
the present construction about June 30 next will represent 
an expenditure of $51,892,000, or, with the inclusion of inter- 
est during the construction period, $53,188,800. At this time 
the best estimate for the completed work will be about 
$74,200,000, or about $1,000,000 less than the earlier esti- 
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mates. I understand that the cost of the two additional units, 
together with other necessary work, will be $5,800,000. 
REPAYMENT MANDATORY 

Under the Bonneville Act it is mandatory that the rates 
be sufficient to repay to the Federal Government all its 
investment in power facilities over a reasonable period, with 
interest. The administrator, after conferring with the 
President at Hyde Park, announced that the interest rate 
would be 314 percent and the amortization period 40 years. 
These values would be used in setting the rate base. It is 
good business for the Government to install capacity suffi- 
cient to meet the market and to accelerate the return to the 
Federal Treasury. It is the humane thing to extend the 
benefits of the project as widely as possible, which the act 
requires. Potential consumers should not be turned away. 
We should not force an uneconomic situation by denying 
appropriations for sufficient capacity. We hear a great deal 
about duplicating facilities. No wise person wants to dupli- 
cate facilities. With an existing demand without capacity 
provision we are forcing duplicate facilities which can in no 
sense compete with Bonneville costs. Such a procedure 
would contribute to the continuation of high-rate levels, 
which makes an economic barrier. Electricity in private 
hands has been the chief agency in creating unemployment, 
through its adaptability to automatic processes. Therefore, 
electricity owes a debt to society. This debt can be paid 
in part by providing lower costs, relieving the drudgery in 
the home and on the farm, and creating industrial employ- 
ment. The Northwest has the raw materials. Bonneville 
can be the instrumentality to change these raw materials 
into fabricated products, 

BONNEVILLE NOT DISCRIMINATORY TOWARD BOULDER 

Boulder project interest rate is 4 percent, with a 50-year 
amortization period. Bonneville, with 344-percent interest 
and 40-year repayment period, does not provide rate dis- 
crimination against Boulder Dam. Both set-ups provide 
equal annual repayment charges to the Federal Treasury 
on equal investment. During the time the Interior bill was 
under consideration the allegation was made that discrimi- 
nation existed. This misunderstanding was corrected, and 
the issue was settled on the floor. 

POWER MARKET 

Interests adverse to the Federal power projects have made 
the woods ring with the statement that no market exists 
for Bonneville power. To sustain such an erroneous state- 
ment hypothetical calculations have been offered. These 
calculations do not square up with the facts. 

In the first place, bona fide requests have been made to 
the administrator for power allotments nearly three and a 
half times the present installed capacity, or nearly twice 
the full capacity with the two additional machines installed. 

Remember in this connection that until the river flow is 
regulated only two-thirds of the installed capacity is avail- 
able for firm power. Why consider hypothetical calculations 
when factual evidence is available? 

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION FACTS 

On page 31 of the Federal Power Commission report to 
Congress for the year 1937 it was pointed out that the record- 
breaking power production in the 12 months’ period ending 
September 30, 1937, indicates need of increasing generating 
capacity. It is stated in the report: 

It is interesting and significant to note that, as electric rates 
have gone down, production and consumption have gone up.. 

It has been and is a short-sighted policy to keep sieges rates as 
high as the traffic will bea. Such false economy holds 
down the traffic and hurts the power industry as well as the public. 

All the Federal and public and privately owned power projects 
now constructed or in process of construction will not be adequate 
to meet the demands within the next 5 years. Never again should 
there be such a calamitous power shortage as we experienced 
during the World War. 

Nationally, there is an actual power shortage. 

In the Pacific Northwest the same shortage exists. 

HOW TO ESTIMATE MARKET 

The only clue we have to the future is the past. Every 

bit of reliable past data we have available shows that the 
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following rule as to load growth is of general application. 
For nearly 30 years during normal times the electric use and 
load doubled every 5% to 7½ years; so did the installed 
capacity. During depression this growth curve flattened out 
or dipped, but after the low depression point was passed the 
growth curve picked up the normal growth rate. Under low 
charges the doubling period is of shorter duration, under 
high rates is of larger duration. Anyone interested can 
prove this rule by tabulating either the consumption or the 
installed capacity for the entire United States, or for any 
or all the States in the Pacific Northwest, as given in the 
Federal Power Commission’s National Power Survey, 1936, 
with late amendments thereto. I have done this, and in 
addition have made similar studies of load growth in Seattle, 
Tacoma, Eugene, Los Angeles, Winnipeg, and the Ontario 
system. All of this data verifies this general rule. The 
Army engineers in their Columbia River report (H. Doc. 103, 
73d Cong., Ist sess.) made an “actuarial graph” on load 
growth which verifies the above rule. The way to estimate 
correctly future load growth is to take existing installed 
capacity and apply the general rule of load growth. 

Hypothetical man-made estimates of demand, diversity, 
and load factor have no place in a reliable estimate of mar- 
ket. All the statements made as to lack of market are based 
on such erroneous calculations. The Federal Power Com- 
mission does not publish “demand” figures because of possible 
“tricky” interpretation. (See hearings, Interior Department, 
subcommittee Committee on Appropriations, 1938, p. 883.) 

PRICE CONTROLS ELECTRIC USE 

On July 27, 1937, during the debate on the Bonneville bill 
I placed before my colleagues in the House a table to prove 
the accuracy of the general economic law covering the rela- 
tionship between price and volume. That law can be stated 
“cheaper the price, greater the use.” I will not here repeat 
the experience in 14 different sections to verify this law. I 
will simply cite a few facts. The latest available statistics 
published by the Oregon Utility Commissioners shows that 
the average residential use in Oregon is 1,166 kilowatt-hours 
per meter per year, at an average cost of 3 cents per kilowatt- 
hour. In Winnipeg, with a rate less than one-third of the 
Oregon rate, the use is three and six-tenths times greater 
than in Oregon. This same condition will be found through- 
out the Ontario hydro. If we had electric rates as low as 
Canadian public rates it would take the full capacity of 
several Bonnevilles to supply the potential market. 

Before the Rivers and Harbors Committee last May I 
demonstrated that the Pacific Northwest is not “choked with 
power.” I stated then and repeat now that the power mar- 
ket is whatever you make it by low rates and proper alloca- 
tion of load. There is a normal growth and an additional 
growth which can be secured by removing rate barriers and 
allowing electricity to flow to its natural outlets. 

PRESENT INSTALLED CAPACITY 

Mr. Ross, in his testimony before the Interior subcom- 
mittee, presented figures showing the 1936 installed generat- 
ing capacity in Washington, Oregon, and Idaho. His figures 
are as follows: 

Kilowatt-hours 
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The 1937 figures of the Federal Power Commission are 
only 3.2 percent higher than his figures. (See p. 884, Interior 
hearings, 1938.) 

Doubling in 5% to 7% years will show that it will take 
three full-capacity plants of the size of Bonneville to meet 
the load growth in 6 or 7 normal years. These simple facts 
disprove the allegation of a “choked market.” I want to 
also ask that when any market estimate is reviewed, based 
on “demands,” that the sponsor be asked to include the 
allowance for spare units and the allowance for different 
and divergent stream-flow conditions. This has not been 
done by those submitting load and market data to various 
Members of Congress. 
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Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. FisxH]. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I propose to speak on various 
subjects this afternoon, including some comments on the 
T. V. A. and the charges made recently by its Chairman. 

Up to a few weeks ago Chairman Arthur E. Morgan was 
regarded by the administration as a great public servant and 
as the outstanding authority on flood control and water 
power. Since he has made the charges of dishonesty, mal- 
feasance, and bad faith the administration seems to have 
changed its attitude in regard to the great services rendered 
by Arthur Morgan as Chairman of the T. V. A. The Presi- 
dent of the United States, instead of referring these charges 
to the Congress to be investigated, decided in a most auto- 
cratic manner to investigate the charges himself. Mr. 
Morgan thought the President was prejudiced and refused to 
testify in detail. 

The President proceeded and acted as judge and jury, as 
prosecuting attorney and as lord high executioner, and dis- 
missed Chairman Morgan. 

I submit to the Members of this House, regardless of par- 
tisanship, that this is the beginning of fascism in the United 
States. This is not only the beginning but this is fascism 
in line with what occurs in Germany, in Italy, and Russia. 
It is part and parcel of the Ogpu system of Soviet Rus- 
sia. A one-man trial and a great public servant has his head 
cut off and no demand is made by the President for a 
thorough investigation by the Congress of the United States. 

I submit that the action of President Roosevelt was high- 
handed, arbitrary, and ruthless, in defiance of the Congress 
and in violation of the laws of the land. 

The Congress set up a separate agency with semilegislative 
and possibly semijudicial powers. It demanded that the 
T. V. A. be a separate agency by itself, and it specifically wrote 
into the law the requirement that the Congress, by concur- 
rent resolution, should remove any of the directors. This 
was written into the law in specific language. The President 
of the United States, however, in violation of that law, took 
it upon himself to remove Dr. Morgan. Unmindful of his 
removal of Mr. Humphrey from the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion, which action was held unconstitutional by the Supreme 
Court of the United States, the President proceeds and re- 
moves Dr. Morgan, a far worse case because of the specific 
limitation written into the T. V. A. Act by the Congress. That 
is why I purposely and deliherately state that this autocratic 
and high-handed act of the President is an act of fascism. 

Mr. LEAVY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. Yes. 

Mr. LEAVY. The gentleman stated that the T. V. A. was 
set up with delegated legislative authority and with judicial 
authority. I am not intending to challenge the gentleman’s 
statement, but I think he should state what judicial au- 
thority, quasi or otherwise, T. V. A. has. 

Mr. FISH. The purpose of the T. V. A. and the very reason 
for establishing it as a separate agency was because Congress 
at that time knew that this separate agency must have very 
large policy-making powers. 

Mr. LEAVY. But the gentleman does not contend that 
policy-making powers are judicial at all? 

Mr. FISH. They are mostly legislative. Whether there 
are some judicial powers or not, I am rather inclined to 
think they exercise certain semijudicial authority along with 
the legislative powers, as they have almost complete policy- 
making powers. Whether those policy-making powers ac- 
tually give the T. V. A. Commission some semijudicial au- 
thority also is a matter of record; I will not insist or quibble 
about it. 

Mr. LEAVY. Would it not be more nearly the fact to 
state that the authority of T. V. A. may be a delegated legis- 
lative power, but finally is an executive function. 

Mr. FISH. Not at all. That is why we set the T. V. A. 
up as a special agency. That is why the Congress limited 
the control of the President over it, so that he would not have 
the usual and unlimited executive function. Congress wrote 
the restriction deliberately into the law. This is an excep- 
tion to most legislation; and I think the gentleman, if he will 
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read the speeches of Senator Norris, will find it exactly what 
Congress proposed to do. 

Senator Norris was the author and main sponsor of the 
T. V. A. He proposed that the President should have re- 
stricted and limited powers over it, that it should be the 
pet child of the Congress, that we should have almost com- 
plete control, and for that reason we delegated very large 
legislative powers to the T. V. A. in order that it might make 
these policies without coming back to the Congress or be 
interfered with by the President. Senator Norris pointed 
out at the time that the T. V. A. was expected to be a per- 
manent agency of the Government and he did not want a 
President, who might be unfriendly, to have the power to 
destroy the will of the Congress. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. FISH. Yes. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Prior to the time that Chairman 
Morgan came under fire, in statements that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. FisH] has made upon this floor and 
elsewhere in regard to the T. V. A., what has been the atti- 
tude of the gentleman from New York with reference to the 
efficiency and resultant effect of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority? 

Mr. FISH. I am not an authority upon the T. V. A. and 
its accomplishments. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Has not the gentleman been 
critical of it? 

Mr. FISH. I suppose less than almost any one on this 
side of the House. I do not know that I have ever spoken 
in opposition to T. V. A. I am not for the principle involved 
of Government ownership and competition with private 
enterprise but because it became the law of the land I had 
hoped, for one, that it would work out satisfactorily and 
sometimes I would vote for the appropriations asked for it 
and other times I would not. For instance, I did not vote 
appropriations for the dam in the gentleman’s own State 
of Kentucky. I voted against it. After all, what I want 
is an impartial investigation by Congress, and that no guilty 
man shall escape. 

Mr, FRED M. VINSON. Could the gentleman tell me of 
one kind word that he ever said about the Tennessee Valley 
Authority or Chairman Morgan prior to the time of Chair- 
man Morgan’s present involvement? 

Mr. FISH. In answer to the gentleman, can the gentleman 
tell me one critical word that I have ever said against T. V. A.? 
In the first place, the T. V. A. is not in my section of the 
country; in the second place, I knew very little about its 
administration; and, in the third place, I was opposed to it in 
principle, but, it having become the law of the land, I wished 
it well and. hoped it would succeed; but now there is only one 
possible thing to do, and that is to investigate it from begin- 
ning to end and investigate these serious charges of dis- 
honesty and malfeasance and bad faith made by the Chair- 
man of the T. V. A. The gentleman from Kentucky certainly 
goes along that far, does he not? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I certainly would not agree with 
anyone being dishonest or inefficient or having bad faith. 

Mr. FISH. Chairman Arthur Morgan was known to Con- 
gress and to most of the country as the greatest authority on 
water power and flood control. He makes specific charges 
of dishonesty and malfeasance relating to the administra- 
tion of the T. V. A. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. And refuses to say one word in 
substantiation of those charges. 

Mr. FISH. But is willing to, and always has said that he 
is willing to, testify before an investigating committee of the 
Congress. He claims that the President of the United States 
has not the right or the authority to conduct such an investi- 
gation. In the second place, he claims that such an in- 
vestigation would be prejudiced, and therefore, as a coura- 
geous and independent man, respecting his own dignity, he 
refused to testify. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. It just seems to me that gentle- 
men who are critical of the President of the United States 
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in the present situation can only be actuated by partisan 
motives. For years, since the appointment of Chairman 
Morgan, the gentleman and his party have been critical of 
the T. V. A. administration, charging it with everything 
under the sun. 

Mr. FISH. In competition with private business. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. And now when the President of 
the United States seeks to remove an obstacle to efficiency 
and proper administration, immediately overnight Chairman 
Morgan becomes a great administrator and the President, 
of course, is wrong. 

Mr. FISH. Oh, no. For all I know he has been a great 
administrator, but that is not the question. He was ap- 
pointed by the President because of his knowledge and 
experience and has always been regarded as an honest and 
honorable man. 

I believe he is an honest man. He certainly did not turn 
into a dishonest public servant overnight. If he be an honest 
administrator, then it is the duty of Congress to investigate 
these charges of dishonesty, yet no effort has been made by 
Congress until very recently to do anything at all. I believe 
Congress has been trying to whitewash the charges if it 
could. It is now being forced by public opinion to investi- 
gate, but it has been very slow in coming forward to in- 
vestigate, and has been making haste very slowly indeed. All 
Mr. Morgan wants is to have the charges investigated by 
Congress. I cannot prove his charges and the gentleman 
cannot disprove them. He is entitled to be heard without 
any further delay or obstacles being put in the way of a 
thorough investigation, 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I know the gentleman from New 
York sufficiently to say that if he had proof to substantiate 
those charges and the President of the United States asked 
him to do so, that he would have had the courage to have 
spoken. 

Mr. FISH. I think there is one thing about Mr. Morgan 
that no one can deny, and that is he is highly courageous. 
No man in public life recently has demonstrated the high 
degree of courage shown by Dr. Morgan. He went before 
the President and practically told him that he refused to 
testify because the President had no authority, but that he 
was ready and willing to present the facts before the only 
body that had authority to consider the charges, the Con- 
gress of the United States. That is all he said. That was a 
courageous act. Will anybody deny it? As far as I am 
concerned, I would like to see a vote of thanks adopted by 
the Congress for the great ability, purity, fidelity, firmness, 
and courage with which Chairman Morgan has discharged 
his public services. I think the Congress could well afford 
to pass a resolution of that kind instead of questioning his 
courage. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. I yield. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Does not the gentleman think it is a 
little premature to do that? Had we not better wait to see 
whether this man can prove charges of dishonesty and mal- 
feasance against his colleagues before we exonerate him? 
LApplause.] 

Mr. FISH. I may say to the majority leader that I am not 
trying to exonerate him. I merely stated that I believed he 
was an honest and upright public official. On the other 
hand, why all this delay about creating your committee? 
Why did you not act when these charges were made in regard 
to the administration of the T. V. A. created by the Con- 
gress? That is why it might be necessary to offer a resolu- 
tion such as I suggested. I submit that no one has the right 
to rise on the floor of this House and attempt either to prove 
or to disprove the charges made by Mr. Arthur Morgan in his 
capacity as Chairman of the T. V. A. I am not trying to do 
either. I am simply pointing out that these serious charges 
have been made and that Mr. Morgan has been arbitrarily 
dismissed by the President, in my opinion, in defiance of 
Congress, in violation of law; and the one thing that the 
Congress should do without any further delay is to give him 
an immediate hearing before an impartial committee of the 
Senate and the House, 
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Mr. RAYBURN. I may say in reply to the gentleman that 
that opportunity is going to be offered to Mr. Morgan at a 
very early date. 

Mr. FISH, That is all Mr. Morgan asked for. That, how- 
ever, does not change one iota the opinion of those of us not 
only in the House but throughout the country who believed 
and still believe that the President acted in an arbitrary 
fashion and in an unconstitutional manner, This can be set- 
tled only by the courts of the United States, not by the Con- 
gress. The courts held against the President in the Hum- 
phreys case and, by analogy, will hold against the President 
in this case. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS and Mr. HARLAN rose. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I yield first to the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. MCREYNOLDS]. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Is the gentleman aware of the fact 
that these charges were made to the President in complaint 
against the other two Members when they were having this 
dispute? Is the gentleman aware of that fact? 

Mr. FISH. I know the President had these alleged hear- 
ings, and I know what was said at those hearings. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Does the gentleman know what led 
up to that? Does the gentleman know that during the time 
this disturbance had been going on Chairman Morgan had 
been talking to the President making these charges? Under 
those circumstances does the gentleman think the Presi- 
dent had no authority or that it was not his duty to call 
them in and have the charges substantiated by one side or 
the other? 

Mr. FISH. I agree with the gentleman that it was the 
right of the President to call in all the Commissioners, all 
three, and hear any statements they wanted to make. If he 
did determine that Chairman Morgan was in error and was 
wrong, then the immediate and proper procedure should 
have been for him to send a message to the Congress asking 
the Congress in accordance with law to remove the Chair- 
man on the basis of the facts that he himself had discovered. 
The Congress would have acted immediately and everything 
would have been in accordance with the law and the Presi- 
dent would not be subjected to any criticism. Instead of 
that he did not wait 24 hours to remove him in a most 
arbitrary and high-handed manner and probably illegal. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. How could the President get the 
facts when Dr. Morgan refused to tell him? 

Mr. FISH. The President made certain statements about 
Mr. Morgan. He made the definite statement that Mr. Mor- 
gan had made libelous references. How did the President 
know Mr. Morgan had made libelous statements? The 
President sent a message to Congress definitely stating that 
Mr. Morgan made libelous statements. If no facts were pre- 
sented at the hearing the President had no right to make 
such a statement, but he did make it. He could have sent 
@ message to the Congress, including such a charge, and 
asked for Mr. Morgan’s removal, which he did not do. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Did he not have a right to make 
that statement after Mr. Morgan refused to furnish any 
other facts and the other members refuted those state- 
ments? 

Mr. FISH. I do not know that he had any such right at 
all. It was a one-sided hearing, and Chairman Morgan 
stood on his rights, denied the President’s authority, and 
claimed he was prejudiced. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. There were two sides offered to Mr. 
Morgan. 

Mr. FISH. It was a prejudiced hearing. There is also a 
question as to the legality of the entire hearing. This was 
challenged by Mr. Morgan and it was his right to challenge it. 

Mr. STARNES. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. STARNES. Does the gentleman from New York think 
that the Congress should vote an investigation without some 
substantiating evidence of the charges made? 

Mr. FISH. When a high public official, an appointee of 
the President of the United States, the head of an agency 
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created, set up, and established by the Congress of the 
United States, makes charges of that nature there ought to 
be an investigation immediately. 

Mr. STARNES. Regardless of whether or not there are 
any facts produced to substantiate the charge? 

Mr. FISH. An investigation may be made in two ways. 
Now, we have to do it by a special investigating committee 
created by Congress because this matter has become of 
great public interest and therefore that is the only possible 
way to proceed. When he first made the charges we could 
very well have called Mr. Morgan before the committee that 
deals with the T. V. A. in this House and stated to him, “Mr. 
Morgan, you made certain charges of dishonesty, malfeas- 
ance, bad faith, and so forth. We want to know the facts.” 
Then we could decide whether to proceed to investigate, and 
that is what should have been done, 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 10 
additional minutes. 

Mr. O'TOOLE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. O'TOOLE. Does the gentleman recall that between 
the time the charges were made and the investigation was 
first held in the Teapot Dome matter 9 months elapsed? 

Mr. FISH. May I say to the gentleman he was not in 
the House at that time, but there were those on this side of 
the House who demanded an investigation, and I know that, 
because I happened to have been one of those Members. I 
remember using exactly the same words in the Teapot Dome 
case I am using now, that no guilty man shall escape. Dis- 
honesty and malfeasance in office should not be a partisan 
issue. 

Mr. O'TOOLE. Where did the principal opposition come 
from at that time? 

Mr. FISH. They were investigated. The investigation was 
oe in a nonpartisan way and some of those men went 
to jail. 

Mr. O'TOOLE. The principal opposition to that investi- 
gation came from the Republican side of the House. 

Mr. FISH. The answer to that, and the fact is, they were 
investigated and several of those men were sent to jail and 
the investigation was fearless and thorough, and that is ex- 
actly what the American people want and expect now in the 
T. V. A. case. 

Mr. O'TOOLE. The true answer is that the shoe is on the 
other foot. 

Mr. FISH. Not at all. I do not see where there should 
be any partisanship in a question of this kind. This involves 
a great agency created by the Congress. There should be 
no delay. This investigation should be adopted unanimously 
and it should be welcomed by every Democrat. . 

I believe the honesty of the Democrats is on a par and 
equal to the honesty of the Republicans. I know the Mem- 
bers of this House will not stand for dishonesty in this 
administration or any other administration regardless of 
party affiliations. They do not propose by their votes to 
cover up dishonesty. Not a single man in this House wants 
to do that. So, I say, let us proceed to investigate and have 
a thorough, fearless, and impartial investigation, no matter 
who it hurts, no matter who it hits, and let us clean up the 
whole rotten mess. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. May I ask the gentleman what charges 
he thinks ought to be investigated? 

Mr. FISH. I may say to the gentleman I think every sin- 
gle charge made by the Chairman of this great governmental 
agency on his own authority as Chairman of the T. V. A, 
every single charge he makes in regard to the administration 
of the T. V. A., the officials of the T. V. A. and his colleagues 
should be investigated to the very bottom and after we get 
the truth it is then our duty to act. If there is no truth to 
the charges, and they cannot be substantiated then it is our 
duty to say so and clear the T. V. A. 
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Mr. SPARKMAN. Would the gentleman include in that 
investigation the charges that the other two members of the 
board may have made as to the tactics used in obstructing 
the work of the T. V. A., either by any member of the board 
or by private utilities? 

Mr. FISH. I think it is a mistake to bring in the private 
utilities. I am not averse to having a separate investigation 
of the private utilities at any time by this House. I would 
welcome such an investigation, but I do not think it has any 
bearing upon an investigation of the charges of Mr. Morgan. 
That is all that should be investigated. It should include 
the charges of any other official against Mr. Morgan or by 
his colleagues, but it ought to be confined to those charges 
and countercharges; otherwise the public utilities will be 
used as a red herring and we will get nowhere. The result 
will be a complete whitewash. 

Mr. CULKIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. CULKIN. Would the gentleman include in the inves- 
tigation the charge of Chairman Morgan that Mr. Lilienthal 
and the other Morgan connived in the payment of $5,000,000 
to a Member of the other body? Would he include that in 
the investigation? 

Mr. FISH. Certainly. I would include an investigation of 
every charge made, and particularly such a serious charge. 

Mr. CULKIN. Is that not a grievous charge? Is it not suf- 
ficient to base an investigation on, and of such importance as 
to demand an investigation? 

Mr. FISH. The very charge of dishonesty alone is suffi- 
cient. These charges have been made public, and we cannot 
cover up on any of them or even attempt to if we are to 
maintain our self-respect and our position as representatives 
of the people. 

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. SNELL. The question has been brought up about the 
Republican attitude toward an investigation of Teapot Dome. 
If the gentleman remembers, when that was brought to the 
attention of Calvin Coolidge, who was then President of the 
United States, he did not wait. He said: 

Let us have a clean-cut investigation. Give me two investi- 
gators. You can give me one Republican and one Democrat. The 
only thing we want to know are the facts in the case. 

That is my position in regard to this present investigation. 
Let us just get the facts in the case. 

Mr. FISH. I agree with both my colleagues from New 
York. These are serious charges. We ought to prove or 
disprove them. To do so we must have an immediate in- 
vestigation by Congress to get the facts. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. I yield to the distinguished gentleman from 
New Mexico. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. In view of the amount of Federal funds 
expended on this great project and in view of these charges 
and countercharges, does the gentleman believe the Ameri- 
can public is going to take anything except a fair and com- 
plete investigation at this time? 

Mr. FISH. I agree with the gentleman just 100 percent. 
We ask for nothing more and we will take nothing less, 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I agree with the gentleman. 

Mr. FISH. The investigation must be thorough, detailed, 
honest, nonpartisan, and unprejudiced. All the facts must 
be brought out and nothing covered up. Why should we 
go into an investigation of the public utilities, which might 
take years to complete, and drag that red herring across 
the trail? Let us specify in our resolution precisely that 
we shall investigate these charges and the T. V. A., and 
nothing else. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Of course, the gentleman knows the 
Senate has already passed a joint resolution for an investiga- 
tion. 

Mr. FISH. Yes; and I know of the statement made by the 
gentleman. 
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Mr. RAYBURN. I am sure the gentleman understood be- 
fore he began his remarks that such a resolution had been 
passed. 

Mr. SNELL. Was the resolution passed this afternoon? 

Mr. RAYBURN. It was passed this afternoon. The gen- 
tleman also knows he has been given every assurance by the 
Speaker of the House and by myself, with the minority leader 
joining with us, that we want an investigation. Does the 
gentleman have any idea the Vice President of the United 
States, after consulting with the majority leader of the 
Senate and with the minority leader [Mr. McNary], and the 
Speaker of this House, after consulting, as I am sure he will, 
with the minority leader, would appoint a committee that 
would throw mud on anybody or would whitewash anybody, 
or would do anything but have a complete and full investi- 
gation? 

Mr. FISH. I may say to the gertleman I do not have 
any such idea. Furthermore, may I commend the major- 
ity leader for making the public statement yesterday or the 
day before that the House insisted on participating in the 
investigation and that it would not stand merely for a Sena- 
torial investigation. In that statement the gentleman has 
the backing of the entire public, without regard to partisan- 
ship. Of course, the House should participate equally with 
the Senate. I believe if the gentleman had not made that 
statement when he did there might have been two sep- 
arate investigations, which would have been a farce. If we 
have a joint House and Senate investigation, we do not look 
for any whitewash. The minority members of the inves- 
tigating committee will certainly not stand for any white- 
wash, and I do not believe the majority members intend from 
now on to try to cover up any of the facts. However, this 
does not change what the President has done and does not 
undo his arbitrary, high-handed act of removing Dr. Mor- 
gan. Where are our three separate and independent 
branches of Government when the President takes if upon 
himself in defiance of the Congress to throw out a high of- 
ficial of the Government who is protected by an act of Con- 
gress which is still the law of the land? 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. SHORT. Can the gentleman from New York tell the 
Members of this body whenever before in the history of our 
Republic the President of the United States has acted as a 
judicial tribunal to try such a case or has tried to assume 
the functions of the legislative branch of our Government 
by holding a one-man investigation? 

Mr. FISH. In my opinion, this is a complete usurpation 
of the powers of the Congress. This is a much worse case 
than the violation of the Tenure of Office Act by President 
Andrew Johnson, who was almost impeached because he vio- 
lated that act and removed Edwin Stanton, Secretary of 
War, from office without the consent of the Senate. 

Mr. SHORT. What purpose could the President of the 
United States have in holding an investigation himself other 
than to smother a smoldering scandal? i 

Mr. RAYBURN. Now, Mr. Chairman, that is going just 
a little too far. That charges a President of the United 
States with trying to suppress a scandal, despite the fact that 
everything that occurred in the hearings, every question that 
was asked and every answer that was given, was made public 
and sent to the House of Representatives. There are certain 
limits. It matters not how much anybody may hate Frank- 
lin D. Roosevelt, he is the President of the United States and 
its 130,000,000 people. I am utterly surprised that any Mem- 
ber of the House would make a statement like that made by 
the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri for the 
purpose of answering the majority leader. 

Mr. SHORT. There are just two ways in which any mem- 
ber of the board can be discharged. The first is by con- 
current resolution of the House of Representatives and the 
Senate, because the T. V. A. is a creature of the Congress. 
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The only reason or the only just cause for which the Presi- 

dent of the United States can remove a member of the board 
is because a member of the board has appointed employees 
for political reasons and without any regard to merit, and 
certainly Dr. Morgan has never been charged even by the 
President of the United States himself with the commission 
of that misdemeanor, 

Mr. FISH. I yielded to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
SHORT] because the gentleman from Missouri can always 
speak for himself. 

I will say to the majority leader that what I object to is 
the arbitrary action of the President in his high-handed and 
autocratic removal of Dr. Morgan in violation of the law of 
the land and in defiance of Congress. 

I also resent the fact that the President did not demand an 
investigation. All the President did in his message to Con- 
gress was to say, “Why, the Congress has the power.” Of 
course, we knew we had the power. We did not have to be 
told by the President we had the power to investigate, but 
he made no recommendation for an investigation by the 
Congress; and this is a fact, and it stands as a fact over his 
own writing in the official records of the House. 

Mr. RAYBURN. If the President had made such a recom- 
mendation, that probably would have been taken as some 
more Executive dictation. 

Mr. FISH. Well, he has never been afraid of Executive 
dictation or sending to Congress a list of his must legis- 
lation. 

{Here the gavel fell. ] 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman from 
New York 5 additional minutes. 

Mr. CULKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. I yield. i 

Mr. CULKIN. Did not the nature of that inquiry at thi 
White House, if you can term it that, partake of the char- 
acter of a police court third degree, with the President bait- 
ing this very distinguished engineer and public officer who 
insisted he had the right or it was his duty under the law 
to be tried by the Congress? What I want to impress on 
the gentleman and ask if he does not concur in my state- 
ment, is that this was in the nature of a baiting, police court 
third degree, with the result never in doubt. 

Mr. FISH. I agree with the gentleman and I may say 
further that I used similar words just a few minutes ago 
when I compared it to the Ogpu methods used by the secret 
police of the Communists. 

Mr. CULKIN. No one questions the distinguished charac- 
ter of Chairman Morgan as an engineer or as an American. 

Mr. FISH. They never had up to the time of his removal. 

Mr.RAYBURN. Will the gentleman allow me to say this 
to the gentleman from New York? I have heard the gentle- 
man on the minority make a similar broadcast about the 
T. V. A. and the whole set-up, but I never heard any m2m- 
ber of the minority party get up here and defend Chair- 
man Morgan before the President dismissed him. 

Mr. FISH. I was not aware of the fact that he needed any 
defense. I have never discussed his administration. I have 
never discussed the T. V. A. I do not believe that an honest 
and honorable public servant needs anyone to defend him. 
He has the right to speak for himself and can always do so. 

Mr. CULKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield so 
I may make this reply in view of that statement? I have 
repeatedly, at least in the committee records, commended 
Chairman Morgan on his ability and his procedure. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I said on the floor of the House. 

Mr. CULKIN. I do not know that I have done that here, 
but it is a matter of record. 

Mr. FISH. I now desire to turn to an entirely different 
subject, as I am sure you will agree when I mention it. It has 
to do somewhat with the War Department bill now before us, 
and I wish to apply my remarks to the members of the Mili- 
tary Affairs Committee of the House and to the members of 
the Subcommittee on Military Appropriations of the House. 

There, apparently, is a discrimination in the armed forces 
of the United States against colored soldiers. Colored sol- 
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diers are only permitted to serve in the Infantry and in the 
Cavalry. ` 

When we consider these War Department bills and for 
national defense we aim to obtain the greatest amount of 
national defense possible for the funds involved. I am one 
of those who does not believe that there should be any fear 
or any alarm of war in the near future in the United States, 
but we have the responsibility of building up our national 
defense. I know from war service overseas that foreign 
governments, particularly Great Britain and France, have 
always made use of the colored people from their colonies in 
their armed forces. The Sengalese, colored French soldiers, 
served throughout the World War with distinction. 

In our Army we do not permit colored men to serve in the 
Coast Artillery or in the Tank Corps, the Engineer Corps, 
the Chemical Warfare Service, Field Artillery, the Signal 
Corps, and special services, including the Air Corps. It 


seems to me that if we are building for national defense we 


have to do away with these discriminations and injustices to 
one-tenth of our population. 

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. I yield. 

Mr. STARNES. The gentleman from New York was a dis- 
tinguished soldier in the recent war. He will recall that none 
of the aviators or officers in the coast defense or artillery in 
the British or French Armies were Senegalese or other col- 
ored troops. 

Mr. FISH. Iam not sure about that; whether that is the 
fact or not. I do not know much about the Coast Artillery. 
I have an idea that they were used for all services in the 
French Army. I do not know about the British Army. The 
fact is in our Army we have two colored regiments of In- 
fantry and two of Cavalry. They are badly split up and used 
often as servants, menials, and orderlies. What I would like 
to see is one single colored division, with all of the services 
that go into a division—Artillery, Infantry, Engineers, and 
every other service, including tanks, if a division has a Tank 
Corps. I would also like to see Congress pass a law em- 
powering the President of the United States to appoint two 
colored men to West Point each year. Fifty years ago Colonel 
Young, a colored man, graduated from West Point. Since 
that time few or no colored men have graduated from West 
Point. 

I do not see much progress being made for the colored 
race if 50 years ago one of their group could qualify and 
today a colored officer cannot qualify. The only way I can 
see to overcome this injustice, this discrimination, would be 
to empower the President of the United States to appoint 
two colored men each year to the Military Academy at West 
Point, which would mean eight colored cadets altogether after 
civil-service examinations, so that he would appoint only 
those who are qualified and who could remain in West Point, 
and who in time of war could be officers in colored divisions 
and serve in the colored regiments we now have. Why should 
we, a free country, deny the same right they have in France 
and in Great Britain? We talk about the progress that the 
colored race has made in the last 75 years. I do not see this 
progress, at least in the Army. They seem to be making 
progress by going backward. The time has come to bring 
this issue out in the open and discuss it on its merits and 
from the point of view of justice and national defense. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 2 min- 
utes more. 

Mr. FISH. I hope the Committee on Military Affairs, when 
a proper bill is presented, will grant a hearing as to the ad- 
visability of creating one colored division. We now have 
four colored regiments and I think they should be combined 
into a single colored division in the armed forces of the 
United States, and in addition to that we should permit col- 
ored men to qualify for every one of the services in our 
Army, including the Air Corps. Why should not a colored 
man if he is to serve in the Infantry and die for his country, 
also be permitted to serve in the Air Corps or in the Artil- 
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lery, if he is to serve his country in time of need and emer- 
gency? In other words, if he is to wear the uniform of our 
country, he must be treated the same way as all others, 
and no one has a right to deny that service equality. 

If a colored man is good enough to die for his country, 
he is entitled to the same treatment as any white soldier. 
His life is just as dear to his family as the life of any 
white man is to his family. There should be no discrimina- 
tion whatever in the armed forces in the United States. 
All services should be open to every colored citizen on the 
basis of merit and by act of Congress. I propose to intro- 
duce within a short time a bill opening up all of the branches 
of our armed forces, or rather of the War Department and 
of the Army, to all our colored citizens. We permit aliens 
to serve in our Army and in all units of our Army. Why 
not permit loyal, honest, patriotic colored men to serve in 
time of peace as well as in time of war in every branch 
of the Army of the United States? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has again expired. 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
Delegate from Alaska [Mr. DIMOND]. 

Mr. DIMOND. Mr. Chairman, according to Greek mythol- 
ogy, as every school boy knows, the great Achilles, the son 
of Peleus and Thetis, a model to all the Greeks of ancient 
days for valor; beauty, strength, and chivalry was invulner- 
able in every part except his heel. According to the myth, 
when he was a baby his mother held him by the heel and 
dipped him in the river Styx. Wherever the water touched 
him no weapon could hurt him, but his heel was not covered 
by the water. 

So years later in the Trojan War, Paris, son of Priam, shot 
an arrow which wounded him in the heel and the supposedly 
invulnerable Achilles died as a result of that wound. He was 
vulnerable in only one point, but that was sufficient to cause 
his death. 

When we consider problems of national defense, when we 
think of the area to be defended and for which we must make 
provision for national defense, I have often wondered whether 
the Territory of Alaska, which is just as much a part of the 
United States as is the State of Maine or the State of Texas 
or the State of California, is not the Achilles heel of our na- 
tional defense situation. I am apprehensive, Mr. Chairman, 
lest this Achilles’ heel of our national defense may some 
day, perhaps not so far in the future, result in disaster to the 
people of the United States. 

If any reasonable man has two doors to his house, and in 
that house he keeps articles of great value, such as might 
tempt the cupidity of the criminal and the ruthless, he does 
not lock and bolt and bar one door of that house, and make 
it impregnable, and at the same time leave the other door 
open. Yet that is precisely what has been done, and that is 
the condition that exists, with respect to our plans for defense 
of the Pacific coast of the United States. 

Great pains have been taken, Mr. Chairman, to provide 
defensive works for the Hawaiian Islands in the mid-Pacific. 
It has been said times without number that the Hawaiian 
Islands are the key of the Pacific. No one will deny, I think, 
that the Hawaiian Islands are important. We have put 
hundreds of millions of dollars in the defenses of those 
islands and the great base at Pearl Harbor; and many peo- 
ple are of the opinion that that is all that is necessary in 
the Pacific, that it is not necessary or desirable to install 
any defensive works in the Territory of Alaska. 

Mr. GREEVER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIMOND. I yield. 

Mr. GREEVER. How many miles are there in the coast 
line of Alaska? 

Mr. DIMOND. Mr. Chairman, recently I checked the data 
I had concerning the coast line of Alaska and found that 
the coast line of Alaska exceeds in length the total coast 
line of the main body of the United States including the 
Atlantic, Pacific, and Gulf coasts, according to figures fur- 
nished me by the Department of Commerce. It appears 
that the total coast line of the Atlantic, Gulf, and Pacific 
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coasts, measured in 3-mile units which do not take into 
consideration every slight configuration of the coast, is 
12,877 miles. The total coast line of Alaska, measured by 
the same units, is 15,132 miles; so, although the Territory 
is only about one-fifth the size of the continental United 
States, the coast line of Alaska, on account of its indenta- 
tions and configurations, exceeds in length the total coast 
line of the Atlantic, Gulf, and Pacific coasts of the United 
States. 

Mr. GREEVER. Do the figures the gentleman gives 
include the inside passage to all of the vulnerable parts of 
the Territory? 

Mr. DIMOND. Yes; that includes all parts of the Territory, 
and these figures are strictly comparative, being based upon 
the same method of measurement. 

Mr. GREEVER. How much fortification has the United 
States in and around Alaska at the present time, coast 
defenses and other defenses? 

Mr. DIMOND. Answering the distinguished gentleman 
from Wyoming, I am obliged, sadly, to say that Alaska has 
practically no defense. Alaska has no coast defenses what- 
soever. Alaska has at the present time about 300 Infantry 
who are stationed at Chilcoot Barracks, a military post near 
the city of Haines, Alaska. There is no other military or 
naval force in Alaska except the pilots and the personnel of 
about six Navy planes which are stationed at Sitka a part of 
the time; they are not always there. Outside of that, Alaska 
does not possess a single thing in the way of defense. 

Mr. GREEVER. Will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. DIMOND. I shall be pleased to. 

Mr. GREEVER. Considering the great extent of the coast 
line of Alaska, I am very much astonished to find that there 
is so little in the way of coast defense. I did not know it 
before, and I do not think it is generally known. I know that 
the gentleman is familiar with Alaska and I know how well 
he has represented that Territory here in the House, and how 
faithfully he has done it. [Applause.] Is it not true that 
recently the strategic, military, and naval importance of 
Alaska has been greatly stressed in the minds of the people 
of the United States and of the people who live in that 
Territory? 

Mr. DIMOND. Answering the gentleman, I may say that 
the people of the Territory have never been in any doubt 
about it. I was glad to note in the recent debate on the bill 
increasing the size of the Navy that some mention was made 
of Alaska. So far as I can recall, it is seldom since I have 
been in Congress that any mention has been made by a 
Member of the House except myself concerning the need of 
installing defensive works in Alaska. 

A few years ago, about 1935, I was greatly encouraged by 
the outlook after extensive hearings by the House Committee 
on Military Affairs on the so-called Wilcox bill, the Army 
Air Corps bill, which, I think, was passed unanimously and 
approved by the President. That bill provided for six large, 
principal, or main Army Air Corps bases in different parts 
of the United States, including one in the Territory of 
Alaska. The base in Alaska was not authorized lightly or 
without consideration. Extensive hearings were held by the 
Committee on Military Affairs, and the importance of Alaska 
from the military defense standpoint was stressed in this 
hearing; so the committee was fully informed. The Alaska 
base being authorized in the bill, it had the full support, I 
have every reason to believe, of the General Staff of the 
Army, as well as of the Members of the House and Senate, 
and of the President of the United States. But from that 
time to this, Mr. Chairman, not a single dollar has been 
spent in Alaska, not a single thing has been done in Alaska 
toward carrying out the expressed will of Congress and the 
expressed will of the President with respect to the building of 
the authorized Army Air Corps base in the Territory of 
Alaska. I am reliably informed that in 1936 the War De- 
partment sent an estimate to the Budget to be included in 
last year’s bill in the sum of $1,500,000 for the commence- 
ment of construction of the authorized Army Air Corps base 
in Alaska, but the Budget rejected it. This year, I am told, 
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and I have no doubt as to the accuracy of the information, 
no estimate was sent to the Budget by the War Department 
because the Budget had given orders in advance that the 
sum available for new construction by the War Department 
would be so limited that no work in Alaska could possibly be 
undertaken. So we have the situation, Mr. Chairman, where 
the Bureau of the Budget is apparently largely making the 
military policy of the country. 

I have brought here, as you see, a map, or chart, of the 
North Pacific Ocean. It is known as a great circle sailing 
chart of the North Pacific and is used by navigators in sailing 
that ocean. This chart is used because it illustrates, as noth- 
ing else except a globe can illustrate, the strategic importance 
of Alaska in any sound plan of national defense. In present- 
ing this matter to Congress I am not so much actuated by 
the fact that I have the honor to represent here the Terri- 
tory of Alaska as by the fact that I am a citizen of the 
United States, and so I am alarmed about the safety of the 
United States as long as Alaska is left undefended. 

You see on the chart here before you, the great circle 
sailing chart of the North Pacific Ocean, the relative posi- 
tions of the Japanese Archipelago, Siberia, Alaska, including 
the Aleutian Islands, Canada, and the United States. There 
is one feature of this chart to which I desire especially to 
invite your attention. Any straight line drawn on the 
chart is the shortest distance between the two points it 
connects thereon. The chart distorts otherwise the rela- 
tive positions of the several features shown thereon, but a 
straight line drawn between any two places on that chart 
indicates the shortest distances between those two places, 
because the chart is so made up that a straight line thereon 
indicates a segment of a great circle of the earth, and I need 
not explain that a great circle on the earth is one which if 
extended into a plane would pass through the center of 
the earth. Any globe representing the earth will show the 
idea clearly. 

You will observe that I have drawn three straight lines 
on the chart. The line farthest to the north connects 
Yokohama with Seattle. You will see that this line passes 
north of a considerable number of the Aleutian Islands. 
The next straight line to the south of the first connects 
Yokohama with Portland, Oreg. It will be observed that 
this line passes through some of the Aleutians, so that if a 
ship sailed in the straight, short line directly from Yoko- 
hama to Portland, Oreg., it would be necessary for that ship 
to go overland part of the way when it came to the Aleutian 
Islands. The most southerly of the lines goes straight from 
Yokohama to San Francisco and that line passes approxi- 
mately 276 statute miles south of the Aleutians. You will 
also note the position of the Hawniian Islands, and that 
none of these lines connecting Yokohama and the cities on 
the Pacific coast of the United States—Seattle, Portland, 
and San Francisco—comes within 2,000 miles of the Hawai- 
ian Islands. 

Right now it may be well to refer for a moment to dis- 
tances, and in all cases I shall use the statute or land mile 
as the unit of measurement. The straight, short great-circle 
route between Seattle and Yokohama, going north of some 
of the Aleutian Islands and south of others, is 4,924 miles. 
But suppose the journey is made from Yokohama to the 
Hawaiian Islands, and thence to the nearest large city on the 
Pacific coast, San Francisco, we find that the distance is 
6,316 miles. In other words the distance from Yokohama to 
the United States by way of the Hawaiian Islands is approxi- 
mately 1,400 miles longer than the straight, short great-circle 
route which runs near or through the Aleutian chain. The 
distance between the Aleutians and Honolulu is approxi- 
mately 2,356 miles. The distance between San Francisco 
and Honolulu is about 2,408 miles, almost an equal distance. 
The distance from Seattle to Ketchikan, Alaska, is 747 miles. 
The distance from Seattle to Unalaska or Dutch Harbor in 
the Aleutians is 1,966 miles. The distance from Dutch Har- 
bor to the island of Attu, the westernmost of the Aleutians, 
is 810 miles. And the distance from Attu to the great 
Japanese harbor on Paramushiru Island, near the northerly 
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end of the Japanese Archipelago, is 716 miles. From Para- 
mushiru to Yokohama is about 1,400 miles. 

In other words, the Aleutians are closer to Seattle than 
are the Hawaiian Islands to San Francisco. The Aleutians 
are about as far from the Hawaiian Islands as the Hawaiian 
Islands are from the mainland of the United Siates at San 
Francisco. Now the point that I wish to suggest to you is 
this: A hostile fleet moving across the north Pacific cer- 
tainly will not come by way of the Hawaiian Islands where 
we have a naval base and an air base that are said to be well- 
nigh impregnable, but will come instead on the short line— 
some 1,400 miles shorter—along the Aleutians, where we 
have precisely nothing on land or sea by way of defense. We 
have locked the back door and put plenty of extra bolts on 
it, and even walled it up with masonry, and at the same time 
we have left the front door wide open. I submit, Mr. Chair- 
man, that there is little point in providing defenses for the 
Hawaiian Islands while Alaska is left naked to any possible 
enemy. ` 

I remember as a schoolboy reading in a history of the War 
between the States of the remarkable. success of one of the 
generals of the South. When he was asked to explain his 
basic theory of military strategy or tactics that enabled him 
to be uniformly successful, he said in substance that his 
plan was to get there first with the most men. A moment 
ago the able and courteous gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
Starnes], in answer to my inquiry, informed me that I had 
in mind the great General Forrest as the one who believed 
on being on the battlefield first with the most men, and who 
thus won his amazing victories. Even to one who knows 
nothing of the military art, the rule seems a wise one. And 
by that rule, with Alaska defenseless, we will lose at least 
the first battle of any future war in the Pacific, for the na- 
tion which first seizes and holds the Aleutians and the coast 
of Alaska will have control of the inner, short line from the 
Orient to the United States. Remember that Ketchikan, 
Alaska, is only 747 miles from Seattle. 

The establishment of the Army Air Corps base in Alaska, 
as Congress must have intended in passing the Wilcox Act, 
would at least be a mighty factor in giving us control of the 
inner and short line. That base should be large enough to 
accommodate at least 1,000 fighting planes. With such a 
force on its flank, it is not likely that any enemy would 
risk an attempted seizure of Alaska with the idea of making 
it a base of operations against the United States. 

But at the present time the Army has no facilities what- 
ever in Alaska, We read a few days ago that the so-called 
flying fortresses made a trip to the Argentine Republic. 
Those ships could not be sent to Alaska because in all of 
Alaska there are no fields and no facilities to accommodate 
them. Is it possible that we are more concerned about the 
welfare of the Argentine than we are for the safety and wel- 
fare of Alaska? Alaska at the present time is as lacking 
in defensive works and facilities as a babe in arms. This is 
a serious matter for the people of Alaska, and it is 10 times 
as serious for the people of the United States, for if a hos- 
tile foreign power were to get possession of Alaska we would 
be obliged to then expend in the defense of the main body 
of the United States more billions of dollars than it would 
now take millions to install adequate defense works in 
Alaska, including, first of all, the Army air base. 

Some of the land-hungry and resource-hungry nations of 
the world would consider themselves as economic royalists 
if they had Alaska, with its developed and potential wealth 
of minerals and forests and fisheries and agricultural and 
grazing lands, ample for the support under proper condi- 
tions of millions of people. Vigorous efforts are being made 
by our Government to develop trade between nations. Let 
us consider for a moment the trade between the United 
States and Alaska and the trade between the United States 
and some of the foreign nations. For 1937 the total trade be- 
tween the United States and Alaska amounted to approxi- 
mately $124,000,000. I have not been able to obtain the fig- 
ures showing the trade between the United States and for- 
eign countries for 1937, but I have here some figures for 
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1936, and I shall use these figures for comparison with the 
commerce with Alaska in 1937. It appears that the com- 
merce between the United States and Alaska almost equaled 
that with Mexico; exceeded the commerce with Belgium; 
greatly exceeded the commerce with Australia; exceeded the 
commerce with Argentina, to which we sent the flying fort- 
resses; exceeded our commerce with the Netherlands; ex- 
ceeded our commerce with China, and here we may pause 
to remember the efforts we have to maintain the “open door” 
in China; exceeded our commerce with Sweden; was more 
than twice our commerce with Soviet Russia, and may we 
pause again and reflect upon the pains to which we have 
gone to develop trade with Soviet Russia; and exceeded our 
commerce with Colombia, and with British India, and with 
Poland, and with Spain, in some cases as much as 2 to 1. 

Let us return to the Alaska trade for a moment and con- 
sider the 1937 figures, which show imports into Alaska from 
the United States of a total of $43,083,998, and exports from 
Alaska to the United States of $80,967,183. With respect to 
any foreign nation, such a balance of trade might be con- 
sidered disadvantageous to the United States, but that is 
not the case with regard to Alaska. The greatest of the 
wealth-producing industries in Alaska are owned and oper- 
ated by citizens of the United States, who reside and pay 
taxes in the States. Those persons are mostly stockholders 
of great corporations operating in Alaska. All or practically 
all of the surplus wealth produced in Alaska—roughly the 
difference between the exports and the imports—finds its 
way promptly into the pockets of the owners who live in 
the United States. The amount of wealth thus contributed 
each year by Alaska to the States is all but incredible. 
Therefore, what upon superficial examination may seem with 
respect to Alaska a balance of trade against the United 
States, is in reality just the opposite. The wealth of Alaska 
is being piped or channeled into the exchequers of the peo- 
ple who reside in the States and who own the wealth- 
producing agencies of Alaska. Fortunately, with the excep- 
tion of the minerals, those wealth-producing agencies involve 
the use of resources, like the salmon fishery, that are an- 
nually replenished by nature, and with proper care should 
be inexhaustable. I have mentioned this only to rebut the 
idea, which is all too common, that the Territory of Alaska 
is nothing but a land of ice and snow, and is a liability to 
the United States which we would be better off without. In 
truth and in fact Alaska is a priceless asset, and in any other 
part of the world its potential wealth would long before this 
day have been the cause of half a dozen wars. Italy has 
spent uncounted millions to acquire possession of Ethiopia, 
and the conquered land, according to the most reliable re- 
ports, is not one quarter the value of Alaska. 

I have somewhat digressed, Mr. Chairman, and I shall re- 
turn to the subject. Alaska should be defended. Defensive 
works should be installed in the Territory. The first thing 
to be done is the construction of the Army air base. Under 
best conditions several years will be required to complete 
that base, and we should begin now. When this bill is read 
for amendment I intend to propose an amendment calling 
for the expenditure during the fiscal year 1939 of $2,000,000 
for commencement of work on the Alaska Army air base, 
and I sincerely hope that the amendment will be agreed to 
and the work promptly prosecuted to completion. 

[Here the gavel fell. ] 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. LUECKE]. 

Mr. LUECKE of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, much has 
been said on the floor in recent days and weeks in regard 
to war and world conditions in general; but it seems that 
we continue to disregard conditions at home. To my way 
of thinking, unemployment is one of the vital questions 
facing this Congress, and one which should be discussed more 
freely than it has been. It is vital to our democratic insti- 
tutions to restore these 12,000,000 unemployed men to work. 
We should find work for them in industry. Of course, the 
W. P. A. cannot go on forever, and, besides, these men do 
not want to stay on relief for the rest of their lives. 
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In 1937, last year, when production was up to 92 percent 
of normal, taking the production figures of 1929 as the basis, 
there were still 7,000,000 unemployed. In order to put those 
7,000,000 men back to work, production would have had to 
go far above the 1929 figure. What does that mean? It 
means these 7,000,000 workers will remain permanently un- 
employed, and that is the problem facing the American 
people today. 

I do not like the idea of building a wall of steel around 
this Nation and have it decay in the center. That is the 
real danger to our democracy. We have got to put these 
men back on the job. 

How are we going to do it? If we look back over the 
economic history of this Nation, we will find that 75 years 
ago the hours constituting a regular workday were all the 
way from 12 to 16, and many of our industries, because they 
did not have the modern illuminating system which we have 
today, worked their men from sunrise to sunset. 

As we continue along in our investigation of our economic 
history we find the hours were cut down to 12, then to 10, 
and finally to 8. I can remember when the 8-hour day was 
still unpopular. That was in 1900, at which time some 
200,000 miners or more went out on strike for an 8-hour 
day with 10 hours’ pay. That strike lasted 8 months, but 
the miners finally were successful. Those men who went 
out at that time for an 8-hour day with 10 hours’ pay might 
have been called Bolshevists, although the word had not 
been coined at that time. We called them radicals. How- 
ever, they were victorious. The Nation went on as before. 
The companies went on making as much money as they had 
made theretofore, and everything went along as well as could 
be expected. 

It was also about that time that the railroads went on the 
8-hour day. It so happened I was railroading at that time. 
I remember men were working all the way from 16 to 20 
and 24 hours and as long as 72 hours in one stretch. Then 
they got an 8-hour day in the railroad stations and a 16-hour 
day for the trainmen. The trade craft unions took the mat- 
pte up and adopted an 8-hour day. Today it is the popular 

g. i 

Mr. Chairman, we have now come to the time when we 
must again reduce the hours of work in order to take care 
of the unemployed. The time has come that we must adopt 
the 6-hour day in industry that can support it. A year 
ago I introduced a resolution which was referred to the 
Committee on Labor asking for an investigation into the 
6-hour day of those industries which could support it, but 
nothing was ever done. 

One of the gentlemen testifying before the Unemployment 
Committee in the Senate not long ago, I think it was Mr. 
du Pont, stated that for every one man employed in industry 
there are required two indirectly to keep that man working 
and to keep him supplied. What does this mean? 

It so happens I looked into this matter a little further 
and I found that the highly efficient industries, such as 
automobile, steel, rubber, and the basic industries, includ- 
ing the textile industry, could adopt a 6-hour day. If they 
did it would mean that between three and four million men 
would be put back to work. 

Now if we follow out the theory that one man in industry 
reemploys two indirectly, you will have not only the 3 
million men put back to work but you will have six million 
others indirectly reemployed; so that in the end there would 
be 9 million workers returned to industry. 

It has been said that the 6-hour day is farfetched, that it 
is radical and it might look like a little too much gravy, but, 
to the contrary, it is fundamental Americanism. There is 
nothing radical aboutit. It is just fundamental Americanism 
to shorten the workday in order to meet unemployment. 

Mr. Chairman, industry itself has not been the only one 
affected by these technological improvements which have 
resulted in putting men out of work. About a week ago an 
Illinois farmer came into my office and made the following 
statement. He said that in 1920 he harvested 138 acres of 
wheat and he gave 96 man-days employment. He stated 
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further he harvested at the rate of 24 bushels to the acre. 
He told me that in 1937 he harvested the same number of 
acres, 138 acres, but gave only 9 man-days employment and 
harvested 419 more bushels of wheat than he did in 1920. 
In other words, he took his modern wheat combine and went 
out into the field and harvested his own crop. 

{Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 additional minutes 
to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. LUECKE of Michigan. There you have an illustration 
of what modern improvements and modern methods of pro- 
duction are doing to the workingman. 

I may cite another instance of a farmer who said to me 
when I was back in my district, “Twenty-five years ago my 
two sons and myself thought we were doing a big season’s 
work and having a fine crop if we harvested 500 bushels of 
potatoes, but now my two sons are gone, I am 25 years older, 
and I harvest 5,000 bushels of potatoes alone with a tractor 
and modern farming implements.” 

How long can this trend go on? Obviously we must do 
something about this condition, because it will not cure it- 
self. We must see that these men are put back to work in 
wealth-producing jobs. I know work created under the 
W. P. A. has been worth while. School houses have been 
built and farm-to-market roads have been built; but, still 
and all, there is this production of wealth which is being 
missed in the way of consumers’ products and in the way of 
making for better homes. 

What is a man going to do nowadays, if he is over 40 years 
of age? This condition has been brought about by the mod- 
ern machine. A man over 40 years of age is out on the street. 
If gray hairs show underneath his hat, he may as well stay 
away from the employment office. What are we going to do 
with the millions who are coming out of school each fall 
seeking employment? Are we going to say to them, “We can- 
not do anything for you; all jobs have been filled, and you 
must go on a permanent Government job of some kind”? 

You and I know they do not want that, and let us be 
thankful for it. The average American worker wants to 
work at some honest method of production, some honest 
way of making his living as he has been taught to make 
it. It is easy enough to say to these men, “If you cannot 
get a job in industry, why do you not go out and start a 
little farm or something of that sort?” I want to say 
to you that these men who have given their lives, in many 
cases as high as 40 years, to service in these industrial plants 
are not fit for anything else. You cannot ask a man who 
has done that to become a farmer any more than you can 
ask a farmer to go into an industrial plant. 

This thing of asking a man to work 3 days in a mill and 
3 days in raising his own vegetables in his own garden will 
never work out, in my opinion, for the reason you can do 
only one thing at a time and do it right. You must either 
work in a factory or work on a farm, and you cannot do 
both at the same time. Therefore, that plan is out of the 
picture. 

It so happens that immediately after the war when I came 
back from France I found my trade had flown out of the 
window. In one plant where 3,000 men had previously 
worked at their trade there were now machines, and the 
force had been cut down to 500, and girls receiving $16 a 
week were doing the work. I had to start life all over 
again. i 

THE 6-HOUR DAY 

Every day the handwriting on the wall appears for some 
workers somewhere. A recent case to come to hand is that 
of the Grier works at New Castle, Pa., owned by the Carnegie- 
Illinois Steel Co., a subsidiary of United States Steel. 

The management announced the dismantling of the Grier 
works, which employed 1,200 men, making steel by methods 
requiring considerable hand labor. 

Was this due to bad business or to lack of confidence on 
the part of the management, as many critics would have us 
believe about business in general? 

Far from it. The Grier mill was to be replaced by one of 
the 26 new huge mills that have been constructed during the 
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past several years in which the production processes are 
highly mechanized, so that now 80 men can average a pro- 
duction of 800 tons in an 8-hour day, whereas formerly the 
same number of men, working by hand processes, could pro- 
duce only 90 tons a day. 

To put it another way, the 800 tons of sheet steel would 
formerly have required 640 men’s work to make it in a day’s 
time. Since it now requires only 80, we find by simple sub- 
traction that 560 men have been displaced by the new equip- 
ment. What this means is that seven out of every eight men 
who used to work in the mills is, or will soon be, out of a job. 
Can we expect to reduce unemployment when men are being 
constantly turned out of their jobs? 

Some people will, of course, try to deny the fact that we 
need a general 6-hour day to help get our unemployed back 
to work. These people will say, “Oh, the steelworkers’ case 
is just an accident and not at all typical.” 

For the benefit of those in doubt let us see what has hap- 
pened in the slaughtering and meat-packing industry. On 
the average, every hour a man worked in 1933, he produced 
62 percent more than in 1920. This change resulted from the 
use of conveyors and handling devices, as well as readjusting 
processes, so that there were fewer motions and shorter dis- 
tances to be covered. If the worker has to move his arm only 
half as far as previously in some operation, it is obvious that 
he can have two movements where he had only one before. 
This has enabled the meat industry to get more work out of 
each man. 

Figures are available in the boot and shoe industry which 
show that for every hour a man works at that trade today, 
he produces 50 percent more than he did back in 1914. This 
change came about not so much on account of actual labor- 
saving devices, but due to a change in the product itself. 
Formerly almost all footwear had sewed soles. Now there is 
mass production of cemented-sole boots and shoes, with the 
labor required for the new type being much less than what 
it had been for the old. It is true that there has been an 
increase in demand for shoes due to style changes for 
women, but this has not offset the labor displacement, for 
the present policy is to make shoes less durable and at lower 
price. Had the 6-hour day been gradually introduced into 
the shoe industry, we could have avoided technological un- 
employment of the 9,000 men since 1923 as to the footwear 
trade. 

According to Dr, Charles F. Roos, former director of re- 
search of the National Recovery Administration, a worker 
in the tire and rubber industry now produces double what he 
did 10 years ago. In other words, one man can now do the 
work of two. This came about through the introduction of 
a number of important improvements in machinery and pro- 
duction methods, which have made the process almost en- 
tirely automatic. Since the labor cost of making tires has 
thus declined considerably and production per man per hour 
has correspondingly increased, plus insufficient increase in 
demand for tires to offset these factors, there has been dis- 
placement of men by machines. 

Are we going to sit idly by and let these technological 
changes cost us billions of dollars in supporting millions of 
our fellow citizens without work, due to no fault of their 
own? Or will we be rational and split the work to be done 
among all who are ready, willing, and able to do it? 

Some further cases of workers being displaced by machines 
have been published within the past several weeks as joint 
studies of the Works Progress Administration and the De- 
partment of Labor. One of these is entitled “Mechanical 
Changes in the Cotton Textile Industry, 1910 to 1936.” 

Here we find a striking example of long-range effects 
aside from the depression following 1929. By going back to 
1910, we can make a comparison of what has happened 
since the time of the pre-war generation. Take the weaving 
of terry cloth. In 1910 it took two 40-hour shifts of 1,186 
men to produce 700,000 yards of cloth. Today two 40-hour 
shifts of 276 men can produce the same amount of cloth. 
This is a drop of 75 percent of the amount of labor required 
for the same amount of product. One man now with an 
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automatic loom can produce what it took four men to do in 
1910, thus causing the other three to be out of work. 

It is true that the weaving of terry cloth is one of the 
worst cases of displacement, but even in other materials we 
find a similar tendency. There was a reduction of 27 per- 
cent in the labor costs of weaving sheeting between 1910 
and 1936, and similar reductions in other fabrics ranging up 
to 37.5 percent reduction as to combed broadcloth. 

In the so-called carding of textiles, the first operation 
usually, the number of workers is now about half what was 
needed to produce the same amount in 1910; for example, 
combed broadcloth carding that required 218 workers in 
1910 now takes only 108 for like quantities; sheeting that 
took 238 then needs but 112 now; and canton flannel that 
required 290 is today carded by only 148 men. 

Spinning operations have shown reductions in labor time 
needed ranging from 24 percent in producing combed broad- 
cloth, up to 31.3 percent for terry cloth, these improvements 
being due to improvements in spinning machinery as well 
as to controlled air moisture and temperature which reduced 
breakage of cotton fibers which occurs when they are too 
dry 


In the spooling and warping of textiles, the decrease in 
man-hour requirements since 1910 has ranged from 54.5 
percent in carded filling satten to 63.9 percent in combed 
broadcloth. Some explanation for the considerable reduc- 
tion in the possible labor requirements may be found in the 
fact that in 1910 a spooling machine averaged approximately 
0.33 pounds of yarn per hour, while in 1936 the machine could 
process 1.83 pounds of yarn, or almost six times as much. 
Similarly, in 1910 a warper averaged 31.3 pounds of yarn per 
hour, as against an average of 328 pounds now. 

When man is clever enough to invent spooling machines 
which automatically tie necessary knots in the fabric, why 
can he not see that the worker should get some of the bene- 
fits of efficiency in shorter hours and better pay, as well as 
the employer making more profits for himself. 

As a matter of fairness we must admit a certain amount 
of offset to the textile labor displacements just mentioned. 
It is true that miscellaneous men such as electricians, scrub- 
bers, humidity men, truck drivers, yardmen, and such in- 
creased up to 18 percent over 1910, and there is another 
offset due to the work involved in manufacturing the labor- 
saving new machinery. Yet these offsets are only a frac- 
tion as compared to the total numbers of persons displaced. 

A good way to think of the situation of unemployment as 
a whole is to compare it with a man with a team of horses. 
If he uses the team only part of the time and turns it loose 

on the public when not using it, something has to be done 
about it to make him take care of his own horses. It should 
be obvious that he may not turn them out on the public 
highway, nor let them pasture on other people’s land. 
Neither can he permit those mules to die in front of another 
man’s house. 

Yet this is what industry dares to do in this country now. 
It turns loose its employed or employable workers to die in 
front of your house or mine for all it cares. We have mil- 
lions of people now who would die except that the Govern- 
ment has changed its policy toward giving public relief since 
1932. 

Whenever an effort is made to raise the standard of living 
and well-being of the average man, immediately an attempt 
is made to set up a line of hostility between the farmer and 
the wage earner. There is no such natural line of hostility. 
There is no reason why better wages should injure the farmer 
or increased farm prices should harm the worker in industry. 
The farmer depends upon principally the wage earners for 
his customers. He cannot depend upon that upper 2 per- 
cent of the population that gets most of the incomes in the 
United States. The wage earner must, in turn, depend upon 
the farmer to buy the cloth, the automobiles, or the radios 
that he makes, so that the farmer and the wage earner are 
naturally drawn together and cannot be separated. 

How can there be,hostility between the farmer and the 
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solvent wage earner can pay more for butter, meat and 
bread, and other products than the insolvent. Similarly, the 
farmer who is solvent can pay a good deal more for the prod- 
ucts of the factory than one who is insolvent. What we must 
do is to raise the purchasing power of both farmer and wage 
earner. With the cooperation of both we can keep going 
forward and help everyone get more of the things he wants 
and has a right to demand. President Roosevelt expressed 
it this way on March 5, 1934: 

We must remember that the bulk of the market for American 
industry is among the 90 percent of our people who live on wages 


and salaries, and only 10 percent of that market is among people 
who live on profits alone. No one is opposed to sensible and rea- 


Therefore, I give to industry today this challenge: It is the im- 
mediate task of industry to reemploy more people at p 
wages, 3 F 


So this group of human beings is steadily increased, 
ohare employers, and investors will in the long run get more 
income from the increased volume of sales. 


Turning from the President’s words back to actual cases, 
we find some shocking figures in the careful study published 
last June by the National Resources Committee and entitled 
“Technological Trends and National Policy.” One of the 
special merits of this work is that it takes into account indi- 
viduals having only part-time or temporary employment. 
Thus two persons each working only half the time are counted 
as only one employed person, a method which produces a 
higher accuracy than ordinary calculations. 

According to this report (p. 77) if we take the manufac- 
turing industries such as reported to the Census of Manu- 
factures, we find that a certain amount of work which 
required a hundred men to do it in a certain amount of time 
in 1920, can now be done in the same time by only 56 men— 
a reduction of 44 out of the 100 men or almost half. 

In mining industries the reduction has not been quite as 
great—81 men can do what 100 did in 1920, a reduction of 
19 out of the hundred. In the telephone industry the 
change was more than in mining, the drop since 1920 being 
25 out of the hundred for the same amount of work done. 
Here the change was brought about partly by the growing 
use of the automatic dial-telephone equipment which threw 
operators out of work, although needing extra mechanical 
labor for installing the equipment. 

In order to think clearly on the subject of the 6-hour day, 
we must first cease to regard the period of the middle 
twenties as a “normal” to be considered our goal to be 
returned to. This point of view neglects the fact that a 
country like ours with its continuously increasing popula- 
tion must regard normal“ as a process of ever-increasing 
levels of production, employment and income. If the quan- 
tity produced by labor in a certain quantity of time remained 
the same, the total amount of things produced would have 
to rise as fast as the labor supply in order to keep the volume 
of unemployment from increasing. 

However, given our progressive increases in the amount 
each worker can produce, a decline in production such as 
the recent depression brings about a still greater amount of 
decline in employment than one would think, and an increase 
in production results in a less than proportional increase in 
employment. So, since we cannot seem to increase the 
total volume of production at a faster rate than the increase 
in our labor supply, there is nothing else to do other than 
shortening the workday if we are to avoid an ever-increasing 
volume of unemployment. This is a purely engineering and 
practical side of the question, yet it points in the same direc- 
tion as the righteous and just feeling that every worker 
should be entitled to share in the benefits of improved 
efficiency in industry, not only in wages but in leisure 
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There is an important consideration to be kept in mind as 
to the benefits of increased leisure on reducing unemploy- 
ment. Not only would the 6-hour day cause more employ- 
ment directly, on the work-sharing basis, but by maintaining 
weekly wages at present levels the total purchasing power 
of labor would be increased as has been often pointed out. 
An additional factor that has not been emphasized so much 
is that having more leisure will promote a greater consump- 
tion of many goods such as automobiles, electrical appli- 
ances, and various home comforts. The more time people 
have for themselves the more they will have time to go to 
shows, to read books or magazines or newspapers, to burn 
gas and oil in their cars, or go to other amusements. All 
these would help make places for those now unemployed. 

Another way in which the 6-hour day would help stimulate 
business indirectly is that it would cause an increase in the 
number of employees in not only large-city areas but also 
in small towns where factories were located. Such an in- 
crease in personnel would in some cases draw newcomers 
to the small town to work and would often cause a brisk 
demand for new housing for them to appear. In that way 
the lagging construction industry would be stimulated and 
more of the home building which President Roosevelt has 
called for would be stimulated. 

For those who still refuse to be convinced or to be open- 
minded on the question of the 6-hour day, I want to call 
attention to the fact that these principles were presented 
back in 1819—a century ago—by the eminent Swiss econo- 
mist, J. C. L. Simonde de Sismondi, in his book Nouveau 
Principes D’Economie Politique. Although Sismondi pointed 
out that technical advances were causing undue hardships 
to certain classes, he made it plain that he did not wish to 
stop or hinder the advance of science and invention. He 
demanded only that the advantages of efficiency be spread 
to all as rapidly as possible, and closed his book with the fol- 
lowing very up-to-date recommendations: 

First. Abolition of child labor. 

Second. Shortening the length of the work day. 

Third. Setting of minimum wages. 

Fourth. Encouragement of labor organization and collec- 
tive bargaining. Far from being radical, our demand for a 
6-hour day is really ultraconservative in view of a century- 
old precedent for shorter hours, both in theory and 
practice. 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. SUTPHIN]. 

Mr. SUTPHIN. Mr. Chairman, in this day we are en- 

deavoring to serve the job maker. We are giving him every 
encouragement; but, at the same time, is not the Govern- 
ment encroaching on his activities? Is mot the Govern- 
ment engaging in new fields of commercial activity every 
day? 

During the recent hearings on the bill under discussion 
today, the Quartermaster General, General Gibson, testi- 
fied before the committee—at page 190 of the hearings— 
regarding the relative cost of uniforms and shirts, compar- 
ing Government factory costs with the costs of private 
contractors. I find that contract figures do not agree with 
the general’s statement. 

In his figures for breeches, cotton, khaki, he has listed 
the commercial contract cost as $1.205249, but upon inves- 
tigation I find the last contract awarded was as of Septem- 
ber 15, 1937, for 75,990 pairs of cotton breeches, the award 
being made to the Philadelphia Uniform Co. at a unit price 

of 82 cents. This represents a considerable discrepancy 
between the $1.20 which the quartermaster general states 
these breeches have cost and the actual award. 

The commercial contract cost of breeches, elastique, is 
, listed at $1.1324662, while the last contract awarded by the 
Government was to the Champion Pants Manufacturing Co., 
‘of New York City, on October 1, 1937, at a unit price of 

72 cents less one-fourth of 1 percent. 

The Quartermaster General has listed the commercial con- 
tract cost of coats, serge, at $2.514773, while on October 1, 
1937, the contract awarded was for 7,108 coats, to the Sig- 
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mund Eisner Co., of Red Bank, N. J., at a unit price of 
$1.73 less one-tenth of 1 percent. 

Another award was made for 2,400 coats on October 28, 
1937, to the same concern at a unit price of $2.45 less one- 
tenth of 1 percent. This was a relatively small quantity, 
with 39 assorted sizes, which is probably the reason for the 
increased cost. 

Cotton trousers, khaki, which is one of the very large items, 
are shown in the Quartermaster General’s figures as having a 
commercial contract cost of 81.20444219 cents. The last 
award was on January 27 of this year to the Philadelphia 
Uniform Co. for 200,000 pairs of cotton trousers at a unit price 
of 43 cents, while on November 8, 1937, bids were awarded to 
the five lowest bidders at bids ranging from 44.89 cents to 
48.5 cents. 

Now, with reference to cotton shirts, which are probably in 
more common usage in the Army than any other one item, 
the last invitation was received on November 5, 1937, for 
431,500 shirts. The awards were made to the four lowest 
bidders. One was to the Morris Trichon Co., of Philadelphia, 
for 100,000 at a unit cost of 30.25 cents. 

Another award was made to the Model Blouse Co., of Mill- 
ville, N. J., for 220,000 and the cost was 33 cents. 

Another award was made to the Cohen-Fein Co., of Wilkes- 
Barre, Pa., for 50,000 at a cost of 36 cents. 

Another award was made to the same company of 50,000 at 
37 cents. 

The Long Wear Manufacturing Co., of Philadelphia, re- 
ceived an award of 220,000 shirts at 38 cents. 

Yet the Quartermaster General told the committee that the 
cost for commercial manufacture was 50.5 plus cents for 
cotton shirts. 

Another item which is listed here by the Quartermaster 
General is shirts, flannel. The commercial cost is 44.0058596 
cents according to the figures supplied to the committee by 
the Quartermaster General. 

Yet on February 2 of this year an award was made for 
500,000 shirts to the Phillips Jones Co., of New York, and the 
unit price was 26.95 cents. 

Mr. Chairman, of course, I do not want to intimate that 


the Quartermaster General has falsified the figures in any 


way, because I know that is not true. The impression I 
want to leave is that I do not believe he is aware of what is 
going on in his department. I am sure that each and every 
one of us realizes not only the desirability but the necessity 
of giving encouragement to every private manufacturer and 
we certainly cannot do this by permitting awards to be made 
to Government factories, especially when the astounding fact 
is that the cost of private manufacture is less than the 
Government factory cost in every case, and in some cases to 
an astounding degree. 

Mr. PARSONS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUTPHIN. I yield. 

Mr. PARSONS. Does the gentleman from New Jersey be- 
lieve there has been discrimination in these contracts? 

Mr. SUTPHIN. I would like to have an explanation of 
how he can arrive at these figures showing that the Govern- 
ment cost is lower than private contract cost when the 
actual facts are the reverse of this. I am looking for 
enlightenment along that line. 

Mr. PARSONS. Not being an employee of the War De- 
partment, of course, I cannot give the gentleman such in- 
formation, but I took it from what the gentleman was saying 
he thought there had been discrimination. 

Mr. SUTPHIN. I want to know how they arrive at these 
figures, when the award is made to a private contractor for 
cotton shirts at 30.25 cents, we will say, and then the De- 
partment reports the cost to a congressional committee as 
50 cents. 

Mr. PARSONS. And award the contract on the basis of 
30.25 cents? 

Mr. SUTPHIN. And award the contract on the basis of 
30.25 cents. 

Mr. PARSONS. Is that an estimated cost or is that pre- 
sumed to be actual cost? 
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Mr. SUTPHIN. I have the actual figures which the pri- 
vate manufacturer receives for each item, and that is what I 
am submitting here, and I am endeavoring to find out how 
the Government can arrive at a cost 67 percent in advance 
of what the manufacturer actually gets, when all these items 
are made by union labor and under the Walsh-Healey Act. 

On page 9 of the committee report on this bill, it is stated: 

It is the judgment of the committee, justified by the testimony 
of the Department, that the division of work now obtaining rather 
favors commerial interests; in fact, to an extent that is not con- 
ducive to the most efficient and economical operation of the 
Army’s depot. Since we have this establishment, it should be op- 
erated to capacity on a full normal workday schedule, particularly 
when there is work to be done of a character that can be turned 
out at less cost or no greater cost than by private manufacturers. 

There are arguments against the national-defense eco- 
nomics of this statement, but the actual facts do not require 
that we go that deeply into it, for it is a fact that the private 
manufacurers beat the Government costs, they actually do 
their manufacturing more economically, and sell to the Gov- 
ernment, after paying all their normal costs of operating a 
private concern in addition to the wages—after meeting 
many costs the Government does not include in the figures 
of Government costs—these private concerns still can and do 
manufacture much more cheaply. 

Sound economics and 130,000,000 American people are 
demanding that we spend only what is necessary to provide 
adequate and proper governmental services, This demand 
cannot long permit extravagant costs for Army clothing 
simply because this clothing is manufactured by a Govern- 
ment-owned factory, to the detriment of private employers. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. FLETCHER]. 

ONE WAY TO SAVE MONEY—STOP NEEDLESS DUPLICATION OF STATISTICAL 
SERVICE 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Chairman, the Committee on the 
Census, in a recent meeting reported a bill to provide for 
gathering of statistics on cottonseed, soybeans, corn, and 
other grain and seed products widely used by manufacturers. 

At that meeting, members of the census committee brought 
out the fact that many governmental agencies and bureaus 
are duplicating, in a more or less degree, the work already 
being done by the Bureau of the Census. 

Testimony submitted to your committee reveals that the 
Bureau of the Census is charged, primarily, with the respon- 
sibility of gathering statistics and data throughout the 
United States relating to our current industrial situstion 
and other aspects of our economic life. The duties are en- 
tirely those of a service organization. The Bureau of the 
Census does not possess any regulatory functions. 

DUPLICATION BY FEDERAL AGENCIES 


At the same time, the many other agencies of the Execu- 
tive Branch of the Government are duplicating the work 
of the Bureau in order to secure facts, figures, and statistics 
for regulatory and other purposes. 

The records will show that the Bureau of the Census, in 
an effort to cooperate with agencies of other departments 
that issue statistics, furnishes these agencies data collected 
by the census enumerators, yet the duplication has increased 
with corresponding expenditure of Federal funds. 

BUSINESSMEN PROTEST 

The flood of questionnaires from Federal agencies that 
must be filled out by business organizations has increased, 
and this work has become a major task. 

Businessmen are required to duplicate, in many instances, 
the same facts and figures to several different agencies, and 
they are looking for a remedy. 

There is a growing resentment from businessmen against 
this duplication and many questionnaires are turned down 
or discarded because the trade organizations do not receive 
any benefit from the data collected. 

The exception to this criticism is in the case of the Bureau 
of the Census, whose questionnaires are promptly filled out 
because the Census Office compiles and delivers statistics to 
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business organizations and trade groups which are valuable 
to their particular industry. 

It has been suggested by many trade organizations, manu- 
facturers, and business groups that the schedules of the 
Census Bureau be designed to the end that this Bureau may 
gather complete statistics, including those used by other 
agencies, and thus avoid duplication wherever possible. 

CENSUS BUREAU EFFICIENT . 

Statements presented to the Census Committee reveal that 
contacts made by the businessmen with the Bureau of the 
Census have been very satisfactory. A survey made regard- 
ing the service rendered by this bureau shows that business 
generally will welcome the Bureau of the Census as a central 
agency for fact-finding through a simplified method, thereby 
checking the spread of duplicate information furnished to 
other bureaus and agencies. 

Information has come to the Census Committee that some 
business concerns complain that these Government ques- 
tionnaires are pyramiding rapidly to the point where they 
have become a real burden to them. 

One manufacturer in returning his questionnaire to the 
Bureau of the Census took occasion to acquaint the Bureau 
with the number of forms he had been requested to fill out 
from other sources, and he took two pages to list and de- 
scribe the number of questionnaires from various local, 
State, and governmental agencies. 

CENSUS BUREAU HAS EQUIPMENT 

Many members of the Census Committee feel that the Bu- 
reau of the Census should be the statistical collecting agency 
of the Government. 

The Bureau has all the machinery necessary for tabulat- 
ing census statistics of every kind acquired through the var- 
ious Government Bureaus. 

Many feel that the Bureau of the Census then should be 
given the responsibility of gathering the fact-finding data, 
taking over considerable of the work of the other agencies 
rather than see these other agencies expend money on ex- 
pensive mechanical equipment used in compiling statistics 
when the Government already has adequate equipment in the 
Bureau of the Census. 

Otherwise it is obvious that duplication and expansion of 
other agencies will continue to waste money. 

RESOLUTION TO CORRECT DUPLICATION 

Therefore, I have introduced House Resolution No. 449 
designed to authorize the Census Committee to obtain in- 
formation necessary as a basis for legislation with a view 
to the improvement and coordination of, and the elimina- 
tion of any duplication, unnecessary expense, or unjustified 
burden on business organizations and private citizens in con- 
nection with statistical services by the Federal Government. 

The executive departments, independent establishments, 
and various agencies of the Government are authorized, un- 
der the pending resolution, to furnish such information and 
assistance as may be deemed necessary by the committee, 
but the resolution shall not authorize the disclosure of any 
matter required by law to be held confidential. 

The members of our Census Committee expect to conduct 
a thorough investigation of the charges that there is wide- 
spread duplication of Government statistical work and issu- 
ance of data. - 

The Census Committee will appreciate the cooporation of 
Members of the House, business organizations, and private 
individuals in submitting testimony and statements that will 
aid our committee in carrying out the provisions of House 
Resolution 499. 

It is my intention to call a meeting of the committee soon 
for the purpose of discussing this question, in the hope of 
finding a way of preventing the needless waste of money re- 
sulting from preventable duplication. [Applause.] 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts [Mrs. ROGERS]. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I wish to 
bring to the attention of the House the great distress in the 
city of Lowell. The people of Lowell, including the mayor, 
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the employers, and the employees, are greatly alarmed re- 
garding these reciprocal-trade agreements. The leather 
workers and the boot and shoe workers are also very much 
distressed over the decision made by the people who negoti- 
ated the reciprocal-trade agreement with Czechoslovakia. 
The cotton workers are very greatly distressed as well as the 
workers in the cotton damask industry, the industry that 
competes with the damask made by Czechoslovakia. They 
fear their industry may be closed as the boot and shoe 
workers fear that their industry may be closed. 

At a later time I shall ask permission to insert as a part 
of these remarks a very strong editorial written by a power- 
ful Democratic newspaper in Lowell, the Lowell Sun. It 
speaks of the fact that there is great resentment, great bit- 
terness of feeling, and great fear for the future on the part 
of all of the people of Lowell because of the Czechoslovakia 
treaty and the proposed treaty with Great Britain. The 
present is bad enough; the future may be infinitely worse. 

Mr. Chairman, in appearing before the committee for reci- 
procity information I submitted petitions signed by 6,800 
workers of the city of Lowell. It is one of the largest peti- 
tions presented to the committee for reciprocity informa- 
tion. The first real mill started in this country, in all of 
the United States, was started in our city of Lowell, Mass., 
where we have the finest so-called labor market in all the 
country; in fact, in all the world. 

Under leave to extend my remarks in the Recorp, I in- 
clude the following editorial: 


[From the Lowell (Mass.) Sun of March 16, 1938] 
AGAIN THE SACRIFICIAL CALF 
to reel in 


„Massachusetts has everything to lose and no’ 

the proposed (tariff) treaty with the United 

e n E SETA su ence toed alter Gn teens Saree ce 
conditions in other parts of the country.” 

That is the way that 8 Tnrapwar sums up the 
proposed trade t th England which would permit 
C0 and thus ruin 
the cotton- textile industry in New England, particularly in Lowell. 
And Representative Treapway has hit the nail on the head. 

Only last week we saw trade treaty maker, Secretary of State 
Hull, from southern Tennessee, blow the shoe industry out of New 
England by signing a trade agreement with Czechoslovakia. Now 
low-priced Czech shoes made by cheap labor are permitted to flood 
the American market and do one of these two things: (1) Either 
drive the shoe industry out of business or (2) cause the workers in 
shoe manufacturing to accept wages far below what they are now 


fore must go out of business, That isn't a very pretty picture. 
Now Mr. Hull, who can do nothing without the approval of 
President Roosevelt, is ready to do the same job on our textile 
— What will be left of Lowell after these two staggering 
lows? 


New England labor and industry are united on this issue, but 

what it will do is a question. For industry it means no busi- 
ness; for labor it means no wages. 
When confronted by a united New England front, Hull said that 
there were always some who would subordinate the welfare of the 
country to that of themselves. In other words, Hull tells us that 
we in New England should be willing to offer ourselves as a sacri- 
fice so that the remainder of the Nation may prosper. 

Why doesn't Hull and the rest of the administration in Wash- 
ington suggest that some other part of the Nation do the sacrificing 
for a change, so that New England might prosper? 

We have said time and again, and repeat it now, that the New 
Deal has never given New England the consideration it has shown 
for the West and the South. It spent 10 times more relief money 
in those sections than it did in New England. It gave cotton 
growers in the South and farmers in the West for not grow- 
ing anything on their land—and the money it was giving them was 
collected in taxes from New England and the other industrial 
States of the East. 

It has always catered to the West and the South because the 
balance of voting power was there. When President Roosevelt pro- 
posed the wage and hour bill no newspaper gave him and 
more sincere support than this one. We did so because we thought 
that a wage and hour bill would make southern cotton manufac- 
turers pay the same wage as northern cotton manufacturers do. 
And that would mean more work for men in our cotton mills be- 
cause they are better workers, and on an equal-wage basis New 
England manufacturers could more than compete with those in 
the South. 

But what happened when the bill came before Congress? South- 
ern Members turned the heat on the President, and he backed 
down by assuring them that any wage and hour bill would call for 
naptime es preg Spear va Noak The bill didn't pass 

Congress, but it wouldn’t have helped any if it had—that is, 
. 
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Now we have the shoe treaty with Czechoslovakia which is likely 
to end the shoe industry in New England, and if it doesn’t ruin it 
it is sure to badly cripple it. 

And it looks as though Hull is going to put the final nail in our 
coffin by signing the cotton textile trade treaty with England. 
Then what few cotton mills we have left will either go out of 
business or operate on a greatly reduced scale. 

Hull says that in these days of grave war danger the United 
States can best help to prevent war by these friendly trade treaties 
with foreign powers. When it means throwing thousands and 
thousands of our New England people out of work, we say Mr. Hull 
has a warped opinion of what we must do to pull other people’s 
war chestnuts out of the fire. 

Why should the people of New England be persecuted like this? 
What have they done to be the continual targets of the administra- 
tion in Washington? Here we are in another depression, and the 
administration, instead of helping our le to find work, de- 
liberately promotes plans which are going to throw those who 
still have jobs out of work. 

We only hope that something can be done to end this madness. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts has expired. 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN]. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I dislike very much to be 
called upon so often to reply to remarks made by the gen- 
tlewoman from Massachusetts [Mrs. Rocers]. She expresses 
great fear, and says that the workers in the leather business 
in Massachusetts and the makers of shoes express great fear 
in respect to their jobs. My understanding is that it is a 
proven fact that under the arrangement made by the Sec- 
retary of State and this Government with the Government of 
Czechoslovakia, with reference to shoes and the importation 
of shoes into this country, at the maximum, all of the shoes 
that could possibly be shipped into the country under the 
arrangement would amount to not more than one-half of 1 
percent of all of the shoes that are manufactured and sold 
in this country. For that very small concession to Czecho- 
slovakia, we, in many products that are produced in this 
country, of which we produce a surplus, receive valuable 
assurances of exportation to that country of these products 
of American labor, and it does appear to me that if in con- 
sideration of many thousands of dollars, probably running 
into the millions, we may export to countries like Czecho- 
slovakia, and give in exchange the right of importation into 
this country of only one-half of 1 percent, or less, of the 
shoes made in this country, we have made a pretty good 
trade for the workers of the United States. Furthermore, 
everyone knows that since the World War the doctrine of 
infant industries, so much talked about by our friends in 
tariff discussions for many years and used as their main 
argument, has ceased to exist, and that our factories are not 
only not infant industries any more but are the greatest in 
all the world. 

Unless the factories of this country, producing this sur- 
plus, can by some kind of an arrangement, send that sur- 
plus to other countries of the earth, what will become of 
these expanded factories, and what will become of the 
American workers that are employed in those factories? 
Let me repeat what I said on this floor some days ago, in 
my opinion, one of the great contributing causes, among 
others, of the debacle of 1929 was the fact that we had 
reared tariff walls in this country so high that we practically 
closed ourselves to the commerce of the world and when we 
reared these tariff walls to the point where they became 
prohibitive, it is axiomatic that that practically closed the 
ports of the world to the commerce of America, because, as 
has been said so many times, money does not cross the 
ocean to balance the difference in trade of one country 
against another. It is the surplus products shipped from 
one country to another that balance the trade. 

Let me repeat what I said here a few days ago. McKin- 
ley had been chairman of the Ways and Means Committee 
of the House and wrote the McKinley tariff bill. Afterward 
he was President of the United States, and is one of the 
patron saints of the Republican Party. McKinley made the 
statement during the consideration of the McKinley Tariff 
Act that this country could not hope to continue to sell 
where it did not buy. Modern Republican tariff writers for- 
get that. They brought us to the point where somebody like 
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the Secretary of State and the present President in the 
United States in somewise had to break down these barriers 
that had become insurmountable. We had been trading 
with countries that for years were practically free-trade 
countries but we kept raising our tariffs to the point where 
finally we taught them how to write tariffs, and when they 
did they levied them with a vengeance.’ They now have 
tariffs that in many instances are the equal of ours and in 
some instances higher. The time has come when, if we 
are to continue trading with these countries we have got to 
sit around the table and come to an understanding. 

So, let me close as I began, by saying that if we are 
making a bargain with a country like Czechoslovakia to take 
a few of their products in order that we may sell many of 
ours and thus keep American workers employed, I think it is 
a great compliment to those who did it, and a great service 
to the people of this country. [Applause.] 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts [Mrs. ROGERS]. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I would 
remind the distinguished gentleman from Texas, the major- 
ity floor leader, for whom I have a very high regard, that 
President McKinley's wish and statement was for reciprocity. 
He wanted to import the commodities that we did not make, 
commodities that would not force our mills to close. He 
wanted trade. But he did not wish to shut out some of our 
industries from being able to continue. He did not want to 
throw our workers out of work. He did not want to sacri- 
fice the worker in industry for the farmer. We all want trade 
with foreign countries, but not at the expense of our own. 

I also would like to remind the distinguished majority floor 
leader that the wool growers of Texas and the States of the 
West are just as anxious, just as much afraid that their 
tariff on raw wool will be cut when the reciprocal-trade 
agreement is made with Australia. I believe the present 
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole is just as anxious 
that this duty be not cut. It would seem to make a differ- 
ence from what section of the country one comes. I am 
sure the gentleman really wants protection for his own sec- 
tion of the country. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentlewoman 
yield at that point? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I hope the gentleman 
will let me continue. I did not interrupt him. I will gladly 
yield later. 

I refer the gentleman to the questions answered by Mr. 
Fox, who was then sitting as a member of the Board for 
Reciprocity Information, in the Department of Commerce au- 
ditorium, The gentleman from New York [Mr. Lorp] asked 
Mr. Fox what the percentage of importation from Czecho- 
slovakia now was under the reciprocal-trade agreement with 
that country in types of shoes that compete with the women’s 
shoes now made in my own district, made in Massachusetts, 
made in the Middle West, and made in New York. Mr. Fox 
replied that the quota of importations would be increased 
from 1 to 1% percent of our shoe production. At the pres- 
ent time the percentage is 1 percent of our total production 
of shoes, but that 1 percent is highly concentrated competi- 
tion. 

I refer the gentleman to a statement I am going to put in 
the Record on Monday. This statement will show the terms 
of the reciprocal-trade agreement with Czechoslovakia. 

Mr. Chairman, we asked for protection on cemented shoes 
but were granted instead less protection than we now have. 
At one time, Mr. Chairman, the Tariff Commission raised the 
duty on McKay shoes, but under this reciprocal-trade agree- 
ment the duty on McKay shoes was lowered 50 percent. The 
distressing part of it, Mr. Chairman, is that these duties are 
frozen into law for a definite period. There can be no 
increases of duty as conditions arise. Importations have 
increased alarmingly during this year. Our workers, there- 
fore, will have no redress. 

I wonder, Mr. Chairman, if the Members of this House 
fully realize the actual terror that has seized workers in 
many of our industries, the fear of losing their jobs? I am 
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not exaggerating. I have in my hand an editorial pub- 
lished in a Democratic paper that does not wish to attack 
the Democratic administration, I am sure, but that editorial 
shows the paper is thoroughly indignant at the treatment 
of our industries. When you read this editorial, if later I 
am granted permission to include it in my remarks, you will 
realize the plight of these people, I wish you could go into 
my own State of Massachusetts, go into New England, or 
go into Providence, R. I.; go into the different towns, if you 
will, the communities where the mills happen to be making 
airplane cloth for our own airplanes, a product that is very 
much needed for national defense. 

Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to include in my 
remarks a letter from the Navy Department showing how 
important this airplane fabric is. The letter was read to 
the Committee for Reciprocity Information by Mr. H. M. 
Bingham as part of his testimony. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair regrets to advise the gentle- 
woman from Massachusetts that under the rules consent to 
include extraneous matter must be obtained in the House; 
it cannot be granted by the Committee of the Whole. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I will make the request 
when we go back into the House. These mills will be affected 
adversely by the treaty with the United Kingdom. This let- 
ter shows the importance the Navy Department and the 
War Department attach to these mills and how necessary 
they feel it is that these mills be allowed to continue their 
commerce in order that they may be available to make this 
cloth. The letter is as follows: 

COMMITTEE FOR RECIPROCITY INFORMATION—DIVISION IV 


Statement of H. M. Wellington Sears Co., 65 Worth 
Street, New York City, who was duly sworn, and testified as follows: 

Mr. BricHaM. I was scheduled to appear tomorrow under airplane 
cloths, airplane fabrics, and I am speaking in behalf of the Lonsdale 
Co., William Whitman Co,, the Suncook Mills, Ponemah Mills, and 
the Warwick Mills, and it was under those names that our written 
brief was filed. 

The significant feature of our brief may be stated simply by say- 
ing that if this group of mills loses their regular commercial busi- 
ness because of foreign competition that our Army and Navy Air 
Corps will lose their domestic sources of supply for their aircraft 
fabrics. These aircraft fabrics supplement in a very small way our 
regular commercial production, and without our regular production 
there is not sufficient yardage in these aircraft fabrics to warrant 
the operation of one . To verify our claim that this group con- 
stitutes the sole sources of supply for aircraft fabrics, I will read a 
copy of a letter from the Chief of the Bureau of Aeronautics, Navy 
Department, to the Chief of the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, 
Navy Department. The subject of this letter is, Source of Supply 
for Aircraft Fabrics, with four references. Reference (a) is the copy 
of our written brief to the Secretary of the Navy; reference (b) is 
our original brief to this committee; and references (e) and (d) are 
specific contracts that the Navy Department had with suppliers 
outside the group which I am representing. 

The letter reads as follows: 

“The statements of the basic letter” (which is our written brief) 
“so far as they concern the special nature of the fabrics involved 
and the availability of sources of supply are believed to be correct. 
This belief may readily and conclusively be substantiated by a 
review of past Navy Department procurements covering airplane 
and balloon cloth. 

“(a) Sources of supply: Over a period of years bids have been 
received from the same few mills, despite all attempts to encourage 
wider competition. Several years ago an officer in the supply depart- 
ment of the Naval Aircraft Factory endeavored by correspondence 
and by personal contact to interest other mills and to urge them to 
initiate manufacture of airplane cloth, but all efforts were unpro- 
ductive of results. 

“(b) Special and exacting nature of aircraft fabrics: Because of 
the use to which these fabrics are put and the severe service to 
which they are subjected they demand almost perfection in manu- 
facture. Slight defects which ordinarily would be acceptable in 
other fabrics cannot be permitted, particularly where the fabric is 
to be coated for the retention of gases, The strength-weight ratio 
is unusually high when compared with ordinary commercial fabrics, 
and mills must exercise extreme care in the selection of cotton and 
in manufacture to produce cloths having the physical properties 
specified. 

“(c) Manufacture: Endeavors of the Bureau to develop new 
sources of supply have been attended by delays and in most cases 
failure to deliver satisfactory material. Under reference (c) the 
contractor delivered material which apparently met the specifica- 
tions in that it was accepted by the field inspection service. How- 
ever, the cloth could not be used by overhaul activities when it 
was issued, and the entire lot was salvaged and employed for 
fabrication of tow targets and other purposes where a much less 
expensive cloth such as sheeting or muslin had previously been 
used. Under reference (d) the contractor attempted for almost 
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a year beyond his delivery date to make an acceptable sample, and 
finally defaulted on the contract and purchase was made against 
his account.” Reference (c) is one of the first contractors, Navy 
contract 9125, Batavia Mills. Reference (d) is Navy contract 
42089, Robert Bracewell, contractor. 

“A review of the above leads to the conclusion that the present 
sources of supply are all that can definitely be depended upon, and 
that any increased requirements in an emergency will in all proba- 
bility be taken care of by an expansion of existing sources rather 
than by a development of new sources. In the event that new 
manufacturers do enter this field, it is not believed that immediate 
deliveries in any quantities need be expected. 

“No comment can be made in connection with the possible 
influence of a reduction in tariff by a reciprocal-trade agreement 
upon the present domestic production of fine fabrics. Two of the 
factors which affect cloth prices are materials and labor. There 
will not be a great differential between the cost of raw cotton in 
this country and in Great Britain. The big advantage which this 
country would have must then be the result of a reduction in the 
number of operations caused by improvements in equipment, How- 
ever, full automatic machinery has not been developed for fine 
goods to the same extent as for coarser fabrics, and the labor 
advantage to manufacturers of this country would be negligible. 
In the event that foreign competition brought about by a tariff 
reduction would cause cessation of manufacture in this country, 
this Bureau believes that the opinion expressed is correct that 
adequate supplies in an a ae would be difficult to obtain. 
This Bureau is in no position to predict the consequence of a 
reciprocal-trade agreement upon the industry, but does recom- 
mend that the influence of such action upon military supplies 
be given consideration prior to adoption. It is desired to reiterate 
and emphasize the previously expressed opinion that any action 
which will tend at this time to decrease the availability of domestic 
stocks of aircraft fabrics or to cause withdrawal of existing facili- 
ties will work to the disadvantage of national defense in future 
emergencies when the requirements for such materials will be 
ey Increased and immediate deliveries mandatory.” 

Whereas this letter is in a sense unofficial and merely an interde- 
tal communication, it does nevertheless confirm our state- 
ment that we are sole sources of supply for these aircraft fabrics. 

The official attitude of the Navy may be determined from a letter 
of March 5 signed by the Honorable Claude Swanson, which reads 
as follows: 

“Receipt is acknowledged of your letter of January 28, 1938, en- 
closing a copy of a letter addressed to Hon. Cordell Hull, Secre- 
tary of State, on the subject of the negotiation of a trade 
agreement with the United Kingdom and its effect on supplies of 
aircraft fabrics. 

“Your statements so far as they concern the special nature of 
the fabrics involved and available sources of supply are believed to 
be correct. With regard to the possible influence of the reduction 
in tariff by a reciprocal-trade agreement upon the present domestic 
production of fine fabrics, the two factors which affect cloth prices 
are materials and labor. It is assumed that these factors will re- 
ceive their due consideration by the State Department in the 
formulation of a reciprocal-trade agreement.” 

I have been unable to get similar copies of correspondence from 
the War Department, but I have seen some of this correspondence 
and assure you that the War Department substantiates what the 
Navy has said. If there is any doubt in your minds concerning the 
position of the War Department, I respectfully suggest that you 
secure a copy of a letter dated January 27, written by the Air Corps, 
Wright Field, Dayton, Ohio, to the Chief of the Air Corps in Wash- 
ington. As a matter of fact, whereas there are fiye mills subscrib- 
ing to this brief, this Air Corps letter Just referred to admits of only 
four sources of supply. 


Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentlewoman 2 
additional minutes. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I heard 
some testimony the other day at the Raleigh Hotel when the 
textile manufacturers were presenting their case. This is a 
vital matter to our national defense. I may say there are no 
textile mills in my particular district which make that kind 
of cloth, but I am thinking also of the mills all over the coun- 
try. Mills in the South also will be hurt by this treaty with 
the United Kingdom. 

Let us consider for a moment the corduroy mills, and I have 
three of them in my district, although one is closed today. 
On account of the large importation of corduroy and vel- 
veteen from Japan it is the concentrated competition from 
which these mills are suffering. 

May I say also that it is the concentrated competition 
in connection with the importation of shoes that also makes 
it so harmful to certain types of shoes made by American 
workers. Competition so far as men’s shoes are concerned is 
not great, but there is a tremendously concentrated competi- 
tion in women’s shoes. The leather workers are affected 
as the type of leather used in these shoes is like the leather 
made by our own leather workers. This is also true in con- 
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nection with corduroy, which comes in from Japan. Under 
the favored nation clause, Mr. Chairman, Japan will have 
the same advantages that are given to Great Britain; in fact 
every country of the world will have that same advantage 
except Germany. 

Mr, Chairman, I desire to bring up another point. While 
these hearings are going on, in other words, while our 
workers and manufacturers are testifying, negotiators and 
trade representatives from Great Britain and the United 
Kingdom who are here to negotiate a treaty are allowed to 
listen in and take notes. They are permitted to hear the 
whole story. They know our case. Yet when these dis- 
cussions are had over there, our manufacturers and our 
workers are not allowed to sit in and hear their testimony. 
May I request the Members of the House to join me in 
asking that our manufacturers, our chambers of commerce, 
and our labor leaders be permitted to sit in when the British 
present their case. I believe we should have every fact pos- 
sible in order to fight our battle. It is a very real thing. 
It should be nonpartisan and nonpolitical. It is a fight to 
save our workers from financial destruction, a fight to main- 
tain our standard of living and of wages. 

Mr. Chairman, when the Republicans were in power 
when I thought measures were detrimental to my district 
and to the country as a whole or to my section of the 
country I fought them just as hard as I am fighting this 
matter. 

{Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN]. - 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I would not have re- 
quested this additional time had it not been that the gentle- 
woman from Massachusetts referred to the wool growers of 
my State. May I say that their representatives were in 
Washington and came to my office? I made an engage- 
ment for them to see Secretary Hull to talk about a trade 
arrangement with reference to wool. When that conference 
was over, one of the leaders came back to my office and told 
me that Secretary Hull was right. He also informed me 
further that they had agreed with Mr. Hull. 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. HEALEY]. 

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Chairman, I heard part of the state- 
ment made by the gentlewoman from Massachusetts [Mrs. 
Rocers] and I deplore just as much as she does competition 
which will in any way imperil our industries in Massachu- 
setts and New England. It is true that a treaty has been 
negotiated with Czechoslovakia. I understand the total vol- 
ume of shoes that will come in under that agreement 
amounts to about 1½ percent of all the shoes manufactured 
for the American market. However, I think even that 11⁄4 
percent, due to the fact labor is so cheap in Czechoslovakia, 
might have the effect of depressing the price of some of the 
American-made shoes. 

But, Mr. Chairman, there is another and more serious 
side to this question which I think the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts [Mrs. Rocers] has neglected to consider, as 
well as some others of my colleagues. I refer to competition 
from the low-wage areas of our own country. The maxi- 
mum competition for the boot and shoe industry is 1% 
percent from Czechoslovakia, but from other sections of this 
country, and I refer to the low-wage areas, we face an addi- 
tional and greater competition. It is a fact that the boot 
and shoe industry has migrated from Massachusetts into the 
State of Maine, the State of Missouri, and other States 
where the wage levels and the working standards were less 
stringent than in Massachusetts. 

That is the competition which has been damaging the 
industries of Massachusetts far more than the trade treaties. 
This situation has been going on for some 15 years. This 
migration of the textile industries and the boot and shoe 
industry from New England and Massachusetts started long 
before reciprocal-trade treaties were ever thought of. This 
migration has been going on into the cheaper wage areas 
of this country. Much of the capital that was formerly 
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invested in those industries in Massachusetts and New Eng- 
land has gone into the cheaper wage areas of this country 
because there they have the opportunity to exploit labor 
and do not have to observe the labor standards that obtain 
in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 

During the time the Republicans were in power this mi- 
gration of industry from Massachusetts was at its height. 
So far as I know, nothing was ever proposed by the party 
then in power to halt this migration, to halt this exodus 
of industry from that State. 

During this very Congress a bill—the wage and hour bill— 
which would tend to in some measure equalize labor condi- 
tions throughout the country and result in maintaining a 
parity as far as minimum wages and maximum hours are 
concerned in all sections of the Nation, was defeated. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. HEALEY. I am sorry I cannot yield in the few min- 
utes allotted to me. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
tioned my name. 

Mr. HEALEY. I did not mention the gentlewoman’s 
name particularly. I also referred to all my colleagues who 
voted against this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I reiterate this bill would have remedied 
labor conditions all over the country. 

From 1926 to 1936, most of which time the Republicans 
were in control, we lost 350,000 jobs from our pay rolls in 
the textile and the boot and shoe industries of Massachu- 
setts. Certainly, this was not because of any trade treaties 
with Czechoslovakia or any other nation. 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts [Mrs. ROGERS]. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, may I 
remind the gentleman that it was under a Republican ad- 
ministration the child-labor amendment was passed and 
went to the States for ratification. House Joint Resolution 
184 was introduced on February 13, 1924, by Representative 
Israel M. Foster, of Ohio, Republican. It passed the House 
on April 26, 1924; passed the Senate on June 2, 1924, and was 
enacted June 4, 1924 under President Coolidge. May I also 
remind the gentleman from Massachusetts that when the 
Republican Party was in power in Massachusetts it was 
responsible for the first and very splendid labor laws, the 
first such laws to be enacted in the United States, and 
the first to be enforced and carried on to the present 
time. 

I know the gentleman and all the Members from Massa- 
chusetts are extremely anxious to have uniform hours of 
labor and high wages, but, Mr. Chairman, you and I know 
the wages paid in other sections of the country, no matter 
how low they may be, do not compare with the low wages 
paid in Japan, in Czechoslovakia, or in England. If the 
low-priced goods pour into this country it will make even 
more difficult the passage of a good wage and hour law. 

Mr. Chairman, I did not speak of the woolen industry 
that is so menaced by the proposed treaty with the United 
Kingdom. ‘This industry recently has been having a very 
difficult time, as are many others in this depression. They 
realize lowered duty on woolen cloth from England will close 
more mills. 

I took up with the President, the Secretary of State, and 
the Committee for Reciprocity Information the matter of 
the proposed reciprocal-trade agreement with Australia, 
which is contemplated, and asked that it be negotiated and 
go into effect at the same time as the treaty with the 
United Kingdom, in order that the woolen manufacturers, 
as well as the wool growers, may know what the price of 
wool is likely to be. The woolen industry is, unfortunately, 
a highly speculative industry, anyway. No woolen manufac- 
turer is going to buy his wool until he knows what will hap- 
pen to the wool coming in from Australia, nor can he afford 
to so do. That would work a hardship on the workers and 
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on the wool growers also. I have talked with various wool 
growers and with Members of Congress who have wool grow- 
ers in their districts, and they agree with me it is vitally 
important for them to know what will happen to the price 
of raw wool coming in from Australia. It is said that two- 
thirds of our imports of wool come from Australia. 

I earnestly hope, Mr. Chairman, the Members of the 
House will join with me and with the Democrats, because 
there are Democrats like the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
LMr. ALLEN], Senator Durry, of Wisconsin, and others, who 
are fighting against having the duty lowered on certain items 
and against having low prices frozen in our country year 
after year. They are fighting with us in order that our 
people may keep their jobs and be given more jobs in order 
that our people may maintain their standard of living and 
wages. 

Here the gavel fell.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the bill for amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read down to and including line 6 on page 1. 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I move that the Committee 
do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. LUTHER A. Jonnson, Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, having had under con- 
sideration the bill (H. R. 9995) making appropriations for 
the Military Establishment for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1939, and for other purposes, had come to no resolution 
thereon. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend as a part of my own remarks 
made in Committee a few minutes ago and include therein 
an editorial in the Lowell Sun regarding the reciprocal-trade 
agreement with the United Kingdom; also a letter from the 
Navy Department regarding the great importance of having 
airplane cloth made in this country and of keeping open the 
mills providing such cloth. This letter was incorporated in 
a statement read by H. M. Bingham to the Committee for 
Reciprocity Information, which was hearing testimony on 
textiles. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

(Mr. Hancock of New York asked and was given permis- 
sion to extend his own remarks in the RECORD.) 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp on two subjects. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, in view of the controversy 
on the floor this afternoon during the speech of the gentle- 
man from New York {Mr. Fisn]—and I am sorry the gentle- 
man is not here—I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks in the Record with reference to the gentleman’s 
attitude on the Tennessee Valley Authority, and to include 
therein a resolution introduced by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. FısH] on June 11, 1934, calling for an investiga- 
tion of the T. V. A. I may say that at that time Mr. Arthur 
E. Morgan was a member of the board. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The resolution is as follows: 

House Resolution 429 


Whereas the Tennessee Valley Authority was created by an act 
of Congress approved May 18, 1933, to improve the navigability and 
to provide for the flood control of the Tennessee River; to provide 
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for reforestation and the proper use of marginal lands in the 
Tennessee Valley, and for other purposes; and 

Whereas the Tennessee Valley Authority has ignored the main 
Purposes of the act and is treating the intent of the Congress and 
the letter and spirit of the law as of secondary importance; and 

Whereas the Tennessee Valley Authority is spending vast sums of 
money from the Treasury of the United States in sociological in- 
vestigation and research and for the “planned social and economic 
development” of the Tennessee Valley, which was never contem- 
plated by the Congress; and 

Whereas the Tennessee Valley Authority has entered into direct 
competition with private enterprise and is actually engaged in a 
merchandising business to the prejudice and disadvantage of local 
tradesmen and investors; and 

Whereas the Tennessee Valley Authority proposes to establish 
cooperatives and cooperative stores with the ultimate objective of 
controlling the industrial and agricultural activities of the Tennes- 
see Valley; and 

Whereas the Tennessee Valley Authority has employed a host of 
high-salaried alleged experts, technicians, consultants, social work- 
ers, and publicity agents who, together with their staffs, fill three 
large office buildings; and 

Whereas it was originally stated by the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority that the personnel to be employed would be taken from 
the Tennessee Valley, it has proceeded to fill practically every 
position of importance with people from other parts of the country 
who are socialistically inclined; and 

Whereas notwithstanding the expressed terms of the act, direct- 
ing the Tennessee Valley Authority to improve and cheapen the 
production of fertilizer for the farmers, nothing has been done to 
utilize existing facilities or to provide other plants; and 

Whereas the Tennessee Valley Authority has shown an utter 
disregard of property rights and of the rights of private power com- 
panies and their stockholders by forcing them into agreements 
that amount to virtual confiscation; and 

Whereas the Tennessee Valley Authority, without any authority 
of law, has squandered huge sums of Federal money in the acqui- 
sition of a town site, located 3 miles from the Norris Dam, which 
its publicity experts advertise as a model city but which will have 
no practical value or useful purpose after the completion of the 
dam; and 

Whereas numerous complaints have been made by property 
owners, taxpayers, businessmen, and farmers in the vicinity, pro- 
testing against the unfair and un-American treatment and com- 
petition by the Tennessee Valley Authority and its agents through 
use of Government funds and subsidies; and 

Whereas it is rapidly becoming apparent that the Tennessee 
Valley Authority is engaged in trying to destroy private industry, 
to eliminate the profit system, to place industry in a strait jacket, 
to regiment the farmers, to control business and agricultural activ- 
ities in the Tennessee Valley, and to establish a socialistic form 
of collectivism and Government ownership: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Speaker of the House of Representatives be, 
and he is hereby, authorized and directed to appoint a committee 
of five Members of the House, not more than three of whom shall 
be from the same political party, to conduct a thorough investi- 
gation of the activities of the Tennessee Valley Authority and its 
agents and subsidiaries, and the committee shall report the results 
of its investigations with recommendations at the convening of the 
next Congress, or as soon thereafter as practicable. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. TERRY. Mr: Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
on Wednesday next, after the disposition of business on the 
Speaker’s desk and following the legislative program of the 
day, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. KELLER] may be per- 
mitted to address the House for 30 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

ADJOURNMENT OVER 


Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that when the House adjourns today it adjourn to meet on 
Monday next. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, is it expected we will complete the con- 
sideration of the Military Establishment appropriation bill 
by Tuesday? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Not later than Tuesday. I may say, Mr. 
Speaker, in further answer to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts, we expect to complete the consideration of this bill 
on Monday and Tuesday, and on Wednesday call the cal- 
endar of committees. I presume the Speaker will recognize 
the chairman of the Committee on Rules to take up the 
resolution on the T. V. A. investigation when that is re- 
ported. It is hoped to begin the consideration of the legis- 
lative appropriation bill on Thursday. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that all Members who have spoken in general debate on the 
Military Establishment appropriation bill may have 5 legis- 
lative days in which to revise and extend their remarks in 
the Recorp. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Alabama? 5 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman from Ohio, Mr. HARLAN, may be per- 
mitted to revise and extend his own remarks in the RECORD 
and include therein the short bill to which he referred in 
his remarks today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Alabama? 

There was no objection. 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATION BILL, 1939 


Mr. STARNES (for Mr. Corus) submitted a conference 
report and statement to accompany the bill (H. R. 9181) 
making appropriations for the government of the District of 
Columbia and other activities chargeable in whole or in part 
against the revenues of such District for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1939, and for other purposes. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to 

Mr. Kramer for 10 days on account of important business. 
ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 
45 minutes p. m.), under its previous order, the House ad- 
journed until Monday, March 28, 1938, at 12 o’clock noon. 


COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY 


The Committee on Banking and Currency will continue 
hearings on Monday, March 28, 1938, at 10:30 a. m., on the 
Patman bill, H. R. 7230. 

COMMITTEE ON PATENTS 

On Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday, March 28, 29, and 
30, 1938, at 10 a. m., the Committee on Patents will continue 
hearings that began Monday, March 21, 1938, on the fol- 
lowing measures: H. R. 9259, to provide for compulsory 
licensing of patents; H. R. 9815, to provide for the granting 
of licenses under patents brought within a single control by 
competitors to dominate an industry; H. R. 1666, to pro- 
vide counsel for the defense and prosecution of rights of 
indigent patentees. 

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 


There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m., Tuesday, March 29, 1938. 
Business to be considered: Continuation of hearings on 
H. R. 9738—civil aeronautics. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. Matoney’s subcommittee of 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 10 
a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Continuation of hearing on S. 1261—through routes. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. But wiInkKLe’s subcommittee 
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 
10 a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Hearings on H. R. 9073—to extend services of the Cape Fear 
River. 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m. Tuesday, April 12, 1938. 
Business to be considered: Hearing on H. R. 9047—control 
of venereal diseases, and other kindred bills. 
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COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The Subcommittee on Judiciary of the Committee on the 
District of Columbia will meet Monday, March 28, 1938, at 
10:30 a. m., in room 345 House Office Building, to con- 
sider the following bills: H. R. 9684—Racing Board; H. R. 
9759—penalty for assault with dangerous weapon. 


COMMITTEE ON THE POST OFFICE AND POST ROADS 
There will be a hearing before subcommittee No. 1 of the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads at 10 a. m. 
Wednesday, April 6, 1938, on bills in behalf of custodial 
employees in the Postal Service. Room 213, House Office 
Building. 
COMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION 


There will be a meeting of the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization in room 445, House Office Building, at 
10:30 a. m. on Wednesday, March 30, 1938, for the public 
consideration of H. R. 8631—for the relief of Vincenzo Fer- 
rero, and for the further consideration of unfinished business 
of the committee. 


COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 


The Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee will hold 
hearings at 10 a. m., in room 219, House Office Building, 
on the following bills on the dates indicated: 

Tuesday, March 29, 1938: 

H. R. 9765-S. 3595. To authorize the purchase and distri- 
bution of products of the fishing industry. 

Wednesday, March 30, 1938: 

H. R. 8840. To amend section 6 of the act approved May 
27, 1936 (49 Stat. L. 1380). 

S. 1273. To adopt regulations for preventing collisions at 
sea. 

Tuesday, April 5, 1938: 

S. 2580. To amend existing laws so as to promote safety 
at sea by requiring the proper design, construction, mainte- 
nance, inspection, and operation of ships; to give effect to 
the Convention for Promoting Safety of Life at Sea, 1929; 
and for other purposes. 

Tuesday, April 12, 1938: 

H. R. 6797. To provide for the establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more fish-cultural stations in 
each of the States of Oregon, Washington. and Idaho. 

H. R. 8956. To provide for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary investiga- 
tions, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking operations 
for these purposes. 

S. 2307. To provide for the conservation of the fishery re- 
sources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, and 
maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Washington, 
and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary investigations, 
surveys, stream improvements, and stocking operations for 
these purposes. 

Thursday, April 14, 1938: 

H. R. 8533. To amend section 4370 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 46, sec. 316). 

Tuesday, April 19, 1938: 

H. R. 5629. To exempt motorboats less than 21 feet in 
length not carrying passengers for hire from the act of 
June 9, 1910, regulating the equipment of motorboats. 

H. R. 7089. To require examinations for issuance of motor- 
boat. operators’ license. 

H. R. 8839. To amend laws for preventing collisions of ves- 
sels, to regulate equipment of motorboats on the navigable 
waters of the United States, to regulate inspection and man- 
ning of certain motorboats which are not used exclusively 
for pleasure and those which are not engaged exclusively in 
the fisheries on inland waters of the United States, and for 
other purposes, 
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COMMITTEE ON NAVAL’ AFFAIRS 
Full open committee, Naval Affairs, meets at 10:30 a. m. 
Monday, April 4, 1938; continuation of consideration of H. R. 
9315—to regulate the distribution, promotion, and retirement 
of officers on the line of the Navy, and for other purposes. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communications 
were taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

1183. A letter from the chief scout executive of the Boy 
Scouts of America, transmitting a copy of the Twenty-eighth 
Annual Report of the Boy Scouts of America (H. Doc. No. 
562); to the Committee on Education and ordered to be 
printed, with illustrations. 

1184. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated March 16, 1938, submitting a report, together with 
accompanying papers, on a preliminary examination of 
Woonasquatucket River and tributaries, Rhode Island, au- 
thorized by the Flood Control Act approved June 22, 1936; 
to the Committee on Flood Control. 

1185. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated March 16, 1938, submitting a report, together with 
accompanying papers, on a preliminary examination of Hud- 
son Creek, Pasco County, Fla., authorized by the River and 
Harbor Act approved August 26, 1937; to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors, 

1186. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated March 15, 1938, submitting a report, together with 
accompanying papers, on a preliminary examination of 
Moshassuck River and tributaries, Rhode Island, authorized 
by the Flood Control Act approved June 22, 1936; to the 
Committee on Flood Control. 

1187. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated March 16, 1938, submitting a report, together with 
accompanying papers, on a preliminary examination of Crow 
River, Minn., authorized by the Flood Control Act approved 
June 22, 1936; to the Committee on Flood Control. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, 

Mr. McGEHEE: Committee on the District of Columbia. 
H. R. 9227. A bill to amend an act entitled “An act to 
authorize boxing in the District of Columbia, and for other 
purposes”; with amendment (Rept. No. 2004). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. McGEHEE: Committee on the District of Columbia. 
S. 711. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to establish 
a Code of Law for the District of Columbia,” approved March 
3, 1901, as amended, and particularly sections 863, 911, and 
914 of the said code; with amendment (Rept. No. 2005). Re- 
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. SIROVICH: Committee on Patents. House Joint Res- 
olution 447. Joint resolution to protect the copyrights and 
patents of foreign exhibitors at the Pacific Mercado Inter- 
national Exposition, to be held at Los Angeles, Calif., in 
1940; with amendment (Rept. No. 2006). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. LANHAM: Committee on Patents. S. 477. An act to 
prevent fraud, deception, or other improper practice in con- 
nection with business before the United States Patent Of- 
fice, and for other purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 
2007). Referred to the House Calendar, 

Mr. LANHAM. Committee on Patents. H. R. 9996. A 
bill to authorize the registration of certain collective trade- 
marks; with amendment (Rept. No. 2008). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 


4189 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. WALLGREN: A bill (H. R. 10024) to establish the 
Olympic National Park, in the State of Washington, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. IZAC: A bill (H. R. 10025) to authorize a prelimi- 
nary examination and survey of Santa Marguerita River and 
its tributaries in the State of California for flood control, for 
run-off and water-flow retardation, and for soil-erosion pre- 
vention; to the Committee on Flood Control. 

By Mr. MERRITT: A bill (H. R. 10026) to authorize co- 
operation between the United States and the State of New 
York in the protection of the public interest and welfare in- 
herent in certain forest lands in said State through provi- 
sion for the acquisition and management of said lands; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. MANSFIELD: A bill (H. R. 10027) to provide for 
the regional conservation and development of the national 
resources, and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. PALMISANO (by request): A bill (H. R. 10028) to 
provide for insurance rates against loss by fire and lightning, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

By Mr. SIROVICH: A bill (H. R. 10029) providing for a 
surgeon and ship hospital on vessels; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10030) relative to limitation of ship- 
owners’ liability; to the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr. GREEN: A bill (H. R. 10031) to authorize the ac- 
quisition of lands in the vicinity of Jacksonville, Fla., as a 
site for a naval air station and to authorize the construction 
and installation of a naval air station thereon; to the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10032) to provide for the establishment 
of a navy yard at Jacksonville, Fla., to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT: A bill (H. R. 10033) to authorize 
a preliminary examination and survey of Deer Creek and the 
watersheds thereof in the county of Tehama, in the State 
of California, for flood control, for run-off and water-flow 
retardation, and for soil-erosion prevention; to the Com- 
mittee on Flood Control. 

By Mr. CASE of South Dakota: A bill (H. R. 10034) to 
make Members and former Members of Congress ineligible 
for appointment to certain offices; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROBERTSON: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 631) to 
provide for the erection of a monument to the memory of 
Gen. Peter Gabriel Muhlenberg; to the Committee on the 
Library. 

By Mr. FORD of California: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 
632) providing for the participation of the United States in 
the international trade exposition to be known as Pacific 
Mercado, to be held in the city of Los Angeles, Calif., com- 
mencing in the year 1940, and in the world’s fair to be held 
in connection therewith in the year 1942, commemorating 
the landing of Cabrillo, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. COLLINS: Concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 45) 
providing for an investigation of the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority; to the Committee on Rules. 


MEMORIALS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials were presented 
and referred as follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of California, memorializing the President and the 
Congress of the United States relative to the tariff on tung- 
sten and tungsten products; to the Committee on Mines and 
Mining. 
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PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BACON: A bill (H. R. 10035) to amend the act 
approved June 13, 1934, conferring jurisdiction upon the 
Court of Claims of the United States to hear, consider, and 
render judgment on certain claims of George A. Carden and 
Anderson T. Herd against the United States; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

By Mr. FLAHERTY: A bill (H. R. 10036) for the relief of 
Albert Mathieson; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. GREGORY: A bill (H. R. 10037) granting a pen- 
sion to Mary Jones; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. HARTER: A bill (H. R. 10038) to provide for the 
appointment of Cloran D. Riggle, Akron, Ohio, as a captain, 
Judge Advocate General’s Department, United States Army; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON: A bill (H. R. 10039) grant- 
ing a pension to Emma Sears Ferguson; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LANZETTA: A bill (H. R. 10040) to authorize the 
presentation of a Distinguished Service Cross to Quintin 
Serrano; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. MAVERICE: A bill (H. R. 10041) for the relief of 
Virgil Kuehl, a minor; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10042) for the relief of William G. 
Schmid; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mrs. NORTON: A bill (H. R. 10043) for the relief of 
certain carpenters whose tools were destroyed by fire while 
stored in a Works Progress Administration warehouse in 
Jersey City, N. J.; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SCHULTE: A bill (H. R. 10044) for the relief of 
John A. Barr; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SNELL: A bill (H. R. 10045) granting an increase 
of pension to Maria A. Chandler; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SOMERS of New York: A bill (H. R. 10046) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Elizabeth Fairfax Ayres; to 
the Committee on Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were 
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

4633. By Mr. COFFEE of Washington: Resolution of the 
Salmon Purse Seiners’ Union No. 3; of Everett, Wash., N. E. 
Mason, secretary, urging the passage of House bill 4199, the 
General Welfare Act, and also the passage of Congressman 
O'ConnELL's House Joint Resolution 527, the peace bill, pro- 
viding for distinction between the aggressor and victim and 
forbidding exportation of war materials to the aggressor; 
protesting against the passage of the Hill-Sheppard bill (May 
bill), and protesting against the undemocratic conduct of a 
number of Senators in filibustering against the antilynching 
bill, thereby sabotaging democracy; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

4634. Also, resolution of the Salmon Purse Seiners’ Union, 
No. 3, of Everett, Wash., N. E. Mason, secretary, urging pas- 
Sage of the Coffee fine arts bill (H. R. 9102), proposing the 
establishment of a permanent Bureau of Fine Arts and a 
suitable machinery for its administration throughout the 
Nation; to the Committee on Education. 

4635. By Mr. CURLEY: Petition of the Finished Laundry, 
Inc., Bronx, New York City, opposing the tax of 1 cent on 
fuel oil; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4636. Also, petition of the New York County Lawyers’ As- 
sociation, New York City, N. Y., opposing Senate Joint Reso- 
lution 134, Which seeks to amend the Constitution in relation 
to the procedure of proposing and ratifying amendments to 
the Constitution by providing for the adoption of constitu- 
tional amendments by popular vote; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

4637. By Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON: Memorial of Hon. 
C. G. Haley, Centerville, Tex., favoring amendment of the 
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Wagner-Peyser Act, in order for the United States Employ- 
ment Service to be in a position to request adequate appro- 
priations to enable it to supervise State employment offices, 
and to operate the Veterans’ Placement Service and the Farm 
Placement Service; to the Committee on Labor. 

4638. By Mr. KEOGH: Petition of the Independent Theatre 
Owners Association, New York City, concerning the Neely- 
Pettengill bill (S. 153); to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

4639. Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the 
State of New York, concerning Federal Government reorgani- 
zation; to the Committee on Government Organization. 

4640. Also, petition of P. Pastene & Co., Inc., New York 
City, concerning the Federal reorganization legislation; to 
the Committee on Government Organization. 

4641. By Mr. LAMNECK: Petition of Charles E. Reed 
president, Columbus Safety Division of F. C. U., 16 engine 
house, Columbus, Ohio, urging the defeat of House bill 7265, 
providing for the transfer of all supervision and examination 
of credit unions in the District of Columbia to the Farm Credit 
Administration; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

4642. By Mr, PFEIFER: Petition of P. Pastene & Co., Inc, 
New York City, concerning the Government reorganization 
bill; to the Committee on Government Organization. 

4643. Also, petition of the Educators Association, Inc., New 
York City, concerning the Government reorganization bill; to 
the Committee on Government Organization. 

4644. Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of the 
State of New York, New York City, concerning the Federal 
Government reorganization bill; to the Committee on Gov- 
ernment Organization. 

4645. Also, petition of the Independent Theater Owners 
Association, Inc., New York City, concerning the Neely-Pet- 
tengill bill (S. 153); to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

4646. By the SPEAKER: Petition pledging the support of 
the Eastern Pennsylvania Student Peace Conference to a 
program which will make the United States a genuine and 
active force for peace; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

4647. Also, petition from the American Library Associa- 
tion, endorsing the report of the Advisory Committee on Edu- 
cation; to the Committee on Education. 

4648. Also, petition from the city of Lansing, Mich., pro- 
testing against any amendment to the Works Progress Ad- 
ministration appropriation; to the Committee on Appro- 
priations. 

4649. Also, petition from the Lithuanians of New Jersey, 
protesting against the enslaving of Lithuanians; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

4650. By Mr. HART: Petition of the One Hundred and 
Sixty-second Legislature of the State of New Jersey, House 
of Assembly, Trenton, N. J., favoring reduction of the in- 
terest rate on mortgages held by the Home Owners’ Loan 
Corporation from 5 percent to 3 or 342 percent and to extend 
the amortization period for said mortgages from 15 years 
to 20 or 25 years; to the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency. 

4651. Also, petition of Lithuanian citizens of the State of 
New Jersey, concerning the recent international events, es- 
pecially the Polish-Lithuanian developments; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 


SENATE 
MonpDAY, MARCH 28, 1938 
(Legislative day of Wednesday, January 5, 1938) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration 
of the recess. 
THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent, 
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calen- 
dar day Friday, March 25, 1938, was dispensed with, and 
the Journal was approved. 
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CALL OF THE ROLL 
Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, it is apparent that there is 
an absence of a quorum. I suggest such absence, and ask 
that the roll be called. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Adams Connally Hughes O'Mahoney 
Andrews Copeland Johnson, Calif. Overton 
Ashurst vis Johnson, Colo. Pittman 
Austin Dieterich King Pope 
Bailey Donahey La Follette Radcliffe 
Bankhead Duffy Lee Reames 
Barkley Ellender Lewis Reynolds 
Frazier Lodge 
Bilbo George Logan Schwartz 
Bone Gerry Lonergan Schwellenbach 
Borah Gibson Lundeen Sheppard 
Bridges Gillette McAdoo Shipstead 
Brown, Mich Glass McGill Smathers 
Brown, N. H Green McKellar th 
Bulkley Guffey McNary ‘Thomas, Okla. 
Bulow Hale Maloney Thomas, Utah 
Burke Harrison Miller Townsend 
Byrd Hatch Milton Truman 
Byrnes Hayden Minton Tydings 
Capper rring Murray Vandenberg 
Caraway 11 Neely Wagner 
Chavez Hitchcock Norris Walsh 
Clark Holt Nye Wheeler 


Mr. LEWIS. I announce that the Senator from Florida 
{Mr. PEPPER] and the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van Nuys] 
are detained from the Senate on important public business. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] is detained in 
his State on official business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Ninety-two Senators have an- 
swered to their names. A quorum is present. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—APPROVAL OF BILLS 

Messages in writing from the President of the United States 
were communicated to the Senate by Mr. Latta, one of his 
secretaries, who also announced that the President had ap- 
proved and signed the following acts: 

On March 21, 1938: 

S. 1077. An act to amend the act creating the Federal 
Trade Commission, to define its powers and duties, and for 
other purposes. 

On March 26, 1938: 

S. 975. An act to amend the act approved February 7, 1913, 
so as to remove restrictions as to the use of the Little Rock 
Confederate Cemetery, and for other purposes; 

S. 1986. An act to amend section 42 of title 7 of the Canal 
Zone Code and section 41 of the act entitled “An act to pro- 
vide a civil government for Porto Rico, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved March 2, 1917, as amended (U. S. C., 1934 
ed., title 48, sec. 893) ; 

S. 2963. An act authorizing the Superintendent of the 
United States Naval Academy, Annapolis, Md., to accept gifts 
and bequests of money for the purpose of erecting a building 
on land now owned by the United States Government at the 
Naval Academy, and for other purposes; 

S. 3554. An act authorizing the appointment of an addi- 
tional judge of the District Court for the Northern District of 
Alabama; and 

S. 3655. An act amending section 312 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938. 

PARTICIPATION BY UNITED STATES IN FOURTH INTERNATIONAL 

CONFERENCE ON PRIVATE AIR LAW 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a message 
from the President of the United States, which was read, 
and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations, as follows: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I commend to the favorable consideration of the Congress 
the enclosed report from the Secretary of State to the end 
that legislation may be enacted authorizing an appropria- 
tion of the sum of $15,500, or so much thereof as may be 
necessary, for the expenses of participation by the United 
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States in the Fourth International Conference on Private 
Air Law, to be held at Brussels, Belgium, in September 1938. 
FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT. 
THE WHITE House, March 28, 1938. 


Enclosure: Report.] 
CLAIM OF NORWEGIAN GOVERNMENT 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a message 
from the President of the United States, which was read, 
and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations, as follows: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I enclose a report received from the Secretary of State 
requesting the submission to the present Congress of the 
claim presented by the Government of Norway against the 
United States on account of the detention and treatment of 
the crew of the Norwegian steamer Sagatind subsequent to 
the seizure of this vessel by the United States Coast Guard 
cutter Seneca on October 12, 1924. 

I concur in the recommendation made by the Secretary 
of State and recommend that as an act of grace and with- 
out reference to the question of the legal liability of the 
United States of America in the matter, the Congress au- 
thorize an appropriation in the sum of $5,000 in order to 
effect the settlement of all claims arising with respect to the 
detention and treatment of the crew of the steamer Sagatind 
subsequent to the seizure of that vessel on October 12, 1924. 

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT. 

The WHITE House, March 28, 1938. 


HUNGARY'S RELIEF INDEBTEDNESS TO UNITED STATES 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a message 
from the President of the United States, which was read, 
and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Finance, as follows: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith, for the consideration of the Congress, 
a communication from the Minister of Hungary on the relief 
indebtedness of Hungary to the United States, in which the 
Hungarian Government tentatively formulates for the con- 
sideration of the American Government a possible basis for 
a new debt arrangement between the two countries to re- 
place completely the debt agreement of 1924 and accruals 
thereunder. 

The indebtedness of the Government of Hungary to the 
Government of the United States is not a war debt but is 
properly designated as a relief debt, having been contracted 
in May 1920 under the authority of the act of March 30, 
1920, which authorized the United States Grain Corporation, 
with the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, to sell 
or dispose of flour in its possession for cash or on credit at 
such prices and on such terms or conditions as considered 
necessary to relieve the populations in the countries of 
Europe or countries contiguous thereto suffering for the want 
of food. The American Relief Administration acted as the 
fiscal agent of the United States Grain Corporation in dis- 
pensing this relief. 

The original indebtedness, the principal amount of which 
was $1,685,835.61, with interest accrued thereon from May 
1920 to December 1923 at the rate of 444 percent per an- 
num, was funded as of the latter date, by agreement made in 
April 1924, into bonds of Hungary in the aggregate principal 
amount of $1,939,000, maturing serially in the succeeding 
years for 62 years, bearing 3 percent for the first 10 years 
and thereafter at the rate of 342 percent per annum. In 
approving this debt settlement, the Congress authorized the 
Secretary of the Treasury to subordinate the lien of the bonds 
taken under it to the lien of the Hungarian reconstruction 
loan, which was about to be issued and sold in numerous 
countries, including the United States. In May 1924 the 
Secretary, acting upon this authorization, formally sub- 
ordinated the American Government’s lien to the lien of the 
reconstruction bond issue. 
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On December 23, 1931, the Hungarian Government pro- 
claimed a transfer moratorium suspending payment in for- 
eign currencies of all Hungarian foreign obligations, public 
and private, except the aforesaid reconstruction loan of 
1924. Payments on the latter loan were subsequently sus- 
pended in part. During 1937 the Hungarian Government 
began liquidating the transfer moratorium by negotiating 
agreements with the foreign holders of Hungarian obliga- 
tions for the acceptance of reduced payments in full satis- 
faction of existing indebtedness. It is in this connection 
that the Hungarian Government has now come forward of 
its own initiative in an effort to reach an agreement with 
the United States Government under which the relief in- 
debtedness can also be discharged in full. 

No readjustment of the terms of payment of the Hun- 
garian indebtedness to the United States can be made except 
pursuant to act of Congress. The Hungarian Government 
is seeking a definitive readjustment of the terms of pay- 
ment of this indebtedness on the basis of full payment over 
a period of years of the total original amount borrowed 
without interest. 

The Hungarian Government calls attention to the simi- 
larity between its suggested basis for payment and that 
accepted by the United States in the Austrian debt agree- 
ment of May 8, 1930, which provided that a sum very 
slightly in excess of the original Austrian indebtedness in- 
curred in 1920 should be repaid without interest in 40 an- 
nuities. The Congress of the United States, after full con- 
sideration of the nature of the Austrian indebtedness, voted 
by a large majority in the House of Representatives and by 
a unanimous procedure in the Senate to authorize the sig- 
nature of the draft agreement which had been prepared by 
the Treasury Department and the representatives of the 
Austrian Government. The Hungarian debt is a relief debt 
like the Austrian one. 

The Hungarian Minister also suggests that the terms com- 
pare favorably with those in several other debt settlements, 
and that in announcing the signature of the debt agreement 
with Austria in 1930, the Secretary of the Treasury said: 

The settlement compares favorably with the settlements made 
by the United States with the Governments of Greece, Italy, and 
Yugoslavia. 

It has, of course, been the consistent policy of the United 
States to consider each debt in the light of the circumstances 
of the debtor government, and it is with this in view that 
the Hungarian communication is transmitted to the Con- 
gress, 

I believe the proposals of the Hungarian Government 
should receive the most careful consideration of the Con- 
gress. They represent a noteworthy wish and effort of the 
Hungarian Government to meet its obligations to this Gov- 
ernment. 

In its simplest terms, the offer of the Hungarian Govern- 
ment is to repay to the United States the whole of the relief 
loan but without payment of any interest thereon. 

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT. 

THE WHITE House, March 28, 1938. 


(Enclosure: Aide memoire on Hungary’s relief debt to the 

United States, February 7, 1938.1 
DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate letters from 
the Archivist of the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, lists of papers and documents on the files of the De- 
partment of Commerce, and the Veterans’ Administration, 
which are not needed in the conduct of business and have no 
permanent value or historical interest, and requesting action 
locking to their disposition, which with the accompanying 
papers, were referred to a Joint Select Committee on the Dis- 
position of Papers in the Executive Departments. 

The VICE PRESIDENT appointed Mr. BARKLEY and Mr. 
Grsson members of the committee on the part of the Senate. 
PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a telegram 
in the nature of a memorial from the Constitutional Educa- 
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tional. League, Inc., of New York City, N. ¥., remonstrating 
against certain alleged illegal acts of the subcommittee of the 
Committee on Education and Labor to investigate violations 
of the rights of free speech and assembly, which was referred 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by 

_the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee, Wis., pro- 
testing against the enactment of legislation imposing a Fed- 
eral tax on fuel oil, which was referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by the 
Lions Club of Fairfield, Calif., favoring the enactment of 
legislation to reduce immigration quotas, which was referred 
to the Committee on Immigration. 

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted at a 
mass meeting of citizens of Lithuanian descent of Newark, 
N. J., protesting against certain alleged acts directed against 
Lithuania by Poland, which was referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

He also laid before the Senate the memorial of Lena 
Fletcher, of Forks, Wash., remonstrating against the inclu- 
sion of any areas in the proposed Olympic National Park 
that are known to be infected with parasites deleterious to 
Roosevelt elk, which was referred to the Committee on Pub- 
lic Lands and Surveys. 

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 


Mr. BULOW, from the Committee on Civil Service, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 3548) to amend section 9 of 
the Civil Service Retirement Act, approved May 29, 1930, as 
amended, reported it without amendment and submitted a 
report (No. 1546) thereon. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED 


Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and 
referred as follows: 

By Mr. MINTON: 

A bill (S. 3738) to amend section 8 of the National De- 
fense Act, and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

By Mr. NYE: 

A bill (S. 3739) for the relief of Alpha T. Johnson; to the 
Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. NEELY: 

A bill (S. 3740) granting a pension to Wesley William 
Faulkwell; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. CAPPER: 

A bill (S. 3741) for the relief of John F. Thomas (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee on Civil Service. 

By Mr. BERRY: 

A bill (S. 3742) for the protection of Government law- 
enforcement officers or agents by providing pensions to 
those injured, and compensation to the dependents of those 
killed in the discharge of duty; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr, HATCH: 

A bill (S. 3743) for the relief of Charles B. Payne; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. ANDREWS: 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 279) granting insurance 
payments to Hugh H. Newell; to the Committee on 
Finance. 


TAX REVISION—AMENDMENT 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 9682) 
to provide revenue, equalize taxation, and for other pur- 
poses, which was ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

ADDITIONAL JUDGES FOR UNITED STATES COURTS 

Mr. ANDREWS submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (S. 3691) to provide for the ap- 
pointment of additional judges for certain United States 
district courts, circuit courts of appeals, and certain courts 
of the United States for the District of Columbia, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 
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SUPREME COURT OPINION IN ELECTRIC BOND & SHARE CO. AGAINST 
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION (S. DOC. NO. 160) 


Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, the Supreme Court of the 
United States today handed down a decision in the case of 
Electric Bond & Share Co., et al. against Securities and 
Exchange Commission. The case tested the constitutionality 
of certain provisions of the Holding Company Act, and the 
decision upholds their constitutionality. I ask that the opin- 
ion of the Court be made a Senate document. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it isso ordered. 


ADDRESS BY C. A, DYKSTRA (S. DOC. NO. 161) 


Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I ask unanimous consent that a 
Bronson Cutting memorial lecture entitled Democracy and 
Education,” delivered by President C. A. Dykstra, of the 
University of Wisconsin, be printed as a Senate document. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 


EXPLANATION OF NAVAL EXPANSION BILL BY SENATOR WALSH 


Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the Recorp an explanation of the naval ex- 
pansion bill prepared by me as chairman of the Committee 
on Naval Affairs. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The explanation is as follows: 

EXPLANATION OF THE NAVAL EXPANSION Brit (H. R. 9218) 


(Prepared under the direction of the Honorable Davm I. WALSH, 
chairman, Committee on Naval Affairs, United States Senate) 
The purpose of the bill is to carry out the recommendations 

made by the President of the United States in his message to the 

Congress on January 28, 1938, as follows: 

“That the existing authorized building program for increases 
and replacements in the Navy be increased by 20 percent. 

“That the Congress authorize and appropriate a sum not to ex- 
ceed $15,000,000 for the construction of a number of new types of 
small vessels, such construction to be regarded as experimental in 
the light of new developments among navies, and to tnclude the 
preparation of plans for other types of ships in the event that it 
may be necessary to construct such ships in the future.” 

The bitl— 

(1) Increases the number and tonnage allowances of combatant 
vessels in the Navy by approximately 20 percent. 

(2) Authorizes the President to build up the Navy to the new 
authorized strength, including replacement of vessels as they 
become over age. 

(3) Authorizes the President to acquire or construct additional 
naval airplanes, including spare parts and equipment, so as to in- 
seer N NSR of useful planes from 2,050 to a total of not less 

an 3,000. 

(4) Authorizes the construction of 22 auxiliary vessels, 5 destroyer 
tenders, 3 submarine tenders, 4 large seaplane tenders, 7 small 
seaplane tenders, and 3 repair ships. 

(5) Authorizes appropriation of funds necessary to carry out the 
purposes of the act, including such sums as may be necessary to 
provide the essential equipment and facilities at navy yards for 
building any ship or ships heretofore or herein authorized. 

(6) Authorizes an appropriation of $15,000,000 to be expended at 
the discretion of the President for the purposes of experimenting 
with surface craft, lighter-than-air craft, heavier-than-air craft, 
aerial bombs, aerial mines, torpedoes, and other inventions and 
material developments for the national defense. 

It also authorizes the Secretary of the Navy to enter into con- 
tracts with inventors and manufacturers for experimental work, 
models, plans, materials, and the development of projects useful 
to the national defense to the extent of $15,000,000. 

(7) Brings the construction of the yessels herein authorized 
under the terms and conditions of the act of March 27, 1934, as 
amended. 

(8) Defines the term “under age” and states that this term shall 
be construed in accordance with the terms of the treaty signed at 
London, March 25, 1936. 

(9) States that the United States would welcome and support 
an international conference for naval limitations, and in the event 
of an international treaty for further limitation of naval arma- 
ments to which the United States is signatory, the President is 
authorized to suspend naval construction, except that such sus- 
pension shall not apply to vessels and aircraft actually under con- 
struction. 

(10) Directs the Secretary of the Navy to appoint a board con- 
sisting of not less than five officers to investigate and report upon 
the need, for purposes of national defense, for the establishment 
of additional submarine, destroyer, mine, and naval air bases on 
the coast of the United States, its territories, and possessions. 

(11) Directs. the Navy Department to construct on the Pacific 
coast of the United States such vessels as the President may de- 
termine to be necessary in order to maintain shipyard facilities 
upon the Pacific coast necessary and adequate to meet the require- 
ments of national defense. 
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The shipbuilding and airplane procurement programs will prob- 
ably be spread over a period of 5 years or more. 

The estimated additional cost over a period of years to carry out 
the provisions of the bill is as follows: 


46 combatant vessels n E R SE $731, 095, 000 
22 auxiliary vessels 2 246,451,000 
K ee ~ 106,000,000 
Additional equipment and facilities at navy yards__ 8, 000, 000 

Expenditure for experimental purposes, including 
one lighter-than-air crartt 15, 000, 000 
Contract authorlzation—— 15, 000, 000 
tg tae Sts ᷣ . . PNED 1. 121. 546, 000 


SECTION T 


Public, No. 135, Seventy-third Congress, approved March 27, 
1934—the so-called Vinson-Trammell Act—established the compo- 
sition of the United States Navy with respect to the categories of 
vessels limited by the treaties signed in Washington, February 6, 
1922, and at London, April 22, 1930, at the limit prescribed by 
those treaties. It authorized the President to construct a sufficient 
number of vessels to bring the United States Navy up to treaty 

and to maintain it thereat by replacing over-age vessels 
with vessels of modern design and construction. 

Article 21 of the London Treaty of 1930, the so-called escalator 
clause, provides that any high contracting party which considers 
her national security to be materially affected by the new construc- 
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tion of a nonsignatory power may, with due notification to other 
signatories, increase tonnages within one or more categories, 
Other signatories may then make proportionate increases in the 
categories speciñed. 

Great Britain invoked article 21 of this treaty on July 15, 1936, 
and on December 23, 1936. Japan invoked this article on December 
29, 1936. The total tonnage allowed the United States was in- 
creased by 75,868 tons. 

The present Navy bullding program, if continued until 1941 or 
1942, will bring the United States Navy up to the original strength 
authorized for under-age vessels, except in the battleship class. 
The London Treaty of 1936 changed the effective life of battleships 
from 20 years to 26 years. This change in the effective life of bat- 
tleships and the increases in allowances due to the so-called 
escalator clause have changed the situation very materially. Under 
these conditions we have now built, building, and appropriated for 
our full allotted under-age strength in battleships, cruisers, and 
aircraft carriers, and we are short approximately 63,935 tons in 
destroyers and 8,813 tons in submarines. 

Section 1 of the bill increases the authorized number and ton- 
nage allowances of combatant vessels in the Navy by approximately 
20 percent, The following table shows the original allowances as 
authorized by the treaties and the act of March 27, 1934, the in- 
creased allowances due to the so-called escalator clause, the total 
allowances now authorized, the increased allowances proposed by 
the bill, and the total allowed under-age strength of the Navy if 
the bill is enacted: 


(Column 4) (Column 5) 
Total complement 
Vinson-Trammell . en by thorized pea H. R. 
an under-age ves- age 9688816 me under-age ves 


1 Present law (Vinson-Trammell Act) limits total tonnages only in these categories. 


3 H. R. 9218 combines cruiser tonnages authorizing a total of 412,524 tons. 

3 Great Britain invoked art. 21 of the London Treaty of 1930 on Dec. 23, 1936. 
Great Britain inyoked art. 21 of the London Treaty of 1930 on . Ms 1938. 
Japan invoked art. 21 of the London Treaty of 1930 on Dec. 29, 1 


SECTION N 


over 
Section 2 of the bill authorizes the President 
to construct a sufficient number of vessels to bring the Navy up to 
the new authorized strength and to maintain it thereat by replac- 
ing vessels as they become over age. 

The Navy can be maintained permanently at the under-age 
strength shown in column 5 of the table without additional legis- 
lative authority and subject only to appropriations made by the 
Congress. 

SECTION UT 


An act approved June 24, 1926 (Public, No. 422, 69th Cong.), 
established the number of useful airplanes (including spare parts 
and equipment) to be employed in the Navy at 1,000, and au- 
thorized the Secretary of the Navy to acquire and maintain not 
less than this number of useful airplanes. This act also stated: 

“That ‘useful airplanes,’ as used in this act, shall be those air- 
planes on the Navy list which are, or which after reasonable re- 
pairs can be made, in all respects safe to fly and fitted to take 
part operations in time of war, and shall be 

classified as imental, or with the 
pproval of the Secretary of the Navy declared obsolete.” 

An act approved March 27, 1934 (the Vinson-Trammell Act) 
authorized the President to procure the necessary naval aircraft 


Section 3 of the present bill authorizes the President to acquire 
or construct additional naval airplanes, including patrol planes, 


The increased number of planes is based upon the requirements 
for a naval aeronautical organization proportionate to the in- 
creased Navy contemplated by the bill. 

Not less than 3,000 useful naval airplanes can be maintained 

mtly without additional legislative authority and sub- 
ject only to appropriations made by the Congress. 


SECTION IV 


Section 4 of the bill authorizes the construction of 22 auxiliary 
vessels, 5 destroyer tenders, 3 submarine tenders, 4 large seaplane 
tenders, 7 small seaplane tenders, 3 repair ships, of a total light 
displacement tonnage of 229,000 tons. Light displacement is used 
for auxiliaries instead of standard displacement, as the latter is not 
applicable for auxiliaries which carry varying amounts of cargo. 
“Light displacement” is the weight of the ship as it is delivered by 
the shipyard, without fuel, stores, ammunition, or water. 

Auxiliaries may be divided into two broad classes—tenders and 
other auxiliaries. 

The tenders are those vessels which serve destroyers, submarines, 
and patrol planes, and which are essential to their operation and 
maintenance at all times, both in time of peace and in time of 
war. They, therefore, should be provided in a definite proportion 
to the vessels or planes they tend. 

The other types of auxiliaries, oilers, store ships, cargo ships, 
mine sweepers, etc., will be required in large numbers in time of 
war, in numbers too great to be built or operated by the Navy 


SECTION V 

Section 5 of the bill authorizes to be appropriated such sums 
as may be necessary to effectuate the purposes of this act, includ- 
ing appropriations for such essential equipment and facilities at 
navy yards as may be necessary in the construction of such ships as 
have been authorized or as are provided for in this bill. 

To carry out the construction provisions of this bill, in con- 
junction with the construction program authorized by the act of 
March 27, 1934, some new equipment and facilities and the replace- 
ment of some existing equipment and facilities, such as cranes, 
tools, building ways, and other items, will be necessary. 

It has been estimated that the essential equipment and facilities 
required may be obtained at a cost of about $8,000,000. 

SECTION VI 

Section 6 authorizes an appropriation of $15,000,000 to be ex- 
pended at the direction of the President for purposes of experi- 
menting with surface craft, lighter-than-air craft, heavier-than- 
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air craft, aerial bombs, aerial mines, torpedoes, and other inven- 
tions and material developments for the national defense. Five 
million dollars of this sum is to be expended for the construction 
of small experimental vessels, none of which shall exceed 3,000 tons 
standard displacement. 

Three million dollars of this sum is to be expended for the con- 
struction of a rigid airship of American design and American con- 
struction of a capacity not to exceed 3,000,000 cubic feet, either 
fabric covered or metal covered, to be used for training, experi- 
mental, and development purposes. 

The remaining $7,000,000 is to be expended for the purpose of 
experimenting with heavier-than-air craft, aerial bombs, aerial 
mines, and other inventions and material developments for the 
national defense. 

In addition to the $15,000,000 authorized to be appropriated for 
experimental purposes, the Secretary of the Navy is authorized to 
enter into contracts, to the extent of $15,000,000 aes inventors and 
manufacturers for experimental work, models, plans, materials, and 
the development of projects useful to the national defense. 


SECTION VON 


This section of the bill directs that the allocation and con- 
struction of the vessels authorized and their replacements as well 
as the procurement and construction of airplanes and spare parts 
shall be in accordance with the act of March 27, 1934, as amended. 
This act provides (1) that normally 50 percent of the vessels will 
be constructed in Government yards; (2) that no less than 10 
percent of the aircraft, including engines therefor, shall be con- 
structed in Government aircraft factories; and (3) that the profit 
on contracts, except for scientific instruments, where the award 
exceeds $10,000, is limited to a maximum of 10 percent. 

SECTION VIII 

Section 8 of the bill defines the term “under age” as that given 
in accordance with the London Treaty of 1936. 

In accordance with the London Naval Treaty of 1936 vessels of 
the following categories and subcategories shall be deemed to be 
“over age“ when the undermentioned number of years have 
elapsed since completion: 


Years 

een , T oe nena * 26 

I y eee es 20 
(c) Cruisers, subcategories (a, ea b, light): 

If laid down before Jan. 1, 1920—— 22 16 

If laid down after Dec. 31, 1919—— =-+mmmep-manen 20 

(d) Light surface vessels, subcategory (e 16 

b MU) REE NEE OS SEES SES aSa 13 


Section 9 states that— 

“The United States would welcome and support an international 
conference for naval limitations and in the event of an inter- 
national treaty for the further limitations of naval armament to 
which the United States is signatory, the President is authorized 
and empowered to suspend so much of its naval construction as 
has been authorized as may be ni to bring the naval 
armament of the United States within the limitations so agreed 
upon, except that such suspension shall not apply to vessels and 
aircraft then actually under construction.” 

SECTION x 

In view of the increases provided for the Navy in this bill, it 
appears that additional naval operating bases for some of the 
units of the fleet will be necessary. 

Section 10 authorizes and directs the Secretary of the Navy to 
appoint a board of not less than five officers to investigate and 
report upon the need, for purposes of national defense, for the 
establishment of additional submarine, destroyer, mine, and naval 
air bases on the continental coasts of the United States, its 
Territories and possessions. 

It further directs the Secretary of the Navy to cause the report 
of this board to be transmitted to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives during the first session of the Seventy-sixth 
Congress. 

SECTION XI 

Section 11 directs the Navy Department to construct upon the 
Pacific coast of the United States such vessels as the President of 
the United States may determine to be necessary in order to main- 
tain shipyard facilities on the Pacific coast necessary and adequate 
to meet the requirements of national defense. 


NAVAL EXPANSION—INTERVIEW WITH SENATOR NORRIS 


[Mr. WatsH asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Recorp an interview with Senator Norris on the naval 
expansion bill, published in the United States News of March 
28, 1938, which appears in the Appendix.] 

REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS—ADDRESS BY 

SENATOR BYRNES 

[Mr. BARKLEY asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the RECORD a radio address delivered by Senator Byrnes on 
March 27, 1938, on the bill for the reorganization of the 
executive departments, which appears in the Appendix.] 
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GOVERNMENT BY PROPAGANDA—ADDRESS BY SENATOR MINTON 

(Mr. Green asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Recorp a radio address on the subject Government by 
Propaganda, delivered by Senator Minton on the evening of 
March 26, 1938, which appears in the Appendix.] 

REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS—ADDRESS BY 

SENATOR SCHWELLENEBACH 

(Mr. Hrrcucock asked and obtained leave to have printed 
in the Recor a radio address delivered by Senator SCHWEL- 
LENBACH On Sunday, March 27, 1938, on the bill providing for 
a reorganization of the executive departments, which ap- 
pears in the Appendix.] 

ESSENTIALS TO PERMANENT RECOVERY—ADDRESS BY SENATOR 

BAILEY 

(Mr. Byrp asked and obtained leave to have printed in the 
RecorpD an address on Essentials to Permanent Recovery, de- 
livered by Senator Bamey before the American Academy of 
Political Science, New York City, March 25, 1938, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 

CHOCTAW INDIANS OF THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI 

(Mr. BIO asked and obtained leave to have printed in the 
RecorpD a statement read by himself before the House Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs in support of Senate bill 1478, con- 
ferring jurisdiction on the United States Court of Claims to 
determine the claims of the Choctaw Indians of the State of 
Mississippi, which appears in the Appendix.] 
FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION—ADDRESS BY DEPUTY ADMINIS- 

TRATOR M’GEHEE 

Mr. Nye asked and obtained leave to have printed in the 
Record a radio address delivered by Charles C. McGehee, 
Deputy Administrator, Federal Housing Administration, on 
March 16, 1938, on the subject Property Improvement Pro- 
gram of the Federal Housing Administration, which appears 
in the Appendix.] 


KEEPING OUT OF WAR—ARTICLE BY WILLIAM F. HOVIS 


(Mr, NYE asked and obtained leave to have printed in the 
Record an article entitled The United States Can and Must 
Keep Out of War,” by William Forney Hovis, editor of Dawn, 
which appears in the Appendix.] 


THE PRESIDENT’S GAINESVILLE SPEECH 


(Mr. McKELLAR asked and obtained leave to have printed 
in the Record an editorial from the Nashville Tennessean of 
March 25, 1938, entitled “Counsel of a Friend,” which appears 
in the Appendix.] 


MR. GANNETT’S COMMITTEE—EDITORIAL FROM CAPITAL TIMES 


(Mr. Minton asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Record an editorial from the Capital Times of Madison, 
Wis., of the issue of March 23, 1938, under the heading “The 
Probe of Mr. Gannett’s Committee Should Go On,” which 
appears in the Appendix.] 

CHARACTER OF PETITIONS AGAINST REORGANIZATION BILL 


Mr. MINTON. I ask unanimous consent that the brief 
letter which I send to the desk may be read by the clerk. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the letter was read by the Chief 
Clerk, as follows: 


United States Senator MINTON, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR: I am not in your district, but think you should 
know of the petitions being circulated in the New York textile 
district (around Worth St., New York City) asking you to 
vote against the reorganization bill. These petitions have the 
“boss” as the first signer and is passed on to employees who sign 
not because they know if it is right or not but just because it is 
the easiest way out, so if it is a good thing it would be a shame 
to have it killed because of these petitions; and I feel you, who 
have the understanding of it, will not be misled by these peti- 
tions, but vote according to your best judgment. 

Yours very truly, 


——. 


REORGANIZATION OF THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 


The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 3331) 
to provide for reorganizing agencies of the Government, 
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extending the classified civil service, establishing a General 
Auditing Office and a Department of Welfare, and for other 


purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion 
of the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WatsH] to recom- 
mit the bill to the Select Committee on Government Organi- 
zation. 

The Chair will make a statement as to the parliamen- 
tary situation. Under the ordinary rules of the Senate, 
after a motion is made to recommit, no amendments may 
be offered, but the Senate by an order entered last Thurs- 
day provided that all amendments and motions to recommit 
shall be voted on at not later than 3 o’clock today. So the 
Chair will hold that any amendment offered between now 
and 3 o’clock may be voted on by the Senate. After 3 
o'clock no amendment may be offered to the bill under the 
order of the Senate. The Chair thinks he should make that 
announcement so that the Senate may understand the par- 
liamentary situation. 

It is the understanding of the Chair that if he should 
recognize anyone except the Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. Byrnes] or the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Wals! it would be only for the purpose of introducing bills 
or asking unanimous consent for some purpose. The Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] and the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. WatsH] control the time between now 
and 3 o’clock. The Chair recognizes the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts. 

(Mr. Wals yielded to several Senators to present routine 
business, which appears elsewhere under appropriate 
headings.) 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. Typrncs], who has another engagement, desires to speak 
on the pending question, and, for the time being, I yield the 
floor to him. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I desire to speak on the 
motion to recommit the so-called reorganization bill. 

In my humble judgment, the bill itself is very different 
from the original bill that came to Congress. In the main, 
it is not a bad bill. Everyone realizes that it is necessary to 
reorganize the Government. Tremendous efficiency will fol- 
low if the Government is reorganized in the way provided 
by the Constitution of our country. The fact that the Senate 
and the House will have no check upon reorganization under 
this bill will impel me to vote for the recommittal of the 
bill; and I desire to take an entirely different line of argu- 
ment than any I have heard in telling the Senate why I think 
it is wise to recommit the bill. 

There never has been a time in the history of the world 
when more fear existed than at this moment. Most of the 
large countries of Europe are under dictatorships—Russia, 
Germany, Italy, Poland, Hungary, Bulgaria, Rumania, and 
many other European nations. We pick up the newspapers 
and read that the most celebrated physician in Austria has 
just shot himself and his wife and his child. In another 
column we read that 1,710 persons were either arrested or 
put to death or committed suicide in Vienna in a single day. 
All such happenings have ramifications in our own country. 
Fear grips large sections of our people. It may be argued 
that the fear is unfounded, that nothing like that will hap- 
pen here, and I concede that perhaps there is a great deal 
to support that point of view; but that does not in the 
slightest degree eliminate the fear. 

I am not attributing to the President, or to anybody in 
his Cabinet, or to anybody in his administration, any motive 
to create a dictatorship in this country. That is not the 
point. The point is that the technique which, to some extent, 
is set forth in this bill is the technique which has been 
employed over and over again to create these situations in 
other countries, and many of our people are in the grip of a 
fear. If Senators do not believe it, let them go to some of 
our cities and talk with those who are affected. They fear 
that if there is too great a concentration of power in the 
hands of the Executive, what has happened in other places 
may perhaps happen here, 
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I am not making any charge of that kind. I doubt very 
much if there are many facts to warrant even such a sus- 
picion. I am certain that up to this time there has been no 
evidence of the sort of thing happening here which has 
happened abroad, but the fear is present, and we should 
make every effort to drive it from the minds of our citizens. 

There is a depression in our country. Twelve or fifteen 
million persons are out of employment. We have an un- 
balanced Budget. We have a $40,000,000,000 debt. We have 
centralized control of agriculture. We have a Federal La- 
bor Board; we have a Social Security Board; we have many 
things which are entirely different from the orthodox ways 
of 20 or 30 years ago; and all those things have brought 
about a concentration of power in Washington. 

If this bill contained a provision that whatever plan is 
arranged for reorganizing the Government must receive the 
approval of Congress, that would be one thing; but the bill 
contains no such provision. Congress has whittled away 
its constitutional right to legislate, because the votes of 
two-thirds of the Members of both Houses will be necessary 
to disapprove any plan for reorganization that may be pro- 
posed; and that situation more than any other has created 
fear and havoc all over the land. My own mail indicates 
that to be so—not form letters, not inspired letters, but let- 
ters from persons I know, many of the letters unreason- 
able, many of them written in a vicious tone, some written 
in sarcasm, but all carrying with them the note of fear— 
fear because certain things are happening elsewhere, and they 
do not want anything like them to happen here. These let- 
ters, I repeat, are largely from persons I know. If I had 
the time and the office force, I should like to sit down and 
tell the writers of the letters that, in my judgment, many 
of the fears which they express are not well founded; but 
they are there, and the question is, Does Congress want to 
accelerate them and increase them by enacting legislation 
which is contrary to the usual and orthodox way of making 
legislative enactments? 

What harm can there be in permitting the people’s rep- 
resentatives in Congress to have the final say as to whether 
or not any reorganization plan which may be suggested 
shall be adopted in whole or in part? Have we become so 
useless in our respective offices here and at the other end 
of the Capitol that we can no longer legislate? It seems to 
me that men who say we cannot approve or disapprove a 
reorganization plan, we can no longer pass on it in the 
orderly and orthodox way, are in effect saying that we are 
incompetent to pass on the routine acts and laws, for which 
duty we were elected by the people of our respective districts 
and States. 

Why can we not pass on the plan? Is it not better to 
do it in that way, Senators, and arrest the fears that exist, 
than to allow a large portion of our population to suppose 
that they are threatened with danger? Perhaps their 
apprehensions are only visions which exist in their minds, 
but they are there nonetheless. 

Why have this departure at this time? What is this bill? 
It is a bill to reorganize the Government of the United States 
to make it more efficient, to reorganize it along business lines. 
I doubt if there is anybody in the country who does not want 
to have those objectives brought about. There is not a 
Senator on this floor who does not think the Government 
needs some reorganization. Many bureaus and agencies have 
grown up during the period of the depression. They were 
well-intentioned, and constructed perhaps to perform some 
function that was needed or thought to be beneficial; but 
here they are, strung out over Washington and elsewhere. 
There is great need to reconstruct the Government service to 
make it more efficient and workable, and I am not criticizing 
the proposal to do it. I am asserting that because of the 
manner in which it is proposed to do this thing, people are 
living in an atmosphere of fear, and are apprehensive, per- 
haps, lest one power after another will be given up by the 
legislative body, and that there will not be an adequate check 
on Executive action by the legislative authority. 

I do not want to take away from the President or the 
executive offices or the departments or the bureaus of the 
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Government one prerogative that is theirs. The times are 
difficult. Action sometimes has to be taken without the 
refinements we would have in more orderly times. I am not 
attacking anyone. I am not refiecting on anyone. 

I do not question the motives of anyone in espousing the 
bill. What I seek to do is raise a danger signal; to ask 
the Senate and the Members of the House to keep in the 
bill the safeguards of legislative cooperation with the Presi- 
dent, rather than to transfer the broad power to the Execu- 
tive with no check whatever on it. 

We read in the newspapers every day about so-called 
trials in Russia. Men are shot simply because they-dare to 
think that some other form of government would perhaps be 
better than the one under which they are living. For no 
more serious crime than that they are haled before a so- 
called court and shot, and their families disappear. I was 
horrified to read the other day about the mass suicides in 
Austria; and yesterday I read in a newspaper that 300,000 
persons of a certain race would have to leave their father- 
land, and leave behind them all their possessions and every- 
thing they have. Such happenings affect the American peo- 
ple; they cause fear, Senators; and one of the greatest factors 
in the present depression is fear. Until that fear is dimin- 
ished we shall have a corresponding curtailment in all forms 
of economic life. 

I urge that this bill be recommitted in order that there 
may be incorporated in it an appropriate amendment which 
will aid the unemployed for, as fear is lifted from the minds 
of business people, business will correspondingly become 
more venturesome. 

It will feel more like going ahead. But so long as these 
fears exist and accumulate and are transmitted from person 
to person, just so long will we have an added burden of fear 
to carry along with the economic depression. 

I repeat, Mr. President, there is much merit in the bill. 
On the whole, it is a good bill; it is a needed bill, and the 
fears of many of those who are attacking it are unwarranted 
and exaggerated. I do not for a moment approve all the 
things I have read about it, and up to date I have received 
from my own small State over 3,000 letters, personally writ- 
ten, not from Wall Street but from farmers and business- 
men, and in many cases from labor. 

Who is opposed to the bill? The American Federation of 
Labor, the American Legion, the Grange, and many other 
organizations. They are not opposed to a reorganization of 
the Government; ah, no; they are in favor of that; but they 
are opposed to the grant of more and more legislative power 
to the Executive without proper safeguards. 

I repeat, I am. not reflecting on the Executive. Probably 
the President feels that he can do this job better than we 
can. Perhaps he can; but that is not the point. There is a 
way provided for the enactment of laws, and we ought to 
rearrange as big a thing as is this Government after proper 
debate on this floor, or at least have the constitutional legis- 
lative check, which is our right, and which we would be 
foolish to give away. 

Certainly heretofore there has been no finer support for 
the administration than labor in the mass. Is it not re- 
markable, then, that the leaders of the labor organizations 
feel that there should be safeguards written into the bill? 
Is it not rather unusual that labor comes here and asks us 
to recommit the bill so that proper safeguards may be 
thrown around the reorganization? Is it not rather remark- 
able that the American Legion comes here and asks us to 
recommit the bill? 

Perhaps it may be argued that the members of these or- 
ganizations do not understand the problem; perhaps it may 
be argued that they exaggerate the so-called dangers of the 
bill. Such arguments may be sound. Nevertheless, the 
American people as a whole want Congress to legislate, or 
at least, if it delegates the power of legislation, it wants Con- 
gress to remain in the same position in which it would be 
if it initiated legislation. 

Mr. President, my time has nearly expired, and in con- 
clusion I wish to repeat that I am not reflecting on any one 
who furthers the bill or who wants it enacted, whether he 
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is in the executive department or the legislative. I attribute 
to every one the best of motives. I am not intimating that 
there is not much merit in the bill, but I am contending 
that in the present atmosphere of world fear, at a time 
when people are looking for stability for the soul as well 
as stability for property, when civilization is in retreat, 
when democracies are going backward step by step, we in 
the United States should uphold the democratic processes of 
initiating and passing on legislation in the Congress, or if 
we feel that it is wise to give the Executive certain powers, 
we should retain for ourselves the right of veto without 
having to have a two-thirds vote. 

The proper way to accomplish the desired result, if it 
were possible, would be to have Congress formulate a plan 
and send it to the Executive, but because we feel that, 
perhaps, he may be in a better position than we to do that, 
some have advocated that the President be given that right. 

All that I ask is that the bill be recommitted, so that the 
Wheeler amendment may be restudied, and if it is incor- 
porated in the bill, so far as I am concerned, I will be happy 
to vote for the bill. However, I question the wisdom of 
voting for the bill without the Wheeler amendment in- 
cluded. Even if all the fears proved groundless, even if the 
reorganization were the finest of which the mind could con- 
ceive, that would not be the point. All of these things, one 
added to the other, create a wave of fear, and in an atmos- 
phere of depression like the one in which we now find our- 
selves Congress should seek to dissipate that fear, and not 
increase its density. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I shali support the motion to 
recommit with the hope that the Wheeler amendment may 
be restudied and revised, if necessary, and that the bill may 
be again reported to the Senate, for if the proper safe- 
guards are incorporated in the bill I shall be happy and 
pleased to give it my unqualified support. 

My final word is that I do not wish to reflect on any man’s 
motives; I have no basis in fact for doing so. I can only 
judge by appearances here and abroad, and I entreat those 
who have done me the honor to listen to reflect that this is 
one of the most important measures we have ever consid- 
ered; and I ask Senators, as reprecentatives of the people 
elected to legislate, who promised the people they would 
legislate, to vote to recommit the bill so that the safeguards 
mentioned may be incorporated in the bill as it is finally 
enacted. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I yield 10 minutes to the 
junior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Green]. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, the prolonged debate on the 
reorganization bill is about to close. Much of it on both 
sides has been illuminating and helpful. On the other hand, 
much has been obscuring and harmful, because it has been 
inspired by partisanship; I mean not merely the partisanship 
of those of the minority party but also the partisanship of 
those claiming to be of the majority party, who seize upon 
every opportunity to oppose or obstruct the leader of that 
party in his efforts to carry into effect the principles of 
that party’s platform. 

The opposition of some of these opponents of this pro- 
posed legislation seems to be the result of unreasoning emo- 
tion. This is apparent from the fact that this whole ques- 
tion has nothing to do with partisan politics or with the 
New Deal. It is purely a question of efficient administration 
of our Government. The objective has been approved by 
both parties in the past. Similar means for attaining this 
objective have been proposed by both parties. Former Presi- 
dents have recommended such reorganization, and the matter 
has been advocated and discussed in Congress for a genera- 
tion. In fact, I might go further and say that the most 
controversial item, namely, the proposed changes in the 
accounting methods in audit and control, have been advo- 
cated and discussed beginning with Alexander Hamilton, 
who approved a separation of the offices of auditor and 
comptroller. 

Let me summarize briefly the record: 

In 1893, a joint commission of the Congress was appointed 
to consider this subject. Well-known public acountants, 
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Haskins & Sells, were engaged as experts. A report was 
made, but nothing was done to carry out its recommenda- 
tions. They have recently approved the principles of the 
pending bill. 

In 1903, President Theodore Roosevelt appointed a commit- 
tee for the same purpose. It suggested many reforms and 
made recommendations which were submitted to the Con- 
gress by the President. These were ignored by the Congress, 
except as to scientific and statistical services. 

In 1910, President Taft appointed a commission on econ- 
omy and efficiency, which was approved by the Congress. 
Its program comprehended the subjects in the present bill, 
and most of its recommendations were transmitted to the 
Congress by the President. Very few were approved by the 
Congress, and it declined to continue the commission. 

In 1918, President Wilson recommended and Congress 
passed an act giving the President authority “to coordi- 
nate and consolidate executive bureaus, agencies, and of- 
fices * ,“ but this was limited to the duration of 
the war. 

In 1920, under President Harding, a joint committee of the 
Congress was authorized to plan such a reorganization. It 
submitted a reorganization plan, which, after modification 
in the President’s Cabinet, was returned to the Congress in 
1923. Hearings were held in 1924, but owing to various ob- 
jections, no action was taken. 

President Coolidge urged the Congress to enact the same 
reorganization bill, but his effort failed. He then utilized 
his authority under a more limited act passed in 1903, and 
did what he could under its too strict limitations. 

President Hoover, immediately after his inauguration, ap- 
pointed committees to study reorganization, as a result of 
which a few consolidations were made, but nothing compre- 
hensive. In 1932 a special Economy Committee was ap- 
pointed by the House of Representatives to consider the 
whole subject and submit a report suggesting certain 
changes, and recommending that the President be given 
wide powers “in order to deal with the problem expedi- 
tiously.” The act gave President Hoover substantially the 
same powers of reorganization the proposed act will give 
President Roosevelt. In fact, the powers were broader than 
those now proposed, because in the pending bill certain com- 
missions considered quasi judicial are excepted. Acting 
under the powers granted in the act, President Hoover 
planned a reorganization and submitted it to the Congress, 
but Congress refused to confirm it, and nothing was accom- 
plished. 

In this connection President Hoover said: 

Either Congress must keep its hands off now, or they must give 
to my successor much larger powers of independent action than 
given to any President if there is ever to be reorganization; and 
that authority, to be effective, should be free of the limitations in 
the law passed last year which gives Congress the veto power, 
prevents the abolition of functions, and prevents the rearrange- 
ment of major departments. Otherwise it will, as is now being 
demonstrated in the present law, again be merely make-believe. 

President Franklin D. Roosevelt himself on March 20, 1933, 
was given even greater powers by the Congress, but these 
powers had to be exercised within 2 years. At that time the 
pressure of other public business relating to the emergency, 
and the necessity for a longer study of the complicated ques- 
tion involved, prevented the President from exercising this 
authority except in the consolidation of a limited number of 
agencies. Had the President then been able to exercise these 
powers, or had there been no time limitation in the act, the 
President could have done then, or else do now, all and more 
than the present act will authorize him to do. 

It is quite obvious why the Congress has always failed to 
act on the recommendations of the various Presidents. The 
Same reason will hold good in the future. Any reorganiza- 
tion must necessarily call for transfers of functions from one 
department to another and for the elimination of certain 
departments, and so of certain officeholders. Congressmen 
with personal and local interests, objecting to the elimination 
of their friends or constituents, join together in opposition, 
and unitedly make that opposition effective. So, the only 
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practical way is to leave the matter to the President, as has 
been proposed during other administrations. 

As I said before, this question seems to me to have nothing 
to do with party politics or even with the New Deal. It is 
purely a question of how to accomplish a businesslike reor- 
ganization of a most unbusinesslike conglomeration of de- 
partments, commissions, and bureaus. 

Independent thinkers may well draw the conclusion from 
this long record of failure that the Congress, though sym- 
pathetic with the objective of efficient administration of 
our Government, is unable to achieve it. Congress, there- 
fore, should be willing to authorize the President to do it. 

This question of whether we can achieve efficiency in the 
administration of our Government is a fair test of the ef- 
ficiency of a democratic form of government. Nowadays the 
people of a nation are judging its form of government by 
what that government accomplishes. They are judging the 
tree by its fruit. If it ceases to bear, or if its fruit is bitter, 
another tree is substituted in the hope that it may prove 
more satisfactory. Of course that hope is not always ful- 
filled, but the change has been made beyond recall. 

The principal argument used today against a democratic 
form of government is that it is too slow and inefficient. If 
the Congress, representing all the people, discusses this ques- 
tion for a generation without results; if President after Pres- 
ident recommends action and little is done to carry out that 
recommendation; if when a Republican President proposes, 
the Democrats in Congress refuse to agree, and when a 
Democratic President proposes, the Republicans and their 
allies in Congress refuse to agree, there is presented a 
spectacle of inefficiency which offers a striking argument for 
the opponents of democracy itself. 

This is the very argument used by Stalin in justifying the 
great communistic experiment. It is used by the military 
government of Japan in its attack on democratic China, It 
is used by Mussolini in his justification of fascism, and used 
with contemptuous ridicule. It is used by Hitler in his 
tempestuous onslaught on all who oppose the spreading sway 
of the swastika. t Senator walked down Massachusetts 
Avenue a week ago and saw the red swastika flag waving 
over the entrance to the Embassy of the former Republic 
of Austria without a sinking of heart? 

All dictators justify their rule by denouncing the inefficiency 
of democracy. Democracy is on the defensive. Those who 
oppose making it efficient are unwitting promoters of a 
dictatorship here also. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I yield 15 minutes to the Sen- 
ator from Michigan [Mr. Brown]. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. President, there is no 
question as to the authority of Congress to enact legislation 
which will effect reorganization of the Government. No one 
else has such authority unless it is conferred by the Congress. 
Why does the Congress delegate this authority? The con- 
tention made by the Senator from South Carolina is that 
if the Congress should attempt the task, it would be so over- 
whelmed by the protests coming from every bureau and 
agency we affect that the halls and foyers of the Capitol 
would be crowded with Government employees in opposition 
to any change; that not only Washington employees but 
those throughout the country would deluge the mails, the 
wires, and the air with their lamentations; that the streets 
about the Capitol would be massed with milling thousands 
demanding the defeat of any change affecting their particu- 
lar jobs. I think the picture is overdrawn, and I have by no 
means painted it with the brilliancy that the Senator from 
South Carolina exhibited. Nor have I exaggerated it with 
his consummate skill. 

We may assume that the Government employees and the 
interested citizens are aroused. What difference will there 
be between the results that will follow from action taken in 
compliance with the provisions of the Senator’s bill and the 
situation which would prevail if Congress had undertaken the 
job? When an Executive order comes to Congress, and, of 
course, if anything is done by way of reorganization many 
Executive orders will ultimately be pending in Congress, will 
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not the same persons protest when they know their jobs, their 
bureaus, and their agencies are in danger? Will there not be 
just as great a demand then that Congress pass a bill and 
save the job or the bureau? The pressure will be greater, 
because there will probably be two battles, one to pass the 
repealer and one to override a veto if a bill is passed. There 
will be 60 days of turmoil on each order, and a hundred orders 
as a basis for battle. I see nothing substantial in the argu- 
ment the Senator from South Carolina makes. In any re- 
organization there will be protest and, for this body, decisions 
difficult to make. I have no doubt that the great majority 
can make those decisions on the basis of the general welfare. 

We had to meet this test last week. We were deluged with 
demands for the exception of this agency or for the elimina- 
tion of that bureau from the authority granted the Executive. 
I do not know how many exclusionary amendments were 
offered, but we spent days on them. The Senate rejected 
every one. I voted against every one. The result was a 
tribute to the ability of the membership of this body to meet 
a hard problem, to make a difficult political decision, and my 
high regard for its membership was increased. We have 
been through the test and the majority has proven that it 
can turn over to the Executive the task of reorganization 
unhampered by exclusion of this and that agency or bureau. 
Many of the amendments I favored in principle. I want the 
Forest Service to stay where it is. I want the Veterans’ 
Bureau to continue as now constituted. I respect, sympa- 
thize, and agree with the views of thousands who wrote and 
telegraphed me on the subject, and when the issue comes 
before us, unless there are compelling reasons of which I 
now know nothing, I will not be moved from the position I 
have taken. But whatever power reorganizes this Govern- 
ment must have the opportunity to survey the whole field, 
view the entire problem, and decide the issues unhampered 
by a series of “thou shalt nots” written into the law. I refuse 
to hamstring the authority. Let me say to the proponents 
of this bill that the Congress has demonstrated its powers 
of resistance, and while there might be a failure now and 
then, I insist that we can do a good job. Last week’s succes- 
sive rejections of every restrictive amendment proved it. 

Now as to a fundamental matter of democracy. It has 
generally been conceded that a democracy cannot act as 
promptly nor as decisively as a dictatorship. Thank God, 
it cannot. We may not move so quickly but we move more 
surely, and we should not move at all without the approval 
of those we here represent. I now ask, Mr. President, what 
forum exists under the Byrnes bill for hearing the views of 
the people, be they Government employees, citizens interested 
in the function of a government agency, or persons sincerely 
concerned with the success of the Government of the United 
States? There is none. We want to be right about this reor- 
ganization. It would be better if it were not done at all than 
to have it done without due consideration, without care, and 
without general approval. Where in this bill is the procedure 
provided whereby a citizen may have a hearing? Surely it 
cannot be contended that anyone could now or at the hearings 
on this bill adequately present objections to any proposed 
change of bureau, agency, or department, because no one 
knows what changes may be effectuated. Surely no citizen, 
especially if he is a little fellow, can get a hearing from the 
nebulous and now unknown agencies who will do the job. 
Surely our President, with his great responsibilities and 
burdens, cannot meet and talk with everyone who has a cause 
to present or an interest to protect. The only body that can 
give such opportunity is Congress. The only forum that is 
adequate is a congressional committee. 

Let me digress to say that in most arguments we hear on 
this and kindred subjects we are told that a certain method 
proposed is unconstitutional, and if true, of course that is 
sufficient; but I feel much better when I am shown how 
and why a measure is unconstitutional. That barrier is 
now asserted so often that its mere assertion leaves me cold. 
I want to know why. The authority to reorganize the 
Government, because of the constitutional direction for 
separation of powers, lies in the Congress, because the Con- 
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gress is best suited and was thought best suited by the 
fathers of our form of Government to handle the problem. 
The Congress speaks for the people. It is the substitute for 
the people because they cannot all come here and legislate. 
We get our commission from them at each election. We 
are directed to set up the agencies of Government, and we 
are charged with responsibility for the allotment of their 
tasks. We set them up and we fix and limit their functions. 

It follows, therefore, that we can abolish, transfer, and 
change them and their functions. Those powers properly 
exist in the Congress. 

They are constitutionally there. It is no answer to say 
that after this authority is granted the Executive, and an 
order of transfer of a bureau comes back to Congress that 
a hearing can then be held by a congressional committee. 
Why? Because the Congress and, thereby, the committee 
has so weakened itself that it can no longer function by a 
majority. Its arms are atrophied; its powers are limited; 
it has bereft its majority of its potency. It has given to a 
bare one-third of the Congress a veto power for which there 
is no legal or moral justification. Indeed, under the bill as 
now constituted a mere handful of interested Senators can 
by filibuster force into effect an order which the great ma- 
jority of the Senate opposes. 

Is it right, is it fair to do this? I want to see the War and 
Navy Departments combined into a single department of na- 
tional defense. I do not like the term “War Department.” 
It sounds as if we had created a department to make war. 
Too often many of those charged with the military and naval 
affairs of the world have had just that purpose in mind. I 
want to see established a department of national defense 
under one responsible head, who could give due consideration 
to the newer weapons of modern times, such as the airplane, 
and place them in coordinate divisions of the department. 
But I do not want this done until responsible persons from 
each of the departments interested have the opportunity to 
convince me that I am wrong. They are entitled to their 
day in court, in committee, when the Congress is free to de- 
cide the issue by a majority vote, as the Constitution provides, 

I want to combine all of our three or four bank examining 
agencies into one, so that there will be no duplication of 
organization. But I want the Federal Reserve Board, the 
Comptroller’s office, and the F. D. I. C. officials to have an 
opportunity to present their views and show me, if they can, 
that I am wrong. 

Most important of all, I want the people of the United 
States, through their Washington representatives, be they 
the A. F. of L., the C. I. O., the Grange, the veterans’ organi- 
zations, or any other agency of the people, and the people 
themselves to have their day in court before a congressional 
committee, unhampered by any statute, rule, or order which 
deprives the Congress of its free expression by majority rule. 

Mr. President, I was a member of the first five-man reor- 
ganization committee appointed by the Speaker of the House 
under the Roosevelt administration. I thought then, and I 
think now, that the Congress could best do the job. But 
I should not now oppose the bill, nor should I vote to re- 
commit it, if it left final authority in a majority of Con- 
gress. I want reorganization. It is necessary. As to the 
method, I bow to the superior knowledge of the committee 
in charge if the safeguards I mention are added. But, Mr. 
President, I regret that the great ability of the junior Sen- 
ator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] is not used. An outstanding 
job of reorganization in his State was directed by him. He 
could be of immense help. The junior Senator from Colo- 
rado [Mr. JoHnson], who is my intimate friend, has likewise 
done an outstanding job as Governor of that State. The 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Green] when he was Gov- 
ernor of Rhode Island contributed greatly to efficiency in 
government and showed how to reorganize the courts, if 
that is desirable. The Senator from South Carolina IMr. 
Byrnes] himself, through long service in the House and the 
Senate on the Appropriations Committees, has so qualified 
himself that I know of no man who is his superior and few, 
if any, his equal in knowledge of the shortcomings of our 
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administrative set-up. Why reject these men and turn the 
.job over, not to the President—he cannot do it; it must go 
to subordinates—but to the very department heads whom we 
seek to bridle? They are the President's advisers, in many 
cases his appointees, and the men in whom he has confidence. 
O Mr. President, when the best-qualified man in the Gov- 
ernment to do this tremendously important job, the Senator 
from South Carolina, proposes to turn it over to the very 
bureaucrats whom we now seek to curb, I have not the Jan- 
guage to express myself. 

But, despite all this, we must reorganize; and I am willing 
to accept the dulled sword the Senator gives us and use it. 
I shall vote for the bill if the Senator will accept one 
saving amendment. I voted for the Wheeler amendment. I 
did not like it as well as the one proposed by the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. Jonnson], the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
GILLETTE], and myself, which provided, in substance, that 
an Executive order would go into effect unless the Congress, 
by concurrent resolution, declared it to be ineffective, pre- 
serving the control in Congress by majority vote. The best 
amendment of all was the carefully worked out amendment 
offered as a compromise by the senior Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. BANKHEAD]. But all of us were persuaded by the Sen- 
ators from South Carolina and Montana and by our leader 
not to offer such amendments. I think it was a mistake; 
but without such an amendment, I cannot vote for the bill. 

In 1932 the liberals of America spoke loudly, and they spoke 
through the historic party of the Nation, the one to which 1 
have adhered all the years of my life. In 1936 they spoke 
again more decisively than before. They approved in general 
the progressive program of the Roosevelt administration. 
They recognized that the greatest instrument for liberal 
political action in modern times has been forged by the 
hand of the great leader of our party. Its fundamental 
rightness and its efficiency attracted the great liberals of 
the Nation, the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] and the 
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. La FOLLETTE], who supported 
it; and it won many commendations from the great liberal 
from Idaho [Mr. Boram] and the great liberal from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. Jonnson], who sit in the Senate. They only 
reflected the sentiments of millions who thought likewise. 

Two measures have weakened that instrument of political 
action. One was the Court measure, with respect to which, 
with the greatest of reluctance, I departed from my chief, 
whom I still consider the greatest liberal of this generation. 
Some of us begged him to abandon the plan, pointing out 
that his objectives had been won and that victory was his 
without violence to the fundamental law, and without offense 
to millions of his supporters, a month before final defeat. 
For the first time this great instrument of political power 
which 1932 created and 1936 strengthened was weakened. 
Liberal fought liberal. Real liberals found themselves fight- 
ing hand in hand with conservatives. The lesson of that 
battle and its result on this administration seem at times to 
have been lost on our leadership. 

The pending measure, while by no means so important, 
by no means so fundamental as the Court fight, comes to 
divide us again. Many with whom I daily commune in the 
Senate and the House have felt that the wounds of the last 
battle were healing, and that again we could present a 
reasonably unified front. 

Let me say that I shall continue to support the adminis- 
tration. I am making no threat of opposition. I am a 
Democrat, and I shall continue to be one under the leader- 
ship of our President, as many others will. But this is not 
the important fact. What Senators hereafter do will make 
little difference. I am concerned, deeply concerned, over the 
great body of citizens who left the Republican Party 
and came over to us, and gave us a large part of our 
margin of victory. I am concerned over the great body 
of Democrats who are disturbed over the abdication of 
our powers. These together form a very large part of 
the liberal movement today. Are we going to abandon them? 
Are we going to close our minds to their views? Are we 
going to widen the breach? Shall we demonstrate that this 
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newly forged liberal party cannot function with due regard 
for a large section of its supporters, represented here by over 
30 Senators? Mr. President, if we do so divide the liberals 
of America, the powers which for 30 years dominated the 
Republican Party will again, through that party, take over 
the Government. The great movement for the underprivi- 
leged, for labor, for the farmer, the small-business man—in 
short, for our progressive program—will again languish in 
defeat. 

I appeal to our leadership to give us consideration. Accept 
one of these amendments, one which will assure the people 
a hearing on changes before they become effective, and leave 
final authority for changes in the Congress, where it belongs. 
By so doing the Democratic leadership will continue to jus- 
tify the faith of our people, and our majority will be strength- 
ened to continue the battle for our progressive social program. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I yield 15 minutes to the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Reames]. 

Mr. REAMES. Mr. President, I have been in the Senate 
such a short time that I hesitate to encroach upon the cus- 
toms which have been so long in force in this body. I should 
not rise to speak now if the situation did not demand that I 
make my views known. 

I have received some 2,000 communications regarding the 
bill. Nearly all of them emanated from New York City and 
vicinity. Almost without exception they have urged me to 
oppose it. That circumstance shows to any mind familiar 
with the situation that the letters and telegrams were in- 
spired, more or less, from the same source. They are what we 
call propaganda. I have received some which are very discour- 
aging and very discourteous, and which intimate that I have 
ulterior motives. I am thankful to say, Mr. President, that 
I am not a politician. I have no political desires. I have 
no political ambitions. I have but one thing to do, and that 
is to serve my country as best I know how. I will do that 
in the face of a million telegrams. 

I think the bill is thoroughly understood. It does not per- 
mit the abolishment of any of the executive departments, 
which are 10 in number. It does not permit the abolish- 
ment of any independent establishment of the Government. 

It is commonly believed and commonly said on the floor of 
the Senate that some reorganization must be made. The 
problem is, Who shall make it, and how is it to be made? 
There have been many efforts to make it in the past. We 
are confronted with a practical proposition. As of December 
31, 1937, there were 813,302 persons employed by the Federal 
Government. Of that number, 103,329 were in the city of 
Washington. If Congress itself should undertake to accom- 
plish the reorganization, those employees would alight upon 
us like a swarm of bees. Bees alight on an apple tree when 
they are hunting a new home; but these employees would 
not be hunting a new home; they would be here to urge that 
their status be not disturbed. 

It is true that under the terms of this bill approximately 
200,000 employees would be covered into the civil service. 
But the fact is that if we are ever to have a reorganization, 
it ought to be accomplished before any more employees are 
added to the civil service. We owe it to those who are under 
the civil service and who think they have positions which 
they will be able to occupy through all the years, to see to it 
that they are not disturbed. 

If I believed for one moment that any of the dire things 
which are talked of could happen, if I believed that we were 
about to wipe out democracy, or to establish in this country 
a government contrary to our institutions, I should not be in 
favor of the bill, any more than are those who oppose it. 

I have heard it said on the floor of the Senate time and 
again that we are giving away the powers which the Consti- 
tution vested in the Congress. 

I am in the presence of some of the best constitutional law- 
yers in this country. While they urge that we should not give 
away and delegate legislative powers, and I know that they are 
honest in their belief in that respect, at the same time I know 
that we could not give away legislative powers if we desired. 
This body has no power to give away or delegate a legis- 
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lative function. The Government of the United States is a 
government of delegated powers, and the powers that are 
not delegated are by the tenth amendment reserved to the 
people. 

In 1935, in the Panama Oil case, the Supreme Court of the 
United States decided that the Congress could not delegate 
any essential legislative powers. And in the N. R. A. case, 
which followed the Panama oil case in the next year, the 
Supreme Court reiterated the same doctrine and held that 
no such power could be delegated. 

I feel, Mr. President, when we pass this bill and it becomes 
the duty of the President to execute it, that in any reorgani- 
zation he may undertake he will take a constitutional view of 
the statute and will construe it according to the decisions of 
the Supreme Court of the United States. He will not find 
in the bill any delegation of legislative power, because we 
have no power to give it to the President; and I am not willing 
to assume that the President will step into the field of legis- 
lation and attempt to go beyond the Constitution and the 
decisions of the Supreme Court. 

I can understand, if you please, Mr. President, that a 
great deal of money may be saved by coordinating various 
governmental agencies and bureaus. When the Congress 
establishes an agency it at once sets up all the machinery 
necessary for its operation. It never decreases its personnel. 
If it is to work in the field, if it is to build a plant, if it is to 
do anything of that kind, it employs its engineers and all the 
force that it needs. Such agencies have been established by 
the dozen, and thus we have services duplicated. There is no 
occasion for that. When an agency has served its time, as 
many of them have, and served its purpose, it ought to be 
abolished. That, however, is not what happens. It goes on 
and on and on, and that process will continue until some 
coordination and adjustment shall be brought about. 

With the distinguished Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
Typrncs], I agree that one of the worst things we can con- 
template is fear. But I do not think anyone should stand on 
the floor of this chamber and raise apprehension and doubt 
as to the duration of our democratic system and our demo- 
cratic form of government. There is nothing in the pres- 
ent situation to justify such alarm. Reorganization of gov- 
ernmental bureaus and agencies can proceed; the measures 
taken will be submitted to Congress, and Congress can act 
upon them. 

My attitude may be in opposition to the views of some of 
my best friends who have communicated with me. I welcome 
advice. I like to hear from my constituents. I do not repre- 
sent myself. I represent them, and I represent, in my humble 
way, the great Government of the United States upon this 
most important occasion. 

I wish to give credit to every man for his opinion; I be- 
lieve in the honesty of those composing the membership of 
this body; I have confidence in their good judgment; I 
appreciate their friendship, and I am sure that they believe 
in the patriotism of the President. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I yield next to the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG]. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, democracy is losing 
ground all around the world. None of us has any trouble in 
recognizing this tragedy abroad, but we complacently ignore 
it at home. We ignore it in the pending bill. In the ficti- 
tious name of an economy which is nowhere promised, and 
in the disguise of an efficiency which is nowhere assured, we 
are asked again to subordinate congressional authority to the 
Executive and to abrogate yet more of those powers which 
the Constitution demands and democracy requires that we 
should vigilantly guard and exercise. It is all very plausible 
and painless. But it is all part of the deadly pattern which 
one day suddenly becomes the totalitarian state. It can 
happen—it is happening—in America. It happens just a 
little easier after this bill transfers a few more key preroga- 
tives from Capitol Hill to 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. 

Each time some skeptical Senator has been aroused against 
some special menace in the bill, there usually has been a 
prompt and consoling assurance from high authority that 
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this delegated power will not be used to achieve the particu- 
lar tragedy in mind. So we are not voting on the textual 
possibilities; we are voting on Executive assurances that 
these textual possibilities, thanks to Executive clemency, 
will not occur. We grant the power on assurance that it 
will not be used. Only yesterday, the final assurances 
came through to the railroad brotherhoods that their par- 
ticular fears may sleep peacefully under a Presidential 
anesthetic. I decline to believe, Mr. President, that the Sen- 
ate of the United States will slumber in such a coma. As- 
surances have too often broken down in recent memory. 
We have a right to vote on just one basis: What does the 
bill say, what can the bill do? The very fact that so many 
assurances have had to be given in pursuit of acquiescent 
votes is the complete confession that the bill itself textually 
violates the national conscience and the sworn responsibility 
of Senators. 

I do not intend to reiterate wearying but ominous details. 
I merely summarize. Specifically, for four reasons, the bill 
should be recommitted: e 

First. It delegates to the President complete powers of 
administrative reorganization, which in their yery nature 
may affect vital activities of government, without an oppor- 
tunity for congressional review. This is potential dictator- 
ship—and if that be contumacy, make the most of it. The 
defeat of the Wheeler amendment stopped the democratic 
process in its tracks. 

Second, It completes the delivery of the public purse to 
the Executive who already has the sword. With sword and 
purse, the President moves farther away from democracy 
and 130,000,000 people move still nearer toward complete 
American government by Executive decree. The defeat 
of the Byrd amendment, saving the Comptroller General, 
announced that our executive spenders may be above the law. 

Third. It robs 800,000 civil servants of bipartisan, non- 
partisan protection and delivers them to a civil-service dic- 
tator who may be removed by the President at will. The 
defeat of the Walsh amendment struck the merit system in 
its solar plexus and invited concentrated executive authority 
to run a self-perpetuating machine. 

Fourth. It creates a new Cabinet department, with all the 
costly mechanism and appetite which inevitably attach to 
one of these establishments—and it does this without so 
much as 10 minutes of debate and deliberation upon this 
subject during the consideration of this bill. 

It is not enough to say that the President to whom these 
powers are given will scrupulously avoid their exploitation. 
This is—or is supposed to be—a government of laws, not of 
men. It is our responsibility to write these laws, and to 
write into them the warrant that they—and not their ad- 
ministrators—will protect the public interest. The pending 
bill violates this public trust. It should be recommitted so 
that it may be rewritten to permit the widely needed reor- 
ganization of administrative agencies, on Presidential initia- 
tive, if you please, but upon unrelenting congressional re- 
sponsibility from start to finish. It should be shorn of its 
Presidential monopoly, and of its license to one-man power. 
It should be rewritten for a continuing democracy under the 
Stars and Stripes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. BYRNES]. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, in the absence of the Senator 
from South Carolina, I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
New York [Mr. COPELAND]. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, this debate is not con- 
fined to the Senate. With the exception of the Supreme 
Court discussion, not in our time has the public been so 
stirred. 

The League of Nations question did not divide the Ameri- 
can people as this reorganization plan has done. The bonus 
question aroused a great and influential group of veterans. 
There were letters of protest, of course; but they were in- 
finitesimal in number compared with the messages of the 
past week. 
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Who can believe that the great masses of our people want 
this legislation? If there are such, I have not heard from 
them. Never before have my constituents in large numbers 
called me on the telephone to beg that I vote against a bill. 
When humble citizens spend money to telegraph and tele- 
phone they are deeply stirred. Why are they stirred? Why 
do their voices tremble with emotion? Because of fear, 
deep alarm, apprehension beyond words to express. 

Let us consider the pending bill, not as legislation of an 
emergency nature, something essential to the public wel- 
fare, something that must be enacted now in order to save 
the Nation from disaster, physical or economic. It is not 
that. No honest man can contend for a moment that the 
pending legislation must be forced through because of some 
imminent need. There is no such need. When protest has 
ben made on this floor against this, that, or the other pro- 
vision, assurance has been given that in all probability 
that particular provision would never be used. 

Against the protest of every ardent and informed friend 
of the civil service, the revolutionary change in accepted 
civil-service practice was ruthlessly forced upon the Senate. 
Against the protest of every businessman in America, and 
in complete reversal of the Democratic policy in the Con- 
gress at the time the General Accounting Office was estab- 
lished, the Comptroller General has now been thrown over- 
board. 

But for the moment let us concede that the measure is de- 
sirable. It has been urged that during past administrations 
Similar bills passed the Senate almost without debate, and 
that for that reason this bill should now be accepted. Why 
is it not acceptable now, since it was acceptable then? 

The answer is readily found. We have dictators now. In 
Russia, Germany, and Italy there are dictators. France has 
abandoned her old-time devotion to the capitalistic system. 
Spain is in the throes of revolution. Within a few days 
Austria has lost her political independence. England has 
forgotten her old-time firmness and aggressiveness. China 
is now under the heel of an oppressor. 

You and I, Senators, may not face the future with appre- 
hension; but what about the women of America, the white- 
collar class of our country, those who still retain their homes 
and their life insurance, all who love their freedom and indi- 
vidual independence? Are they to be forgotten today? 

I ask Senators, those who are ardent advocates of the bill, 
but particularly those who still listen to the country, to the 
millions of our people who are trembling with fear over the 
possible implications of this bill, is not this a time to follow 
St. Paul and emulate his example in dealing with the feelings 
of certain citizens of Corinth? 

I am not going to preach a sermon to the Senate, but I 
desire to read from the eighth chapter of the First Epistle of 
Paul to the Corinthians, beginning at verse 4. He was 
speaking about meat offered to idols. Paul said: 

As concerning therefore the eating of those things that are 
offered in sacrifice unto idols, we know that an idol is nothing in 
the world, and that there is none other God but one. 

For though there be that are called gods, whether in heaven or in 
earth (as there be gods many, and lords many) 

But to us there is but one God, the Father, of whom are all 
things, and we in Him; and one Lord Jesus Christ, by who are all 
things, and we by Him. 

Howbeit there is not in every man that knowledge: for some with 
conscience of the idol unto this hour eat it as a thing offered unto 
an idol; and their conscience being weak is defiled. 

But meat commendeth us not to God: for neither, if we eat, are 
we the better; neither, if we eat not, are we the worse. 

But take heed lest by any means this liberty— 

And in the original the word “liberty” means power“ 


take heed lest by any means this power of yours become a stum- 
bling block to them that are weak. 

For if any man see thee which hast knowledge sit at meat in the 
idol’s temple, shall not the conscience of him which is weak be 
emboldened to eat those things which are offered to idols; 

And through thy knowlege shall the weak brother perish, for 
whom Christ died? 

But when ye sin so against the brethren, and wound their weak 

ce, ye sin against Christ. Ẹ 
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This is Paul’s conclusion: 

Wherefore, if meat make my brother to offend, I will eat no 
flesh while the world standeth, lest I make my brother to offend. 

As surely as there is a God above us, to pass this bill will 
give offense to millions of our people. You may call them 
weak. If they really are weak, there are many of us here who 
are weak. But why give offense to multitudes who are trem- 
bling with fright? 

I say to my friends of the Senate, no matter how you may 
personally feel about this measure, there are millions of our 
people who are disturbed and harassed and suffering. Let us 
not disregard them. We should by all means, as I see the 
matter, recommit the bill. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, on behalf of the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes], who is temporarily ab- 
sent from the floor, I yield 10 minutes to the Senator from 
California [Mr. McApoo]. 

Mr. McADOO. Mr. President, this morning I received a 
large assortment of telegrams from constituents of mine in 
California, urging me to vote for the motion to recommit the 
pending bill. I am quite sure the senders of the telegrams 
are well-intentioned and that they are really alarmed about 
the possibility that the reorganization bill may pass; but I 
do not think there is any occasion for their alarm. I do not 
know who inspired the sending of the telegrams, but what- 
ever the source from which they have come, or whatever has 
occasioned their coming, I must be governed in my vote by 
my own conscientious convictions as to what should be done. 

I do not believe democracy will be endangered by the 
passage of this bill. I do not believe the Government is 
going to be destroyed or imperiled because we dare to give 
the Executive of the Nation power to do some things which 
are essential in the reorganization of the departments and 
the independent agencies of the Government. We all know 
that we have here a growth over a period of years, and that 
many extraneous things, some of them excrescences, have 
grown up and around the various governmental agencies and 
departments and we know that they ought to be removed. 
Anyone who has had experience in this body, and more par- 
ticularly anyone who has had any experience as a member 
of one of the great executive departments of the Govern- 
ment, must know that we can never effect any reorganiza- 
tion or any improvement in the organization of the Govern- 
ment unless we are willing to entrust to the head of the 
Government the power to bring it about. One man must do 
this job, and so long as that one man is so restricted that he 
must complete the job within a brief period of time, I not 
only cannot see that the Government is endangered by it, but, 
on the contrary, I think the public interest will be served. 

In my judgment, the President of the United States is 
sufficiently patriotic and sufficiently intelligent to do this 
job in such a way that he will effect the reforms that are 
essential, and his patriotism is so great that the Constitu- 
tion of the United States will survive the ordeal, if it be an 
ordeal, through which we are going to put it, by empowering 
the President to effect much needed reforms. 

We are giving the President 2 years within which to do 
this job and report back to Congress. The reforms will 
go into effect during that time. The argument has been 
made to me, and I have heard it on the floor repeatedly, 
that if the President puts the reforms into effect, and the 
Congress is not satisfied with them, and should enact legis- 
lation to alter the structure which the President creates, it 
would take a two-thirds vote to give effect to our action. 
Well, suppose it should. Do we not live under that rule all 
the time with respect to any legislation which is enacted in 
this body? No matter what reform we may effect by legis- 
lation, and no matter what legislation we may pass concern- 
ing any matter, it stands until repealed by Congress; and 
if the President should veto the repeal, of course it must 
be passed over his veto by a two-thirds vote if it is to be 
passed at all, That is our constitutional system; and it 
seems to me that in enacting essential legislation to meet 
the conditions which exist, we must never be deterred by the 
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fact that if conditions change and we desire to alter any 
reorganization plan by legislation, the President might veto 
the new legislation, and therefore we should have to com- 
mand a two-thirds majority to accomplish what we desired 
to do. 

I repeat, that is our system of government; and in all the 
legislation we enact, and in everything we do, we must take 
the chance that if we desire to reverse our action some time 
in the future, a President may veto the reversal, and in order 
to overcome his veto we must do it by a two-thirds vote. 

Mr. President, I have had some experience in one of the 
great executive departments of the Government. I had the 
honor to preside over one of them for 6 years. I know that 
when Woodrow Wilson became President of the United 
States one of the reforms he was most anxious to accomplish 
was a reorganization of the governmental departments and 
agencies. He set out to do that, but immediately was con- 
fronted by the fact that he lacked the legislative power to 
put into execution the things he wanted to do. He would 
have sought that power from the Congress, but unfortunately 
the World War intervened, and all his plans for that purpose 
were frustrated. 

Since that time many more agencies have been created 
under the stress of a great emergency. These agencies have 
not been, in my opinion, as well constructed as they might 
have been. They represent a compromise, so to speak, a 
compromise of the character which we nearly always have to 
effect in order to get legislation of any character through 
both bodies of the Congress. Therefore they are not welded 
agencies; they are not homogeneous agencies; they are not 
well related agencies; and they are costing the taxpayers of 
the United States a great deal of money. Not only that, but 
inefficiency in administration results. 

The great trouble in Washington with Government busi- 
ness is the inertia resulting not only from red tape, but be- 
cause we have an inefficiently constructed Government. I 
submit to my colleagues that if we are ever to have a reform 
in this great matter, which has become more vital than it 
ever was before, we must entrust to the President of the 
United States the power to effect the necessary reforms, and 
then let Congress correct any errors he may subsequently 
make. Error by the Executive is a risk we have to take in all 
legislative action, and, for my part, I am not afraid that the 
Constitution is going to be destroyed or that the President 
will not exercise the powers proposed to be committed to him 
wisely, conservatively, and for the best interests of the 
American people. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. 
Chaffee, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House 
further insisted upon its disagreement to the amendments 
of the Senate Nos. 24, 26, 27, 28, and 37 to the bill 
(H. R. 8837) making appropriations for the Executive Office 
and sundry independent executive bureaus, boards, commis- 
sions, and offices for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, 
and for other purposes, agreed to the further conference 
asked by the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon, and that Mr. Wooprum, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Oklahoma, Mr. FITZPATRICK, Mr. Johnson of West Virginia, 
Mr. Houston, Mr. WIGGLESWORTH, and Mr. DIRKSEN were 
appointed managers on the part of the House at the confer- 
ence. 

The message also announced that the House had disagreed 
to the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9915) to 
amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, and for 
other purposes, agreed to the conference asked by the Sen- 
ate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
that Mr. Jones, Mr. FULMER, Mr. Doxey, Mr. Horx, and Mr. 
KINZER were appointed managers on the part of the House at 
the conference. 

The message further announced that the House had agreed 
to the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8524) 
authorizing the completion of the existing project for the 
protection of the sea wall at Galveston Harbor, Tex. 
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ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
The message also announced that the Speaker had affixed 
his signature to the enrolled bill (S. 1945) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to grant concessions on reservoir 


sites and other lands in connection with Federal Indian 


irrigation projects wholly or partly Indian, and to lease the 

lands in such reserves for agricultural, grazing, and other 

purposes, and it was signed by the President pro tempore. 
REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 3331) 
to provide for reorganizing agencies of the Government, 
extending the classified civil service, establishing a General 
Auditing Office and a Department of Welfare, and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the 
motion of the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WatsH] to 
recommit the bill. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I yield 1 minute to the Sen- 
ator from Kansas [Mr. CAPPER]. 

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I desire at this time to call 
attention briefly to a letter I have just received from Mr. 
Fred Brenckman, Washington representative of the National 
Grange. This great farm organization, with a membership 
of more than 800,000, urges that the pending bill, which 
would empower the President to reorganize the executive de- 
partments, be recommitted, denouncing it as bad legislation. 

I wish particularly to call attention to the letter represent- 
ing the views of the National Grange, one of the great farm 
organizations of this Nation, having a membership of more 
than 800,000, with a long and honorable record of intelligent 
and patriotic interest in public affairs and the conduct of 
public business. 

The Grange indictment of the reorganization measure in- 
cludes the following points: 

First. Its enactment would be a blow to the cause of popu- 
lar government. 

Second. It would vest in the President unwarranted and 
dangerous powers. 

Third. It would reduce Congress to the status of a spec- 
tator in governmental affairs. 

Fourth. Its enactment would mean abandonment of the 
processes of representative government. 

Fifth. The measure still leaves the way open for transfer 
of the Forest Service and various other agencies in the De- 
partment of Agriculture to the Department of the Interior— 
or anywhere else one man might decide to place them. 

Sixth. The measure would scrap the Civil Service Com- 
mission; the Grange fears the implications involved in sub- 
stituting a one-man administrator for the bipartisan Com- 
mission. 

Seventh. It is not even asserted that any economies would 
result from the reorganization contemplated under the pro- 
visions of this bill. 

Eighth. The Grange suggests that the bill be sent back to 
committee to be rewritten in the public interest. 

Mr. President, I agree with the position taken by the 
Grange in regard to this measure, but feel that Mr. Brenck- 
man used very mild language in pointing to a few of its 
worst defects. 

This is a vicious bill striking at very vital principles in our 
form of government. 

It will make one man virtually dictator of the Government 
of the United States for nearly 2 years. 

If Congress enacts this legislation, it will abdicate com- 
pletely powers and duties conferred upon the legislative 
branch of the Government by the Constitution. 

This bill is a most dangerous measure, Mr, President, and 
I sincerely trust that the Senate will heed the advice of the 
farm organizations and vote overwhelmingly to recommit 
the bill for further study. 

I ask unanimous consent to have printed at this point as 
part of my remarks the letter from Mr. Brenckman repre- 
senting the position of the Grange. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Murray in the chair). 
Is there objection? 
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There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


THE NATIONAL GRANGE, 
Washington, D. C., March 23, 1938. 


- To the Members of the Senate: 


In our opinion the enactment of the pending bill for the 
reorganization of Federal agencies in its present form would be a 
blow to the cause of popular government. It would vest the Ex- 
ecutive with what we conceive to be wholly unwarranted powers 
and would reduce Congress to the status of a mere spectator in the 
work of reorganization. 

This would mean the abandonment of the processes of repre- 
sentative government and would degrade the ideals of American 
dem 


While the provision for the creation of a Department of Con- 
servation has been dropped from the bill, the measure, as it now 
reads, leaves the way open for the transfer of various agricultural 
agencies to the Department of the Interior. We regard it as sig- 
nificant that Secretary Ickes publicly announced his gratification 
over the defeat of the attempt to amend the bill so as to forestall 
the transfer of agricultural agencies to his Department. 

We are strongly opposed to the scrapping of the Civil Service 
Commission and the substitution therefor of a single civil-service 
administrator, with all that such a move would imply. Since the 
advocates of the pending bill themselves say that the reorganiza- 
tion plan under consideration would not effect any economies, and 
since Congress would be deprived of any reasonable opportunity to 
pass on Executive orders for regrouping Federal agencies, we 
earnestly advocate that the bill be recommitted to committee for 
further study and redrafting. We are persuaded that such a move 
would redound to the public good. 

Yours sincerely, 
THE NATIONAL GRANGE, 
By FRED BRENCKMAN, 
Washington Representative. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I yield 15 minutes to the 
senior Senator from Idaho [Mr. BORAH]. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, we are fully aware now, if 
we did not know before, that the reorganization of the 
agencies of the Government is not only a very important 
matter but a very difficult one. The debate and the con- 
sideration of the pending measure thus far have accentu- 
ated the difficulty. 

Bureaucracy is a disease of government, and there is no 
instance on record in which any government has ever found 
a cure for it. It attaches itself to all forms of government. 
It was the only feature of government which survived the 
downfall of the Roman Republic. It was the only feature 
of government which survived the downfall of the French 
monarchy on the coming of the French Revolution. It 
has greater and more persistent staying power than govern- 
ment itself. The problem which confronts us is the re- 
straining and the controlling of the remarkable bureau- 
cratic growth in this country. Burdensome to the taxpayer 
and destructive of democratic principles, bureaucracy means 
much more than a casual reading of the proposed bill would 
indicate. 

It is not merely a Federal problem; it is a State problem 
and a.city problem, and while of course we cannot deal with 
the matter here except in its Federal phase, what we do or 
fail to do will have great weight with the States and with 
the cities. 

The question which I wish to submit to my colleagues 
today in closing this matter, so far as I am concerned, is, 
Do you believe that we can accomplish anything in the way 
of satisfactory and sufficient reorganization without the 
close cooperation of the executive and the legislative depart- 
ments of the Government? Do you believe that it is pos- 
sible to perform this work in a way which will be satisfactory 
to us in the future and satisfactory to the people, and of 
some saving to the taxpayers, and bringing about greater 
efficiency in government, without the close cooperation of 
both the executive and the legislative departments? Does 
not this supertask call for the effort of both departments. 

There is great need of the knowledge of the Executive 
relative to the workings of the machinery of government, 
and there is need of the judgment of the Executive as to 
what portion of the machinery may be rearranged or dis- 
posed of. But there is also great need of the judgment of 
the legislative department on the matter of policy. In other 
words, we cannot under the Constitution delegate sufficient 
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power to the President, even if we desired to do so, to enable 
the President to do anything like a complete and satisfactory 
piece of work. We have not the power under the Constitu- 
tion to delegate to the President, even if we desire to, suf- 
ficient power to enable him to do a thorough job. This en- 
tire question could be met, however, by providing that any 
proposal looking to substantial and fundamental changes 
should be brought back to the Congress for approval. 

Mr, President, as an illustration, let me call attention to 
the fact that if lawyers, or the laymen, so far as that is con- 
cerned, will read the pending bill in the light of the decision 
of the Supreme Court in the N. R. A. case, they will have no 
difficulty in reaching the conclusion that the delegation of 
power in the pending bill comes within the inhibition an- 
nounced in that decision. The language used in the pending 
bill is strikingly similar to the language used in the National 
Recovery Act. I have not the time today to make any ex- 
tended remarks upon that subject, but I do ask Senators to 
indulge me while I read a single paragraph from the decision 
in the N. R. A. case, and then compare it with the language 
of the bill we are now considering. The Court said: 


The President in approving a code may impose his own condi- 
tions adding to or taking from what is proposed as— 


Quoting from the bill— 


in his discretion he thinks to effectua 
x De the ace necessary effectuate the policy 
What does the pending bill do? It says to the President, 
“You can exercise your judgment and discretion to accom- 
plish whatever you think is necessary to effectuate the final 
purpose of the bill.“ Am I mistaken in regard to that? I 
read from the bill: 
The President shall investigate the organization of the various 


agencies of the Government and shall determine what changes 
therein are necessary to accomplish any of the following purposes, 


The following purposes are specified: To curtail expendi- 
tures, if possible, to make Government more efficient, if 
possible, and so forth and so on. In other words, the gen- 
eral proposition is that the President is to exercise his judg- 
ment and his discretion to the end that he may accomplish 
the reorganization of the Government. It is all completely 
within his power. 

In this particular, Senators will remember that Justice 
Cardozo said that such universal grant of power was delega- 
tion of power run riot. 

This question of doubtful legality arises by reason of the 
fact that the proponents of the bill are not willing to pro- 
vide that any orders making changes shall be brought back 
to the Congress in order that the Congress may approve 
them and the legislative department of the Government 
perform its function. Therefore it is proposed that we dele- 
gate power which we have no right to delegate, and if the 
question is ever tested, in my opinion it will be found that 
the act comes clearly within the rule laid down in the 
National Recovery Act case. Those who are responsible for 
the terms of the measure before us have in their great 
desire to exclude Congress from any part in the reorganiza- 
tion sought to keep within legal bounds, But it is entirely 
doubtful if they have been successful. But ample power 
could be granted to the President to enable him to eliminate, 
consolidate, and abolish if the proponents had been willing 
to recur to the Congress for approval or disapproval. 

We are traveling in a circuitous route in order to ac- 
complish that which we think we cannot accomplish 
directly lest it would be too great a delegation of power. 
The President may not in the first instance abolish an 
agency, but he may take the heart out of it, the internal op- 
erations out of it, and then he may abolish it. In other 
words, it is like saying that you may not shoot a man in 
the first instance, but you may take his heart out, and take 
his entrails out, and then if he is still alive, you may shoot 
him. [Laughter.] That is precisely what is is proposed by 
the pending bill we doin a circuitous, roundabout way. 

That would be answered, if we had any confidence in the 
Congress of the United States, and would provide that any 
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changes proposed should be brought back to the Congress 
for approval; no question of the delegation of power would 
at all arise. It has been alleged that this is not a delegation 
of power. But did we not create the agencies? They 
could not have been created without Congress, they cannot 
be abolished without the authority of Congress, they cannot 
be consolidated without the authority of Congress. The 
entire set-up of the great machinery of government is the 
result of legislative action, and in my opinion we cannot 
destroy that great machinery without consulting the agency 
which created it. It calls for legislative action of the high- 
est order. If the President could abolish or consolidate 
these agencies without authority of Congress you may rest 
assured he would not be here asking for authority. He can- 
not act without we give him power which belongs to Con- 
gress. Therefore the only question is whether in granting 
legislative power we have provided rules and standards 
sufficiently specific to make the grant legal. 

But, Mr. President, aside from that question, in my opinion 
we as Senators have no right to disregard our obligation of 
performing the duty as it devolves upon us, and undertaking 
to delegate it to another department. 

In the debate it has been said that reorganization will take 
time; that if the President’s orders come to the Congress 
action upon them will take time; that it will lead to debate 
and lead to discussion, and that some of the orders might 
be turned down. 

Mr. President, why was this Government created in the 
way it was? It was so created for the purpose of bringing 
into action not only the executive department but the policy- 
making department—the legislature itself. Perhaps such an 
organization would lead to discussion. That was the reason 
the Government was created in the manner it was created. 
Perhaps it would lead to debate. That was the reason the 
parliament was created. Perhaps it would lead to friction. 
That was the reason the parliament was created. It was 
created so that no single individual could stide through, with- 
out debate and without consideration, changes in the most 
fundamental affairs in our Government. 

May I read a single paragraph from a great liberal, per- 
haps the greatest of all the men who carry that title, but 
certainly one of the greatest among them? Speaking of this 
very subject, Mr. Justice Brandeis said in one of his opinions: 

The doctrine of the separation of powers was adopted by the 
Constitution in 1787, not to promote efficiency, but to preclude the 
exercise of arbitrary power. 

The men who framed the Constitution felt that there was 
something besides efficiency, about which we hear so much. 
There was a purpose in the Constitution to preclude exer- 
cise of arbitrary power. And, Senators, when we take away 
from the Congress of the United States all say with refer- 
ence to the vast machinery of government which we have set 
up, we are making another inroad into the system of gov- 
ernment which divides our Government into three separate 
parts. We are making another step which may ultimately be 
used after the present President has passed on and after 
we have passed on, as a precedent for something which we 
did not have in contemplation. 

It has been said that opposition to the reorganization bill is 
an attack upon the President. It is not so with me. I would 
trust the President of the United States to exercise any power 
that the Constitution of the United States permits him to 
exercise. I would not hesitate to have him exercise such 
powers as he took an oath to exercise under the Constitution 
of the United States. But neither President Roosevelt, Presi- 
dent Hoover, nor any other President, has the right to come 
to Congress and ask for the exercise of powers which are not 
granted to them by the Constitution of the United States. 
It is not my purpose in casting my vote to reflect upon any 
man’s integrity of purpose. It is my purpose, if I know how, 
to protect the Constitution of the United States and the 
rights of the people under the Constitution, which I have 
taken an oath to uphold. 

Mr. President, something has been said in the Senate about 
assurances, and a statement was read the other day from 
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Secretary Wallace. This is another illustration of the pro- 
posal which I am discussing. We in the West are interested 
in holding the Forest Service in the Department of Agricul- 
ture, and so our people have read Mr. Wallace’s statement to 
the effect that we are on safe ground, and that we need not 
be uneasy. Let us see what he says: 

Under the bill as reported to the Senate there is no implication 
requiring or inducing any further consideration of the transfer of 
any agricultural functions from the Department of Agriculture 
to any other department. 

Secretary Wallace said that— 

There is no implication requiring or inducing any further con- 
sideration of the transfer. 

Of course, there is nothing in the bill implying that there 
should be a transfer; of course, there is nothing in the 
bill persuasive of any reason for any transfer; but there is 
in the bill the absolute power to do it. The proponents of 
the bill did not enter into arguments and did not undertake 
to present reasons, but the bill gives the power to the 
President of the United States to make the transfer. It 
was once said, I believe, that Talleyrand declared that lan- 
guage was created for the purpose of concealing thought. 
Now Mr. Wallace is not only an expert in making one ear 
of corn grow where two ears grew before but he is possessed 
of great gift of speech. He has no difficulty in making 
himself understood. Mr. Secretary Wallace does not say 
there is no power in the bill to make the transfer. Mr. 
Secretary Wallace does not say that he is opposed to the 
transfer. And Mr. Secretary Ickes has not spoken. He 
must know “sumthin’” [laughter in the galleries], but like 
Old Man River he never says “nuthin’” on this subject. 
He is the gentleman who, it is claimed, has stated long since 
that the Forest Service will be transferred to his Depart- 
ment. It would have been helpful had he thought it wise to 
say a word. 

Mr. President, I wish to present one more thought. Send- 
ing this bill back to the committee does not kill the bill. It 
sends it back for the purpose of putting it in a more satis- 
factory condition to accomplish the great task which we 
are undertaking to accomplish, and that is to reorganize 
the agencies of the Government. It sends it back for the 
purpose of enabling the bill to be so drafted and such lan- 
guage used as will engage both the executive and the legis- 
lative departments in this great undertaking, and believing 
as I do in reorganizing, and believing as I do further that it 
cannot be well done and effectively done upon broad lines 
without the cooperation of both the executive and the legis- 
lative departments, I shall vote to send the bill back to the 
committee. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I yield 10 minutes to the 
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. La FOLLETTE]. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I am a member of the 
select committee appointed to consider this piece of legisla- 
tion. I regard it as a very important bill, because I think 
that every student of government, every Senator, and every 
Representative is convinced that a thorough-going reorgani- 
zation of the executive branch of the Government is essential 
to its efficient operation. 

We all have to admit that Government agencies have 
grown a good deal like Topsy. When new functions of Gov- 
ernment have been created their allocation to any particular 
department usually has been the result of the choice and deci- 
sion of those most interested in their inauguration. I think 
it will likewise be conceded that new agencies and activities 
of Government upon their creation usually have been lodged 
by those interested in the particular proposals in departments 
where at the time of their creation it was conceived that they 
would find a more friendly and congenial administrative 
atmosphere. 

I make this statement because I think in no other way 
can we account for the many instances which are known 
to every person conversant with Government organization of 
agencies and functions which are found in certain depart- 
ments, but which have no apparent relation to the activity 
and the general character of work carried on by such 
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departments. Inevitably, this situation has produced con- 
fusion and overlapping of functions. 

I do not think there is a single member of the committee, 
whether he is supporting the bill or not, who will not concede 
the urgent necessity for Government reorganization. As a 
member of the committee, I have become convinced after 
months of study that the bill affords the only means whereby 
we may secure a reorganization of governmental agencies. 

I do not criticize Senators or other citizens who do not 
find it possible to support the measure, because they feel that 
it does not contain proper safeguards surrounding the dele- 
gation of power. Personally, I am satisfied that the safe- 
guards provided are adequate, and that no serious harm 
can result from the bill to any function or activity of govern- 
ment now carried on, for the simple reason that there can be 
no abrogation or abolition of functions which are now being 
discharged by any agency or department of government. 

I also think it will be conceded that much of the apprehen- 
sion expressed in debate with reference to specific examples 
of possible transfer of agencies of government from one 
department to another has been predicated upon the basis 
of the personnel at the head of the respective departments. 
I do not believe such arguments should have weight in the 
consideration of a matter of such vital and lasting impor- 
tance, for all of us must recognize that the present personnel 
in the various departments will not continue indefinitely. 
All of us who are supporting the bill hope, however, that as a 
result of its enactment many reorganization orders will be 
issued which will tend to reduce and to do away with the 
overlapping and inefficiency which we now recognize to be 
existent in the organization of the executive branch of the 
Government. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I do not share the apprehensions 
which have been expressed by specific groups and organi- 
zations which have been appealing to Senators to oppose the 
bill. I think their apprehension as to the measure is predi- 
cated upon a lack of understanding that functions may not 
be abolished but may only be consolidated and rearranged in 
an efficient manner. 

A great hue and cry has been raised to the effect that the 
bill is a step in the direction of dictatorship; that it is the 
first move toward a totalitarian state. I think among those 
who shout cries of alarm there is little realization that they 
are doing a disservice to the democratic process in crying 
“Wolf! Wolf!” and in raising an alarm over measures which 
do not justify such conclusions, 

In the last analysis any failure of the democratic process 
in the economic crisis throughout the world has not been due, 
in my opinion, to bad men or to bad leadership. Wherever 
the democratic process has gone down before the impact of 
the complex problems presented everywhere throughout the 
world by modern industrialism, it has failed because the 
democratic process has not grappled with those problems and 
solved them to the satisfaction of the people. 

Under any philosophy or point of view of government in 
America we are forced, and we shall be forced in the future, 
to deal with complex problems. The present administra- 
tion may be succeeded by one very much more conservative 
in character; but, if such a change occurs, I venture the pre- 
diction that any conservative administration which may suc- 
ceed the present one will continue to be confronted by the 
complex problems of modern industrialism, and that despite 
protestations to the contrary, no future administration will 
be in a position to discontinue the effort of government to 
meet and to solve those problems. If we are to preserve the 
democratic process in this country, Mr. President, in my 
opinion government must be efficient. It must be manned 
by a personnel which is trained and competent to deal with 
the complex problems which now confront the citizens of 
this Republic and their Government. 

Because I believe the pending measure holds out some hope 
of a reorganization of the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment which will result in greater efficiency; because I am 
convinced that in essence the measure will greatly advance 
the principle of trained personnel under the merit system; 
because I believe the bill will introduce into Government 
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principles of accounting and accounting practice which are 
recognized as sound all over the country; because I believe 
the bill is a step in the direction of creating a more efficient 
organization of Government service to enable Government 
to meet pressing problems, without hesitation I shall cast 
my vote against the motion to recommit. Let no Senator 
be misled. A successful vote to recommit means the end 
of the present effort for more efficient Government. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I yield 10 minutes to the 
Senator from California [Mr. JOHNSON]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, a year ago, 
when like a vagrant meteor the Court-packing scheme burst 
upon the horizon of our Legislature, the people, both legis- 
lators and onlookers, stood aghast, astonished, and bewil- 
dered. Little time had they to appreciate what that bill 
then was; and no time had they to appreciate that the 
complement of that bill, the so-called reorganization bill, 
followed and was a part of the scheme which was then pre- 
sented to the American people. 

A year ago we had two bills. The first was the Court- 
packing bill, which was designed to give the President con- 
trol of the courts. The second was the reorganization bill, 
which was designed to give the President all the power Con- 
gress possessed. If either bill were successful, the result 
would be comparably attained. If either were measurably 
successful, that which was desired would be brought about. 

The Court bill was not successful. Its purpose has been 
and will be accomplished in a measure because time and 
nature have done their work. So the President has attained 
in part his object in that regard. 

The reorganization bill has not yet been successful. Yet 
men stand upon this fioor—just as good men as any of the 
rest of us, no doubt, with the same patriotic impulses, the 
same desire to protect and preserve liberty in this land— 
and plead for the passage of the reorganization bill, which 
gives to the President plenary powers in the entire domain 
of Congress. 

I deny that we should pass the bill. I am for recommittal, 
and I am against the bill. I deny that we should yield the 
powers which are ours, or that we should give any modicum 
of those powers to the President of the United States. I say 
“the President of the United States”; it does not make any 
difference who he is. I say “the President of the United 
States,” because, no matter how powerful any individual may 
be, or what may be his standing within this Nation, what 
his politics, or what his personality, no man should have the 
powers which the President asks, and no man should ask 
the powers that he seeks. The powers which are proposed 
to be given by the bill, although shorn in some degree, are 
yet the greatest legislative powers which exist in the Congress 
of the United States. An effort has been made to minimize 
those powers, and to say that they amount to nought. The 
distinguished Senator from South Carolina [Mr. BYRNES] 
will argue that they are of no value, and that they are not 
of the character that we need fear. He has before him the 
Morgan incident within the past week. With meticulous 
care, the author of the T. V. A. Act endeavored to permit no 
one on that Board to be removed except by congressional 
will. 

It was written into the law; it was supposed to be airtight; 
but when the time came, and the President sought the re- 
moval of Dr. Morgan, he went to a complaisant Attorney 
General, received his opinion, and thereupon removed the 
chairman of the Board. I would not have minded if he had 
sent word to Congress after expressing his opinion that the 
man was contumacious or that he thought it was essential 
for the protection of the particular project that he should 
be removed; but when the law provided in so many words 
that Dr. Morgan could be removed only by the concurrent 
resolution of the House and the Senate, the President of the 
United States who signed the bill, was estopped from acting 
in that case as definitely and definitively as he did. 

So, Mr. President, if any man here is so naive, if any man 
on this floor is so silly as to believe that the exemption of any 
agency of government in this bill will protect that agency 
or the individuals who constitute it, let him think of the 
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Morgan case and of what happened to the doctor who was 
the head of that organization. All the President will need 
to do in order to bring any one of the governmental com- 
missions within his purview will be to send for his Attorney 
General, who will distort a word here or twist a phrase there, 
and then write an opinion that will enable the President to 
accomplish the result he desires. So in this bill its pro- 
ponents are doing something that they know ought not to 
be done; they are accomplishing something that they know 
ought not, under any circumstances, to be accomplished; 
and in this day and under these circumstances, in this dark 
hour in the world, it ought not to be done by the Congress 
of the United States. 

If any man in this body chooses to yield up the power 
that is his for the protection of the people generally, it is 
all well enough if he will avow it, but let no man avow when 
he forgoes that part of his duty and obligation, let no man 
insist that he does it in the public weal and for the public 
good. Look abroad. All we need to do is to realize what is 
happening in those countries that are now under dictator- 
ships. I do not care whether you say that what we are 
doing today is tending toward a totalitarian Government, 
an authoritarian Government, a one-man Government, or 
a dictatorship; it all amounts to the same thing, for the bill 
shifts into the hands of a single individual, a single man of 
executive character—the power of the Congress of the 
United States, of the people of the United States, and lets 
him do in such way with it as he shall see fit. 

It was just a little bit of a rift in the particular constitu- 
tion of Weimar, which Germany imagined gave to her consti- 
tutional government, that enabled Hitler to come into power. 
The Chancellor saw in a moment of stress—financial stress 
it was—an opportunity to govern by decree, and Hindenberg, 
governing thus by decree at that time, did the job. Then 
came Hitler upon a great popular wave, so that he said a 
mandate was his to carry out all that the German people 
desired. Hitler then seizing upon that one feature of the 
constitution, which was legalistic only in character, seized 
upon the government, and commenced to govern by decree. 
The result we know. I have no more time to dwell 
upon it. But I should like to impress upon the Senate one 
thing: I have little time in this body to spend; I have little 
time perhaps to spend at all; but I would not want one of 
the acts that may be mine today to be an act by which I 
confer arbitrary power upon the President of the United 
States, no matter who he is or who he may be. I should like 
to preserve this country as we received it, to preserve it for 
the future, for those who shall follow us, as we ought to do, 
and as is our obligation and duty to do. I should like to 
leave this scene feeling that the Lord hath spoken, that— 
He has sounded forth a trumpet that shall Bever call retreat; 

He is sifting out the hearts of men before His judgment seat: 
Oh, be swift, my soul to answer Him! be jubilant, my feet! 

Our God is marching on. i 

Mr. BRYNES. Mr. President, I yield 10 minutes to the 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Nery]. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr, President, the oldest inhabitant can 
scarcely remember when the debate on the reorganization 
bill began. And what an extraordinary debate it has been. 
The honorable, able, and voluble Senators who have de- 
livered so many philippics against this important measure 
have compassed sea and land to make one proselyte. They 
have discussed practically everything in the animal, vegetable, 
and mineral kingdoms. From the unfortunate, persecuted 
Jews in Europe—for whom every decent human being feels 
the keenest sympathy—from German nazi-ism and Italian 
fascism to American water-power projects, the sex life of 
the Alaskan salmon, and the prosaic existence of an un- 
offending Tennessee jackass, which has aroused the jealousy 
and incurred the animosity of the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. Bripces]—nothing has escaped the bitter omniy- 
orous senatorial discussion of the last 30 days. 

There is no degree of forensic longitude that it has not 
reached. There is no parallel of poltical latitude that it has 
not touched. All the depths and shoals of truth and error, 


wisdom and folly, sense and nonsense, have been sounded, . 
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organization bill as Jonah cried out against Nineveh have 
unintentionally doomed their efforts to utter futility and 
their hopes of victory to melancholy disappointment. Be- 
cause in their attacks on the bill and those who support it 
they have spoken without charity, and consequently they 
have become as sounding brass or tinkling cymbals. 

It is readily and cheerfully conceded that some able Mem- 
bers of the Senate and a few worthy spokesmen for certain 
branches of labor are honestly opposed to the pending meas- 
ure. But, in my opinion, the greater part of the hostility that 
has been manifested to the reorganization plan is born of 
political hatred, partisan jealousy, or groundless fear. 

Only by perverting the plain language of the bill, or by 
attributing to the President motives that would dishonor 
Ananias or degrade Benedict Arnold, can anyone demonstrate 


‘that the enactment of this important measure would injure 


a single human being, or imperil the rights, the privileges, or 
the possessions of a single legitimate agency or organization. 

For corroboration of this sweeping assertion, we appeal 
to the bill itself. Its purposes, which are stated in language 
that the wayfaring man ought to be able to understand, are 
but five in number. They are as follows: 

(a) To reduce expenditures to the fullest extent consistent with 
the efficient operation of the Government; 

(b) To increase the efficiency of the operations of the Govern- 
ment to the fullest extent practicable within the revenues; 

(c) To group, coordinate, consolidate, reorganize, and segregate 
agencies and functions of the Government, or any part thereof, as 
nearly as may be, to major purposes; 

(d) To reduce the number of such agencies by regrouping or 
consolidating those having similar functions under a single head, 
and by abolishing such agencies or such functions, or any part 
thereof, as may not be necessary for the efficient conduct of the 
Government; and 

(e) To eliminate overlapping and duplication of effort. 

The rest of the bill consists of detailed instructions for the 
accomplishment of the foregoing objectives. After it be- 
comes a law it will decrease expenses; it will increase effi- 
ciency by eliminating conflicting authorities over various 
governmental activities; it will place responsibility for the 
execution of Federal laws upon the Chief Executive in ac- 
cordance with the requirements of terminology and the dic- 
tates of common sense; it will extend civil-service protection 
to approximately 200,000 Federal employees whose continu- 
ance in the Government’s service depends upon the turn of 
the wheel of political fortune. It will greatly diminish 130 
governmental agencies, many of which are useless and half 
of which no man could ever find without the aid of a search 
warrant, a sheriff’s posse, and bloodhounds. 

Who is here so base that he would not reduce governmental 
expenses, or increase governmental efficiency, or coordinate 
governmental agencies and functions according to major pur- 
poses, or eliminate duplication of effort in the public service? 
Undoubtedly there is none, and consequently none have been 
offended. Certainly all rational men and women must desire 
these beneficent consummations. 

But, agreeably with the world-old practice of antireformers, 
the foes of the bill argue that wrong means have been chosen 
to obtain the desired results. 

Objections have been voiced to the effect that the Congress 
is about to transform the President into a heartless dictator, 
who will defy the law and trample upon the liberties of the 
people. Let no one be deceived by this specious argumenta- 
tion. The President is striving to save the country—not to 
scourge it or destroy it. And in his praiseworthy undertaking 
the Members of the Senate will have a golden opportunity to 
hold up his hands this afternoon. 

Let us not forget that there has never been a reformer or 
a reformation without opposition. The Savior—the greatest 
reformer of all time—was crucified. Lincoln, the Emanci- 
pator, was assassinated. The political reformation that gave 
us our independence was opposed by all the parliamentary 
and military resources of the British Empire and by all the 
Tory power of the New World. But for the opposition to 
American independence we would not have the immortal 
words of Patrick Henry: 

Give me liberty or give me death. 
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We would not have the imperishable words of Nathan Hale: 
I only regret that I have but one life to lose for my country. 


The reformation known as the abolition of slavery was 
not only opposed by speech and press but by 4 years of the 
bloodiest war in history. 

There was bitter opposition to the income-tax amendment; 
to the amendment that enabled the people to elect their 
United States Senators at the polls; to the amendment that 
enfranchised American women. But in spite of all the oppo- 
sition of sword and tongue and propaganda and pen against 
measures designed to promote the general welfare, reforma- 
tions have marched and countermarched all over the world 
for thousands of years, And in spite of all the opposition 
that selfish motives, political ambitions, and unfounded fears 
have diligently and effectively organized against the Byrnes 
reorganization bill, another great governmental reform is 
rhythmically and irresistibly marching to victory in the Sen- 
ate this afternoon. 

Every enemy of the administration and every foe of its 
political philosophy will vote for the recommittal of the bill 
and later against its passage. On the other hand, all the 
administration’s faithful friends and all its loyal supporters 
will vote against recommittal and for the bill, and in so doing 
they will experience no apprehension and entertain no fear 
that the placing of the Byrnes reorganization plan upon the 
statute book will cause the heavens to fall, civilization to 
perish, or democracy to die. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I think it was arranged that 
the Senator from Massachusetts, as the mover of the motion, 
should close the debate. The time, until quarter of three, 
may be taken by the proponents of the bill. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I yield 15 minutes to the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY]. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I appreciate the impor- 
tance of the vote which is soon to be cast in this body. I 
rise, not because I feel that I have sufficient influence in 
this Chamber to change the vote of any Senator on the mo- 
tion to recommit but because I think I owe a duty, as a 
member of the committee which has framed and presented 
and sponsored this proposed legislation to express my views 
with respect to the importance and the meaning of the vote 
which is about to be cast. 

We have heard telegrams read, which have been sent to 
us, I think, as the result of misinformation, in which the 
statement is made that the committee held no hearings to 
speak of on the bill, and that when hearings were held no 
one was present except the chairman of the committee, the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes]. If ever a com- 
mittee appointed by the Senate of the United States labored 
diligently and industriously and faithfully in the considera- 
tion of a complicated question, it has been the Select Com- 
mittee on Government Organization. Long before we held 
public hearings we held executive sessions. We received the 
testimony and the explanation of the President’s commit- 
tee, which had investigated the subject for months and had 
submitted to the President its report, which was transmit- 
ted to the Congress. The late Senator from Arkansas, Mr. 
Robinson—my great predecessor in the seat which I occupy 
here by the favor of this membership—was the chairman 
of that committee. When I say “the great Senator from 
Arkansas,” I mean great in all that the term implies—great 
of mind, great of heart, and great in service to his country. 
If there ever was in the United States Senate a man who 
laid down his life in the service of his country, it was Sena- 
tor Joe Robinson. I feel very deeply the sentiments which 
actuate me at this moment. I am not willing to repudiate 
the work of Senator Robinson or repudiate his memory today 
in the vote I shall cast on the motion to recommit. 

It is not true that we did not hold hearings in the con- 
sideration of the bill. When the late Senator from Ar- 
kansas passed on to his reward, the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] took up the battle, and in his hands 
the torch has been borne from that time until now. No man 
who ever served in this body has labored more earnestly or 
more diligently or more faithfully or more intelligently than 
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has the Senator from South Carolina. It has been a pleasure 
and an honor and a joy for me to serve in the capacity of his 
subordinate on the committee in order that we might bring 
this bill forward for the consideration of the Senate. No 
man was denied an opportunity to be heard upon the 
measure. The newspapers were full of the fact that hear- 
ings were going on, and articles were published day by day 
with respect to the testimony; and in view of that fact, in 
view of the fact that everybody had an opportunity to be 
heard, it seems peculiarly strange and I may say unfair 
now, at the last moment, by organized propaganda, by 
punching a button or ringing a bell in Washington, that we 
are to be deluged with telegrams and letters from men, some 
of whom have never read the bill, and who do not know 
what is in it. 

The other day I received a letter from a luncheon club 
in my State, signed by the secretary of the organization, 
protesting against the passage of the pending bill because, 
it was said, the bill established a dictatorship in the United 
States, because Congress was surrendering to the Chief Ex- 
ecutive of the Nation its power of legislation on this subject, 
which it has never exercised in 40 years. It was the sort of 
@ letter I should have expected from a man who had received 
his instructions from Mr. Frank Gannett, because it was a 
“canned” letter, written in the same phraseology that has 
been used in most of the letters I have received. I wrote 
the secretary of the organization and asked him if the bill 
had been considered before he wrote to me asking me to 
oppose it. I asked him if he himself had read the bill. I 
asked him if the bill had been discussed in the open meetings 
of the luncheon club. I asked him to give me the name of 
every member of the club, so that I might write to them 
and ask them if they had read the bill or understood what 
was in it. I have not yet received any reply from him, and 
I shall not receive one. 

Mr. President, I do not and I would not impugn the mo- 
tives of any of my colleagues who will vote for the motion 
to recommit; but we might as well understand what the 
vote means. I have never been willing to deceive the Sen- 
ate, and I am going to be as frank today as I know how 
to be. 

For about 15 months this committee, chosen by the Senate, 
has been considering the proposed legislation. So far as I 
am concerned, if Congress had the time or the disposition to 
reorganize the departments of our Government, I would be 
as willing as any man in this body to undertake it; but no 
Senator who will vote to recommit the biil or vote against 
the bill on its final passage has ever introduced a measure 
for the reorganization of the Government departments in 
Washington. 

It is futile for us to say that we are not willing to sur- 
render the power we possess under the Constitution while we 
sit here idly and never attempt to exercise the power to 
reorganize the Government departments. I say, and I be- 
lieve, and it is practically admitted here, that because of the 
complications involved and the necessary concentration in 
survey and study by someone charged with that responsi- 
bility Congress cannot, in the very nature of things, reor- 
ganize the departments of the United States Government. 
Yet, notwithstanding the fact that time after time Presidents 
of the United States, without regard to politics, have asked 
Congress either to reorganize or to confer upon the Presi- 
dent the power to reorganize, and notwithstanding the fact 
that such authority has been conferred two or three times 
upon Presidents of both political parties, we are told now 
that if we confer this authority upon Franklin D. Roosevelt 
we will establish a dictatorship and usher a new Hitler into 
the institutions of the United States. 

My very able and dear friend, the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. Typrnes], this morning referred to the fact that some 
doctor in Vienna had committed suicide and killed his child 
because Hitler had marched into Austria and added Austria 
to the German Reich. I suppose by analogy we are to as- 
sume that if the President of the United States should take 
the Bureau of Public Health out of the Treasury and put it 
into the new Department of Public Welfare all the physicians 
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in America would commit suicide and kill their children 
before the setting of the sun. There is no comparison be- 
tween taking a little basket of employees out of one depart- 
ment and setting them over in another, and Hitler’s march 
into Austria and taking over 6,000,000 people and adding 
them to the German Government. 

We hear the cry “Dictator!” I am not uneasy about a 
dictatorship in the United States. The things which have 
given rise to dictatorships in Europe have been the inade- 
quacy or the unwillingness of governments which existed to 
recognize or to respond to the needs or the wishes or the 
appeals of the people over whom they presided. I am not 
uneasy about a dictatorship in America so long as we make 
our Government solicitous of the welfare of the people, so 
long as we recognize the people’s difficulties and undertake 
to guide them in the solution of their problems in the times 
through which we are passing. 

I would not say that a vote to recommit the bill is intended 
to be a vote to kill reorganization legislation, but I desire 
frankly and solemnly to warn the Senate, as a member of the 
Select Committee on Government Organization, that if the 
bill shall be recommitted, it will be the death of reorganiza- 
tion not only at this session but for a long time to come, 

I feel that I ought to be equally frank with the Senate and 
say that after 15 months of labor—earnest labor, hard labor, 
conscientious labor—on the part of this committee to bring 
forward a bill which would authorize someone who is capable 
of doing it to reorganize the Government of the United 
States, if this bill shall be recommitted to the Select Com- 
mittee on Government Organization I myself will tender my 
resignation to the Vice President as a member of the com- 
mittee as soon as the roil call is concluded and the result 
announced. 

I do not say that in order to influence anyone's vote, but I 
say it in order to be frank with the Senate. I am not willing 
to delude myself any longer by undertaking to participate 
in a farce and spend my time in a futile effort to bring about 
legislation which might be approved by the Senate of the 
United States. If this bill is not approved, I have no hope 
that any bill we might write would be approved. 

If the bill shall be recommitted, it will be the end of reor- 
ganization, and it will mean not only that after 15 months of 
labor on the part of this committee our efforts are to be re- 
pudiated but it will mean, and will be so interpreted by the 
American people, a repudiation of any reorganization of our 
Government, no matter how much economy or efficiency it 
may bring about. 

Mr. President, I do not know how much saving there would 
be. No one knows. No one can predict how much saving 
there would be as a result of whatever reorganization the 
President of the United States might bring about. Efforts 
have been made to discourage reorganization because the 
Senator from South Carolina has been honest enough to say 
he cannot estimate the amount of savings, and because no 
member of the committee has been willing to guess how much 
may be saved. Efforts have been made to frighten some of 
our friends by arousing the apprehension that this bureau or 
that agency may be transferred from one department to 
another or, if it is an independent agency, may be trans- 
ferred or allocated to some department. 

Mr. President, I was the joint author with the late 
Senator from Nebraska, Mr. Howell, of what was known as 
the Howell-Barkley bill, setting up a Board of Mediation 
for the railroad labor organizations of the United States, and 
if I have been able to accomplish anything in legislation 
the creation of that Board of Mediation is the one thing I 
am proudest of having done. I have no fear that the Presi- 
dent of the United States is going to do a silly or foolish 
thing. I have no fear that he is less concerned about the 
efficient conduct of our business than am I or than is any 
other Senator, but I say advisedly that if the President of 
the United States were to issue an order removing the 
Board of Mediation or the Veterans’, Administration into 
any department I myself would feel at liberty to vote for a 
bill or joint resolution to take it away from the department 
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to which it might be allocated and let it remain independent 
as at present. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I do not share any fear which 
may have been created that the President of the United 
States is going to forget all the precepts of wisdom and wise 
administration in order to do an undesirable thing with 
respect to some agency which is efficiently operating in the 
interest of those for whom it was set up. 

For the reasons I have stated I sincerely hope that the 
motion of the Senator from Massachusetts to recommit the 
bill will be defeated, however pure his motives are—and I 
admit publicly, and am glad to acknowledge, the purity 
of his motives. It would result in the death of reorganiza- 
tion for an indefinite time. I sincerely hope the motion will 
be defeated and that the bill will be promptly passed in 
order that the American people may see that, after all, 
Congress is not willing to stand upon pride alone but is 
willing to be practical and bring about a more efficient and, 
if possible, a more economical administration of every agency 
in every department of their Government, for, after all, it 
is theirs and not ours; and it is in their interest that we 
undertake to serve, and not in the interest of ourselves. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I yield 5 minutes to the 
senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison]. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I have no fault to find 
with any Senator who differs from me on this question. I 
shall vote against the motion to recommit the reorganization 
bill. 

As a member of the Select Committee on Government 
Organization, I regret that I have not been able to render 
some assistance to the distinguished and able Senator from 
South Carolina during the consideration of the bill. He has 
made a courageous and an able fight and has proven his 
splendid qualities of leadership. Continued conferences and 
hearings on the pending revenue bill have made it impossible 
for me to be present during all of the discussions. I rise 
now only because in 1921, when President Harding was 
President, he sent a message to the Congress making a clear- 
cut issue on the question of reorganization. He presented 
the necessity of a reorganization of the departments as one 
of the great and major issues. 

A joint committee on reorganization was appointed, con- 
sisting of six Members of Congress, three from the House of 
Representatives and three from the Senate. I was the Demo- 
cratic Member of the Senate on that committee. Senator 
Smoot and Senator WapsworTH were the Republican Mem- 
bers of the Senate on that committee. 

We went into an investigation of the departments in an 
earnest and sincere attempt to reorganize the Government. 
For 2 years we labored at that job, and when we would be 
about ready to transfer a bureau from one department to 
another, we would find that the Cabinet member at the head 
of the department affected would put all the forces of propa- 
ganda to work, and bring influence upon Members of Con- 
gress against our proposals. Of course, our efforts in the 
circumstances were unsuccessful, and after 2 years of work 
we had accomplished nothing. I say to the Senate today 
that in my humble opinion Congress will never be able 
through any committee to reorganize the departments of the 
Government. The task must be placed in the hands of 
some one Official. The President is the proper one 

With the very limited powers that are given to the Presi- 
dent in this bill, I cannot believe that he will abuse those 
powers. I have enough faith and confidence in him to be- 
lieve that he will not. 

I hope we can accomplish something by this measure, 
Although no assertions have been made either by the Sena- 
tor in charge of the bill or by the President that any great 
savings will be effected, I hope there will be great savings 
resulting from it. I hope more efficiency will come as a 
result. So I shall vote against the motion to recommit, 
and vote for the passage of the measure. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, for 20 years I have been 
interested in the subject of reorganizing the executive de- 
partments. Today in the few minutes left for debate I do 
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not intend to rehearse the history of this legislation. How- 
ever, I do want to recall to the Senate that in June 1932 the 
Senate Appropriations Committee did report to the Senate a 
bill giving to a Republican President the same reorganization 
powers given in the present bill, with the single exception 
that it provided that an Executive order should be forwarded 
to the Congress, and that either House had the right to dis- 
approve. When President Hoover acted under that law and 
filed an order with the Congress, it was promptly dis- 
approved. 

On February 7, 1933, I offered an amendment to the Treas- 
ury and Post Office Departments appropriation bill which 
had in it the identical language contained in this bill when 
it was reported to the Senate, with the exception that it did 
not exempt any of the independent agencies. No Member of 
the Senate then voiced an objection to that amendment. 
Upon the floor are many Members who were present when 
it was adopted. Therefore, to me it is amazing that within 
the last 2 or 3 weeks some of those who are interested in the 
defeat of this measure have caused the people of this Na- 
tion to believe that their religious freedom and their political 
freedom will all be taken away from them if a bill is adopted 
authorizing the reorganization of executive departments. 

The junior Senator from Idaho (Mr. Pore] a moment ago 
handed to me two telegrams addressed to him from Idaho. 
I read one: 

Reorganization protest telegrams inspired by Republican group 
designed to embarrass you. There is no general public opinion on 


this question. Rank and file of voters will stand with you in your 
support of administration. 


I read the other: 

Disregard telegrams from Republican propagandists backed by 
Statesman (newspaper) and vote according to your judgment. 
Personally I favor reorganization bill. Republicans ask balancing 
of — 5 but object to economy by curtailing the useless depart- 
men 

Mr. President, those telegrams give me some comfort. 
They cause me to believe that after all the American people 
will not be deceived into thinking that the safety of this 
Nation or the preservation of the Constitution depends upon 
whether an employee in Washington works in a building on 
Pennsylvania Avenue or in a building on Constitution Avenue. 

Having just mentioned the word “constitution,” I reply 
for a moment to the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Bora]. 
He for the first time today expressed the opinion that this 
bill might be unconstitutional in its delegation of power, 
because of the Schechter case. I know that the Senator is 
not familiar with the fact that since the Schechter decision, 
in a decision in Isbrandtsen-Moller Co. against United States, 
a circuit court of appeals case, the court construed the iden- 
tical language contained in this bill, the language of the act 
of February 1933, under which act the Shipping Board was 
transferred to the Department of Commerce, and, construing 
that language, the Court said: 

The result was to abolish a board whose existence was depend- 
ent upon the will of Congress and to delegate to the Department 
of Commerce the same powers and duties the board had 
This seems in accord with correct standards as to delegation of 
authority to act within proper limits prescribed by Congress. 

In support of that decision the Court quoted not only the 
Panama Refining Co. case, but the Schechter Poultry Cor- 
poration case relied upon by the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
BORAH]. 

In a personal way let me say one word to the Senate: 
When the late Senator Robinson was made chairman of the 
Select Committee on Government Organization he requested 
me to serve with him because of my experience in the fram- 
ing of previous bills of this character. We spent weeks to- 
gether in drafting this bill. Senator Robinson suggested 
that we use the language of the act of 1933, because that 
language had been adopted by the Congress and had been 
sustained by the courts. It seems remarkable to me that 
the same language today causes such propaganda throughout 
this country. 

Let me say a few words as to the equitable and thorough 
way the committee has considered the bill. In January of 
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this year we met, and after consideration we adopted 13 
amendments, and reported the bill with those 13 amend- 
ments. The bill has been considered upon the floor of the 
Senate for 4 long weeks. I do not recall any measure of this 
character that has ever received such careful consideration. 
During that consideration 35 amendments have been added 
upon the floor, either accepted by the committee or adopted 
by the Senate. Therefore, if ever a measure received careful 
consideration of a large number of Senators, the record shows 
that this one has. A thousand pages of testimony were taken 
day after day. There was consideration of the measure for 
many more days by a committee composed of the majority 
leader [Mr. BARKLEY], the minority leader [Mr. McNary], 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison], the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
TownsEnD], the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. O’ManHoney], 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Brown], and the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La FOLLETTE]. If after all this 
consideration the Senate should now see fit to recommit the 
bill to the Select Committee on Government Organization, 
I must confess that I do not know what the committee could 
do or would do. 

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boram] says that a vote to 
recommit is not a vote to kill this bill. No; not directly; but 
there is not a Senator on the floor of the Senate who does 
not know what would happen if the bill is recommitted to 
the committee. I will tell the Senate one thing that will 
happen. The employees of the Government throughout this 
country have never been informed about this bill. More than 
200,000 employees under the bill will be covered into the civil 
service and given the security and protection of the civil- 
service laws. All the field employees, who today do not come 
under the classification law as to salaries, will under this bill 
receive salaries upon the same basis as the employees in the 
city of Washington. 

Send the bill back to the committee, kill the bill, and those 
employees in time will find it out, and they will wonder why 
they were misled into believing that this bill was against 
their interests, when for the first time it provides that justice 
be done to them. 

The bill provides further that if an employee is dissatis- 
fied with his rating in the department he can appeal to a 
board of review, one member of the board to be appointed by 
the civil-service organization and two by the department, 
to pass upon the fairness of the rating of the official under 
whom the employee works. That benefit also will be lost to 
the Federal employees. 

I say frankly to the Senate that for the last year I have 
given practically all my time to the consideration of the bill. 
I have listened to arguments presented by those who were 
opposed to the bill as well as those who favored it. I have 
agreed to the adoption of these 30 amendments heretofore 
referred to. I know that I could do nothing more, and if 
the Senate sees fit to recommit the bill to the committee I 
have the same attitude as the Senator from Kentucky—I 
shall this afternoon resign from the committee, and ask the 
Vice President to appoint someone who can frame a bill to 
suit the Senate. I know it is beyond me, because I have 
given to it all that is in me. There is nothing more I can do. 

So far as I am concerned, I would suggest to the Vice 
President that he appoint the Senator from Oregon, my good 
friend Senator McNary, and let him have a chance to frame 
the bill. I know that when it comes to dividing a party he 
has no superior and no equal in the United States or in the 
world, and he may be able to divide this bill so that it can 
receive the support of the Senate. [Laughter.]- 

Mr. President, I congratulate the Senator. I do not criti- 
cize him. I know that in leading his small band he is able 
to solidify its membership and sit and smile as we on the 
other side of the Chamber divide among ourselves, but I have 
an abiding confidence that this time the Senator from Ore- 
gon is mistaken; that the bill is not going to be recommitted, 
but will be passed this afternoon and will be sent to confer- 
ence. The House bill in many respects is entirely different 
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from the Senate bill. It is more in accord with the views of 
some Members of the Senate. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President—— 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Massachusetts yield? 

Mr. WALSH. I yield to the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I desire to present an amendment which, 
I understand, will not involve any discussion or opposition, 
so that it may later be voted upon. 

Mr. BYRNES. I also have an amendment pending. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be re- 
ceived and lie on the table. 

Mr. MALONEY. Mr. President, I wish to offer an amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
received and lie on the table. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I yield to the Senator from 
Nevada for the purpose of making a brief statement. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, I offered an amendment 
to the bill exempting the Forest Service, and all its func- 
tions, from the operation of the bill. The amendment was 
offered by me at the request of every farm organization in 
my State and every farm organization in the United States. 
The amendment was defeated. 

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. Grorce] and I considered 
offering another amendment, of a milder character, so that 
the functions of the Agricultural Department so essential 
to the welfare of agriculture should not be transferred 
from the Department of Agriculture. I have made a suffi- 
cient poll of the Senate to know that although such an 
amendment is favored by the great majority of this body, 
it would not receive a majority vote. Its defeat probably 
would be misunderstood. 

Nearly every citizen of my State desires a reconsideration 
of the bill and of the various amendments which have been 
offered. The people desire to be heard before the committee. 
Therefore, I shall vote to recommit the bill. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I hope those of us who favor 
the recommittal of the bill are generous enough to attribute 
the highest motives, political and otherwise, to those who 
will not take and are not accepting our views on this question. 
I think we are generous enough also to compliment the 
members of the committee, who have served long and faith- 
fully in the preparation of the bill. They should be espe- 
cially complimented because the bill before the Senate is a 
decided improvement upon the original bill presented to 
the committee. It is the hope of those of us who favor 
recommittal, now that the bill has had a hearing before the 
Senate and before the entire country, and Senators have 
had an opportunity to express their views, and the people 
of the country have had an opportunity also to express 
their views, that the committee may find in the debate some 
helpful suggestions toward the improvement of this impor- 
tant measure. 

Before I proceed further, I desire to pay a special tribute 
to the industry, the courage, and the perseverance of the 
junior Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD]. Representing a 
philosophy entertained by nearly half the Members of this 
body, he has battled day in and day out for preserving con- 
stitutional rights in the bill and for making it a bill that 
would result in promoting economy. 

I do not seek to find, in my brothers and my colleagues of 
my own party, false, jealous, and selfish motives. I have 
been in public life long enough to know that environment is 
a tremendous factor, even more than party labels, in influ- 
encing official judgment. I believe, also, that it is not only a 
Senator’s duty to differ with his party on fundamental ques- 
tions, if prompted by honest motives and convictions, but 
as well to offer and fight for constructive criticisms that 
may prevent his party from taking action that may seem 
to be contrary to the public welfare and injurious alike to 
country and party. 

I can well understand the position of the able Senators 
from Virginia. The instinct to be strong and able defenders 
of the Constitution is bred in their very bones. It is the 
same spirit that we observe in my own State of Massachu- 
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setts. Ican understand the Senators from the South battling 
against the wage and hour bill. They have had bred in 
their souls the principle of States’ rights. I can understand 
how we who come from great industrial centers raise our 
voices, even against our party leaders, when the suggestion 
is made for special benefits to farmers which may result 
in increasing the cost of living. 

I refuse to think in terms of selfish personal motives or 
of political partisanship in the discussion of a great question 
—.—— goes to the very foundation of constitutional govern- 
ment. 

Mr. President, the debate on this measure has developed 
the unmistakable fact that it is one of the most important 
and far-reaching proposals that has been sent to the Con- 
gress in many years. 

First of all it authorizes the President to transfer, retransfer, 
regroup, coordinate, consolidate, reorganize, segregate, or 
abolish the whole or any part of any agency, or the functions 
thereof, which he thinks may be necessary for the efficient 
conduct of the Government, with the exception of certain 
independent establishments mentioned in the bill and other 
designated limitations. It is estimated that this places under 
the control of the President, for the purposes designated, 
more than 100 agencies of the Government. 

He cannot transfer to any other agency all of the functions 
of any executive department; the implication, however, is 
clear that he may transfer to any agency the functions of any 
executive department less than all. Generally speaking, he 
may transfer the functions of every commission, board, bu- 
reau, administration, authority, division, or activity in the 
executive branch of the Government, except the nine govern- 
mental establishments defined as independent establish- 
ments. 

The President is authorized to establish a civil-service 
administrator, instead of the present Civil Service Commis- 
sion, for a term of 15 years. The President is further au- 
thorized discretion to extend the classified civil service and 
the provisions of the Classification Act to any or all Govern- 
ment employees who are not now subject to the Civil Service 
Act, or the Classification Act. 

The bill abolishes the office of the Comptroller General and 
the General Accounting Office, replacing it with an Auditor 
General and an Auditing Office, the latter to report to a 
special joint congressional committee the result of its audit. 

The bill sets up a new Department of Welfare and creates 
a National Resources Planning Board. The Department of 
Welfare, under the contemplation of this act, may become 
the largest and most important and, likewise, the most ex- 
pensive agency of the Federal Government; yet it is defined 
and explained in only two pages of this bill. How far-reach- 
ing the functions of this new Cabinet office shall extend no 
one can prophesy at this time. 

The new department will administer the laws relating 
to any agency or function transferred to it which relates to 
public health and sanitation, protection of consumers, edu- 
cation, relief of unemployment and of the hardship and 
suffering caused thereby, relief of the needy and distressed, 
assistance of the aged, relief and vocational rehabilitation 
of the physically disabled. 

While the bill would seem to embrace only the above 
enumerated functions, yet those who have from time to time 
vigorously protested against the centralization of Federal 
control over education should bear in mind that this is to 
be one of the important functions of this new Cabinet offi- 
cer, and all experience indicates that he will seek to expand 
and enlarge the Federal Government’s control over educa- 
tion. We have before Congress at this very moment recom- 
mendations transmitted to us with the approval of the 
President which if they are enacted into law contemplate a 
tremendous expansion by the Federal Government into the 
realm of public-school education throughout the Nation. 
One thing is certain: We can look forward to increased 
momentum in support of the campaign that for years has 
been waged by organized groups seeking Federal control of 
education that the States have heretofore resisted. 
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Mr. President, I have referred to the importance and 
momentous character of the powers delegated to the Execu- 
tive in this bill. All these powers are rightly reposed in 
the Congress under the Constitution. They are powers 
which it is the duty of Congress to exercise. They are 
powers which the Congress has exercised since the founding 
of our Republic. Not one of these agencies, bureaus, or 
departments came into existence except by an act of Con- 
gress. Congress has specified the functions of every one of 
these departments. 

Let me remind the Senate that not one of these agencies, 
bureaus, or departments and their defined duties—except a 
few recent and temporary agencies—has come into exist- 
ence except after hearings before committees of the House 
and Senate; and by a majority vote of both the House and 
Senate and the approval of the Executive at the time of 
their creation. 

What a spectacle to the country for this Congress now to 
confess that it is unable to effectively perform the duties 
that have been heretofore performed by our predecessors 
and which is the duty and responsibility of the Congress 
under the Constitution. 

What is the reason for this extraordinary proposal? 
What is the emergency that demands this surrender of our 
constitutional powers? This is not a time of war that re- 
quires sudden and speedy reconstruction of the executive 
departments. There is indeed a new business depression, 
but no one claims that the proposed reorganization is for 
the purpose of meeting this new economic emergency. 

It is said that the President can do this job more effec- 
tively and more speedily than Congress. I concede that to 
be entirely within the realm of possibility and even probabil- 
ity. Indeed, I believe President Roosevelt would act with 
the highest motives. However, I submit that such conten- 
tions are no justification for such a course, except in a dire 
emergency, and even then can be defended only on the as- 
sumption that Congress is incompetent to perform its con- 
stitutional duty. 

The advocates of this transfer of constitutional powers 
and authority by Congress to the Executive seem blind to 
the fact that such a course parallels events that have been 
taking place elsewhere in the world and have contributed to 
the overthrow of democracies in other countries. It is pre- 
cisely the same arguments which are advanced here today 
that have been advanced in other countries to overthrow 
democracy. It is always urged that social and economic 
abuses have grown up in the body politic and that the ordi- 
nary processes of constitutional government are unable to 
adequately cope with them. Hasty and remedial action has 
been the battle cry by the forces that have been attacking 
parliamentary government and moving in the direction of 
a totalitarian state. 

The framers of our Constitution had full realization that 
abuses in the social and economic order would from time to 
time arise; they foresaw that our people at times would be- 
come restless, impulsive, and demand hasty reforms. It was 
because of their foresight that they interposed the checks 
and balances in our form of government to guard against 
sudden and rash movements away from democratic ideas. 

Many times during the past century there has been ex- 
treme dissatisfaction with political policies of Presidents. and 
parties; yet at no time have our people sought to remedy 
through weakening the power and authority of any one of 
the three branches of the Government so wisely set up by 
the founders. Our people for 150 years have been taught to 
patiently wait the operation of normal correctives. It is this 
attitude of invoking the operation of normal correctives 
through the years that has contributed to the preservation 
of our institutions and contributed materially to our politi- 
cal stability and our social and economic progress. Every 
other method than the normal corrective method provided 
by our Constitution when applied in other parts of the 
world have resulted in the overthrow of democracy, and 
whatever social and economic benefits have resulted tem- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


MARCH 28 


porarily they have been accompanied by ruthless disregard 
of the people’s rights. 

We must admit the harmful effect of abuses in our social 
and economic system. We must all recognize the need for 
correction. But the bill now before us is not even remotely 
claimed to be for this purpose. 

Mr. President, before we vote today let each Member of the 
Senate reflect once more on the full import and significance 
of this transfer from Congress to the Executive of this power 
of life and death over all the agencies, over all the bureaus, 
over all the departments, and all the commissions except for 
the nine that are specifically excluded by the terms of the 
bill. 

It means that for a period of 24 months from the date of 
enactment of this bill—if it be enacted—the continued exist- 
ence of any and all of these agencies, bureaus, and commis- 
sions will be solely at the sufferance of the Executive; that 
the tenure of office of each appointive executive officer, com- 
missioner, administrator, director, or bureau chief outside of 
the specific reservations in the bill, will be within the control 
of the Executive; that the hundreds of thousands of Govern- 
ment employees within these departmental bureaus and 
agencies and commissions are placed in jeopardy because 
the particular bureaus, agencies, or commissions in which 
they are now employed may be abolished by the stroke of 
the Executive’s pen. 

The authority to be delegated to the Executive to re- 
organize at any time and from time to time during a period 
of 24 months, the structure of the executive branch of the 
Government carries with it the authority to change the 
personnel of the executive branch of the Government from 
top to bottom. 

Our forefathers never believed in concentrating the powers 
of government in the hands of a single man. Every one of 
the constitutions of the Original Thirteen States revealed 
the strong and indeed bitter opposition to autocracy. The 
colonists had had their experience with kings and royal 
governors and were determined that the American Govern- 
ment which they set up should afford no opportunity for a 
return to one-man power. 

They provided for divided authority and divided responsi- 
bility. This was a fundamental element of their concept of 
democracy, and they regarded division of authority as the 
surest safeguard to preserve democracy. It is this divided 
authority we are abandoning in this bill. 

Every Member of the Senate is cognizant of the rising 
tide of public protest against the proposals in this bill, and 
particularly with respect to this broad grant of authority 
to the Executive. The protests have come from every sec- 
tion of our country and from every class of our citizens— 
from the farmers, organized labor, white-collar workers, 
colleges, pulpits, and the press. 

Why are these protests, which are similar in character 
to those which were so strongly voiced by the country a 
year ago, when we had under consideration the bill to 
reorganize the Federal judiciary and the Supreme Court? 
They are because the country recognizes in the present bill, 
as it did last year in the court bill, a grievous impairment 
of the fundamental principles of division of the power and 
authority of government into three independent branches— 
the judicial, the legislative, and the executive—and the po- 
tential concentration of all power and authority in the 
Executive. 

Let us heed these protests. Let us pause before it is too 
late. Let us realize that, from the moment of enactment 
of the present bill, what the Congress will have done can- 
not be undone. Congress will have tied its own hands. 
Nothing short of a two-thirds vote of both branches of 
Congress to override a Presidential veto can thereafter recall 
the delegation of this authority to the Executive, or cancel 
any governmental change that the Executive decrees. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The hour of 3 o’clock has ar- 
rived, at which time the Senate ordered a vote to be taken on 
the pending question. 
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Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, in view of the fact that a 
committee is now in session, I think it would be advisable to 
call a quorum. I desire to propound the parliamentary in- 
quiry whether that would interfere with the voting on the 
amendments which have already been sent to the desk? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It would not. The point of no 
quorum may be made at any time. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. President, a parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Will the bill be open to amend- 
ment after 3 o’clock? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It will not be. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I have an amendment pend- 
ing on the desk relative to the duties of the Joint Committee 
on Public Accounts, which I should like to have submitted. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Let the Chair state that, under 
the order of the Senate, all amendments will have to be voted 
on before the motion to recommit, and the Chair will submit 
the amendments that have been sent to the desk. 

The absence of a quorum having been suggested, the clerk 
will call the roll. Then the Chair will submit the amend- 
ments which are pending. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Adams Connally Hughes O Maho 
Andrews Copeland Johnson, Calif. Overton 
Ashurst Davis Johnson, Colo. Pittman 
Austin Dieterich King pe 
Bailey Donahey La Follette Radcliffe 
Bankhead Duffy Lee Reames 
Barkley Ellender Lewis Reynolds 
Berry Lodge Russell 
Bilbo George Logan Schwartz 
Bone Gerry Lonergan Schwellenbach 
Gibson Lundeen Sheppard 
Bridges Gillette McAdoo Shipstead 
Brown, Mich Glass McGill Smathers 
Brown, N. H Green McKellar Smith 
Bulkley Guffey McNary Thomas, Okla. 
Bulow Hale Maloney Thomas, Utah 
Burke Harrison Miller Townsend 
Byrd Hatch Milton 
Byrnes Hayden Minton Tydings 
Capper Herring Murray Vandenberg 
Caraway Hill Neely Wagner 
Chavez Hitchcock Norris Walsh 
Clark Holt Nye Wheeler 


The VICE PRESIDENT. Ninety-two Senators have an- 
swered to their names. A quorum is present. The Chair 
submits the first amendment which is pending, being the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
BARKLEY]. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 25, line 10, in the amend- 
ment heretofore agreed to, after the word “proper”, it is 
proposed to insert “nor shall anything in this act be con- 
strued to prevent the application of the existing veterans’ 
preference provisions in civil-service laws, Executive orders, 
and rulings.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amend- 
ment is agreed to. 

The Chair submits an amendment offered by the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes]. The amendment will 
be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 7, between lines 18 and 
19, it is proposed to insert the following new subsection: 

(c) The Secretary of State is authorized and directed to include 
in the United States Statutes at Large all Executive orders issued 
under this title which have become effective. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection—— 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Just a moment, Mr. Presi- 
dent. Will the Senator from South Carolina explain the 
amendment? 

Mr. BYRNES. It is only to have 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The trouble about it is that, 
under the order, there can be no debate. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I really forgot that, but may 
I inquire when was this amendment offered? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. This is the first information the 
Chair has had of the amendment. 
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Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, the amendment provides 
that such Executive orders as may be issued shall also, instead 
of merely being filed with the Congress, be printed with the 
statutes, so that they may always be found by anyone inter- 
ested in them. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. Byrnes]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair submits an amendment 
offered by the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. MALONEY], 
which will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3, line 18, after the word 
“department”, it is proposed to insert the following: “or to 
transfer to any other agency or department any of the inves- 
tigational services, divisions, or functions of any executive 
department.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from Connecticut. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair submits an amendment 
offered by the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Brown], which 
will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 36, after line 6, it is 
proposed to insert a new subsection, as follows: 

(f) It shall be the duty of said joint committee to examine and 
study the public debt and the statutes authorizing the borrowing 
of money by the United States Government, and to submit from 
time to time recommendations for the orderly reduction of the debt. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
Brown]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair submits an amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Utah [Mr. Kina], which 
will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 37, after line 6, it is 
proposed to strike out all of title IV, being the provisions 
with reference to the “Department of Welfare and Con- 
servation and National Resources Planning Board.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
KINO]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question now is on the mo- 
tion of the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WatsH] that 
the bill be recommitted to the Select Committee on Govern- 
ment Organization. 

Mr. CLARK. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LEWIS (when his name was called). I understand 
that an arrangement has been made by which I am paired 
with the Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran], who is on 
his way here and is expected to arrive a little later. Pend- 
ing his arrival, I withhold the announcement of my vote. 

Mr. WAGNER (when his name was called). Upon this 
vote I am paired with the senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
Van Nuys]. I am informed that if he were present he 
would vote as I propose to vote; so I feel at liberty to vote. 
I vote “yea”. 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. LEWIS. As the Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCar- 
RAN] has not arrived, at this point I announce the fact that 
I am paired with him. If he were present, he would vote 
“yea,” and if I were at liberty to vote I should vote “nay.” 

Mr. HALE. On this vote my colleague the junior Senator 
from Maine [Mr. WHITE] is paired with the junior Senator 
from Florida [Mr. PEPPER]. If present and voting, my 
colleague would vote “yea,” and the Senator from Florida 
would vote “nay.” 

Mr. LEWIS. I announce that the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. Pepper] and the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van 
Nuys] are detained from the Senate on important public 
business. 
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The Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] is detained in 
his State on official business. 
The result was announced—yeas 43, nays 48, as follows: 


YEAS—43 
Adams Byrd Glass Miller 
Andrews Capper Hale Nye 
Austin Clark Holt Pittman 
Bailey Connally Johnson, Calif. | Shipstead 
Bone Copeland Johnson, Colo. Townsend 
Borah Davis King Tydings 
Bridges Donahey Lodge Vandenberg 
Brown, Mich. Lonergan Wagner 
Bulkley George Lundeen Walsh 
Bulow Gerry McNary Wheeler 
Burke Gibson Maloney 

NAYS—48 
Ashurst Gillette Logan Radcliffe 
Bankhead Green McAdoo 
Barkley Guffey McGill Reynolds 
Berry Harrison McKellar Russell 
Bilbo Hatch Milton Schwartz 
Brown, N. H. Hayden Minton Schwellenbach 
Byrnes Herring Murray Sheppard 
Caraway Hill Neely Smathers 
Chavez Hitchcock Norris Smith 
Dieterich ughes O'Mahoney Thomas, Okla. 
Duffy La Follette Overton Thomas, Utah 
Ellender Pope 

NOT VOTING—5 

Lewis Pepper Van Nuys White 
McCarran 


So Mr. Watsu’s motion to recommit was rejected. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the passage of 
the bill. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I call for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. BYRNES, Mr. CLARK, and other Senators addressed 
the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the passage 
of the bill. If Senators desire to speak, the Chair will recog- 
nize the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate proceed to consider House bill 8202, Calendar 
No. 1616, strike out all after the enacting clause of the House 
bill, and substitute the text of the Senate bill. 

Mr. CLARK. I object. 

Mr. BURKE. I object. i 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I move that the Senate take 
up House bill 8202, strike out all after the enacting clause of 
the House bill, and substitute the text of the Senate bill. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, a point of order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. CLARK. I make the point of order that the business 
before the Senate is the Senate bill which we have been con- 
sidering for the past month, and that the House bill men- 
tioned by the Senator from South Carolina has not been 
reported from the committee. 

Mr, BYRNES. Mr. President, the Senator is wrong about 
that. The House bill is on the calendar. 

Mr. CLARK. When was it reported? 

Mr. BYRNES. It was reported last week. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Let the Chair state to the Sena- 
tor from South Carolina that the chair held earlier in the day 
that no amendment to the pending bill would be in order after 
3 o'clock and held a while ago, in response to a question by a 
Senator, that after 3 o’clock no amendment could be offered to 
the bill. The Chair has twice ruled on the matter. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, this is not an amendment. 
This is a motion to proceed to the consideration of a bill on 
the calendar. If that motion is agreed to it will displace the 
Senate bill which is now under consideration, and the Senate 
may proceed to consider the House bill. 

Mr. CLARK. I make the point of order 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Let the Chair read the order of 
the Senate and see what the Senate thinks about the 
situation: 

Ordered, That at not later than 3 o’clock p. m. on Monday 
(March 28, 1938) the Senate to vote on all amendments 
that are pending or that may be offered to the bill (S. 3331)— 

That is, up to 3 o’clock— 


and on a motion to recommit, without further debate, and that 
at not later than 5 o'clock p. m. in the event the motion to 
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recommit is defeated, the Senate shall proceed to vote upon the 
bill (S. 3331) without further debate, and that the time for 
debate shall be divided equally, and controlled by the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] and the Senator from Massachusetts 
{| Mr. WatsH]. 

That is a specific order of the Senate that it shall vote on 
a certain bill, Senate bill 3331, at a certain hour. If the 
House bill should be substituted for Senate bill 3331, the 
Senate could not possibly vote on Senate bill 3331. 

The Chair holds that under that agreement no amend- 
ment is in order, and no substitute is in order. That seems 
to the Chair sound logic and reason. The Senate made this 
order, and the Chair must enforce the order of the Senate. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. CLARK. The yeas and nays have been ordered, have 
they not, on the passage of the bill? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. They have been. The question 
is on the passage of the bill, The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LEWIS (when his name was called). As previously 
stated, in my absence during the past few days, while I was 
ill, I was paired with the Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCar- 
RAN]. I am authorized to state that were he present and 
voting he would vote “nay” on this question. Were I vot- 
ing, I should vote “yea.” I withhold my vote. 

Mr. WAGNER (when his name was called). On this ques- 
tion, as on the other, I am paired with the senior Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. Van Nuys]. I am informed that if he 
were present he would vote as I propose to vote. Therefore, 
I am at liberty to vote. I vote “nay.” 

Mr. HALE (when Mr. Wutre’s name was called). Making 
the same announcement as before as to my colleague [Mr. 
Wuitel, I will state that if present he would vote “nay” 
on this question. He is paired with the Senator from Florida 
(Mr. PEPPER], who, if present, would vote “yea.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. LEWIS. I announce that the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. McCarran] is detained in Nevada on official business, 
and that the Senator from Florida [Mr. Pepper] and the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van Nuys] are detained on pub- 
lic business. 

The result was announced—yeas 49, nays 42, as follows: 


YEAS—49 
Ashurst Gillette McAdoo Reynolds 
Bankhead Green McGill Russell 
Barkley Guffey McKel Schwartz 
Berry n Milton Schwellenbach 
Bilbo Hatch Minton eppard 
Brown, N. H. Hayden Murray Smathers 
Bulkley Herring Neely Smith 
Byrnes Hill Norris Thomas, Okla. 
Caraway Hitchcock O'Mahoney ‘Thomas, 
Chavez Hughes n Truman 
Dieterich La Follette Pope 
Duffy Lee Radcliffe 
lender Logan es 
NAYS—42 
Adams r Hale 
Andrews Clark Holt Pittman 
Austin Johnson, Calif. Shipstead 
Bailey Copeland Johnson, Colo, Townsend 
Bone Davis King dings 
Borah Donahey Vandenberg 
Bridges Frazier Lonergan Wagner 
„MI. George Lundeen Walsh 
Bulow Gerry McNary Wheeler 
Burke Gibson Maloney 
Byrd Glass Miller 
NOT VOTING—5 
Lewis Pepper Van Nuys White 
McCarran 


So the bill was passed. 

Mr. BYRNES and Mr. CLARK addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I move that the Senate pro- 
ceed to the consideration of House bill 8202, to provide for 
the reorganization of agencies of the Government, to estab- 
lish the Department of Weifare, and for other purposes. 

Mr. CLARK. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll 
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The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair was merely 


answered to their names. 


Adams Connally ‘ughes O'Mahoney 
Andrews Copeland Johnson, Calif. Overton 
Ashurst Davis Johnson, Colo. Pittman 
Austin Dieterich King Pope 
Bailey Donahey La Follette Radcliffe 

ead Duffy Lee Reames 
Barkley Ellender Lewis Reynolds 

Prazier Lodge Russell 

Bilbo George Logan Schwartz 
Bone Gerry Lonergan Schwellenbach 
Borah Gibson Lundeen Sheppard 
Bridges Gillette McAdoo Shipstead 
Brown, Mich Glass McGill Smathers 
Brown, N. H. Green McKellar Smith 
Bulkley Guffey McNary Thomas, Okla. 
Bulow Hale Maloney Thomas, Utah 
Burke Harrison Miller Townsend 
Byrd Hatch Milton Truman 
Byrnes Hayden Minton Tydings 
Capper Herring Murray Vandenberg 
Caraway Hill Neely Wagner 
Chavez Hitchcock Norris Walsh 
Clark Holt Nye Wheeler 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ninety-two Senators hav- 
ing answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I move that the Senate pro- 
ceed to the consideration of House bill 8202. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, let the bill be reported. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will state the 
bill by title. 

The bill was stated by title as follows: 

The bill (H. R. 8202), an act to provide for the reorganization 
of agencies of the Government, to establish the Department of 
Welfare, and for other purposes. - 


Mr. CLARK. A parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. CLARK. The motion is debatable, is it not? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The motion is debatable. 

Mr. BURKE obtained the floor. 

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Nebraska yield to the Senator from Mississippi? 

Mr. BURKE. I yield. 

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that 
there be inserted in the Appendix of the Recorp a state- 
ment read by me before the House Committee on Indian 
Affairs in support of Senate bill 1478, conferring jurisdic- 
tion on the United States Court of Claims to determine 
the claims of the Choctaw Indians of the State of Mississippi. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The statement of Mr. Br. BO appears in the Appendix.] 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Nebraska yield to me? 

Mr. BURKE. I yield. 

Mr. KING. A parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. KING. Does the Senator from Nebraska lose the floor 
when he courteously yields to other Senators who desire to 
make various requests? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. He does if a point of order 
‘is made. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I make the point of 
order that the Senate is not in order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Utah 
asks, as a parliamentary inquiry, whether the Senator from 
Nebraska loses the floor if he yields for the presentation of 
motions or bills. He loses the floor when he yields for that 
purpose, and he is now recognized again and may speak the 
second time on the same day, and if he yields again, he will 
not be allowed to speak further on the same subject if a 
point of order is made. 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, then, I will continue with my 
second speech. 

Mr. CONNALLY. A point of order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from Nebraska has not 
spoken on the pending question today, has he? 


answering a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The question now before the Senate is 
on a motion to proceed to the consideration of House bill 
8202. Any remarks the Senator made on some other bill 
prior to this time cannot be charged against him on the 
pending motion. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair did not make 
any statement to that effect. 

Mr, BURKE. Mr. President, I yielded to the Senator from 
Mississippi, assuming that his request was made in good 
faith, and I still prefer so to assume; but I continue now 
without yielding to anyone at all. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. A point of order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Would the Senator yield any of his 
rights if he yielded for a quorum call? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. In the opinion of the 
present occupant of the chair, he would. 

Mr. CLARK. A parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. CLARK. Is it not a fact that the present occupant 
of the chair ruled sometime ago—as I recall, during the de- 
bate on the court bill or on the antilynching bill—that, in 
the absence of a notice that the rules would be strictly en- 
forced, a Senator yielding for the ordinary courtesies would 
not be considered as having yielded the floor? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The present occupant of 
the chair would not hold that the Senator yielded the floor 
if no point of order were made. If a point of order is not 
made, the Chair will not enforce the rule. 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, I am opposed to the pending 
motion, that the Senate proceed to the consideration of a 
House bill covering the matter of executive reorganization, 
for the reason that it is obvious to every Member of the 
Senate that the motion is made in order that the bill passed 
a few moments ago by the Senate may not be sent to the 
House of Representatives for the consideration of that body, 
but may go directly to a conference committee, the result 
being, of course, that no Member of the House would be 
given any opportunity to express his views on the various 
parts of the bill other than in the consideration of the con- 
ference report, and everyone familiar with the rules in the 
other body, as well as in this body, knows that that is an 
extreme limitation. 

Mr. President, to my mind the proposal to take up the 
House bill borders upon an open insult to the other branch 
of the Congress. I see no justification whatever for any 
proposal now to prevent the House from going into the sub- 
ject of the bill which was recently passed by the Senate by a 
few votes, and considering all its features, and it is my firm 
conviction that the House ought not to be limited in any way 
in expressing its ideas upon this measure. For that reason, 
now that the whole matter has been opened up again for 
our consideration, I hope to express my views at some length, 
although I will try not to be unduly long. 

First I desire to present for the serious consideration of 
the House and the Senate the editorial views of one of the 
leading newspapers of the Middle West on the entire subject 
of executive reorganization. As I listened this morning to 
expressions of sentiment by the senior Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. Typrncs] I was reminded of the editorial expres- 
sion from this great midwestern newspaper, and I offer the 
substance of it now as backing up fully the views expressed 
by the senior Senator from Maryland. 

The editorial is entitled “America, on Guard!” It was 
published in the World-Herald, of Omaha, Nebr., Tuesday, 
March 15, 1938. The editorial writer proceeded to discuss 
this matter in the following language: 

AMERICA, ON GUARD! 

A survey of the tragic world scene from the comparative safety 
of free America brings into view one impressive truth. 

This is that force and violence, lawlessness, and brigandage 
prevailing in national policy spring directly from loss of legislative 


power and judicial independence, and concentration of power in 
executive authority upon which there is no effective restraint. 
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Wherever there is a free congress, parliament, diet, legislative 
body under whatever name, that is a coordinate and independent 
branch of government; wherever there are free courts unafraid to 
interpret and protect legislative authority and constitutional guar- 
anties, there is a free people. And it is a free people that does 
not menace the lives and liberties and rights and property of other 
peoples. 

Wherever parliaments and courts are shorn of power and it is 
concentrated in the executive office, there liberty lies bleeding, the 
rights of individuals are , and there is security for 
none. And from that land there comes, in full proportion to its 
military might, the gangster's menace to neighbors. 

The difference is between government by law and government by 
a little group of men or by one man. It is the difference between 
despotism and democracy. The fruits of the two systems are 
plain for all to see. 

Surely the truth is impressive. Surely it should serve to put 
vigilantly on guard those who still live under the ways of democ- 
racy and cherish its blessings. 

We, of the United States, have need to be on guard. For clearly 
we can see in our own land the trend that has come to a terrify- 
ing realization in other countries. We have seen it in a weakening 
of the judiciary and the magnification of Executive power by 
delegation and surrender of congressional functions. Always the 
motive is proclaimed as good. But good or bad the motive, the 
result is the same. Steadily power drifts from States and com- 
9 to Washington, and as steadily gathers into the Executive 

ping. 

The latest manifestation is in the Government reorganization 
bill, now under consideration in the Senate. 


This editorial was written, of course, before the vote taken 
this afternoon, before the Senate had passed the bill, and 
before this present wholly unwarranted and altogether un- 
justifiable attempt was made to deprive the other branch of 
the Congress of its full and free right to enter into the dis- 
cussion of and decision upon this most important matter. 
The editorial continues: 


That there is need for reorganization of certain branches of the 
executive department is admitted. Previous Presidents have urged 
it. The purpose was to heighten efficiency, to simplify by elimi- 
nating overlapping and duplication, to reduce personnel, and greatly 
to reduce expense. 

The pending bill, as was submitted to Congress by the President, 
was of quite another nature. Admittedly it would effect little or no 
saving. Admittedly it would not reduce the number of the nine 
hundred thousand or more Federal employees. What it would do, 
and was designed to do, is enormously to increase executive power 
by stripping Congress of some of the most important powers it now 
possesses. It authorized the Executive not merely to reorganize 
but by Executive order to abolish or change the functions of every 
agency and office in the entire executive branch, and to do this 
without consulting Congress, It transferred control of the great in- 
dependent boards and commissions, the instruments of Congress, 
into the President’s hands. By abolishing agencies the President 
was to be given power to nullify laws depending upon them for 
enforcement. The Civil Service Commission was to be made a 
one-man Presidential office. The Comptroller General’s office was 
to be brought under Executive domination. Through its warp and 
woof ran the bold threads of Executive aggrandizement by legisla- 
tive abdication. 

True enough, congressional consideration thus far has resulted 
in some modification of the more objectionable portions of the 
bill. But still it constitutes, as Senator Brno, Virginia Demo- 
crat, has said, “sacrifice of established and proved principles of 
democratic government” and “delegations of power that are at 
best wedges of great potential danger.” 

Members of both Houses of Congress who, in committee and 
on the floor, have analyzed this proposal, have exposed its menaces 
and courageous to resist them, measure up to the responsibili- 
ties of their office. They should have the support of citizens of 
all parties who, witnessing what has happened in other nations, are 
resolved it must not be permitted to happen here—or gain too 
long a start. S 


Mr. President, having given to the Senate the benefit of 
this editorial, which it seems to me covers the whole sub- 
ject of executive reorganization in an able and masterful 
manner, I desire to discuss, inasmuch as the whole question 
has been reopened, some features of the bill in the hope that 
upon. more mature deliberation and more careful consider- 
ation some of those who were led by one reason or another, 
by one force or another, to cast their vote a certain way 
today, may still, before it is too late, see the light, and re- 
deem themselves and their record from what must otherwise 
go downi in history as a great mistake. 

So, Mr. President, the matter now having been entirely 
reopened, I feel free to address myself to several features 
of the bill. Before doing so in some detail, I wish to re- 
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assert the position which has appealed to me from the 
start in reference to this composite measure. 

One of the compelling reasons why I felt a great urgency 
to vote for recommittal was that we have within the four 
corners of the bill altogether too great a consolidation of 
things which ought not to be included im the same measure. 
It had seemed to me that the bill should go back to the com- 
mittee, even under the threat made by the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] that if the motion for recom- 
mittal carried he would, before the day’s sun sank in the 
west, submit his resignation as chairman of the committee. 
Even facing the dire prospect that it would be necessary to 
replace the able Senator from South Carolina, the argu- 
ment in favor of recommittal seemed to me compelling, be- 
cause we now have in the bill, as we all know, things which 
ought not to be submitted for a single “yes” or “no” vote 
covering them all. 

If time permits, I shall discuss the proposal in reference 
to the civil-service administration, the Comptroller Gen- 
eral’s office, the department of welfare, and possibly even 
the six administrative assistants, to say nothing of the main 
part of the bill, the reorganization of the executive depart- 
ments. At this time, possibly somewhat out of order in the 
regular procedure under the bill, I should like to consider 
title III, which has to do with the Comptroller General's 
office. Title III proposes to make a very complete substitu- 
tion for the Comptroller General’s office. 

It has been said on the floor of the Senate on a number 
of occasions that the bill makes alterations in existing law. 
When we stop to consider that the alteration proposed 
in the civil-service department is to abolish entirely the 
Civil Service Commission, and that the alteration proposed 
in reference to the Comptroller General’s office is to abolish 
altogether the General Accounting Office and the office of 
Comptroller General, and so on through the bill; when we 
consider what is meant by the alterations which the bill 
proposes, I am reminded of an order issued one day last 
week by the Honorable Louis Johnson, Acting Secretary of 
War. It appears that in Cleveland, Ohio, there is a bridge 
known as the Lower West Third Street Bridge. Because the 
Ohio River is a navigable stream, the War Department, of 
course, has a considerable measure of control over it. Ap- 
parently, the bridge is not in very good condition. I have 
never crossed over it, but I understand from what is said 
about the bridge that it is possibly in the same relative con- 
dition as some of the executive departments. It needs some 
alterations. So the Honorable Louis Johnson, Acting Secre- 
tary of War, in a formal order issued to the city of Cleve- 
land, gave directions to the city of Cleveland to make the 
following alterations in the Lower West Third Street Bridge 
in Cleveland: 


Removal of the east, west, and center piers and all parts of the 
said bridge that extend into or over the said river. 


Those are the alterations in reference to the bridge at 
Cleveland. They remind me very strongly of the altera- 
tions proposed by the bill for the reorganization of the 
executive departments. Since the General Accounting Office 
and the offices of Comptroller General and Assistant Comp- 
troller General are to be altered under the bill by being 
completely abolished, I should like to give to the Senate 
some further views upon the importance of maintaining the 
General Accounting Office and the offices of Comptroller 
General and Assistant Comptroller General. 

Title III of the bill proposes the emasculation of our in- 
dependent accounting system by transferring back to the 
Treasury Department all the authority and duties of the 
General Accounting Office, making the Bureau of the Budget, 
in addition to its present duties, also the Government's Gen- 
eral Accounting Office, and likewise making the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget, in effect, the Comptroller General 
of the United States. The enactment of the bill, which has 
now secured the approval of the Senate, and which apparently 
is sought to be sent to the House without giving the House 
any opportunity to consider the evils connected with it, would 
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mean the complete destruction of the independence of our 
accounting system from control and domination by the spend- 
ing branch of the Government, the executive branch. That 
independence was gained by the passage and approval of the 
Budget and Accounting Act of 1921, and then only after a 
long struggle by Congress to establish a system whereby public 
officers and employees were required to observe the law in 
spending the public moneys. 

The present proposal is of such importance to Congress 
itself, and to the people whose moneys are involved, that it 
should be looked squarely in the face. I reiterate my objec- 
tion to the pending motion, because I, for one, want to give 
the House of Representatives, the other branch of our legis- 
lative system, the opportunity to look squarely in the face 
title III of the bill, title I, and every other title of the bill. 
I do not propose by any vote of mine, or by any failure on my 
part to express my views, to deprive the other branch of the 
legislative department of our Government of the opportunity 
to look squarely in the face every title, every section, and 
every subsection of the bill which recently received the 
approval of this body. 

I repeat that title III is a proposal of such importance to 
the Congress itself, and to the people whose moneys are 
involved, that it should be looked squarely in the face. Con- 
gress must not be caught off its guard. I think that state- 
ment applies to the House of Representatives as well as to 
the Senate. Congress must not be caught off guard or be 
deceived, because there is involved a matter vital to the 
effectiveness of Congress in discharging its constitutional 
duties and responsibilities, and vital to a proper and legal 
functioning of our system of self-government. 

Bluntly stated, the proposal is that Congress now surren- 
der all means of requiring law-observance by the officers and 
employees of the executive or spending branch of our Gov- 
ernment in spending the billions of dollars annually appro- 
priated by Congress for the operations of the Government 
authorized by law. 

Congress alone may lay taxes and take money from the 
people with which to operate their Government, and Con- 
gress alone has power to authorize the withdrawal of such 
moneys from the Treasury, because our Constitution spe- 
cifically stipulates that— 

No money shall be drawn from the Treasury, but in consequence 
of appropriations made by law. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield? 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, I decline to yield except for 
a question because, under the ruling of the Chair, having 
yielded to the Senator from Mississippi, I used up one of 
my speeches on this legislative day, and I must decline to 
yield further if there is any question of my being deprived 
of the opportunity to continue the address which I am now 
prepared to deliver. 

Mr. BYRNES. I should like to hear the Senator continue 
his speech, but I am wondering 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, I must insist that I be pro- 
tected in my right to retain the floor. I do not yield if 
thereby I would lose the floor. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I will ask the Senator if he 
will yield to me to withdraw the pending motion? 

Mr. BURKE. That will be a very happy consummation. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I wish to withdraw the mo- 
tion to take up House bill 8202. I find upon investigation, 
under the resolution of the House creating the select com- 
mittee, that committee has a right to place the bill upon 
the calendar and that such a bill has a privileged status in 
the House. I therefore withdraw the pending motion to 
take up the House bill. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ScHWELLENBACH in the 
chair). The Senator will state it. 

Mr. McNARY. The motion which was pending to pro- 
ceed to the consideration of the House bill has been with- 
drawn, has it? 

Mr. BYRNES. That motion I have withdrawn. 

LXXXITI——266 
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Pi PRESIDING OFFICER. The motion has been with- 
awn. 

Mr. McNARY. If that motion had not been withdrawn, 
then the next step would have been to strike out all after 
the enacting clause of the House bill and substitute the 
Senate bill? 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator from South Carolina has with- 
drawn the motion. 

Mr. McNARY. I understand; but that would have been 
the next step, probably, the Senator from South Carolina 
would have followed? 

Mr. BYRNES. I have withdrawn the motion. 

Mr. McNARY. Is it the purpose of withdrawing the mo- 
tion, which I concede the Senator has a right to do, later 
today to permit the Senate bill to be messaged over to the 
House without further discussion in the Senate? 

Mr. BYRNES. I have no reason for not having that done, 
but I am going to move to reconsider the vote by which the 
bill was passed. 

Mr. McNARY. That is what I understand. 

Now, the proposition is not to message this bill as passed 
to the House, but to move now to reconsider the vote by 
which Senate bill 3331 was passed. 

Mr. BYRNES. Yes; I make that motion, Mr. President. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move to lay that motion on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Kentucky 
moves to lay on the table the motion of the Senator from 
South Carolina to reconsider. 

Mr. CLARK. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, the Senator from Ne- 
braska yielded to the Senator from South Carolina only for 
the purpose of withdrawing the motion. 

Mr. BURKE. I yielded only for the purpose of allowing 
the Senator from South Carolina to withdraw the motion 
which he made. I yielded for that purpose and for that pur- 
pose alone. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Nebraska 
was asked by the Senator from South Carolina whether or 
not he would yield for the purpose of permitting the Senator 
from South Carolina to withdraw the motion. The Senator 
from Nebraska yielded for that purpose and that purpose only. 

Mr. BYRNES. That is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Nebraska 
still has the floor. 

Mr. BYRNES. I understood the Senator from Nebraska 
was discussing the motion and yielded to me for the purpose 
of withdrawing it. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. McNARY. The request was made by the Senator 
from South Carolina to withdraw his motion to proceed 
to the consideration of the House bill. No action has been 
taken upon that request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from South 
Carolina has a right to withdraw the motion. 

Mr. McNARY. Did the Senator from Nebraska yield 
other than for the withdrawal request to be made? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair has ruled that 
the Senator from Nebraska yielded for that purpose only; 
and the Chair holds that the motion of the Senator from 
South Carolina to reconsider and the motion of the Senator 
from Kentucky to lay that motion on the table are out of 
order because the Senator from Nebraska has the floor. 

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator from Nebraska yielded for 
that purpose, and the only reason I made the motion to 
reconsider was that I understood the Senator did not 
intend any longer to discuss the motion pending. 

Mr. BURKE, Mr. President, I inquire if the Senator from 
South Carolina has made his motion to withdraw his former 
motion, and if that motion has been acted upon? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That was acted upon. 

Mr. BURKE. And the motion has been withdrawn? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. There is no business 
before the Senate at the present time. 
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Mr. BYRNES. I thought the Senator from Nebraska 
would not want to discuss a motion which had been with- 
drawn. 

Mr. BURKE. Then there is no business before the 
Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is no business before 
the Senate at present. 

Mr. BYRNES. I move to reconsider the vote by which the 
reorganization bill was passed. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move to lay that motion on the table. 

Mr. CLARK. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. McNARY. Are the motions now made controlled by 
the unanimous-consent agreement? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They are not. After the 
passage of the reorganization bill the unanimous-consent 
agreement was of no further force and effect. 

Mr. McNARY. That is the ruling of the Chair? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is. The absence of a 
quorum having been suggested, the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sen- 
ators answered to their names: 


Adams Connally Hughes O'Mahoney 
Andrews Copeland Johnson, Calif. Overton 
Ashurst Davis Johnson, Colo. Pittman 
Austin Dieterich King Pope 

Bailey Donahey La Follette Radcliffe 
Bankhead Duffy Lee Reames 
Barkley Ellender Lewis Reynolds 
Berry 2 er 3 Russell 

Bilbo eorge gan 

Bone Rarer Lonergan Schwellenbach 
Borah Gibson Lundeen Sheppard 
Bridges Gillette McAdoo Shipstead 
Brown, Mich McGill Smathers 
Brown, N. H. Green McKellar Smith 
Bulkley Guffey McNary Thomas, Okla. 
Bulow Hale Maloney Thomas, Utah 
Burke Harrison Miller Townsend 
Byrd Hatch Milton Truman 
Byrnes Hayden Minton Tydings 
Capper Herring Murray Vandenberg 
Caraway Hill Neely Wagner 
Chavez Hitchcock Norris Walsh 

Clark Holt Nye Wheeler 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ninety-two Senators have 
answered to their names. A quorum is present. 

The question is on the motion of the Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. BARKLEY] to lay on the table the motion of the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] to reconsider 
the vote by which Senate bill 3331, the reorganization bill, 
Was passed. On that question the yeas and nays have been 
demanded. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the motion of the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY]. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I send to the desk two 
letters and a number of telegrams from certain labor or- 
ganizations and others in my State, in opposition to the 
reorganization bill and asking for its amendment. I ask 
unanimous consent that they be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters and telegrams were 
ordered to be printed in the Recor», as follows: 


YELLOWSTONE COUNTY TRADES AND LABOR ASSEMBLY, 
Billings, Mont., March 26, 1938. 
Hon. Senator WHEELER, 


Washington, D. C. 

Dear HONORABLE SENATOR: We are asking you to recommit the 
obnoxious Government reorganization bill now pending which 
adversely affect every trade and occupation and which permits 
executive to transfer, abolish, or consolidate Government agencies 
or to abolish duties and change wage classifications of employees 
at will. 

Very truly yours, 
YELLOWSTONE COUNTY TRADES AND LABOR ASSEMBLY, 
E. H. HELTERBRAN, Secretary. 


Fort BENTON WoMAN’s CLUB, 
Fort Benton, Mont., March 23, 1937. 
Hon. Burton K. WHEELER 


Washington, D.C. 
Dear Sm: The Fort Benton Woman's Club protests the principles 
of the provisions of Senate bill No. 2970, which permit: 
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1. Transfer of the Forest Service, Biological Survey, and Soil 
Conservation from the Department of Agriculture; 

2, Renaming the Department of the Interior the Department of 
Conservation; 

3. Removal from classified civil service of any office or position 
which is policy determining in character. 

We commend you for your attitude and efforts against this 
bill and thank you. 
aaa urge your support of the principles of Senate bill 

0. 5 

With best wishes, 


Mrs. J. ARTHUR Hanrorp, President. 


MISSOULA, MONT., March 25, 1938. 
Hon. B. K. WHEELER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

We respectfully urge that you use your influence and vote to 
recommit the Government reorganization bill back to committee 
so can be redrafted to guarantee continued independence of 
Veterans! Administration, service preference, and continuance of 
Civil Service Commission. 

A. W. ANDERSON, 
Commander, Department of Montana Veterans 
of Foreign Wars, Butte, Mont. 


HELENA, Mont., March 25, 1938. 
Senator B. K. WHEELER, 


Washington, D. C.: 
Veterans Foreign Wars of Helena do not want any consolidation 
of Veterans’ Administration. 
A. J. WHITE, 
Commander, Veterans of Foreign Wars, Helena 
Legislative Representative, Department of Montana. 


DEERLODGE, MONT., March 28, 1938. 
Senator B. K. WHEELER, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Am advised brotherhoods wish to be heard on reorganization 
bill in view of possible harm. If so our wish would be vote 
to recommit S. 3331. 

Sam WINN. 
BUTTE, MONT., March 28, 1938. 
Hon. B. K. WHEELER, 5 Fig 


United States Senator, Washington, D. C.: 
Please use your good influence to defeat reorganization bill now 
before Congress, likes of which no one ever before dared try put 
over on unsuspecting public. Its purposes so unholy revolutionary 


and detrimental to public welfare makes its sponsors unworth 
further public trust. 


T. M. Dennis. 


WASHINGTON, D. C., March 21, 1938. 
Hon, Burton K. WHEELER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

The American Federation of Labor urges you to vote to recom- 
mit the reorganization bill (S. 3331) for further study and 
consideration and in order that those most vitally affected by reor- 
ganization legislation may be given an opportunity to be heard 
and to present information and recommendations. 

The reorganization bill now being considered by the Senate 
is highly objectionable to the American Federation of Labor and 
its entire membership. 

It must be freely conceded that the usual custom of according 
hearings to those interested in legislation was not followed with 
reference to this reorganization bill. No hearings were held 
by the House committee and only a superficial hearing by the 
Senate committee at which only the chairman of the committee 
was present. 

The reorganization bill now pending represents a broad and 
sweeping delegation of congressional authority to the executive 
branch of the Government. That provision of the bill is highly 
objectionable to labor. Congress ought to retain all its constitu- 
tional authority in conformity with principles of democratic pro- 
cedure and democratic government. Said power ought to be 
broadened and extended but never curtailed nor surrendered. 

I assure you labor is greatly alarmed over the serious implica- 
tions involved in this legislation, I sincerely and earnestly appeal 
to you to vote to recommit the bill for further consideration, study, 
and analysis. 

WILLIAM GREEN, 
President, American Federation of Labor. 


Great FALLS, MONT., March 21, 1938. 
Honorable Senator Burron K. WHEELER, 
Congress of United States, Washington, D. C.: 

As passage of administration reorganization bill in present form 
surrenders congressional authority to pass finally on reorganiza- 
tion of governmental departments and agencies, we urge you to 
vote against such bill, as we consider it usurpation of the duty 
and prerogative of Congress as determined by our Constitution 
and should not be surrendered in order that we preserve the 
fundamental right of our representation to discuss and decide 
upon such measures affecting the interests of the Nation and its 


. J. L. ERICKSON. 
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WASHINGTON, D. O., March 24, 1938. 
Senator Burron K. WHEELER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O.: 

On behalf of the 350,000 organized dairy farmers represented by 
our federation we urge you to vote to recommit the reorganiza- 
tion bill for further study. Under this bill every Government 
agency in which farmers are interested may be transferred to 
another department not sympathetic with the problems of agri- 
culture. Any shift in Government agencies dealing with agricul- 
ture should be made only after full congressional hearings, debate, 
and record vote in both Houses. This wire is in line with the his- 
toric official position of our federation in the 20 years of its 


existence. 
Onas. W. HOLMAN, 
Secretary, National Cooperative Milk Producers’ Federation. 


WASHINGTON, D. C., March 22, 1938. 
Hon. BURTON K. WHEELER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

The American Federation of Government Employees urgently 
requests you to vote to recommit for further study and considera- 
tion Senate bill 3331, known as the Byrnes reorganization bill. 

Searching inquiry respecting provisions contained in the reor- 
ganization bill is essential to adequate protection of the best 
interests of the taxpayers, the Government itself, and those em- 
ployed by the Government. 

Those most vitally affected by reorganization legislation should 
be given ample opportunity to be heard whereas opportunity to 
present information and recommendations has been limited to a 
superficial hearing by the Senate committee when only one mem- 
ber of such committee was present. 

For these reasons the Byrnes reorganization bill is highly ob- 
jectionable to the American Federation of Government Employees. 
We, therefore, sincerely and earnestly appeal to you to vote to 
recommit the bill for further study. 

CHARLES I. STENGCLE, 


President, American Federation of Government Employees. 


HELENA, Mont., March 21, 1938. 
Senator B. K. WHEELER, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Government reorganization bill, as now worded, has many things 
which are obnoxious to labor, such as giving Executive power to 
arbitrarily change wage Classification. Request that you vote to 
recommit the bill. 

JAMES D. GRAHAM. 


HELENA, Mont., March 21, 1938. 
Senator BURTON K. WHEELER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

We earnestly request that you support Senator CLarK’s amend- 
ment to the reorganization bill which will place the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration in exempted class of independent agencies. We urge 
you to vote and use Fhe influence in behalf of this amendment. 

AMERICAN LEGION, DEPARTMENT OF MONTANA. 


HERBERT KELER, Department Adjutant. 


Mies Ciry, Mont., March 26, 1938. 
Senator Burton K. WHEELER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

Fort Keough Lodge, No. 811, representing 120 trainmen working 
at points between North Dakota State line and Harlowton, Mont., 
will appreciate you voting to recommit the 8 pill. 

Ep REHN, Secretary. 
PLAINS, Mont., March 26, 1938. 
Hon. Senator B. K. WHEELER, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Countries in Europe striking example what happens with one- 
man rule. It can happen here. Destiny of citizens should remain 
in legislative body, reorganization bill as written should be de- 
feated. Signers to above not representing vested interest and not 
suggested by them. 


S. W. B. Myler, C. W. Martindale, E. A. Larock, Fred Symes, 
Nick Schmitz, E. S. Ayers, G. H. Creary, J. F. Beebe, 
Hot Springs. 


Linx, MONT., March 25, 1938. 
Senator B. K. WHEELER, 
Washington, D. C.: 

It is my firm conviction present governmental reorganization 
bill is highly dangerous. It places too much power in Chief 
Executive. Congress should not give away more of its powers or 
we will be in same condition as dictator-ridden countries. Urge 
you to vote against bill in present form. 

CxHas. D. ROWE, 
Editor, Western News. 


Poison, Mont, March 25, 1938. 
Senator B. K. WHEELER, 


Senate Office Butlding, Washington, D. C.: 
Fullerton Post 2986, Polson (Mont.) Veterans of Foreign Wars, 
request that you do your best to have Government reorganization 
bill recommitted to committee so that Veterans’ Administration 
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be continued as at present and civil-service preference not be 
disturbed. 


James T. Carson, 
Adjutant, Fullerton Post 2986. 


ANACONDA, MONT., March 26, 1938. 
Senator B. K. WHEELER, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 
We think reorganization bill should be redrafted. Congress 
should be left in charge. 
JOSEPH H. STRAIN. 


GREAT FALLS, MONT., March 25, 1938. 
Hon, B. K. WHEELER, 


United States Senator, Washington, D. C.: 
All thinking people are against reorganization bill. It is as 
dangerous as the Court . Kill it or delay it until people 
can really understand its grave danger. 


GREAT FALLS, MONT., March 25, 1938. 
Senator WHEELER, 
Washington, 
Delay voting Feorganization bill until amendment safeguarding 
civil service can be passed. 
Mrs. ETHEL A. SKELTON. 


HAVRE, MONT, March 24, 1938. 
Senator B. K. WHEELER: 
We don't want to lose American liberty. Vote against reorgan- 
ization bill. 
C. ANDERSEN. 


MISSOULA, MONT., March 25, 1938. 
Hon. B. K. WHEELER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

Request you use necessary influence and vote to recommit Gov- 
ernment reorganization back to committee to be revamped and 
guaranteed independence of Veterans’ Administration, Civil Service 
Commission, and service preferences. 

WALTER STAHL, 
Commander, Post 209, Veterans of Foreign Wars. 


PROTECTION OF ALASKAN SALMON FISHERIES 


Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, on March 8 of 
last year I presented to the Senate a discussion of the situa- 
tion in reference to Japanese fishing in Bristol Bay. Since 
that time the State Department has steadily and diligently 
worked upon efforts to reach some satisfactory settlement 
with the Japanese Government. On last Friday the State 
Department made an announcement of certain assurances 
which had been received by our Government from the Jap- 
anese Government, and issued a statement which it had 
sent to the Japanese Government on November 22, 1937. 
The Department also issued a statement of the activities of 
other branches of our Government which will be continued in 
the future. 

On behalf of those interested in the problem, I desire to 
express appreciation of the activities and efforts by the 
State Department, and of the success of those efforts. I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the Recorp, as a part 
of my remarks, the three statements to which I have 
referred. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Minton in the chair). 
Without objection, the statements will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The statements are as follows: 

SUMMARY OF A STATEMENT MADE ON NOVEMBER 22, 1937, BY THE 


AMERICAN GOVERNMENT TO THE JAPANESE GOVERNMENT IN CON- 

NECTION WITH THE ALASKA SALMON FISHERY SITUATION 

Beginning in 1930, and in every year since then, there have been 
present in the Bristol Bay area of western Alaska during the sal- 
mon-fishing season Japanese fleets made up of floating 
canneries and auxiliary vessels varying in type from small motor- 
boats to Diesel-powered trawlers. As long as the activities of these 
vessels were confined to the taking of crabs which abound in the 
Bering Sea they gave the American Government no cause for 
serious concern. Recently, however, evidence has accumulated 
which indicates that the Japanese fishing vessels operating in 
Bristol Bay are engaging in salmon fishing, thus raising the ques- 
tion of the protection and perpetuation of the salmon resources 
in these and other Alaskan waters. 
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In this connection the following trend of events is noteworthy: 
In 1936 the Japanese Government announced that a 3-year fishing 
survey of the salmon resources of Bristol Bay would be undertaken. 
Two years of the survey have been completed and a third year 
will carry it through the 1938 fishing season. The regular appear- 
ance in Bristol Bay of the fishery survey vessels, coupled with the 
operations of Japanese fishing fleets, has caused deep concern 
among large sections of the American public with regard to the 
object and significance of such activities. 

Now reports from reliable sources have become increasingly 
numerous that Japanese fishing vessels operating in Bristol Bay 
are beginning to intercept the salmon runs of these waters. Such 
reports are becoming more and more insistent and reliable, and 
during the past season their authenticity has been supported by 
impressive affidavits, and by actual photographs of the fishing 
operations in question. 

The American Government has understood from assurances given 
by the Japanese Government to the American Embassay at Tokyo 
that no licenses were granted to Japanese fishing vessels to 
fish for salmon in the Bristol Bay area. Nevertheless evidence 
which continues to reach the American Government raises a strong 
presumption that Japanese nationals have actually begun salmon 
fishing on a substantial scale in the waters in question. The fact 
of such fishing being without the authority of the Japanese Gov- 
ernment renders it of no less concern to the affected American 
interests. The persistence by Japanese nationals in such fishing 
operations in Alaskan waters would inevitably cause, among Ameri- 
can interests, the gravest anxiety for the future of the salmon 
fisheries with which is inseparably joined the employment and 
economic welfare of large sections of the American people. 

The American Government must also view with distinct concern 
the depletion of the salmon resources of Alaska. These resources 
have been developed and preserved primarily by steps taken by 
the American Government in cooperation with private interests to 
promote propagation and permanency of supply. But for these 
efforts, carried out over a period of years, and but for consistent 
adherence to a policy of conservation, the Alaska salmon fisheries 
unquestionably would not have reached anything like their present 
state of development. 

The laws enacted by Congress for the protection of the fisheries 
of Alaska have especially provided for the perpetuation of the sal- 
mon resources by requiring an escapement for breeding purposes of 
at least 50 percent of the runs. To assure such escapements the 
fishing laws provide for weekly closed periods and prohibit com- 
mercial salmon fishing at the mouths of all but the larger Alaska 
salmon streams. The Secretary of Commerce is authorized to fix 
the size and character of nets, boats, and other equipment used 
in salmon fishing, to limit the catch of fish, and to regulate the 
length of the fishing season. In practice the season is limited to 
approximately 1 month, and fishing equipment to the simplest 
varieties, but Japanese nationals fishing in Bering Sea appear to be 
without restrictions as to season or equipment. The effect of 
these measures of conservation has been not only to maintain 
normal production from the Alaska salmon fisheries but to raise 
the salmon pack in recent years to the highest levels in the history 
of the industry. Conservation measures have also included bio- 
logical surveys, the development of hatcheries, supervisory patrols, 
and the maintenance of special facilities for the conduct of these 
activities. The cost of these conservation measures to the Ameri- 
can Government over the past 10 years has averaged annually the 
substantial sum of $358,000. 

The cost of the extensive efforts made by the Government to 
regulate salmon fishing and to perpetuate the supply of salmon 
has been borne by the American people, and not infrequently 
American fishermen have suffered loss of employment and income 
as a result of the various restrictions imposed. Because of such 
sacrifices, and the part that American citizens have played in 
bearing the cost of conserving and perpetuating the salmon re- 
sources, it is the strong conviction, and thus far unchallenged view, 
on the part of millions of American citizens on the Pacific coast 
interested in the salmon industry, and on the part of the American 
public generally, that there has been established a superior interest 
and claim in the salmon resources of Alaska. 

Large bodies of American citizens are of the opinion that the 
salmon runs of Bristol Bay and elsewhere in Alaskan waters are 
an American resource; that the salmon fisheries relate to and are 
linked with the American continent, particularly the Northwest 
area; and that for all practical purposes, the salmon industry 
is in fact a part of the economic life of the Pacific Northwest coast. 
The fact that salmon taken from waters off the Alaskan coast are 
spawned and hatched in American inland waters, and when in- 
tercepted are returning to American waters, adds further to the 
conviction that there is in these resources a special and unmis- 
takable American interest. 

The Bristol Bay red salmon spawn in the tributary rivers and 
lakes of the adjacent region; the young hatch and remain in 
their fresh-water habitat for 1 or 2 years and then migrate to sea. 
After the seaward migration the salmon return in 2 or 3 years 
to their native streams where they spawn and die. It is during 
the spawning migration that salmon are exposed to commercial 

, and the need for conservation measures arises. 

In the principal Alaska fishing areas, and particularly in Bristol 
Bay, salmon appear in runs near the surface of the water and, in 
large part because of the shallowness of these waters, are subject 
to capture chiefly after they have passed from the open ocean to 
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the continental shelf. The continental shelf, extending for a 
considerable distance from shore, thus becomes a kind of bridge 
between the deep sea and the inland rivers and lakes where 
salmon spawn. 

American fishermen are aware that salmon-fishing operations 
can be successfully conducted in the comparatively shallow off- 
shore area of certain Alaskan waters; and that by using motor- 
powered vessels, long and deep fishing nets, and special seines, 
the per capita catch of salmon may be greatly increased. The 
prospect of the use of these more effective methods by Japanese 
nationals engaging in offshore fishing in Alaskan waters, while 
similar methods are denied to American fishermen, has provoked 
among American citizens expressions of serious concern and re- 
sentment. It is clear to all that if foreign nationals are per- 
mitted to carry on fishing operations off the shores of Alaska, the 
conservation efforts of the American Government would in a 
comparatively short period be completely nullified, whatever the 
intentions of those engaged in such fishing operations. Such an 
eventuality would be all the more deplorable for the reason that 
no conceivable economic gain would compensate the nationals of 
Japan for the probable destruction, however unintentional, of 
3 developed through the general efforts of American 
citizens. 

The economic welfare of the Pacific coast and the perpetuation 
of the salmon industry are peculiarly interdependent. Employees 
engaged in the fisheries and the capital invested in them come 
largely from the States of the Pacific Northwest. The Alaska sal- 
mon industry in turn has been developed from a single cannery 
producing 12.500 cases in 1878 to an industry which in 1936 com- 
prised 117 modern canneries, employed 25,000 persons, and packed 
approximately eight and one-half million cases of salmon. Bristol 
Bay operations began with an experimental pack of 400 cases, and 
by 1936, 24 canneries were in operation; 8,000 persons were em- 
ployed, and the salmon packed in 1936 amounted to one and one- 
half million cases. 

The Alaska salmon industry is not only of importance in itself 
but has had and continues to have a direct and important influ- 
ence upon allied and related industries, in which many thousands 
of American citizens are employed. Shipbuilders, transportation 
companies, insurance companies, banks, and producers of marine 
supplies and fishing equipment on the Pacific coast, have predicated 
their investments and operating plans on the expectation of nor- 
mal levels of production in the salmon industry. It is reliably 
estimated that the Alaska canned salmon industry as a whole an- 
nually pays to steamship companies for the handling of passengers 
and freight approximately $3,500,000, pays about $7,500,000 for 
canning materials, and expends roughly $15,000,000 in taxes and for 
supplies incident to the operation of the salmon industry. The 
manufacture of supplies and equipment for the fishing industry 
contributes substantially to employment and industrial enter- 
prise not only in the Pacific coast area but in widely separated 
regions of the country. 

The interest of the residents of Alaska in the adjacent fishing 
waters is also real and vital. Upon the maintenance of a prosper- 
ous salmon fishing industry depends the entire fiscal and economic 
welfare of the Territory of Alaska. About 80 percent of the public 
revenues are derived from the salmon-fishing industry. It is clear 
therefore that not only expenditures for the ordinary functions of 
the Government of Alaska but also funds for the maintenance of 
its school system and public institutions depend upon the perpetu- 
ation of the salmon resources of Alaskan waters. It is also an im- 
portant fact that Alaska’s trade with the United States is con- 
fined to water transportation, and the facilities upon which such 
intercourse is based are indirectly dependent upon the stability and 
prosperity of the salmon industry. 

The views hereinbefore expressed are strongly supported by 
Members of Congress, the Delegate to Congress from the Territory 
of Alaska, a large section of the American press and business in- 
terests, and residents of the Pacific coast generally. 

The American Government is confident that the Japanese Goy- 
ernment will realize the seriousness of the problem involved in 
this situation and the urgency of there being taken early and 
effective action to dispose of it. The American Government also 
believes that any solution or arrangement arrived at for the pro- 
tection of Alaska salmon resources should cover not only the 
Bristol Bay area but also include and afford protection to all 
principal American salmon fishing waters adjacent to the Territory 
of Alaska, The emphasis which has been placed in this state- 
ment upon the situation in Bristol Bay arises from the fact that 
the activities of Japanese fishing vessels have been chiefly ob- 
served there; it should not be inferred for this reason that a sim- 
Uar situation in other Alaskan waters would be of less concern 
to American fishing interests. 

Having in mind the high importance of the Alaska salmon 
fisheries as an industry fostered and perpetuated through the 
efforts and economic sacrifices of the American people, the Amer- 
ican Government believes that the safeguarding of these resources 
involves important principles of equity and justice. It must be 
taken as a sound principle of justice that an industry such as 
described which has been built up by the nationals of one country 
cannot in fairness be left to be destroyed by the nationals of other 
countries. The American Government believes that the right or 
obligation to protect the Alaska salmon fisheries is not only over- 
whelmingly sustained by conditions of their development and 
perpetuation but that it is a matter which must be regarded as 
important in the comity of the nations concerned. 
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THE ALASKA SALMON FISHERY SITUATION 

As a result of discussions between the American Government and 
the Goyernment of Japan in regard to the salmon-fishing activi- 
ties of Japanese nationals in the offshore waters of Alaska, especi- 
ally in the Bristol Bay area, reported during the past fishing season, 
the Japanese Government has given, without prejudice to the 
question of rights under international law, assurances as follows: 
(1) That the Japanese Government is suspending the 3-year 
salmon-fishing survey which has been in progress since 1936 in the 
waters in question; (2) that inasmuch as salmon fishing by 
Japanese vessels is not permitted without licenses from the 
Japanese Government, and as the Government has been refraining 
from issuing such licenses to those vessels which desired to proceed 
to the Bristol Bay area to fish for salmon, it will, on its own initia- 
tive, continue to suspend the issuance of such licenses; that in 
order to make effective this assurance the Japanese Government is 
prepared to take, if and when conclusive evidence is presented that 
any Japanese vessels engage in salmon fishing on a commercial 
scale in the waters in question, necessary and proper measures to 
prevent any such further operations. 

The American Government appreciates these assurances which 
the Japanese Government has given in the spirit of collaboration in 
the efforts of the American Government to conserve and protect 
the Alaskan salmon-fishery resources and is gratified that discus- 
sions have been conducted by the two governments concerned in 
a friendly manner. 

In view of the above assurances it is evident that if ever Japanese 
vessels, which were present in the waters in question to engage In 
crab fishing or in production of fish meal, caught salmon in com- 
mercial quantities in the past, such fishing was conducted without 
the knowledge of the Japanese Government. 

Furthermore, these assurances of the Japanese Government are 
regarded as regulating the situation until such time as the problems 
involved may call for, and circumstances may render practicable, 
the taking of other measures. 

The American Government will continue to give constant and 
practical attention to the question of the Alaska fisheries and the 
question of ways and means to ensure the protection and perpetu- 
ation of the highly important food resource and industries involved. 
To this end the fullest possible collaboration of the appropriate 
agencies of the Government will be utilized. In accordance with 
this objective, and for the general purpose of removing cause for 
apprehension on the part of American fishing interests, the Bureau 
of Fisheries and the Coast Guard will continue to be charged with 
the duty of observing fishing activities in Alaskan waters. 


APPROPRIATIONS FOR DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE, ETC. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of House bill 9544, being the 
appropriation bill for the Departments of State and Justice 
and for the judiciary, and for the Departments of Commerce 
and Labor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Haren in the chair). 
The question is on the motion of the Senator from 
Tennessee. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to 
consider the bill (H. R. 9544) making appropriations for 
the Departments of State and Justice and for the judiciary, 
and for the Departments of Commerce and Labor, for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, 
which had been reported from the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, with amendments. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask unanimous consent that the for- 
mal reading of the bill be dispensed with and that the bill 
be read for amendment, the amendments of the committee 
to be first considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I understand that the purpose 
of the Senator in charge of the bill is to proceed with the 
consideration of the committee amendments today, after 
which the bill will be laid aside, and we shall resume its con- 
sideration tomorrow. Some of us have not had a chance to 
examine the bill, and would like to look at it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That will be satisfactory. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the first 
amendment of the committee. 

The first amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, under the heading Title I—Department of State—For- 
eign intercourse,” on page 15, after line 8, to strike out: 

Not to exceed 10 percent of any of the foregoing appropriations 
under the caption “Foreign intercourse” for the fiscal year ending 


June 30, 1939, may be transferred, with the approval of the Direc- 
tor of the Bureau of the Budget, to any other foregoing appropria- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


4211 


tion or appropriations under such caption for such fiscal year, 
but no appropriation shall be increased more than 10 percent 
thereby: Provided, That all such transfers and contemplated trans- 
fers shall be set forth in the Budget for the fiscal year 1940. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “General 
provisions”, on page 29, line 7, after the word “the”, to 
strike out “Department of State Appropriation Act, 1939” 
and insert Department of State Appropriation Act, 1939’ ”, 
so as to read: 


This title may be cited as the “Department of State Appropria- 
tion Act, 1939.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the heading Title I— 
Department of Justice—Office of the Attorney General”, on 
page 29, line 20, after the word “Division” and the comma, 
to strike out “$559,300” and insert “$566,070”, so as to read: 

For the Administrative Division, $566,070. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 30, line 2, after the 
name “Attorney General“ and the comma, to strike out 
“$2,057,460” and insert “$2,064,230”; and in line 3, after the 
figures “$2,064,230” in the committee amendment, to strike 
out the colon and the following proviso: “Provided, That 
10 percent of the foregoing amounts shall be available inter- 
changeably for expenditures in the various offices and divi- 
sions named, but not more than 10 percent shall be added 
to the amount appropriated for any one of said offices or 
divisions and any interchange of appropriations hereunder 
shall be reported to Congress in the annual Budget”, so as to 
read: 


Total, office of the Attorney General, $2,064,230. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Miscel- 
laneous objects, Department of Justice”, on page 35, line 
11, after the word “attorneys”, to insert “or the head of the 
division, who shall be appointed by the President by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate”, so as to read: 


Bond and Spirits Division: For salaries and expenses in connec- 
tion with the preliminary determination of civil liabilities arising 
under acts pursuant to the eighteenth amendment before repeal; 
the preliminary determination of compromises and petitions for 
remission of forfeitures arising out of current internal-revenue 
liquor laws; the supervision of the collection on forfeited bail 
bonds and judgments and fines imposed in criminal cases; personal 
services in the District of Columbia and elsewhere, and such other 
expenditures (not exceed: $50 for any one item) as may be 
necessary, $165,000: „That no part of this appropriation 
shall be used to compensate any person not appointed pursuant 
to civil-service laws and regulations, but this limitation shall not 
apply to attorneys or the head of the division who shall be ap- 
ponus py the President by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Veterans’ 
insurance litigation”, on page 36, line 20, after the word 
“elsewhere” and the comma, to strike out “$485,000” and 
insert “$285,000”, so as to read: 

Salaries and expenses: For salaries and expenses incident to the 
defense of suits against the United States under section 19, of the 
World War Veterans’ Act, 1924, approved June 7, 1924, as amended 
and supplemented, or the compromise of the same under the 
Independent onae „ Act, 1934, approved June 16. 
1933, including office expenses, law books, supplies, equipment, 
stenographic reporting services by contract or otherwise, 3 
notarial fees or like services and stenographie work in t 
osit ions at such rates of compensation as may be authorized or 
approved by the Attorney General, printing and binding, the em- 
ployment of experts at such rates of compensation as may be 
authorized or approved by the Attorney General, and personal 
services in the District of Columbia and elsewhere, $285,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. GEORGE subsequently said: Mr. President, I desire 
to ask the Senator from Tennessee what was done with the 
amendment on page 36, line 20. 

Mr. McKELLAR,. It was agreed to. 

Mr. GEORGE. It was agreed to as reported by the com- 
mittee? 

Mr. McKELLAR. As reported by the committee. 
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Mr. GEORGE. I ask unanimous consent to recur to that 
amendment. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have no objection to that course. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Georgia 
requests that the Senate recur to the amendment on page 
36, line 20. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr, President, my purpose in asking to 
recur to the amendment is to ask the Senate to reject the 
amendment of the committee reducing the amount of the 
appropriation for the Department of Justice for World War 
veterans’ insurance litigation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have no objection to the reconsidera- 
tion of the amendment, and I have no objection to its 
rejection. 

Mr. GEORGE. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I join the Senator from 
Georgia in thanking the Senator from Tennessee. After an 
investigation, it has been found that at present there is so 
much litigation on this subject in the Department of Justice 
that it would be a great injustice to reduce the amount. 

Mr. GEORGE. And it would greatly delay the adjudica- 
tion of the cases. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; it would greatly delay their adjudi- 
cation. 

Mr. GEORGE. I should like to say for the benefit of the 
Recorp that the amount of $485,000 appropriated by the 
House, as, of course, the Senator from Tennessee and the 
Senator from Kentucky well understand, is about $130,000 
less than the request submitted by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. McKELLAR. There is a reason for its being less. The 
reason is that these veterans’ cases have very greatly de- 
creased; and when individual amendments are in order to- 
morrow, I expect to have prepared and shall offer an amend- 
ment which will require reports on all these cases. As we all 
know, the veterans’ cases are decreasing very rapidly all 
over the country, and by the time the next appropriation bill 
comes before Congress we ought to know just exactly what 
work is necessary in this connection, so as to reduce the force 
assigned to try those cases if the facts warrant a reduction. 

Mr. GEORGE. I quite agree with the Senator from Ten- 
nessee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The request of the Senator 
from Georgia was to recur to this amendment, which has 
been already agreed to by the Senate. Is it the request of 
the Senator that the vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to be reconsidered? 

Mr. GEORGE. It is. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I make that request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the vote is 
reconsidered. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have no objection to the rejection of 
the committee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment reported by the committee. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, let me say that I know 
that several members of the Committee on Appropriations 
have felt that this action should be taken; and they will be 
very glad that the matter has been reopened by the Senator 
from Georgia and the rejection of the amendment has been 
agreed to by the Senator from Tennessee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the next 
amendment of the committee. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Penal and 
correctional institutions”, on page 42, after line 10, to strike 
out: 

Not to exceed 10 percent of any of the foregoing appropriations 
under the general heading “Penal and correctional institutions” 
(except those for Medical and hospital services,” “Buildings and 
equipment,“ and Construction and repair, United States Peni- 
tentiary, McNeil Island, Wash.) may be transferred, with the ap- 
proval of the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, to any appro- 
priation or appropriations from which transfers are authorized to 
be made by this paragraph, but no appropriation shall be increased 


by more than 10 percent thereby, and no transfer shall be effected 
for the payment of personnel in any such institution. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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The next amendment was, under the heading Judicial 
United States Supreme Court”, on page 46, line 22, after 
the word “Court” and the semicolon, to strike out “$426,100” 
and insert “$427,250”, so as to read: 


UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT 

Salaries: For the Chief Justice and eight Associate Justices; 
Reporter of the Court; and all other officers and employees, whose 
compensation shall be fixed by the Court, except as otherwise 
provided by law, and who may be employed and assigned by the 
Chief Justice to any office or work of the Court; $427,250. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, in connection with this 
amendment I am directed by the committee to move to 
strike out “$427,250” and to insert in lieu thereof “$431,110.” 
The object of the increase is to provide two clerks for the 
Supreme Court. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment to the 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 46, line 22, it is pro- 
posed to strike out “$427,250” and to insert in lieu thereof 
“$431,110.” 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment, as amended, was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the heading “Judicial— 
United States courts for the District of Columbia”, on page 
47, line 15, after the word “the”, to strike out “expenditures” 
and insert “appropriations”; and in line 18, after the word 
“the” where it occurs the first time, to strike out “expendi- 
tures” and insert “appropriations”, so as to read: 

Sixty percent of the appropriations for the District Court 
of the United States for the District of Columbia from all ap- 
propriations under this title and 30 percent of the appropria- 
tions for the United States Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia from all appropriations under this title shall be reim- 
bursed to the United States from any funds in the Treasury to 
the credit of the District of Columbia. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment. was, on page 50, line 17, after the 
word “Zone”, to strike out “$44,812” and insert “$46,085”; 
so as to read: 

DISTRICT COURT, PANAMA CANAL ZONE 

Salaries: For salaries of the officials and employees of the District 
Court of the United States for the Panama Canal Zone, $46,085. 

Mr. McKELLAR subsequently said: Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to return to the amendment on page 50. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senate from Tennessee 
asks unanimous consent to return to the amendment on page 
50. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am directed by the committee to cffer 
an amendment to the committee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator wish to 
have the vote reconsidered by which the amendment was 
agreed to? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the vote 
is reconsidered. The Senator from Tennessee offers an 
amendment to the committee amendment, which will be 
stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 50, line 17, after the nu- 
merals “$46,085”, it is proposed to insert “together with 
not to exceed $1,590 of the unexpended balance of the appro- 
priation for this purpose in the Department of Justice Ap- 
propriation Act, 1938, and such amount shall be available to 
pay additional compensation to the following officials of the 
court for the fiscal year 1938: District attorney, $500; assist- 
ant district attorney, $250; marshal, $500; deputy marshal, 
$250: Provided further, That during the fiscal year 1939 the 
compensation of the court officials named shall be at the 
rates as follows: District attorney, $5,500; assistant district 
attorney, $4,050; marshal, $5,500; deputy marshal, $3,125.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Tennessee to 
the amendment reported by the committee. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment, as amended, was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next amendment of the 
committee will be stated. 


1938 


The next amendment was, under the subhead “United 
States Court for China”, on page 51, line 10, after the word 
“interment” and the semicolon, to insert “including travel 
expenses of officers and employees of the court and of their 
dependents while en route to or from places of temporary 
refuge in time of war, political disturbance, earthquake, epi- 
demic, or similar emergency”, so as to read: 

Salaries and expenses: For salaries of the judge, district attor- 
ney, and other officers and employees of the United States Court 
for China; allowances for living quarters, including heat, fuel, and 
light. as authorized by the act approved June 26, 1930 (5 U. S. O. 
118a), not to exceed $1,700 for any one person; court expenses, 
including reference and law books, printing and binding, ice and 
drinking water for office purposes, traveling expenses of officers and 
employees of the court, and, under such regulations as the Attorney 
General may prescribe, of their families and effects, in going to 
and returning from their posts; preparation and transportation of 
remains of officers and employees who may die abroad or in transit 
while in the discharge of their official duties, to their former homes 
in the United States, or to a place not more distant for interment 
and for the ordinary expenses of such interment; including travel 
expenses of officers and employees of the court and of their de- 
pendents, while en route to or from places of temporary refuge 
in time of war, political disturbance, earthquake, epidemic, or 
similar emergency; the expense of maintaining in China American 
convicts and persons declared insane by the court, rent of quarters 
for prisoners, ice and drinking water for prison purposes, including 
wages of prison keepers, and the expense of keeping, feeding, and 
transporting prisoners and persons declared insane by the court, 
$51,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, I ask the Senator in charge of 
the bill whether in the discussion of the bill in the committee 
any provision was made for an increase in the very small 
salaries of deputy marshals. They receive astonishingly 
small compensation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; such provision was made. Not 
only was the matter discussed but there is in the bill an 
amendment which raises the salaries of the deputy marshals. 
The Senator will find it on page 52. 

Mr. BONE. What part of the page? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Page 52,line 20. The amendment raises 
the total to $3,639,440, and that will mean that the deputy 
marshals will be paid salaries of $1,800 and up. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Do I correctly read the report that 
the bill appropriates $2,600,000 more than the comparable bill 
for 1938? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. How is the Budget going to be bal- 
anced in that way? 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is a matter which we shall haye 
to consider. It involves a large amount of detail. A reduc- 
tion in appropriations of a great deal more than that amount 
would be necessary to balance the Budget, as the Senator 
knows. The increase carried by the bill is a very small one, 
as the Senator will see if he will examine the other bills. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes; but the trend is constantly in 
the direction cf increased appropriations. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It has been in that direction during the 
27 years I have been in Congress, and during the 10 years 
the Senator from Michigan has been in Congress the trend 
has all been that way. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Let me ask the Senator a question 
in perfect good faith. I joined the Senator from Tennessee 
a number of years ago in his famous 10-percent campaign, 
in which he and I sought to do something about the stag- 
gering burden which was falling on the American taxpayer. 
Does the Senator think another time will ever come when he 
will be willing to renew his 10-percent campaign? 

Mr. McKELLAR. No; because we found that it was im- 
possible to make such a reduction. A better result can be 
obtained by cutting down individual appropriations. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Are any of the appropriations being 
cut down? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; some of them. The appropriations 
for the Treasury and Post Office Departments, as the bill 
Was passed by the Senate, were cut down considerably. 
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Mr. VANDENBERG. The outlook is rather discouraging, 
the Senator thinks? 

Mr. McKELLAR. The increase in the pending bill is not 
& large one. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. No; and I realize that particularly 
the Department of State suffers probably more from a lack 
of sympathetic consideration in respect to appropriations 
than does any other department. 

Mr. McKELLAR. No; the Department of State had 
very sympathetic consideration on the part of the commit- 
tee, and comparatively few decreases were made by the 
House of Representatives. As a matter of fact, if I recall cor- 
rectly, no one came from the Department of State to be heard 
in reference to any matters they desired to have included. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator is a great believer in 
economy and always was, and I was wondering whether he 
could offer me any consolation or give me any hope what- 
ever about a reduction in Government expenses. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It is very difficult to offer any hope. 
The Senator is as much of a believer in economy as I am, 
and it is very difficult to economize in the expenses of the 
Government. They have gone up regularly every year since 
I have been a Member of Congress, and it looks to me as if 
they are likely to continue to rise. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, that is particularly true with 
regard to the hopelessness of reducing the expenses of the 
Government when we reflect that we passed a bill just a 
few moments ago providing for the creation of another 
department, which, of course, will be a nucleus of expanding 
demands on the Congress. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator from Tennessee is not 
saying we must “go broke“? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Indeed I am not; quite the contrary. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I do not see how it can be to the 
contrary when the Senator says we cannot stop the trend- 
ing increases. 

Mr. McKELLAR. A few minutes ago the Senator spoke 
about the State Department. As the bill came from the 
House it carried $16,728,750 for the State Department, and in 
the Senate committee we increased that amount. Last year 
the appropriation for that Department was $19,500,000, so 
the appropriation this year represents a decrease. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Does the Senator remember the 
eloquent speech he made in 1932 when he found that a 
$3,000,000,000 Budget was going to wreck us overnight? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not recall about stating that it 
would wreck us overnight, and it did not wreck us overnight, 
but it came very near it. Several thousand banks failed, and 
the people of the country were very much afraid that the 
country would become bankrupt. The Senator will recall 
that they were so much afraid that it would go into bank- 
ruptcy that they changed the administration that year. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Oh, yes, they did; and they were 
promised a reduction of expenditures by 25 percent, as I 
recall. Does the Senator remember anything about that? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do remember about it; and it was not 
granted. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator means it was not per- 
formed? 

Mr. McKELLAR. It was not performed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the next 
amendment of the committee. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Marshals 
and other expenses of United States courts,” on page 52, 
line 20, after the word “marshals” and the comma, to strike 
out “$3,594,440” and insert “$3,639,440”, so as to read: 

Salaries and expenses of marshals, etc.: For salaries, fees, and 
expenses of United States marshals and their deputies, including 
services rendered in behalf of the United States or otherwise, 
services in Alaska in collecting evidence for the United States when 
so specifically directed by the Attorney General, traveling expenses, 
purchase, when authorized by the Attorney General, of 10 motor- 
propelled passenger-carrying vans at not to exceed $2,000 each, and 
maintenance, alteration, repair, and operation of motor-propelled 


passenger-carrying vehicles used in connection with the transaction 
of the official business of the United States marshals, $3,639,440. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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The next amendment was, on page 53, line 8, after the word 
“attorney” and the comma, to strike out “$2,990,940” and 
insert 83,025,000“, so as to read: 

Salaries and expenses of district attorneys, etc.: For salaries and 
expenses of United States district attorneys and their regular assist- 
ants, clerks, and other employees, including the office expenses of 
United States district attorneys in Alaska, and for salaries of regu- 
larly appointed clerks to United States district attorneys for serv- 
ices rendered during vacancy in the office of the United States 
district attorney, $3,025,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 54, line 7, after the 
word “offices” and the comma, to strike out “$2,179,800” and 
insert “$2,219,800”, so as to read: 

Salaries and expenses, clerks of courts: For salaries of clerks of 
United States circuit courts of appeals and United States district 
courts, their deputies, and other assistants, and expenses of con- 
ducting their respective offices, $2,219,800. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, I ask the Senator from 
Tennessee whether the Senate committee amendment on 
page 15 was agreed to. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It was agreed to. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I give notice of a motion to reconsider 
the vote by which that amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The motion will be entered. 
The clerk will state the next amendment of the com- 
mittee. 

The next amendment was, on page 55, line 25, after the 
word “for” and the comma, to strike out “$731,970” and 
insert “$737,650”, so as to read: 

Miscellaneous salaries: For salaries of all officials and employees 
of the Federal judiciary, not otherwise specifically provided for, 
$737,650. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “General 
provisions”, on page 58, after line 2, to strike out: 

None of the funds appropriated by this title may be used to 
pay the compensation of any person as an attorney unless such 
person shall be duly licensed and authorized to practice as an 
attorney under the laws of a State, Territory, or the District of 
Columbia. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 58, after line 15, to 
insert: 


This title may be cited as the “Department of Justice Appropria- 
tion Act, 1939.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the heading “Title II— 
Department of Commerce—Office of the Secretary”, in the 
item for traveling expenses, on page 60, line 20, after the 
figures “$1,171,150”. to insert a colon and the following 
proviso: 

Provided, That not exceeding $6,000 of this appropriation shall 
be available for the hire of automobiles for travel on official busi- 
ness, without regard to the provisions of the act of July 16, 1914 
(38 Stat. 508). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Bureau of 
Air Commerce”, on page 64, line 8, after the name “District 
of Columbia” and the comma, to strike out “$650,000” and 
insert “$625,000”, so as to read: 


Departmental salaries: For personal services in the District of 
Columbia, $625,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 61, line 16, after the 
word “automobiles” and the semicolon, to insert “for pur- 
chase, including exchange of an automobile”; and in line 20, 
after the word “grant” and the comma, to strike out “$4,463,- 
500” and insert “$4,713,500”, so as to read: 

Establishment of air-navigation facilities: For the establishment 
of additional aids to air navigation, including the equipment of 
additional air-mail routes for day and night flying: the construc- 
tion of additional necessary lighting, radio, and other signaling and 


communicating structures and apparatus; the alteration and mod- 
ernization of existing aids to air navigation; for personal services 
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in the field; maintenance; repair, and operation of automobiles; 
for purchase, including exchange, of an automobile; special cloth- 
ing, wearing apparel, and suitable equipment for aviation pur- 
poses; and for the acquisition of the necessary sites by lease or 
grant, $4,713,500, of which amount $2,000,000 shall be available for 
the payment of contractual obligations authorized to be incurred 
prior to July 1, 1938, by the first proviso under this head in the 
Department of Commerce Appropriation Act, 1938. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 62, line 3, after the 
word “of”, to insert “a further”, so as to make the proviso 
read: 


Provided, That in addition to the amount herein appropriated, 
the Secretary of Commerce may, prior to July 1, 1939, enter into 
contracts for the purchase, construction, and installation of addi- 
tional air-navigation aids not in excess of a further $2,000,000 which 
authorization is in lieu of, and not in addition to, the authorization 
contained in said proviso to incur contractual obligations in the 
same amount prior to July 1, 1939. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 62, line 20, after the 
word “periodicals” and the semicolon, to strike out “$6,726,- 
400” and insert “$6,792,400”, so as to read: 


Maintenance of air-navigation facilities: For all necessary ex- 
penses of operation, maintenance, and upkeep of existing aids to 
air navigation, including purchase, exchange, maintenance, opera- 
tion, and repair of motor-propelled passenger-carrying vehicles; 
purchase of special clothing, wearing apparel, and suitanle equip- 
ment for aviation purposes (including rubber boots, snowshoes, 
and skis); books of reference and periodicals; $6,792,400. 


The amendment was agreed to. 


The next amendment was, on page 63, line 9, after the 
word “exceed”, to strike out “$10,000” and insert “$5,000”; 
and in line 16, after the words “in all” and the comma, to 
strike out “$1,232,300” and insert “$1,267,300”, so as to read: 


Aircraft in commerce: To carry out the provisions of the act ap- 
proved May 20, 1926, entitled “An act to encourage and regulate 
the use of aircraft in commerce, and for other purposes,“ as 
amended by the act approved February 28, 1929, and the acts 
approved June 19, 1934 (49 U. S. C. 171-184), including personal 
services in the field; control of air traffic on civil airways at air 
terminals, including necessary equipment therefor; rent in the 
District. of Columbia and elsewhere; contract stenographic report- 
ing services; fees and mileage of witnesses; purchase of furniture 
and equipment; stationery and supplies, including medical sup- 
plies, typewriting, adding, and computing machines, accessories, 
and repairs; purchase, including exchange (not to exceed $5,000), 
maintenance, operation, and repair of motor-propelled passenger- 
carrying vehicles for official use in fleld work; purchase of special 
clothing, wearing apparel, and similar equipment for aviation pur- 
poses; purchase of books of reference and periodicals; newspapers, 
reports, documents, plans, specifications, maps, manuscripts, and 
other publications; and all other necessary expenses not included 
in the foregoing; in all, $1,267,300. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 64, line 6, after the 
word “expenses” and the comma, to strike out “$258,000” 
and insert “$240,000”, so as to read: 


Safety and planning: Further to carry out the provisions of the 
act approved May 20, 1926, entitled “An act to encourage and 
regulate the use of aircraft in commerce, and for other purposes,” 
as amended by the act approved February 28, 1929, and the acts 
approved June 19, 1934, through safety research relative to avia- 
tion equipment, personnel, and operation methods; including not 
to exceed $75,000 for personal services in the District of Columbia 
and not to exceed $80,000 for personal services in the field; not 
to exceed $1,000 for the purchase of books of reference and pe- 
riodicals; purchase of reports, documents, plans, specifications, and 
manuscripts; maintenance, repair, and operation of motor-pro- 
pelled passenger-carrying vehicles; and all other mecessary ex- 
penses, $240,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 65, line 21, after the 
word “pounds”, to insert “(net weight when shipped without 
packing)”, so as to read: 


The appropriations under title III herein for traveling expenses 
shall be available in an amount not to exceed $1,800 for expenses 
of attendance at meetings concerned with the promotion of civil 
aeronautics when incurred on the written authority of the Secre- 
tary of Commerce and shall also be available for payments, at a 
rate of not to exceed 3 cents per mile, to maintenance and oper- 
ating personnel, Bureau of Air Commerce, as reimbursement to 
such personnel of the expenses of the necessary travel in their 
personally owned automobiles in connection with the maintenance 
and operation of remotely controlled air-navigation facilities, all 
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of which may be considered as being within the limits of the 
Official post of duty of such personnel. Appropriations herein 
made for maintenance of air-navigation facilities and aircraft in 
commerce shall be available in a total amount of not to exceed 
$15,000 for expenses of packing, crating, and transporting house- 
hold effects of employees, in any one case not to exceed 6,000 
pounds (net weight when shipped without packing), when trans- 
erred from one official station to another for permanent duty. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subsead “Bureau 
of Foreign and Domestic Commerce”, on page 67, line 24, 
after the word “foregoing” and the comma, to strike out 
“$323,000” and insert “$285,000”, so as to read: 


District and cooperative office service: For all expenses necessary 
to operate and maintain district and cooperative offices, including 
personal services, rent outside of the District of Columbia, pur- 
chase of furniture and equipment, stationery and supplies, type- 
writing, adding, and computing machines, accessories and repairs, 
purchase of maps, books of reference, and periodicals, reports, 
documents, plans, specifications, manuscripts, newspapers, both 
foreign and domestic (not exceeding $300), and all other publica- 
tions necessary for the promotion of the commercial interests of 
the United States, and all other necessary incidental expenses not 
included in the foregoing, $285,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 71, after line 17, to 
strike out: 


Appropriations herein made for the Bureau of Foreign and 
Domestic Commerce shall be available in an amount not to exceed 
$300 for expenses of illustrating the work of that Bureau at meet- 
ings concerned with the promotion of foreign and domestic com- 
merce, or either. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 71, after line 22, to 
strike out— 


The appropriation herein under title III for traveling expenses 
shall be available in an aniount not to exceed $4,700 for expenses 
of attendance at meetings concerned with the promotion of for- 
eign and domestic commerce, or either, when incurred on the 
written authority of the Secretary of Commerce. 


And in lieu thereof to insert the following: 


The appropriation herein under title III for traveling expenses 
shall be available in an amount not to exceed $5,000 for expenses 
of attendance at meetings concerned with the promotion of 
foreign and domestic commerce, or either, and also expenses of 
illustrating the work of the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Com- 
merce by showing of maps, charts, and graphs at such meetings, 
when incurred on the written authority of the Secretary of Com- 
merce. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Bureau of 
the Census”, on page 73, line 23, after the word “records” 
and the comma, to strike out “$50,000” and insert “$100,000”, 
so as to read: 


Salaries and expenses, Social Security Act: For salaries and 
necessary expenses for searching census records and supplying 
information incident to carrying out the provisions of the Social 
Security Act, approved August 14, 1935 (42 U. S. C., ch. 7), 
including personal services in the District of Columbia; binding 
records; supplies; services; repairs to, and replacement parts for, 
office and mechanical equipment for the reproduction of census 
records, $100,000: Provided, That the procedure hereunder for the 
furnishing from census records of evidence for the establishment 
of age of e ee ep be pursuant to regulations approved 
2 by the Secretary of Commerce and the Social Security 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Bureau of 
Marine Inspection and Navigation”, on page 75, line 11, 
after the word “elsewhere” and the semicolon, to strike out 
“$2,202,000” and insert 82,322,000“, so as to read: 


Salaries and general expenses: For salaries of shipping commis- 
sioners, inspectors, and other personal services; to enable the Sec- 
retary of Commerce to provide and operate such motorboats and 
employ such persons as may be necessary for the enforcement, 
under his direction, of laws relating to navigation and inspection 
of vessels, boarding of vessels, counting of passengers on excur- 
sion boats to prevent overcrowding, and to secure uniformity in 
the admeasurement of vessels; fees to witnesses; materials, sup- 
plies, equipment, and services, including rent and janitor service; 
purchase, exchange, and repair of instruments; plans and specifica- 
tions; insignia, braid, and chin straps; coats, caps, and aprons for 
stewards’ departments on vessels; and other incidental expenses of 
field offices, including contract stenographic reporting services in 
the District of Columbia and elsewhere; $2,322,000. 
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Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the senior Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. Overton] has asked that this amendment 
go over until tomorrow. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Very well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
passed over. The clerk will state the next amendment of 
the committee. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Bureau of 
Lighthouses”, on page 80, line 21, after the name “District of 
Columbia” and the comma, to strike out “$125,000” and in- 
sert “$130,000, of which sum shall be available for the 
employment of a senior engineer, at $3,800 per annum, a 
junior engineer, at $2,000 per annum, and a clerk, at $1,640 
per annum”, so as to read: 

Salaries: For the Commissioner and other personal services in 
the District of Columbia, $130,000, of which sum shall be avail- 
able for the temporary employment of a senior engineer, at 
$3,800 per annum, a junior engineer, at $2,000 per annum, and a 
clerk, at $1,640 per annum. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 84, line 6, after the 
word “necessary” and the comma, to strike out “$2,302,000” 
and insert “$2,332,000”, so as to read: 

Salaries, lighthouse vessels: For salaries and wages of officers 
and crews of light vessels and lighthouse tenders, including tem- 
porary employment when necessary, $2,332,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Coast and 
Geodetic Survey”, on page 85, line 21, after the word “em- 
ployment”, to insert “in the field and office”, so as to read: 

Field expenses, coastal surveys: For surveys and necessary 
resurveys of coasts on the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans and the 
Gulf of Mexico under the jurisdiction of the United States, and 
including the employment in the field and office of two physicists 
to develop survey methods based on transmission of sound 
through sea water and one temporary oe ee Od to Sree: instru- 
ments for aerial photographic surveying, $283 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 86, line 23, after the 
word “necessary”, to strike out the comma and 864,550: 
Provided, That $4,550 of this amount be expended for a 
resurvey of the San Andreas fault line north of San Fran- 
cisco, Calif.” and insert “$60,000”, so as to read: 

Magnetic and seismological work: For continuing magnetic and 
seismological observations and to establish meridian lines in con- 
nection therewith in all parts of the United States; making mag- 
netic and seismological observations in other regions under the 
jurisdiction of the United States; purchase of additional magnetic 
and seismological instruments; lease of sites where necessary and 
the erection of temporary magnetic and seismological buildings; 
and including the employment in the field and office of such mag- 
netic and seismological observers, and instrument makers and 
stenographic services as may be necessary, $60,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 88, line 19, after the 
word “law” and the comma, to strike out “$582,000” and 
insert “$554,500”, so as to read: 

Pay of officers and men on vessels: For all necessary employees 
to man and equip the vessels, including professional seamen serv- 


ing as mates on vessels of the Survey, to execute the work of the 
Survey herein provided for and authorized by law, $554,500. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in the items for the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey, on page 89, line 10, after the word serv- 
ices” and the comma, to strike out “$580,000” and insert 
“$570,000”, so as to read: 

Office force: For personal services, $570,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Bureau of 
Fisheries“, on page 91, line 16, after the name “District of 
Columbia” and the comma, to strike out “$962,000” and in- 
sert 81,002,000“, and in line 23, after the numerals “1938”, 
to insert “and not to exceed $40,000 to acquire the Fields 
fish-cultural station located in Comanche County, Okla.“, so 
as to read: 


Propagation of food fishes: For maintenance, repair, alteration, 
improvement, equipment, acquisition, and operation of fish-cul- 
tural stations, general propagation of food fishes and their dis- 
tribution, including movement, maintenance, and repairs of cars 
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and not to exceed $15,000 for purchase of trucks for fish distribu- 
tion; maintenance, repair, and operation of motor-propelled 
pacsenger-carrying vehicles for official use in the field; purchase of 
equipment (including rubber boots and oilskins), and apparatus; 
contingent expenses; pay of permanent employees not to exceed 
$423,050; temporary labor; not to exceed $10,000 for propagation 
and distribution of fresh-water mussels and the necessary expenses 
connected therewith; and not to exceed $10,000 for the purchase, 
collection, and transportation of specimens and other expenses 
incidental to the maintenance and operation of aquarium, of which 
not to exceed $5,000 may be expended for personal services in the 
District of Columbia, $1,002,000, including not to exceed $155,000 
to establish or commence the establishment of stations authorized 
by the act approved May 21, 1930 (46 Stat. 371), for which the 
need is most urgent, and not to exceed $80,000 to complete the 
establishment of fish-cultural stations commenced with funds ap- 
propriated for this purpose under this head in the Department of 
Commerce Appropriation Act, 1938, and not to exceed $40,000 to 
acquire the Fields fish-cultural station located in Comanche 
County, Okla., including the acquisition of necessary land, con- 
struction of buildings and ponds, water supply, improvements to 
grounds, purchase of equipment, and all other necessary expenses. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 92, after line 2, to 
insert: 

Construction of fish screens: For construction, operation, and 
maintenance, in cooperation with the Bureau of Reclamation, of 
fish screens and ladders on Federal irrigation projects, $20,000, of 
which not to exceed $6,400 may be expended for the pay of em- 
ployees engaged in the conduct of investigations and surveys, the 


preparation of designs, and the supervision of construction, in 
connection with such screens and ladders. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 93, line 23, after the 
word “exceed”, to strike out “$60,000” and insert “$67,000”; 
and on page 94, line 8, after the word “Fisheries” and the 
comma, to strike out “$73,600” and insert “$83,600”, so as 
to read: 

Fishery industries: For collection and compilation of statistics 
of the fisheries and the study of their methods and relations, and 
the methods of preservation and utilization of fishery products, 
and to enable the Secretary of Commerce to execute the functions 
imposed upon him by the act entitled “An act authorizing asso- 
ciations of producers of aquatic products,” approved June 25, 
1934 (48 Stat., p. 1213), including pay of permanent employees not 
to exceed $67,000 of which amount not exceeding $10,240 may be 
expended for personal services in the District of Columbia, com- 
pensation of temporary employees, preparation of reports, contract 
stenographic reporting services, temporary employees in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, not to exceed $2,600, and all other necessary 
expenses in connection therewith, including the purchase (not 
to exceed $1,100), exchange, maintenance, repair, and operation 
of motor-propelled, passenger-carrying vehicles for official use in 
the field work of the Bureau of Fisheries, $83,600. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Patent 
Office”, on page 97, line 23, after the word “the”, to strike 
out “Department of Commerce Appropriation Act, 1939” and 
insert ‘Department of Commerce Appropriation Act, 1939“, 
so as to read: 


This title may be cited as the “Department of Commerce Appro- 
priation Act, 1939.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the heading “Title IV— 
Department of Labor—Immigration and Naturalization Sery- 
ice”, on page 103, line 11, after the figures “$7,781,000”, to 
insert a comma and “of which $100,000 shall be used for 
increased compensation to persons receiving less than $2,000 
per annum”, so as to read: 

Salaries, field service: For salaries of field personnel of the Im- 
migration and Naturalization Service, including the personnel of 
the Immigration Border Patrol and the services of persons author- 
ized by law to be detailed to the District of Columbia for duty, 


$7,781,000, of which $100,000 shall be used for increased compen- 
sation to persons receiving less than $2,000 per annum. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, by direction of the com- 
mittee I desire to offer an amendment to the committee 
amendment by striking out “$100,000” and inserting 
“$50,000.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
amendment. 
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The CHIEF CLERK. In the committee amendment, on page 
103, line 11, it is proposed to strike out “$100,000” and insert 
“$50,000.” 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead, “United 
States Employment Service”, on page 111, line 11, after the 
word “the”, to strike out “Department of Labor Appropria- 
tion act 1939” and insert ‘Department of Labor Appropria- 
tion Act, 1939’”, so as to read: 

This title may be cited as the “Department of Labor Appropria- 
tion Act, 1939.” p RR 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 111, line 25, after the 
name “United States”, to insert “or a person in the service 
of the United States on the date of the approval of this act 
who, being eligible for citizenship, has filed a declaration of 
intention to become a citizen or who owes allegiance to the 
United States”, so as to read: 

Sec. 3. No part of any appropriation contained in this act or 
authorized hereby to be expended shall be used to pay the com- 
pensation of any offcer or employee of the Government of the 
United States, or of any agency the majority of the stock of which 
is owned by the Government of the United States, whose post 
of duty is in continental United States unless such officer or 
employee is a citizen of the United States or a person in the 
service of the United States on the date of the approval of this 
act who, being eligible for citizenship, has filed a declaration of 


intention to become a citizen or who owes allegiance to the 
United States. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I present an amendment 
to be added to the committee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 112, line 4, after the word 
“States”, in the committee amendment, it is proposed to in- 
sert “Provided, That this section shall not apply to the 
employment of interpreters in the Immigration and Naturali- 
zation Service (not to exceed 10 permanent employees and 
such temporary employees as are required from time to 
time) where competent citizen interpreters are not available.” 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment, as amended, was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That concludes the amend- 
ments of the committee. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I offer an amendment, 
which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 23, after line 15, it is proposed 
to insert the following: 

Fence construction on the boundary, Arizona: For construction 
of fence along the international boundary as authorized by the 
act of August 19, 1935 (49 Stat. 660), $50,000: Provided, That no 
part of this appropriation shall be expended for the acquisition of 
lands or easements for sites for boundary fences except for pro- 
curement of abstracts or certificates of title, payment of recording 
fees, and examination of titles. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, the Senator from Tennessee 
will remember that I brought this matter to his attention. 

Mr. McKELLAR. We will take the amendment to con- 
ference. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I ask to have printed in the RECORD, as a 
justification for the appropriation, a letter from the Secre- 
tary of State and a copy of the Budget estimate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the letter and estimate were 
ordered to be printed in the REcorD, as follows: 

WASHINGTON, D. C., August 6, 1937. 
The Honorable Cart HAYDEN, 
United States Senate. 

My DEAR SENATOR HAYDEN: I have received your letter of August 
3, 1937, enclosing a letter which you received from Mr. Alfred Paul, 
Jr., of Paul Spur, Ariz., outlining the unfortunate situation with 
which businessmen and ranchers are faced because of inadequate 
fencing facilities along the international boundary at Naco, Douglas, 


and Nogales, Ariz., at the present time. You ask whether there 
would be any possibility of securing an emergency estimate to be 
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included in the pending third deficiency bill for the purpose of 
remedying this situation. 

I am pleased to inform you that the Department is today sub- 
mitting to the Bureau of the Budget an estimate in the sum of 
$94,000, which is the amount estimated by the American Com- 
missioner on the International Boundary Commission, United 
States and Mexico, to cover the cost of the necessary work in the 
construction of new fences and the repair of existing ones along 
the boundary lines between the United States and Mexico at the 
city of Nogales, where 2 miles of 8-foot chain-link fence is pro- 
posed, and at Naco and Douglas, where there is proposed the con- 
struction of 2 miles of similar chain-link fence at each town and 
about 40 miles of cattle fence beginning at a point about 20 miles 
east of Douglas and extending westward to and about 6 miles 
beyond Naco. 

The enclosure to your communication of August 3 is returned 
herewith. 

Very sincerely yours, 
CORDELL HULL. 


BOUNDARY FENCE PROJECT, ARIZONA 
GENERAL STATEMENT 


Section 2 of the act approved August 19, 1935 (Public, No. 286, 
74th Cong., 49 Stat. 660), authorizes the Secretary of State, acting 
through the American Commissioner, International Boundary Com- 
mission, United States and Mexico, to construct and maintain 
fences, monuments, and other demarcations of the boundary line 
between the United States and Mexico. 

The boundary-fence project in Arizona will consist of the con- 
struction of new fences and the repair of existing ones along the 
boundary line between the United States and Mexico at the fol- 
lowing points in the State of Arizona: At the city of Nogales, where 
2 miles of 8-foot chain-link fence is proposed, and at Naco and 
Douglas, where there is proposed the construction of 2 miles of 
similar chain-link fence at each town and about 40 miles of cattle 
fence beginning at a point about 20 miles east of Douglas and 
extending westward to and about 6 miles beyond Waco. 

The work will require the clearing of the right-of-way for the 
fences, the building of the two types of fence by contract, and the 
engineering and inspection for such construction. The total esti- 
mated cost is $94,000. It is contemplated that construction can be 
started about September 1, 1937, and could probably be completed 
early in the calendar year 1938. 

The need for fencing along the international boundary in these 
regions has been evidenced to the Commission during the past 
several years by various petitions and letters received from ranchers, 
stock raisers, and other citizens of southern Arizona and from 
the chambers of commerce of the cities of Nogales, Bisbee, and 
Douglas. The petitions from the individuals urge in general that 
a substantial fence be constructed along the border to prevent 
losses of American cattle which stray into Mexico, and the influx 
of tick-infested cattle from Mexico. The statements from the 
chambers of commerce request the building of fences at their 
respective towns for the purpose of preventing the illegal entry of 
aliens and the smuggling of contraband goods into the United 
States. The Commission has on several occasions been informally 
advised by the Immigration and Naturalization Service and the 
Bureau of Customs that the erection of fences at these points 
along the boundary would greatly aid them in the discharge of 
their duties and the enforcement of the law, and expressing con- 
siderable interest in such fence construction as might be under- 
taken by the appropriate agency. 

WORK TO BE ACCOMPLISHED DURING FISCAL YEAR 1938 


Early in the fiscal year 1938, plans and specifications covering 
the construction of the fencing will be developed in the head- 
quarters office of the Commission at El Paso, Tex., bids will be 
asked for and the contract for the construction awarded. Fol- 
lowing this, a field office of the Commission will be established in 
either Douglas, Naco, or Nogales, Ariz., depending upon which is 
nearest the site of the contractor's operations, for the time being, 
and the staking and Inspection of the work carried on. 

It is estimated that the work will be completed in 6 months 
from the time construction is actually begun. 

PERSONAL SERVICES 


The sum of $6,400 has been set up in the estimate to cover 
salaries and wages of personnel to be directly employed by the 
Commission. This personnel will be employed on the required 
staking out, engineering, inspection, supervision, costkeeping, and 
clerical work during the construction period. 

SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS 

It is estimated that $300 will be required to cover the purchase 
of supplies and material for the field office, for the engineering 
and for motor vehicles. 

COMMUNICATION SERVICE 


The cost of communication service is estimated at $40 for the 
6 months’ period and includes the cost of telegrams and telephone 
rental for the field office. 

TRAVEL EXPENSE 

Due to the different places where work will be carried on, travel 
expense will be incurred. The Commission headquarters engineers 
will also have to make trips of inspection over the work. Two 
2 and fifty dollars is estimated to cover the cost of this 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


4217 


RENT 


Rental of a field office is contemplated as being necessary to the 
proper conduct of the work. The estimate of $180 is based on a 
6 months’ rental charge at $30 per month. 


REPAIRS AND ALTERATIONS 


Repairs to motor vehicles and to engineering equipment be- 
longing to the Commission are estimated to cost $190 during the 
construction, period. 

EQUIPMENT 

In conducting this project it will be necessary to purchase con- 
crete testing and other small office and engineering equipment 
which is estimated to cost $100. 


CONSTRUCTION 

The amount of $87,600 is estimated as the cost of the construc- 
tion which will include contractor's and the cost of 
materials purchased by the Government including fencing, fence 
wire, posts, gates, and cement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Arizona. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, I see by the report of the 
committee that the appropriation for the State Department 
is $16,608,750. How does that compare with the appropria- 
tion for the State Department last year? 

Mr. McKELLAR. The appropriation for the State De- 
partment last year was $19,560,713.34. 

Mr. POPE. What was the request of the State Depart- 
ment to the Bureau of the Budget for this year? 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Budget estimate was $17,137,970.73, 
but, as I recall, the State Department was satisfied with the 
appropriation made by the House, and had no one before 
the Senate committee, although they were invited to appear 
if they wanted to suggest any changes. 

Mr. POPE. Is $16,608,750 the amount which appeared in 
the bill as if came from the House? 

Mr. McKELLAR. It seems not to have been changed. 
But there is a request from the Department of State, which 
was referred to a few moments ago by the Senator from 
Nevada (Mr. Prrrman], that a 10-percent leeway should be 
given in appropriations, so that the Department could use 
for another purpose 10 percent of an appropriation which 
was made for one purpose. That matter is yet to be passed 
upon. 

So far as the amount of money is concerned, I know of no 
objection that the State Department has to the bill as re- 
ported by the committee. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, does the Senator know where 
in the main the reductions have come in this year’s appro- 
priations as compared with last year’s appropriations? What 
has been cut out or reduced? 

Mr. McKELLAR. There are quite a number of reductions. 
Last year there were many items which do not appear in 
this year’s bill. They are not recurring items, however. 
They are just items that were appropriated for last year. 

Mr. POPE. My curiosity is excited. The War Depart- 
ment will have an increased appropriation this year, as I 
understand and, of course, the Navy Department will have 
a very greatly increased appropriation; therefore, I am 
anxious to know how the Department of State could have 
reduced its expenses by some $3,000,000. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That was because of the elimination of 
various items, largely with respect to conventions and com- 
missions, which were not recurring appropriations. 

I will say that as chairman of the subcommittee I com- 
municated with the State Department, asking if it had any 
suggestions to make concerning the appropriation. The De- 
partment had no objections, except, as I was told, it was 
quite anxious that the 10-percent provision included in the 
House bill should remain. The committee struck that out. 
The Senator from Nevada has notified us that he is going 
to bring that up tomorrow. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment, which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 19, line 1, it is proposed 
to strike out “$588” and insert the following: “$5,588, 
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including not to exceed $5,000, to be immediately available, to 
enable the United’ States to participate in the meetings of 
the said association and of its executive committee, includ- 
ing travel and subsistence, in the calendar year 1938, as 
authorized by Public Resolution No. 68, Seventy-fifth Con- 
gress, approved August 24, 1937.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
Brown]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I have no objection to 
recurring to the item referred to a moment ago; and I move 
that the vote by which the amendment on page 15, lines 9 to 
18, inclusive, was agreed to be reconsidered and that the 
matter be taken up for discussion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the mo- 
tion of the Senator from Tennessee that the vote by which 
the Senate agreed to the committee amendment on page 15, 
lines 9 to 18, inclusive, be reconsidered. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I may now say to the Senator from Ne- 
vada (Mr. Prrrman] that the committee had the idea that 
the interchangeable use of 10 percent of appropriations 
allowed very great latitude in all the departments. Formerly 
that provision occurred in all department bills. It has now 
been stricken from them all. A reason exists in the State 
Department which does not apply to the other departments, 
and we admit it. However, it is very difficult to distinguish 
between the several departments, and I should like to hear 
what the Senator from Nevada has to say about the use that 
can be made of the 10-percent interchangeable funds when 
transferred from one item to the other. If the Senator from 
Nevada has any suggestions about any items of the bill that 
ought to be increased or with respect to which there ought 
to be separate provisions, I should like to hear it. I think it 
would be very much wiser to take action along those lines 
than to have an interchangeable 10-percent provision. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, this matter was not fully 
presented before the Senate committee. It happens that 
Mr. Carr, who was Assistant Secretary, had charge of these 
particular matters to be presented to the committees. He 
was given an appointment as ambassador, and Mr. Messer- 
smith, who was then in the Foreign Service, took Mr. Carr’s 
place in Washington. At that time Mr. Messersmith was 
unfamiliar with the particular procedure. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, Mr. Messersmith did not 
come before the committee at all. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Exactly. 

Mr. McKELLAR. We wrote a letter to the Secretary of 
State and asked him if the Department had any objections 
to the bill, and if anyone representing the Department 
wanted to appear before the committee, and we were told 
that no one representing the Department desired to appear. 
The committee did that of its own volition, because in the 
bills dealing with every other department and in the inde- 
pendent offices bill this provision had been stricken out. The 
Senator from Nevada will recall that for many years either 
5 or 10 percent has been used interchangeably between vari- 
ous items of appropriation. It is very bad legislation and 
leads to many difficulties. 

Another reason exists for the difference of provisions in 
legislation with respect to the State Department. It has to 
contend with differences in the values of exchange. That is 
the only reason I can think of which would take the State 
Department out of the general rule. However, I think it 
would be better if the Senator would suggest an amendment 
providing for differences in exchange, and in that way take 
care of what he wants to do. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Replying to the Senator from Tennessee, 
I will say that it would be extremely difficult to fix a per- 
centage which would work equitably. I received a letter, 
and I am sure the Senator from Nevada has also received 
a similar letter, from Mr. Messersmith, who took Mr. Carr’s 
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place, explaining this whole situation. I did not know 
that this appropriation bill was coming up this afternoon, 
therefore I do not have the letter in my desk. I think 
the Senator would be satisfied with Mr. Messersmith’s 
explanation. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, I desire to exonerate Mr. 
Messersmith. As I have said, Mr. Carr, who has always 
had charge of these matters and who appeared before the 
various appropriation committees to explain the matters per- 
taining to the State Department, was transferred to a foreign 
mission. Mr. Messersmith, who was then abroad, was 
brought back to the State Department. He did not have 
a thorough knowledge of how the matter was handled. I 
know he did not have such knowledge for this reason: Here- 
tofore in connection with matters in which the State De- 
partment was interested before the Senate Appropriations 
Committee the Department has given me a memorandum, 
because I am an ex-officio member of the committee. The 
Department did not give me a memorandum this time. A 
little later on Mr. Messersmith discovered that he should 
have done so, and that he should have come before the 
committee. He then wrote me a letter, or memorandum, 
with regard to this subject, which I have in my desk, similar 
to the letter received by our leader. 

Mr. President, I shall state the situation briefly. When 
the Japanese-Chinese situation arose, it suddenly became 
necessary to remove a great many of our citizens from China, 
That expense comes under the head of transportation. 
There was a certain sum provided for transportation. That 
particular matter as to China has probably been taken care 
of. Senators will find under the item entitled “Foreign Inter- 
course” that various sums are provided for the transportation, 
for instance, of our consular officers and their families and 
their furniture. That is an indefinite amount.. The Depart- 
ment generally tries to estimate the amount to be covered. 
But if in some other country there should arise a condition 
similar to the one that arose in China, or if a difficult situa- 
tion should become exaggerated in some country, the trans- 
portation costs of the State Department would be enormously 
increased and beyond estimate. 

What the Department desires to do, for example, is to 
take part of the fund provided for transportation costs for 
the consular service and part of the fund provided for trans- 
portation costs for another service, and make use of the 
money temporarily to meet an emergency. The money 
really comes from the estimated transportation cost of civil 
officers and of consular officers, ambassadors, and their fami- 
lies. The Department can make use of such funds to meet 
certain emergencies. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, if the Senator will look 
on page 10 he will find that there is an appropriation in line 
18: 

Representation allowances, Foreign Service: For representation 
eer the pe as authorized by the act approved February 23, 1931, 

That fund is allowed for contingencies of various kinds. 
It seemed to me, as it seemed to the committee, that it 
would be better to increase that fund than to adopt the 
rather unjustifiable means of allowing appropriations to be 
changed 10 percent of their amount. 

There is no doubt that the State Department is one of 
the most economical departments of the Government, if 
not the most economical. We spend only a little over 
$16,000,000 for the entire State Department, and I think 
every Senator will say that is an exceedingly modest sum to 
be spent in the foreign service of the Government. The 
Department of Commerce spends a great deal more, as do 
other departments. I have nothing but the highest praise 
for the modesty of the State Department in its requests for 
appropriations. I believe it would be better to provide a 
general sum, something like the sum which is fixed in line 
20, on page 10, than to make the 10-percent allowance. 
However, if the Senator prefers the 10-percent allowance. 
I shall not oppose it. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Let me say to the Senator that very prob- 
ably he is right. However, in the present state of world af- 
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fairs, we witnessed a condition in China which required the 
State Department to transport an unknown oumber of per- 
sons. We had to do it, and we may have to do it again. 
Even if we transferred the 10 percent, it would probably 
amount to only—— 

Mr. McKELLAR. One hundred and sixty thousand dol- 
lars at the outside. 

Mr. PITTMAN. The Senator is probably correct. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I believe the allowance of an emergency 
fund of $125,000 would be better. The Senator may take 
his choice. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I think it would be better to have a dif- 
ferent arrangement the next time; but, in order not to delay 
the passage of the bill by offering a new amendment, I shall 
agree to the suggestion of the Senator. However, I shall 
bring the matter to the attention of the State Department 
with a view to a different arrangement in the future. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, with that understanding, 
Iam willing that the amendment be rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the committee amendment on page 15. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, as I understand, that 
concludes the committee amendments. I understand the 
bill is not to be voted upon this afternoon, however, inas- 
much as the Senator from Utah [Mr. K1tne] has an amend- 
ment to offer. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I call the attention of 
the Senator to page 70, line 3. If the figure is left at $87,880 
instead of $120,000, as requested by the Bureau, which adds 
nothing to the total of the bill, a number of employees who 
are now working in Washington will have to go to New York 
City. I readily admit that New York is a very desirable 
place in which to live, but the Bureau is quite disturbed over 
the matter. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, we gave the Bureau ex- 
actly what they asked. They ought not to be disturbed. 

Mr. COPELAND. No, Mr. President. The Bureau asked 
for $120,000 at that point instead of $87,880. 

Mr. MCKELLAR. They had $120,000 last year. 

Mr. COPELAND. Yes; and that is what they wanted this 
year. 

Mr. McKELLAR. They did not ask for it this year. 

Mr. COPELAND. They have talked to me about it. Did 
the bill come from the House in the present form? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. 

Mr. COPELAND. I suggest that the item go to conference, 
because if the circumstances are as recited to me, it ought 
to go to conference. The amount requested, $120,000, does 
not change the total. 

Mr. McCKELLAR. Very well. I will take the item to con- 
ference, but I cannot give any further assurances to the 
Senator. 

Mr. COPELAND. I move that the figure of $87,880, on 
page 70, line 3, be changed to $120,000. That amendment 
will not change the total of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment offered by 
the Senator from New York will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 70, line 3, after the 
words “not to exceed”, it is proposed to strike out “$87,880” 
and insert “$120,000.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from New York. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the Senator from Utah 
[Mr. Kine] was promised that the bill would not be passed 
tonight. He has an amendment which he desires to offer in 
the morning. For that reason I yield the floor to the 
Senator from Kentucky. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to 
the consideration of executive business. 
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EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Harca in the chair) laid 
before the Senate messages from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations and a convention, 
which were referred to the appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, see the end of Senate 
proceedings.) 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads, reported favorably the nominations of sundry 
postmasters. 

Mr. McNARY, from the Committee on the Judiciary, re- 
ported favorably the nomination of John T. Summerville, of 
Oregon, to be United States marshal for the district of 
Oregon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reports will be placed 
on the Executive Calendar. 

If there be no further reports of committees, the clerk will 
state the nominations on the Executive Calendar, with the 
exception of the one passed over. 

POSTMASTERS 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read sundry nominations 
of postmasters. 

Mr, McKELLAR. I ask that the nominations of post- 
masters be confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 
nominations of postmasters are confirmed en bloc. 

IN THE NAVY 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read sundry nomina- 
tions for promotions in the Navy. 

Mr. WALSH. I ask that the nominations for promotions 
in the Navy be confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 
nominations for promotions in the Navy are confirmed en 
bloc. 

That concludes the calendar. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR—FIRST ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, for some time the nomi- 
nation of Mr. Ebert K. Burlew as First Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior has been on the Executive Calendar. I 
should like to have some understanding as to when we may 
take up the nomination and dispose of it. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, I know that the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. Apams] is anxious to dispose of the nomi- 
nation, and soam I. Other matters have prevented earlier 
consideration of it. Tomorrow there is to be a meeting of 
the Foreign Relations Committee and a hearing is scheduled. 
I do not know how long the hearing will take. I hope we 
shall be able to finish it tomorrow. I should be willing to 
take up the Burlew nomination after tomorrow at any time 
which is convenient to the leader and to the Senator from 
Colorado. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I had hoped we might take up the Burlew 
nomination tomorrow, because the pending appropriation bill 
will be disposed of within a few minutes after we meet 
tomorrow. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I think the appropriation bill will take 
not over 10 minutes. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The only other appropriation bill ready 
is the naval appropriation bill, which probably will take a 
day or more. I thought if we could dispose of the Burlew 
nomination tomorrow, we could dispose of the naval bill the 
next day. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, it is agreeable to me to take 
up the Burlew nomination at any time which suits the con- 
venience of the Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. PITTMAN. It would be very much more convenient 
for me not to take it up tomorrow. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Let us have a general understanding then 
that the Senate will go into executive session on Wednesday 
as soon as it convenes and remain in executive session until 
the Burlew nomination is disposed of. Tomorrow we can 
take up other matters. 
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RECESS 

The Senate resumed legislative session. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate take a recess 
until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 o’clock and 58 minutes 
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until tomorrow, Tuesday, 
March 29, 1938, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the Senate March 28 
(legislative day of January 5), 1938 
DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 


Howard K. Travers, of New York, now a Foreign Service 
officer of class 3 and a secretary in the Diplomatic Service, 
to be also a consul general of the United States of America. 


PROMOTIONS IN THE COAST GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES 
(To rank as such from February 15, 1938) 
BOATSWAINS TO BE CHIEF BOATSWAINS 


James M. Vincent 
Arthur H. Hylton 
Howard A. White 
George H. Jacobsen 
Martin Christensen 
Johan A. Johanson 
William C. Gill 
John H. Davies 
Augustus F. Pittman 
Thomas G. Woolard 
Lance J. Kirstine 
Benton L. Bassham 
Charles E. Swanson 
Ray E. Parker 
Francis S. Garretson 
Stacy Y. Hammond 
Addison P. Lewis 
John F. Ryan 
Albert Van De Venter 
Leo P. Toolin 
Harald O. Nielsen 
Theodore F. Stair 
Philip N. Shannon 
Albert J. Brown 
Eugene Kiernan 
Ralph H. Leek 
Louis O. Engell 
Michael J. Bruce 
Rudolf A. Anderson 
Norman H. Church 
Alfred W. Powell 


Charles T. Cowan 
Samuel D. La Roue 
James M. Barrett 
Frank Paul 

Ernest A. Simpson 
Attilio E. Del Pra 
Almond L. Cunningham 
Fred P. Stone 
Gerret B. Lok 
Malvern L. Hudgins 
Arendt E. Michaelsen 
William J. Mazzoni 
William H. Moulton 
John L. Olsen 
William E. Paulsen 
Stanley C. Crandall 
Reginald W. Butcher 
Joseph H. Hantman 
Frank Rados 

Carl S. Studley 
David E. Green 
Walter C. Bethea 
Karl Schmidt 

Rolf Thorsen 

Robert I. Hudson 
Alfred M. Haynes 
Hugh V. Hopkins 
Mudge A. Ransom 
Frank C. Herold 
Arthur J. Craig 


BOATSWAINS (L) TO BE CHIEF BOATSWAINS (L) 


Herman Winbeck 
Freddie G. Gillikin 
Thomas J. Barnes 
John W. Hudson 
Hubert B. Tuttle 
Everett J. Clemons 
Thomas E. Deegan 
Charles M. Berry 
Otto W. Fricke 
Everett M. Mills 
Willie H. Lewark 
Bernice R. Ballance 
William H. Barnett 
Alvin H. Wright 
Charles A. Mister 
Thomas T. Moore 
Harry W. Steele 
Maurice G. McCune 
Ira B. Norton 
Mason B. McCune 
Fred D. Straubel 
Robert Anderson 


Hilman J. Persson 
Truxton E. Midgett 
George H. Meekins 
Henry N. Holmes 
David M. Small 
John T. Dukes 
Daniel Magnussen 
George B. Nickerson 
John J. Daly 
David A. Furst 
Emanuel F. Gracie 
Fred C. Sollman 
Carroll A. Osborne 
Edgar F. Sanborn 
Wilfred Pantzer 
Allen E. Holst 
Francis E. Barnett 
Bryan Spencer 
Edwin B. York 
Isaac L. Hammond 
Harry E. Johnson 
Charlie O. Gray 


Henry R. Rogers 
Harry M. Derrickson 
John N. Buckley 
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Garwood J. Thcmas 
Joseph G. Brown 
Garner J. Churchill 


GUNNERS TO BE CHIEF GUNNERS 


Frank W. Sarnow 
Chester J. Valdrow 
Edwin T. Piner 
Lawrence J. Shea 
John H. Cumalat 


Raymond J. Hegarty 
Charles N. Hubbard 
Francis A. Prince 
Ellis F. Gradin 
Herbert S. Harris 


RADIO ELECTRICIANS TO BE CHIEF RADIO ELECTRICIANS 


Robert W. Finley 
Frank W. Wortman 
Arthur P. Arlington 
Earl S. Burns 

Dock G. Clementson 
George M. Gallagher 
Joseph P. Guy 

Oiva M. Helgren 


Irl V. Beall 
Marion G. Shrode 
Henry M. Anthony 
Cloyd C. Lantz 
Joseph E. Coker 
John Brown 

Paul M. Wakeman 
Merl H. Dunbar 


MACHINISTS TO BE CHIEF MACHINISTS 


Zina R. Shoen 

Oscar Salter 
William L. LaRoue 
Anderson L. McGee 
Carlton V. Legg 
John N. C. Hunt 
Alfred J. K. Wallace 
Wallace G. Dagnin 
George E. Alston 
Richard E. Hale 
Frank D. Crooks 
David Parker 
Walter Robbins 
Lewis L. Whittemore 
James B. Macy 
Prank McDonald 
Rolfe D. Hallencrutz 
William McCauley, Jr. 
Joseph J. DeCarlo 
Walter Pfeiffer 
Joseph R. Fredette 


Arvid E. Wikander 
Gabriel Dobo, Jr. 
Thomas E. McCready 
Charles P. Moffett 
Emil E. Stienback 
Gustave W. Pearson 
Walter A. Reynolds 
George Karl 

Albert Kenney 
Clyde D. Goodwin 
Howard C. Watts 
Harry A. Oest 
Albert C. Arnold 
James A. Haynes 
Sidney A. Usher 
George A. Painter 
Axel L. Nordstrand 
Eugene A. Guenet 
Walter G. Davis 
Hugh D. Olmstead 
Charles H. Harris 


ELECTRICIANS TO BE CHIEF ELECTRICIANS 


Frank R. Pitt 
Claiborne M. Talley 
Harold B. Doten 


Joseph R. Mansfield 
Herbert L. Scales 
William A. Ronning 


CARPENTERS TO BE CHIEF CARPENTERS 


Nestor Brunila 
William O. Weaver 
William L. Dean 


William Hillenius 
Alexander H. Lansing 
George F. Erwin 


PAY CLERKS TO BE CHIEF PAY CLERKS 


Edson E. Miller 
William W. McKellar 
Michael J. Morgan 
Paul E. Clement 

Leo T. Robbins 

Ira L. Peck 

James Morrison 
Oliver F. McClow 
Paul L. Sullivan 
David L. Brown 
David B. Sollenberger 
Lester L. Louis 
Thomas P. Cherberg 
Gustaf A. Nordling 
Everett E. Jackson 
Floyd B. Cottrell 
Ralph J. Calvert 
Meyer Robbins 
Alexander Smith 
Russell A. Carroll 


Paul N. Wright, Jr. 
Francis P. Bergmeister 
Walker McM. Stephens 
Andrew E. Zanetti 
William K. Kehoe 
William H. Carroll 
Arnot Groves 

Cecil C. Humphreys 
James Blake 

Lewis Rice 

Virgil L. McLean 
James W. Davis 
Clarence E. Bogren 
Cartie L. Herndon 
Elmer O. Hannaford 
Jacob Levin 

Elliott F. Lowrie 
Henry E. Solomon 
Carl W. Warmker 


PHARMACISTS TO BE CHIEF PHARMACISTS 


Max H. Lanke 


David G. Higgins 


1938 


APPOINTMENTS TO TEMPORARY RANK IN THE Am CORPS IN 
THE REGULAR ARMY 
TO BE MAJORS 

Capt. Kenneth Campbell McGregor from March 23, 1938. 

Capt. Roland Birnn, vice Maj. Romeyn B. Hough, jr., Air 
Corps, nominated and confirmed for appointment as tem- 
porary lieutenant colonel, Air Corps. 

APPOINTMENTS, BY TRANSFER, IN THE REGULAR ARMY 
TO ADJUTANT GENERAL’S DEPARTMENT 

Maj. Lester Smith Ostrander, Infantry, with rank from 

August 1, 1935. 
TO ORDNANCE DEPARTMENT 

First Lt. William Lewis McCulla, Coast Artillery Corps, 
with rank from October 1, 1934. 

First Lt. Frederick Raleigh Young, Coast Artillery Corps, 
with rank from August 1, 1935. 

PROMOTION IN THE REGULAR ARMY 
TO BE MAJOR 

Capt. Edwin Forrest Carey, Air Corps (temporary major, 
Air Corps), from March 21, 1938, subject to examination 
required by law. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 28 
(legislative day of January 5), 1938 


PROMOTIONS IN THE Navy 


William F. Halsey, Jr., to be rear admiral. 
Albert F. France, Jr., to be commander. 
Julian D. Wilson to be commander. 
Henry Y. McCown to be commander. 
Edward C. Forsyth to be lieutenant commander. 
Robert W. Bedilion to be lieutunant commander. 
Charles C. Phleger to be lieutenant commander. 
Calvin A. Walker, Jr., to be lieutenant. 
James E. Stevens to be lieutenant. 
John H. Ward, Jr., to be passed assistant surgeon. 
Ralph M. McComas to be passed assistant surgeon. 
Hobart T. McCrary to be chief machinist. 
Michael J. Hurley to be chief machinist. 
Samuel B. Neff to be chief machinist. 
Stephen Sekeres to be chief machinist. 
John J. O’Dea to be chief machinist. 
Paul C. Cottrell to be chief machinist. 
James H. Miller to be chief machinist. 
Robert H. Lynn to be chief machinist. 
Samuel C. Herrington to be chief machinist. 
Oscar D. Keeling to be chief pharmacist. 
George A. Miller to be chief pharmacist. 
Oscar Schneider to be passed assistant surgeon. 

PosTMASTERS 

COLORADO 

Roy Staley, Arvada. 
Joseph B. Sella, Estes Park. 
John F. Redman, Greeley. 
Thomas H. Hargreaves, Holyoke. 
Nicholas C. Huffaker, Hot Sulphur Springs. 
Robert E. McCunniff, La Jara. 
Frank Brady, Manassa. 
William B. Giacomini, Sterling. 
Oren E. Stallings, Yuma. 


CONNECTICUT 
Paul F. Sherran, Darien. 
MARYLAND 


Bushrod P. Nash, Brentwood. 
Frank Vodopivec, Jr., Kitzmiller. 
Ralph Sellman, Mount Airy. 
Charles L. Connell, Western Port. 
Charles W. Klee, Westminster. 
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MISSISSIPPI 
Harry L. Callicott, Coldwater. 
Finley B. Hewes, Gulfport. 
Johnnie L. Posey, Philadelphia, 
Leroy N. Mixon, Shubuta. 
Walter L. Collins, Union. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


MONDAY, MARCH 28, 1938 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., 
offered the following prayer: 


Our Father in Heaven, we wait these moments to offer 
Thee our tributes of praise and gratitude. Great is the 
Lord and greatly to be praised in the mount of His holiness. 
Teach us the gladness of a life responsible to Thy message 
through nature. The heavens declare the glory of God and 
the firmament showeth His handiwork. We pray that we 
may be enabled to enter into sympathetic relation with the 
garden, the field, woodland, and the glory of the out- 
stretched heavens. For these, O God, we voice our grati- 
tude. Today they are as new as the book of life; by these 
we are befriended, soothed, and nourished; Thy mercy never 
faileth. Unite our people in the common bonds of patriotic 
duty; may they love our country as never before. Infinite 
God, from yonder world we hear the sounds of chains and 
the moaning of Thy captive children. Unled, they are strug- 
gling in the wilderness. Thou who art the light of the world, 
dispel the darkness, break the chains, and set the captives 
free. May the loving care of Thy providence be round about 
our President, our Speaker, and the Congress, and give us 
great peace. In the name of our Savior. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of Friday, March 25, 1938, 
was read and approved, 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Frazier, its legislative 
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed without amend- 
ment bills and joint resolutions of the House of the follow- 
ing titles: 

H. R. 520. An act for the relief of the estate of Nick 
Gruyich; 

H. R. 592. An act for the relief of E. A. Caylor; 

H. R. 726. An act for the relief of the estate of Dessie 
Masterson; 

H. R. 734. An act for the relief of Joseph Pethersky; 

H. R. 842. An act for the relief of Theodore Bedard, Jr.; 

H. R. 1233. An act for the relief of employees of the In- 
dian Service for destruction by fire of personally owned 
property in Government quarters at the Pierre Indian School, 
South Dakota; 

H. R. 1547. An act to amend section 42 of the act of Con- 
gress entitled “An act to provide compensation for em- 
ployees of the United States suffering injuries while in the 
performance of their duties, and for other purposes,” ap- 
proved September 7, 1916, as amended; 

H. R. 1691. An act for the relief of Mary A. Maher; 

H. R. 2225. An act for the relief of Paul Burress; 

H. R. 2316. An act for the relief of Paul Brinza; 

H. R. 2841. An act for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. Virgil O. 
Powell and William Powell, a minor; 

H. R. 3204. An act for the relief of F. E. Booth Co.: 

H. R. 3253. An act for the relief of John Fitzgerald and 
J. R. Harper; 

H. R. 3703. An act for the relief of Carl J. Scheier; 

H. R. 3706. An act for the relief of Ella Goodwin; 

H. R. 3723. An act for the relief of Milton S. Merrill; 

H. R. 3757. An act for the relief of Rellie Dodgen and Anah 
Webb Lavery; 

H. R. 3786. An act providing for the allocation of net 
revenues of the Shoshone power plant of the Shoshone 
reclamation project in Wyoming; 
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H. R. 4020. An act for the relief of William R. Herrick; 

H. R. 4138. An act for the relief of George Miller, Jr., a 
minor; 

H. R. 4201. An act to create a board of inspectors, Bureau 
of Marine Inspection and Navigation, at Port Arthur, Tex.; 

H. R. 4370. An act for the relief of Tule Finkelstein; 

H. R. 4427. An act for the relief of Merritt Rea; 

H. R. 4493. An act for the relief of Charles N. Robinson; 

H. R. 4921. An act for the relief of Hugh Ray; 

H. R. 5104. An act for the relief of the Acme Wire and 
Iron Works; 

H. R. 5149. An act for the relief of John M. Fraley; 

H.R.5195. An act for the relief of G. F. Flanders and 
J. W. Talbert; 

H. R. 5249. An act for the relief of Lydia M. White; 

H. R. 5431. An act for the relief of Cyrus M. Lasher; 

H. R. 5449. An act for the relief of Harold Jacobson; 

H. R. 5562. An act for the relief of James Scherer, a minor; 

H. R. 5603. An act for the relief of Peter Sietsma; 

H. R. 5608. An act for the relief of Edward F. Cassidy; 

H. R. 5753. An act to authorize advance of the amounts 
due on delinquent homestead entries on certain Indian reser- 
vations; 

H. R. 5793. An act for the relief of Josephine Fontana; 

H.R.5905. An act for the relief of Doris A. Reese; 

H.R.5921. An act for the relief of the Board of County 
Commissioners of St. Johns County, Fla.; 

H. R. 6238. An act for the relief of J. C. Prosser; 

H. R. 6257. An act for the relief of Dr. G. A. Neal; 

H. R. 6397. An act for the relief of John W. Watson; 

H. R. 6471. An act for the relief of Ralph J. Neikirk; 

H. R. 6473. An act for the relief of Paul H. Brinson; 

H. R. 6574, An act for the relief of E. W. Ross; 

H. R. 6647. An act for the relief of B. W. Goodenough and 
wife, Katherine F. Goodenough, and son, Charles Good- 
enough; 

An act for the relief of J. H. Yelton; 
An act for the relief of Robert Landeau, a 


. An act for the relief of Robert McCoy, a minor; 
. An act for the relief of Mattie L. Carver; 
. An act for the relief of Lynn E. Barker; 

H. An act for the relief of Frank M. Gilbert; 

H. . An act for the relief of L. H. Dicke; 

H. R. 6999. An act for the relief of Artemisia Grant; 

H. R. 7158. An act to except yachts, tugs, towboats, and 
unrigged vessels from certain provisions of the act of June 25, 
1936, as amended; 

H. R. 7173. An act for the relief of G. D. Thornhill and 
James T. Rogers; 

H. R. 7245. An act for the relief of J. C. Jones; 

H. R. 7266. An act authorizing the State of Rhode Island, 
acting by and through the Jamestown Bridge Commission as 
an agency of the State, to construct, maintain, and operate 
a toll bridge across the west passage of Narragansett Bay 
between the towns of Jamestown and North Kingstown; 

H. R. 7277. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to 
refer the claim of the Menominee Tribe of Indians to the 
Court of Claims with the absolute right of appeal to the 
Supreme Court of the United States,” approved September 
3, 1935; 

H. R. 7678. An act for the relief of Carl Dement Weaver 
and Donaid W. Supernois; 

H. R. 7679. An act for the relief of Livvie V. Rowe; 

H. R. 7948. An act providing for the promotion of employ- 
ees in the customs field service; 

H. R. 8021. An act for the relief of Mrs. George Orr; 

H. R. 8236. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to exchange sites at Miami Beach, Dade County, Fla., 
for Coast Guard purposes; 

H. R. 8409. An act authorizing the State Highway Depart- 
ments of North Dakota and Minnesota and the Boards of 
County Commissioners of Traill County, N. Dak., and Nor- 
man County, Minn., to construct, maintain, and operate a 
free highway bridge across the Red River of the North be- 
tween Caledonia, N. Dak., and Shelly, Minn.; 
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H. R. 8460. An act to authorize the city of Vancouver, 
Wash., to construct and maintain a historical memoria] on 
the Vancouver Barracks Military Reservation, Wash.; 

H. R. 8623. An act authorizing the State Highway Depart- 
ments of North Dakota and Minnesota and the Boards of 
County Commissioners of Traill County, N. Dak., and Polk 
County, Minn., to construct, maintain, and operate a free 
highway bridge across the Red River of the North westerly 
of Nielsville, Minn.; 

H. R. 8817. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to 
authorize the construction of a Federal reclamation project 
to furnish a water supply for the lands of the Arch Hurley 
Conservancy District in New Mexico,” approved August 2, 
1937 (Public, No. 241); 

H. R. 8982. An act to amend Public Law No. 282, Seventy- 
fifth Congress, relative to the fisheries of Alaska; 

H. R. 9100. An act limiting the duties of the Chief Clerk 
and Chief Inspector of the Health Department of the District 
of Columbia; 

H. J. Res. 504. Joint resolution to authorize compacts or 
agreements between the States bordering on the Great Lakes 
with respect to fishing in the waters of the Great Lakes, and 
for other purposes; and 

H. J. Res. 567. Joint resolution to authorize and request 
the President of the United States to invite the International 
Seed Testing Association to. hold its ninth congress in the 
United States in 1940 and to invite foreign countries to 
participate in that congress; and also to provide for par- 
ticipation by the United States in that congress. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed, 
with amendments, in which the concurrence of the House 
is requested, bills and a joint resolution of the House of the 
following titles: 

H. R. 1948. An act. conferring jurisdiction upon the United 
States District. Court for the District of Massachusetts to 
hear, determine, and render judgment upon the claims of 
certain property owners within the Old Harbor Village area 
of Boston, Mass.; 

H. R. 2191. An act for the relief of Roberta Carr; 

H. R. 2362. An act for the relief of Henry M. Hyer; 

H. R. 2665. An act for the relief of W. D. Presley: 

H. R. 3915. An act conferring jurisdiction upon the United 
States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia to 
hear, determine, and render judgment upon the claim of 
the Tidewater Construction Corporation; 

H. R. 5338. An act for the relief of George Shade and Vava 
Shade; 

H.R.5731. An act for the relief of Ruth Rule, a minor; 

H.R.5737. An act to confer jurisdiction on the Court 
of Claims to hear, determine, and render judgment upon 
the claim of George W. Hall against the United States; 

H. R. 6370. An act for the relief of John Calareso, a 
minor; 

H. R. 6618. An act for the relief of Miriam Grant; 

H. R. 8524. An act authorizing the completion of the ex- 
isting project for the protection of the sea wall at Galveston 
Harbor, Tex.; and 

H. J. Res. 150. Joint resolution to permit a compact or 
agreement between the States of Idaho and Wyoming re- 
specting the disposition and apportionment of the waters of 
the Snake River and its tributaries, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed 
bills and joint resolutions of the following titles, in which 
the concurrence of the House is requested: 

S. 183. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
States of Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, and Wy- 
oming to negotiate and enter into a compact or agreement 
for division of the waters of the Little Missouri River: 

S. 531. An act to provide compensation for disability or 
death resulting from injury to employees of contractors on 
public buildings and public works; 

S. 865. An act for the relief of Alceo Govoni: 

S. 866. An act for the relief of the estate of James D. 
McEachern; 

S. 1220. An act for the relief of Josephine Russell; 

S. 1340. An act for the relief of A. D. Weikert; 
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S. 1701. An act for the relief of E. C. Beaver, who suf- 
fered loss on account of the Lawton (Okla.) fire, 1917; 

S. 1788. An act for the relief of William J. Schwarze; 

S. 1878. An act for the relief of Mary Way; 

S. 1987. An act for the relief of George J. Leatherwood; 

S. 2009. An act to authorize the payment of certain ob- 
ligations, contracted by the Perry’s Victory Memorial 
Commission; 

S. 2023. An act for the relief of Charles A. Rife; 

S. 2051. An act for the relief of John F. Fitzgerald; 

S. 2382. An act to amend the Judicial Code in respect to 
claims against the United States for just compensation; 

S. 2413. An act for the relief of the Boston City Hospital, 
Dr. Donald Munro, and others; 

S. 2505. An act for the relief of James J. Hogan; 

S. 2532. An act for the relief of Mrs. G. R. Syth; 

S. 2553. An act for the relief of E. E. Tillett; 

S. 2566. An act for the relief of the Blue Rapids Gravel 
Co., of Blue Rapids, Kans.; 

S. 2576. An act providing for the adjustment on the re- 
tired list of the Coast Guard of William Edward Reynolds; 

S. 2643. An act for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. James 
Crawford; 

S. 2655. An act for the relief of Lt. T. L. Bartlett; 

S. 2709. An act for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. Joseph 
Konderish; 

S. 2739. An act for the relief of Virgil D. Alden and others; 

S. 2742. An act for the relief of Mrs. C. Doorn; 

S. 2770. An act for the relief of Elizabeth F. Quinn and 
Sarah Ferguson; 

S.2798. An act for the relief of Edith Jennings and the 
legal guardian of Patsy Ruth Jennings; 

S. 2799. An act for the relief of George Marsh; 

S. 2802. An act for the relief of the legal guardian of Carl 
Orr, a minor; 

S. 2827. An act to authorize the purchase of certain lands 
for the Apache Tribe of the Mescalero Reservation, N. Mex.; 

S. 2870. An act for the relief of Margaret Turney and 
Bertha Turney LaMotte, heirs of Theresa Turney; 

S. 2876. An act for the relief of Mark H. Doty; 

S. 2883. An act for the relief of George H. Lowe, Jr.; 

S. 2890. An act for the relief of the parents of Clarence 
Daniel; : 

S. 2895. An act for the relief of Leona Draeger; 

S. 2900. An act to establish a fund for the insurance of 
mortgages securing loans for the construction or recondi- 
tioning of domestic floating property used for commercial 
purposes; 

S. 2920. An act for the relief of J. Harry Walker; 

S. 2956. An act for the relief of Orville D. Davis; 

S. 2966. An act authorizing the Comptroller General to 
settle and adjust the claim of H. W. Adelberger, Jr.; 

S. 2979. An act for the relief of Glenn Morrow; 

S. 2985. An act for the relief of John F. Fahey, United 
States Marine Corps, retired; 

S. 2986. An act to amend section 6 of the act approved 
May 27, 1936 (49 U. S. Stat. L. 1380) ; 

S. 3002. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury 
to make settlement with the holders of certain unpaid notes 
and warrants of the Verde River Irrigation and Power Dis- 
trict; 

S. 3052. An act to provide for the punishment of persons 
transporting stolen animals in interstate commerce, and for 
other purposes; 

S. 3056. An act for the relief of Dorothy Anne Walker, a 
minor; 

S. 3057. An act for the relief of John Fanning; 

S. 3063. An act for the relief of Maria Bartolo; 

S. 3064. An act for the relief of George Henry Levins; 

S. 3079. An act for the relief cf George W. Breckenridge: 

S. 3081. An act authorizing the Secretary of Commerce to 
grant to the city of Fargo, N. Dak., an easement over a 
certain tract of land owned by the United States; 

S. 3095. An act authorizing the Secretary of War to grant 
to the Coos County Court of Coquille, Oreg., and the State 
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of Oregon an easement with respect to certain lands for 
highway purposes; 

S. 3096. An act to amend section 35 of the Criminal Code, 
as amended (U. S. C., title 18, sec. 82), relating to purloin- 
ing, stealing, or injuring property of the United States; 

S.3102. An act for the relief of the estate of Raquel 
Franco; 

S.3103. An act for the relief of the Comision Mixta De- 
marcadora de Limites Entre Colombia y Panama; 

S. 3111. An act for the relief of the estate of Lillie Liston 
and Mr. and Mrs. B. W. Trent; 

S. 3126. An act authorizing the Secretary of War to convey 
a certain parcel of land in Tillamook County, Oreg., to the 
State of Oregon to be used for highway purposes; 

S. 3130. An act for the relief of W. O. West; 

S. 3144. An act for the relief of Harry Hume Ainsworth; 

S. 3147. An act for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. S. A. Felsen- 
thal, Mr. and Mrs. Sam Friedlander, and Mrs. Gus Levy; 

S. 3149. An act authorizing the Interstate Bridge Com- 
mission of the State of New York and the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania to reconstruct, maintain, and operate a free 
highway bridge across the Delaware River between points in 
the city of Port Jervis, Orange County, N. Y., and the bor- 
ough of Matamoras, Pike County, Pa.; 

S. 3150. An act for the relief of Ernest S. Frazier; 

S. 3160. An act to provide for the exchange of land in the 
Territory of Alaska; 

S.3166. An act to amend section 2139 of the Revised Stat- 
utes, as amended; 

S. 3189. An act for the relief of Earle Embrey; f 

S. 3207. An act authorizing the Comptroller General to 
settle and adjust the joint claim of the Federal Land Bank 
of Berkeley, Calif., and A. E. Colby; 

S. 3213. An act to amend the act entitled “An act author- 
izing the Oregon-Washington Board of Trustees to construct, 
maintain, and operate a toll bridge across the Columbia 
River at Astoria, Clatsop County, Oreg.” approved June 13, 
1934, as amended; 

S. 3215. An act for the relief of Griffith L. Owens; 

S. 3220. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury 
to transfer the title and all other interests in the old tower 
clock from the Escambia County Courthouse Building, ac- 
quired by the Government by deed, to the Pensacola Histori- 
cal Society of Pensacola, Escambia County, Fla.; 

S. 3227. An act for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. Chester A. 
Smith; 

S. 3242. An act to aid in providing a permanent mooring 
for the battleship Oregon; 

S. 3263. An act for the relief of the State of Georgia; 

S. 3272. An act to clarify the status of pay and allowances 
under the provisions of the act of September 3, 1919; 

S. 3300. An act for the relief of Pearl Bundy; 

S. 3304. An act to promote air commerce by providing for 
the closing of Military Road; 

S. 3330. An act to amend section 3 of the act of May 27, 
1936 (49 Stat. 1381), entitled “An act to provide for a change 
in the designation of the Bureau of Navigation and Steam- 
boat Inspection, to create a marine casualty investigation 
board and increase efficiency in administration of the steam- 
boat inspection laws, and for other purposes”; 

S. 3351. An act to amend the act of March 4, 1915, as 
amended, the act of June 23, 1936, section 4551 of the Revised 
Statutes of the United States, as amended, and for other 
purposes; 

S. 3352. An act for the relief of W. Cooke; 

S. 3365. An act for the relief of Joseph D. Schoolfield; 

S. 3400. An act to extend from June 16, 1938, to June 16, 
1939, the pericd within which loans made prior to June 16, 
1933, to executive officers of member banks of the Federal 
Reserve System may be renewed or extended; 

S. 3410. An act for the relief of Miles A. Barclay; 

S. 3459. An act to authorize the Secretary of War to ac- 
quire by donation land at or near Fort Missoula, Mont., for 
target range, military, or other public purposes; 
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S. 3464. An act to extend the Metlakahtla Indians’ Citizen- 
ship Act; 

S. 3512. An act for the relief of Elizabeth Cory; 

S. 3532. An act to extend the times for commencing and 
completing the construction of a bridge across the Missouri 
River at or near Randolph, Mo.; 

S. 3543. An act authorizing the Comptroller General of the 
United States to settle and adjust the claim of Earle 
Lindsey; 

S. 3573. An act for the relief of William J. Pitochelli; 

S. 3584. An act for the relief of G. E. Maxwell; 

S. 3590. An act to amend an act entitled An act for mak- 
ing further and more effectual provision for the national 
defense, and for other purposes,” approved June 3, 1916, as 
amended by the act of June 4, 1920, so as to make available 
certain other officers for General Staff duty; 

S. 3629. An act to authorize attendance of Philippine Army 
personnel at service schools of the United States Army; 

S. J. Res. 201. Joint resolution for the relief of certain 
persons conducting farming operations whose crops were 
destroyed by hailstorms; 

S. J. Res. 247. Joint resolution authorizing William Bowie, 
captain (retired), United States Coast and Geodetic Survey, 
Department of Commerce, to accept and wear decoration of 
the Order of Orange Nassau, bestowed by the Government 
of the Netherlands; 

S. J. Res. 253. Joint resolution extending for 2 years the 
time within which American claimants may make applica- 
tion for payment, under the Settlement of War Claims Act 
of 1928, of awards of the Mixed Claims Commission and the 
Tripartite Claims Commission, and extending until March 
10, 1940, the time within which Hungarian claimants may 
make application for payment, under the Settlement of 
War Claims Act of 1928, of awards of the War Claims 
Arbiter; 

S. J. Res. 256. Joint resolution to amend the joint resolu- 
tion entitled “Joint resolution making funds available for 
the control of incipient or emergency outbreaks of insect 
pests or plant diseases, including grasshoppers, Mormon 
crickets, and chinch bugs,” approved April 6, 1937; 

S. J. Res. 269. Joint resolution to authorize the Post- 
master General to withhold the awarding of contracts for a 
period of 60 days; and 

S. J. Res. 277. Joint resolution creating a special joint 
congressional committee to make an investigation of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. 

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to the 
amendments of the House to a bill of the Senate of the 
following title: 

S. 1945. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to grant concessions on reservoir sites and other lands in 
connection with Federal Indian irrigation projects wholly or 
partly Indian, and to lease the lands in such reserves for 
agricuitural, grazing, and other purposes. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed, 
with an amendment, in which the concurrence of the House 
is requested, a bill of the House of the following title: 

H. R. 9915. An act to amend the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the Senate insists upon 
its amendment to the foregoing bill, requests a conference 
with the House thereon, and appoints Mr. SMITH, Mr. BANK- 
HEAD, and Mr. FRAZIER to be the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The message also announced that the Vice President had 
appointed Mr. BARKLEY and Mr. Gisson members of the 
joint select committee on the part of the Senate, as pro- 
vided for in the act of February 16, 1889, as amended by the 
act of March 2, 1895, entitled “An act to authorize and pro- 
vide for the disposition of useless papers in the executive 
departments,“ for the disposition of executive papers in the 
following departments: The Department of Agriculture, 
Civil Service Commission, the Panama Canal, Home Owners’ 
Loan Corporation. 
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SUNDRY MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Sundry messages in writing from the President of the 
United States were communicated to the House by Mr. Latta, 
one of his secretaries, who also informed the House that on 
March 28, 1938, the President approved and signed a bill 
and a joint resolution of the House of the following titles: 

H. R. 8947. An act making appropriations for the Treasury 
and Post Office Departments for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1939, and for other purposes; and 

H. J. Res. 468. Joint resolution to dedicate the month of 
April in each year to a voluntary national program for the 
control of cancer. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

THE PRIVATE CONTROL OF PUBLIC CURRENCY—THE INVENTION AND 
USE OF MONEY 

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Mr. Speaker and fellow Members 
of Congress, I have planned and prepared this series of radio 
addresses to reach you in your homes for more deliberate 
consideration of what I believe is the most vital problem that 
has come before us, this Congress, or which will come before 
us, this Congress. 

We are again in the midst of still another economic depres- 
sion. The world panic brought upon the nations following 
the great World War has left the people writhing in want, 
suffering, and distress, and to give up their liberties and forms 
of government for a mess of pottage of temporary relief. 

If recovery from this and the 1929 depression is allowed to 
be prolonged or further delayed, we will be threatened in 
this country with the same calamities and disasters. If the 
people are left suffering and in distress, with nothing to lose 
and everything to gain, we cannot predict the fate of the 
future. 

From my study of current history and the economic con- 
ditions of the times I am impressed with the imperative ne- 
cessity of the immediate consideration of some measure for 
relief and to remove the cause, and upon which prompt action 
can be taken and carried into effect before adjournment. 

This reform in the control of money and industry is cer- 
tain to come sooner or later. The only uncertainty is the 
time of its coming—is whether in time to save the people 
from insolvency, bankruptcy, and despair, or will it be post- 
poned further and delayed and left to undermine our insti- 
tutions of peace and civil life. 

This is no time for sparring among politicians in Con- 
gress or elsewhere in the country, in dealing with this and the . 
1929 panics, for political hedging for advantages. This is a 
time for calm, deliberate consideration of the cause of de- 
pressions and the remedy, promptly without hesitation or 
delay. 

First, the problem, the major problem, is the problem of 
the regulation of money, of the private or public control of 
the currency, the control by private interests or the Govern- 
ment, and I wish first to call your attention to some of the 
vital and important uses of money in the conduct of our 
industrial affairs. 

It was early in the dawn of human history when man first 
awoke, conscious of his being, that he was made to realize 
the advantages of working together with his fellow man. 
And Mother Necessity, ever mindful and watchful of the in- 
terests and welfare of her children, invented money to work 
out their destiny together. 

And it was the progressive impulse of the resourceful human 
mind that developed the crude money materials from com- 
modities in barter and exchange, into tokens and symbols 
of value, making goods and the services of men conveniently 
convertible into other goods and services and facilitating 
their transfer for exchange. 
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It was the invention and use of money that made possible 
our civilization and paved the way for human progress, and 
the flickering lights, flaring up along the pathway of men 
groping through the shadows of the early morning twilight 
of human history, have marked the periods of the use of 
money. 

It was the lights of money fading out with the failure and 
disappearing supply of gold and silver, then the only money 
materials, that left the people groping in the dark ages until 
the discovery of gold and silver in the New World, and the 
invention of paper money as a medium of exchange, lifted 
the shadows of that long night, for the returning footsteps 
of human progress. 

Money is as vital to industry and civilization as light, air, 
or water to the body. A partial failure or interference of the 
supply of light, air, or water, would impair and disorder the 
body, and a part failure or interference with the free flow of 
the money supply will impair, slow down, and disorganize 
the conduct of industry and the forms of civilization. 

With a total failure of the supply of light, air, or water, 
the body would dwarf and perish. And so, with a total fail- 
ure of the supply of money, civilization and industry would 
fall, crumble, and decay, and men would be driven back to 
the caves to clothe themselves with the skins of animals and 
to live again their crude and primitive lives. 

Money is the basis of all social relations, of the institu- 
tions of peace and civil life, and all the charities that soothe 
and heal and bless, and all the orders of civilization itself 
would languish, fail, dwarf, and disappear if money in all 
its forms for exchange was destroyed, withheld, or with- 
drawn from use. 

Money is the one invention of man which lifted him above 
mere animal existence, and made his progress and advance- 
ment possible, and opened the way for him to progress 
further in his march to the higher planes and goals of our 
present exalted civilization. 

Looking back, down, and through the fading shadows of 
the morning twilight of human history, we see men moving 
in the flickering lights of the crude forms of primitive money, 
coming up from their benighted state to the higher planes 
of human life gradually with the development of money. 

Industry is men working together, producing as experts 
together, performing services as specialists together, and ex- 
changing their services or what they produce for other serv- 
ices and what others produce, and all together as specialists 
and experts multiplying production and efficiency in service 
for the greater well-being of all. 

Industry is men working together, moving along in har- 
monious undertaking, each producing for all or some part, 
and each taking or sharing his part, and which marks the 
difference in the social state of civilization and human prog- 
ress, from squalid life and bare existence. 

Money alone made industry possible, made possible for men 
to work together. Industry is built upon and founded upon 
the use of money for exchange of services and commodities. 
No industry could exist or progress without money. Without 
money, all industry would stop, stand still. Men would be 
compelled to separate and work alone and go back to the 
caves from whence they came. 

A want, scarcity, or partial failure of money, or an insuffi- 
cient volume of supply of money for the exchange of prod- 
ucts and services for men will stagnate and slow down and 
disorganize industry, which we call a panic or an industrial 
depression, followed with unemployment and failure of con- 
sumption and with want and suffering in the midst of plenty 
and abundance. 

But a total failure of the supply of money would com- 
pletely disorganize and destroy all industry, would make it 
impossible for men to work together, would close down every 
factory, mill, and workshop, would drive men out of their 
homes to go back and peer out from the caves of the earth, 
wearing skins of animals for clothing. 

Before the invention of money men were compelled to 
produce and provide for all their own needs, each for himself. 
They could not specialize as experts in any one line of serv- 
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ice or production and obtain their own needs from other 
men nor supply other men with their services or products. 

They were compelled to produce each and every article 
for themselves which they needed and required to use and 
to perform for themselves every service necessary for them 
to live. They were forced to be jacks-of-all-trades and 
could be master of none. They could not specialize to be- 
come skilled or proficient in any one art, trade, line, or 
calling. 

In this way they could make little or no progress or ad- 
vancement. They could only provide enough to exist. Com- 
pelled to divide their time and labor in producing many 
articles or performing different services, they could not 
develop skill in any production nor become proficient in 
any one line of service. 

Thus, each compelled to provide every article and service, 
men could live little better than some of the animals which 
store up their food in season and find caves for their shelter 
from the elements. With men compelled to work separately 
and provide for themselves every necessity and service with 
his own hands and labor human progress would have been 
impossible or long delayed. 

There could be no skilled carpenters or masons to build 
the houses for comfort and shelter; there could be no 
skilled weavers of cloth to cover and protect the body from 
the elements. There could be no men to devote themselves 
to medicine and surgery to remedy bodily ills, disorders, and 
disease, nor to develop the uplifting sciences and the arts. 

There could be no men to specialize as dentists to care 
for the teeth; there could be no men to prepare themselves 
as educators to impart knowledge of the world and the 
forces around and about them; there could be no men to 
study as astronomers to take their bearings in the realms of 
space. 

Men could not have worked together, each specializing as 
an expert to become skilled and proficient in any certain line, 
trade, calling, or endeavor to enable them to provide more 
and better of all the comforts and conveniences of life. They 
could not have performed services and produced together. 
They could not have worked together in a system of industry. 

Men would have gone on competing with the animals about 
them, overcoming them and wearing their skins, overcoming 
them and driving them out of the caves and making their 
dens their homes; overcoming them and living off of their 
flesh, or taking the natural foods away from them, much as 
one superior or stronger animal overcomes another. 

Men could not work together as specialists and experts to 
become skilled and proficient in any one certain line, trade, 
calling, or endeavor to enable them to provide more and better 
of all the necessaries, comforts, and conveniences of life. 
They could not provide skilled services or superior products, 
they could not work together in a system of industry. 

There could have been no system of free, competitive in- 
dustry under which men as individuals could have developed 
from their own initiative, could progress as free moral agents, 
could be architects of their own fortunes, could live their own 
lives and make their own world around them. 

It was alone the invention and use of money as a means 
or medium of exchange which enabled men to exchange their 
services and what they produced for other services and what 
others produced, and thereby enabling each to avail himself 
of both the use of his own services, and the services and 
products of other men as well. 

It was the invention of money alone that brought about 
the change of man, that made it possible for men to specialize 
as skilled experts in different lines, trades, and callings, 
enabling men to provide more and better of all the neces- 
saries, comforts, and conveniences of life. 

It was alone the invention of money that enabled men to 
work together under a specialized working system, with men 
devoting themselves to one line of work to become proficient 
in production or in rendering services for themselves and 
their fellow men and lifting all to a higher plane of life. 

All industry was developed with the use of money. It has 
suffered impairment and stagnation with the failure or inter- 
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ference with money. Industry has followed up with pros- 
perity, with the normal increase and stabilization of money, 
and it has followed down to the depths of impairment and 
stagnation with the failure or perverted use of money. 

There are some other phases of the uses served by money 
involved in the conduct of our industrial system, which has 
become a part of our social life and which can be better 
understood from a history of the growth of money, the 
changes in its development, and to which I may wish to refer 
later, and for this purpose I wish to explain here. 

Money is not a deliberate creation. Money is a growth and 
development with time, coming up in progress for long cen- 
turies, changing from its early created forms as the mode of 
living changed; developing gradually, one step at a time, 
until today it has assumed the use and character as an exact 
science for study and application. 

The use of money was developed from the exchange of 
goods and commodities, and from the use of certain goods and 
commodities more convenient for exchange than others, such 
as gold and silver and the precious metals. But cattle, sheep, 
and horses have been used, and early in this country hoop 
holes and tobacco were used. 

If a planter wanted to exchange his hogs for certain goods 
owned by a man who did not want hogs but wanted to ex- 
change his goods for cows, then the hog raiser would first 
exchange for cows and then exchange the cows for the gocds 
he wanted to use. 

Thus it was gradually found that there were certain goods 
wanted by everybody, as in early times everybody wanted cows. 
So it was learned to exchange first for cows and then the cows 
could be exchanged with everybody and anybody for any goods 
that others produced for general use. 

Man was early attracted by the glare and glitter of gold, 
silver, and the precious metals, and came to adore and 
worship them, and gods and idols were made from them. 
And learning that everybody wanted gold and silver and 
their desirability and small bulk for convenience, led them 
to be used first for general exchange knowing that they 
could be exchanged for other articles. 

But all these original money materials have been finally 
abandoned for use and paper money substituted instead. 
Gold, the last of the money materials containing intrinsic 
value within itself has now been abandoned by all the 
nations, either for use as money or for a standard, and it is 
only used as other goods and commodities to settle balances 
of trade between nations. 

Before there were any stable governments to guarantee 
the value of money, money was required to guarantee itself 
by containing value within itself. But since the establish- 
ment of stable governments, money as value within itself is 
not required and paper money has served the use better. 

The use of money has developed many uses other than 
the need for exchange, including a measure of value, a 
storage for hoarding and holding value, and it has made 
possible and practical for men to specialize in a multiplicity 
of callings, but none of which I can dwell upon here, 

The value of money within itself, such as gold, silver, and 
the precious metals, which was once necessary to make 
money pass, has become the curse and evil of money, caus- 
ing such money to be hoarded as savings and taken out of 
use and circulation, and creating a scarcity of money for use, 

But the intrinsic value of money, money with value within 
itself, which was necessary in ancient times to make an 
article or commodity pass as money, has in modern times, 
under stable governments, not only made intrinsic value 
within itself unnecessary but destroys its use as money. 

It was the intrinsic value of gold before there were stable 
governments, as well as its small bulk and convenience, that 
made gold desirable for money. But today, in modern times, 
it has been because of this value within itself that has 
destroyed its use for money. 

The intrinsic value of gold, or the value of gold within itself, 
has made it subject to hoarding, subject to use for storing or 
holding value that has caused its abandonment for money. 
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It could serve both the use for storage and at the same time 
serve the use and pass as money, 

In closing this first address I want to leave with you to hold 
in mind that industry is men working together; that it was 
the invention of money that made industry possible, possible 
for men to exchange their services and what they produced 
for others’ services and what others produced. 

And every interference or interruption of the free use of 
money in industry will interfere and interrupt the progress 
of industry; that a part failure of the supply of money will 
bring a like failure of industry; and that a total want or 
failure of money will compel men to separate and destroy all 
industry. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. DRIVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp and include therein a short 
resolution from the legislature of my State of Arkansas. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp on parking meters and 
insert certain letters I have received on that subject. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION BILL, 1939 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to take from the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 8837) making 
appropriations for the Executive Office and sundry inde- 
pendent executive bureaus, boards, commissions, and offices, 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for other pur- 
poses, with Senate amendments, insist on the disagreement 
of the House to the Senate amendments, and agree to the 
further conference asked by the Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Virginia? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none and appoints the following conferees: Messrs. 
Wooprum, JOHNSON of Oklahoma, FITZPATRICK, JOHNSON of 
West Virginia, Houston, WIGGLESworTH, and DIRKSEN. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. DIES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my remarks in the Record by including a letter I wrote 
to Secretary Hull. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Speaker, my office has been flooded 
with telegrams and letters against the reorganization bill 
which I understand is coming up in the Senate today. 

With the majority of the people in my district, I am op- 
posed to the reorganization bill and to political dictators in 
Philadelphia, Harrisburg, Washington, and abroad. [Ap- 
plause.] 

I left Ireland 35 years ago because my people then had 
ho voice in their government. If this bill passes, the Con- 
gress of the United States will be a glorified Charlie Mc- 
Carthy [laughter], which I am sure the people of my dis- 
trict and the United States do not want. I, personally, do 
not want any strings attached to me. [Applause.] 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to proceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection, 
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Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, our President seems 
bound to embroil us in European entanglements. He now 
is asking the people of the United States to make a haven 
here for those who are undesirable to European dictators. 
He bases his appeal on sympathy and charity. 

He expects Americans to finance this movement, which 
will bring into our midst this great group made up of many 
races, creeds, and nationalities, and from many countries. 
They will share jobs with our 15,000,000 jobless and share 
food with our 20,000,000 on relief. 

He has committed the people of the United States to this 
program without consulting them or their representatives 
in Congress. When he gave out to the nations of Europe 
the startling invitation to participate with him in removing 
from Europe these thousands of political refugees he 
launched on a program unprecedented in our history. 

Naturally European nations shout their approval of a 
program whereby the United States assumes Europe’s most 
pressing political and economic burden. 

This should not be done. We cannot afford it. It is not 
fair to our people. Neither to those who have nor to those 
millions who have not and who themselves need sympathy 
and charity. 

To do what he proposes he must violate the immigration 
policies under which the Nation is supposed to have been 
operating for the last 7 or 8 years. He says he proposes 
not to go beyond fixed quotas. For years the policy has 
been to stay within 10 percent of quotas. If he gives Mme. 
Perkins a free hand she will lay down the bars and thou- 
sands will enter contrary to the spirit of the law. She can 
do this by a liberal interpretation and exercise of the pro- 
vision of the law admitting visitors and students and busi- 
nessmen. Likewise she can remove restrictions as to liability 
to become a public charge and remove other restrictions. 
We are treading on dangerous ground when we deviate from 
our well-settled course which the people have approved. 

Shall all refugees be permitted to come? If not, why not? 
If only certain classes, then who? Shall the most distressed, 
such as the wounded and maimed Spanish or the suffering 
Chinese come? No; who then? Shall the epileptic; the sick; 
the incompetent; the lame and the blind, and all those whe 
are least able to care for themselves against the cruelties of 
the dictatorships? No; these cannot be reached under the 
law. The chances are that many from all these groups will 
come, but not lawfully. Then who shall come? Those who 
have financial and political influence and those who will be 
physically fit. They will be able to take the places of our 
men and women in commercial and industrial activities and 
probably at low wages if necessary. 

When this great crowd of refugees is brought here it must 
be remembered that they come for permanent residence. We 
will never be able to deport them. Why? For the simple 
reason that there will be no place to which they can be 
deported. Nobody will take them back. 

Neither our financial nor our economic structure, strained 
to the limit as it is, can stand this additional strain. The 
man looking for a job should not be put into further compe- 
tition with this additional group. The family on relief should 
not be expected to divide its already meager allotment with 
another family, especially one from a foreign country. 

The President has gone on a visionary excursion into the 
warm fields of altruism. He forgets the cold winds of poverty 
and penury that are sweeping over the “one-third” of our 
people who are ill-clothed, ill-housed, and ill-fed. 

With actual death-dealing red warfare being carried on 
between two great nations off to the west of us, and with 
rumors of wars coming to us every day from Europe—a 
veritable powder keg—why should we project ourselves into 
this danger? 

Without regard to party affiliation, without regard to sec- 
tionalism, but with full regard to the safety and best interests 
of our counry, all of us must agree that we are confronted 
with great social, economic, and financial problems that have 
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to date defied solution. Our own people are despairing. Our 
own people are suffering. Why add to our troubles and 
threaten our very existence? 

The present administration, under persistent pressure from 
certain groups outside of the Government and from Mme. 
Perkins and her group within the Government, has yielded 
ground in the settled policy of restrictive immigration. This 
opportunity has come to them because of the failure of Con- 
gress to do its full duty. At the present time, under the 
present quota laws, each European nation is allowed a set 
quota. The Asiatic and African countries have no quotas. 
They are generally inadmissible. The countries of the West- 
ern Hemisphere have no quotas. General laws as to health 
and criminal records are observed as to immigrants from 
Western Hemisphere countries. The quotas of European 
countries are as follows: 


Visas issued against annual quota 
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When the depression of 1929 came down upon us and the 
economic conditions being very bad in all the countries of the 
world, it became evident that we were bound to further re- 
strict immigration. To this end, a bill introduced by myself 
was reported by the Committee on Immigration. It provided 
a reduction of 90 percent of all European quotas and set a 
quota on all the countries of the Western Hemisphere. That 
bill passed the House by an overwhelming majority. It failed 
to receive consideration in the Senate merely because of a 
filibuster. 

Because of this failure President Hoover requested the De- 
partment of State to enforce the law more rigidly, especially 
the clause prohibiting entry if there was any probability of 
the applicant becoming a public charge. This additional 
rigidity of enforcement resulted in a general reduction of 90 
percent, 

When President Roosevelt came to the Presidency he con- 
tinued this policy. It was relaxed in many instances over the 
protest of many Congressmen. From January 1, 1937, it 
has been quietly relaxed, with the result that immigration 
in 1937 showed nearly a hundred percent increase from 
some countries. This increase was very much larger from 
Germany and Poland than from any other countries. The 
total increase of aliens entering in 1937 over 1936 was 22 
percent. 

Since January 1937, there has been a great relaxation in 
the restrictive policy by the administration. This is not com- 
mon knowledge, as the administration has without doubt 
shunned giving publicity to its activities in this respect. This 
relaxation has been noticeable in many respects, The ad- 
ministration has repeatedly attempted to pass the Kerr- 
Coolidge bill, and later the Dies bill. Both of these bills 
sought to confer much greater discretion upon the Secretary 
of Labor. She was anxious to have the power reposed in her 
to practically determine who should be deported and who 
should not be deported. She was much more interested in 
the power to determine who should not be deported than she 
was in the power to determine who should be deported. 
These bills have never passed Congress. The attitude of the 
Secretary of Labor no doubt has had a great deal of influence 
on the President in that he too has reflected her sentiments 
and the sentiments of some of those who live in large centers 
of population where the percentage of foreign born is high. 

The tendency of the Secretary of Labor to want to let down 
the bars and admit aliens more freely is reflected in the large 
increase in immigrants of all classes in the past 5 years. 
Especially is this true in 1937 and 1938. For in January 
1937, a new policy was quietly put into effect. Before that 
time the “liable to become a public charge” clause was en- 
forced on the theory that because of the depression and un- 
employment in our country any alien without separate means 
of support would be liable to become a public charge if he 
had to depend on his work or did not have a relative here 
legally able to support him. - This interpretation was changed 
on January 1, 1937. This change was to make the admissions 
much easier. 

Immigration from Great Britain, Ireland, Scandinavia, and 
France has changed but little, while the immigration from 
Germany and Poland has increased very greatly. It will 
be near the quota limit this year. 

There is a fertile field for violation of the immigration 
laws in the provision of the law which permits the unlimited 
admission outside the quotas of visitors, tourists, business- 
men, students, and so forth. In 1937 there were 92,613 
admitted in this category. This number, plus the number 
who came in illegally makes quite an army. There is no 
limit to which this class can be increased. Many of these 
lose themselves in the population and are never deported. 
And again there are many who marry purposely to compli- 
cate and defeat deportation. 

From all this it can easily be seen that there is room for 
the suspicion that some authorities in the Government would 
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welcome the admission of these additional thousands that the 
President proposes to admit, and would welcome them for 
reasons other than charity or sympathy. There is no doubt 
that many more will be admitted under this policy than the 
average person thinks. When the President says that ad- 
missions will all be within the quotas, he is wittingly or 
unwittingly giving the impression that the number will not 
be increased beyond the number which has been the practical 
quota from 1929 to 1937. As a matter of fact, an increase 
from the practical quota to the actual legal quota will in 
some cases be an increase of 900 percent. 

When the President starts on this new policy he will be 
starting on an unprecedented program. Nothing like it was 
ever thought of in the whole history of the Nation. During 
the Civil War the Government encouraged immigration, but 
not in the proposed manner. When we finance the importa- 
tion of thousands of persons into our midst that are practi- 
cally drawn from foreign lands, we will in effect demoralize 
our whole immigration system. Our country has been the 
model of all other countries in immigration matters; we have 
been pioneers; we founded our selective system fairly and 
scientifically. Millions of our people have gone through our 
immigration and naturalization processes proudly and are 
proud of their citizenship. They consider it a prize posses- 
sion. Many others would like to have citizenship who cannot 
get it for some reason or other, yet would make good citizens. 
All of these had probable deportation hanging over their 
heads during their probationary period. In a way they 
served their apprenticeship. They now are full-fledged citi- 
zens. They feel that they have in a way earned their citizen- 
ship. How will they feel when they see these thousands 
practically paid to become citizens? In fact these new 
thousands need not bother with securing citizenship. They 
need never fear deportation. The agitator can bring his 
soap box with him and perch himself on it the minute he 
lands in New York. What will it better the situation by 
saying that these new aliens must be vouched for financially? 
To whom will they be vouched for? And after they are here 
what can we do about it if they seek the jobs of our own 
people? If they break all our laws we cannot deport them. 
If they sit down and refuse to work we can do nothing less 
than feed them, as would be our Christian duty. I, for one, 
shall maintain that we treat them decently as human beings 
should be treated if they are brought here. 

In view of the terrible condition in which our country finds 
itself now, it seems to me that we are taking a terribly dan- 
gerous course in proposing to bring these thousands upon 
thousands to our shores. In the name of humanity, what 
will we say to the fifteen million looking for work? What 
will we say to the mother who wrote me yesterday, when she 
said that her husband was ill and that her son, able to work, 
could find none, and that they were allowed $1.80 per week 
for herself and her sick husband and their eight children? 

If we could wipe out all misery and anguish in the world 
by carrying out this plan there would be reason for it. If 
we are to continue to give away our markets as we have been 
doing, and to give away our national heritage as we have 
been doing; if we are to continue mounting deficits and 
changing methods and usurpation of authority, and are 
ready to throw our national future into common com- 
munism with all the world then this is a step in that 
direction. 

What will be the psychological effect on the dictator of 
Soviet Russia if we open our doors to those whom he knows 
are in bitter opposition to him and his plans? Likewise 
what will be the effect on the dictators of Germany and 
Italy? It would be much better for us to vote a huge appro- 
priation to takes these people to some uncongested section 
of the world and thereby help them to help themselves. 
Their presence in our country is sure to arouse enmity and 
suspicion that may prove very disastrous to us. Why not 
suggest to all these European countries, for practically all of 
them owe us huge sums, that we will credit them the amount 
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necessary to transport these people to some country with 
plenty of frontiers which need to be developed? 

Mr. Speaker, we have had enough experience with these 
European countries to know that we will get the worst of 
this deal. We always get the worst of it even when we 
are trying to save ourselves from them. In this new proposal 
we are attempting to save them from themselves. When 
we virtually throw ourselves at them we are sure to come 
out of it as we would expect a lamb to come out if it were 
thrown to the wolves. Washington admonished us to be- 
ware of foreign entangling alliances. More, we should be- 
ware of forcing ourselves into such alliances. Especially is 
this true at this time when all signs indicate that it is only 
a question of a short time until Europe will be engaged in 
another war. If there is any sentiment in America that is 
universal, it is the sentiment against our getting into an- 
other world war. 

Mr. Speaker, God forbid that I have anything but the 
best interest of my country at heart when I present these 
arguments. I hope that we can chart a course free from the 
reefs of trouble. We are out of trouble. Why not stay out? 
[Applause.] 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my remarks in the Recorp on the subject of Gov- 
ernment loans to business and to include correspondence be- 
tween myself and constituents, and certain excerpts. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

REORGANIZATION BILL 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to proceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, I make this re- 
quest in order to say that I have received as high as 1,000 
letters from my district in one day protesting against the 
reorganization bill. The people of my district are opposed 
to it, and I am answering those letters as rapidly as I can. 
The people of this country fear a dictatorship, a fear that 
is well founded. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to in- 
clude a short article on the proposed dam at Gilbertsville, 
Ky. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr: VOORHIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my remarks and to include therein a very brief 
editorial from one of the newspapers of my district upon the 
excellent work done by the W. P. A. in connection with the 
recent flood in California. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. IGLESIAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to refer to laws 
pertaining to Puerto Rico. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

REORGANIZATION BILL 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to pro- 
ceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I have noticed several articles 
in the newspapers this morning about Congress receiving 
telegrams protesting the reorganization under his plan, and 
have heard much about Members of Congress receiving many 
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letters in reference to the reorganization bill giving more 
power to the President. I have not received very many in 
opposition, and the reason I believe that I have not received 
them is because the people of my district know that I am not 
for any reorganization bill that is going to place the power 
of the Congress in the hands of the President of the United 
States. We have already been too liberal in this respect, 
I think it is constitutionally wrong, and I think that every 
Member of Congress and the people of this Nation will regret 
the day when they place more power in the hands of the 
President of the United States. What we should do is to 
cancel the power already given him. Let us obey our oath 
and let Congress function under the Constitution. Preserve 
our form of government and do it now. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania has expired. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Speaker, on March 2 I obtained 
unanimous consent to include a certain historical document 
in an extension of my remarks in the Recorp written nearly 
100 years ago, which never has been before printed. Since 
that time the distinguished gentleman who sent it to me, 
Mr. T. C. Thompson, has died. I ask that permission again, 
as of this date, so that I may place in the Recorp some refer- 
ence to this distinguished citizen of Tennessee. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


RECIPROCAL~TRADE AGREEMENTS 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks and to include as 
a part of my remarks a letter which I received from the 
President of the United States enclosing a copy of a letter 
which Mr. Secretary Hull wrote to 15 members of the New 
England delegation. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, March 21, 1938. 
The Honorable Eorra Nourse ROGERS, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. i 

My Dear Mrs. Rocers: I refer to the letter of March 3, 1938, | 
signed by you and 14 other Republican Members of Congress from 
the New England States, urging that the negotiation of any fur- 
ther reciprocal-trade agreements be deferred until costs of produc- 
tion are ascertained in the countries with which negotiations are 
contemplated. I understand that an identic letter was sent to the 
Secretary of State. 

As the Secretary of State has discussed fully the points raised 
in your letter, in his answer which was made public on March 14, 
copy of which is enclosed, there appears to be no necessity for 
further comment by me. 

I shall appreciate it if you will have my reply brought to the 
attention of the 14 other Members of Congress who joined with 
you in signing the letter. i 

Very sincerely yours, 
FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT, 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, March 14, 1938. 

The Honorable RALPH BREWSTER, Maine. 
The Honorable Jans C. OLIVER, Maine. 
The Honorable CLYDE H. SMITH, Maine. 
The Honorable GEORGE J. Bates, Massachusetts. 
The Honorable CHARLES R. CLASON, Massachusetts. 
The Honorable CHARLES L. GIFFORD, Massachusetts. 
The Honorable PEHR G. HOLMES, Massachusetts. 
The Honorable ROBERT LUCE, Massachusetts. 
The Honorable Jos. W. MARTIN, JR., Massachusetts. 
The Honorable Enrrn Nourse Rocers, Massachusetts. 
The Honorable GEORGE HOLDEN TINKHAM, Massachusetts. 
The Honorable ALLEN T. Treanway, Massachusetts. 
The Honorable R. B. WiccLeswortH, Massachusetts. 
The Honorable CHARLES W. Toney, New Hampshire. 
The Honorable CHARLES A, PLUMLEY, Vermont. 

I have received the joint letter, signed by 15 Republican Members 
of Congress including yourself, dated March 3, 1938, and delivered 
on March 7, urging that the negotiation of any further reciprocal- 
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trade agreements be deferred “until the cost of production is as- 
certained in the countries with which negotiations are contem- 
plated.” In this connection, the letter refers specifically to the 
negotiations with Czechoslovakia as affecting shoes, and to articles, 
to be considered in the trade-agreement negotiations with the 
United Kingdom, “which compete directly with our own manu- 
factured products,” and recommends that no action be taken on 
these items “until production costs are available.” 

With reference to that part of your communication relating to 
Czechoslovakia, as you of course know, the trade agreement with 
that country was signed on March 7, 1938, and the terms of the 
agreement have been made public. In regard to the action taken 
with respect to shoes, I need only say that cost data, as well as 
other relevant factors, were carefully considered in the course of 
the negotiations before the moderate concessions on certain types 
of shoes, with ample safeguards for the domestic shoe industry, 
were included in the agreement with Czechoslovakia, 

To adopt the cost-of-production formula as the sole criterion in 
connection with further trade-agreement negotiations would, for 
all practical purposes, amount to a virtual suspension of the trade- 
agreements program. When the resolution to renew the Trade 
Agreements Act (H. J. Res. 96) was before Congress in February 
1937, substantially the same proposal came before the Ways and 
Means Committee. Commenting on this proposal, that committee, 
in its report on the resolution, stated in part as follows: 

“The committee has taken note of suggestions that the cost-of- 
production formula, whereby changes in duties would be made 
only on the basis of prior findings of the difference in cost of 
production here and abroad, be incorporated into the Trade 
Agreements Act. However plausible on its face, this formula, if 
introduced into the act, would, in the committee's opinion, so 
seriously impede the effective operation of the act as virtually 
to nullify it. The committee feels that adequate consideration 
is already given to cost data as part of the general body of in- 
formation taken into account in administering the act, and that 
reliance upon the cost formula as the sole basis for tariff adjust- 
ments in the trade agreements would be wholly impracticable. 

“The most immediate and vital objection to the use of this 
formula in connection with trade agreements is the fact that it 
would so delay and hamstring the conduct of the negotiations as 
to make the act virtually a dead letter. Experience in the admin- 
istration of section 336 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (and the corre- 
sponding provision of the act of 1922) has conclusively shown 
that the investigations required to make such findings cannot 
be completed short of months, sometimes a year. In view of the 
many investigations that would have to be conducted simul- 
taneously if every proposed change of duty in an agreement were 
to be predicated upon such an inquiry, it is obvious not only 
that the resources of the Government would be swamped but 
that any possibility of concluding an agreement would be indefi- 
nitely delayed.” 

The committee further called attention to the serious objec- 
tions to the cost formula as the exclusive basis for determin- 
ing tariff rates, on grounds both of policy and of difficulties in 
administration. 

In view of the foregoing consideration, the action recom- 
mended in your letter would amount not only to a “stay of nego- 
tiations,” as your communication puts it, but to a complete sus- 
pension, a virtual abandonment, of the trade-agreements program. 

Thus the real issue which your letter raises is whether it would 
be in the interest of this country to suspend or abandon the 
trade-agreements program. Surely you do not propose such a 
course of action. 

From the standpoint both of our own economic well-being and 
of peace, suspension or abandonment of the trade-agreements 
program would be the worst possible blunder. It would be a 
mistake, moreover, the staggering costs of which would have to be 
shared by New England in common with the rest of the country. 

A little more than a year ago, when the resolution to renew the 
Trade Agreements Act (H. J. Res. 96) was pending, the Ways and 
Means Committee, in its report to the House, stated its conclusions 
as follows: ; 

“On the basis of careful study of the results of the trade-agree- 
ments program in its 24% years of operation and of the manner in 
which the act has been administered by the executive branch of 
our Government, the committee is convinced that— 

“(1) The foreign-trade agreements have demonstrated their effi- 
cacy in reviving our foreign commerce and in safeguarding it 
from adverse discriminations abroad; 

“(2) The provisions of the act have been administered with 
care and caution and with scrupulous regard to the best interests 
of the Nation and to the intent of the Congress in authorizing 
the Executive to negotiate foreign-trade agreements; 

“(3) The policy pursued by our Government under the act has 
served to strengthen our influence in favor of establishing and 
maintaining the conditions of peace by helping to remove some 
of the most dangerous economic causes of war; and that 

“(4) In the sphere of international economic relations there is 
a continuing urgent need of effective action along the lines so far 
followed with marked success in the application of the Trade 
Agreements Act. 

“The committee concludes, therefore, that it is of imperative 
importance to our national interests that the authority for the 
continuance of the program embodied in the act of June 12, 1934, 
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be extended in its present form for a further temporary period as 
provided by the accompanying resolution.” 

The urgency for stimulating international trade is even more 
obvious now than it was at that time. It is of the utmost tm- 
portance that nothing be done at this time which will retard 
the restoration of foreign outlets for both agricultural and indus- 
trial products so necessary for our prosperity. 

Consider for a moment the situation with respect to agricul- 
ture, and bear in mind that the prosperity of agriculture in this 
country vitally affects the prosperity of industry, in New England 
as elsewhere. Agriculture, as a whole, is dependent on export out- 
lets, and that dependence is reemphasized this year by the return 

good crops. Since the trade-agreements program has been in 
effect, severe shortages of many agricultural commodities, result- 
ing from the unprecedented droughts of 1934 and 1936, have 
greatly reduced or entirely eliminated our exportable surpluses 
of important products. With high yields again in 1937, we are face 
to face with the problem of disposing in foreign markets of large 
surpluses of farm products over and above what can be readily 
absorbed in the domestic market. In years of favorable weather 
we invariably produce large surpluses of many of our most im- 
portant crops. These surpluses, if not exported, weigh heavily 
e the domestic market and force prices down to disastrous 
evels. 

To discontinue the efforts to expand foreign outlets for farm 
products would evidence an indifference to the welfare of our 
farm population and a lack of understanding of the vital im- 
portance of a prosperous agriculture to our whole economy. We 
are now in process of negotiating a trade agreement with the 
United Kingdom. That country is of transcendent importance as 
a market for our farm produce, taking over a third of our total 
agricultural exports and about half of all agricultural exports 
other than cotton. Our exports of agricultural products to the 
United Kingdom in 1929 amounted to $445,000,000. In 1937 these 
sales, although they had recovered considerably from the low 
years of the depression, were still down to $259,000,000. Conclu- 
sion of a satisfactory trade agreement with the United Kingdom 
would obviously constitute an important contribution toward the 
solution of the problem of expanding market outlets for farm 
products. To suspend the operation of the Trade Agreements Act 
Just at the time when an attempt is to be made to save and 
expand a market that takes one-third of our total agricultural 
exports would in my opinion, be an inexcusable blunder. 

Prosperity in industry likewise depends upon an active foreign 
demand. In 1937 our exports of manufactured and semimanufac- 
tured products amounted to two and three-tenths billion dollars, 
Automobiles and tractors, office appliances, agricultural ma- 
chinery, various types of industrial machinery, radio apparatus 
and various electrical household appliances, refined mineral oils, 
refined copper, various coal-tar products—these are but major 
categories in a vast range of industrial items the exportation and 
profitable sale of which mean the difference between prosperous 
and unprosperous conditions for a large proportion of our manu- 
facturing industry. The prosperity of such industries is, more- 
over, of vital importance to other industries not themselves 
directly dependent upon foreign markets. 

It was no blessing, disguised or otherwise, to our manufacturing 
industry, to the country as a whole, or to New England when the 
value of our exports of manufactured and semimanufactured prod- 
ucts fell, as it did between 1929 and 1932, from three and three- 
tenths billion dollars to eight-tenths billion. That was a situation 
to which our embargo tariff policy, reaching its climax in the 
Hawley-Smoot Act, greatly contributed; and it is precisely that 
situation which we are now endeavoring, through the Trade Agree- 
ments Act, to correct. 

It cannot be a service to American industry or labor, or a con- 
tribution to the maintenance of American living standards, to 
become suddenly indifferent toward the preservation and expan- 
sion of foreign markets for the products of such industries. On 
the contrary, to suspend the trade-agreements. program in the 
face of such a situation would be about the worst possible thing 
that could be done, from the standpoint both of industry and 
labor. It would deal a body blow to the efforts of the Government 
to increase industrial activity and employment in the United 
States through a healthy expansion of our foreign trade. Par 
from helping to maintain American living standards, it would 
definitely tend to lower them. 

Let there be no illusion concerning New England's stake in this 
whole situation. Because New England produces a considerable 
range of manufactured products which are subject to actual or 
potential competition from imports, it is an easy but false jump 
to the conclusion that excessively high tariff duties are in its inter- 
est. That is most certainly a short-sighted and an erroneous view. 
Leaving entirely aside New England's direct interests in exports and 
in water-borne commerce, important as they are, and confining at- 
tention to the home market, the question which has to be squarely 
faced is this: What kind of a tariff policy is best calculated to 
promote a prosperous domestic market for New England products? 

Surely it must be clear that an extreme protectionist policy does 
not do this. The virtually prohibitive tariff rates of the Hawley- 
Smoot Act did not prevent a decline in the value of manufactures 
produced in New England from six and four-tenths billion dollars 
in 1929 to three and one-tenth billions in 1933. Nor, for example, 
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did they prevent factory pay rolls in the State of Massachusetts 
from declining to only 46 percent in 1932 of what they were in 1929. 
When the purchasing power of the other parts of the country, in- 
cluding regions directly and vitally dependent upon foreign markets, 
collapsed, New England’s producers of textiles, shoes, and numerous 
other articles were direct sufferers along with the rest. New Eng- 
land's bread lines were no shorter than those elsewhere. 

There could be no greater illusion than to suppose that New 
England’s essential interests can be divorced in this matter from 
those of the rest of the country. No more than the rest of the 
country can New England profit from a narrow policy of embargo 
protectionism. Of that the experience under the Hawley-Smoot 
Act is proof abundant. And the reason New England cannot profit 
is because a policy of that sort leads inevitably to the ruination of 
the domestic as well as the foreign market for products of American 
industry. 

A program which is designed to restore and promote the domestic 
as well as the foreign markets for American products when it is 
administered, as is the trade-agreements program, with scrupulous 
and painstaking regard for the interests of the domestic producers, 
cannot fail to be of unquestionable benefit to New England and to 
every section of the country. 

But New England’s stake in this program does not end there. 
As I have stressed over and over again, this program is a construc- 
tive and a vital contribution to the cause of peace. It is the great- 
est single force today in bringing about a turning of the tide of 
international trade away from a tooth-and-claw struggle for vanish- 
ing trade opportunity toward a rebuilding of mutually profitable 
trade based on friendliness and fair dealing. It is thus helping to 
create conditions hospitable to peace and inhospitable to war. In 
a period when political tension has increased both in Europe and 
Asia, and danger of a world-wide conflagration has been ever pres- 
ent, the United States, through its trade-agreements program, has 
introduced an important stabilizing factor into international eco- 
nomic relations. 

Abandonment of cur liberal policy would signal a revival of 
economic warfare which would inevitably result in an increase of 
the political tension throughout the world. If we do not continue 
to move forward with the trade-agreements program we shall not 
be standing still; we shall be going 
virtual nullification of the program would be the signal for further 
increases in trade barriers everywhere, and new inroads into our 
reviving foreign trade. To turn aside from our carefully chosen 
course into a dead-end street that is still strewn with the wreck- 
age of past tariff blunders would be worse than folly; it would 
be a great national tragedy. Rather we should continue to go 
forward with the program as vigorously as possible, on a broad 
nonpartisan basis, in the interest of our prosperity and of world 
peace, 

Sincerely yours, 
CORDELL HULL. 


(Text of letter from Republican Members of Congress from the 
New England States to the Secretary of State, dated March 3, 
1938, delivered by the riding page to Secretary Hull's office at 
3:45 p. m., March 7, 1988) 

MARCH 3, 1938. 


The Honorable CORDELL HULL, 
Secretary of State, Department of State, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear MR. SECRETARY: This letter, which bears the signatures 
of the Republican Members of Congress from the New England 
States, is written to urge you to defer the negotiation of any 
further reciprocal-trade agreements until the cost of production is 
ascertained in the countries with which negotiations are con- 
templated. 

In the case of the proposed agreement with Czechoslovakia, the 
United States Tariff Commission is seeking this information con- 
cerning shoes. Nothing should be done until the data is avail- 
able to you and to the Congress. 

There are so many articles to be considered in the agreement 
with Great Britain which will compete directly with our own man- 
ufactured products it will be extremely unwise to negotiate until 
production costs are available. 

This matter is of such vital importance to the workers of our 
section of the country, thousands of whom are at the present time 
unemployed, that we urge you most strongly to accede to our 
request for a stay of negotiations. 

Very respectfully yours, 

James C. Oliver, Maine; Ralph Brewster, Maine; Charles W. 
Tobey, New Hampshire; Charles A. Plumley, Vermont; 
George Holden Tinkham, Massachusetts; Edith Nourse 
Rogers, Massachusetts; Allen T. Treadway, Massachu- 
setts; Charles L. Gifford, Massachusetts; R. B. Wiggles- 
worth, Massachusetts; Charles R. Clason, Massachusetts; 
Robert Luce, Massachusetts; Clyde H. Smith, Maine; 
Joseph W. Martin, Jr., Massachusetts; George J. Bates, 
Massachusetts, Pehr G. Holmes, Massachusetts. 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, we in 
Massachusetts and in New England feel very bitterly about 
the attitude the administration is taking in regard to New 
England, particularly in regard to Massachusetts. In the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


backward. Suspension or. 


4231 


letter of the Secretary of State, to which I have referred, he 

points out to us, in effect, that New England need expect 

no favor or protection in the reciprocal-trade agreements. 

The administration adds insult to injury to us in New Eng- 

land in causing legislation to be passed that hurts us indus- 

trially, and which puts people out of work, and also in sending 
people like Secretary Wallace and the Assistant Secretary 
of State, the former “brain truster,” Mr. Berle, to make 
speeches in which they criticize New England. Everybody 
remembers Secretary Wallace’s attack upon New England at 
the time of the processing-tax question. The following is 
an Associated Press article which appears in the New York 

Times this morning. It adds insult to injury. 

BERLE ADDRESSES LABOR-PARTY RALLY—ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE 
SPEAKS AT BOSTON CONVENTION OF NONPARTISAN LEAGUE—BLAMES 
NEW ENGLANDERS—INDUSTRY THERE BROUGHT ON ITS OWN DECLINE 
BY HIGH TARIFF DEMANDS, HE CONTENDS 
Boston, March 27.—A, A. Berle, Jr., Assistant Secretary of State, 

blamed New England industry for its own “decline” today and 

bluntly asserted that it needed “imagination and a new approach.” 

Mr. Berle spoke at a convention launching labor’s nonpartisan 
league as a “political force” in Massachusetts. 

“For a good many years the policy of New England industry has 
too often been to complain about its wrongs and then to ask for 
special privileges. The result has been precisely nothing. What 
is needed now is not complaining, but constructive thought.” 

Here in the hub of the highly industrial section, where opposi- 
tion has been voiced to reciprocal-trade treaties, Mr. Berle declared 
that President Roosevelt “asked me to say” that no one needs to 
fear that he will be sacrificed” in the proposed British-American 
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trade agreement. 

Pointing out these States were most prospero when 
international commerce was open,” Mr. Berle added: 

“The decline of New England began when our protective tariffs 
caused retaliation elsewhere, and when a gradual process of trade 
strangulation began to be general throughout the world. 

“No area helped to make that condition more than New England 
and no area suffered more from it.” 

The former “brain truster,” charging New England manufac- 
turers for a century had asked, under the guise of “protecting” 
labor, tariff protection “so great that it finally amounted to an 
embargo on foreign imports,” said: 

“I have an uneasy suspicion that it was not labor they were 
chiefly thinking about. What they wanted was a monopoly of 
the American domestic market. In time they nearly got it. Then 
many of them moved to the South to find cheaper labor. Now, 
we are counting the cost.” 


He suggested that New England “develop industries which serve 
its local consumption,” and called on the league to form a com- 
mittee to consider New England industry, which “needs your help 
and your imagination very, very badly indeed.” 


Mr. Berle is quoted as saying: 


For a good many years the policy of New England industry has 
too often been to complain about its wrongs and then to ask for 
special privileges. The result has been precisely nothing. What is 
needed now is not complaining but constructive thought. 


Mr. Berle singles out New England to chastise when it 
complains that it has been wronged and when it asks for 
special privileges. He is chastising both the industries and 
the workers, as industry does not prosper and the employees 
are out of work. The workers of New England know that the 
tariff protected them and their work, that it resulted in their 
having the best pay and the best hours of labor in the coun- 
try. It is adding insult to injury to have Mr. Berle criticize 
them when they raise their voices in protest against allowing 
low-cost-labor goods to flood our stores and take away our 
markets. 

Mr. Berle goes on to say: 

President Roosevelt asked me to say that no one needs to fear 


that he will be sacrificed in the proposed British-American trade 
agreement. 


The workers of New England have every reason to wonder 
just what Mr. Berle’s so-called promise from the President 
actually means. They are too troubled and too unhappy over 
the reciprocal-trade agreement just negotiated with Czecho- 
slovakia. In the hearings prior to that agreement they 
asked for more protection for leather and for boots and 
shoes, and what was the result? They were granted even less 
protection than they now have, as the tariff was lowered on 
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McKay shoes and an increased quota over the present im- 
portations is allowed by the terms of the agreement. The 
tariff was lowered on textiles, lowered on glass, lowered on 
hats, and lowered on many other items. One trembles to 
think what would have happened had not the employers and 
employees made a militant fight against injustice. 

Then Mr. Berle says: 

I have an uneasy suspicion that it was not labor they were chiefly 
thinking about. What they wanted was a monopoly of the Amer- 
ican domestic market. In time they nearly got it. Then many of 


them moved to the South to find cheaper labor. Now we are 
counting the cost. 


In a speech in Gainesville, Ga., the President spoke of the 
“feudal system” in the South and the poorly paid workers 
there. I have heard many a bitter comment from both man- 
ufacturers and workers regarding that speech in its relation 
to the reciprocal-trade agreements. While the wages are 
low in the South, which the President says is living in a state 
of “feudalism,” they cannot compare with the lower wages of 
Czechoslovakia, Japan, and the other countries of the world. 
And yet, regarding these reciprocal-trade agreements, the 
President makes no protest against coolie wages paid in 
Japan and other countries. The people of Massachusetts, in 
fact the people of the entire country, need only to go to the 
stores and see the low-price imported goods which are on 
the counters of these stores to know without being told what 
labor is being paid across the seas. 

To go on, Mr. Berle suggested that New England “develop 
industries which serve its local consumption.” In one breath 
Mr. Berle tells his listeners of the great advantages of the 
reciprocal-trade agreements, in the next breath he tells this 
same group of New Englanders to develop industries which 
will serve its local consumption. Is it possible Mr. Berle is 


suggesting that New England secede from the Union and 


develop into a self-sustaining little country of its own? In 
its treatment by the administration, surely one must feel that 
New England is being counted out and left to fight alone. 
How do the reciprocal-trade agreements fit into this picture? 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentlewoman from Mas- 
sachusetts has expired. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PATENTS—LEAVE TO SIT DURING SESSIONS 

OF HOUSE 

Mr. O’MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that a subcommittee of the Committee on Patents be per- 
mitted to sit during the sessions of the House for the re- 
mainder of this week. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin? 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, will not the 
gentleman make that 2 days at a time? 

Mr. O’MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, the only reason why I 
make the request is to accommodate witnesses from the gen- 
tleman’s own State, who are down here at great personal 
expense. I want to have them give the committee their 
views and then return. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. That does not influence 
me at all, because I think there is too much accommodation 
of actors and actresses. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. Oh, there are no actors or actresses who 
appear before my subcommittee. If they did, the hearings 
might be more interesting. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, it is a bad 
practice to have committees sitting for a whole week while 
the House is in session. I doubt the necessity for it. Get 
these people up a little earlier in the morning and get them 
down here at 9 o’clock before the committee. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. I am acting only by the direction of the 
subcommittee. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Make it 2 days. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, I will compromise on 3 
days. Make it 3 days. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
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LEAVE TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that tomorrow, after the reading of the Journal and the 
disposition of business on the Speaker’s table and the con- 
clusion of the legislative program for the day, after the 
conclusion of the special order already made, I be permitted 
to address the House for 15 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES—CLAIM 
OF GOVERNMENT OF NORWAY 

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message 
from the President of the United States, which was read, and, 
with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I enclose a report received from the Secretary of State 
requesting the submission to the present Congress of the 
claim presented by the Government of Norway against 
the United States on account of the detention and treatment 
of the crew of the Norwegian steamer Sagatind subsequent 
to the seizure of this vessel by the United States Coast Guard 
cutter Seneca on October 12, 1924. 

I concur in the recommendation made by the Secretary of 
State and recommend that as an act of grace and without 
reference to the question of the legal liability of the United 
States of America in the matter the Congress authorize an 
appropriation in the sum of $5,000 in order to effect the 
settlement of all claims arising with respect to the detention 
and treatment of the crew of the steamer Sagatind subse- 
quent to the seizure of that vessel on October 12, 1924. 

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT. 

TRR WHITE House, March 28, 1938. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES—PARTICI- 
PATION IN FOURTH INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE ON PRIVATE 
AIR LAW 
The SPEAKER laid before the House the following mes- 

sage from the President of the United States, which was 

read, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the 

Committee on Foreign Affairs and ordered printed: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I commend to the favorable consideration of the Congress 
the enclosed report from the Secretary of State to the end 
that legislation may be enacted authorizing an appropria- 
tion of the sum of $15,500, or so much thereof as may be 
necessary, for the expenses of participation by the United 
States in the Fourth International Conference on Private 
Air Law, to be held at Brussels, Belgium, in September 1938. 

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, March 28, 1938. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES—DEBT OF 
GOVERNMENT OF HUNGARY TO THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 563) 

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message 
from the President of the United States, which was read, and, 
with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on 
Ways and Means: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith, for the consideration of the Congress, 
a communication from the Minister of Hungary on the relief 
indebtedness of Hungary to the United States, in which the 
Hungarian Government tentatively formulates for the con- 
sideration of the American Government a possible basis for 
a new debt arrangement between the two countries to replace 
completely the debt agreement of 1924 and accruals there- 
under. 

The indebtedness of the Government of Hungary to the 
Government of the United States is not a war debt but is 
properly designated as a relief debt, having been contracted 
in May 1920, under the authority of the act of March 30, 
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1920, which authorized the United States Grain Corporation, 
with the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, to sell 
or dispose of flour in its possession for cash or on credit at 
such prices and on such terms or conditions as considered 
necessary to relieve the populations in the countries of Europe 
or countries contiguous thereto suffering for the want of food. 
The American Relief Administration acted as the fiscal agent 
of the United States Grain Corporation in dispensing this 
relief. 

The original indebtedness, the principal amount of which 
was $1,685,835.61, with interest accrued thereon from May 
1920 to December 1923, at the rate of 4% percent per annum, 
was funded as of the latter date, by agreement made in April 
1924, into bonds of Hungary in the aggregate principal 
amount of $1,939,000, maturing serially in the succeeding 
years for 62 years, bearing 3 percent for the first 10 years and 
thereafter at the rate of 342 percent per annum. In approy- 
ing this debt settlement the Congress authorized the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury to subordinate the lien of the bonds 
taken under it to the lien of the Hungarian reconstruction 
loan, which was about to be issued and sold in numerous 
countries, including the United States. In May 1924 the 
Secretary, acting upon this authorization, formally subordi- 
nated the American Government’s lien to the lien of the 
reconstruction bond issue. 

On December 23, 1931, the Hungarian Government pro- 
claimed a transfer moratorium suspending payment in for- 
eign currencies of all Hungarian foreign obligations, public 
and private, except the aforesaid reconstruction loan of 1924. 
Payments on the latter loan were subsequently suspended in 
part. During 1937 the Hungarian Government began liqui- 
dating the transfer moratorium by negotiating agreements 
with the foreign holders of Hungarian obligations for the 
acceptance of reduced payments in full satisfaction of ex- 


isting indebtedness. It is in this connection that the Hun- 


garian Government has now come forward of its own initia- 
tive in an effort to reach an agreement with the United 
States Government under which the relief indebtedness can 
also be discharged in full. 

No readjustment of the terms of payment of the Hun- 
garian indebtedness to the United States can be made except 
pursuant to act of Congress. The Hungarian Government is 
seeking a definitive readjustment of the terms of payment of 
this indebtedness on the basis of full payment over a period 
of years of the total original amount borrowed, without 
interest. 

The Hungarian Government calls attention to the similar- 
ity between its suggested basis for payment and that ac- 
cepted by the United States in the Austrian debt agreement 
of May 8, 1930, which provided that a sum very slightly in 
excess of the original Austrian indebtedness incurred in 1920 
should be repaid without interest in 40 annuities. The Con- 
gress of the United States, after full consideration of the 
nature of the Austrian indebtedness, voted by a large major- 
ity in the House of Representatives and by a unanimous 
procedure in the Senate, to authorize the signature of the 
draft agreement which had been prepared by the Treasury 
Department and the representatives of the Austrian Govern- 
ment. The Hungarian debt is a relief debt like the Austrian 
one. 

The Hungarian Minister also suggests that the terms com- 
,pare favorably with those in several other debt settlements, 
and that in announcing the signature of the debt agreement 
with Austria in 1930, the Secretary of the Treasury said: 

The settlement compares favorably with the settlements made by 
the United States with the Governments of Greece, Italy, and 
Yugoslavia, 

It has, of course, been the consistent policy of the United 
States to consider each debt in the light of the circumstances 
of the debtor government, and it is with this in view that the 
Hungarian communication is transmitted to the Congress. 

I believe the proposals of the Hungarian Government 
should receive the most careful consideration of the Con- 
gress. They represent a noteworthy wish and effort of the 
Hungarian Government to meet its obligations to this Gov- 
ernment. 
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In its simplest terms, the offer of the Hungarian Govern- 
ment is to repay to the United States the whole of the relief 
loan but without payment of any interest thereon. 

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT. 

THE WHITE House, March 28, 1938. 


District oF COLUMBIA Day 


The SPEAKER. This is District of Columbia Day. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. PALMI- 
SANO]. 

AMATEUR BOXING 


Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill (H. R. 
9227) to amend an act entitled “An act to authorize boxing 
in the District of Columbia, and for other purposes.” 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that the bill may 
be considered in the House as in the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etec., That the act entitled “An act to authorize 
boxing in the District of Columbia, and for other purposes,” is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 

“1. (a) The provisions of this act shall not apply in any way to 
any amateur boxing match or exhibition conducted by or partici- 
pated in exclusively by any school, college, or university, as defined 
in this act, or by any association or organization composed ex- 
clusively of such schools, colleges, or universities when each con- 
testant in any such match or exhibition is a student regularly 
enrolled for not less than one-half time in a school, college, or 
university as herein defined. 

“(b) As used in this act ‘school, coiiege, or university’ includes 
every school, college, or university supported in whole or in part 
from public funds and every other school, college, or university 
supported in whole or in part by a religious, charitable, scientific, 
literary, educational, or fraternal organization which is not oper- 
ated for profit and no part of the net earnings of which inures to 
the benefit of any private shareholder or individual.” 


With the following committee amendment: 


Page 1, at the beginning of line 6, insert: “In the event that 
the authorities in charge shall notify the boxing commission 
that they do not desire its supervision, then.” 


The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The bill, as amended, was ordered to be engrossed and 
read a third time, was read the third time, and passed, and 
a motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 


GAMBLING IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill (S. 711) 
to amend an act entitled “An act to establish a Code of Law 
for the District of Columbia”, approved March 3, 1901, as 
amended, and particularly sections 863, 911, and 914 of the 
said ccde. 

The SPEAKER. This bill is on the House Calendar. The 
Clerk will read the bill and the amendments. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the act entitled “An act to establish a 
Code of Law for the District of Columbia”, approved March 3, 1901, 
and the acts amendatory thereof and supplementary thereto, con- 
stituting a Code of Law for the District of Columbia, be, and the 
same hereby are, amended as follows: 

Section 863 of such act is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 863. If any person shall within the District keep, set up, 
or promote, or be concerned as owner, agent, or clerk, or in any 
other manner, in managing, carrying on, promoting, or advertising, 
directly or indirectly, any policy lottery, policy shop, or any lottery, 
or shall sell or transfer any chance, right, or interest, tangible or 
intangible, in any lottery or shall sell or transfer any ticket, cer- 
tificate, bill, token, or other device, purporting or intended to 
guarantee or assure to any person or entitle him to a chance of 
drawing or obtaining a prize, to be drawn in any lottery, or in a 
game or device commonly known as policy lottery or policy or shall, 
for himself or another person, sell or transfer or have in his pos- 
session for the purpose of sale or transfer, a chance or ticket in or 
share of a ticket in any policy lottery or any such bill, certificate, 
token, or other device, he shall be fined upon conviction of each 
said offense not more than 61,000 or be imprisoned not more than 
3 years, or both. The possession of any such tickets, certificates, 
bills, slips, tokens, or other device shall be prima facie evidence 
of purpose or intent of selling, transferring, exchanging, or nego- 
tiating the same.” 

Sec. 2. There is hereby added to said act a new section to be 
known as section 863 (a), to read as follows: 
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“Src. 863. (a) If any person shall within the District have in 
his possession, knowingly, any ticket, certificate, bill, slip, token, 
paper, writing, or other device used, or to be used, or adapted, 
devised, or designed for the purpose of playing, on, or 
conducting any lottery, or the game or device commonly known 
as policy lottery or policy, he shall be fined upon conviction of 
each said offense not more than $500 or be imprisoned for not 
more than 6 months, or both.” 

7 5 3. Section 911 of such act is hereby amended to read as 
ollows: à 

“Sec. 911. Upon complaint, under oath, before the police court, 
or a United States commissioner, setting forth that the afflant 
believes and has good cause to believe that there are concealed 
in any house or place articles stolen, taken by robbers, embezzled, 
or obtained by false pretenses, forged or counterfeited coins, 
stamps, labels, bank bills, or other instruments, or dies, plates, 
stamps, or brands for making the same, books or printed papers, 
drawings, engravings, photographs, or pictures of an indecent or 
obscene character, or instruments for immoral use, or any gaming 
table, device, or apparatus kept for the purpose of unlawful gam- 
ing, or any lottery tickets or lottery policies, or any book, paper, 
memorandum, or device for or used in recording any bet or de- 


, posit of money or thing or consideration of value received for any 


share, ticket, certificate, writing, bill, slip, or token in any pool 
or lottery or as a wager on or in connection with any race, game, 
contest, election, or other gambling transaction or device of an 


' unlawful nature as defined in sections 863, 864, 865, 866, 868, and 
869, of the act of March 3, 1901, as amended and supplemented, 


particularly describing the house or place to be searched, the 
things to be seized, substantially alleging the offense in relation 
thereto, and describing the person to be seized, the said court or 
United States commissioner may issue a warrant either to the 
marshal or any officer of the Metropolitan Police commanding him 
to search such house or place for the property or other things and, 
if found, to bring the same, together with the person to be seized, 
before the police court. 

“The said warrant shall have annexed to it, or inserted therein, 
a copy of the affidavit upon which it is issued, and may be sub- 
stantially in the form following: 

“Whereas there has been filed before an affidavit, of 
which the following is a copy [here insert]. These are therefore 
to command you to enter [here describe the place] and there 
diligently search for the said articles, goods, or chattels in the 
said affidavit described, and that you bring the same, or any part 
thereof, found on said search and also the body f 
before the police court, to be dealt with and disposed of accord- 
ing to law.“ 

Sec. 4. Section 914 of such act is hereby amended by adding a 
new paragraph thereto, the same to read as follows: 

“If the property seized be articles, games, devices, or contriv- 
ances maintained, kept, set up, or used in violation of sections 
863, 863 (a), 864, 865, 866, 867, 868, or 869 of this code, they shall be 
ordered destroyed, under direction of court, irrespective of any 
trial or the outcome thereof.” 

If any provision of this act, or the application thereof to any 
person or circumstance, is held invalid, the remainder of the act, 
and the application of such provisions to other persons or circum- 
stances, shall not be affected thereby. 


With the following committee amendments: 


Page 2, line 6, after the word “any”, insert the words “policy 
lottery or any.” 

Page 2, line 14, after the word “any”, strike out the word 
“policy.” 

Page 2, line 17, beginning with the word “The”, strike out re- 
mainder of section and insert the following in lieu thereof: “The 
possession of any copy or record of any such chance, right, or 
interest, or of any such ticket, certificate, bill, token, or other 
device, shall be prima facie evidence that the possessor of any 
such copy or record did, at the time and place of such possession, 
keep, set up, or promote, or was at such time and place con- 
cerned as owner, agent, or clerk, or otherwise in managing, 
pan ra promoting, or advertising a policy lottery, policy 
or lottery.” 


Page 4, line 9, after the word “warrant”, insert the word “either.” 

Page 4, line 12, after the word “court”, insert the words “or 
8 5 States commissioner issuing said warrant, as the case 
may be.” 

Page 4, line 22, after the word “court”, insert the words “or 
United States commissioner, as the case may be.” 

Page 5, line 7, after the word “court”, insert “or United States 
commissioner as the case may be.” 

Page 5, line 16, strike out the word “shall” and insert the word 
“may” in lieu thereof. 

Page 5, line 19, insert Sec. 5.” 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Maryland is recog- 
nized for 1 hour. 

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, there has been consid- 
erable publicity given to my opposition to Senate bill 711, 
which is known as the bill to outlaw the so-called numbers- 
racket gambling. My opposition to the bill has always 
been to a provision in the bill which I consider is a 
violation of the fourth amendment pertaining to unlawful 


carry- 
shop, 
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search and seizure and that is it would give the police the 
right under section 911, on page 3, of the bill “Upon com- 
plaint, under oath, before the police court, or United States 
Commissioner, setting forth that the affiant believes and has 
good cause to believe” that there was gambling going on in 
@ particular house because the officer himself saw a number 
of persons whom he thought were gamblers enter the 
premises. There has never been any objection in having 
a law passed to permit possession of a policy slip to be 
considered prima facie evidence that the holder was playing 
the numbers game, but that is not what the authorities seek 
under this act. I might call your attention to several news- 
paper articles. 


On March 29, 1934, in the Daily News, the following 
headline appeared: 


THE GRAND JURY IGNORES GAMBLING EVIDENCE; IRKED BY METHODS 
Under that heading it says [reading]: 


This is the second time the grand jury has ignored charges 
growing out of important raids by the gambling squad. A month 
ago a half dozen men were released after the grand jurors be- 
came incensed because scores of persons seized in a raid were 
unduly retained by police. 


On July 18, 1934, in the Washington Daily News, the 
following article appeared: 


TWENTY-TWO MEN IN GAMBLING RAID—ALL ARE HELD 


Changing their tactics in the charging of patrons found in 
gambling places, the police vice squad yesterday arrested 22 men 
and held them under $2,000 bond each for setting up a gaming 
3 on the third floor of a building at 605 Pennsylvania Avenue 

A three-man squad, led by Sgt. George C. Deyoe, battered down 
three doors and said they found race-betting and gambling devices 
in the rooms. The 22 men, operators and patrons, all refused to 
name the parties who took the bets. The majority of those ar- 
rested were held in station houses overnight and were to appear 
in police court today. 

Lt. George M. Little, vice squad chief, said: 

In the future we will hold every prisoner responsible unless 
we can learn the identity of the operator. In this case no one 


woua admit responsibility, so we consider one as guilty as the 
other.” 


On March 7, 1938, I received a letter from Mr. Louis R. 
Lautier, together with a clipping from a Washington news- 
paper, which reads as follows: 


Two complaints concerning the conduct of Detective Roy Blick, 
of the third precinct, involving arrests without probable cause 
and unlawful search and seizure, have been lodged with Maj. 
Ernest W. Brown, Superintendent of Police. 


To show that oftentimes police officers exceed their au- 
thority even though it is against the advice of the courts and 
district attorneys, the best illustration is shown according 
to the Washington Post of March 23, 1938. In behalf of 
Assistant Superintendent Bernard W. Thompson, of the 
Metropolitan Police, I wish to say that I have not heard a 
single person say they were against him, either a citizen or 
a member of the police force. He seems to be an excellent 
officer and commands the respect of everybody. However, 
he seems to be a fanatic on this subject. I wish to quote 
the article in the Washington Post, which is as follows: 


WOMEN FREED BUT POLICE WILL PUSH VICE DRIVE—SUSPECTS WILL BE 
ARRESTED AGAIN IF THEY RETURN TO STREETS, POLICE SAY 


The 16 women, released yesterday when their cases on soliciting 
charges were nolle prossed for lack of evidence in police court, will 
be arrested again if they return to the streets, according to orders 
issued last night by Assistant Superintendent Bernard W. Thomp- 
son of the Metropolitan Police. 

He instructed members of the newly formed “pick-up squad” 
to allow no let-up in their drive. “We'll put them in jail as often 
as we can arrest them,” he said. “Even if we can get no convic- 
tions, we can force them to pay out bond money. 

Inspector Thompson expressed hope that continual arrests ulti- 
mately would drive the women out of town. Further progress of 
the antivice drive was threatened when the cases against the 
women were dropped. The technical charge was vagrancy, 
careful study of the present vagrancy 
Corporation Counsel John O'Dea that he could not bring a convic- 
tion under the law. 

The act, passed in 1935, “for the suppression of prostitution in 
the District of Columbia,” provides that anyone frequenting a 
house of ill-fame or committing an act of fornication for hire shall 
be considered a vagrant and may be penalized as such. O'Dea 
pointed out that he lacked evidence of the women's being “va- 
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grants“ in that sense. Although many of them previously had 
been held for soliciting prostitution, their records do not constitute 
evidence under the vagrancy act, he explained. 


Now you will note that this was the act passed in 1935. 
The authorities here claim that they want a more stringent 
law, and as chairman of the subcommittee I reported this bill 
to the House and had it passed, but it was never intended to 
give the police authorities the right to pick women up off the 
streets on suspicion that they were soliciting without any 
legal evidence to convict, and the inspector in this case in- 
sists that he is continuing to do so whether there is any 
evidence or not. For that purpose I quote the language of 
Judge Dietrich in the case of Baumboy: 

Addicts presumably must lodge somewhere and that these per- 


sons went there for a legitimate purpose is fully as reasonable as 
the contrary assumption. 


Now, it is just as fair to assume that a woman who has 
previously been convicted of a crime could be walking the 
streets presumably in a legal manner and for a legal purpose. 

To show you that the police department and the prosecut- 
ing authorities in the District desire to ignore the fourth 
amendment to the Constitution, relating to unlawful search 
and seizure, is well illustrated by the following testimony 
before a subcommittee on crime investigation’ of the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia in 1935, speaking of 
Senate bill 2925, which is similar to the bill we are now 
considering. 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. Will the gentleman yield? I 
think the gentleman wants to be fair in his statement. I 
believe he is giving the House the wrong impression in re- 
gard to search warrants. 

Mr. PALMISANO. Let me tell you what Mr. Garnett 
said. 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. I know, but the law is Plain. 
Lock at section 911. 

Mr. PALMISANO. You may answer this if you vani to. 
I am quoting the language and the testimony of Mr. Gar- 
nett. If he is not an authority, I do not know who should 
be, and he is the man who proposed the bill. Mr. Garnett, 
who is mentioned in this testimony, was then United States 
District Attorney for the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Reep. Haven't the courts construed the law that the per- 
son who makes the affidavit mentions all the reasons upon which 
he bases his belief? 

Mr. GARNETT. Yes, but you do not have that statute now; 
you have no statute except that you must get an affidavit that 
there is gambling going on. 

Mr. Reep. Then, under the present statute an affidavit could be 
made that gambling was going on in my house without actually 


knowing anything about it. 

Mr. Garnett. No, you cannot do it in that way. This is aimed 
at commercial gambling. Never in the history of the world would 
that be done. We have no unusual statute. They have it in 
New York and in Virginia now. 


Mr. KENNEDY of Maryland. Will the gentleman yield 
for a question? I would like to know if the gentleman is 
quoting from the hearings held in 1935 involving crime in 
the District? 

Mr. PALMISANO. Yes. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Maryland. That committee was headed 
by the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH]. 

Mr. PALMISANO. Yes. This is from pages 197 and 198. 


Mr. Firzpatrick. As I understand the Congressman's point, un- 
der our present practice in the District of Columbia before you 
can get the search warrants, of course you must make a complaint 
under oath. 

Mr. GARNETT. Yes. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. And in that you have to show good cause or 
probable cause as the books call it. Now, under our present prac- 
tice, does not the United States Commissioner who issues search 
warrants and judges of the police court who issue search warrants 
require that they be upon complaint, by personal knowledge? 

Mr. GARNETT. I do not see how it could under this section. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Isn't that what is required today? 

Mr. Garnett. I do not think so under section 911. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Then if that is not required, can you walk into 
the police court at the present time and get a search warrant based 
on information and belief? 

Mr. Garnetr. No, you cannot; that is what I want to do there. 
I want to put it with the counterfeit coins and stolen goods stat- 
ute; make that statute applicable to the gambling situation. 
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Mr. Reep. If you do amend that section, so that you issue war- 
rants upon information and belief, isn't that contrary to the United 
States Constitution, for I might honestly believe it, and if we did 
not get the evidence, there could be no perjury charge against me, 

Mr. GARNETT. It all depends upon good faith with which it is 
done, but we do search—we did search under the Prohibition Act, 
searching without warrant. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Isn't the trouble here today that the courts 
bave held that they are based on information and belief rather 
* on personal knowledge? 

. GARNETT. I wanted to change it. 

— FITZPATRICK. How will you change it 

Mr. Garnett. Based on information iey belief, just as they do 
on the counterfeit-coin statute. 

Mr. REED. Then it would be void? 

Mr. GARNETT. It has never been declared void yet. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. But the trouble with your search warrant today 
is that it is based on information and belief? 

Mr. GARNETT. Yes. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. That warrant is no good. 

Mr. GARNETT. That is no good because there is no statute cover- 
ing it. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. There is a statute covering the search warrant, 

Mr. RIIT: Yes; and this (indicating proposed bill) will 
cover it. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. What were your other recommendations? That 
is number one. 

Mr. GarNETT. The other is that possession of gambling para- 
phernalia was prima facie evidence of the use of the premises for 
gambling as against the landlord, the lessee, and the occupant. 
And the third is that we would try to re-form the statute so as 
te include the numbers racket, including it by name. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Set it out? 

Mr. GARNETT. Yes; set it out. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Now, Mr. Garnett, you would make it prima 
facie a felony for a landlord to rent property which might there- 
after be used for gambling purposes? 

Mr. GARNETT. Yes; prima facie. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. You would not require any guilty knowledge 
on the part of the landlord? 

Mr. GARNETT. Not a bit. 

Mr. Frrzparrick. Do you think such a statute as that would be 
constitutional? 

Mr. GARNETT. It was worse than that under the prohibition law, 
which was upheld. 


Mr. HOFFMAN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PALMISANO. No. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. I want to correct a statement. I want 
to know what the gentleman said. Will he repeat that? 
That part about the district attorney asking for the right 
to search without warrant. 

PALMISANO. Les. 

HOFFMAN. Oh. 

PALMISANO. Well, here is the testimony. 
HOFFMAN. I can read the bill. 

PALMISANO. No, no. Wait. 

HOFFMAN. Why not read the bill instead of some- 
one’s testimony? 

Mr. PALMISANO. Then the gentleman from Michigan 
has no respect for the district attorney who advocated this 
bill? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. When we are passing a proposed law, I 
look to the bill. 

Mr. PALMISANO. I am asking the gentleman whether 
or not he is going to give some credence to the views of the 
man who advocates the bill? You must give him credit for 
knowing something about the law. 


Mr. HOFFMAN. It does not make any difference what we 
think about the man who advocates the bill. Read the bill. 

Mr. PALMISANO. I read to the Members of the House 
the testimony of the man who advocated this bill and had 
it introduced. 

I can readily understand where we might stretch a point 
to search a house where articles stolen, taken by robbers, 
embezzled, or obtained by false pretenses, forged or counter- 
feited coins, stamps, labels, bank bills, or other instruments, 
or dies, plates, stamps, or brands for making the same, but I 
cannot see where the police authorities should have power to 
break into a private home or hotel on information and 
belief. Of course, you claim this is only to apply to com- 
mercial gambling, but who is to be the judge as to whether 
or not a card game in a private home or a card game in a 
hotel with friends is not commercial gambling. There are 
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many cases that have gone to the higher courts on the ques- 
tion of unlawful search and seizure on warrant taken on 
information and belief, or as Captain Little, who is in charge 
of the vice squad, said that he was obtaining what he called 
„observation warrants.“ 

I refer you to the case of Baum Boy against United States, 
Ninth Circuit, Circuit Court of Appeals, February 20, 1928. 
This was a narcotic case and it was a warrant on the grounds 
that addicts were going into the St. Elmo Hotel and the 
policeman obtained a search warrant and searched the place. 
Judge Dietrich in reversing the lower court said: 

Addicts presumably must lodge somewhere and that these per- 
sons went there for a legitimate purpose is fully as reasonable as 
the contrary assumption. 

On May 15, 1934, as chairman of the District Subcommittee, 
I held a hearing on Senate bill No. 2925 and had present the 
district attorney, the superintendent of police, and other 
Officials of the police department. At that hearing a colored 
man named Richard Green testified among other things that 
he was a numbers writer, and my colleague, Mr. DIRKSEN, 
from Illinois, asked him if he believed in a 600-to-1 shot in 
favor of the backer. Green denied that it was a 600-to-1 shot 
and began to tell how the game was conducted and the 
various expenses his boss had in connection with the game, 
including $20 per month for police protection. My sur- 
prise at that time was that while the police authorities here 
want the right to obtain a search warrant on information 
and belief they permitted this man to go free without being 
molested. When I questioned Captain Little pertaining to 
this case he said that he had made an investigation of the 
case but that he did not recall making a written report nor 
did he have the colored man’s address. It seems to me that 
what should have happened at that time was to have charged 
Green with gambling on his own statement and have him 
go before the grand jury and disclose the name of his em- 
ployer in order to break up the business. It is for that reason 
that I have had no faith in the so-called numbers racket bill 
that has been before the District Committee for the past 5 or 
10 years. I, for one, by my vote, will never consent to permit 
the search of a man’s home on information and belief. 

If any gentleman desires to ask questions, I shall be 
pleased to yield. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PALMISANO. I yield to the gentleman from Wis- 
consin. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Does the gentleman understand under 
the terms of this bill that if a Member of Congress were 
carrying Irish sweepstakes tickets in his pocket, upon the 
complaint of some person who might not happen to like the 
way the Congressman parted his hair or what he was doing 
here, he could be picked up and arrested? 

Mr. PALMISANO. No question about it. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. And put in jail from 6 months to 3 
years? 

Mr. PALMISANO. Yes; no question about it. I may say 
that if you have a telephone number written on a slip and 
are picked up on some other charge, perhaps in connection 
with an automobile accident, and are taken to court, if the 
police construed that slip to be a numbers slip, you would 
be held unless you could give a satisfactory explanation. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. All I am interested in is the safety of 
Members of Congress who may be carrying Irish sweepstakes 
tickets in their pockets. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PALMISANO. I yield to the gentleman from Michi- 


gan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Does the gentleman believe Members of 
Congress need protection from what the gentleman has sug- 
gested? This is a law for our own protection. 

Mr. PALMISANO. Unfortunately, some Members of Con- 
gress are a little more open and aboveboard than others. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. And gullible. 

Mr. PALMISANO. And they agree they have faults, but 
some gentlemen will not admit it. The gentleman from 
Michigan stated the other day he was against all gambling. 
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I wanted to insert in the bill a provision making it a 
crime for anyone to have in his possession a horse-racing 
entry, but I was told such a provision would be in violation 
of the Constitution. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PALMISANO. I yield to the gentleman from West 
Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. The objection made by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin should not worry the Members of Congress, 
when the Irish sweepstakes losers were 5,500,000 and the 
winners only 1,700 in number. 

Mr. PALMISANO. I have no controversy about that 
question. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PALMISANO. I yield to the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. The gentleman from Maryland has 
made a considerable study of this bill and has made quite 
an impression upon many Members of Congress. Why do 
you provide for an ordinary misdemeanor, such as the pos- 
session of a policy ticket or a ticket used in any game of 
chance, a penalty of 3 years in prison and a fine of $1,000, 
when for a similar offense down South or in my own city 
we charge the violators a dollar? 

Mr. PALMISANO. The gentleman is misinformed when 
he says I make such a provision. In the first place, I have 
not proposed the bill. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. No; I say the law provides that. 

Mr. PALMISANO. I have been against the bill, and I am 
am still against it, on general principles. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. May I call the gentleman’s attention 
that we cannot even understand what is meant by section 
863 on page 2? You have incorporated about 50 laws in 
that section. 

Mr, PALMISANO. I do not know about that. I am op- 
posed to it. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Somebody ought to know about it. 

Mr, PALMISANO. I reserve the balance of my time, Mr. 
Speaker. 

(Mr. Patmisano asked and was given permission to revise 
and extend his own remarks in the Rrcorp.) 

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a 
unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentleman from Texas, Mr. 
Speaker, for that purpose. 

AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1938 


Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 9915) to amend 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, and for other pur- 
Poses, with a Senate amendment thereto, disagree to the 
Senate amendment, and agree to the conference asked by 
the Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Cooper). Is there objec- 
tion to the request of the gentleman from Texas. [After a 
pause.] The Chair hears none, and, without objection, the 
Chair appoints the following conferees: Messrs. Jones, FUL- 
MER, DoxEy, Hope, and KINZER. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman from 
Illinois yield for a unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentleman from Texas, Mr. 
Speaker. 

SEA WALL AT GALVESTON HARBOR, TEX. 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to take from the Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 8524) authoriz- 
ing the completion of the existing project for the protection 
of the sea wall at Galveston Harbor, Tex., with a Senate 
amendment, and agree to the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, as follows: 

Line 3, strike out the words “and directed.” 
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Mr. SNELL. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
I do not know what this bill is, but I suppose it has been 
unanimously reported from the gentleman’s committee. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I may say to the gentleman from New 
York this bill passed the House several weeks ago by unani- 
mous consent. It provides for the completion of the groins 
for the protection of the sea wall at Galveston Harbor. 

The money heretofore allocated was insufficient to com- 
plete the job, although it was authorized by the Congress. I 
introduced a bill simply authorizing and directing the Secre- 
tary of War to complete the job. The Senate struck out 
the word “directed” and just left the word “authorized,” and 
I am satisfied with the amendment if it is agreeable to the 
House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Cooper). Is there ob- 
jection to the request of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 

GAMBLING IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I believe the Members of 
the House would like to know a little something about this 
bill. You are aware by common knowledge or experience 
that the numbers game flourishes in the District of Colum- 
bia. The operators of the game, however, do not put them- 
selves within the jurisdiction of the District. They stay 
over in Maryland or they may stay in Virginia, but in any 
event, they do not come within the District. So there is no 
jurisdiction here over the gentlemen who have the money and 
who do the banking for this business, They hire, of course, 
these gentlemen with little books consisting of sets of 50 
slips, who go out and sell numbers. You can buy a number 
for 5 cents, you can buy a number for 10 cents, or you can 
buy one for 50 cents. 

Here is the way the thing works. These gentlemen will 
walk up and down the street and somebody wants to buy 
a number. You can select your own number from any three 
digits up to a thousand. You tell them, for instance, you 
want the number 333. He takes out a pencil and this book 
with carbon paper in it and puts down 333. He gives you 
one slip and he keeps one in the book. He takes this other 
slip and sends it to the fellow who is backing this racket. 

Now, here is the difficulty under existing law. The courts 
have held that this duplicate copy of a number slip is not 
a lottery slip and you cannot prosecute them. So what you 
do is this: If a gentleman comes up and buys a number, 
you can proceed against the possessor of the slip but not 
against the fellow who runs the racket. 

This is existing law, and the only reason for the amend- 
ment in the first section of this bili is for the substantial 
purpose of including the word “copy,” so that as this gentle- 
man goes along the streets and highways of Washington 
with this little book in his pocket you can catch him for 
having a copy instead of the original lottery slip. This is 
the purpose of section 863, as amended, of the laws of the 
District of Columbia, at the present time. 

Then the next section amends section 863 of existing law. 
It provides for a misdemeanor offense with a fine of $500 for 
possession or imprisonment for 6 months, or both. 

I have contended all along that if we are going to break 
up a racket like this we have got to put these people in jail. 
There is a lot of money involved here. This thing is not con- 
trolled down here, but is controlled in New York. You are 
familiar with Dixie Davis, who has been held in durance in 
Philadelphia, and with Dutch Flegenheimer, better known as 
Dutch Schultz, and hundreds of others who have been reap- 
ing hundreds of thousands and even millions of dollars from 
this racket. This is just an offshoot from the racket in New 
York City. 

My notion is, if you are going to do anything with these fel- 
lows, you have got to chuck them in jail. So we have a mis- 
demeanor provision here providing a fine and imprisonment. 

It has been stated that under this bill you can go along 
in a free, easy, and whimsical fashion and grab somebody 
because he has a pair of Irish Sweepstake tickets in his 
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pocket and land him in jail, but you gentlemen know and 
my beloved friend from Milwaukee knows, it just does not 
work out that way. 

If you will read section 3, which amends section 911 of 
existing law, you will see that all it does is to put this- 
measure in line with the law of every other jurisdiction in 
the country. It is the commonly experienced or so-called 
information and belief section. If somebody goes before the 
police court or goes before the United States commissioner 
and on information and belief makes an affidavit describ- 
ing the premises, describing the persons, and so forth, cer- 
tainly the judge, if it looks like a reasonable case, is going 
to issue the warrant. This happens in my State, it happens 
in your State, it happens in the State of Michigan and it 
happens everywhere. 

We have amended this section to provide that this war- 
rant can be issued by the United States commissioner, as 
well as by the judge of a police court. There is a reason 
for this. Under existing law the police court has had to 
issue these warrants. The United States commissioner can 
issue them only in limited fashion under the Federal espion- 
age act. So we are here giving him broader powers in the 
issuance of these warrants on information and belief where 
an affidavit has been made properly setting out the circum- 
stances, describing the premises, and so forth. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield 
right at that point? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I will yield to the gentleman later. 

Here is what you have to keep in mind when you tackle 
this gambling business. Obviously, it is illegal to play 
poker, obviously it is illegal to put money on a horse race, 
and, obviously, all these forms of gambling are illegal simply 
because public policy does not condone gambling. But, by 
social experience, social traditions, and otherwise, we have 
made some differentiation, as you so well know. 

The police do not come in and break up a little poker 
game in a hotel room. What we are trying to get at is the 
commercial racketeer, who is taking a 600-to-1 shot from a 
lot of these people who lay out their money, where one in 
a blue moon will win. We cannot make any distinction as 
between one kind of gambling and another kind of gambling 
insofar as legislative language goes. You cannot stamp with 
legality one kind of gambling and say that that is social 
gambling, and then stamp with illegality commercial gam- 
bling, so far as the law is concerned, for the simple reason 
that there is no way of taking the gambling language and 
fashioning it in that way and still have any law left. That 
is a matter for administration. It has worked out every- 
where else and we have to have this language if we are 
going to get at these commercial racketeers, who stay out- 
side of the District of Columbia and send these nit-wits 
in to run the game. We have to get them and we have to 
have teeth in the law, and that is all this bill proposes to do, 
by modification of existing District law. 

There is one other thing in the bill, and that provides for 
the destruction of gambling property if and when found. 
At the present time under the law you cannot destroy it. 
You can go in and raid a place and pick up some gambling 
paraphernalia, but unless you have seized the person and 
have obtained a conviction you cannot under existing law 
destroy the gambling paraphernalia. This law says that in 
the discretion of the court it may be destroyed. There is a 
good reason for that. They go out and grab up a lot of gam- 
bling tables, and they have to stick them into storage, and 
they have to pay storage on it. It cannot be destroyed. They 
have not seized anybody, they have not convicted anybody. 

This bill proposes that if a machine is a gambling device, 
and it is illegal per se, that there be no necessity for arrest- 
ing anybody or convicting anybody, but it may be destroyed 
within the discretion of the court. That is all this bill does, 
and I commend it to you. I think it is a good bill. 

The reason the bill is here is something of an outgrowth 
of the so-called crime investigation that we had in 1935. I 
served on that subcommittee under the able chairmanship 
of my friend from West Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH]. We have 
a volume of hearings here about 2 inches thick. We went 
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from A to Z into this crime situation in Washington, and 
then we began to criticize the authorities for not enforcing 
the law; and they came back at us and said, “If you want 
commercial gambling and racketeering eliminated from the 
District of Columbia you have got to give us legislation, you 
have got to give us a law with teeth in it.” The answer is 
that here is the bill. 

We are going to try to implement the law a little bit and 
then put the onus on them and say, “All right, we gave you 
the legislation, now you give us some results.” That is the 
reason the bill is here. You gentlemen heard quotations 
that might have been made from the crime survey and from 
the testimony of Leslie Garnett when he was district attor- 
ney and reasons that he might have ascribed or reasons that 
he might have given before the committee for the pending 
legislation. Notwithstanding all of that, just take this bill 
for what the language says, and nothing more. I say if you 
do and if you pass it, you will have a good bill, and they are 
not going to bother somebody who happens to have a couple 
of sweepstakes tickets in his pocket. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Tli- 
nois has expired. 

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman 
2 minutes more. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. I will not say anything more about the 
sweepstakes, because I do not want to embarrass anyone in 
this body, but the gentleman has indicated that this is the 
same law regarding search and seizure that is in every State. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Information and belief. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Does the gentleman know of any State in 
the Union where a warrant can be obtained on the following 
basis: 

That the afflant believes and has good cause to believe. 


In other words, that the affiant believes that he believes 
that something goes on. Does he know of any State where a 
warrant can be obtained under such language? 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman 
will permit, that very situation is in existence in the laws of 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes; that is the language in the law at the 
present time. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. What other States? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. My State and the gentleman’s State. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. Oh, I contradict the gentleman there. 
The search and seizure process is in the constitution of my 
State. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I know that it is illegal to make a wager, 
but I will bet the gentleman a dollar that it is in the laws 
of the State of Wisconsin. 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. 

Mr. KELLER. I want to know whether this condition, 
which the chairman said we put under the law, and which 
the chairman said he got through last year, improved here 
or not. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The chairman of the committee was 
reading from testimony that was offered before the crime 
committee and from Statements that Mr. Garnett made at 
that time. 

Mr. KELLER. He made the statement that he drew a 
bill and I want to know whether this condition has im- 
proved any under that bill or has gotten worse. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. We did not have any improvement in the 
legislation at that time. The gentleman did not mean to 
indicate that there was any change heretofore in the sub- 
stantive law. 

Mr. PALMISANO. I think the gentleman must refer to 
the law about women on the streets. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Is that what the gentleman has in mind? 

Mr. KELLER. Oh, no. I want to know about the gam- 
bling that is going on. 
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Mr. DIRKSEN. We have been all this time trying to get 
this bill before the House. It is for the purpose of putting 
some teeth into the law so that we can improve the situation. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois has again expired. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. Can the gentleman explain to the House 
how it is that only within the last year have the police and 
law-enforcement authorities of this District discovered that 
gambling is going on to such a great extent? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. They did not discover it last year, they 
have known it for quite some time, but Lieutenant Little of 
the vice squad came before our committee and said, “I have 
no authority to seize these people.” You run head on into 
a Supreme Court decision which says that the lottery ticket 
is the evidence of gambling, not the copy that the numbers 
runner carries, the man who is the agent of the banker 
and the taker in the lottery. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Does the gentleman mean to say that 
when the police discover these despicable characters in the 
District of Columbia they cannot throw them into jail for 
90 days on a vagrancy charge or run them out of the 
District? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Law-enforcement officials of the District 
of Columbia say that this law is absolutely necessary before 
they can get the real parties in interest. That is the whole 
case in a nutshell. I hope no red herrings will be drawn 
across the trail to create confusion. 

{Here the gavel fell] 

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to the 
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH]. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, I may say that I had not 
intended to speak upon the pending measure except that 
my name has been mentioned several times in connection 
with a subcommittee which 3 years ago, approximately, held 
exhaustive hearings in connection with crime conditions, 
and particularly law-enforcement agencies in the District 
of Columbia. This measure, as it comes to us today, is at 
least partly an outgrowth of conditions which were explained 
to the special committee at that time. 

During the first session of the Seventy-fifth Congress the 
Senate unanimously passed a measure similar to that which 
we have before us for consideration today, and in this connec- 
tion it might be well to read certain excerpts from the Sen- 
ate committee report at the time the measure was pending 
in the other body. 


The purpose of this bill— 
Said the Senate report— 


is to strengthen the existing laws relating to gambling in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. Attempts to enforce the present laws have 
shown the difficulty, indeed the impossibility, in securing not only 
convictions, but also indictments under charges of violation of the 
various provisions of the District Code, due to the unwillingness 
and refusal of those found and arrested in gambling establishments 
to admit their participation in betting or gambling or of o 

xao operation of gambling devices or placing of bets in such 
places. 


The gentleman from Illinois, a distinguished Member of 
the House, has given a great deal of time and thought to 
this matter. He spoke of permission granted by the bill 
to destroy gambling equipment seized in these raids, within 
the discretion of the court. Heretofore these devices have 
had to be held pending some action and the District of Co- 
lumbia has paid out huge sums of money for their storage. 
To continue with the report of the Senate committee, I 
read the following: 


During the last few years and long since the existing law was 
enacted a new gambling game or device called “numbers” has 
sprung up and is now flourishing in the District of Columbia. 
It is said that the principals carrying on this game realize about 
$3,000 per day on their operations. The amounts which may be 
played range from 1 to 50 cents. It is reported that this numbers 
game makes a special appeal to those of little means—porters, 
messengers, domestic servants, and the like; particularly is there 
an allurement to the young and immature; school children in con- 
siderable numbers invest in the slips which represent chances in 
securing the prize money. The chance of winning is, so we are 
informed, 1 to 1,000; the winning number pays about $25 to $30 on 
a 5-cent chance. 
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I do not care to read further from the report, but simply 
say to the Members of the House this afternoon that this 
measure comes before them with the almost unanimous 
approval of the House Committee on the District of Columbia, 
following the reporting of the bill to the full committee by the 
special subcommittee headed by the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi [Mr. McGeueel, which subcommittee held hearings on 
the measure. 

We might as well face the facts this afternoon that we are 
never going to curb this or any other type of gambling which 
leads to a bad criminal condition in the District of Columbia 
if we, as Members of Congress, are going to be afraid of some 
means by which the law might attach itself to us, and I trust 
that the Members of the Congress of the United States this 
afternoon will speedily pass this measure and give to the 
enforcement agencies of the District of Columbia the so-called 
teeth for which they have asked to bring about a stoppage of 
this condition in the District. 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield. 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. The gentleman remembers 
that, with the exception of one member, the entire member- 
ship of the Committee on the District of Columbia voted to 
report this bill favorably. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. That is true, I may say to the gentleman 
from Michigan; and I say it in all deference to the gentleman 
from Maryland, the distinguished chairman of our committee, 
who I know feels very deeply on this subject. I feel just as 
deeply on the opposite side of the question which is now 
before us. 

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 2 addi- 
tional minutes, 

Mr. Speaker, I want to reply to the statement just made 
by the gentleman from West Virginia. He stated that the 
members of the committee, with the exception of myself, re- 
ported this bill unanimously. However, may I say that sev- 
eral members did not vote. I made my explanation to the 
Members of the House to give my reasons why I opposed this 
bill, and I oppose it because of that one special provision. 

Since the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] spoke 
about this being a 600-to-1 shot, I may give another reason 
why I oppose this bill. We had a witness before our com- 
mittee in 1934, and the gentleman from Illinois asked him 
whether he believed in a 600-to-1 shot. In the presence of 
police authorities and enforcement authorities in the District 
of Columbia this man made the remark that it was not a 
600-to-1 shot. He stated further he was a numbers writer, 
that his boss was losing money, and he explained the ex- 
penses that his boss was put to. Included in these expenses 
was $20 a month for police protection. To my surprise there 
was not a police officer, Lieutenant Little or anyone else, 
who denied that statement. If that statement was not true, 
they should have grabbed that fellow and had him arrested 
and locked up. They should have had him before the grand 
jury and made him tell who his boss was who was giving 
graft to the police authorities. 

I have always been against this particular provision of the 
bill. 

Here the gavel fell. 

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 3 addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PALMISANO. I yield to the gentleman from West 
Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. May I say again I have a high regard 
for the gentleman’s sincerity in connection with the one 
point he brought out? The gentleman just said that we 
have not been able to reach the so-called higher-ups in the 
numbers game in the District of Columbia. That is the real 
reason why the law-enforcement agencies of the District 
have come before our committee and asked that we pass this 
measure and that we put teeth in the law, so that they can 
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bring about the conviction of the so-called higher-ups in 
gambling in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Maryland. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PALMISANO. I yield to the gentleman from Mary- 
land. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Maryland. Is that not what was stated 
before the entire committee the other day at a hearing upon 
this particular measure? In other words, did not the police 
authorities state they were powerless to carry out the com- 
plaint which the chairman of the committee makes? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. That is true. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Will the gentleman yield? 

a PALMISANO. I yield to the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. COLE of New York. The gentleman has expressed 
considerable concern over this so-called information war- 
rant. Is it not true that information warrants are now used 
in order to apprehend illegal gambling apparatus and that 
this amendment only enlarges that clause? 

Mr. PALMISANO. I may say in response to the gentleman 
from New York that his statement is correct. They have a 
provision in there which pertains to counterfeit money, bur- 
glary, and so forth. I stated that I could readily see why 
we might stretch a point and give the police authorities per- 
haps some little unlawful authority, if you please, in order 
to catch that class of criminals. But when it comes down 
to the 5-cent numbers racket I think they are going too far. 
I was in favor of drawing a special bill for the so-called 
numbers racket without that provision. 

Mr, COLE of New York. It is true that information war- 
rants are now obtainable under existing law? 

Mr. PALMISANO. Yes; but that does not change the 
Constitution. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PALMISANO. I yield to the gentleman from Mis- 
souri. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Has the gentleman defined the commit- 
tee amendment on page 2, starting with line 21, and also 
section 863? As I read the two provisions, it seems to me 
the purchaser of a numbers slip, if it is found in his or her 
pocket, under those provisions of the bill would be subject 
to the same penalty as the person who was running the 
racket. 

Mr. PALMISANO, I may say in Baltimore when they 
tried to break up the racket some time ago, a nickel writer 
was held on a $25,000 bail. 

Mr. COCHRAN. That is not answering the question I 
asked the gentleman. I asked whether or not the purchaser 
of a ticket would be subject to the same penalty as the 
individual who was conducting the racket? 

Mr. PALMISANO. Les. 

Mr. COCHRAN. It seems to me that is going very far. 
I would like to see proper legislation that will stop the 
racket but this appears to me to be a joker. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Maryland. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PALMISANO. I yield to the gentleman from Mary- 
land. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Maryland. Is it not true that in Balti- 
more we had one of the worst police scandals in years and 
anyone acquainted with the situation knows fully well the 
head of the numbers racket was killed after being taken for 
a ride? 

Mr. PALMISANO. Under that bill possession was con- 
sidered a crime. I am afraid you will put a number of the 
police officials in the District of Columbia in the same class 
as those you are talking about over in Baltimore. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Would it not be advisable, if we have 
that kind of people on the police force, and I do not admit 
we have, to get rid of them? 

Mr. PALMISANO. Yes. 

Mr. COCHRAN. The bill may do some good in that 
respect. 

Mr. PALMISANO. Yes. 
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Mr. POWERS. Does not the gentleman think we are 
spending a lot of time on people here who are buying 5-cent 
numbers tickets when every newspaper in the country is 
giving free advertising to the Irish sweepstakes? 

Mr. PALMISANO. Yes; that is right. 

Mr. LEWIS of Colorado. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PALMISANO. I yield to the gentleman from Colo- 
rado. 

Mr. LEWIS of Colorado. How much time is the police 
of the District of Columbia spending on this numbers 
racket? 

Mr. PALMISANO. I understand they have a squad con- 
sisting of 16 or 17 police officers. 

Mr. LEWIS of Colorado. Sixteen or 17 and they ask now 
to have this law strengthened; is that correct? 

Mr. PALMISANO. That is right. 

Mr. LEWIS of Colorado. Do the laws in regard to bur- 
glary, rape, and highway robbery need strengthening, or are 
they now sufficiently strong? 

Mr, PALMISANO. They are. 

Mr. LEWIS of Colorado. Why do not the officials of 
the District of Columbia spend more time in guarding the 
public against those major crimes and in apprehending the 
perpetrators instead of trying to pick up some poor fellow 
who is so foolish as to wager a nickel or a quarter on a 
numbers chance? That is what I would like to know. 

Mr. PALMISANO. I understand that has been a problem 
in the District, and a considerable number of criminals have 
not been apprehended. 

Mr. SPEAKER. I move the previous question on the bill 
and amendments. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the committee amend- 
ments. 

The committee amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 


GROUP MEALTH ASSOCIATION, INC. 


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, on March 17 and again on 
March 22 the House graciously permitted me to present cer- 
tain information about a controversy which has developed 
between the Group Healih Association, Inc., and the Medical 
Society of the District of Columbia involving on the one 
hand approximately 2,600 Federal employees and their de- 
pendents and physicians and on the other hand officers and 
members of the medical society. Included in the contro- 
versy is the question whether members of the Group Health 
Association and the physicians of their choice have the right 
to use the hospitals of the District of Columbia or call into 
consultation physicians who are members of the Medical So- 
ciety of the District, and, generally whether the members of 
the Group Health Association can conduct their activities 
without the destructive interference of officers and members 
of the medical society. 

In the course of my remarks on both occasions I made 
statements which reflect seriously upon the behavior of lead- 
ing representatives of the Medical Society of the District of 
Columbia, and, if adequately verified, make clear that in their 
conduct toward the members of Group Health Association 
they have acted harshly, unjustly, and against sound public 
policy. 

Under date of March 23, Dr. Francis X. McGovern, act- 
ing as chairman of the public relations committee of the 
District Medical Society, wrote me a letter which was re- 
ceived in my office on March 24, when I was out of the city, 
in which he alleges that one element of one of the statements 
cut of the many statements made by me before the House 
was grossly untrue. Before my return to Washington and 
before I had an opportunity to read his Jetter, Dr. McGov- 
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ern gave copies of it to the newspapers. After reading the 
newspaper accounts of Dr. McGovern’s letter, and subse- 
quently the letter itself, I gave public notice that the allega- 
tions of Dr. McGovern, representing the Medical Society 
of the District, together with all the other allegations which 
have been made concerning the treatment of members and 
employees of the Group Health Association, should be fully 
investigated by an impartial body qualified to determine 
and appraise the facts and to represent the public in dealing 
with them. 

Accordingly, with your permission, I shall present a resolu- 
tion calling for an investigation by a select committee of the 
House, which shall be empowered to take testimony under 
oath and to subpena witnesses who possess information 
which the House may find useful in dealing with this im- 
portant matter. 

It is encouraging to learn of a statement which appeared 
in the newspapers last Saturday night, in which it is re- 
ported that Dr. McGovern, in his capacity as chairman of 
the public relations committee of the District Medical So- 
ciety, stated: 

The Medical Society heartily welcomes any investigation that 
any committee of Congress may choose to make. 

The society will furnish the committee with every fact and with 
all information at its command, and will cooperate wholeheartedly 
and in every possible way. 

The Medical Society has nothing whatsoever to conceal. On the 
contrary, it is happy at the opportunity of bringing to light any 
facts which otherwise might escape the public notice. 


The society has been governed in all of its activities by only one 
consideration—the public interest. 


Before presenting a resolution authorizing an investigation, 
I desire to submit several statements in addition to those 
already reported concerning the activities of the officers and 
members of the Medical Society of the District of Columbia, 
so that these, as well as others now before the House, may be 
dealt with by an investigating committee. 

One of the first serious cases with which physicians em- 
ployed by Group Health Association had to deal involved con- 
tusions and compound fractures as a result of an automobile 
accident suffered by one of the association’s members. The 
member was taken in an unconscious condition to one of the 
local hospitals. A Group Health physician was permitted to 
see the patient on the night of the injury, but when it became 
apparent that he desired to use operative means in treating 
the fractures he was informed by the hospital superintendent 
that an operation had not been anticipated by them. Finally, 
he was permitted to operate, with results so commendable 
that he was congratulated by physicians on the hospital staff. 
Although the Group Health doctor was permitted to continue 
treating the case until it was discharged from the hospital, 
he was advised that he could not bring another case to the 
hospital until given specific permission to do so, which per- 
mission has never been granted. 

Another patient was found by her landlady in an uncon- 
scious condition on the floor of her bathroom. A neighboring 
doctor was immediately called. Upon regaining conscious- 
ness the patient asked for the services of one of the doctors 
employed by the Group Health Association. On this occasion 
Dr. Allan E. Lee was called. Upon his arrival, after an exam- 
ination, he determined that an emergency operation was 
immediately necessary. He ordered the patient sent to one 
of the local hospitals. Since the surgeon employed by the 
Group Health Association had not been extended courtesy 
privileges at the hospital, it became necessary to arrange for 
the employment of a local physician who enjoyed courtesy 
privileges at the hospital to perform the operation. The sur- 
geon employed promptly visited the patient in her room at 
the hospital upon her arrival there. It was understood by 
Dr. Lee that the surgeon would make all necessary arrange- 
ments for the operating room, anesthesia, and so forth, and 
would proceed with an emergency operation. An hour or two 
later, when Dr. Lee arrived at the hospital, he was met in the 
corridor by the surgeon employed to operate, who at that 
time was in the company of several other doctors. The sur- 
geon in a loud voice stated to Dr. Lee that he understood the 
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patient was entered in the hospital as a patient of Group 
Health Association, and that if that were true he could not 
touch her, as it would put him in a bad spot. Dr. Lee at- 
tempted to explain to the surgeon that the case was an emer- 
gency one and that time was an important factor in its suc- 
cessful handling. It was not, however, until Dr. Lee em- 
phatically assured the surgeon, not only of his own member- 
ship in the District Medical Society but also of his member- 
ship on the courtesy staff of the hospital, and that because of 
his own courtesy privileges he had entered the patient as a 
private patient of his, that the surgeon was induced to per- 
form the operation. Fortunately, in spite of the delay, the 
operation was successful, and the patient, after a protracted 
period of recuperation, recovered and was able to resume 
work. 


Let me present another incident. A member of the Group 


Health Association who had taken out a family membership 


that is, a membership which permits treatment of depend- 
ents—had included in the list of dependents her husband 
and two children, aged 6 and 9, respectively. Also dependent 
upon her and living in the same house were a father-in-law 
and mother-in-law. 

These were not listed as her dependents because of her 
belief that they were not eligible for treatment as depend- 
ents, notwithstanding the fact that her husband had for a 
long time been out of work and had only recently obtained 
a position as a commission salesman. His commissions were 
inconsequential, and it therefore took her entire salary to 
provide the bare necessities of life. A physician who had 
previously attended the family asked if she was a member 
of Group Health Association. When told that she was he 
informed her that so long as she had anything whatever to 
do with the association he would refuse to answer any sick 
calls at her home. This meant that her father-in-law and 
mother-in-law, whom she had not included as dependents, 
were without medical care unless she resigned from Group 
Health Association. 

In my statement to the House last week I referred to the 
case of Dr. Allan E. Lee, and reported that due to pressure 
from the local medical society he was forced to resign from 
the Group Health Association, whereupon he was immedi- 
ately restored to good standing in the District Medical So- 
ciety. You will be interested in certain additional facts 
concerning this case. While still a member in good stand- 
ing with the District Medical Society he was notified by a 
hospital in which he enjoyed courtesy privileges that since 
he was no longer a member of the District Medical Society 
these privileges would no longer be available to him. When 
Dr. Thomas Neill, president of the District Medical Society, 
was consulted it was learned that Dr. Lee was still a member 
in good standing in the society, and Dr. Neill requested that 
the hospital be so informed. When the hospital was con- 
sulted it was learned that they had acted upon a rumor and 
that they were reinstating Dr. Lee to full courtesy privileges. 
Later, when it became known that Dr. Lee was a physician 
employed by Group Health Association, he was confronted 
with charges of violating the constitution and bylaws of the 
District Medical Society and notified that unless he resigned 
from the Group Health Association he would be expelled 
from the society. Dr. Lee informed the medical society 
that he had carefully considered the matter before joining 
Group Health Association, that he was in full sympathy with 
its purposes, and that he intended to retain his position in 
the Group Health Association. 

Later, however, he was made guest of honor at a dinner 
given by a group of physicians, all of whom were members 
of the medical society. Following the dinner he was bom- 
barded and cajoled until 3 o’clock in the morning, and was 
placed under such pressure by his associates that he con- 
cluded that professional work with the Group Health Asso- 
ciation under conditions imposed by the medical society and 
its members would be unbearable. Before he left the hotel 
at which he was the guest of the members of the medical 
society he had promised to resign, and formally did resign 
before the end of the day. Dr. Lee reported to the presi- 
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dent of the Group Health Association that no one would 
know the extent to which he had been tormented by his 
brother members of the medical society, and that so long 
as he retained his position in the Group Health Association 
he was not only persona non grata with the members of the 
District Medical Society but virtually ostracized by his per- 
sonal friends and professional associates. 

I referred also in my statement to the House last week 
to the fact that Dr. Selders, the surgeon employed by Group 
Health Association, had received notice that he was about 
to be expelled from the Harris County Medical Society of 
Houston, Tex, A friend of his, who is a leading physician 
in Houston, has written that he hopes Dr. Selders will come 
out on top when the case is considered by the medical so- 
ciety on Wednesday, March 30. In his letter, the physician 
stated that the Harris County Medical Society has a fairly 
large group of men engaged in contract practice for the rail- 
roads, refineries, insurance companies, United States Gov- 
ernment, and other employers and groups of citizens. In 
his letter he listed a large number of local physicians who 
enjoy not only local but national prominence, some of whom 
are officers of State or local medical societies and each of 
whom is now engaged in salaried or contract practice. 

In spite of this and as shown by correspondence, under 
pressure from the Medical Society of the District of Colum- 
bia, Dr. Selders is threatened by his local Texas society with 
the same fate that befell Dr. Scandiffio in his expulsion from 
the Medical Society of the District of Columbia. 

It must be clear from the limited information given in 
the time available that the officers and members of the Dis- 
trict Medical Society have subjected the physicians of the 
Group Health Association to severe embarrassment and men- 
tal torture. As you no doubt have surmised, they are not 
alone in this action. They have been aided and abetted by 
officers and members of the American Medical Association, 
who are guilty of disseminating false and misleading infor- 
mation about the purposes and activities of the Group Health 
Association, and by officers and members of State and local 
District medical societies who have joined with officers and 
members of the American Medical Association in seeking 
to make it impossible for members of Group Health Asso- 
ciation to employ the services of their own physicians or to 
enjoy customary hospital facilities. 

As evidence that the hostility of certain members of the 
medical fraternity had not been confined to local represen- 
tatives of the District Medical Society and has not been 
confined to attacks upon Group Health Association alone, let 
me give you some additional facts. No sooner had the local 
Group Health Association become active than a committee 
of the District Medical Society went to Chicago—the na- 
tional headquarters of the American Medical Association— 
to enlist the support of that body. From then on the Amer- 
ican Medical Association has kept up a continuous barrage 
of attack supported by petitions, resolutions, and personal 
influence from representatives of State and local medical 
societies. The American Medical Association has spread in- 
sidious, false, and harmful propaganda against Group Health 
Association and has also intensified its attack, which has 
been going on for several years, upon cooperative and other 
mutual organizations of similar character in other parts 
of the United States. Some of these which were newly or- 
ganized have been unable to get under way while others, 
which have been in successful operation for years, have 
suffered new indignities. 

In St. Louis, a group of doctors who have been giving fine 
service to the Wage Earners Health Association have been 
notified that they will be ousted from the local medical so- 
ciety at the first possible opportunity. Here the fight has 
gone so far that there is a movement attacking the members 
of the staff of the Missouri Pacific Railroad Hospital. 

In Milwaukee, Wis., the members of the Milwaukee Med- 
ical Center, a group of doctors who have had the finest repu- 
tation in their community, have served on the staffs of lead- 
ing hospitals and have even been members of the teaching 
staffs of medical institutions, have been ousted from the 
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local medical society on the ground of contract practice and 
behavior contrary to the public good. 

In Akron, Ohio, where plans have been under way for the 
establishment of a large voluntary health association, using 
the unions as a backbone, the medical society has frankly 
stated to the organizing committee that if such an association 
was formed, the medical society would see to it that the 
hospitals denied their accommodations to patients who were 
members of the association. A 

In San Diego, Calif., the doctors who have been serving the 
San Diego Beneficial Society for about 5 years suddenly find 
themselves confronted with threats of being ousted from the 
local medical society. 

The Voluntary Health Association of San Francisco, which 
by city charter provides medical and hospital service for 
nearly 9,000 municipal employees and their dependents, is 
finding it impossible to get into operation because the county 
society has notified the organization committee that it would 
oust any doctor whom they would employ. 

In Little Rock, Ark., a group of physicians who have been 
practicing what is known as group practice and have also 
had a prepayment plan, deliberately resigned from the medi- 
cal society rather than be kicked out. 

It has become apparent here in Washington, as I have 
pointed out, that a group of doctors who are at present in 
control of the District Medical Society and, through that 
society in control of our local hospitals, are using their posi- 
tion to keep qualified physicians out of the hospitals and to 
prevent citizens who are sick from employing physicians of 
their own choice when they require hospitalization. Within 
the past few days the trustees of several of our leading hos- 
pitals have admitted that, although they have not abdicated, 
they are powerless to enforce their own judgment as to the 
administration of hospitals when their judgment runs con- 
trary to that of their medical staffs. 

I am informed that trustees of several hospitals have ex- 
pressed willingness to open their hospitals to members of the 
Group Health Association and to physicians employed by 
Group Health Association; but in view of the attitude of the 
members of their medical staffs, they are utterly unable to 
make any provision which would admit Group Health mem- 
bers in the care of their Group Health physicians. These 
trustees have been clear that unless the hospitals act in 
unison in admitting members and physicians of Group Health 
Association, the physicians holding membership in the Dis- 
trict Medical Society would boycott the individual hospitals 
and take from them the revenue they need to keep going. 

It is quite evident from information furnished to me that 
the doctors on the medical staffs of our hospitals maintain 
a control over our hospitals which makes their trustees in 
matters of the character with which we are here concerned 
comparatively helpless. Medical staffs in our local hospitals 
are able to prevent doctors not favored by them or disap- 
proved by other members of the District Medical Society from 
using the hospitals. Thereby they impose restrictions upon 
patients requiring hospitalization which appear to be in con- 
flict with the public interest. 

It is high time that Members of Congress have before them 
the facts which have been developed out of the present con- 
troversy, so that we may deal both with problems of hospitali- 
zation and of medical care in such a way as to assure Federal 
employees and other residents of Washington the use of the 
hospitals and the free employment of physicians of their 
choice to the full extent of their resources and without dis- 
crimination. 

Has it after all come to this, that a group of citizens are 
unable to join together in the employment of a group of 
doctors without experiencing severe limitations in the use 
of hospital facilities, and without incurring the ruthless oppo- 
sition of representatives of the Medical Society of the Dis- 
trict who temporarily are in control? Is it possible that the 
public, which supports both doctors and hospitals, has no 
voice in establishing justice and fair dealing? Are Federal 
employees to be subjected to the autocratic, domineering, in- 
human discrimination which I have described purely because 
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they desire to enjoy the benefits of a mutual, cooperative 
association through which they can employ physicians to 
attend them? 

It is an amazing spectacle in the year 1938 to witness the 
efforts of a group of physicians here in Washington and in 
other cities of the United States, who are determined to 
check the course of progress toward a more humane, compre- 
hensive, and efficient service in dealing with sickness and 
the prevention of disease. Officers of the Group Health Asso- 
ciation report that there are more than 40 cases involving 
their members or dependents which now require hospitaliza- 
tion, but that hospitalization for all of these cases, which are 
classed as elective surgery, is deferred until the members can 
be assured of admission to the hospitals for treatment by 
doctors of their own choice. 

Because the situation is one of national as well as local con- 
‘cern, involving as it does the health and welfare of citizens 
of low income who require adequate medical attention and 
the cooperation of physicians and hospitals enjoying, in a 
sense, a public franchise, and because the controversy that 
has developed requires immediate attention, I have offered 
today a resolution authorizing the appointment of a com- 
mittee to investigate the controversy between the Group 
Health Association and the Medical Society of the District 
of Columbia. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. MEAD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my own remarks in the Recorp, and to include therein 
an article on Social and Economic Implications by S. Howard 
Evans. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 


MILITARY ESTABLISHMENT APPROPRIATION BILL, 1939 


Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the further considera- 
tion of the bill (H. R. 9995) making appropriations for the 
Military Establishment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1939, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill H. R. 9995, with Mr. LUTHER 
A. Jonnson in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


SALARIES, WAR DEPARTMENT 


For compensation for personal services in the District of Colum- 
bia, as follows: 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the first bill brought before the 
House by the Committee on Appropriations in the last 10 
years, that I can recall, where the amount that can be 
spent under the bill exceeds the amount of the Budget esti- 
mate. Under the provisions of this bill as a result of con- 
tract obligations and reappropriations that have been made 
there can be spent $2,360,396 more than the Budget esti- 
mate. Some estimates have been reduced and some reap- 
propriations have been made, but the net result is that 
there can be spent on the passage of this bill, if it goes 
along as it is, $2,360,396 more than the Budget estimate. 
Unless a procedure of this kind is absolutely necessary for 
national defense we should not follow it. 

I am going to ask some questions of the chairman of the 
subcommittee as we go along and shall ask him to give rea- 
sons for the increases. I am going to ask him one question 
right now, while I am on this subject, because the matter 
about which I wish to ask occurs in the next paragraph. 
For instance, there is allowed an increase of $9,900 over 
last year in the salary item of the office of the Secretary 
of War. I should like to have the chairman of the subcom- 
mittee give some reason for adding this $9,900 to the salary 
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item. Frankly, I do not believe the duties in that office 
have increased to the extent an increase in salary is required. 
I should like to see the chairman of the subcommittee justify 
this increase, if he can. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, in answer 
to the gentleman from New York, I call the attention of the 
Committee to the following justification. One item of that 
increase is $1,800 for one stenotype operator. Then, there 
are three clerks at $1,440 each, and reallocations to the 
extent of $3,480, less reductions on account of lapses of $1,300, 
or a total of $9,900. On page 649 of the hearings you will 
find the justification for all of the items. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

The Clerk read as follows: 

PAY OF THE ARMY 


For pay of not to exceed an average of 12,300 commissioned offi- 
cers, $34,331,943; pay of officers, National Guard, $100; pay of war- 
rant officers, $1,371,836; aviation increase to commissioned and 
warrant officers of the Army, including not to exceed five medical 
officers, $2,419,037, none of which shall be available for increased pay 
for making aerial flights by nonflying officers at a rate in excess of 
$1,440 per annum, which shall be the legal maximum rate as to 
such nonfiying officers; additional pay to officers for length of 
service, $10,275,191; pay of an average of not to exceed 165,000 
enlisted men of the line and staff, not including the Philippine 
Scouts, $68,008,504; pay of enlisted men of National Guard, $100; 
aviation increase to enlisted men of the Army, $660,128; pay of en- 
listed men of the Philippine Scouts, $1,050,447; additional pay for 
length of service to enlisted men, $5,437,353; pay of the officers on 
the retired list, $13,123,676; increased pay to not to exceed seven 
retired officers on active duty, $8,213; pay of retired enlisted men, 
$13,725,080; pay not to exceed 60 civil-service messengers at not to 
exceed $1,200 each at headquarters of the several Territorial depart- 
ments, corps areas, Army and corps headquarters, Territorial oe 
tricts, tactical divisions 1 brigades, service schools, camps, and 
ports of embarkation and debarkation, $72,000; pay and allowances 
of contract surgeons, $42,276; pay of nurses, $949,720; rental allow- 
ances, including allowances for quarters for enlisted men on duty 
where public quarters are not available, $6,688,780; subsistence 
allowances, $6,607,216; interest on soldiers’ deposits, $45,000; pay- 
ment of exchange by officers serving in foreign countries, 3 when 


cote all foreign money received shall be 
disbursing officers of the Army at the legal valuation fixed by the 
Secretary of the Treasury, $100; in all, $165,316,700; and the money 
herein appropriated for “Pay of the Army” shall be accounted for 
as one fund: Provided, That during the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1939, no officer of the Army shall be entitled to receive an addition 
to his pay in consequence of the provisions of the act approved 
May 11, 1908 (10 U. S. C, 803): Provided further, That no part of 
this or any other appropriation contained in this act shall be 
available for the pay of any person, civil or military, not a citizen 
of the United States, unless in the employ of the Government or 
in a pay status on July 1, 1937, under appropriations for the War 
Department, nor for the pay of any such person beyond the period 
of enlistment or termination of employment, but nothing herein 
shall be construed as applying to instructors of foreign languages at 
the Military Academy, or to Filipinos in the Army Transport 
Service, or to persons employed outside of the continental limits 
of the United States except enlisted men of the Army, 
other than Philippine Scouts, upon expiration of enlistment and 
this provision shall be subject to the provisions of the act entitled 
“An act for the protection of certain enlisted men of the Army”, 
approved August 19, 1937: Provided further, That, without deposit 
to the credit of the Treasurer of the United States and with- 
drawal on money requisitions, receipts of public moneys from sales 
or other sources by officers of the Army on disbursing duty and 
charged in their official accounts, except receipts to be credited to 
river and harbor and flood-control appropriations and retirement 
deductions, may be used by them as required for current expendi- 
tures, all necessary bookkeeping adjustments of appropriations, 
funds, and accounts to be made in the settlement of their dis- 
bursing accounts, 


Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to call attention to the fact that 
this item on page 11 of the bill of $165,316,700 is $3,490,576 
above last year’s figures. 

I wonder if the gentleman from Pennsylvania can give 
us any justification for this figure, and if he can tell us any 
reason we should have an increase of three and a half million 
dollars on this particular item. I do not understand it calls 
for additional personnel, but largely for increased operating 
expenses. I wish the gentleman would explain this item 
somewhat. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, on page 
8 of the report, under “Pay of the Army” under the head of 
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“Finance Department” will be found what I believe to be 
sufficient justification for the increase of $3,490,576. 

The personnel upon which the estimate is based is detailed 
at page 113 of the hearings. The major portion of the in- 
crease covers the following items: 50 second lieutenants, 
$81,000; provision for pay for a full year for the increase of 
75 first lieutenants of the Medical and Dental Corps for 
whom 9 months’ pay was provided in 1938, $37,500; addi- 
tional grades and ratings, $644,415; subsistence allowances, 
officers, $425,231; allowance for quarters for enlisted men on 
duty where public quarters are not available, $302,220; lon- 
gevity pay, enlisted men, $266,885; longevity pay, officers and 
warrant officers, $664,596—— 

Mr. TABER. May I ask the gentleman this question? I 
realize they are the items involved, but I do not see why 
these things should be piling up on us every year without 
any substantial increase in personnel, We have an increase 
here of $500 apiece for these first lieutenants and you have 
an increase here for 50 second lieutenants amounting to 
$81,000. This means almost $2,000 apiece, and it does seem 
to me as if this whole thing is altogether out of line. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. I may say to the gentle- 
man from New York that we provided last year for their 

pay for only a portion of the year, while this appropriation 
is for the entire year. 

Of course, this committee has not anything to do with 
setting up the pay laws. They are set up by the Congress 
and all we can do is to comply with the pay laws in ex- 
istence and provide the money to fill the different require- 
ments. In other words, this entire additional amount of 
$3,490,576 may be said to be responsive to pay laws set up 
by the Congress itself for the Army. 

Mr. TABER. Are they not increasing the number in the 
higher grades more rapidly than the percentage limits 
permit? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. No; that would not be 
lawful. As the gentleman knows, seniority obtains in the 
Army. In the Navy we have the selection system. In the 
Army advancement depends upon attrition incident to what 
I may term “normal causes” and does not come through 
vacancies created in order to accelerate promotion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

No appropriation for the pay of the Army shall be available for 
the pay of any officer or enlisted man on the active list of the 
Army who is engaged in any manner with any publication which 
is or may be issued by or for any branch or organization of the 
Army or military association in which officers or enlisted men have 
membership and which carries paid advertising of firms doing 
business with the War Department: Provided, however, That 
nothing herein contained shall be construed to prohibit officers 
from writing or disseminating articles in accordance with regula- 
tions issued by the Secretary of War. 

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order 
against the language contained in lines 12 to 22, inclusive, 
on page 13, that it is legislation on an appropriation bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
desire to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. FADDIS. I do not believe that is necessary, Mr. 
Chairman. This does not decrease any appropriation and 
does not provide for a decrease in personnel or anything of 
that kind, and is purely legislation on an appropriation bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. SNYDER] desire to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I believe 
this is just a straight-out limitation, and I do not believe it 
comes within the provision referred to. 

The CHAIRMAN. What about the last proviso in the last 
three or four lines of the paragraph: 

That nothing herein contained shall be construed to prohibit 
officers from writing or disseminating articles in accordance with 
regulations issued by the Secretary of War? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. I may say to the Chair 
that that does not give any more authority than now exists. 
It just accepts the authority now existing. 

The CHAIRMAN. Then, under existing law, why is it nec- 
essary to have that provision? 
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Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, it would seem to me that 
that proviso is clearly a part of the limitation above, because 
it simply excepts an officer publishing something already 
permitted by regulations of the Secretary of War. The lan- 
guage is clearly a limitation on an appropriation bill. There 
is no attempt at legislation, no additional duties required of 
any officer, or anything of that kind. 

Mr. SMITH of Connecticut. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania yield? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Yes. 

Mr. SMITH of Connecticut. Does this entire language 
appear in the present appropriation act? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. It does. 

Mr. SMITH of Connecticut. Is that proviso new lan- 
guage? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. No. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is of opinion that the ex- 
planation made by the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Taser] is correct; that the last proviso is simply an excep- 
tion from the limitation, and the Chair, therefore, overrules 
the point of order and holds that the paragraph is a proper 
limitation. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, the testimony on page 124 
of the committee hearings shows that the average pay of 
the enlisted man in the Army last year was $437.29 a year 
while the average pay of the enlisted man in the Navy was 
$826.81 a year. In other words, the enlisted man in the 
Navy received an average of $391.52 a year more than the 
average enlisted man in the Army received. 

The record further shows that last year the United States 
paid 162,000 enlisted men in the Army $70,842,311.96 while 
during the same year we paid 107,785 enlisted men in the 
Navy $89,118,089. The record shows that we paid 107,785 en- 
listed men in the Navy nearly $19,000,000 more than we paid 
162,000 enlisted men in the Army. If we had paid the en- 
listed men in the Navy at the same rate per man that the 
enlisted man in the Army received, the enlisted pay roll of 
the Navy would have been $47,102,045 instead of $89,118,089, 
or the Government could have reduced the Budget and made 
a saving of $42,016,044. 

To me it seems an absolute injustice to pay the enlisted 
personnel of one branch of our national defense nearly twice 
the amount that the enlisted personnel of the other branch 
receives. 

I am making this observation particularly in view of the 
increased naval appropriation bill passed by the House within 
the last few days. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

MILITARY POSTS 

For construction and installation of buildings, flying fields, and 
appurtenances thereto, including interior facilities, fixed equip- 
ment, necessary services, roads, connections to water, sewer, gas, 
and electric mains, purchase and installation of telephone and 
radio equipment, and similar improvements, and procurement of 
transportation incident thereto, without reference to sections 1136 
and 3734, Revised Statutes (10 U. S. C. 1339; 40 U. S. C. 267); 
general overhead expenses of transportation, engineering, supplies, 
inspection and supervision, and such services as may be necessary 
in the office of the Quartermaster General; and the engagement 
by contract or otherwise without regard to section 3709, Revised 
Statutes (41 U. S. C. 5), and at such rates of compensation as 
the Secretary of War may determine, of the services of architects 
or firms or corporations thereof and other technical and profes- 
sional personnel as may be necessary; to remain available until 
expended and to be applied as follows: For work authorized by the 
act approved May 14, 1937 (50 Stat. 103): At Savanna Ordnance 
Depot, III., $341,137; at Camp Stanley, Tex., $218,118; for work 
authorized by the act of August 12, 1935 (49 Stat. 610-611): At 
Hickam Field, Hawaii, $786,000; navigation aids at various stations, 
$270,025; housing and technical facilities, Air Corps intermediate 
station, Connellsville, Pa., $50,000; and runway at Hamilton Field, 
Calif., $350,000; for work authorized by the act of August 26, 1937 
(50 Stat. 857-862): At Fort Benning, Ga., including an additional 
amount for the completion of the water-system project, $450,000; 
Chanute Field, III., $1,500,000; Fort Clayton, Canal Zone, $650,000; 
Air Corps Technical School, Denver, Colo., $1,385,000; Fort Knox, 
Ky., $850,000; Fort Monroe, Va., $81,500; Panama Canal Zone, 
$328,000; Schofield Barracks, Hawaii, $785,100; Fort Barrancas, Fla., 
$87,000; and Army and Navy General Hospital, Hot Springs, Ark., 
$35,000; in all, $8,166,880: Provided, That contracts are hereby au- 
thorized to be entered into and obligations otherwise incurred in 
excess of the preceding stipulated amounts, as follows: Chanute 
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Field, II., $575,000; Fort Clayton, Canal Zone, $178,000; Air Corps 
Technical School, Denver, Colo., $150,000; and Fort Knox, Ky. 
$187,200. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
against the language, beginning with the word “housing,” in 
line 24, page 26, and ending with the figures “$50,000” on 
page 27, line 1: 

Housing and technical facilities, Air Corps intermediate station, 
Connellsville, Pa., $50,000. 

I do this because it is not authorized by law. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, the item 
is not subject to the point of order because clause 7 of sec- 
tion 1 of the act of August 12, 1935, specifically provides for 
such intermediate stations as will provide for transconti- 
nental movements incident to the concentration of the gen- 
eral headquarters, Air Force, for maneuvers. The Connells- 
ville airport has been approved by the Secretary of War as 
an intermediate landing field, and, if the Chair desires more 
than my word for it, I should be glad to hand him a letter I 
have received from General Craig, the Chief of Staff, advis- 
ing me of such action. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair asks the gentleman to send 
that letter to the desk. Does the gentleman from New York 
care to be heard further? 

Mr. TABER. I do. There is nothing to indicate any- 
where in the letter that the Secretary of War has filed that 
he has given attention to the consideration of four require- 
ments set forth in section 1 of the bill to which the gentle- 
man refers. There are four requirements, and in order to 
bring any one of these stations under the act, every single 
one of these requirements must be met, and there is nothing 
in the documents available to indicate that those require- 
ments have been met. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, all of the 
requirements that the gentleman speaks of have been met, 
or the Secretary of War would not have acted as indicated 
in the letter I have just sent to the Chair. 

Mr. TABER. I suggest to the Chairman that it is abso- 
lutely necessary that the Secretary of War under a statute 
such as this, in order to accomplish the authorization, pre- 
sent a determination on his part that those requirements 
have been met. 

Those requirements are specifically set forth, and before 
an authorization can be made under the act these require- 
ments must be met and the Secretary of War must have 
made a finding that the requirements were met. There is 
nothing to indicate that. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, replying 
to the gentleman from New York, I may say that the letter 
I hold in my hand indicates that the Secretary of War has 
met the requirements of the law. The act itself provides— 

That the Secretary of War is hereby authorized and directed to 
determine in all strategic areas of the United States, including 
those in Alaska and our overseas possessions and holdings, the 
location of such additional permanent Air Corps stations and 
depots as he deems essential— 

And so forth. He has made the determination in this 
case, as is evidenced by General Craig’s letter. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON.) 
ready to rule. 

The act of August 12, 1936, confers upon the Secretary of 
War authority to establish intermediate stations in compli- 
ance with the terms of that act. The chairman of the sub- 
committee has furnished the Chair with a letter dated March 
22, 1938, from the War Department advising that the Secre- 
tary of War under this authority has designated Connells- 
ville, Pa., as an intermediate station and that it had been so 
designated by the Secretary of War. 

The gentleman from New York makes the point of order 
that before the Secretary of War could make such a desig- 
nation he must comply with certain provisions of the act, 
The Chair would not be warranted in assuming that the 
Secretary of War disregarded the provisions of the law. 
Since the Secretary of War has made the designation, the 
Chair thinks it is proper to assume that the Secretary has 
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carried out the provisions of the law giving him that author- 
ity; in other words, the Chair does not think that it is nec- 
essary for the Chair to assume that the Secretary of War 
would violate the act. The proper assumption would be 
that he had complied with the law. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the 
burden is upon the gentleman from Pennsylvania, inserting 
this item in the bill, to show that the Secretary of War has 
legally made a designation of this place as an intermediate 
air station in accordance with the provisions of law and that 
he has met the four requirements that are set forth in the 
statute. I do not think a mere letter from the Secretary of 
War stating that he has made some designation would meet 
the situation unless the Secretary of War set forth that he 
has determined that this airport complies with the four 
requirements outlined in the statute. Has the Chair a copy 
of the statute available? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has a copy of the act and 
is familiar with the act. 

Mr. TABER. It would seem to me that the Secretary of 
War must make a finding with reference to these four re- 
quirements specifically and that evidence of it must accom- 
pany the request for an authorization. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. He did make that finding 
with reference to the four specific points. 

Mr. TABER. But the evidence is not here to support that. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. The letter should be suffi- 
cient evidence. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair takes it that the evidence 
is in the War Department files. The Chair does not think 
it should be necessary to require that that evidence be sent 
here. When the House is advised that the Secretary of War 
has followed the act and has made the designation, the Chair 
thinks it would be unnecessary to require that the evidence 
be set forth. In the Chair’s opinion the Chair has the right 
to assume that the Secretary of War has followed the pro- 
visions of law and that the records of the War Department 
would so show. 

The point of order is overruled. 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Powers: On page 26, line 19, before 
the word “work,” insert the following: “Reconstructing at Fort 
Niagara, N. Y., the barracks buildings known as 50-N and 50-S 
which were destroyed by fire March 4, 1938, to be available 
immediately, $75,000 for.” 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania if he will accept this amendment as a 
committee amendment? If he desires further explanation 
I shall be very happy to make it. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. I accept it as a committee 
amendment and do not care for any further explanation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New Jersey. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DIMOND. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment, 
which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Drop: Page 26, line 23, after the 
semicolon, insert “At the Alaska air base, Territory of Alaska, 
$2,000,000.” 

Mr. DIMOND. Mr. Chairman, when the House was in 
session on Friday of last week I spoke at some length upon 
the outstanding need for the installation of some defensive 
military works in the Territory of Alaska. I pointed out then 
by a map which I presented to the committee the strategic 
importance of the Territory of Alaska in any sound scheme 
of national defense, because Alaska lies on the short line 
between the Orient and the United States. Any hostile 
foreign power in possession of the Territory would be in the 
best possible kind of position to make an attack upon the 
United States. 
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I further pointed out that at the present time the Terri- 
tory of Alaska is absolutely undefended. We have about 300 
infantry stationed at Chilkoot Barracks in the southeastern 
part of the Territory. That is all we have in Alaska in the 
way of military or naval defense, except several naval air- 
planes which are intermittently stationed at the town of 
Sitka, also in southeastern Alaska. I believe that if the 
Members of Congress really understood the importance of 
having some defenses in Alaska there would be no opposition 
to the proposed amendment. This matter was very fully 
considered by the Committee on Military Affairs of the 
House in 1935, prior to the time the Wilcox Act was passed. 
It was only after the most mature consideration that Alaska 
was included in that act as a base for the Army Air Corps. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIMOND. I yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. The gentleman from Alaska is mak- 
ing a very excellent statement. May I say that the Delegate 
has appeared before our committee year in and year out, 
ever since I have been a member of the committee, in behalf 
of the establishment of an Army base in Alaska. As the 
Delegate Knows, we asked a considerable number of ques- 
tions of those who had charge of this particular matter with 
a view of persuading them of the necessity for establishing 
an air base in Alaska in our scheme of national defense. 

I favor the gentleman’s proposition to make available this 
year the sum of $2,000,000 for the establishment of an air 
base in Alaska. We need no legislative authority for this, 
because the Wilcox Act, passed some few years ago, furnishes 
the necessary legislative authority for this expenditure. We 
all know of no more strategic point to set up an air base 
than an appropriate place in Alaska to be designated by the 
Air Corps of the War Department. 

Mr. DIMOND. I thank the gentleman for his observation. 

Mr. MICHENER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIMOND. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. MICHENER. Has the Secretary of War designated 
this base under the law? 

Mr. DIMOND. Oh, I think so. That is all taken care of, 
according to my understanding. The Secretary of War him- 
self has not told me that, but other information which 
reaches me indicates that the base has been chosen. I 
understand it is to be located somewhere in the vicinity of 
Fairbanks, Alaska. However, that is immaterial. 

It is a matter to be determined by the General Staff of 
the Army where the base is to be located, but there is legis- 
lative authority for it now. It is contained in the Wilcox 
Act. 

It is also my understanding that the General Staff of the 
Army favors the construction of this base in Alaska but, 
of course, the Secretary of War and the General Staff of 
the Army are unable to proceed until Congress appropriates 
the money. 

May I refer here to one man who was recognized by most 
of us as having had extensive knowledge of military strategy, 
particularly with respect to the air. In fact, he was an out- 
standing individual in this regard. 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the gentleman may proceed for 3 additional 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DIMOND. Mr. Chairman, I refer to the late Gen. 
William D. Mitchell and I make reference to him because he 
had an extensive personal experience in the Territory of 
Alaska. He was stationed there some years ago and traveled 
widely throughout the Territory. I have before me a very 
brief quotation from his testimony before the Military Com- 
mittee of the House. Discussion arose as to the line of 
possible attack upon the main body of the United States. 
Someone suggested it would come through the Panama 
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Canal or first in the region of the Panama Canal. General 
Mitchell, out of the wealth of his experience, said: 

They will not attack the Panama Canal. They will come right 
here from Alaska. 

Then further on in summing up his statement, he said: 

9 it (Alaska) is the most important strategic area in the 
world. 

That has reference to the United States, of course, because 
Alaska lies on the short line between the Orient and the 
United States. I wish to emphasize that fact. I believe 
everyone realizes that when an attack comes, if it does, it 
will come across the north Pacific Ocean, along a line more 
than 2,000 miles away from this great base we have built 
up at Pearl Harbor, which I suppose is necessary, along the 
coast of Alaska. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIMOND. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Does the Army have any air 
facilities there now? 

Mr. DIMOND. The Army has not a thing at all in Alaska 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. What air facilities do you 
have? 

Mr. DIMOND. We have some commercial facilities. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. No Army air facilities? 

Mr. DIMOND. No. The Navy has a few airplanes based 
in southeastern Alaska. 

A few days ago we sent some of our new Army bombers, 
called by the newspapers flying fortresses, to Argentina. 
This visit probably resulted from the thought that if some of 
the land-hungry nations of the world seek to expand in the 
Western Hemisphere the first attack may fall upon one of 
the countries of South America. It was useful to demon- 
strate that in case of necessity, for the support of the Monroe 
Doctrine, military combat aid in the air could be furnished 
at short notice anywhere in this hemisphere. The idea 
which led to the journey of the flying fortresses to Argentina 
and other South American countries was admirable and the 
performance brilliant. 

And yet, thrust out toward Asia as it is, and reaching 
within less than 700 miles of the northernmost island of the 
Japanese Empire, the Territory of Alaska is in a much more 
exposed position to attack than is any country of South 
America, for all those countries are separated from any 
possible foe by thousands upon thouSands of miles of ocean. 
Mr. Chairman, what was done with respect to Argentina so 
recently would be impossible to accomplish with regard to 
Alaska, for, as I stated a moment ago in answer to the ques- 
tion of the gentleman from Texas, there is no military air 
field in the entire Territory of Alaska. Nor, in my judgment, 
is there a single commercial airfield in the Territory that 
could readily acccmmodate ships of the size of the flying 
fortresses. Those airplanes could probably land in safety on 
several of our commercial airfields in Alaska, but I am in 
grave doubt whether they could get in the air again. 

So if an attack should come upon Alaska, that Territory 
would necessarily have to be defended from the United 
States, and defended at a great disadvantage. How much 
better it would be to have such an Army air base in Alaska, 
as was contemplated in the passage of the Wilcox Act. A 
base capable of accommodating, if necessary, hundreds of 
military airplanes of all types, from small, fast pursuit planes 
to the giant bombers, such as the flying fortresses. Only a 
moment’s reflection is required to show us how relatively 
easy it would be to defend Alaska from the air if such a base 
were constructed and accompanied by construction of other 
secondary fields situated in strategic areas in the Territory, 
and how almost impossible it would be to make any air de- 
fense of Alaska by planes operating from the main body of 
the United States. Under present circumstances if war 
comes, Alaska is bound to be lost almost overnight. It can 
be taken safely, because there is no way in which it can be 
defended, for it has no facilities by which defense can be 
made. 

May I further suggest that the next war, like some of the 
other wars that have occurred in recent years, will probably 
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not be preceded by a declaration of war. In the instant case 
that means that the enemy may and probably will strike first 
without announcing his intentions in advance, in which 
event the coast of Alaska could be readily seized, a coast that 
has innumerable harbors, and then that coast could be made 
the base of operations against the United States. 

The construction of the Alaska air base would make it im- 
practicable for any enemy to attempt to seize any part of 
Alaska, because from the Alaska air base, upon a few hours’ 
notice, could move an armament in the air sufficient in power 
to crush any force likely to be brought against it. With the 
Alaska air base established, it would be relatively simple and 
easy to transfer to Alaska on 24 hours’ notice such air force 
as might be necessary to defend the Territory and to protect 
the adjacent coast line, along which an enemy would normally 
move toward our mainland. Under present conditions, with 
no facilities available, to attempt any aerial defense of 
Alaska or from Alaska would be all but impossible. 

Every Member here realizes that the Alaska air base can- 
not be built in a day or a year, if the job is to be done eco- 
nomically. At the best several years will be required for 
construction. In order to do a complete job, it will be neces- 
sary to construct several auxiliary fields in strategic areas in 
the Territory. Therefore this is a subject that calls for im- 
mediate attention of Congress. Under modern conditions, 
national defense is not a thing that may safely be postponed 
until next year, or the year after, or the year after that, as 
the great Empire of Great Britain lately learned to her 
sorrow. Former Prime Minister Baldwin once observed that 
the line of defense of Great Britain is no longer on the 
Channel but on the Rhine. It is equally true that the line 
of defense of the United States is no longer on the shores of, 
Washington or Oregon or California. The development of 
the modern airplane, with its mobility and its almost illimita- 
ble potential power, firmly fixes the line of defense of the 
western part of the United States along the outer limits of! 
the great Territory which I am now privileged to represent 
in this body. 

Mr. Chairman, the only opposition to this proposal that 
I know of comes from the Bureau of the Budget. The judg- 
ment of the Committee on Military Affairs of this House: 
finds expression in the Wilcox Act, which furnishes the legis- 
lative authority. That act, as you all know, had the com- 
plete approval of the General Staff of the Army. I am not 
seeking to have something done which is contrary to the 
advice of the high command of our Army. The only objec- 
tions to the proposed amendment are not military or strate- 
gic, but financial. In matters of national defense delay is: 
dangerous. I hope that the amendment may be agreed to. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, naturally. 
we all agree with the gentleman from Alaska, that Alaska ig 
an important strategic place with reference to our national- 
defense system, but the Army elected first to establish a base: 
in the Puget Sound area, and this year we provided money 
for it. The Army has a program extending over a period of 
years to build and equip new air bases, and in due course 
Iam sure we shall have a recommendation to go forward with 
one in Alaska. 

We are all eager to follow the judgment of Army authori- 
ties, and, I am sure, have confidence that they will choose 
the right places for air bases as the years go by. I believe 
within a year or two the base in Alaska of which the gentle- 
man speaks will be provided for in the Budget, but this year 
the Army evidently feels that the money it would take can 
be spent to better advantage in other channels. 

Mr. DIMOND. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. I yield to the gentleman 
from Alaska. 

Mr. DIMOND. May I ask the gentleman whether he 
knows that in 1937 the Army did send to the Budget an esti- 
mate of $1,500,000 to start work on the Alaska air base? At 
that time the Army made the strongest representations that 
this base ought to go into construction at once. The only 
reason the estimate was not sent in this year is that the 
Budget had laid down limitations before the Army estimates 
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were made up. Therefore, we have a condition where the 
Bureau of the Budget is fixing the strategic policy of the ad- 
ministration and of the country. The fault is not at all 
with the Army. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, the facts 
may be in accordance with the gentleman’s statement. I do 
not know. I do know the Navy has gone up into that section 
and has provided and is providing certain air-defense facili- 
ties there. I am sure we shall have a recommendation in 
the not distant future to put the Army Air Corps up there, too. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment will be voted down. 

Mr. SMITH of Connecticut. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the amendment of the 
Delegate from Alaska because it seems to me the last state- 
ment he made, that the Budget is determining the strategic 
policy of the War Department, in this instance is perfectly 
true. When we passed the Wilcox Act in 1935 we intended 
it to provide in certain strategic areas major bases that our 
airplanes could use and where they could be serviced. The 
act itself has not been carried out, largely because of Budget 
limitations. Only one field has been developed under it, 
and this is in the Pacific Northwest. The act has been 
seized upon to build up some intermediate fields which really 
should have been provided for otherwise than in the Wilcox 
Act, the major purpose of which was to provide these large 
fields in strategic areas. It may be that even though we 
provide this amount in the present appropriation bill the 
administration may impound it, as some appropriations that 
were not thought to have great priority have been im- 
pounded this year, but I believe we should provide this money 
at this time because I believe this is one of the most impor- 
tant items in the development of the Air Corps and the 
defense of the west coast. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Connecticut. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. At least we can do this: In the 
future the Congress can provide for a very strategic airport 
at some very important place in the world, and leave the 
responsibility to somebody else. 

Mr. SMITH of Connecticut. We can leave the responsi- 
bility to the military arm of the Government, acting through 
the Executive. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. We are not going to let the Budget 
Bureau determine what our national defense shall be. 

Mr. SMITH of Connecticut. I think the gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I agree to a certain extent with many 
things the gentleman from Alaska has stated. I am of the 
opinion that within a reasonably short time an air base in 
Alaska will become a reality. However, I feel constrained 
this afternoon to ask the members of the Committee to 
vote against this amendment; and I do this because, in 
my opinion, the officers of the Air Corps who appeared be- 
fore our committee did not justify the expenditure at the 
present time. 

May I call to your attention, Mr. Chairman, that the 
direct and indirect cost of the Army Air Corps at the pres- 
ent time is approximately $110,000,000. Upon completion 
of the presently authorized program for planes in 1940, the 
annual cost will be approximately $150,000,000. I further 
call your attention to the fact that the cost of the Navy air 
forces, direct and indirect, for the fiscal year 1937 was in 
the vicinity of $90,000,000, and that the cost of the Navy 
air force for the fiscal year 1938 probably will be close to 
$100,000,000. With the addition of the 1.000 planes author- 
ized in the big Navy bill passed last week the annual 
cost of the Navy air force probably will rise in 5 years to 
not less than $150,000,000. 

Mr. Chairman, I realize an adequate air force is absolutely 
essential, but if we keep going the way we are now we will 
have for the air force of the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps 
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at the end of a very few years an annual cost of somewhere 
in the vicinity of half a billion dollars. 

We are going to have an annual appropriation bill for the 
Army and Navy in the vicinity of a billion and a half dollars 
before we are through, and, Mr. Chairman, John Q. Public 
must pay this bill. I think we should be a little more careful 
about how we pile up these expenditures. I am hoping and 
I believe that the gentleman from Alaska eventually will see 
an air base in Alaska come into existence. I personally am 
in favor of it, but I do not wish to see the money appropri- 
ated at the present time. I should rather have it come along 
when the Air Corps itself states it should be made available 
in accordance with their development program. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Alaska. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, there is a 
committee amendment at the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment offered by Mr. Jonnson of Oklahoma: 
On page ar Tanne 11, before the word “Fort”, insert “Fort Sill, 
Okla., $331 

Mr. pa, Mr. Chairman, reserving a point of order, 
where is this authorized by law? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. There is a Budget estimate 
for it and it is also authorized, I will say to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. TABER. Was it authorized by the Wilcox Act, or just 
how was it authorized? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. It was authorized under the 
act, Public, No. 394, Seventy-fifth Congress, chapter 843, first 
session, August 26, 1937. 

Mr. TABER. I reserve a point of order, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, I may say 
to the Committee this is a very urgent need. The committee, 
I understand, has some information now it did not have when 
the hearings were held. There are more than 1,300 soldiers 
at Fort Sill who are improperly housed, and I hope there will 
be no objection to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from New York 
desire to urge his point of order? 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I cannot understand just 
how this proposition is authorized, but if it is and there is 
a communication from the Secretary of War indicating that 
this has been determined, I would withdraw the reservation 
of a point of order. This item is already $200,000 above the 
Budget, including the new appropriation, but, of course, this 
has nothing to do with the point of order. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I believe the gentleman will 
withdraw his point of order, will he not? 

Mr. TABER. I would want to know whether it is author- 
ized. I cannot see where it is authorized. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair may state to the gentleman 
from New York that under the act of August 26, 1937, Public, 
No. 394, there appears to be included in that bill an author- 
ization of barracks at Fort Sill, Okla., $330,000, and $1,000 
for telephone construction which is the same amount as that 
mentioned in the amendment. 

Mr. TABER. I withdraw the point of order, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not object to the amendment of my 
friend from Oklahoma, and I do not want to be assuming a 
dog-in-the-manger attitude, but, frankly, I do not quite 
understand the attitude of the committee. Some of my 
friends and myself on the Committee on Military Affairs 
had considerable to do with this question. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Fapprs] and myself and some 
others, constituted the Subcommittee on Appropriations of 
the Committee on Military Affairs and, therefore, I think 
we can say with a fair degree of modesty that we had some- 
thing to do with bringing out the housing-authorization 
measure of last year to which the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. Taser] has referred. There were certain recommenda- 
tions and priorities established in that measure. I am en- 
tirely selfish about this and I do not have anything to hide, 
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because I have two Army posts in my district, and both have 
needed new housing badly for 10 years, with promise after 
promise that in the next bill there would be an appropria- 
tion for housing following the authorization that we passed 
last year. That bill authorized $463,000 in new construc- 
tion at Fort Bliss and $77,818 new construction at Fort 
D. A. Russell. 

Now, when the bill comes here, there are several items 
that our committee never heard about. I congratulate the 
Members who have obtained new housing for their posts. 
But this is no place to play favorites. They need new hous- 
ing at Fort Sill, Okla., and I am for it; but the bill comes in 
with an amendment of $350,000, or something of that sort, 
when I happen to know that housing is needed at many Army 
posts all over the country. If this is to be a logrolling or 
“pork barrel” affair, I am going to do my best to see to it 
that all have an equal chance. 

As I say, I am not complaining about the success that our 
friend from Oklahoma [Mr. Jonnson], who happens to be 
on the Appropriations Committee, is meeting with. In fact, 
I congratulate him on the haste with which the Committee 
accepts his amendment. This is a matter about which there 
ought to be absolute equality practiced in regard to all 
deserving housing, and in all fairness, if this amendment 
is to be accepted, then some of the rest of us would like to 
have time and opportunity to offer suitable amendments 
with the hope that the Committee will accept ours. 

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. STARNES. I feel as the gentleman does about the 
housing situation, but originally this amendment was in- 
cluded in the Budget estimate that came up to us. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Would the gentleman say 
that is true of all of the items in this section? 

Mr. STARNES. All of the items in this section excepting 
one other, which has just been passed on. They came to 
us from the Budget at that time, and we felt the evidence 
was not sufficient to justify, but since that time sufficient 
evidence has been adduced and brought to us. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. It seems to me it has almost 
come to be a futile thing for the legislative Committee on 
Military Affairs to spend weeks and months in bringing out 
a housing bill, establishing priorities, if, when the appropria- 
tion bill comes up there is no regard shown for our work 
and recommendations, or if amendments be accepted and 
the rest of us left out in the cold. That is what I complain 
about. I am determined, if possible, to see to it that our 
committee is shown some consideration. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. I notice that the Jefferson 
Barracks, Mo., which was listed, is stricken out. The soldiers 
there have to sleep out in tents in the rain. I also notice 
where the members of this committee took care of them- 
selves and disregarded our committee. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. I do no agree with your last 
statement, but I do undertake to say, and I back it up with 
the record and the facts, that there are 25 Army posts 
throughout the country where there is inadequate housing, 
and about which the Military Affairs Committee spent weeks 
and months in considering priorities. What is the use of hav- 
ing a legislative committee if what it does is to be absolutely 
disregarded? Why, we are not even consulted. As a rule, 
we are completely ignored. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the time of the gentleman be extended 
5 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CULKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Les. 
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Mr. CULKIN. I agree completely with the gentleman. 
Of course, the condition of military housing in the United 
States is a burning disgrace. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. It is deplorable. The Army 
needs the housing and it would be permanent improvements 
that would provide a lot of employment and require a lot 
of material. 

Mr. CULKIN. The gentleman knows that. The housing 
committee, and I include the staff of the United States 
service, are absolutely guilty of complete neglect of duty in 
this situation. You cannot get a good soldier unless you 
give him decent environment, and may I suggest this to 
the gentleman for the purpose of bringing this thing squarely 
up. I shall offer an amendment for my particular post 
here on the floor. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. I want to find out if there is 
any use of my offering the same kind of an amendment, be- 
cause if the rest of the gentlemen are offering amendments 
and get by with them, I would be neglectful of my people 
and my two Army posts if I did not fight for them, and this 
I propose to do. There certainly ought not to be any dis- 
crimination or favoritism in this matter. The Committee 
on Military Affairs of the House has worked hard on a hous- 
ing bill. The hearings were full, fair, and complete. These 
matters ought to be considered on merit and need, and noth- 
ing else. This is no time or place to start logrolling. I have 
great respect for the Subcommittee on Appropriations in 
charge of this bill. I do not impugn their motives. I express 
the hope, however, that they treat their colleagues on the 
Military Affairs Committee with the consideration due them. 
All we want to do is to cooperate and work out a fair pro- 
gram. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, I want to say in this 
connection that we received priority for an addition to the 
hospital at Fort Sam Houston, to cost $235,000. That hos- 
pital has been subordinated to matters nowhere near as im- 
portant. 

This is not “pork barrel” talking, though it happens to be in 
my district, for the hospital ought to be built no matter 
where it might be. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, I sympa- 
thize with the gentleman from Texas [Mr. THOMASON], a dis- 
tinguished member of the Committee on Military Affairs, 
with whom I served with a great deal of pleasure a few years 
ago. Isay to the gentleman that if he has received a Budget 
estimate for any housing in his district, I shall go down the 
line with him and do my best to see that he gets an appro- 
priation. I go further and say that whether or not he has 
received a Budget estimate, if he will present facts to justify 
it, and he offers an amendment, I for one will support such 
an amendment. But I assure the gentleman that no favorit- 
ism has been shown with reference to Fort Sill, Okla. For 
10 years there was no housing program at Fort Sill because 
the War Department was uncertain whether it wanted to 
keep the Field Artillery School there or transfer it to Fort 
Bragg. That, of course, was several years ago. A board was 
appointed by the War Department and after a very thorough 
investigation the committee finally decided that the Field 
Artillery School should remain at Fort Sill. Since that time 
a building program has been begun, but the item of $331,000 
in the pending amendment, sent to the desk by the chairman 
of the committee, will not begin to take care of the urgent 
needs for the housing at Fort Sill. 

May I say to the gentlemen who are members of the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs that certainly no member of that 
committee should object to this item. Senator HILL, of 
Alabama, who at that time was chairman of the important 
Committee on Military Affairs, visited Fort Sill a few years 
ago and after a thorough investigation, at which time he 
saw the old, dilapidated, wartime shacks that men are housed 
in, he made the public statement that the housing situation 
was not only in a very deplorable condition there but that he 
had found them no worse at any other Army post in the 
entire United States. Members of the subcommittee who 
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kicked out this item have never visited Fort Sill, so far as I 
can ascertain. 

At this time there are 1,300 soldiers at Fort Sill who are 
improperly housed. One hundred and four are housed in old, 
dilapidated National Guard kitchens, 100 others in badly 
dilapidated shacks, 180 are housed in an old, abandoned 
C. C. C. camp; many others are housed in porches and squad 
rooms of old wartime buildings. This item, if allowed, would 
care for only about one-third of the most urgently needed 
barracks. 

I desire that Members please bear in mind that the Bureau 
of the Budget sent an estimate to the committee for this item. 
A representative of the War Department appeared before the 
committee and gave strong and convincing statements in 
support of this time. It can be found in the recent hearings. 
The War Department representative compares the housing 
conditions at Fort Sill with those of the worst Army posts in 
the entire United States. What more convincing evidence 
would the committee or the Congress desire? Inasmuch as 
the committee has accepted the amendment, I sincerely hope 
that gentlemen will withdraw their opposition and join me 
in support of the amendment. 

{Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
two words. 

Mr. Chairman, here is another example of the Appropria- 
tions Committee going hog wild and asking for approval of 
items that have not been considered by the Committee on 
Military Affairs or changing their order of priority in hous- 
ing and other matters that have to do with construction in 
the Army. They are again invading the field of jurisdiction 
of a legislative committee. We come in here and in the 
Committee of the Whole various Members go to logrolling 
and secure appropriations for items for their own particular 
districts without it being first determined whether or not the 
items may be entitled to prior consideration, or even author- 
ized. 

We have here a striking example in reference to the 
$50,000 to establish a landing field under the pretense, Mr. 
Chairman, if you please, of the authority under the Wilcox 
Act. Think how ridiculous it is to begin to establish inter- 
mediate landing fields throughout the United States, cover- 
ing them up under authority of the Wilcox Act, when the 
main landing fields at strategic points all over the United 
States have not been considered nor determined upon. How 
in the world can anyone decide where these intermediate 
landing fields are to be situated unless and until the main 
landing fields have been determined upon? We are estab- 
lishing landing fields when we have no knowledge as to how 
they will tie in with the general set-up. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe I can speak impartially on the 
matter of Army posts, because I do not have a single Army 
building in my district. However, I am a member of the 
subcommittee of the Military Affairs Committee which deals 
with Army housing, and I know that each year we spend 
months and months going over the estimates of the Quarter- 
master General’s Department in order to determine how we 
can make what little money we get for Army housing serve 
the very best purpose. If we are to be hog-tied and overrun 
by the Subcommittee on Military Appropriations of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations when they insist upon giving pri- 
ority to projects in their own districts, I fail to see how we 
can ever intelligently act in this matter. I do not see how in 
the world we can ever determine what construction or what 
waterworks, hospital, or what not may be entitled to prior 
consideration. I am sure we are much better qualified to 
go into this matter than is the Committee on Appropriations, 
and I feel that the Committee today should vote down vari- 
ous matters of this kind which are and will be offered. We 
must protect the jurisdiction of the legislative committees of 
the House of Representatives. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. j 

Mr. Chairman, I do not know exactly what pet projects 
have been put into this item by the committee. I do know 
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that while the item appears as below the Budget estimate, 
there has been a contract authorization of $1,090,000, which 
brings it up practically to the Budget estimate. Undoubt- 
edly, if this amendment is adopted, the amount will go 
above the Budget estimate. It is evident that this thing has 
been loaded up. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not think it is good policy for members 
of the Appropriations Committee to try and feather their 
own nests. I do not think it is good tactics for the members 
of any committee to represent on that committee special 
interests. Unless the committees of this House try to ap- 
proach these matters from the standpoint of desirability of 
projects and from the standpoint of considering them on 
their merits, we will get into trouble. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania, chairman of the sub- 
committee, has placed in this bill an item of his own that at 
the time it was thrown in was not authorized by law. He 
has obtained alleged authorization, which I do not believe 
would hold water for a minute, from the Secretary of War 
since the bill was marked up. Frankly, I do not believe that 
another dollar should be added and that every item con- 
tained in the bill not authorized by the Budget should be 
stricken from this paragraph. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, in other 
words, the gentleman thinks there ought to be a consistent 
policy followed with reference to this matter? 

Mr. TABER. On the merits of the projects and not be- 
cause of special interests represented by members of the 
Appropriations Committee or any other committee. I am 
sick of these attempts to work in a racket just because 
somebody happens to be a member of a particular committee. 

Mr. CULKIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. CULKIN. The gentleman. believes there should be 
decent, modern housing furnished for the American soldiers? 

Mr, TABER. Certainly, but I do not believe that it should 
be done on the basis of a racket. It should be done because 
of the merits of the projects. 

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. FADDIS. Such things ought to be put through in 
regular order by the legislative committee—not by the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 

Mr. TABER. I do not think power to designate projects 
or construction programs should be given to a department. 
I think it should be handled by a legislative committee and 
that there should be specific legislation for every project for 
which we appropriate. I think this applies to public build- 
ing projects as well as to Army and Navy projects. 

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. TABER.: I yield. 

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman 
says he thinks every dollar ought to be cut out of the bill 
that was not recommended by the Budget. The gentleman 
must understand the fact that a lot of water has gone over 
the dam since those estimates were made 6 months ago and 
that the change has been entirely responsible for the big 
Navy bill the House passed last week. 

Mr. TABER. That change has not been responsible. 
The whole situation with reference to running over the 
Budget is entirely a matter of special interest. The big Navy 
bill was brought out here just to cover up the iniquities of 
the administration—nothing else. There was no possible 
excuse for it. It was just a camouflage, that is all there was 
to it. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope this committee will not do as the 
Appropriations Subcommittee evidently has done. I hope 
they will not put anything more on this bill but will strike 
out everything the committee brought in here that was not 
included in the Budget, and that we will get the amount 
down to something like the figure it was supposed to be. 

[Here the gavel fell. ] 
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Snyper of Pennsylvania) there were—ayes 34, noes 10. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I object to the vote on the 
ground there is not a quorum present and make the point 
of order that a quorum is not present. 


The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will count. [After count- 
ing.] Evidently a quorum is not present. The Clerk will 
call the roll. 


The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members 
failed to answer to their names: 


[Roll No. 46] 

Allen, Del. Ditter Knutson Shannon 
Allen, II. Douglas Koctalkowski Smith, Okla. 
Barden Drewry, Va. Kramer Somers, N. Y. 
Beam Eaton Lanzetta Sullivan 
Bernard Elliott Lesinski Sweeney 
Biermann Farley Long Taylor, Tenn. 
Bigelow Fish Lucas Teigan 
Boren Flannagan McGroarty Thomas, N. J. 
Boykin Frey, Pa. McKeough Thurston 
Buck arrett McMillan Transue 
Buckley, N. Y. Gasque Magnuson Treadway 
Bulwinkle Gifford Martin, Mass Wadsworth 
Caldwell Gilchrist O'Brien, III Wearin 

r Greenwood O'Connor, Mont. Weaver 
Cartwright Halleck Oliver est 
Celler Hancock, N. Y. Patrick Whelchel 
Champion Hancock, N.C Pierce White, Idaho 
Colden Harlan Poage White, Ohio 
Cole, Md Harter Quinn Wilcox 
Crosby Hartley Reece, Tenn. Wolcott 

er Hook Reed, N. Y. Wolfenden 

Daly Jarman Robinson, Utah Wood 
Deen Jenkins, Ohio Rogers, Okla. Zimmerman 
DeRouen Jenks, N. H. Sadowski 
Disney Kleberg Schneider, Wis 


Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. LUTHER A. JoHNson, Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, reported that that committee having had under 
consideration the bill (H. R. 9995), the Military Estab- 
lishment appropriation bill 1939, and finding itself without 
a quorum, he had directed the roll to be called, when 331 
Members answered to their names, a quorum, and he sub- 
mitted herewith the names of the absentees to be spread 
upon the Journal. 

The Committee resumed its session. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Jonnson of Oklahoma) there were—ayes 50, noes 55. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed as tellers 
Mr. Jonnson of Oklahoma and Mr. TABER. 

The Committee again divided; and the tellers reported that 
there were—ayes 36, noes 55. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment 8 by Mr. Maverick: On page 27, line 18, after 
the figures 8187 insert one hospital addition, $235,000, at 
Fort Sam Howton Tex. * 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of order 
against the amendment. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, I offer this amendment 
providing for the completion of a hospital at Fort Sam 
Houston, Tex. This is not a “pork barrel” proposition, and 
there is not the remotest color of “pork barrel“ about this. 
The Committee on Miliary Affairs has authorized the com- 
pletion of a hospital for the Eighth Corps Area, a bar- 
racks, and various other things. I am not asking at this 
time for the barracks, because the men have tents in which 
to live. They ought to have barracks, but under no circum- 
stances should sick people be put in shacks. 

This is what happened. I went to the P. W. A. and got 
the money for the original hospital. There never was an 
authority made for this hospital. But the $235,000 required 
to complete the hospital is fully authorized, and after 
extensive hearings. 
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HOSPITAL SERVES WIDE AREA 

The hospital serves the Eighth Corps Area, which includes 
Texas, Colorado, Wyoming, and various other States. Pa- 
tients from all over the Eighth Corps Area are cared for in 
this hospital, and this addition should be built. 

The gentlemen who are on the Committee on Appropria- 
tions always look out for themselves. This hospital is not 
for the benefit of the people of my district; it concerns the 
soldiers of the United States Army. 

I have not said very much on this floor about appropria- 
tions for my district. As a matter of fact, my district is 
the largest military district in the United States. I am not 
complaining about the way my district is treated, because it 
is well treated by the Army and by the Congress, and I 
appreciate it. However, when a hospital is started and mod- 
ern hospitalization is needed, the project should be completed. 

For instance, we spend millions, billions of dollars on 
W. P. A. Why should we not spend money on the building 
of a decent hospital for the troops of the United States 

? 
25 85 NO ONE CAN SAY THIS HOSPITAL IS NOT NECESSARY 

I would not have said anything about this matter except 
that others started rolling the “pork barrels.” I want this 
hospital for my district, and, of course, I have some local 
pride in it. But not a single person can say a word against 
this hospital. I defy anybody anywhere to say this ought 
not to be built. I defy any member of the committee to 
say the addition to this hospital is not necessary. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAVERICK. I yield to the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. TABER. How did it happen this item was not in- 
cluded in the Budget estimate? 

Mr. MAVERICK. I do not know why it was not in the 
Budget estimate. 

Mr. TABER. Did the gentleman appear before the com- 
mittee and ask to have the item included in the bill? 

Mr. MAVERICK. No; I did not believe I would get a 
hearing on it, because the Budget cut it out arbitrarily. But 
it was unanimously authorized by the Military Affairs Com- 
mittee and endorsed by the War Department. Moreover, 
nobody can say there is anything wrong with this project. 
This addition to the hospital is absolutely necessary and 
ought to be built. 

HOUSING OF ARMY IN DISGRACEFUL CONDITION OVER COUNTRY 

Mr. we have spent billions of dollars on relief 
over the United States. We have had the Federal Housing 
Act, the Home Owners’ Loan, and I voted for all of these acts. 
In my opinion, it was necessary legislation, moreover good 
legislation. 

But with the billions spent, we have let the housing of 
the Army all over the United States fall into a disgraceful 
condition. The Military Affairs Committee originally had 
a bill providing for housing to the extent of some 120 or 130 
million dollars. We had hearings on this and cut the entire 
amount of housing to something like 20-odd million. This 
amount is admittedly a large amount of money, but a very 
small amount of money in comparison with the billions we 
have spent, which involve projects of all kinds under the 
W. P. A., P. W. A., and other departments of the Government. 

Whatever anyone’s position is in regard to the Army and 
the Navy, whether pacifist or militarist, or just ordinary 
citizen—everyone must agree that proper housing is neces- 
sary for the Army. I call upon this House and the people 
of the United States to consider this general situation, to 
provide the proper housing, because if money is to be spent, 
this is money that will help business and at the same time 
give employment. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not know what the situation is with 
reference to the hospital. Although I rose in opposition to 
the amendment in order to get the floor, if the gentleman has 
sufficient evidence that conditions warrant the expenditure 
of additional funds there at this time I will gladly support 
his amendment. However, the gentleman well knows that 


Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
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the rules of the Committee on Appropriations are that a 
Member proposing this type of an amendment should have 
a Budget estimate on it. 

If I may be permitted, I desire to speak indirectly with 
reference to the amendment that was defeated a few min- 
utes ago under what I am sure is a misunderstanding by the 
Members of the Committee of the Whole. As I explained 
here a while ago, before several members came on the floor 
who are now present, a few years ago the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Alabama [Mr. HL I, who was then chairman of 
the Committee on Military Affairs, went to Fort Sill while 
on an inspection tour of the country, and after careful and 
thorough investigation of housing conditions at Fort Sill, 
announced the situation there was in a deplorable condition; 
that barracks at Fort Sill were urgently needed and that at 
no fort in the entire country was the housing condition worse 
or the needs greater for new barracks. I remind Members 
once more that the amendment just defeated because of a 
misunderstanding on the part of many Members who did 
not hear the discussion, had both a specific authorization and 
a Budget estimate. But the pending amendment, if I under- 
stand correctly, has no Budget estimates. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
the gentleman is out of order. The amendment to which he 
refers has been disposed of. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oklahoma will 
proceed in order. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. The gentleman from Okla- 
homa is proceeding in order. I am simply comparing the 
item for Fort Sill with the amendment of the gentleman 
from Texas which is before the Committee at this time. We 
talk much here about Budget estimates, authorizations, and 
appropriating in an orderly way. But here we have seen 
the sorry spectacle of an item bodily taken out of a bill with- 
out any excuse whatever, in the face of the fact that there 
was a Budget estimate and an authorization—apparently for 
the purpose of taking care of someone’s pet project that has 
neither an estimate nor a semblance of an authorization. I 
do not mean to say that the pending amendment falls in 
the latter category, but unfortunately the estimate has not 
yet reached the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, I insist on my point of 
order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oklahoma will 
proceed in order. 

Mr. DOWELL. The gentleman knows the rules. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Yes; the gentleman is en- 
tirely correct. I not only know the rules but I am adhering 
to the rules. Now I desire to state that I feel very kindly not 
only to the gentleman from Texas but also for the building of 
a hospital anywhere. The fact is I would much prefer to 
spend money for a hospital, even without a Budget estimate, 
than to embark on an entirely new project without au- 
thorization or an estimate, as I understand it is proposed a 
little further on in this bill. For one, I deeply regret there 
is not more allowed in the pending bill for hospitals. I 
hope my good friend from Texas will secure a Budget esti- 
mate, and I shall be very happy to assist him in every possi- 
ble way. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I regret that I cannot 
yield just now, but since the gentleman has repeatedly re- 
ferred to the amendment prepared by the clerk of the 
subcommittee and offered as a committee amendment, as 
the Johnson amendment, let me say to him that I was 
amazed that the Fort Sill item was for some unknown rea- 
son eliminated. But Members heard the gentleman from 
Alabama state that the committee received additional au- 
thentic information after the hearings. I had assumed, of 
course, that any item with a Budget estimate would be re- 
tained in the bill, but I was not afforded the opportunity 
to present the facts at the hearing. But certainly I felt 
justified in seeing that the committee got the full facts; 
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but I did not prepare the amendment, even though the 
committee, I believe, put my name on it. 

Mr. MAVERICK. And never heard of it? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Oh, yes; I will say to the 
gentleman that I accept full responsibility for seeing that 
it was offered; but I had a Budget estimate to back me 
up before asking the chairman of the subcommittee to offer 
the amendment for housing at Fort Sill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending amendment is the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MAVERICK], 
and that is the only amendment now pending before the 
Committee. 

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the item offered by the gentleman from 
Texas is authorized by law along with $25,000,000 of other 
items in the act of August 26, 1937. 

The committee would have been pleased to have con- 
sidered this and all other items had they felt the condition 
of the Treasury would warrant it and had the items been 
recommended to the committee by the War Department. 

There is no question about the need of housing in the 
United States Army. This question has been passed upon 
already by the Congress, but there is a question as to the 
advisability of embarking upon such an extensive building 
program when there are so many critical items which must 
be cared for first in view of the conditions existing through- 
out the world today. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. STARNES. I will be pleased to yield to the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Does not the gentleman think that 
since this is for the completion of a hospital that is already 
in operation and ought to be completed it is a more neces- 
sary item than an item for barracks or something of that 
kind? This is nothing new, and I am not asking for any 
additional barracks. 

Mr. STARNES. May I say to the gentleman from Texas 
there are four other hospital items which were authorized 
by his committee, all of which, of course, should be built as 
soon as the condition of the Treasury will permit. 

Mr. MAVERICK. You have one of them in here now. 

Mr. STARNES. May I say to the Members of the Commit- 
tee that statements have been made on the floor this after- 
noon in the heat of debate, and unintentionally, I am sure, 
which impugn the motives of certain Members of this House. 
We all appreciate the zeal of those gentlemen who have Army 
posts within their respective districts. We respect the zeal 
of the gentleman from Texas and his colleague from Texas 
and others who are members of the legislative committee and 
who have Army posts within their area. We know they are 
representing the best interests of their people ably and well. 
Our committee would like to go along with them, but I want 
to say to those gentlemen who have impugned the motives 
of the members of your Subcommittee on Appropriations 
that there are a number of us on that committee who have 
no Army posts within our respective districts, and therefore 
we resent the unintentional imputation that there was a 
selfish interest motivating all members of this committee in 
its recommendations with respect to this bill 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STARNES. In just a moment. 

For each item provided here we had a recommendation of 
the War Department which established a priority on this 
building list—not the Military Affairs Committee and not 
your Appropriations Committee, but the War Department 
itself established these priorities. 

I personally do not feel that a single dollar should be spent 
or should have been spent under the broad terms of the 
Wilcox Act. As a Member of the committee and of the 
Congress I believe there should be further specific authoriza- 
tion on the part of your Military Affairs Committee before 
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we spend one single, solitary dollar for construction of avia- 
tion posts throughout this country under the authority of the 
Wilcox Act. 

Mr. MAY. The gentleman will recall that there was only 
$25,000,000 or $26,000,000 authorized by the bill we reported 
last year, and this bill appropriates approximately, or per- 
haps in excess of, one-third of that amount, and the idea is 
to carry out the program over a period of 3 years. 

Mr. STARNES. Absolutely, a progressive building pro- 
gram, and I hope the committee will vote down this amend- 
ment and all pending amendments. 

Mr. DORSEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STARNES. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr. DORSEY. Also, in that legislative authorization there 
were certain projects that are quite necessary to the develop- 
ment of the material of the Army, including some improve- 
ments at the Frankford Arsenal, and by spending such money 
today we would save money through improvements that 
would eventually have to be made, and if the funds for the 
Army will not allow such expenditures to be made for im- 
provements there, why should other items be put in the bill? 

Mr. STARNES. The gentleman is quite right. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MAVERICK]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. EBERHARTER: On page 26, after line 24, 


strike out beginning with the words “Air Corps“, the remainder of 
line 24, and on page 27 all of line 1 down through “$50,000.” 


Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, this amendment is 
somewhat different from most amendments presented to 
appropriation bills. This amendment seeks to cut out the 
sum of $50,000 which is provided in the bill for the estab- 
lishment of an intermediate Army airport at Connellsville, Pa. 
Connellsville is 50 miles from the city of Pittsburgh. At the 
present time right close to the city of Pittsburgh there is one 
of the finest airports in the world. In fact, the airport has 
the largest paved area of any airport in the world, and Alle- 
gheny County has expended large sums of money there for 
that purpose. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Yes. 

Mr. SHORT. Was there any Budget estimate for this 
proposed airport at Connellsville? 

Mr, EBERHARTER. There was no Budget estimate for 
the $50,000 which is set out in the bill. The County of Alle- 
gheny went to great expense and installed hangars, and 
gassing stations, and made great paved areas, and estab- 
lished all of the technical equipment necessary to take care 
of Army airplanes—not at the expense of the Government, 
but at the expense of Allegheny County. Here comes a 
proposition to take away the use of the facilities which were 
established by the county of Allegheny, and transfer them 
to Connellsville at an initial expense to the Government of 
$50,000, which was never presented to the Budget Commit- 
tee. I found nothing in the hearings recommending the 
expenditure of this money, and it is one of the biggest “pork” 
propositions ever presented to this House. I do not know of 
anything that would be more unfair than to take away from 
the city of Pittsburgh and the county of Allegheny the Army 
air station they now have there, and transfer it to the county 
which the chairman of the subcommittee represents, with- 
out any necessity for doing it. In the vicinity of Connells- 
ville there lives only one flying Reserve officer, while in Alle- 
gheny County, that spent the money to put up these facili- 
ties, there are hundreds of flying Reserve officers; and the 
result will be that these flying Reserve officers living in 
Pittsburgh, or close by, will be compelled to travel to Con- 
nellsville for their training, and then travel back again to 
Pittsburgh. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Yes. 
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Mr. BOILEAU. Do I understand the gentleman to say 
that this flying field is transferred from one district into 
another? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. That is the understanding. The Re- 
serve officers, instead of being trained at the place they are 
training now, will be taken to Connellsville, 50 miles away 
from where they all live, and trained there. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Does the Department recommend that? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I do not know; there is nothing in 
the hearings about it. 

Mr. BOILEAU. How did that happen to be done in the 
Appropriations Committee? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. The only way I can think of is that 
it was put in by the Subcommittee on Appropriations. I 
do not see any justification for it whatever. 

Mr. DUNN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Les. 

Mr. DUNN. These Reserve officers would be put to great 
inconvenience to have to run up to Connellsville, 50 miles 
there and 50 miles back; and another thing, Allegheny 
County went to great expense to make that field one of the 
greatest fields in the country. This amendment should be 
agreed to. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. The gentleman is right. The Re- 
serve officers would have to travel by train or automobile or 
in some other way to Connellsville to take their training 
and then drive back again to their homes near Pittsburgh, 
where they live. I do not see any necessity for a proposi- 
tion of this kind. It would be a useless expenditure of $50,000. 
The airport in Allegheny County now offers ample facilities 
both for an intermediate station for Army planes and for 
training of Reserve Army fliers. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania has expired. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate upon this paragraph and all amendments 
thereto close in 30 minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. EBER- 
HARTER]. 

The question was taken. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. 
opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment has already been 
voted on. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Well, I am afraid the 
Chair overlooked me. I had risen in my place. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, I demand the regu- 
lar order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman says that he was on 
his feet. The Chair had not announced the result of the 
vote. In view of what the gentleman says, the Chair feels 
it is only fair that he should be heard. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is recognized. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. Does 
that mean that we are going to vote on this amendment 
again? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that that cannot be done. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair overrules the point of order. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I make the point of order that even 
though the gentlemen from Pennsylvania [Mr. Snyper] 
was on his feet, he was not requesting recognition. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. I was endeavoring to seek 
recognition. 

Mr. TABER. But not until after the vote was taken. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair believes it would be unfair 
not to recognize the gentleman. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Then, Mr. Chairman, I respectfully 
appeal from the decision of the Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
EBERHARTER] appeals from the ruling of the Chair. The ques- 
tion is whether the decision of the Chair shall stand as the 
judgment of the Committee. 


Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
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Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary in- 
quiry. Due to the confusion in the Chamber we could not 
hear the Chair. Will the Chair be good enough to advise 
us again what the situation is. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point in issue is this. The gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. Snyper] stated to the Chair 
that he was seeking recognition of the Chair in opposition 
to the amendment offered by the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. EBERHARTER]. The Chair did not so under- 
stand, and put the question on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. EBERHARTER]. The 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Snyper] says that he 
was seeking recognition in opposition to the amendment. In 
view of the confusion the Chair has ruled that the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. Snyper] is entitled to recog- 
nition in opposition to the amendment and that the vote 
will be again taken on that amendment. Thereupon the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. EBERHARTER] appealed 
from the ruling of the Chair. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Does this mean that if the gentleman 
is recognized, then as soon as he gets through we vote with- 
out further debate? If we extend the matter 5 minutes, 
why should we not extend it 5 minutes further? 

Mr. MICHENER. I take it, then, from the statement of 
the Chair that the reporter’s record which states what took 
place will show that the question was put, because it was put 
and that the 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair had not announced the re- 
sult of the vote. 

Mr. MICHENER. And the Chair had announced the result. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair had not announced the re- 
sult. 

Mr. MICHENER. Then I misunderstood. I think the 
Record will show that the Chair did announce the result of 
the vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair was not aware of the fact 
that the Chair had made any announcement of the vote. 

Mr, KVALE. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. KVALE. After this rather weird ruling, is the re- 
quest 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is not stating a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

Mr. KVALE. I am attempting to do so. I ask the Chair 
if a request for an appeal should be made in the Committee 
or in the House? 

The CHAIRMAN. It should be made in the Committee. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman from Pennsylvania may be permitted to 
address the House for 5 minutes and that the vote on the 
amendment be then taken. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to withdraw my appeal. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

Mr. KVALE. Mr. Chairman, I object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has the right to with- 
draw his appeal without consent of the Committee. Does 
the gentleman withdraw his appeal? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my ap- 
peal from the decision of the Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The appeal is withdrawn. The gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I think the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. EBERHARTER] has been 
misinformed, for otherwise I am sure he would not have 
offered the amendment that he has. 

This intermediate airport between Langley Field, Va., and 
Bolling Field, here in Washington, and fields to the west, such 
as Selfridge Field and Wright Field, has not anything at all 
to do with the field at Pittsburgh. It will not take away the 
Reserve officers’ training activities at Pittsburgh. No one is 
going to ask for the establishment of Reserve officer activities 
at this airport. It will be nothing more than an intermediate 
landing field for the Air Corps. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


4253 


I know you wish the facts about this matter. I do not wish 
to give you anything but facts. The W. P. A. 3 years ago 
made available funds toward building this airport to take the 
place of old Burgess Field, the former intermediate station. 
To date the W. P. A. has invested $541,000 in the project. 
When bigger and faster planes started coming in in 1933 the 
War Department had to dispense with landing at Burgess 
Field because the field was not large enough or suitably 
graded to accommodate these big planes. I have here a 
communication from the War Department stating that 
Burgess Field would be abandoned and facilities sought else- 
where for the accommodation of the more modern type of 
aircraft. They now have built at Connellsville two crossed 
runways, one 3,600 feet long and the other 3,100 feet long, 
each 100 feet wide and hard surfaced, and a hangar has been 
erected and other facilities provided. This is merely an 
emergency landing field between Langley Field and Bolling 
Field and points west. 

Iam sorry the gentleman got the impression that it was 
going to take away any activities from Pittsburgh. Abso- 
lutely nothing is to be taken away from Pittsburgh along the 
line of Reserve officer training. 

Mr. EBERHARTER, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. I yield. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Is it not a fact that there has been 
a movement on foot to transfer the school for training 
flight officers to Connellsville? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Not to my knowledge. I 
do not think there is any such movement. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Does not the gentleman know that 
the question has been under consideration by the Air Corps? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. No; I do not. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Did the Air Corps in the first place 
request this $50,000 of the Bureau of the Budget for 
Connellsville? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. No; I requested it. Let 
me read this letter to the committee. 

Mr, EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield further? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Not for the moment. 
This letter is dated March 22, 1938, from Gen. Malin Craig, 
Chief of Staff: 

In answer to your telephonic inquiry of March 22, 1938, permit 
me to inform you that Connellsville Airport, Pa., has been ap- 
proved by the Secretary of War as an intermediate landing field, 
and that the lease for the site of the administrative building 
thereon has been approved by the Assistant Secretary of War and 
has been forwarded this date to the commanding general, Third 
Corps Area, for final completion. 


That is all there is to this proposition, the establishment 
of an intermediate landing field. 

[Here the gavel fell.) 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 3 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I indicate 
on this map where the Connellsville Airport is, and I may 
say this map has been prepared by the War Department. 

Mr. DEMUTH. Will the gentleman yield? : 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. I yield to my colleague 
from Pennsylvania, 

Mr. DEMUTH. Were hearings held on this appropri- 
ation? 


Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. No; there were no 
hearings. 

Mr, DEMUTH. Was any evidence submitted as to its 
necessity? 


Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Yes; evidence was sub- 
mitted as to its necessity. 

Mr. DEMUTH. Was it presented to the committee? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Only through me. There 
were no hearings either on the $75,000 which we gave to 
Buffalo a few moments ago, urged by the Republican side, 
for construction up there. 
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Mr. TABER. Will the gentleman yield? . 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. TABER. Did the subcommittee at a regular meeting 
ever vote and pass on this? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. No. 

Mr. TABER. I thought so. It really did not belong in the 
bill at all. It was just shoved in. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. It did belong in the bill 
or it would not have been reported. The committee, of 
which the gentleman is a member, voted to report it out and 
there was no opposition. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. I am a member of this committee, 
and I may say to the gentleman from New York that when 
the War Department sent this letter up, stating the neces- 
sity for making these improvements to this airport, the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania polled the majority of the mem- 
bers of the committee and had their consent before this 
was written into the bill. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. May I say that the Gov- 
ernment has already spent up there $540,000, and the city 
of Connellsville, as the sponsor, has put up $35,000. The 
Army has designated this as an airport, and it does not take 
away anything from Pittsburgh. It is merely a landing field. 
A ship fell over near Uniontown a few years ago and killed 
12 people. If this landing field had been in existence at 
Connellsville the accident would not have happened. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. I yield to the gentleman 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I can well understand the desire of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania for this airport development, 
but is it not a fact that at Morgantown, W. Va., only a few 
miles from the field of which the gentleman speaks, we are 
now completing one of the finest airports in the country, 
which can take care of any needs, now or in the future, of the 
Air Corps from the standpoint of an intermediate landing 
field? There is a need in the mountains in that territory for 
a real airport for emergency use, and also for a regular train- 
ing base. I feel that Morgantown will fill that need for the 
Air Corps. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. No. Morgantown is 29 
miles away, and that is a long way in mountainous country 
in an emergency. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. EBER- 
HARTER]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. DOCKWEILER and Mr. Snyper of Pennsylvania) there 
were—ayes 68, noes 19. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment, which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri: Page 27, line 12, 
after the semicolon, insert for work authorized by the act of 
August 26, 1937, at Jefferson Barracks, Mo., for barracks (medical 
and other detachments), $82,500, for mess and kitchen additions to 


barracks $60,000, nurses quarters $63,000; in all, for Jefferson Bar- 
racks, $205,500.” 


Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry 
I am not a member of that powerful Appropriations Com- 
mittee. Just what the qualification are I do not know, 
unless it is being quick on your feet. However, I am a 
member of the Committee on Military Affairs which spent 
2 or 3 months studying this bill. Extensive hearings were 
held and a wide and thorough investigation made. If you 
will notice on page 3 of the report, one of the major items 
in this bill is Jefferson Barracks, Mo., for medical and other 
detachments. That was one of the major proposals in the 
House bill. This was sent to the War Department and 
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approved on August 26, 1937. You can verify this by looking 
at the last page. 

Just why the item was deleted from the original bill I do 
not know, but I make the statement that this is needed. 
Jefferson Barracks is one of the oldest Army posts in this 
country. I wish every member of the committee could go 
through that post and see the tumble-down shacks and 
the miserable way in which the soldiers, especially the sick, 
have to live. 

I am not going back to my district and say that I denied 
these sick soldiers a proper barracks in which to live during 
their sickness. I hope the members of the Committee will 
give those soldiers these facilities because they are entitled 
to them. 

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
ANDERSON]. 

Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the interest of the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. AnpERsoN] in his district. We know that 
housing for the Army is needed very badly at that post as well 
as at many other posts. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STARNES. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. The gentleman is in the 
middle of a campaign for reelection. Does he wish to tell the 
soldiers down in his district that he wants them improperly 
housed? 

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Chairman, I have no soldiers in my 
district. I hope the Committee will defeat the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. ANDERSON]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. ANDERSON]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri) there -were—ayes 25, noes 36. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I ask for 
tellers. 

Tellers were refused. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr, CULKIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. CULKIN: On page 27, line 18, strike 
out the period and insert “Madison Barracks, N. Y., $217,000.” 

Mr. CULKIN. Mr. Chairman, about a year and a half ago 
the country was shocked by the declaration of General 
Hagood that the condition of housing in the United States 
Army was worse than the housing conditions found in the 
slums of our great cities. No one disputed that fact, but 
everybody charged with the responsibility has completely 
ignored it. I do not know whose fault it is. I do not know 
whether it is the fault of the House Committee on Military 
Affairs, of this committee, or of the Executive, but I know 
that this deplorable condition exists in practically every 
military post in the country. 

General Hagood described the conditions in one post, sim- 
ilar to Madison Barracks, where 38 people of mixed sexes 
were using one unsanitary shower. It now appears from 
the record that this condition is duplicated in every army 
post in America. It is elementary that a real soldier, a 
soldier with morale, must have a decent environment. If he 
does not have this, there is something lacking in his make-up. 
There seems to be no spokesman for the American enlisted 
man in high places. 

We have spent some $6,000,000,000 for various public 
enterprises, some of them of very doubtful value, and you 


could put in your eye the aid that has been spent for the 
housing of the American soldier. 


Here is an appropriation bill of $490,000,000 with an ap- 
propriation of approximately $8,000,000 for housing. Every 
one of the projects is below the Mason and Dixon’s line. I 
do not charge there is sectionalism back of this. I merely 
mention it. 

I urge the officers of the War Department, who are re- 
sponsible for this vast budget, to wake up and do something 
to correct the situation. I have visited barracks in Europe, 
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South and Central America, and never have I seen anything 
so utterly ramshackle and disgraceful as the housing of the 
American enlisted man. 

The Secretary of War and the high command should get 
the facts over to the Bureau of the Budget and the President, 
and not be satisfied with the crumbs that fall from the 
table. I urge the distinguished chairman of the Military 
Affairs Committee [Mr. May] to take an active hand in 
this. Lip service to this condition does no good. Somebody 
has got to take a hand in the name of decency and bring the 
matter of military housing to the Executive and the Bureau 
of the Budget. My judgment is that the responsibility rests 
on the Secretary of War and the officers of the General Staff 
who are in charge of this condition. 

Mr. KVALE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CULKIN. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. KVALE, The gentleman has brought up a point that 
in my belief is of vital importance. I am a member of the 
Committee on Military Affairs, and have been a member of 
it a considerable number of years. I believe the gentleman 
will not lay the fault at the door of that committee, because 
time and again it has advocated and stressed the need for 
new housing. 

Mr. CULKIN. I understand, but the gentleman’s com- 
mittee has pussyfooted on it. You have seen some six or 
seven billion dollars come out of the Treasury for miscella- 
neous and sometimes doubtful purposes, and have left these 
wards of the Government, who are helpless, to live under 
these slum conditions. I say the fault is in the gentleman's 
committee, in the Committee on Appropriations, and in the 
General Staff or whoever has to do with this condition. You 
will not get good soldiers, you will not get decent soldiers, 
and you will not get soldiers with morale unless you give 
them a decent environment that conserves their self-respect. 
[Applause. ] ô 

[Here the gavel fell. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe there is a committee or a 
subcommittee of the House that worked more diligently and 
more conscientiously than the War Department Subcommit- 
tee of the Committee on Appropriations worked on this bill. 
I believe the record is complete. 

This House can follow one of two policies: It can either 
follow the recommendation of the Budget and the War De- 
partment and let the War Department say what it would 
rather have first, limiting the appropriations to the amount 
recommended by the Budget, or it can throw the door wide 
open and let everybody put in his particular piece of pork, 
whether it be ham or bacon. There is no question but what 
there are a great many worthy projects as far as Army hous- 
ing is concerned. The project of the gentleman from New 
York is undoubtedly one. I believe the one sought by the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Maverick] is another. I cer- 
tainly felt that the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Jonnson], concerning Fort Sill, which 
was recommended by the Budget, and concerning which 
Colonel Chaffee testified the men were living in shacks, is 
another worthy project. However, I personally feel we ought 
to limit ourselves to the Budget and stand by this subcom- 
mittee. If the amendment of the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. CULKIN] is adopted, then the amendment of the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. MavertcK] and of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. Jonnson] should have been adopted. 

Mr. CULKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ENGEL. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. CULKIN. The gentleman says this is the proper pro- 
cedure, but under this procedure you are not getting any 
housing and the conditions are as I have described them. 
What does the gentleman recommend so these conditions 
may be remedied? 

Mr. ENGEL. I certainly do not recommend allowing in 1 
year the total amount authorized. If you do that on all 
authorizations you will have a $15,000,000,000 Budget instead 
of an $8,000,000,000 Budget. 
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Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. ENGEL. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. MAVERICK. I do not object to the gentleman’s view- 
point, but I notice the Budget cut out certain coast defenses 
and various things like that. What does the Budget know 
about coast defenses or about military matters? The Budget 
made that cut in opposition to the recommendation of the 
War Department. 

Mr. ENGEL. No; I believe what happened was that the 
Budget Bureau upon the recommendation of the President 
limited the amount of the appropriations for the War De- 
partment, and then the Budget let the War Department rec- 
ommend what it wanted as preferential items. As I under- 
stand, these are the facts. 

Mr. MAVERICK. I call the attention of the gentleman 
to the fact that is not correct. General Craig did not testify 
to that effect. May I ask the gentleman, is not the Budget 
wrong once in a while? 

Mr. ENGEL. The Budget may be wrong, but the Budget 
Department is not wrong in trying to hold down the appro- 
priations. 

Mr. KVALE. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ENGEL. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. KVALE. I want to ask the gentleman in all fairness 
whether the Budget has extended its studies to the point 
where it has made personal inspection of the construction 
in the various camps and has seen the vermin- infested and 
disease-infested, crumbling, tottering, ramshackle buildings? 

Mr. ENGEL. I do not believe, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. KVALE. I do not believe—I know. 

Mr. ENGEL. Let me answer the gentleman. I do not 
believe the system of inspection by Army officers is so rotten 
that they have vermin or lice or what not in their buildings. 
From my experience of 2 years and a half in the Army, I 
know Army inspections are very thorough. Buildings may 
be dilapidated or antiquated, but they are clean. 

Mr. KVALE. Has the gentleman made any inspection of 
some of these Army establishments recently? 

Mr. ENGEL. The committee followed the recommendation 
of the Army officials and of the Budget Department as to 
which items should come first. 

[Here the gavel fell.) 

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr. Chairman, I am not 
asking in this case for pork, for I know some Army quarters 
in the State of Arizona that are not fit for hogs to live in. 
I know exactly what the gentleman from New York has said 
to be true with regard at least to one Army post in the far 
Southwest, and I am willing to take his statement as being 
generally true all over the country. 

Just a few days ago we voted for a tremendously big 
naval authorization. Are we not overemphasizing one arm 
of national defense and neglecting another arm of it? I 
do know conditions down in my corner of the country, and 
I want to call your attention to the fact that Fort Huachuca 
is the only military outpost between El Paso and the Pacific 
Ocean, and we need better housing facilities there. I saw 
this with my own eyes. I saw human beings living in houses 
I would not put a horse or a hog in, and I do know that 
we ought to provide an adequate water supply there. At 
Fort Huachuca the need of water supply is more imperative 
than the need of barracks. 

I am not offering any amendment here because my sug- 
gestion is not in the Budget. I am merely doing this to call 
attention in this public way to the need, and I am willing 
to take what the gentleman says about New York and what 
my friend from Missouri says about Jefferson Barracks as 
being very likely true. Let us be consistent and not neglect 
one arm of national defense while we are doing great things 
for the other. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. CULKIN]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read down to and including line 3 on page 28. 
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Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I move that 
the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker, having 
resumed the chair, Mr. LUTHER A. Jonnson, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, 
reported that that Committee having had under considera- 
tion the bill (H. R. 9995) making appropriations for the 
Military Establishment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1939, and for other purposes, had come to no resolution 
thereon. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp, and to include therein a 
letter from Cluett, Peabody & Co. and my reply thereto. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Record, and to place therein a 
telegram which I sent to the President and to the Secretary 
of State regarding the diplomatic invasion in Brazil by 
Hitler. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Appendix. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my remarks and to include therein a statement 
recently made by the national commander of the Army and 
Navy Union, of importance to veterans, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CULKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks made today in the Recor and also to ex- 
tend my remarks in the Recorp by printing therein a radio 
address delivered by myself. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, both requests will be 
granted. 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks made earlier 
today, and to include a very short article appearing in the 
New York Times this morning. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

GROUP HEALTH ASSOCIATION 

Mr. VOORHIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. VOORHIS. Mr. Speaker, today the gentleman from 
California, my colleague Mr. Scotr], introduced a resolution 
for an investigation of the controversy which has been in 
progress concerning the Group Health Associations of Wash- 
ington. I rise at this time to say that I very much hope that 
the resolution will receive favorable consideration of the 
House. It seems to me that there has been developed here 
a method of possible solution of a great many serious prob- 
lems respecting the health of America and that it is some- 
thing that ought to receive favorable consideration. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp and to 
incorporate a copy of the 1938 platform of the Farmer-Labor 
Association of Minnesota. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOLMES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recor and to include an editorial 
on the reorganization bill published in my home paper. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted a3 
follows: 

To Mr. Lanzerta, for today, to attend a funeral. 

To Mr. Borenne, for 1 week, on account of illness in his 
family. 

To Mr. Buck, for today, on account of official business. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED 

A joint resolution of the Senate of the following title was 
taken from the Speaker’s table and, under the rule, referred 
as follows: 

S. J. Res. 277. Joint resolution creating a special joint con- 
gressional committee to make an investigation of the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority; to the Committee on Rules, 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The Speaker announced his signature to an enrolled bill 
of the Senate of the following title: 

S. 1945. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to grant concessions on reservoir sites and other lands in 
connection with Federal Indian irrigation projects wholly or 
partly Indian, and to lease the lands in such reserves for 
agricultural, grazing, and other purposes. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 4 o’clock 
and 17 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Tuesday, March 29, 1938, at 12 o’clock noon. 


COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON MILITARY AFFAIRS 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Military 
Affairs, Room 1310, New House Office Building, at 10:30 
a. m., Tuesday, March 29, 1938, for the consideration of 
H. R. 9098, to promote air commerce by providing for the 
enlargement of Washington airport. 

COMMITTEE ON PATENTS 

On Tuesday and Wednesday, March 29 and 30, 1938, 
at 10 a. m., the Committee on Patents will continue hear- 
ings that began Monday, March 21, 1938, on the following 
measures: H. R. 9259, to provide for compulsory licensing 
of patents; H. R. 9815, to provide for the granting of licenses 
under patents brought within a single control by competitors 
to dominate an industry; H. R. 1666, to provide counsel for 
the defense and prosecution of rights of indigent patentees. 

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m., Tuesday, March 29, 1938. 
Business to be considered: Continuation of hearings on H. R. 
9738—civil aeronautics. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. MaLtonry’s subcommittee of 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 10 
a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Continuation of hearing on S. 1261—through routes. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. BULWINKLE’S subcommittee 
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 
10 a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Hearings on H. R. 9073—to extend services of the Cape Fear 
River. 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m. Tuesday, April 12, 1938. 
Business to be considered: Hearing on H. R. 9047—control 
of venereal diseases, and other kindred bills. 

COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

The Subcommittee on Judiciary of the Committee on the 
District of Columbia will meet Tuesday, March 29, 1938, at 
10:30 a. m., in room 345, House Office Building, to consider 
the following bills: H. R. 9684—racing board; H. R. 9759— 
penalty far assault with dangerous weapon. 

COMMITTEE ON THE POST OFFICE AND POST ROADS 

There will be a hearing before Subcommittee No. 1 of the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads at 10 a. m. 
Wednesday, April 6, 1938, on bills in behalf of custodial 
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employees in the Postal Service. 
Building. 
COMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization in room 445, House Office Building, at 
10:30 a. m. on Wednesday, March 30, 1938, for the public 
consideration of H. R. 8631—for the relief of Vincenzo Fer- 
rero, and for the further consideration of unfinished business 
of the committee. 

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 

The Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee will hold 
hearings at 10 a. m. in room 219, House Office Building, 
on the following bills on the dates indicated: 

Tuesday, March 29, 1938: 

H. R. 9765-S. 3595. To authorize the purchase and distri- 
bution of products of the fishing industry. 

Wednesday, March 30, 1938: 

H. R. 8840. To amend section 6 of the act approved May 
27, 1936 (49 Stat. L. 1380). 

S. 1273. To adopt regulations for preventing collisions at 
sea. 

Tuesday, April 5, 1938: 

S. 2580. To amend existing laws so as to promote safety 
at sea by requiring the proper design, construction, mainte- 
nance, inspection, and operation of ships; to give effect to 
the Convention for Promoting Safety of Life at Sea, 1929; 
and for other purposes. 

Tuesday, April 12, 1938: 

H.R.6797. To provide for the establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more fish-cultural stations in 
each of the States of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. 

H. R. 8956. To provide for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Washing- 
ton, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary investiga- 
tions, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking operations 
for these purposes, 

S. 2307. To provide for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Washing- 
ton, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary investiga- 
tions, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking operations 
for these purposes. 

Thursday, April 14, 1938: 

H. R. 8533. To amend section 4370 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 46, sec. 316). 

Tuesday, April 19, 1938: 

H. R. 5629. To exempt motorboats less than 21 feet in 
length not carrying passengers for hire from the act of June 
9, 1910, regulating the equipment of motorboats. 

H. R. 7089. To require examinations for issuance of motor- 
boat operators’ license. 

H. R. 8839. To amend laws for preventing collisions of ves- 
sels, to regulate equipment of motorboats on the navigable 
waters of the United States, to regulate inspection and man- 
ning of certain motorboats which are not used exclusively 
for pleasure and those which are not engaged exclusively in 
the fisheries on inland waters of the United States, and for 
other purposes. 


Room 213, House Office 


COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS 

Full open committee, Naval Affairs, meets at 10:30 a. m. 

Monday, April 4, 1938; continuation of consideration of H. R. 

9315—to regulate the distribution, promotion, and retirement 
of officers of the line of the Navy, and for other purposes. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communications 
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

1188. A letter from The National Archives, transmitting 
lists of papers consisting of 235 items, among the archives 
and records of the Veterans’ Administration, which the ad- 
ministration has recommended should be destroyed or other- 
wise disposed of; to the Committee on the Disposition of 
Executive Papers. 
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1189. A letter from the Acting Secretary of War, trans- 
mitting a report dated March 18, 1938, from the Chief of 
Engineers, United States Army, on reexamination of New 
London Harbor, Conn.; to the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors. 

1190. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated March 17, 1938, submitting a report, together with 
accompanying papers, on a preliminary examination of 
Schoharie Creek and tributaries, Greene and Schoharie 
Counties, N. Y., authorized by the Flood Control Act ap- 
proved June 22, 1936, and by act of Congress approved 
March 3, 1936; to the Committee on Flood Control. 

1191. A letter from the Acting Secretary of War, trans- 
mitting a report dated March 18, 1938, from the Chief of 
Engineers, United States Army, on reexamination of a 
waterway from the headwaters of Oklawaha River, Fla., and 
Lake Griffin to Lake Tohopekaliga, through Lake Apopka 
and other lakes connecting the Oklawaha River system with 
the Kissimmee River system; to the Committee on Rivers 
and Harbors. 

1192. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated March 17, 1938, submitting a report, together with 
accompanying papers, on a preliminary examination of 
Pithlachascotee River, Fla., authorized by the River and 
Harbor Act approved August 26, 1937; to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 

1193. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, dated 
March 17, 1938, submitting a report, together with accom- 
panying papers, on a preliminary examination of Warren 
River and Barrington Harbor, R. I., authorized by the River 
and Harbor Act, approved August 26, 1937; to the Commit- 
tee on Rivers and Harbors. 

1194. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, dated 
March 18, 1938, submitting a report, together with accom- 
panying papers, on a preliminary examination of Caloosa- 
hatchee River and Lake Okeechobee drainage areas, Florida, 
with a view to constructing additional levees between Kissim- 
mee River and Fisheating Creek, authorized by the River and 
Harbor Act, approved August 26, 1937; to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 

1195. A letter from the Acting Secretary of War, transmit- 
ting a report dated March 18, 1938, from the Chief of Engi- 
neers, United States Army, on reexamination of the Columbia 
River and tributaries in the vicinity of Warren, Oreg.; to the 
Committee on Flood Control. 

1196. A letter from the Acting Secretary of War, transmit- 
ting a report dated March 18, 1938, from the Chief of Engi- 
neers, United States Army, on reexamination of Nanticoke 
River, Del. and Md.; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

1197. A letter from the Acting Secretary of War, transmit- 
ting a report dated March 21, 1938, from the Chief of Engi- 
neers, United States Army, on preliminary examination of 
St. Patricks Creek, St. Marys County, Md.; to the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors. 

1198. A letter from the Acting Secretary of War, transmit- 
ting a report dated March 18, 1938, from the Chief of Engi- 
neers, United States Army, on reexamination of Norfolk 
Harbor, Va.; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE 
Under clause 2 of rule XXII, the Committee on Pensions 
was discharged from the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
10005) for the relief of Clarence D. Holland, United States 
Navy, retired, and the same was referred to the Committee 
on Naval Affairs. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CELLER (by request): A bill (H. R. 10047) to 
provide for the appointment of a commission to study the 
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Constitution of the United States and report to the Congress 
upon the desirability or undesirability of amending the 
same; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. BOYER: A bill (H. R. 10048) to exempt publicly 
classified-owned and all public-owned interstate highway 
bridges from local taxation; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CARLSON: A bill (H. R. 10049) to amend the act 
entitled “An act authorizing the construction of certain pub- 
lic works on rivers and harbors for flood control, and for 
other purposes” approved June 22, 1936; to the Committee 
on Flood Control. 

By Mr. IGLESIAS: A bill (H. R. 10050) to authorize the 
Legislature of Puerto Rico to create public corporate au- 
thorities to undertake slum clearance and projects to provide 
dwelling accommodations for families of low income and to 
issue bonds therefor, to authorize the legislature to provide 
for financial assistance to such authorities by the Govern- 
ment of Puerto Rico and its municipalities, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. HENDRICKS: A bill (H. R. 10051) to provide for 
travel allowance to railway mail clerks assigned to road duty; 
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. WALTER: A bill (H. R. 10052) to regulate the 
exercise of the powers of senior circuit and district judges; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CLUETT: A bill (H. R. 10053) to authorize a 
preliminary examination and survey of Kayaderosseras 
Creek, Fish Creek, and their tributaries, and Saratoga Lake, 
in the State of New York, for flood control, for run-off and 
water-flow retardation, and for soil-erosion prevention; to 
the Committee on Flood Control. 

By Mr. MEAD: A bill (H. R. 10054) to amend section 
4438 of the Revised Statutes of the United States in order 
to maintain discipline aboard ships; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. STEAGALL: A bill (H. R. 10055) to amend section 
5d of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation Act, as 
amended, to authorize loans to public agencies, to provide 
credit facilities for business enterprises, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. BIERMANN: A bill (H. R. 10056) to extend for 2 
additional years the 3%-percent interest rate on certain 
Federal Jand-bank loans, and to provide for a 4-percent in- 
terest rate on Land Bank Commissioner’s loans for a period 
of 2 years; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. HENDRICKS: A bill (H. R. 10057) to exempt 
motorboats of less than 21 feet in length engaged exclu- 
sively in commercial fishing in the inland waters of the 
United States from carrying certain equipment prescribed 
by the act of June 9. 1910, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. PETERSON of Florida (by request): A bill (H. R. 
10058) to provide for the recognition of the services of the 
civilian officials and employees, citizens of the United States, 
engaged in and about the construction of the Panama Canal; 
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. RAMSAY: A bill (H. R. 10059) to prohibit the 
transportation of certain persons in interstate or foreign 
commerce during labor controversies, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SCOTT: Resolution (H. Res. 452) authorizing an 
investigation of the controversy between the organization 
known as Group Health Association and the Medical Society 
of the District of Columbia and the American Medical Asso- 
ciation; to the Committee on Rules. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CROWE: A bill (H. R. 10060) to change date of 
discharge for Marshall E. Hord; to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

By Mr. MOTT: A bill (H. R. 10061) for the relief of Ben- 
son Allen; to the Committee on Claims. 
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By Mr. ROMJUE: A bill (H. R. 10062) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Catharine Gillaspie; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. TARVER: A bill (H. R. 10063) granting a pension 
to William James Stanley; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr, TOBEY: A bill (H. R. 10064) granting a pension to 
Sigrid M. Murphy; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. WOODRUM: A bill (H. R. 10065) for the relief 
of Bertha E. Richardson; to the Committee on Claims. 


SENATE 
TUESDAY, MARCH 29, 1938 
(Legislative day of Wednesday, January 5, 1938) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration 
of the recess. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent, 
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar 
day Monday, March 28, 1938, was dispensed with, and the 
Journal was approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. 
Chaffee, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed the bill (S. 711) to amend an act entitled “An 
act to establish a Code of Law for the District of Columbia,” 
approved March 3, 1901, as amended, and particularly sec- 
tions 863, 911, and 914 of the said code, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the House had passed 
a bill (H. R, 9227) to amend an act entitled “An act to 
authorize boxing in the District of Columbia, and for other 
purposes,” in which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, I am impelled to suggest the 
absence of a quorum, and ask for a roll call. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Adams Copeland Johnson, Calif. Overton 
Andrews Davis Johnson, Colo. Pittman 
Ashurst Dieterich King Pope 

Austin Donahey La Follette Radcliffe 
Balley Duffy Reames 
Bankhead Ellender Lewis Reynolds 
Barkley Frazier Lodge Russell 

Bilbo George Logan Schwartz 
Bone Gerry Lonergan Schwellenbach 
Borah Gibson Lundeen Sheppard 
Bridges Gillette McAdoo Shipstead 
Brown, Mich. Glass McGill Smathers 
Brown, N. H Green McKellar Smith 
Bulkley Guffey McNary Thomas, Okla. 
Bulow Hale Maloney Thomas, Utah 
Burke Harrison Miller Townsend 
Byrd Hatch Milton Truman 
Byrnes Hayden Minton Vandenberg 
Capper Herring Murray Wagner 
Caraway Hill Neely Walsh 
Chavez Hitchcock Norris Wheeler 
Clark Holt Nye 

Connally Hughes O'Mahoney 


Mr. LEWIS. I announce that the Senator from Tennessee 
LMr. Berry] is detained from the Senate because of illness 
in his family. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] is detained 
in his State on official business. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] and the Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. Van Nuys] are detained on important 
public business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Ninety Senators have answered 
to their names. A quorum is present. 

GREEN MOUNTAIN NATIONAL PARK, VT. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter from 
the Secretary of the Interior, transmitting a draft of pro- 
posed legislation to provide for the establishment of the 
Green Mountain National Park in the State of Vermont, and 


1938 


for other purposes, which, with the accompanying papers, 
was referred to the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a resolution 
adopted by Trade Lake Local, No. 269, Farmer’s Equity Union, 
of Burnett County, Wis., protesting against certain alleged 
discriminations against the dairy farmer in the provisions of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, which was referred 
to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. COPELAND presented the following concurrent reso- 
lution of the Legislature of the State of New York, which was 
referred to the Committee on Immigration: 

Whereas there has been introduced in the Congress of the 
United States a resolution known and distinguished as House 
Resolution 3679 which has for its purpose the restriction of 
habitual commuting of aliens from foreign contiguous territory 
to engage in skilled or unskilled daily labor or employment in 
continental United States; and 

Whereas the conditions which this bill seeks to remedy are of 
vital importance to the laboring element and taxpayers in this 
State and materially affect the widespread unemployment con- 
ditions in the border communities of this State; and 

Whereas said resolution has passed the House of Representatives 
of the Congress of the United States and is now pending before 
the Immigration and Naturalization Committee of the Senate: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved (if the Senate concur), That the Senate of the United 
States be, and hereby is, respectfully memorialized to pass such 
bill at the earliest possible moment. That a copy of this resolu- 
tion be transmitted to the Secretary of the Senate of the United 
States and to the two Senators representing New York State in 
said body. 

Mr. COPELAND also presented a resolution adopted by the 
Columbia County Clearing House, Hudson, N. Y., protesting 
against the enactment of House bill 7230, providing for Gov- 
ernment ownership of the Federal Reserve banks, which was 
referred to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Wing- 
dale, N. Y., praying for the enactment of the so-called 
Ramspeck bill to amend the law relating to appointment of 
postmasters, which was referred to the Committee on Civil 
Service. 

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Business and 
Professional Women’s Clubs of Schenectady and Syracuse, 
N. Y., favoring the enactment of the so-called Ramspeck 
bill to amend the law relating to appointment of postmas- 
ters, which were referred to the Committee on Civil Service. 

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Petroleum 
Industries Committees of Albany, Jefferson, Lewis, Schoharie, 
and Suffolk Counties, in the State of New York, favoring the 
repeal of Federal taxes on gasoline and lubricating oils, 
which were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Rochester, 
N. Y., praying for the enactment of legislation granting old- 
age pensions, which was referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Ridgewood 
Property Owners and Civic Association, of Ridgewood; the 
Onondaga County Petroleum Industries Committee, Syra- 
cuse, and the Republican Club of Roosevelt, Nassau County, 
all in the State of New York, protesting against the enactment 
of legislation imposing a Federal tax on fuel oil, which were 
referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented letters in the nature of memorials from 
the King Storage Warehouse, Inc., and the Syracuse Furni- 
ture Forwarding Co., Inc., both of Syracuse; the Smith Avenue 
Storage Warehouse, Inc., of Kingston; the A. C. Rice Storage 
Corporation, of Elmira; Morgan & Bro., the Fireproof Storage 
Warehouse, Inc., the Knickerbocker Fireproof Warehouse Co., 
the Dochtermann Storage Warehouse Co., the Audubon Fire- 
proof Storage Warehouse, L. Fink & Son, the Columbia Stor- 
age Warehouses, and Julius Kingermann & Sons, of the 
Bronx, of New York City, all in the State of New York, en- 
dorsing the resolution adopted by the National Furniture 
Warehousemen’s convention at Santa Barbara, Calif., favor- 
ing an amendment to the Social Security Act providing that 
pay-roll taxes, equally divided between employers and em- 


ployees, shall remain at the present level, which were referred 


to the Committee on Finance. 
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He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of James- 
town, N. Y., praying for a policy of nonintervention in foreign 
affairs and the maintenance of an adequate national defense, 
which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Jamestown 
(N. Y.) Teachers Association, favoring a policy of noninter- 
vention in foreign affairs and the maintenance of an adequate 
national defense, which was referred to the Commitee on 
Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Schenec- 
tady, N. Y., praying for the enactment of legislation to repeal 
the Neutrality Act, which was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Brook- 
lyn and New York City, in the State of New York, remon- 
strating against the enactment of legislation to repeal the 
long-and-short-haul clause of the Interstate Commerce Act, 
which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Com- 
merce. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by Branch 37Y, 
Young Circle League, of New York City, N. Y., favoring the 
enactment of House Joint Resolution 199, proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the United States to pro- 
vide for a referendum on war, which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Federation 
of Jewish Women’s Organizations, Inc., of New York City, 
N. Y., favoring an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States to provide for a referendum on war, which was 
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Republican 
County Committee of the Third Assembly District, Queens 
County, New York City, N. Y., protesting against the enact- 
ment of the so-called Borah-O’Mahoney bill to license cor- 
porations doing business in interstate commerce, which was 
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a memorial of several citizens of Ozone 
Park, Long Island, N. Y., remonstrating against the enact- 
ment of the so-called Borah-O’Mahoney bill to license cor- 
porations doing business in interstate commerce, which was 
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of New 
York City, N. Y., protesting against the enactment of the 
bill (H. R. 9102) to provide for a permanent Bureau of Fine 
Arts, which was referred to the Committee on the Library. 

He also presented a memorial of sundry members of the 
congregation of the Caroline Federated Church, of Brock- 
tondale, N. Y., remonstrating against the enactment of the 
bill (S. 25) to prevent profiteering in time of war and to 
equalize the burdens of war and thus provide for the na- 
tional defense, and promote peace, which was referred to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the town board 
of Highlands, N. V., requesting that the rights of the citizens 
of Highlands, N. Y., be protected when authority has been 
granted to purchase 14,000 acres of land joining the West 
Point Military Reservation for the purpose of additional 
water supply and other military purposes, which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

He also presented a memorial of several members of the 
Historical Society of Upper Red Hook, Dutchess County, 
N. Y., remonstrating against the enactment of the proposed 
naval expansion program, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Aloha 
Study Club, of New York City, N. Y., protesting against the 
enactment of the proposed naval expansion program, which 
was referred to the Committee on Naval Affairs, 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Navy Asso- 
ciation of Western New York, favoring the enactment of the 
proposed naval expansion program, which was referred to 
the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Horse- 
heads, N. L., remonstrating against the enactment of House 
bill 8115, to permit samples of liquors to be sent through 
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the mails, which was referred to the Committee on Post 
Offices and Post Roads. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Republican 
County Committee of the Third Assembly District, Queens 
County, New York City, N. Y. favoring investigation of 
the Tennessee Valley Authority by a congressional com- 
mittee, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Republican 
County Committee of the Third Assembly District, Queens 
County, New York City, N. Y., protesting against the enact- 
ment of legislation reorganizing executive departments of 
the Government, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

Mr. MINTON, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which were referred the following bills, reported them each 
without amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

S. 3318. A bill to authorize certain payments to the Amer- 
ican War Mothers, Inc. (Rept. No. 1547); and 

S. 3319. A bill to authorize certain payments to the Vet- 
erans of Foreign Wars of the United States, Inc., and to the 
Disabled American Veterans of the World War, Inc. (Rept. 
No. 1548). 

Mr. WAGNER, from the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency, to which was referred the bill (S. 3735) to amend 
section 5d of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation Act, 
as amended, to authorize loans to public agencies, to pro- 
vide credit facilities for business enterprises, and for other 
purposes, reported it with an amendment and submitted a 
report (No. 1549) thereon. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah, from the Committee on Educa- 
tion and Labor, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 9415) 
to amend the act entitled “An act to establish a Civilian 
Conservation Corps, and for other purposes,” approved June 
28, 1937, reported it without amendment and submitted a 
report (No. 1550) thereon. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED 

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and re- 
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. COPELAND: 

A bill (S. 3744) to assert the jurisdiction of the United 
States over certain portions of the Bering Sea and the sub- 
merged land thereunder; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. FRAZIER: 

A bill (S. 3745) to amend Public Law No. 383, Seventy- 
third Congress. (48 Stat. L. 984), relating to Indians, by 
exempting from the provisions of such act any Indian tribe 
on the Standing Rock Reservation located in the States of 
North and South Dakota; to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 

By Mr. SHEPPARD: 

A bill (S. 3746) to authorize an appropriation for an in- 
vestigation of the feasibility and practicability of a Gov- 
ernment irrigation and reclamation project at Balmorhea, 
Tex.; to the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

A bill (S. 3747) to amend an act entitled “An act to au- 
thorize the Secretary of War to grant easements in and upon 
public military reservations and other lands under his con- 
trol,” approved May 17, 1926; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 


By Mr. NYE: 

A bill (S. 3748) for the relief of Nathan Kaplan; to the 
Committee on Immigration. 

By Mr. PITTMAN: 

A bill (S. 3749) to authorize the payment of an indemnity 
to the Norwegian Government in full and final satisfaction 
of all claims based on the detention and treatment of the 
crew of the Norwegian steamer Sagatind subsequent to the 
seizure of this vessel by the United States Coast Guard cut- 
ter Seneca on October 12, 1924; to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. 

By Mr. THOMAS of Utah: 

A bill (S. 3750) to amend the immigration and naturaliza- 
tion laws with respect to the naturalization of native-born 
Filipinos; to the Committee on Immigration. 
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By Mr. PITTMAN: 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 280) to authorize an appro- 
priation for the expenses of participation by the United 
States in the Fourth International Conference on Private 
Air Law; to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 

The bill (H. R. 9227) to amend an act entitled “An act to 

authorize boxing in the District of Columbia, and for other 


purposes,” was read twice by its title and referred to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 


TAX REVISION—AMENDMENT 


Mr. BONE submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 9682) to provide revenue, 
equalize taxation, and for other purposes, which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Finance and ordered to be 
printed. 


JUTE AND FLAX PRODUCTS—-RECIPROCAL-TRADE AGREEMENT WITH 
GREAT BRITAIN 


Mr. DAVIS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the Recorp and referred to the Committee 
on Finance a letter which I have today addressed to Hon. 
Cordell Hull, Secretary of State, regarding the necessity of 
providing more adequate protection for jute yarns, jute 
twines, and flax products which may be affected by the 
reciprocal-trading agreement with the Government of the 
United Kingdom. The letter is self-explanatory and shows 
a condition of genuine need. 

There being no objection, the letter was referred to the 
Committee on Finance and ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


Marcx 28, 1938. 
Hon. CORDELL HULL, 
Secretary of State, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. SECRETARY: In the pending negotiations for a re- 

ciprocal-trading agreement with the Government of the United 

om, pursuant to the act of June 12, 1934, as extended by 
Public Resolution No. 10, March 1, 1937, there has been Included 
among the list of products on which the United States may con- 
sider granting tariff concessions, virtually all of those manufac- 
tured by the soft-fiber industry. Six of the 16 companies in this 
industry have factories located in the Commonwealth of Pennsyl- 
vania—two concerns having factories at Philadelphia, two others 
at Hanover, another at Allentown, and another at Reading, and 
these factories afford employment to a large number of Pennsyl- 
vania residents and in some cases constitute the principal indus- 
try in the towns in which they are located. Among the products 
listed which are manufactured in these factories are single jute 
yarns (par. 1003), jute twines (par. 1003), flax yarns and threads 
(par. 1004), and linen fish nettings (par. 1006). Accordingly, I am 
taking the liberty of calling to your attention certain controlling 
8 connection with the trade treaty consideration of these 
products. 

It is my understanding that the soft-fiber industry has fur- 
nished to the Committee for Reciprocity Information an abundance 
of statistical and trade information which adequately portrays 
the import and domestic manufacturing situation. In view of 
the tremendous amount of material relating to all products which 
has been filed with the committee by the many affected industries, 
I am somewhat apprehensive whether the pressure of work may 
not prevent a full enough and careful examination of these soft- 
fiber materials which were collected after a considerable expendi- 
ture of time and money by these com I would appreciate 
it very much if, despite the relatively small volume of this indus- 
try when compared with some others under consideration, there 
can be assurance that the careful statements filed will be 
examined by those charged with the negotiations rather than 
reliance had upon some abstract prepared by a subordinate. For 
while relatively the industry may be small, it is, as I am sure you 
will appreciate, of vital concern to the Pennsylvania localities in 
which its factories are located. , 

For your own information, I am satisfied that, with respect to the 
principal products manufactured, there is no basis whatever for 
including them in any concessions. In to jute yarns and 
twines, I am certain that you appreciate that, since no jute is grown 
in the United States, for every pound of jute produced in this 
country, there is basic foreign trade in more than a pound of jute. 
The raw material, no matter where „ all comes from British 
India, a part of the British Empire. Thus, in any trade-agreement 
consideration of jute, the State Department is not dealing with a 
tages as a producer, or is even in close proximity to the source of 
supply. The conversion of raw jute into textile products is solely 
a manuf operation in all coun’ d in British India 
alone is the raw material at hand. The single question is whether 
depriving domestic labor—a large part of which is resident in Penn- 
sylvania—of work and destroying domestic plant investment will 
commodity in which the United Kingdom has any natural advan- 
result in greater imports from the United Kingdom. 
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I am satisfied that in the case of these jute products this cannot 
be, because as to single jute yarns there can be no argument that 
the present chief supplier of imports, British India, is the lowest- 
cost producer; it can and does undersell the United Kingdom, even 
in British markets, and even at present tariff levels can and does 
enter the domestic yarn market. Calcutta, in British India, has 
practically unlimited spinning capacity, and on the basis of actual 
cost data it seems clear that any reduction in duty would not aid 
United Kingdom producers but would inexorably shift production 
to Calcutta at the expense of the American industry. Indeed, the 
ability of British India not only to undersell American producers 
but also British producers underlies the current active movement 
in the United Kingdom itself for a British tariff against British 
India jute goods. 

As to jute twines, a reduction in duty would not result in any 
Increased volume of jute imports from the United Kingdom for at 
least two reasons; First, on a cost basis alone the twine situation 
is not unlike that of single jute yarns, and even at present duty 
levels both British India and Japan are competitively in a better 
position than the United Kingdom; second, and of far more impor- 
tance, reduction in duty will not mean greater imports, because the 
trade characteristics of the twine business make commercially im- 
practicable the importation of the full range of twines in the 
multiplicity of sizes, styles, and put-ups required for the American 
market. The sole effect of any reduction in duty will be imports 
at low prices in only a few sizes and put-ups—of negligible total 
value and coming from lower-cost producers than the United King- 
dom—which will depress the entire price level in the highly com- 
petitive and generally unprofitable domestic jute-twine industry. 

Nor is the situation in respect to the flax products manufactured 
in Pennsylvania any different. I am informed that present tariffs 
are so inadequate that domestically spun yarns and threads are at 
present having a difficult time competing with foreign imports. The 
data furnished the committee, I understand, demonstrates that at 
present tariff levels the ratio of imports of linen thread yarns and 
linen thread to domestic production is over 72 percent. Most of 
these imports already come from the United Kingdom whose con- 
version costs are far below those of domestic flax spinners. The 
reason for this is found in the fact that wages in Belfast, the prin- 
cipal British flax area, are on the average about one-fourth of those 
paid in this country, and the Belfast employees are well known to 
be equally or greater skilled. Any reduction in duty would clearly 
mean the complete obliteration of the domestic flax-spinning indus- 
try. This is hardly the place in which to seek further imports. 

I appreciate that compared with some other industries in this 
country the number of those engaged in manufacturing jute and 
flax products is relatively not great. But the fact that only thou- 
sands rather than tens of thousands are so engaged does not lessen 
the impact of involuntary unemployment upon either the individual 
or the community in which he lives. Loss of jobs and impairment 
of investment where particular American communities have for 
decades specialized in one business is not relieved by the fact that a 
few others in some other community may possibly derive some 
benefit. Indeed, the fact that a community does specialize would 
only aggravate the disaster to both the individual employees and to 
the community which at the same time loses its principal business 
and has its relief demands multiplied. 

Where these results follow in a situation where the country ben- 
efited is not the one with which we are negotiating and possesses 
large advantages in lower wage rates, as in the case of jute, or where 
the yolume of imports is already relatively large, as in the case of 
flax yarns and thread the announced principles of reciprocal trading 
would be violated. For there would be immediate loss to American 
employees and no appreciable gain to the British. Accordingly, on 
behalf of these employees who have spent virtually a lifetime in 
this industry, I earnestly urge that this country make no reductions 
in these schedules on jute or flax products. 

Thanking you for your cooperation in this matter, I am, 

Most cordially yours, 
James J. Davis. 


PRINTING OF COPPER PARITY PRICE DETAILS—ARTICLE BY HOVAL A. 
SMITH 


Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I present and ask to have 
referred to the Committee on Printing; with a view to its 
being printed as a Senate document, an article written by 
Hon. Hoval A. Smith, of Phoenix, Ariz., entitled “Copper 
Parity Price Details.” 

There being no objection, the article was referred to the 
Committee on Printing. 

DECISION OF SUPREME COURT IN SANTA CRUZ FRUIT PACKING COM- 

PANY Ù. NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD (S. DOC. NO. 162) 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed as a Senate document the decision of the 
Supreme Court rendered yesterday in the case of Santa Cruz 
Fruit Packing Company against National Labor Relations 
Board. This decision represents a very important landmark 
in the development of the Federal commerce power. I may 
add that it is the eleventh straight victory for the Labor 
Board in the Supreme Court. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from New York? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 


LABOR DISPUTE IN THE MAID-WELL GARMENT FACTORY, FORREST 
CITY, ARK. 


Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, on February 28, 1938, a 
statement regarding a labor dispute in the Maid-Well Gar- 
ment Factory, at Forrest City, Ark., was inserted in the 
Recorp at page 2488, and was referred to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. The labor organization involved 
has recently written me stating its side of the controversy. 
I have no personal knowledge of the facts, but believe the 
public interest will be served if each side is given equal op- 
portunity to state its case. I therefore ask unanimous con- 
sent that the letter be printed in the Recorp, and the orig- 
inal referred to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

There being no objection, the letter was referred to the 
Committee on Education and Labor and ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 


INTERNATIONAL Lapres’ GARMENT WORKERS’ UNION, 
Washington, D. C., March 23, 1938. 
Senator ROBERT F. WAGNER, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR WAGNER: On February 28, 1938, the attention of the 
Senate was directed to the situation of a garment factory in Forrest 
City, Ark., concerning which it is alleged that the C. I. O. organ- 
ization employed unfair methods and made promises impossible of 
performance to perfect the organization, and that it does not repre- 
sent a majority of the bona fide employees of the factory, but, not- 
wi these allegations, the National Labor Relations Board 
has the organization and some means ob- 
tained an agreement with the owners of the factory under which 
the owners agreed to pay and did pay $1,000 to avoid further trouble 
with the Board. The question of whether the C. I, O. organization 
represents the majority of the employees has never been determined. 

The situation is described as so acute that on February 17 a mass 
meeting of citizens and representatives of the community was held 
in Forrest City and adopted resolutions depicting the alleged situa- 
tion that exists, in order that the country may know the exact 
effect of such action on the part of the Board in this particular 
community. 

The resolution was referred to the Senate Committee on Educa- 
tion and Labor, and ordered printed in the RECORD. 

The labor organization referred to is the International Ladies’ 
Garment Workers’ Union, and its president, Mr. David Dubinsky, de- 
sires that the Senate and the country be informed of the official 
record of facts and of the surrounding facts and circumstances. 
This statement is therefore prepared in the hope that it may also 
be ordered printed in the Rrecorp and thus given equal publicity. 

The record of facts made by the company itself, official records 
and related circumstances, will sufficiently reveal the actual 
methods and practices by which the Maid-Well Garment Co. has 
denied to its employees the rights and benefits secured to them by 
the National Labor Relations Act and by decisions of the Supreme 
Court of the United States. 

The resolution presented to the Senate states that the 150 to 
200 employees are paid from $1,500 to $2,250 per week. This 
breaks down by division into $10 to $11.25 per week for each 
employee. 

The facts are that when the N. R. A. code, providing a $12 
minimum wage for a 40-hour week was invalidated, the wage rate 
2 immediately reduced and the workweek lengthened to 44 

ours, 

The most speedy workers were reduced to $9 per week and the 
remainder to $7, $6, and $5 per week. A number of these women 
are married and support families. 

The resolution also recites: 

“Whereas during the entire period of the operation of the said 
garment factory the same has been operated by Mr. Ed Ash as 
owner and manager, the said Mr. Ash being a resident and home 
owner in Forrest City, Ark.. who has at all times provided his 
employees with splendid, satisfactory, and agreeable working con- 
ditions and has at all times paid to his employees wages which 
were satisfactory to them, wages which were just and reasonable 
and commensurate with the work which the employees performed, 
at no time there being any dissatisfaction with the wages so 
paid; and 

“Whereas during the month of June 1937 certain union organ- 
izers, strangers to this community and affiliates with what is 
known as the C. I. O. organization in the United States, employ- 
ing unfair methods and making promises impossible of perform- 
ance, did cause and create strife, discord, and unpleasantness and 
dissatisfaction among the employees of the said Maid-Well Gar- 
ment Co., and did in fact organize the International Ladies’ 
Garment Workers’ Union, Local No. 286. That by reason of the 
strife, discords, and unpleasantness caused by the organization of 
said union 286, the manager and owner of said Maid-Well Garment 
Co. was compelled to shut down his factory and stopped the manu- 
facture of his product, which resulted in depriving his employees 
of a weekly wage at that time of not less than $1,500; and 
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“Whereas the said union 2386, so organized, has been recognized 
by the National Labor Relations Board withouf any proper in- 
quiry or investigation as to its membership in comparison with 
the total number of employees of the Maid-Well Garment Co., 
and said National Board has assumed that said employees of the 
union were in a majority, when, in fact, and in truth, the said 
union No. 286 did not have a majority of said employees. Not- 
withstanding that the majority of the employees of said garment 
company refused to join said union No. 286 and organized an 
independent union of their own, consisting of more than 140 
members, the National Labor Relations Board recognized the 
minority union No. 286, and preferred unjust, untrue, and un- 
warrantable charges against the manager of the Maid-Well Gar- 
ment Co., out of which said charges the factory was finally closed, 
and the manager of the same, preferring to avoid the expense of 
making defense to such unjust and untrue charges, preferred to 
pay a penalty in the sum of $1,000, rather than to make an ex- 
pensive defense to the same on account of such unjust, untrue, 
and unwarranted charges, which he would have had to pay under 
the provisions of the National Labor Act and regulations; and 

“Whereas the result of the closing down of the garment factory 
has resulted in throwing out of employment some 150 to 200 
Women employees who have been deprived of a weekly wage aggre- 
gating the sum of not less than $1,500; and these women com- 
posing a considerable portion of our good citizenship have been 
prevented from their living, and the same has brought 
to them and to the families dependent upon them untold suffering 
and misery in that they have been deprived of the necessaries of 
life, and many of them are now suffering, and in want and have 
become charges upon the community.” 

Again the real facts are that these women and girls were dis- 
satlsfled with the wages paid them and resented the shamefully 
inadequate wage income to which they had been reduced. They 
discussed and considered organizing a union. This occurred before 
any organizer or official of the International Ladies’ Garment 
Workers’ Union appeared upon the scene. 

On March 25, 1937, during a garment strike in Memphis, Tenn. 
and frequently thereafter, Mr. Ash, partner and manager of the 
Maid-Well Garment Co., made speeches to these employees warn- 
ing them against organizing and striking. Then a number of them 
communicated with the International Ladies’ Garment Workers’ 
Union and requested an organizer. The district organizer sent Mr. 
Frank Middleton to Forrest City, Ark., to assist them, and at the 
first meeting of employees in April 1937, 30 of them voted to organ- 
ize a local union and apply for a charter. A charter was issued 
and very soon a majority had enrolled as members. 

Thereupon and frequently thereafter Mr. Ash, the manager, called 
the employees into meetings in the factory and made speeches 
warning them that the company would never recognize or deal with 
a union. He discharged Miss Nell Brooks, secretary of the local 
union, and again warned all employees that unless they dropped 
their union membership and joined a company union he would 
close the factory. These speeches and warnings continued for 
several weeks; threats of physical violence were made to several of 
these women and girl employees; they were visited by agents 
displaying guns; and finally, in June 1937 the factory was closed. 

On July 31, 1937, the company published a statement in the 
Forrest City Times-Herald that it would reopen the factory on 
August 4, 1937, and that 

“All former employees who desire to contract individually will 
be given work as rapidly as conditions justify.” 

“Any individual who cannot meet these conditions, please do 
not apply.” 

Following this published defiance of the law the factory was 
reopened on August 4, and 64 of the employees were taken back, 
Other workers were later taken on, but 62 of the most active 
Members of the local union were refused reinstatement. 

A complaint was filed with the regional director of the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board, charging the company with the 
above-stated acts and numerous other acts of discrimination and 
intimidation in violation of the National Labor Relations Act. 

The National Labor Relations Board was behind with its work 
and several months elapsed before the company was advised that 
a hearing day had been fixed for a day in the month of Novem- 
ber 1937. In advance of the hearing the company again closed 
the factory, and before a hearing was had, attorneys for the com- 
pany suggested to the Board’s examiner that the company would 
be willing to settle the case and pay some compensation to work- 
ers discharged for union activity. Although several thousands 
of dollars were due to these workers, the company was unwilling 
to pay more than $1,000. International Ladies’ Garment Workers’ 
Union officials who directed the organization work were reluctant 
to advise acceptance. Nevertheless, in order to pave the way to- 
ward more friendly relations with the company and to secure 
for these employees without delay the benefits of regular em- 
ployment under union contract conditions, the union officials 
persuaded the employees to accept the offer. The settlement was 
made by a stipulation in writing between the parties. The Maid- 
Well Garment Co. waived a hearing on the charges made against 
it and this stipulation was accepted by the examiner and filed 
with the National Labor Relations Board. 

Charges based on the above and numerous other violations of 
law, the waiver by the company of a hearing on these charges, and 
the agreement of the company to pay discharged employees $1,000, 
are all facts appearing in the official records of the National Labor 
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Relations Board. It appears very clear to us from these facts that 
the company feared to face a trial of the charges and offered to 
settle by stipulation to avoid a public hearing and trial of its un- 
lawful and unjust treatment of its employees. 

The International Ladies“ Garment Workers’ Union preferred 
that the charges be heard and an election held in accordance with 
the law, because the company had published proof of its violation 
of the law, and because the local union membership included at 
the times mentioned, as it does now, a majority of the company’s 
employees. The desire of the International Ladies’ Garment 
Workers’ Union, however, to establish friendly, sensible, and work- 
able relations between these employees and their employer 
prompted the union's officials to counsel acceptance of the settle- 
ment offered by the company. To bring about a clear under- 
standing of the union's desire to establish friendly relations, Mr. 
Meyer Perlstein, district organizer, visited Mr. Ash several times 
before the settlement was made and discussed the subject at length 
with him in an effort to convince Mr. Ash that voluntary con- 
tractual relations would be a constructive accomplishment, bene- 
ficial to both his company and the employees, and that a settle- 
ment, if made, would be made solely for that purpose. To this 

posal Mr. Ash replied that he would consider it, but made no 
commitment. He boasted that he had made a lot of money in his 
business, was financially independent, and able to retire. 

But this is not the complete Besides the company’s 
warnings, discharges of employees, and discriminations against 
them for union activities, they were threatened with physical 
violence and the life of the union's organizer was repeatedly 
threatened. The company partners and management sought by 
terrorism to suppress the legal and reasonable demands of these 
workers for recognition of their union and for civilized working 
standards. 

This public deflance and violation of the law by the Maid- 
Well Garment Co. occurred before the facts were known to or 
brought to the attention of the National Labor Relations Board. 
These women and girls had been dissatisfied with their low wages 
and long hours, and had been warned and threatened by their 
employer against exercising their lawful right to organize, before 
they asked the International Ladies’ Garment Workers’ Union to 
assist them. 

The women are skilled, industrious, law-abiding people. They 
would enjoy good homes, beautiful furnishings, attractive dress, a 
necessary amount of good food, opportunity for healthful recre- 
ation and education, But they are compelled by a prosperous 
employer to accept $5 to $9 for a long workweek, which means 
an annual income of from $200 to $360 if they are lucky enough 
to get 40 weeks’ work a year. This employer also enjoys the un- 
fair advantage of competing in our markets against manufac- 
turers who have accepted the law, who operate under union 
contracts which establish a 85-hour week and provide for higher 
wage rates. More than 8,000 factories, normally employing 260,000 
workers, are operating under union contracts with the Interna- 
tional Ladies’ Garment Workers’ Union. 

Notwithstanding the facts recited, this company is now attempt- 
ing to justify its published defiance and other open acts of viola- 
tion of the National Labor Relations Act and decisions of the Su- 
8 sustaining both the validity and sound public policy 
0 act. 

The resolution presented to the Senate for the Recorp recites 
that the wages paid these employees by the Maid-Well Garment Co. 
were satisfactory to them.” 

These women have a right to speak for themselves, and they have, 
with great courage and with great risk to themselves, spoken 
through their union and by the charges made to the National La- 
bor Relations Board against their employer. 

This is not a large plant, but the brutal and unlawful practices 
of its management raise a large public question. ‘The fact that it 
can get presented to the United States Senate an appeal from its 
lawless disregard of its employees’ rights indicates the sinister 
and ruthless nature of this and many similar efforts to turn back 
the pages of social and economic progress and reestablish the 
right of employers to dictate the terms and conditions upon which 
their employees must work and live. 

The nature of this resolution indicates that the Maid-Well Gar- 
ment Co. has practiced upon the community in which it operates 
the same intimidating and misleading methods that it brought to 
bear to coerce its employees into acceptance of the harsh condi- 
tions of employment imposed upon them. 

The International Ladies“ Garment Workers’ Union not only 
welcomes an inquiry, but earnestly urges that a searching investi- 
gation be made into the acts of this company in this case. 

May we ask you to this statement for printing in the 
Recorp, and for reference to the Senate Committee on Education 
and Labor, to which the resolution mentioned was referred? 

Respectfully, D 


MERLE D. VINCENT, 
Legislative Counsel International Ladies’ 
Garment Workers’ Union. 


FOREIGN AFFAIRS—ADDRESS BY SENATOR BORAH 


Mr. Boram asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Record a radio address on the subject Foreign Affairs, 
delivered by him during the National Radio Forum on Mon- 
day, March 28, 1938, which appears in the Appendix.] 
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FOUNDERS’ DAY. T BY SENATOR 
[Mr. Corxraxp asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Recorp an address delivered by Senator WatsH at the 
exercises commemorating Founders’ Day at Georgetown 
University, on Saturday, March 26, 1938, which appears in 
the Appendix.] 
DELAWARE—ADDRESS BY SENATOR TOWNSEND 

(Mr. McNary asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Recor a radio address on Delaware delivered by Senator 
TOWNSEND, Monday evening, March 28, 1938, during the 
Parade of States program of the National Broadcasting Co., 
which appears in the Appendix.] 

INVESTIGATION OF TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY—ADDRESS BY 
SENATOR BRIDGES 

(Mr. Davis asked and obtained leave to have printed in the 
Recorp a radio speech entitled “Behind the Scenes of the 
Proposed T. V. A. Investigation,” delivered by Senator BRIDGES 
at Washington, D. C., on March 27, 1938, which appears in 
the Appendix.] 

PROTECTION FOR JEWS OF RUMANIA 

Mr. McNary asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Record a petition seeking protection for the Jews of Ru- 
mania, submitted to the Council of the League of Nations by 
the executive committee of the World Jewish Congress, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 

RELATION OF IMPORTS TO UNEMPLOYMENT 

(Mr. Lopcr asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Recorp an editorial on the subject of the Relation of 
Imports to Unemployment, published in the New York Sun- 
day Enquirer of March 6, 1938, which appears in the Ap- 
pendix.] 

THE REVOLUTION OF EDUCATION IN MEXICO—ADDRESS BY 
AMBASSADOR NAJERA 

(Mr. SHEPPARD asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Recorp an address on the subject of the Revolution of 
Education in Mexico, delivered by the Ambassador of Mexico 
to the United States at the annual convention of the Amer- 
ican Association of School Administrators held at Atlantic 
City, N. J., March 1, 1938, which appears in the Appendix.] 

APPROPRIATIONS FOR DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE, ETC. 

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
9544) making appropriations for the Departments of State 
and Justice and for the judiciary, and for the Departments 
of Commerce and Labor, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1939, and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. When the Senate took a recess 
yesterday afternoon it had apparently concluded the pend- 
ing appropriation bill with the exception of one amendment 
on page 75 which was passed over. 

Mr. McKELLAR,. I ask that that amendment be consid- 
ered and agreed to now. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, that amendment was 
passed over at my request. I was unavoidably absent yes- 
terday afternoon at the time the amendment came up. I 
have now no objection to the amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment on page 75, line 11, striking out 82,202,000“ 
and inserting “$2,322,000” in line 11. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I move to amend the House text on 
page 35 by striking out “$165,000” and inserting “$203,000.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The Carer CLERK. On page 35, at the beginning of line 8, 
it is proposed to strike out “$165,000” and to insert “$203,- 
000”, so as to read: 


Bond and Spirits Division: For salaries and expenses in connec- 
tion with the preliminary determination of civil liabilities arising 
under acts pursuant to the eighteenth amendment before repeal; 
the preliminary determination of compromises and petitions for 
remission of forfeitures arising out of current internal-revenue 
liquor laws; the supervision of the collection on forfeited bail 
bonds and judgments and fines imposed in criminal cases; per- 
sonal services in the District of Columbia and elsewhere, and such 
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other expenditures (not exceeding $50 for any one item) as may be 
necessary, $203,000: 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I do not know anything 
about the amendment, I will say to the Senator, but we will 
take it to conference. I cannot, however, give any assurance 
regarding it. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Very well. I move the amendment. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, may I ask the meaning 
of the amendment. Where is it? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. It comes in on page 35. This small 
division deals with all offers for compromise of civil and 
criminal liability growing out of violations of liquor-tax 
laws. 

Mr. COPELAND. I do not need any further explanation. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. The Bureau has returned $3 for each 
$1 of expense it has caused the Government. Evidently 
there has been some mistake or misunderstanding behind 
the reduction in the appropriation for its maintenance. 

Mr. COPELAND. I know that the Senator is an expert 
on bonds and spirits, and I will take his judgment in the 
matter. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from Texas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I wish to ask a question 
regarding the item on page 103 relating to the pay of laborers 
in the Immigration and Naturalization Service. I was quite 
surprised to read in the Record this morning that the com- 
mittee had agreed to reduce the amount to be set aside for 
increasing the pay of laborers in the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service to $50,000. I was not present in the 
committee when that happened. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I will say to the Senator that the com- 
mittee moved to amend the amendment as reported by 
making it $50,000 instead of $100,000, and the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. COPELAND. May I ask the Senator just when that 
was done by the committee, and why? 

Mr. McKELLAR, It was done by the full committee. I 
do not recall why, except that it was thought, with the 
amount provided of $7,781,000, that $50,000 would be suffi- 
cient to increase the compensation of persons receiving less 
than $2,000 a year. 

Mr. COPELAND. I may say to the Senator that we should 
do one of two things relative to this provision. The Senator 
will recall that in the subcommittee I urged that these 
low-paid employees—charwomen, laborers, janitors, matrons, 
messengers, guards, and telephone operators—have had no 
opportunity to have any increase in their pay for a long 
time. In the report of the House committee on the bill it is 
stated that $50,000 was proposed to be appropriated for this 
purpose, but the money was not provided by the House. 
That is, apparently by an inadvertence the money was not 
included. 

On page 232 of the House hearings on the Labor Depart- 
ment part of the bill is an insertion in the record from the 
Department showing what these step-ups would mean. If 
there should be a one-step promotion, the amount of money 
required would be $71,140. If there should be a promotion 
to the average of the grade, the amount of money needed 
would be $168,220. We should do one of two things. I 
thought I was providing enough when we discussed the mat- 
ter in the subcommittee. I thought that by the inclusion 
of $100,000, which the Senator from Tennessee suggested was 
the necessary amount, we would be able to bring these em- 
ployees up to grade. I now find, however, that that is not 
the case, because I have refreshed my knowledge and find 
that the amount necessary to bring them to grade would be 
$168,220. If we are to take but one step, the amount should 
be $71,740. 

The Senator from Tennessee will recall that the plea I 
made in the subcommittee was that we should take care of 
these employees and bring them to grade. My preference 
would be that we include the amount of $168,220, which, 
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according to the Department’s report, is the amount neces- 
sary to do what I have proposed. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President this is what the House 
report has to say about the matter— 

The total Budget estimate for this Service amounts to $9,725,000. 
An appropriation of $9,715,000 is recommended by the committee, 
a net reduction of $10,000 under the Budget estimates. Represen- 
tations made to the committee indicate that there is a large group 
of low-paid clerical, custodial, and miscellaneous employees in 
the fleld that have received no compensation increases in the past 
several years. It is the desire of the committee that approximately 
$50,000 of the appropriation be devoted to making one-step salary 
increases confined principally, if not exclusively, to employees 
making less than $2,000 per annum. 

That is merely what is said in the report. We put in lan- 
guage which requires that $50,000 to be used for that purpose. 
Under the House provision, the money could have been used 
for that purpose. It seems that that sum was set aside be- 
fore for that purpose, but all of it was not so used. The lan- 
guage on page 103 “of which $50,000 shall be used for 
increased compensation to persons receiving less than $2,000 
per annum” made the matter obligatory. 

The House report further states— 

This sum of $50,000 can be made available for this purpose (1) by 
reducing the increase requested for emergency help in the field 
from $13,250 to $7,250, (2) by allocating an increase of only $5,000 
for purchase of fuel oil rather than $10,000 as estimated— 


And that was done— 


(3) by the use of $35,000 of the allocation for enforcing the law 
excluding contract laborers (present expenditures are at a rate of 
about $56,000 per annum whereas $95,000 was anticipated to be 
spent in both the current and the succeeding fiscal years), (4) by 
use of the $5,000 increase over the Budget recommended by the 
committee. 

In conformity with the general policy of the committee in sepa- 
rating salary costs from other expenses in making appropriations 
wherever feasible, the paragraph for the Immigration and Naturali- 
zation has been divided along those lines and three separate ap- 
propriations appear in substitution for a lump sum previously 
carried. 


The Budget estimate of $100,000 for repairs and improvements at 
immigration stations has been cut by $15,000— 

And so forth. 

The purpose was to take that much of the entire amount, 
$7,781,000, and make it obligatory to raise the salaries of 
the employees receiving less than $2,000. It was stated to 
the committee that to increase the amount to a greater sum 
would put these increases out of step with other increases in 
the Department. That is why the committee acted as it did. 
If the Senator wants to restore the $100,000 the subcommit- 
tee reported, we can take the matter to conference and work 
it out. 

Mr. COPELAND. I think that is wise, because that will 
at least guarantee that the employees will get the one step 
if not more. 

Mr. McKELLAR. At any rate, if the Senator desires to 
have that done, I have no objection. 

Mr. COPELAND. I move to reconsider—— 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Just a moment. Let us get the 
parliamentary situation straight. The amendment must be 
reconsidered before anything else may be done. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask unanimous consent to reconsider 
the vote by which the amendment on page 103 was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the vote is 
reconsidered. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Now, all that is necessary is to agree to 
the amendment reported by the Senate committee. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment reported by the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I have one other amend- 
ment to offer. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran} is not present. 
He was expected here today. He brought out, in the testi- 
mony before the Senate committee, the fact that there is in 
the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce an employee 
who had been let out in 1933 and had been reemployed at 
& later date and immediately given an increase in salary of 
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$2,400 over other employees, and that he has been given the 
duties of his superior officer. 

I desire to have printed in the Recorp at this point, as a 
part of my remarks, pages 90 to 98 of the Senate committee 
hearings, which include part of the testimony of Dr. Dye. 

There being no objection, the matter referred to was or- 
dered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


Senator McCarran. Mr. Chairman, do not let me interrupt, as I 
just came in. When you are through with your line of questioning 
I want to break in here some place. I have reference to page 66. 

Senator MCKELLAR. Break in right now, if you wish. 

Senator McCarran. Do not let me interrupt you now. 

Doctor, my recollection is that last year you came before us and 
asked for some considerable sum. My recollection was $50,000, for 
an increase in salaries in your department. What does that 
represent? 

Dr. Dye. Some salaries were increased. Of course, the sum of 
$110,400 was impounded as a saving. 

Senator McCarran. By the Executive order? 

Dr. DYE. By the Executive order. 

Ponava McCarran. What increases were given in this depart- 
ment 

Dr. Dye. In the Bureau? I can’t tell you offhand, but I would be 
very glad to give you a list of them. 

Senator McCarran. You put on additional help, aside from the 
increase in salaries. The appropriation or $50,000 item was put in 
by this committee especially for an increase. In place of that, as 
I notice, you increased your employees, without increasing the 
salaries of those who were in. Am I right in that? 

Dr. Dye. I cannot tell you offhand whether the total number of 
employees was increased during the year or not. Of course, there 
were some es pe. taken on. 

Senator McCarran. Some taken on at rather extended salaries, 
too, were they not? As, for instance, Mr. Groves. Was he not 
taken on there at quite a fancy salary? 

Dr. DYE. No; he was transferred; not taken on. 

Senator McCarran. Why, he was let out in 1933, was he not? 
He was put on in 1931 and then let out in 1933. Then you took 
him back at how much—$16,000? 

Dr. Dye. No; he was taken on at $5,600 early in 1936. 

Senator McCarran. What is he getting now? 

Dr. Dr. He is getting $8,000. 

Senator McCarran. $8,000? 

Dr. Dye. Yes, sir. 

Senator McKe.tiar. Why was he so promoted after having been 
discharged or let out, as I have heard, for inefficiency? 

Dr. Dre. I don't understand that he was let out for inefficiency. 
My understanding was that it was an economy measure in 1933 and 
that there were a great many good men let out, and that he was 
brought back in 1936 because of his long experience in the Service 
and because he was a valuable officer. 

Senator McKELLAR. I do not know Mr. Groves, but I understood 
he was not only brought back at an increase of some $2,500 in salary 
but also there were turned over to him the duties of the Assistant 
Director of the Bureau. 

Dr. Dye. No; that is not true. 

Senator McCarran. What is his title now? 

Dr. Dye. He is Chief of the Foreign Commerce Service. 

Senator McCarran. And notwithstanding the fact that he was 
put out in 1933—and my understanding also is that it was for in- 
efficiency—he was brought in and put superior to those who had 
remained in the Service and who had been in the Service all along? 

Dr. Dre. No; he was brought in at a lower salary; much lower 
than that at which he went out. 

Senator McKetuar. But it was immediately raised, was it not? 

Dr. Dre. Not immediately. 

Senator McKetiar. How long? A few weeks or months? 

Dr. Dye. No; I think it was about a year. 

Senator TRUMAN. What salary was he getting when he was dis- 
charged? It was $9,500, if I remember right. 

Dr. Dye. That I can’t say, because I was not here at the time. 
I was in the Foreign Service myself, and it was due to an economy 
measure which was taken in 1933. 

Senator CopeLanp. Was not that largely the work of Secretary 
Mitchell? 

Dr. Dye. I don't know. 

Senator Truman. That was the able secretary of Missouri, 
who was afterward discharged. 

Senator BANKHEAD. Who brought him back in the Service? 

Dr. Dye. Well, I suggested it, Senator BANKHEAD. I had known 
Mr. Groves for a great many years. 

Senator BANKHEAD. What is the man’s name? 

Dr. Dre. Groves. 

Senator McKetiar. I do not know Mr. Groves, but I have been 
informed that the duties of the Assistant Director in charge of 
our foreign employees were taken from the Assistant Director, 
whose name I have forgotten, and transferred to Mr. Groves under 
this rather remarkable reemployment of Mr. Groves. 

Dr. Dye. No, Mr. Chairman. We have had as Chief of the 
Foreign Service Division Mr. Lacey C. Zapf. Mr. Zapf was pro- 
moted to be Assistant Director, and he is now Assistant Director, 

Senator BANKHEAD. Assistant to you? 

Dr. Dre. Yes, sir There is a difference. There is a position of 
an assistant to the Director—not Assistant Director. 
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Senator McKetiar. What do those two places pay—the Assistant 
Director and the assistant to the Director? 

Dr. Dye. The assistant to the Director was being paid $5,600 and 
Mr. Groves was appointed at that salary of $5,600 as assistant to the 


Director. 

Senator McKELLAR. Had there ever been such a place before? 

Dr. DYE. Yes; that has been in existence for I don't know how 
many years. 

Senator McCarran. Who held it before, Doctor? 

Dr. Dre. Mr. Stutzman, I believe, had it at one time. I am not 
sure. 

Senator McCarran. Did Mr. Groves serve there under you before 
he was let out in 1933? 

Dr. Drx. No; he did not. 

Senator McCarran. How did you become acquainted with his 
efficiency? 

Dr. Dre. Well, we were both in the Service for a good many 
years. I was assistant commercial attaché at one time in London 
and he was at that time in Europe. I was commercial attaché in 
other places, too, so that we have been in the Service for a great 
many years, but I have never served directly with him. 

Senator McCarran. Then it was really you who reached out and 
brought him back into the Service; is that not true, Doctor? 

Dr. Dye. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator McCarran. He did not come in there with the recom- 
mendation of anyone except that of yourself? 

Dr. Dre. Well, I took it up with the Secretary and the Assistant 
8 ana asked for their advice before suggesting it and they 
approv: t. 

Senator McKetiar. When he came in, it was at the $5,600 salary, 
was it not? 

Dr. DYE. Yes. 

Senator McKELLAR. Has there not been a good deal of complaint 
in the Department that his salary was increased over all those 
who stayed with the Department during the years? 

Dr. Dye. I haven't heard any such complaint. 

3 Truman. Was he discharged at the behest of Ewing Y. 
tche: 

Dr. Dyr. I don't know any of the circumstances, except that I 
have been told that he was let out in common with a great many 
others because of an economy measure. 

Senator TRUMAN. I just want to say that if he was dicharged at 
the behest of Mr. Mitchell, I would say that he ought to be a 
pretty good man and it would be all right to take him back. 

Senator Hate. But if he was discharged at that time because 
there were better men in the Department, how do you account for 
the change of policy of the Bureau thereafter? 

Senator Truman. If he was discharged at the suggestion of Mr. 
Mitchell that would not be any reflection on his character at all. 
Senator Haute. They let out those who could be best spared? 

Dr. Dye. There were a great many men discharged, as I ap- 
peared before the committee and stated at various times. The 
Foreign Service was cut more than half. Now, you have to let 
out a great many good men when you do that. In my own office 
in Buenos Aires good men were let out. 

Senator MCKELLAR. Do you undertake to keep the more valuable 
men when you make those changes? 

Dr. Dye. I would. 

Senator MCKELLAR. Is it not the rule of the Department? 

Dr. Dye. Yes sir; that is the present rule of this Department. 

Senator Hare. Were you consulted in any way about his dis- 
charge? 

Dr Dye. No, sir; in no way whatsoever. 

Senator BANKHEAD. Who was the head of the Bureau at that 
time? 

Dr. Dyr. That I can't tell you offhand. You see, there were 
several in between. I am inclined to think it was Mr. Amory, as 
Acting Director; or it might have been Mr. Thorpe who I believe 
was never confirmed, but it was at that period. I am not quite 
sure. 

Senator CoPELAND. I think it was during Mr. Thorpe’s time. 

Dr. Dre. It was probably during Mr. Thorpe’s time or just about 
that time. 

Senator RusseLL. Mr. Amory was down there most of the time 
in 1933; was he not? 

Dr. Dye. Yes; it could be ascertained by looking up the record. 

Senator MCKELLAR. Is he still with the Department? 

Dr. Dye. Mr. Armory is not with the Department. 

Senator McCarran. What I am interested in Doctor, is the fact 
that when this committee did its best—and I am now speaking 
largely of the general proposition that I have noticed going on 
here—and strove where an increase of salary seemed merited to 
meet the demand as far as we thought we could, and then found 
out that the departments—I do not refer to yours now alone—did 
not carry that policy out after the committee had acted in good 
faith and put in its time and study on the subject; that is the 
reason I dwell on it. We increased it about 850,000 with an 
increase in salary all along the line; but in place of using it for 
an increase in salary as the committee thought it best, you brought 
in Mr. Groves and immediately advanced him to what I call a very 
fancy salary of so many thousands of dollars. 

Senator CopreLann. Senator, was not Mr. Groves brought in 
before we added that increase? 

Senator McCarran. I do not think so. 

Senator Coretanp. I think so. 
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Senator MCKELLAR. If he was, he was brought in at a smaller 
salary. That increase of twenty-odd-hundred dollars is a very 
unusual increase in your Department, is it not, Doctor? Has it 
ever happened before or since? 

Dr, DYE. That I do not know. 

Senator MCKELLAR. I wish you would look it up and see if any- 
one else was ever given such an increase in salary. 

Dr. Dre. The reason for that is this: I felt, and the Assistant 
Secretary and the Secretary agreed with me, that it was a very wise 
provision to have as chief of the Foreign Commerce Service a man 
who had spent a great many years in the Foreign Service, who was 
a Foreign Service officer of class 1, at the top, and one who could 
handle the Service under the direction of an assistant director. 
Mr. Groves was the man that I felt was best qualified for that 
position, and so Mr. Zapf was made assistant director, and has at 
present a salary of $7,000. He was rated and made an assistant 
director. Now, if we keep that principle of having the Foreign 
Commerce Service operated by an old Foreign Commerce Service 
officer who has reached the top, then we shall always have to have 
a Foreign Commerce officer of class 1 in that position. 

Senator McCKELLAR. In this case his superior gets less salary 
than he does. 

1 Dye. That has been the case for many years, and is always 

e case. 

Senator McCarran. Do you think that that is a good policy? 

Dr. DYE. I do. I think that is a very sound policy because it 
brings into operation and management of the Foreign Commerce 
Service only a man who through long years of service has reached 
the top of his profession. He cannot get any further promotion; 
he is usually a man of mature age who knows all of the intricacies 
of the position and who has the confidence of the men in the field, 
and I should like to say in this connection that I believe that the 
men in the fleld, without exception, are very enthusiastic about 
the appointment of Mr. Groves to that position. 

Senator McKELLAR. That is just one of the reasons why I was 
interested in Senator McCCaRRAN’s question. As I told you some 
time ago, I happened to go into 12 countries in Europe this last 
year and you have got a fine lot of men, but I do not think I have 
met an officer from which I did not have a complaint about the 
promotion of the man whose name I had forgotten until Mr. 
McCarran mentioned it awhile ago. They were complaining al- 
most to a man. 

Senator McCarran. I think it was almost universal. 

Senator MCKELLAR. It was the most remarkable thing I ever saw 
— your Department over in Europe. They certainly do not like 

roves. 

Dr. DYE. There are letters to me that have not indicated that, 
but just the contrary. 

Senator McKELLAR. You can easily see where letter writers might 
put themselves in a very awkward position by complaining of their 
superior, but I am telling you what the facts are. He is very 
unpopular in your Service abroad. 

Senator COPELAND. Doctor, may I ask you a question? 

Dr. Dre. Yes. 

Senator COPELAND. Was there a position vacant which was prop- 
— 25 pred at $8,000? Is that the reason the sum was fixed at 
$ 

Dr. DYE. No; that is the highest salary that is paid. 

Senator COPELAND. What I mean to say is was it a position that 
had previously been fixed at $8,000? 

Dr. DYE. Oh, yes. 

Senator CoPELAND. That is what I want to bring out. 

Dr. Dre. Fixed for a number of years. We did not want it fixed 
at that. I would not have prompted him at one step so much if 
it had been possible to have a Foreign Commerce Service officer 
of class 1 at a lower salary, but that salary is fixed by law and 
cannot be changed. 

Senator MCKELLAR. What was he doing when you brought him 
back? 

Dr. DYE. He was not in the Government service. 

Senator McKetiar. I mean what business was he in? 

Dr. Dre. He was on a farm up in Dutchess County, N. Y. 

Senator McCarran. I want to get this straight and to see if I 
am mistaken in it or not. Do I understand now that he is the 
superior or is he working under some superior in that particular 
department? 

Dr. Dye. He works directly under Mr. Zapf. 

Senator McCarran. Mr. Groves is getting $8,000 a year and some- 
one over him is getting a less salary. I got that from Senator 
MCKELLAR’s question. 

Dr. DYE. Yes, sir; but he cannot be kept any longer than 3 years 
and then he must go out to the field again. 

Senator COPELAND. When does his salary drop? 

Dr. Dye. His salary remains the same unless he is demoted. 

Senator COPELAND. I had not heard of it before, but, as I under- 
stand it, under the Classification Act, or under your practice down 
there, you had an $8,000 place for a man of his grade—grade 1— 
is that right? 

Dr. DYE. Yes; in other words, if we are to establish that prin- 
ciple of having the position of Chief of the Foreign Commerce 
Service occupied by a Foreign Commerce Service officer, he should 
be of class 1. Now, if we abandon that system, we don’t have to 
do it. 

Senator LopcE. Who would you have if you do not have a Foreign 
Service officer? 
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Dr. Dre. Well, we could go back to the old ement and 
have it simply as one of the divisions of the Bureau, but I don’t 
think that is as well for this reason: That we have in the Bureau 
of Foreign and Domestic Commerce various divisions, as you 
know—about 20 of them. There is an Electrical Division, a Food- 
stuffs Division, Commercial Law Division, and so on, through 20 
of them. Now, they are all of equal rank. Each has his specialty, 
but the Foreign Commerce Service serves all of those divisions; 
not one, but they serve also the entire industry; and, therefore, I 
Teel that it is wise not to have that Foreign Service with a status 
of a division chief, but to have it as a Foreign Commerce Service. 

Senator Hate, What is the title of his office now? 

Dr. Dye. Chief of the Foreign Commerce Service. He is not 
division chief. 

Senator McKeLLAR. Were there not Foreign Service officers 
already in the Service that you could have chosen from? 

Dr. Dyr. Yes; I could have chosen from a number of them, but 
not so many, because we have not very many. 

Senator McKELLAR. Is it not very unusual that a man who has 
been let out of the Service should be taken back—I think I asked 
you the question before, but I do not remember how you answered 
it—at $5,600? If he was the man that you wanted, why was he 
not given that salary of $8,000 at the ? 

Dr. Dye. Because that position does not pay it, Mr. Chairman. 
That position only pays and has paid for a great many years the 
sum of $5,600. 

Senator McKELLAR, Why could he not have been brought back 
and put in the Service at $8,000? 

Dr. Dyr. That I do not know. That position was vacant, and 
I felt that he was the man best qualified that I knew for that 
particular position. 

Senator McCarran. Here is the picture as I see it. Here was a 
man that was taken on in 1931 and let out in 1933. He was 
brought back and put over those who had remained faithful in 
the Service all that time and who had a right to look forward to 
promotion. 

Dr. Dye. Just one moment, Senator. I think Mr. Groves entered 
the Service in about 1919 instead of 1931. He had been in the 
Service a great many years. 

Senator McCarran. I am only going to say that the record shows 
that he was let out in 1933. 

Dr. Dre. Yes; that was true. 

Senator McKELLAR. What was his ‘tion in 19337 

Dr. Dye. He was commercial a in Berlin. 

Senator McCarran, All of this time men were working in the 
Service, looking for promotion, and entitled to promotion, and this 
man comes in and steps over the whole crowd. I think it is de- 
structive to the morale of the Department, if you want my personal 
views on it. 

e ANY, OFLA. EME O ANAE stato- 
ment 

Senator Hate. When they let him out, did they put in another 
commercial attaché in Berlin? 

Dr. Dye. Yes, sir; they did. Well, I am inclined to think, sir, 
that it was in 1933 and I don’t remember the exact details of the 
Service back that far because I was myself in Buenos Aires. 

Senator Hare. Did they let out a number of other commercial 
attachés at the same time? 

Dr. Drx. Oh, yes. I think they let them all out in Europe. Asa 
matter of fact, as I remember it, there were only two commercial 
attachés of class 1 who were retained in the Service. That was 
Mr. Julian Arnold in Shanghai and myself in Buenos Aires. 


Dr. Dye. With others. Yes, sir; that is my understanding. I 
can't remember definitely this one position in Berlin, but, in 
general, that was 

Senator Hate. What was the idea of d all of these 
experienced men and putting others immediately in their place? 

Dr. Dre. I can't answer that. 

Senator CopeLanp. You mean to say that Mr. Mitchell, Senator 
‘Truman’s friend 

Senator Truman. No friend of mine. 

Senator CorPpELAND (continuing). Wrote a letter to every fellow 
when there was a suspicion that he was a Republican and said, 
“We want to let you out and put in a deserving Democrat”? Am 
I right about that, Senator Truman? 

Senator Truman. I do not vouch for anything that Mr. Mitchell 
did. If he did anything, it was always wrong. 

Senator RUssELL. As a matter of fact, he did not put in a new 
man from the outside. At that time the Commerce 
Bureau had fallen so low that they dismissed about 50 percent of 
all the personnel abroad. 

Senator Hate. And they filled these positions with men who were 
in the Service, or were they new men? 

Dr. Dyr. In most cases, Senator, I believe they were filled with 
new men, 

Senator Russeti. Who had not heretofore been in the Service? 

Dr. Dye. Who had not heretofore been in the Service. 

Senator Truman. Friends of Mr. Mitchell's, were they? 

Dr. Dxx. I don't know. I can’t say anything with regard to that 
Period, because I was 6,000 miles away and I can’t say anything as 
to what happened. 

Senator Truman. Have those men since been displaced? 

Dr. Dye. A number of them have; yes, sir. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


MARCH 29 


stoenstor Hare. And you were one of the two that weathered the 

Dr. Dye. Yes, sir. 

Senator CoreLann, How did you escape? 

Dr. DYE. I have no idea, Senator. 

Senator McCarran. As far as I am concerned, I want to make a 
record of the fact that I joined with the chairman of the Commerce 
Committee here and have tried with him for the last 2 or 3 years to 
promote the welfare of these employees to the end that their sal- 
aries may be increased where the Department comes up and tells me 
the necessity for it; but when this committee works those things 
out and provides for the increase and provides for proper promotion 
I think that that policy should be carried out by the Department or 
the Bureau, or whatever it is; and I think when they do not do it 
they are simply doing something that will as time goes on destroy 
their efficiency before this committee. 

Senator CoPELAND. It is only fair to say that the fault probably 
in this matter was with the Bureau of the Budget. Now, we had 
exactly the same thing. You gentlemen remember the War Depart- 
ment subcommittee appropriation item. We fixed the number of 
the Army at 165,000 after consultation with the President, and then 
last year when we came to have the hearings again we found that 
the number was 148,000. The places had never been filled, and so: 
I venture the same thing happened here. Of course, we made a big 
battle, did we not, to get the $50,000? 1 suppose that was im- 
pounded largely by orders from the Budget. Is that correct Doctor? 

Dr. DYE. $110,400 impounded out of our total amount. 

Senator CoPELAND. Was that included in that $110,400? 

Senator McCarran. Not all of the $50,000. 

Senator Coretanp. No; but in proportion to the $50,000. 

Senator McCarran. Here we find that in place of granting the 
increases they bring in a new man and give him a fancy salary. 

Senator Coretanp. In fairness to Dr. Dye, we will say that that 
was done before we got the $50,000 in. 

Senator McCarran, Well, I am not so certain. That may be true. 
You may be right on the record in that, but I do not think the 
increase of $2,500 was made before we got the $50,000 in. 

Dr. Drs. If it was, it was made simultaneously, because the whole 
idea is—frankly, in my own opinion, and as an administrative officer, 
ee I think that that program is 
soun 

Senator McCarran. Doctor, without having the experience that 
you have—I admit my inefficiency in that respect—the part that 
does not seem to me to be sound, according to the picture you have 
given us here, is that you have the superior receiving less salary 
than the man whom you mentioned here. Mr. Zapf is a superior 
and over Mr. Groves, as far as I understand it, and yet Mr. Groves 
receives the greater salary. 


SALARIES OF FIELD SERVICE OFFICERS 


Dr. Dye. I should say for the record that I received a larger sal- 
ary when I was in the field than I am recelving at this minute. 
Now, the law fixes the salaries of our field service officers, and class 
1 is from $8,000 to $10,000. Now, for a number of years we have 
not been able to raise them over $8,000 on account of economy, but 
the law fixes the minimum salary at $8,000. Now, the only way 
you can get away from that, Senator, is to raise the salaries 
your administrative officers in W. m above $8,000 or change 
the law, because it is true that that is always the case with us who 
are directing the Bureau—a good many of us here in Washington, 
even those who have direct charge over the Foreign Service. n 

Now, Mr. Zapf was Chief of the Foreign Service Division. He 
was getting $5,800 and he directed the work of all the commercial 
attachés under an assistant director. Now, he is promoted to an 
assistant director. He has been promoted from $5,800 to $7,000 
and, in the course of time, when we have the money available he 
will be promoted to $7,500, which is the regular salary for an 
assistant director who has been in that position for a number of 


Now, those are the positions. That is the whole program, and I 
would like to consider that I selected Mr. Groves for that position 
because of his long experience in the Foreign Service and I did 
not consider the fact that he was let out in 1933 as militating 
against him in the slightest, because I knew so many good men, 
and furthermore, I should say that I consulted with the Depart- 
ment of State as to his record and I consulted with everybody that 
I thought of to check up on it and they all recommended him most 
highly, and therefore I appointed him and I must assume respon- 
sibility for that. But I did it because of his long and efficient 
service in the Bureau, and that has been my policy as Director of 
this Bureau wherever possible; that is, to take back the efficient 
men who were let out in 1933 if they fit in with the general pro- 
gram and we can increase our staff. Now, that is the general 
policy. 

Senator McCarran. We have the comment of the chairman today 
as to what he found abroad. 

Dr. DYE. Yes. I am very much surprised. I should like to have 
known that before and to have taken it into consideration, and I 
will now take it into consideration. 


Mr. McKELLAR. On behalf of the Senator from Nevada 
(Mr. McCarran], I offer the amendment which I send to the 
desk. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 
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The CHF CLERK. On page 69, after line 19, it is proposed 
to insert the following paragraph: 

No part of the appropriations under title III herein shall be 
used to pay the salary or compensation of (1) any subordinate 
receiving a salary as high as or higher than that of the officer 
immediately above him; (2) any personnel officer who makes or 
undertakes to make changes in personnel, or who makes or 
attempts to make promotions or demotions, without first ob- 
taining or receiving the approval of the officer immediately above 
him; or (3) any person whose salary or compensation has been 
increased $2,000 or more per annum at one time within a period 
of 5 years prior to the date of the approval of this act. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from Tennessee on 
behalf of the Senator from Nevada. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I desire to offer one 
further amendment. I beg the pardon of the Senate for 
breaking in now, because I should have been here yester- 
day; but, as a matter of fact, I was presiding over a sub- 
committee. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What item is it that the Senator wishes 
to discuss? 

Mr. COPELAND. I refer now to page 71. I am asking 
that the figures in line 16 be increased by $16,725, and that 
a proviso be added at the end of the paragraph; and I will 
give my reasons. 

In justification of the inclusion of the item I have men- 
tioned in the appropriation for foreign activities of the Bu- 
reau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce, it should be noted 
that this sum is intended to indemnify Americans serving as 
clerks to American commercial attachés and trade com- 
missioners in foreign countries. The sum covers the cost of 
furnishing quarters allowance at 18 foreign posts. The num- 
ber of employees affected is 27. A table which I have here 
describes the situation at each post, but I shall not go into 
that phase of the subject. 

This matter was brought up very incidentally by the Sena- 
tor from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD], but when we came to 
consider the bill we took no action. We overlooked it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. No, Mr. President; it could not have 
been overlooked, because we allowed the amount of the 
Budget estimate. 

The estimate of the Budget was less than the amount we 
recommended, 

Mr. COPELAND. In the absence of a Budget estimate 
the Senator would not deem it wise to agree to the amend- 
ment? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not think so. I think we had bet- 
ter leave it as it is. As we increased the Budget estimate, 
I hope the Senator will not ask that it be further increased. 
Will the Senator put the material he has in the RECORD so 
that we may know something about it? 

Mr. COPELAND. Unless we change some figures the 
matter will not be in conference. I do not press the thought 
with the expectation that the Senator may be able to have 
it retained, but I should like to have it discussed in the 
conference committee. On page 71, line 16, I move to make 
the figure “$160,525.” 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. COPELAND. Further, at the end of the paragraph, 
I ask that the following language be inserted: 

Provided further, That $16,725 of this sum shall be used to fur- 


nish quarters allowance in foreign posts for clerks, in accordance 
with the standard travel and allowance regulations. 


That should go in to make the language harmonious with 
the action we have just taken. 


Mr. McKELLAR. May I ask whether that would be legis- 
lation or not? If it is legislation, I would have to object 


to it. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
amendment. 
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The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 71, line 17, it is pro- 
posed to strike out the period and insert a colon and the 
following language: 


Provided further, That $16,725 of this sum shall be used to fur- 
nish quarters allowance in foreign posts for clerks, in accordance 
with the standard travel and allowance regulations. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill carries provi- 
sions similar to that. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It carries an appropriation for trans- 
portation and allowances for living quarters. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, we have just added this 
sum of money to the total of the bill, and there is a limita- 
tion put upon the total to the effect that this amount may 
be used for this specific purpose. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair holds the 
amendment is germane, and that it is not legislation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let it be adopted. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a statement about the matter be included in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


In justification of the inclusion of the item of $16,725 in the ap- 
propriation for foreign activities of the Bureau of Foreign and 
Domestic Commerce it should be noted that this sum is intended 
to indemnify Americans serving as clerks to American commercial 
attachés and trade commissioners in foreign countries. The sum 
covers the cost of f quarters allowance at 18 foreign posts. 
The number of employees affected is 27. The attached table de- 
scribes the situation at each post. In the column marked “Title” 
the abbreviations “ap. cl.” mean “appointive clerks,” and “l. cl.” 
means “local clerk.” In the column “Allowances” the figure given 
is that for each clerk. In the column entitled “Total” the figure 
given is that for the post. 

At the present time provision for quarters allowance is made only 
to foreign-commerce officers under the Hoch Act. No provision is 
made for payment of quarters allowance to American clerks. The 
act of June 26, 1930 (46 Stat. 818) provides that civilian officers and 
employees of the Government having permanent station in a for- 
eign country may be furnished, without cost to themselves, living 
quarters in Government-owned buildings, and if space in such 
buildings is not available allowance therefor may be made. These 
allowances are made under standard regulations, approved by the 
President, effective July 1, 1931. The clerks in the Foreign Com- 
merce Service have never been given the benefit of these payments. 
These allowances for clerks were not included in the Hoch Act 
when it was passed in 1927 because there seemed to be no necessity 
to do it that way. The State Department was taking care of its 
people adequately by appropriation legislation and has since done 
so, I remember very well when the Hoch Act was passed. We had 
hearings on it in the Committee on Commerce, of which I was then 
a member. I must say that I did not know as much about the 
operation of the Foreign Service then as I have since come to know 
or I should have inquired more thoroughly into this phase, as I have 
since inquired. This inquiry also develops the fact that the standard 
travel and allowances regulations were not in effect at that time 
and apparently nobody took occasion to call the attention of the 
then Director of the Bureau to the discrimination practiced against 
appointive clerks. The reason for it being brought up at this time 
is that the matter came to my attention indirectly and so I asked 
Dr. Dye, who served for many years in the field as a commercial 
attaché, and who knows the situation thoroughly. He said frankly 
he thought the clerks were entitled to this allowance, although it 
had never been asked for. Of course, since the appropriation for 
the Bureau has been through the Budget, the Commerce people are 
estopped from asking for this money. But my attention having 
been attracted to it in other ways, as I said before, I took occasion 
to look into it, and I am firmly convinced that it is a discrimination 
against loyal employees of the Government in foreign countries 
that these allowances have not heretofore been made. 

Furthermore, I find upon investigation that the appropriations 
for the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce have never 
been sufficient to raise the salaries of these American clerks to the 
point where they would be approximately equivalent to the salary 
plus allowances given to American clerks in other branches of 
the Government service abroad. Furthermore, the salary scale of 
these foreign clerks has never been comparable to that of local 
business houses. Because of the nature of their work and training, 
these clerks become so efficient that they resign or are transferred 
to other branches of the Government which pay better or else go 
into the employ of private business. I remember last year that this 
matter was discussed before the Subcommittee on Appropriations, 
but at that time nothing was done about it. 
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To those who may inquire if the need for economy is not just as 
great today as it was in 1927, when the Hoch Act was passed, my 
answer is “Of course it is.” But a practice which discriminates 
against one class of Government employees is not true govern- 
mental economy. The attendant loss of morale and the time spent 
in training new employees to take the place of those who leave to 
better themselves in other branches of the Government service in 
which they are not discriminated against I feel very sure costs 
the Government more than would the granting of this insignifi- 
cant sum for quarters allowance. 

Let me make this plain. The figures which I am asking to have 
included in this bill for the Foreign Commerce Service appointive 
clerks are based and are exactly in line with the scale now paid 
by the State Department to its foreign clerks. I am not asking 
any special treatment for one class of Government employees. 
Indeed, it is exactly that condition, which now exists, that I am 
seeking to correct. 

In volume 46, part 1, Public Laws, covering acts of the Seventy- 
first Congress from 1929 to 1931, inclusive, page 818, chapter 622, 
reads as follows: 
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“Chapter 622—An act to provide living quarters, including heat, 
fuel, and light, for civilian officers and employees of the Govern- 
ment stationed in foreign countries 
“Be it enacted, etc., That under such regulations as the heads of 

the respective departments concerned may prescribe and the Presi- 

dent approve, civilian officers and employees of the Government 
having permanent station in a foreign country may be furnished, 
without cost to them, living quarters, including heat, fuel, and 
light, in Government-owned or rented buildings, and, where such 
quarters are not available, may be granted an allowance for living 
quarters, including heat, fuel, and light, notwithstanding the 
provisions of section 1765 of the Revised Statutes (U. S. C., title 

5, sec. 70): Provided, That said rented quarters or allowances in 

lieu thereof may be furnished only within the limits of such ap- 

propriations as may be made therefor, which appropriations are 
hereby authorized: Provided further, That the provisions of this 
act shall apply only to those civilian officers and employees who 
are citizens of the United States.” 

Approved June 26, 1930. 


Cost of furnishing quarters allowances to American clerks under standardized regulations 


Name of employee 


Maria P. Borras 


Juanita Smethurst- 
A. P. Merriam (Miss)... 
T. C. Phelan (Mrs.) 


i Classifi- 
Marital status Title Group | cation of Total 
post 

4 IV $500 
4 V 600 
vi a 400 
600 

4 Wi, POO oo a. 
4 V 1, 500 
4 I 0 
4 KAI AAR: eee 
4 V 1. 800 
4 V 60 
3 Vv 925 
4 Rinn 
4 V 1, 200 
4 V 600 
4 IV 500 
4 Wi bey S oe 
4 e V E TUN iy a So 
4 V. 1, 800 
4 V 600 
4 V. 600 
4 I O00 ES aS 
4 Nel, =~ 000A. ae. 
4 V. 1. 800 
4 V 600 
4 Vitis (RO Rec 
4 * 1,500 
4 V 600 
16, 725 


Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, there is one other matter. 
Yesterday, according to the Recor», the Senator from Nevada 
(Mr. Prrtman] asked that the transfer of the 10 percent pro- 
vision in the Department of State item be restored. We had 
an understanding in the subcommittee that we would treat 
the Department of Commerce and the State Department 
exactly alike, and we cut the provision out of both bills. 
Since the matter has been restored in the State Department 
item, it should be restored, in justice, to the Commerce De- 
partment item. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, I do not remember the 
matter exactly as the Senator from New York does. The 
State Department was at all times in a different situation, 
as the amendment adopted yesterday shows beyond doubt. 
I hope the Senator will not ask for this. I could not agree 
to it. 

Mr. COPELAND. I should like to press the matter just 
a moment. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I will be glad to have the Senator press 
the matter, but I cannot agree to it. 

Mr. COPELAND. Of course, if the Senator is not going to 
agree to it, I should not press it, but I hope he will keep an 
open mind. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I hope the Senator will not ask for it at 
this time. 

Mr. COPELAND. The employees in the State Department 
are exactly on the same basis with those in the foreign and 
domestic commerce branch of the Commerce Department, 
and there ought to be exactly the same consideration given 
regarding this matter. We took the position in the subcom- 
mittee that we should not allow the transfer in either De- 
partment, but now, by action of the Senate, the provision 
has been restored in the State Department item; and, in my 


humble judgment, the same action, in simple justice, should 
be taken with reference to the Department of Commerce. 
Will not the Senator take it to conference? 

Mr. McKELLAR. It will go to conference, anyway. 

Mr. COPELAND. Just a moment. 

Mr. McKELLAR. This is a Senate amendment, and it 
goes to conference. 

Mr. COPELAND. 
of Commerce. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Commerce Department provision 
goes to conference, too. 

Mr. COPELAND. Will the Senator show me how that 
is? 

Mr. McKELLAR. It is found on page 71. I hope the Sen- 
ator will not ask for this. If he does I shall certainly ask 
that it be voted down. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I shall not press the mat- 
ter if the Senator intends to object. 

Mr. MeKELLAR. I have been very generous in accept- 
ing several amendments offered by the Senator, and I 
hope he will not ask for this. 

Mr. COPELAND. Because I appreciate the Senator’s 
courtesy, I will not press the amendment. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I ask that the clerk be 
authorized to correct the totals in the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 
clerk will correct the totals. 

The question is on the engrossment of the amendments 
and the third reading of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the 
bill to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 


I am speaking about the Department 
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Mr. McKELLAR subsequently said: Mr. President, in con- 
nection with House bill No. 9544, being the appropriation 
bill for the State, Commerce, Labor, and Justice Depart- 
ments, which passed today, I move that the Senate insist 
upon its amendments, ask for a conference with the House 
thereon, and that the Chair appoint the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Presiding Officer (Mr. 
GILLETTE in the chair) appointed Mr. McKELLAR, Mr. Rus- 
SELL, Mr. McCarran, Mr. PITTMAN, and Mr. HALE conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU- 
TIONS SIGNED 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. 
Calloway, one of its reading clerks, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the following enrolled 
bills and joint resolutions, and they were subsequently signed 
by the Vice President: 

H.R.520. An act for the relief of the estate of Nick 
Gruyich; 

H. R. 592. An act for the relief of E. A. Caylor; 

H. R. 726. An act for the relief of the estate of Dessie 
Masterson; 

H. R. 734. An act for the relief of Joseph Pethersky; 

H. R. 842. An act for the relief of Theodore Bedard, Jr.; 

H. R. 1233. An act for the relief of employees of the In- 
dian Service for destruction by fire of personally owned 
property in Government quarters at the Pierre Indian School, 
South Dakota; 

H. R. 1547. An act to amend section 42 of the act of Con- 
gress entitled “An act to provide compensation for em- 
ployees of the United States suffering injuries while in the 
performance of their duties, and for other purposes,” ap- 
proved September 7, 1916, as amended; 

H. R. 1691. An act for the relief of Mary A. Maher; 

H. R. 2225. An act for the relief of Paul Burress; 

H. R. 2316. An act for the relief of Paul Brinza; 

H. R. 2841. An act for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. Virgil O. 
Powell and William Powell, a minor; 

H. R. 3204. An act for the relief of F. E. Booth Co.;: 

H. R. 3253. An act for the relief of John Fitzgerald and 
J. R. Harper; 

H. R. 3703. An act for the relief of Carl J. Scheier; 

H. R. 3706. An act for the relief of Ella Goodwin; 

H. R. 3723. An act for the relief of Milton S. Merrill; 

H. R. 3757. An act for the relief of Rellie Dodgen and Anah 
Webb Lavery; 

H. R. 3786. An act providing for the allocation of net reve- 
nues of the Shoshone power plant of the Shoshone reclama- 
tion project in Wyoming; 

H. R. 4020. An act for the relief of William R. Herrick; 

H. R. 4138. An act for the relief of George Miller, Jr., a 
minor; 

H. R. 4201. An act to create a board of inspectors, Bureau 
of Marine Inspection and Navigation, at Fort Arthur, Tex.; 

H.R. 4370. An act for the relief of Tule Finkelstein; 

H. R. 4427. An act for the relief of Merritt Rea; 

H. R. 4493. An act for the relief of Charles N. Robinson; 

H. R. 4921. An act for the relief of Hugh Ray; 

H. R. 5104. An act for the relief of the Acme Wire & 
Iron Works; 

H. R. 5149. An act for the relief of John M. Fraley; 

H.R.5195. An act for the relief of G. F. Flanders and 
J. W. Talbert; 

H. R. 5249. An act for the relief of Lydia M. White; 

H. R. 5431. An act for the relief of Cyrus M. Lasher; 

H. R. 5449. An act for the relief of Harold Jacobson; 

H. R. 5562. An act for the relief of James Scherer, a minor; 

H. R. 5603. An act for the relief of Peter Sietsma; 

H. R. 5608. An act for the relief of Edward F. Cassidy; 

H. R. 5753. An act to authorize advance of the amounts 
due on delinquent homestead entries on certain Indian reser- 
vations; 
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H. R. 5793. An act for the relief of Josephine Fontana; 

H. R. 5905. An act for the relief of Doris A. Reese; 

H. R. 5921. An act for the relief of the Board of County 
Commissioners of St. Johns County, Fla.; 

H. R. 6238. An act for the relief of J. C. Prosser; 

H. R. 6257. An act for the relief of Dr. G. A. Neal; 

H. R. 6397. An act for the relief of John W. Watson; 

H. R. 6471. An act for the relief of Ralph J. Neikirk; 

H. R. 6473. An act for the relief of Paul H. Brinson; 

H. R. 6574. An act for the relief of E. W. Ross; 

H. R. 6647. An act for the relief of B. W. Goodenough and 
wife, Katherine F. Goodenough, and son, Charles Good- 
enough; 

H. R. 6648. An act for the relief of J. H. Yelton; 

H. R. 6668. An act for the relief of Robert Landeau, a 
minor; 

H. R. 6826. An act for the relief of Robert McCoy, a minor; 

H.R. 6844. An act for the relief of Mattie L. Carver; 

H. R. 6889. An act for the relief of Lynn E. Barker; 

H. R. 6981. An act for the relief of Frank M. Gilbert; 

H. R. 6993. An act for the relief of L. H. Dicke; 

H. R. 6999. An act for the relief of Artemisia Grant; 

H. R. 7158. An act to except yachts, tugs, towboats, and 
unrigged vessels from certain provisions of the act of June 
25, 1936, as amended; 

H. R. 7173. An act for the relief of G. D. Thornhill and 
James T. Rogers; 

H. R. 7245. An act for the relief of J. C. Jones; 

H. R. 7266. An act authorizing the State of Rhode Island, 
acting by and through the Jamestown Bridge Commission as 
an agency of the State, to construct, maintain, and operate 
a toll bridge across the west passage of Narragansett Bay 
between the towns of Jamestown and North Kingstown; 

H. R. 7277. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to 
refer the claim of the Menominee Tribe of Indians to the 
Court of Claims with the absolute right of appeal to the 
Supreme Court of the United States,” approved September 
3, 1935; 

H. R. 7678. An act for the relief of Carl Dement Weaver 
and Donald W. Supernois; 

H. R. 7679. An act for the relief of Livvie V. Rowe; 

H. R. 7948. An act providing for the promotion of employ- 
ees in the customs field service; 

H. R. 8021. An act for the relief of Mrs. George Orr; 

H. R. 8236. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to exchange sites at Miami Beach, Dade County, Fla., 
for Coast Guard purposes; 

H. R. 8409. An act authorizing the State Highway Depart- 
ments of North Dakota and Minnesota and the Boards of 
County Commissioners of Traill County, N. Dak., and Nor- 
man County, Minn., to construct, maintain, and operate a 
free highway bridge across the Red River of the North be- 
tween Caledonia, N. Dak., and Shelly, Minn.; 

H. R. 8460. An act to authorize the city of Vancouver, 
Wash., to construct and maintain a historical memorial on 
the Vancouver Barracks Military Reservation, Wash.; 

H. R. 8524. An act authorizing the completion of the ex- 
isting project for the protection of the sea wall at Galveston 
Harbor, Tex.; 

H. R. 8623. An act authorizing the State Highway Depart- 
ments of North Dakota and Minnesota and the Boards of 
County Commissioners of Traill County, N. Dak., and Polk 
County, Minn., to construct, maintain, and operate a free 
highway bridge across the Red River of the North westerly 
of Nielsville, Minn.; 

H. R. 8817. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to 
authorize the construction of a Federal reclamation project 
to furnish a water supply for the lands of the Arch Hurley 
conservancy district in New Mexico,” approved August 2, 
1937 (Public, No. 241); 

H.R. 8982. An act to amend Public Law No. 282, Seventy- 
fifth Congress, relative to the fisheries of Alaska; 

H. R. 9100. An act limiting the duties of the Chief Clerk 
and Chief Inspector of the Health Department of the District 
of Columbia; 


4270 
} 


H. J. Res. 504. Joint resolution to authorize compacts or 
agreements between the States bordering on the Great Lakes 
with respect to fishing in the waters of the Great Lakes, and 
for other purposes; and 

H. J. Res. 567. Joint resolution to authorize and request the 
President of the United States to invite the International 
Seed Testing Association to hold its ninth congress in the 
United States in 1940 and to invite foreign countries to 
participate in that congress; and also to provide for partici- 
pation by the United States in that congress. 

FOREIGN DEBTS AND RECIPROCITY TREATIES 


Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, I desire to call attention at 
this time, since we have been discussing a bill which carries 
appropriations for the State Department, to the thought 
that is now expressed from foreign sources that the Presi- 
dent of the United States has given consideration to and at 
present has under deliberation the subject of reducing the 
interest on the debts of foreign nations that are our debtors. 
These named debtors are those who are seeking at present 
the execution of trade treaties which give them, as we 
behold it, advantage in America in respect to what is called 
reciprocity in trade and commerce. 

Mr. President, I rise at this moment to call attention to 
the fact that certain public agencies abroad make free to 
assert today that there has been some understanding by the 
President of the United States touching the reduction of the 
interest on the debts referred to by these particular advance 
agents in behalf of those who seek to have the debts either 
reduced or completely canceled. 

I call attention to reports made from public sources this 
morning that the foreign debtors who are now seeking a 
trade treaty between this Nation and themselves have now 
had a proposition made to them by us, this Government, the 
creditor, for decreasing the interest on their debts, and I 
wish to say it is my belief, and I here assert that this is a 
new form of propaganda. This all with the object of induc- 
ing this honorable body and its colleague, which must be 
consulted before any reduction of any debt may be allowed— 
to assume that there is a movement afoot to do something 
toward the payment of these debts or their adjustment; and 
that this is done to cultivate sentiment on the part of this 
body to approve any motion or action affirming the trade 
treaty which is supposed to be under consideration, and 
which at the appropriate time is to be presented either to 
this body or the other body in some form of information. 

Mr. President, I cannot believe, and I here assert as a 
Member of this body that I deny, that the President of the 
United States, while in a meeting in Georgia with our Am- 
bassador to France, has intimated his intention to submit a 
figure for the reduction of interest on the debts of the for- 
eign debtors, representatives of some of whom have lately 
been here in connection with proposed trade treaties. I 
deny it, because it is not possible that the President of the 
United States, conscious of the fact that we have a legislative 
act which compels any action looking to a reduction of the 
debts or the adjustment of a new debt to be submitted to this 
body before it may be finally concluded, would intimate to 
any source abroad his willingness to make such a change 
without having consulted his correlative body, the Senate or 
the House of Representatives. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Illinois yield? 

Mr. LEWIS. Of course, I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not know what basis there may be 
for the suggestion that the President has held out any such 
intimation or suggestion, unless it be in the fact that yester- 
day he sent a message to Congress transmitting a communi- 
cation from the Hungarian Government with respect to its 
debt, simply for the consideration of Congress. He made no 
recommendation in the matter, except that it be given the 
consideration to which it is entitled, recognizing the fact that 
no power in this Government can change the debt relationship 
between our country and other countries except Congress. 

Mr. LEWIS. I wish to say to my able friend, the Senator 
from Kentucky, the eminent leader of the Democratic side, 
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that it was not with respect to Hungary that I was address- 
ing myself. I am addressing myself to the report which our 
able leader will find is in the State Department as rumor, 
that from abroad has come the statement that arrange- 
ments are being made by which the debts are all to be re- 
adjusted, and I charge that the statement is being made for 
the purpose of leaving the impression in America that some- 
thing is being done by those who are our debtors, looking to 
action with respect to their debts. The object is to influence 
the Senate, so far as it may be influenced, to encourage 
that which is called the now pending reciprocity treaty, con- 
cerning which an investigation is being made which has for 
its purpose to elicit facts that can justify entering into the 
treaty on the basis of benefits to the foreign debtor which is 
presenting the treaty for its favor from our country. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Illinois yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. LEWIS. I yield, of course, to my friend the Senator 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. NORRIS. I did not hear in its entirety the reply of 
the Senator from Ilinois to the Senator from Kentucky, but 
I gathered from the little I did hear that the Senator had 
reference to the same treaty and to the same Government 
to which the Senator from Kentucky referred, namely, 
Hungary. 

Mr. LEWIS. I may say to my able friend, the Senator 
from Nebraska, that it was not to Hungary specifically that 
I alluded. I specifically alluded, however, to the statement 
that a distinguished representative of the United States 
Government in France had lately had a conference—we hope 
of a social nature, as it was reported—with the President of 
the United States. However, it is perfectly apparent that 
at such conference many other things, as has been inti- 
mated, occurred; some matters touching the question of debt, 
we will assume, on the part of France. But I particularly 
claim and particularly assert that the report is that those 
who are representing another one of our debtors—I refer to 
England—are assuming to relate, back in a foreign land, 
that an agreement has been reached, or that it has been 
understood as coming from the President of the United 
States that an agreement has been reached, which reduces 
the interest on the debts of our debtors. 

Knowing what I know, I must insist that the President 
has never made such an agreement, nor would he ever have 
made or intimated one without informing this honorable 
body of any suggestion made to him. Therefore, I cannot 
escape the belief that this is a form of propaganda with 
a view of inducing certain portions of America, and its rep- 
resentatives, perchance, to believe that an effort is being 
made now looking to the payment of the debt, or the ad- 
justment of it. I assert that the real object of all this is to 
convert the public mind of this country to adopt whatever 
suggestion may be made with respect to a trade treaty that 
is now under consideration, and to neutralize any opposition 
there may be to such treaty and to induce our people to 
yield in favor of the treaty upon the theory that by yield- 
ing to the treaty, the debts due this Government may be 
paid by those who are the proposed beneficiaries of the 
treaty and who are likewise debtors to this country. It is 
to them I am referring, I will say to the Senator from 
Nebraska. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
further? 

Mr. LEWIS. Yes; I am glad to yield further to the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. NORRIS. I should assume that if any such commu- 
nication of an official nature came from any of the European 
nations which owe us money, the President or the State De- 
partment would immediately do what evidently the President 
did in the case of Hungary—that is, send the proposal to 
Congress. I understand—and I received my information 
from the newspapers only—that in the case of Hungary the 
President made no recommendation whatever, but he did 
what I supposed he would do with respect to any other sim- 
ilar communication; namely, send it to Congress, which, as 
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the Senator has well said, has the sole right to pass upon any 
such matter. . 


I should now like to ask the Senator a question abou! 
Hungary. The newspaper article which I read said that Hun- 
gary’s debt to us was not one of the war debts. I confess 
that I did not know, or if I knew I had forgotten, that Hun- 
gary was one of the countries which owed us money. We 
certainly loaned no money to Hungary during the war, or as 
a war loan. 

Mr. BARKLEY. No, Mr. President. 

Mr. NORRIS. All I could gather from the newspaper 
statement was that the debt was one contracted subsequent 
to the war, and had nothing to do with the war. Can the 
Senator give us information concerning that? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Illinois yield so I may answer that question? 

Mr. LEWIS. At the request of the able leader of the 
majority I yield to him, and he will respond to the question 
of the Senator from Nebraska more definitely than I 
might do. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the loan was made by 
the United States to Hungary in 1920. It was more in the 
nature of a relief loan than anything else. It was not a 
war loan. It had no connection whatever with the war. 
Of course, Hungary was on the other side during the time 
the war was in progress, and there would have been no 
occasion for us to make a war loan to Hungary. The loan 
in question was made to Hungary nearly 2 years after the 
end of the war, and was more in the nature of a relief loan 
than anything else. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me 
to interrupt him? 

Mr. LEWIS. I gladly yield to the distinguished Senator 
from Idaho. 

Mr. BORAH. I ask the Senator from Kentucky if it is 
not true that a large part of the loans to France and to 
other countries was made after the war had closed? 

Mr. BARKLEY. A considerable part of the loans was 
made after the war, but the loans were based upon the 
war, and were regarded as war loans. Our loan to Hun- 
gary has no such status. The loans made by us to the 
countries associated with us in the war were made for the 
purpose of paying their obligations incurred during the war 
and as a result of the war, but they were not all made while 
the war was actually in progress. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, will the Sen- 
ator yield to me? 

Mr. LEWIS. I yield to the Senator from California. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I should like to know what 
the details of the loan to Hungary were. For what purpose 
was the money loaned? I think I recall—although I may be 
in error respecting this—that the loan to Hungary was for 
the purpose of constructing buildings in Budapest, which are 
now maintained and operated profitable by Hungary. I may 
be wrong about it, because it is a long time since I have 
considered that matter. Does the Senator know what the 
purpose of the loan was? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I am not certain whether its purposes 
included the erection of buildings. The loan, amounting to 
approximately $2,000,000, was made to Hungary, and there 
was a debt adjustment arrived at between this country and 
Hungary in 1924. The loan was made for the purpose of 
assisting in certain phases of the economic rehabilitation of 
the people of Hungary. It may be that some of it was used 
for the construction of buildings, but I cannot answer defi- 
nitely as to that. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I have an indistinct recol- 
lection, although I do not state it absolutely, that with 
proceeds of this loan a theater was built, a station was built, 
schools were built, and various structures were built for 
Hungary in Budapest, and that those structures which were 
so built have since been profitably maintained. 

Mr. BARKLEY. If the Senator from Ilinois will permit 
me, I will read a paragraph from the President's message. 

Mr. LEWIS. I yield to the Senator from Kentucky. 
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Mr. JOHNSON of California. I have not yet read the 
President’s message on that subject. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The President in his message says: 

The indebtedness of the Government of Hungary to the Govern- 
ment of the United States is not a war debt but is properly 
designated as a relief debt, having been contracted in May 1920 
under the authority of the act of March 30, 1920, which authorized 
the United States Grain Corporation, with the approval of the 
Secretary of the Treasury, to sell or dispose of flour in its possession 
for cash or on credit at such prices and on such terms or condi- 
tions as considered necessary to relieve the populations in the 
countries of Europe or countries contiguous thereto suffering for 
the want of food. The American Relief Administration acted as 
the fiscal agent of the United States Grain Corporation in dis- 
pensing this relief. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, I wanted to 
have the situation made plain. I may be entirely in error 
concerning the purpose for which the money was loaned. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think the Senator from California will 
find that he is. ; 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, so far as I am concerned, I 
will conclude my observations by saying that if there has 
been any action taken by a representative of the debtor 
looking to the adjustment of its debt, or if there has been 
any intimation of reducing the figures, or some gesture made 
that looks toward impressing the American public that the 
debt is at least being considered, and if the object is clearly, 
as I insist it is, with the view of inducing the public mind to 
look favorably to the aspects of a possible reciprocity treaty, 
among the treaties under consideration between debtor na- 
tions and ourselves, I respectfully urge that the State Depart- 
ment, before concluding any treaty in any form that has 
to do either with the debt or with the promotion of trade, in 
which and concerning which the debt question enters, should 
report to this honorable body whatever terms are being 
suggested, whatever suggestion of adjustment has been in- 
timated, and if there be such, that it be brought before this 
honorable body previous to and preceding any conclusion of 
any treaty called a reciprocity treaty, so that it may be seen 
and understood whether these are actions in reality looking 
to the payment of the debt, or mere propaganda for induc- 
ing the public mind, or Government agents in this country, 
to agree to the spirit of a treaty not yet consummated, but 
the hearings on which have been partly closed. 

Because of that fact, Mr. President, I ask that all the 
facts, whatever they may be, touching any suggestion of any 
of these debtors as to the payment of money, reduction of 
the debt, or the basis of the treaty, or the treaty connected 
with the matter proposed of a reduction of debt, be transmit- 
ted to this body before there will be a conclusion of the treaty 
or arrangement of the debt. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LEWIS. I yield. 

Mr. NORRIS. In relation to what the Senator has just 
said, it seems to be quite clear that the Secretary of State 
or any other official of the Government would have no right 
whatever to enter into any reciprocity agreement in which 
any part of the consideration was a reduction of the debt or 
a cancelation of any part of it, because clearly it is undis- 
puted, I think, that no change in the terms of any debt can 
be made unless with the sanction and the approval of 
Congress. 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, I have suggested what was in 
my mind, and I have concluded. I do not wish to hold the 
floor further with respect to the matter I have brought to the 
attention of this body. 

NAVAL APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. BYRNES. _ Mr. President, I move that the Senate pro- 
ceed to the consideration of House bill 8993, being the ap- 
propriation bill for the Navy Department. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the 
motion of the Senator from South Carolina. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to 
consider the bill (H. R. 8993) making appropriations for the 
Navy Department and the naval service for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, which had been 
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reported from the Committee on Appropriations, with 
amendments. 

Mr. BYRNES. I ask unanimous consent that the formal 
reading of the bill be dispensed with, and that the bill be 
read for amendment, the amendments of the committee to 
be first considered. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
so ordered. 

The first amendment of the committee will be stated. 

The first amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, under the heading Naval Establishment—Office of the 
Secretary—Miscellaneous expenses,” on page 3, line 22, after 
the word “establishments”, to strike out the colon and the 
following additional proviso: 

Provided further, That the sum to be paid out of this appropria- 
tion for employees assigned to group IV (b) and those performing 
similar services carried under native and alien schedules in the 
Schedule of Wages for Civil Employees in the Field Service of the 
Navy Department shall not exceed $515,000. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator 
a general question? 

Mr. BYRNES. Yes. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Of the total amount carried in the 
bill, $549,227,842, can the Senator tell me how much is for 
construction? 

Mr. BYRNES. Yes. If the Senator has before him a copy 
of the report of the House committee, he will find on page 18 
the following statement: 

The estimate for continuing work on vessels under construction, 
for the performance of work on certain vessels already in com- 
mission, and for the commencement of additional units is $143,- 
700,000. This is a continuing appropriation, and the estimate 
contemplates that there will be available during 1939 the further 
sum of $44,845,271 coming forward from funds currently available, 

The committee recommends an appropriation of $138,063,150, 
which, in conjunction with the anticipated carry-over just indi- 
cated, would make a total availability of $182,908,421. This amount 
com with expenditures aggregating for the fiscal years of 1936, 
$182,539,516; 1937, $181,564,326; and 1938 (estimated), $184,339,308. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Can the Senator further subdivide 
the figures, so as to state how much of the construction ap- 
propriation is for continuing work upon projects already 
undertaken, and how much is to initiate new construction? 

Mr. BYRNES. I could not give the totals. However, I 
can give the items. According to the figures I have, the bill 
will make possible, as to new units, about $10,000,000 for 
construction. The report of the House Committee on Ap- 
propriations gives far more information than the Senate 
committee report. If the Senator has before him a copy of 
the report of the House Committee on Appropriations, he 
will find the following further statement on page 18: 

The bill, in agreement with the Budget as to new units, makes 
provision ($18,422,100) for beginning the construction of the 
following vessels, the estimated unit costs being stated opposite 
each: 
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The bill also makes provision ($119,641,050) for carrying kor- 
ward work on vessels of the following numbers and types: 
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The Senator is interested in new construction. Those are 
the ships which have heretofore been authorized, and the 
appropriation of $18,422,100 would be available to start con- 
struction upon those ships. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Can the Senator tell me when the 
estimates of the cost of this construction, upon which the 
appropriation figures are based, were made? 
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Mr. BYRNES. Does the Senator mean the estimates by 
the Budget Bureau, or the estimates of cost? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I mean the estimates of cost by the 
Navy Department. 

Mr. BYRNES. As I recall, the last legislation authorizing 
construction was the so-called Vinson-Trammell Act of 
1935. I do not know the date upon which the estimates of 
the Department as to the cost were made. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Let me tell the Senator what I 
have in mind. When Chairman Kennedy, of the Maritime 
Commission, received bids within the past 6 weeks for a 
series of new tankers, he discovered to his consternation, 
as he testified before the Commerce Committee, that the 
cost of construction was 50 percent more than even the 
estimates of the Maritime Commission in 1937. If that 
situation is a true index of the cost of maritime construc- 
tion, and the figures carried in the bill are based upon 
estimates which do not take the new cost into considera- 
tion, then our estimates are a substantial percentage under 
the actual cost of the construction contemplated. In other 
words, I am trying to find out whether we can build what 
we are talking about for the amount of money we con- 
template appropriating, or whether we are merely starting 
something which will require a 50-percent deficiency appro- 
priation later. 

Mr. BYRNES. Before the House committee there was a 
discussion of the question of cost. Admiral DuBose stated 
that as to any new construction contemplated, he did not 
have reason to believe that there would be any reduction in 
the cost of material. The hearings before the House com- 
mittee were held some months ago, and the figures were based 
on the best information available at that time. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Since that time we have had a rather 
revealing experience, through the Maritime Commission, with 
the big private shipyards bidding upon the fleet of tankers 
The experience is rather shocking in respect to the validity of 
estimates made even as recently as 6 months ago. 

Mr. BYRNES. The fact is that under the law 50 percent 
of the ships must be constructed in Government yards. That 
circumstance affords a yardstick by which we can have some 
control over the vessels which are built by private industry. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator is unable to say whether 
or not the figures before us are up-to-date estimates? 

Mr. BYRNES. No; I must say that they are not. In fact, 
the bill was reported 2 months ago, and we have had no 
reason to inquire whether there has been any change during 
the past few weeks. We obtained from the Navy Department 
the latest information available at the time. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator from South 
Carolina yield so that I may ask a question of the Senator 
from Michigan? 

Mr. BYRNES. I yield for that purpose. 

Mr. NORRIS. I am very much interested in the Senator’s 
statement about the great increase in cost. I wonder if, in 
the hearings to which he refers, there was any explanation, 
or attempted explanation, of the increase, and whether any 
material part of it came about because of the increased cost 
of materials, or whether there was any evidence of collusion 
among the bidders, so that prices were raised without consid- 
eration of the cost. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I am very glad to answer the Sena- 
tor’s question. Some of us who confronted the revelations 
in connection with the 1930, 1931, and 1932 programs, when 
the Senate Munitions Committee was investigating the situ- 
ation, felt, let us say, that evidences of collusion might be 
apparent, because the Government was confined to the same 
old limited group of private shipyards, and will be confined 
in the future to the same limited group insofar as the con- 
struction does not go into navy yards. Rather than to in- 
vite any suspicion or criticism which might be unfounded, 
we asked the Maritime Commission to exercise the authority 
which it possesses under the present law to go back into the 
bids on the tanker fleet for the purpose of determining how 
the bids were built up, where the discrepancy occurred, and 
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the reason for the unanticipated increase, and to give us a 
definite report. That report is not yet available. 

Mr. NORRIS. Were the bids identical? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The bids were not identical; but the 
fact that they were not identical is one of the peculiar 
things about it, because, through failure to make them iden- 
tical, the big shipbuilders nicely divided up the work among 
the various yards. I do not mean that statement to be 
invidious. I know I am terribly suspicious of the ship- 
construction “racket.” I will take back that word. It was a 
“racket.” I do not know whether it is now or not. 

We have asked the Maritime Commission to make an in- 
vestigation of the bids, because they represent a key situation. 
If we are to be asked shortly to spend $1,000,000,000 on new 
vessels for the Navy in addition to the appropriation carried 
in the pending bill, and if the estimates are 50 percent 
wrong, the program will be a one and a half billion dollar 
program rather than a billion dollar program. If Admiral 
Leahy, who appeared before our committee in connection 
with our merchant-marine problem, was correct when he 
said that he must have 500 auxiliary merchant ships for use 
in connection with his new fleet in order to give it maximum 
efficiency, and that those 500 merchant ships will cost 
$1,200,000,000 on the old basis, if that figure is to be in- 
creased. 50 percent we confront an ultimate naval increase 
of $1,200,000,000 plus 50 percent, making $1,800,000,000 for 
auxiliary ships, and $1,500,000,000, which is $1,000,000,000 
plus 50 percent, for actual fighting ships. In that event the 
amount of the total program will be $3,300,000,000 instead of 
the program of $880,000,000 which was originally proposed. 

Now, as to the validity of the bids, the integrity of the bids, 
I want to say again that I am not challenging the integrity of 
the bids at the present time, but the integrity of the bids goes 
squarely to the fundamental question of what we are doing 
in this bill, and then what we propose to do in the bill which 
is shortly to come before the Senate. For that reason I think 
the question of the estimates is of tremendous importance. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I will say to the Senator from 
Michigan that the best information I can give him is to be 
found in the hearings before the House committee in Decem- 
ber. It was stated that the estimates as to new construction 
were based upon the cost of the North Carolina and Wash- 
ington, ships Nos. 55 and 56, which were the last ships of 
the class on which estimates could be based. The general 
board had not finally concluded what to recommend for the 
two battleships in the 1939 program. Their opinion, however, 
based upon their best estimates, was that they would have to 
count on a cost similar to or as high as that of the ships North 
Carolina and Washington. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. When were those ships built? 

Mr. BYRNES. Those ships have been started; the con- 
tracts for those battleships were the last ones let for vessels 
of that class, and the admirals were testifying in December 
that the estimates were based on the cost data available on 
that date. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Does the Senator know the date of 
the contract for the construction of those ships? 

Mr. BYRNES. I do not know the date of the contract. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I may say that the hearings 
held before the Naval Committee in the House with reference 
to what is called the larger naval program disclose that the 
price of material going into shipbuilding has gone up from 95 
to 295 percent. 

Mr. BYRNES. As compared with what date? 

Mr. BORAH. I do not know the exact date, but a compara- 
tively recent date. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. May I ask the Senator a further 
question? 

Mr. BYRNES. Certainly. 

Mr: VANDENBERG. Is there anything in this bill which 
interlocks in anyway with the so-called Vinson bill which is 
still to come before the Senate? 

Mr. BYRNES. No. I am glad to have the opportunity to 
state to the Senate that the pending measure has abso- 
lutely nothing to do with the new program of the Navy. 
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It provides only for continuing the Naval Establishment, for 
continuing ships already under construction, with exception 
of the ships concerning which I have advised the Senator 
within the last few minutes, which were authorized by legis- 
lation enacted by Congress during recent years under the 
so-called Vinson-Trammell Act. 

Mr. BORAH. May I ask the Senator for how many bat- 
tleships does this appropriation bill provide? 

Mr. BYRNES. It provides for continuing the construc- 
tion of two that are now under construction and it author- 
izes the beginning of the construction of two that were 
authorized about 2 years ago, but which have not yet 
reached the stage where money has been needed. 

Mr. BORAH. The appropriation and the authorization 
take care of four battleships? 

Mr. BYRNES. Yes. 

Mr. BORAH. May I ask the Senator further how many 
battleships will we have when those four battleships are 
completed? 

Mr. BYRNES. We will have only 15 if we follow the pres- 
ent policy, because it is proposed that upon the completion 
of the two ships now under construction in about 2 years 
they will replace two ships which are over age—the Arkan- 
Sas, which will be over age on September 14, 1938, and the 
Texas, which will be over age on March 12, 1940. We 
would have 15, assuming that the two new ones replace the 
two old ships referred to, as is the policy of the Government. 

Mr. BORAH. But the two ships which are put out of 
commission, which are old enough to be retired, would not, 
in fact, go out of commission, would they? 

Mr. BYRNES. Under the law as it stands, they would. 

I know what the Senator has in mind. There has been 
some discussion as to whether or not that policy may be 
changed, and it is said, as I understand, that it can be 
changed by legislation in the very measure to which the 
Senator has referred; but I will say as it now stands, under 
the legislation enacted, the two ships authorized are only to 
replace those two old ships. 

Mr. BORAH. Anyway, including those which the Sena- 
tor says will be put out of commission, or would be retired, 
we would have 17 battleships? 

Mr. BYRNES. If those two were not 10 out of commis- 
sion, we would have 17; but under the existing policy they 
would be put out of commission. Of course, if the Congress 
changed that policy, the Department would comply with the 
law; but this bill does not seek to make any change in the 
policy in any respect—it simply provides the money to carry 
out existing law. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, may I ask the Sena- 
tor a further question? 

Mr. BYRNES. Certainly. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. In respect to the new construction 
which is authorized to be started under this bill, I assume 
that the $119,000,000 appropriation is merely to care for that 
portion of the expenses which falls within the next fiscal 
year? Is that correct? 

Mr. BYRNES. That is correct. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Can the Senator tell me what will 
be the total cost of the new construction which is to be 
started with this initial appropriation? 

Mr. BYRNES. The total estimates of construction, in- 
cluding machinery, are $228,000,000. That, however, does 
not include armament, which would involve an additional 
$89,000,000. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 
again? 

Mr. BYRNES. Certainly. 

Mr. NORRIS. I wish the Senator would explain what is 
meant by “out of commission.” What is meant when the 
statement is made that certain battleships are to be “put 
out of commission?” 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President. 

Mr. BYRNES. I yield to the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. WALSH. The treaties for the limitation of naval 
armaments fix the period of years when a naval vessel will 
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become obsolete. Under the treaties, generally speaking, 
they are considered obsolete after 20 years. 

Mr. NORRIS. Is that the law? 

Mr. WALSH. It is not the law; but that is the provision in 
the naval armament agreements, and that policy has been 
followed by the Navy Department. 

Mr. NORRIS. But the naval armament agreements are 
out of date, are they not? 

Mr. WALSH. Yes; they expired December 31, 1936. 

Mr. NORRIS. The policy now is to consider naval vessels 
obsolete after 20 years? 

Mr. WALSH. In accordance with the London Naval Treaty 
of 1936, vessels of the following categories and subcategories 
shall be deemed to be over-age when the undermentioned 
number of years have elapsed since completion: 


Years 
(a) Sn 2222: pia a T 26 
TT 20 


c) Cruisers, subcategories (a. 2 b, light): 
If laid down before Jan. 1, 1920 


(d) Light surface vessels, subcategory (o) 
PSUR IRIN a a P ia acai csenndaaininn . ̃ — — 13 

Mr. NORRIS. What happens to vessels when they become 
obsolete? Are they destroyed? 

Mr. WALSH. No; but they are not considered to be suffi- 
ciently modern, sufficiently equipped, and sufficiently safe for 
combat. They are used for training purposes, for patroling 
the ocean, and for various other activities. But in estimating 
the strength of one navy as against another navy the age of 
the vessels is an exceedingly important factor, and a service 
of 20 years is considered as placing a ship in the obsolete 
class. 

Mr. NORRIS. When a ship is withdrawn from active serv- 
ice, is there anything done in the way of dismantling it or 
anything of that kind? 

Mr. WALSH. No. Such a ship continues to be used for 
the purposes I have indicated. 

Mr. NORRIS. Even in that condition, then, such a ship 
would be able to be of considerable assistance in battle? 

Mr. WALSH. There is no doubt about that. 

Mr. NORRIS. That would be true if the battle were not 
with a modernized fleet, would it not? 

Mr. WALSH. Undoubtedly. Such ships also could be used 
in combat with the enemy, but it is considered among the 
navies of the world that the age limit of 20 years is the 
determining factor in deciding whether a ship is capable of 
engaging in serious combat. It does not necessarily follow, 
however, that after 20 years we should scrap ships or other- 
wise dispose of them. 

Mr. NORRIS. In other words, it would depend, it seems 
to me, a great deal, perhaps almost entirely, upon what 
advancement had been made in the improvement of naval 
vessels. 

Mr. WALSH. The Senator has put his finger on a most 
important consideration affecting the Navy. Let me add that 
modern improvements and new facilities are being made 
with tremendous rapidity. 

Mr. NORRIS. Then, naval vessels might become obsolete 
before 20 years? 

Mr. WALSH. Exactly. 

Mr. NORRIS. Or they might become partially obsolete? 

Mr. WALSH. Yes; but for the purpose of measuring the 
strength of naval craft of one country with that of another 
country the rule as laid down in the London Treaty of 1936 
has been applied and fixed. Let me say to the Senator that 
within about 2 years all our destroyers, which are very im- 
portant naval craft, have been electrified; so that almost 
every single movement of the vessel is controlled by touching 
an electric button. Even the firing of the guns is now. a 
matter of the application of electric power. 

I myself have been astounded in the few years I have been 
studying the problems of the Navy, in connection with the 
Naval Affairs Committee, to observe, from my own inspection 
of vessels, the tremendously rapid progress which has been 
made in the matter of submarines. There are approximately 
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300 electric levers with which the officers navigating such 
ships must be familiar in order to be able to operate them. 
That development has been a matter of a very few years. 
Yet we are using the submarines which are considered obso- 
lete after 13 years that we built more than 15 years ago. It 
is usual to send young officers and midshipmen into the older 
and earlier naval craft to enable them to become familiar 
with them and then gradually, step by step, lead them to the 
latest and most modern naval craft. Young officers are put 
in charge of these vessels to train them, and this is a safe- 
guard against new and valuable vessels being under inexperi- 
enced officers. 

I trust the Senator from South Carolina will excuse me for 
taking so much time. 

Mr. BYRNES. I am happy to have had the Senator from 
Massachusetts explain the matter as he has done. 

Mr. President, the Senator stated as to cruisers that 20 
years was agreed upon in the London treaty. It may be of 
information to include in the Record the provisions of the 
treaty as to ships under age and over age. 

According to the treaty, the age which would constitute 
over age was as follows: 

Capital ships, 26 years. 

Aircraft carriers, 20 years. 

Cruisers, if laid down before January 1, 1920, 16 years; if 
laid down after December 31, 1919, 20 years. 

Light surface vessels, 16 years. 

Submarines, 13 years. 

That was the agreement of the naval powers in the Lon- 
don treaty as to the age which would constitute over age. It 
has no reference, of course, to what is now determined by 
the legislative committee of which the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts is chairman, and he is better informed on these 
matters than I am. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, it is my recollection that we 
still have an agreement with Great Britain that we will not 
build battleships unless she declares one of her battleships 
obsolete, and undertakes the building of a new battleship. 
It is because of the fact that she has taken that action that 
we are providing in this appropriation bill for building new 
battleships. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, the matter of a ship becom- 
ing obsolete depends not only on the question of age but 
on the question of improved machinery and improved 
methods of building and equipping ships, does it not? 

Mr. BYRNES. Yes; but of course the ships may be mod- 
ernized. The naval powers agreed as to what age would 
constitute over age. Within that age, ships may be modern- 
ized. Of course, if that were done, they would not be as 
modern ships as those constructed within the past few years. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I read recently an article, 
by someone who purported to know, in which it was stated 
that the ships which are said to be obsolete could be mod- 
ernized so as to be practically equal to what are called 
fighting ships. 

Mr. WALSH. There is no doubt about it. The Senator 
is correct. In fact, we have a bill before our committee for 
the modernization of the Lexington and the Saratoga, two 
aircraft carriers which were originally designed as cruisers 
and then were made into aircraft carriers. Now we are 
going further to modernize them, and the bill before us 
authorizes the appropriation of $15,000,000 for that purpose. 
That confirms what the Senator says, that by moderniza- 
tion it is possible to bring vessels up to modern standards. 

Mr. BORAH. It is conceivable that new machinery or 
methods of equipping a ship might be invented so as to 
require that they all be overhauled and modernized. 

Mr. WALSH. That is true. Let me say to the Senator 
that it is the judgment of the Navy that these two par- 
ticular aircraft carriers, although older than some others, 
if remodeled and made over would be superior in some re- 
spects to the aircraft carriers we have built since that time; 
that their design and their size and their natural adapta- 
bility to aircraft flying make them superior to some ships 
of later design which we have constructed. 
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Mr. BORAH. I read an article by a former commander 
in the British Navy who stated that of the four battleships 


which Italy had in the Mediterranean, two had been listed 


as obsolete, but they had been modernized so that they were 
supposed to be fit for combat service. 

Mr. WALSH. I will say to the Senator from Idaho that 
we are doing that all the time. I repeat that the word 
“obsolete” is used only for the purpose of determining be- 
tween different nations what vessels they consider to be 
capable of actual combat. It does not necessarily follow 
that after a number of years of use a vessel should be 
abandoned, or destroyed, or removed from the list of combat 
vessels. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I desire to address a 
question to the Senator from Massachusetts, the chairman 
of the Naval Affairs Committee. Of course, there is a con- 
stantly intensifying argument as to the relative efficiency 
for purposes of national defense of one battleship costing 
$70,000,000 and a fleet of aerial bombers. This whole pro- 
gram seems to cling to the old theory of battleship suprem- 
acy. May I ask the Senator whether his committee, in deal- 
ing with this tremendously important problem as it is now 
precipitated by the Vinson bill, intends to attempt, at least 
realistically, to inquire into that argument? 

Mr. WALSH. I am very happy that the Senator from 
Michigan has raised that very important question. It is 
our intention to go into that contention in great detail, and 
to make full and complete inquiry into it. I will say to the 
Senator, without passing final judgment upon the question, 
that I think it is generally agreed that if no other navy 
possessed battleships, we should not need any, but so long 
as the navy of any other country maintains battleships we 
must maintain them. I will tell the Senator the reason 
why. 

The battleship is the instrument of mass attack in a naval 
conflict. Do I make myself clear to the Senator? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Les. 

Mr. WALSH. A battleship, with its powerful guns, has 
all the potentialities of a fortress at sea. The cruisers and 
the destroyers are all maneuvered with the purpose of pro- 
tecting the battleship, and for the purpose of permitting 
the battleship to make its serious mass attack upon the 
enemy. The more battleships the Navy possesses that it 
can make use of, the more likely it is to have a great ad- 
vantage in a naval conflict. A battleship is capable of 
doing a tremendous amount of destruction if it can go into 
action, and of course the cruisers and destroyers are so 
maneuvered and so placed upon the sea that the battleship 
will be able to accomplish its effective attack. It is just like 
throwing 100,000 troops against the enemy as against 5,000 
or 10,000. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. If the battleship escapes the bom- 
bers. 

Mr. WALSH. Exactly. 

Mr. KING. And the submarines. 

Mr. WALSH. Yes; exactly. 

The Navy is of the opinion that the battleship is now so 
constructed, with heavy armor plate and steel, that a bomb 
dropped by an airplane is not a serious menace to a battle- 
ship. I do not care to prolong the discussion, because I 
prefer to have this inquiry and investigation made by my 
committee; but that is the policy of the Navy up to this 
hour, so far as I am able to determine it, and the Navy 
has furnished a great deal of information and statistics to 
that effect. Recently, I noticed that charges were made 
before the House committee that in some experiments that 
our own Navy had made with bomb attacks, an opposite 
viewpoint from that of the Navy was indicated. Personally, 
I am not familiar with those experiments; but I know that 
the Navy would be willing to give up all battleships if other 
navies would do it. It cannot do so at present, however, 
because we cannot have a condition in which another power 
has a fleet of fighting forts out in the ocean, while we have 
none. I know that our Navy feels that the dropping of 
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bombs from airplanes is not a serious menace from the 
standpoint of putting battleships out of commission. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Of course, that might be a rather 
natural viewpoint for the Navy to take. I hope the Sena- 
tor’s committee, in solving this enigma, will not confine it- 
self exclusively to the Navy’s enthusiastic testimony that 
the Navy is the best arm of defense. 

Mr. WALSH. I fully agree with the Senator; but I have 
naturally, I suppose, a tremendous amount of respect for the 
judgment and opinion of naval officers. I do not mean that 
I always accept without any qualification their viewpoint; 
but I have found them to be very serious-minded men, very 
capable men, and men who fight out among themselves the 
very question the Senator from Michigan has properly raised 
and other similar questions. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I hope nothing I have said indicates 
any disrespect for naval officers. I have the greatest re- 
spect in the world for them, but I think they necessarily ap- 
proach this particular problem with a perfectly natural 
prejudice. It seems to me, as an utter layman not en- 
titled to any opinion at all on the subject, that many a 
challenge has been laid to a reliance almost exclusively upon 
battleships as the primary national defense, and that it is a 
challenge which ought to be wholly and completely answered 
before we are asked to go extensively into battleship con- 
struction. ' 

Mr. WALSH. But is not the Senator impressed with the 
suggestion I have made; namely, the necessity of our having 
battleships if the enemy possesses battleships in its fleet? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes. I am more impressed by the 
fact that the Senator makes the suggestion than I am by 
the suggestion itself. 

Mr. GERRY. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SMATHERS in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Massachusetts yield to the Senator 
from Rhode Island? 

Mr. WALSH. I yield. 

Mr. GERRY. The Senator’s statement is very clearly 
borne out by what happened in the World War. It was 
the lack of battleships which prevented the German fleet 
from gaining command of the sea. 

Mr. NORRIS rose. 

Mr, VANDENBERG. 
the World War. 

Mr. NORRIS. That is just what I was about to state. 
As to the theory of battleships becoming obsolete, all that 
were active during the World War are obsolete now, and 
both in battleship construction and in airplane bombing 
possibilities there have been wonderful advances, and I 
presume wonderful advances will continue to be made. 

It makes me think a good deal of the contest between 
the burglars and the bankers. The bankers get a safe 
which no burglar can open. There soon appears a burglar, 
however, who has a new device by which he can blow up 
any safe that is made. So the contest keeps on. 

Mr. GERRY. I think the Senator has very well stated 
the situation. I think the advances go hand in hand; that 
the improvements in the battleships have kept pace with 
those made in the attacking forces. I still think, however, 
that the preponderance of naval authority all over the world 
is absolutely back of the importance of the battleship, al- 
though our Navy does want additional auxiliaries. For 
example, the airplane carrier now becomes very important. 

Mr. NORRIS. Uncertainty exists as to whether there will 
ever be an end to the contest between the flying machine 
with a bomb and the battleship. That probably never will 
be settled, and is not that a consideration about which we 
ought to think when we are providing for either battleships 
or airplanes? 

Mr. WALSH. There is no doubt about it. 

Mr. NORRIS. If we should go too fast in one direction 
we might find ourselves with a lot of obsolete fighting 
material before many years elapse. 

Mr. GERRY. I think we need both. 


A great deal has happened since 
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Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, the senior Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. WatsH] the chairman of the Committee 
on Naval Affairs, made the statement that the Navy claims 
that the improved armaments of our battleships make them 
practically bombproof. That may be true, but it is also 
admitted by the Navy, is it not, that the battleship, in order 
to be effective, must have an auxiliary fleet along with it, 
cruisers and other vessels? 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, there are two fleets in the 
Navy. There is the fighting fleet, or the combat fleet, and 
the auxiliary fleet. The fighting fleet consists of battleships, 
cruisers, destroyers, submarines, and aircraft carriers, chiefly 
and principally. They are all supposed to actively participate 
in any conflict. Auxiliary vessels are those which accom- 
pany the fleet for various purposes; for instance, a hospital 
vessel, an auxiliary ship to care for the victims of the conflict 
and give them medical treatment; the repair ships, to repair 
any harm or any injury which may be done in the conflict 
to any one of these groups of ships; oil tankers, for the pur- 
pose of providing vessels with oil rather than have them go 
back to shore and away from the scene of conflict; and 
various other vessels. I think the experts now estimate that 
approximately 43 vessels are required for the auxiliary 
development of our Navy. 

Let me say in that connection that, in my opinion, we are 
woefully weak in auxiliary vessels. We have advanced pretty 
well along in so-called naval combat vessels, but our auxiliary 
is tremendously weak, and in comparing the navy of one coun- 
try with that of another we often think only in terms of 
combat vessels, when as a matter of fact the combat vessels, 
unless they are supplemented and supported and sustained by 
a powerful auxiliary, are very greatly weakened in their use- 
fulness in combat. 

Third, there is the absence of a merchant marine, in which 
we are entirely deficient. So that in any comparison of our 
Navy with other navies it is not sufficient to compare them 
only in the field of combat vessels. I think on the whole we 
would make a fair showing though we are below the 5-5-3 
ratio, in combat vessels, but in the matter of auxiliary vessels 
and aid from the merchant marine, which would be negligi- 
ble, we would be very greatly embarrassed in a conflict with 
any powerful navy because of this deficiency. 

Mr. FRAZIER. The point I desired to make was that the 
battleship itself is the only one of the whole group, combat 
vessels or the auxiliary, that carries such armor that it is 
anywhere near bombproof. The bombing planes, without any 
question of doubt—and it is admitted by the Navy—can sink 
the auxiliary fleets. 

Mr. WALSH. Yes; I think the Senator is correct. The 

claim is made that the armor plate which is now placed on the 
sides and on the decks of the battleships may be sufficient to 
prevent effective and destructive bombing. I think the Sena- 
tor is entirely correct in stating that the so-called auxiliary 
vessels would all be subject to bombing, and with perhaps 
destructive consequences. That is why a very important 
feature of any naval advance program is the aircraft and the 
aircraft carrier, which is supposed to proceed in advance of 
the fleet so that the planes can surround the fleet and prevent 
bombs from reaching any of the vessels of the fleet. I per- 
sonally feel very strongly in favor of developing our aircraft 
vessels to a very high degree for the purpose of protecting our 
fleet from bombs. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, today’s noon 
paper carries a heavy headline that the Loyalists are in 
rout. “War Near End as Nationalists Drive Forward.” In 
the body of the news article we find the statement that 40 
war planes have been dropping 110-pound bombs, and then, 
as the scared inhabitants hurry for shelter, they are ma- 
chine-gunned. That seems to be the present-day method of 
conducting war on land. The Senator from Massachusetts 
suggests that an armor plate for battleships has been de- 
veloped which will resist the heaviest bombs, I suppose 110- 
pound bombs. 

Mr. WALSH. I am not familiar enough with the force 
of a 110-pound bomb to make any comment. 
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Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. How heavy a bomb will the 
present armor plate resist or provide protection against? 
Mr. WALSH. I cannot answer. It depends, I am in- 
formed, upon the type of bomb. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Following the suggestion of 
the Senator from Nebraska, we have a constant conflict 
between the armor-plate makers and the gun makers. The 
gun makers, the powder makers, and the projectile makers 
are trying to make a gun which no armor plate will with- 
stand, and the amor-plate makers are trying to make a 
plate which no gun will pierce. There is a constant rivalry. 

I have in my hand a photograph of a plane now being 
manufactured, presumably. The plane is being designed and 
made by the Sikorsky Corporation. This plane will carry 
120 passengers. It will require a crew of 16. It will carry 
43,000 pounds of weight a distance of 5,000 miles at a speed 
of 250 miles an hour. But by decreasing the load in other 
respects the crew can increase the fuel supply and can fly 
the plane 12,000 miles at a speed of 300 miles per hour. 

The question I desire to ask the Senator from Massachu- 
setts is this: Suppose a plane of this size should be con- 
structed, one which would carry 43,000 pounds, which is 
over 20 tons; suppose a plane should be designed to carry 
the maximum amount of bombs, which would be 43,000 
pounds; suppose we should make one bomb weighing 25,000 
pounds, or-a 43,000-pound bomb, and then take this large 
plane, which can travel 12,000 miles, and find a flock of nice 
new battleships costing fifty or sixty million dollars apiece. 
What would be the effect of dropping a 25,000-pound bomb 
or a 43,000-pound bomb into that nest of nice new battle- 
ships, in the opinion of the Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. WALSH. I am not able to give the Senator an an- 
swer to the hypothetical question. The naval authorities 
up to this time are of the opinion that no bomb, when 
dropped from an airplane unless under very exceptional cir- 
cumstances, is destructive of the battleship. The Navy’s 
position, to quote a recent statement, is: “We must play 
safe and provide battleships, believing they are essential, 
because it is impossible to prove the contrary.” 

The secrets in the Navy—this is an indirect way perhaps 
of answering the Senator’s question—are few in number. 
Nearly every country knows the number of naval craft, the 
number of guns on each naval vessel, and has practically 
full and complete information about the size and strength 
of other navies. The secrets then, if any, are with respect 
to the speed of its airplanes, and of its vessels, and with 
respect to marksmanship or gunnery. So far as our own 
Navy is concerned, I know that those two phases of the 
question have to be given great attention and consideration, 
and that we are trying to keep ahead of the navies of the 
world in developing speed in our aircraft and in developing 
powerful gun-range attacks when the occasion may require. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, let me say 
that I am not trying to minimize the necessity for adequate 
defense. I think that when we are providing defense we 
should provide the best and should lead the world. 

I should like to ask what a modern battleship will cost, in 
all probability, in the light of the suggestion made today that 
construction costs have gone up 50 or perhaps 100 percent. 
What will a modern battleship cost, in the opinion of the 
Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I have no recent estimate of 
cost. As Senators know, the Naval Affairs Committee has 
not had any hearing upon the naval expansion bill. But the 
information given the committee last summer, when naval 
bills of various kinds were before the committee, was that 
the cost would be about $60,000,000. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Sixty million dollars? 

Mr. WALSH. Approximately. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Let me ask another ques- 
tion and, in so doing, assume a hypothetical situation. If 
the Congress should see fit to authorize the construction of 
a number of modern battleships at an estimated cost of 
$60,000,000 per ship, what would be the reaction of the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts to a proposal to appropriate, let us 
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Say, a like sum, $60,000,000, and make that sum available 
for the air force, and give the air force a sort of carte blanche 
authority to proceed with the construction of an airplane 
that could fly at the speed of not less than 300 miles per 
hour, that could be capable of flying as much as 10,000 miles 
without refueling; an airplane designed to carry bombs, and 
bombs only, having a total weight of not less than 50 tons— 
either 1 bomb weighing 50 tons or 50 bombs weighing 1 ton 
each. There might be a mixture of different size bombs 
carried. This air battleship should be the largest and the 
fastest that the human mind can design. If we are going 
into the defense business, we shall have to fight nations that 
can conduct a war probably through the edict of a dictator, 
because the peoples of no country will, in my opinion, ever 
vote to wage a war unless it be a defensive war, and this 
eountry obviously will not vote to wage an offensive war. 

Mr. WALSH. I hope not. I agree with the Senator from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. So if we were to become 
involved in war it would be a war to protect our people and 
our rights, wherever our people and their rights might be 
assailed. 

I should like to have the reaction of the Senator from 
Massachusetts in connection with the defense program, to 
the matter of authorizing the construction of the sort of 
battleplane I have referred to, or, let us say, two battle- 
planes, or as many as may be necessary. What does the 
Senator from Massachusetts think of that as a part of our 
national-defense program? 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, if it is practical, if the ex- 
perts of the Navy and other experts who are familiar with 
naval problems would declare that the type of battleship 
aircraft that the Senator has described would be more effec- 
tive than the ordinary battleship, I would certainly favor it. 

I wish to say that I am not at liberty to give some infor- 
mation as to how far we have gone in developing the speed 
of our aircraft and what progress we have made, except to 
say that it is remarkable, and we are steadily making prog- 
ress along that line, which is very creditable to our Navy. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, in line with 
the suggestion just made, it occurs to me that if we should 
decide upon this line of defense, it should be kept more or 
less secret. If foreign nations knew that we had such large 
battleplanes, or that we might have them, and if foreign 
dictators knew that if they started a war upon us we would 
have such battleplanes to take care of our interest and our 
rights, I think they would be very hesitant to give us any 
cause for offense. 

Mr. WALSH. The Senator is correct, and his theory on 
this subject is like mine, that one of the most beneficial 
movements toward the protection of our country against 
attack is fear on the part of a potential enemy that we 
possess the most modern, the most up-to-date, the most 
powerful instruments of war for use against those who might 
engage in war with us. The Senator has very properly 
called attention to a phase of this problem that requires a 
great deal of study and thought. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I am glad to hear the 
chairman of the Naval Affairs Committee say that he wil go 
into these questions in the hearings. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, we must, because the coun- 
try wants to know, as the Senate will want to know when 
the naval expansion bill shall come before the Senate, just 
where we stand and just what our program is. Our fellow 
citizens are entitled to know it, and the Senate and the 
House are entitled to that information. I wish to assure the 
Senator from North Dakota that so far as I am concerned 
these controversial questions will be thoroughly studied and 
discussed, and the views of the members of my committee 
will be given to the Senate. 

Mr. FRAZIER. It would seem to me, Mr. President, that 
in order to get the necessary information, aircraft builders, 
aircraft experts, and the civilian engineers who have had 
experience in the making of bombs, and so forth, should be 
called before the committee. 
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Mr. WALSH. The Senator is absolutely correct. I thank 
the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GILLETTE in the chair). 
The clerk will state the first committee amendment. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I regret that opportunity has 
not been afforded me of examining the bill under considera- 
tion. Not being a member of the committee reporting the 
bill, or of the Naval Affairs Committee, I am denied the 
information brought to the attention of the members of the 
committees referred to. 

I have just left the Committee on Finance, which is con- 
sidering a tax bill. The heavy burdens imposed upon the 
people of the United States will be increased by the measure 
which will be reported by the Finance Committee within a 
few days. The enormous spending by the Federal Govern- 
ment compels heavy burdens of taxation. I have sometimes 
thought that we were not sufficiently concerned in the spend- 
ing policies which we are adopting. Billions of dollars will 
be appropriated before this Congress adjourns. 

Many of the appropriations thus far considered this session 
in the Senate have received but scant attention and, though 
they have carried hundreds of millions of dollars, few in- 
quiries have been made and but few explanations have been 
submitted. The bill now before us carries an appropriation 
of more than $550,000,000 for ordinary expenses of the Navy 
for the next fiscal year. It will be followed within a few 
days by a measure that will call for at least a billion dollars 
for new naval construction. We will also enact measures 
appropriating between five and six hundreds of millions of 
dollars for the Army for the next fiscal year. This means 
that before this session concludes its labors Congress will 
have enacted measures appropriating directly or indirectly 
more than $2,000,000,000 for military purposes. 

An examination of prior appropriations for military pur- 
poses, except during the World War, demonstrates that we 
have materially increased appropriations for military pur- 
poses far in excess, in my opinion, of what the situation 
demanded. To illustrate: The naval appropriations bill in 
1877 amounted to less than $15,000,000, and the appropriation 
for the Army was, as I recall, but slightly in excess of this 
amount; in 1903 the appropriations for the Navy reached the 
sum of $82,000,000; and in 1912 Congress appropriated 
$135,000,000 for the Navy; in 1914, as the World War was 
approaching, the naval appropriation was $139,000,000; in 
1915, $141,000,000 was appropriated for the Navy; and in 
1916 the sum appropriated was $153,000,000. 

During the World War, of course, our appropriations for 
the Army and the Navy reached stupendous heights. With 
the termination of the war there was a material reduction in 
appropriations for the Army and for the Navy. The appro- 
priation asked for in this bill for the ordinary expenses of the 
Navy for the coming year is larger than any appropriation 
since immediately after the World War, and the provisions 
of this bill carry implications—and I was about to use the 
word “threats”—of increased demands for the Navy when the 
next appropriation bill comes before us. And, as indicated, 
within a few days we will be called upon to pass upon a naval 
bill calling for approximately $1,000,000,000. 

I referred to the fact that appropriation bills are not sub- 
jected to critical analysis when they are brought to the floor 
for action. During the discussion upon this bill there have 
not been more than a half dozen Senators in attendance. 

Apparently we close our eyes to the demands of the de- 
partments when demands find concrete expression in the 
appropriation bills that are brought to the floor of the Sen- 
ate. We sometimes spend hours in the discussion of unim- 
portant matters, but rush through appropriation bills carry- 
ing hundreds of millions of dollars with but very limited 
consideration. 

Mr. President, I regret that we are called upon now to 
vote upon a bill which involves such a large amount. In my 
opinion, it should be materially reduced, and I think a 
critical examination would furnish ample justification for 
subtracting at least $100,000,000 from the pending bill. I 
fear, Mr. President, that we are caught in the coils of a 
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world hysteria and are affording reasons for other nations to 
enlarge their military preparations. 

It is obvious that when one nation—particularly if it is a 
strong and powerful nation—makes enormous military and 
naval appropriations, other nations will be influenced thereby 
and they will increase their appropriations ostensibly for 
preparedness, The word “preparedness” covers a multi- 
tude of sins. Behind it often hides improper, if not sinister, 
motives, but more often fear tainted with despair. 

Mr. President, in my opinion, an international conference 
should be called for the purpose of formulating plans look- 
ing to a reduction in armaments. On the calendar day of 
February 14 of this year I introduced a joint resolution 
authorizing the President of the United States to call an 
international conference and to formulate measures for the 
reduction of armaments. I believed the time was propitious 
for such a conference. I am aware of the fact that persons 
of influence in the Government express no sympathy with 
the proposal. Indeed, a number, as I recall, condemn it. 
Undoubtedly those opposing such a conference find satisfac- 
tory reasons for their position. 

It is claimed by some that when other nations are spend- 
ing huge sums for military purposes we should meet such 
challenge by appropriating as large, if not larger sums for 
our Army and Navy. The position seems to be that if a con- 
flagration is imminent, there should be no steps taken to put 
the fire out, or that if the fire is raging, no steps should be 
made to stop its progress. 

I concede the condition of the world today is not only dis- 
turbing but dangerous. There are military movements in 
the Orient and in the Occident. Ruthless and cruel war is 
being prosecuted in China and a civil war is raging in Spain. 
Undoubtedly the course of Germany is imperialistic and 
rests upon a military force which has secretly or openly been 
organized during the past few years. Dangerous conditions 
exist in many lands, out of which may emerge international 
conflicts. 

But as I have stated, the presence of these conditions, and 
the disturbed condition in the world, do not justify nations 
that desire peace and peoples who have no military ambi- 
tions from earnestly striving to remove the causes of war 
and to promote international fellowship. There is always a 
place in society and in nations for the peacemaker. It is 
true he may sometimes be rebuffed and his efforts flouted. 
This, however, should not discourage, but rather should in- 
tensify the desire to remove the causes of conflict and settle 
disputes. The “good neighbor” does not flee when trouble 
arises, but he seeks to remove the causes of disputes and 
promote union and fellowship. 

Mr. President, I ask that the resolution to which I have 
referred might be inserted in the Record at this point as a 
part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 
260) was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

Whereas the increase in world armaments is causing deep con- 
cern among the people of all nations, and is regarded by them as 
provocative of international conflicts; and 

Whereas such increase imposes heavy burdens of taxation upon 
the people, and every form of industry, and interrupts trade and 
commerce among nations: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, etc., That the President of the United States is re- 
quested to invite the governments with which the United States 
has diplomatic relations to appoint representatives to a conference 
to be held in the city of Washington, which shall be charged with 
the consideration of the causes and purposes of present military 
and naval expenditures, and with the formulation of measures by 
which armaments of war, either upon land or sea or air, shall be 
effectually reduced and limited, in the interest of world peace and 
the relief of all 5 ive the en of inordinate and 
nc, 2. I is the sense of the © in case an understanding 
can be reached at such conference, that it will conform its appro- 
priations for military and naval purposes, including building plans, 
to the terms of such understanding. 

Mr. President, the Washington Conference was called for 
the purpose of limiting armaments. While it did not ac- 
complish all that was desired it did make an important con- 
tribution to world peace. Certainly it resulted in a great 
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reduction in naval armaments. At that conference a ratio 
for battleships was provided of 5-5-3—five for the United 
States, five for Great Britain, and three for Japan; and for 
France and Italy the ratio was 1.87. That limitation saved 
the United States several billion dollars and other nations 
several billion dollars in the aggregate. 

Unfortunately the question of submarines and airplanes and 
cruisers and other naval craft were not dealt with. I might 
say that many representatives of our Navy for a number of 
years did not appreciate the importance of submarines and 
airships. I happened to be a member of the Committee on 
Naval Affairs in 1917 and for several years thereafter, and 
offered measures to create a bureau of submarines and a 
bureau of aeronautics. 

Before the Committee on Naval Affairs I attempted to show 
the importance of the airplane and submarine in naval war- 
fare, and emphasized the fact that in future wars and in 
naval contests the submarine would play an important part 
and would to a considerable extent diminish the power of the 
battleship. Senators will remember the battle of the Skager- 
rak in the North Sea, when Germany defeated the British 
High Fleet and sunk a number of powerful English vessels. 
When it was known that submarines were participating, or 
about to participate, in the contest, the British Fleet hastily 
retired to Scapa Flow. Admiral Sims and Rear Admiral 
Fullam before the Senate committee testified that the sub- 
marine and the airplane would play an important part in all 
naval contests. 

I think we are emphasizing too much the construction of 
huge battleships that will cost, as I am advised, from fifty to 
seventy millions of dollars—and, indeed, the statement is 
made that, with the great increase in the construction of 
naval craft, some projected battleships will cost as much as 
$100,000,000. It seems to me that there is no justification 
for the enormous expenditure for naval purposes with which 
we are confronted. Certainly we should carefully consider 
the wisdom of building two to four battleships at the enor- 
mous cost indicated, when there is cumulating evidence that 
they are vulnerable, notwithstanding claims to the contrary, 
to submarine attacks and to bombing from the air. Only a 
few days ago in the Mediterranean Sea a submarine launched 
a torpedo and sank one of the most important battleships of 
the so-called revolutionary forces. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. KING. I yield to the Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. FRAZIER. The Senator from Utah has said, as has 
also been stated by another Senator this afternoon, that the 
battleships to be constructed will cost approximately $60,- 
000,000. As I recall, in the hearings before the House com- 
mittee on the Vinson bill, it was estimated that they would 
probably cost $100,000,000 before they were completed. These 
large superbattleships, or whatever they may be called, are to 
be larger than any now in existence or than any other nation 
has. It seems that under this plan of building new battle- 
ships, a larger navy, and so forth, the United States must 
have not only more battleships but larger battleships than are 
possessed by any other nation on earth, in order to be in a 
position adequately to defend itself, and battleships at $100,- 
000,000 apiece run into money very rapidly. 

Mr. KING. Undoubtedly, and under this navalistic psy- 
chology or philosophy, when one nation builds a huge battle- 
ship other nations will try to surpass it in the size of the 
naval craft which they will construct; and thus, as I have 
indicated, the competition and rivalry will lead to oppressive 
burdens of taxation and, in my opinion, will be provocative 
of international suspicions, fears, and perhaps, hatred, the 
consequences of which will be serious and difficult of deter- 
mination. 

Mr. President, I repeat when I say that our Nation is in a 
most fortunate position. It has no foes; it is beset by no 
dangers. The great oceans that wash its eastern and western 
shores are guardians and protectors against invasion or 
assault. Canada, upon the north, has been, and always will 
be a friend—a neighbor—in all that that term implies. 
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Japan has her problems in the Orient. I concede that she 
is a disturbing factor in world affairs. Undoubtedly Great 
Britain has felt constrained to formulate a naval program, 
the cost of which will be very great, but her position is differ- 
ent from that of the United States. She has far-flung do- 
minions in all parts of the world. She must defend, if at- 
tacked, Australia, New Zealand, India, and South Africa, 
and, indeed, her dominions and possessions wherever the 
British flag floats. 

There are intangibles that, while they do not bind Great 
Britain and the United States, will exist so long as the Anglo- 
Saxon race exists and the civilization which they symbolize 
is regnant in the world. 

Mr, LEWIS. I ask the able Senator from Utah, who has 
just discussed with rare erudition some of the powerful rea- 
sons which exist touching the matter of disarmament, does 
he not owe it to his own country to call attention to the 
fact, if it relies upon some compact of disarmament, such as 
the compact which was negotiated at Washington, which the 
Senator accurately described, that such compacts are not 
complied with by other nations, but are constantly disobeyed 
and no heed paid to them, thus leaving the United States in 
a situation where she has to act in her own defense, accord- 
ing to what she feels is the essential need of her own 
protection? 

Mr. KING. I did not quite understand the Senator, but 
if he stated that other nations, parties to the Washington 
Treaty, had violated its terms, I cannot agree with him. 
My recollection is that Japan and Great Britain respected 
the limitations imposed by the Washington Conference with 
respect to the 5-5-3 limitation relating to capital changes. 
It is true that before the expiration of the treaty limitation 
Japan indicated that upon the expiration of the limitation 
she would feel at liberty to adopt a different ratio. Great 
Britain adhered to the terms of the treaty, as did France and 
Italy. 

Mr. President, we are a Christian nation. We talk of 
peace, but we are now devoting too much attention to mili- 
tary activities. If we were to spend a fraction of the sum 
for peace organization, for the dissemination of peace, and 
participation in peace conferences, I am sure that we would 
not only be serving the best interests of our own country but 
we would be serving the interests of the entire world. It 
would seem that we are to follow militaristic nations in mili- 
tary preparations, in the building of battleships, and in exe- 
cuting policies falling in the category of war preparation. 
Instead of leading the way for peace, as we should, we are 
joining in the mad race to convert the world into a huge 
military camp. World peace and international cooperation 
are not advanced by the building of great battle fleets and 
the arming of millions, whose sounding tread will affright the 
world. 

Mr. President, the American people are not pacifists as 
that word is so often used and with the connotation attributed 
to it. They are a virile, courageous, and patriotic people, and 
are ready and willing to make any and every sacrifice neces- 
sary for the welfare and protection of their country. When 
they believed that their rights were being assailed by Ger- 
many, with a unanimity almost unparalleled, they supported 
a declaration of war, and met with patriotic fervor the re- 
quirements of men and money needed in the prosecution of 
the conflict to a successful conclusion. 

But the citizens of our country accept the ideals of the 
Christian faith, and seek to incorporate in their lives those 
teachings and principles which make for economic, moral, 
and spiritual progress. They are devoted to the policies of 
peace, and look with profound regret upon militarism or im- 
perialistic adventures or the inauguration of movements 
which disturb friendly relations among the nations. 

Most of the wars of the world have been caused by the am- 
bition or madness of a limited number of individuals, greed, 
jealousy, and lust for power. Most of the peoples of the world 
today are praying for peace and would be glad to be freed 
from the military burdens which are laid upon them, 
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President Roosevelt, in a recent address, stated: 

The blame for the danger to world peace lies not in the world 
population but in the political leaders of that population. 

He further stated: 


It is but an extension of the challenge of Woodrow Wilson for 
us to propose in this newer generation that from now on wars by 
governments shall be changed to peace by peoples. 

It is contended by many that big armies and great navies 
prevent war and make for peace. This view is denied by 
many, and the situation in the world today, it is believed by 
some, constitutes a refutation of the philosophy that it is 
necessary to maintain an aggressive military attitude and 
build powerful armies and navies. Since the World War 
many countries have been increasing their military strength 
and imposing heavier burdens of taxation upon the people. 
Notwithstanding the billions expended for military purposes, 
it is contended by many that peace has not been promoted, 
but that war has been made inevitable. Military armaments 
which burden the world are tragic proofs of the philosophy 
accepted by many—that preparations for war do not con- 
stitute immunity from sanguinary conflicts, but that they 
constitute a strong argument in favor of affirmative and posi- 
tive movements for peace, and warrant an active campaign 
to ameliorate the fierce and narrow spirit of nationalism so 
regnant in the world. 

Our Nation is in a position to lead the world; its impreg- 
nable position, its resources, its material strength, to say 
nothing of what I hope is its spiritual and moral power, 
should give to it a crown of leadership in a world movement 
to organize all peoples for peace. Some believe there is an 
obligation resting upon our Government in view of the im- 
portant part which it played in negotiating the Kellogg- 
Briand Pact, to give to it a vitality and binding force among 
all signatories to the same. That instrument calls for disarma- 
ment and the abandonment of nationalistic ambitions which 
are calculated to disturb international relations. It seems 
to me that, notwithstanding the confusion and chaos in the 
world today, the time is ripe for a frontal attack upon war 
and for a world movement in the interests of friendly inter- 
national relations. The benignant spirit of municipal law 
and its beneficial consequences should be imported into in- 
ternational relations. There can be developed an interna- 
tional spirit, even a code of law, which will result in a higher 
standard of civilization. 

President Roosevelt has spoken much about the “good 
neighbor.” The good neighbor is not an isolationist. He 
sets an example for peace and seeks cooperation with his 
neighbors that they, as well as himself, may be benefited 
and jointly contribute to the welfare of others. Our Nation 
is not imperialistic; it has no designs upon any country; it 
desires that the lanes of the sea shall be open for the ships 
of trade and commerce of all lands and that the avenues of 
truth, education, science, art, and literature may be freely 
traversed by all peoples. Fearing no foe, our Nation should 
carry high the standard of international fellowship. 

When the World War ended it was believed by millions 
there would be no recurrence of the frightful holocaust that 
swept the earth between 1914 and 1918. A new faith came 
into the hearts of many. They believed that a new day had 
dawned, and though there might be clouds and storms that 
would obscure the light and disturb the serenity of the 
people they had faith that there would be greater joy and 
greater progress than the world had ever possessed. 

It was understood, of course, that no specific had been 
discovered that would render the world immune to the self- 
ishness, recklessness, and mad ambition; but it was not a 
foolish faith that led millions to believe that the future 
would produce international peace, and that juster and wiser 
councils would prevail among nations, with the result that 
there would be increased security and broader and wider 
fields for progress and happiness. The toilers of the world 
believed that militarism was ended. Those who had met 
upon bloody battlefields—though separated by territorial 
boundaries and differing racially and ethnologically—in their 
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desire for peace, spoke a common language and were influ- 
enced by a common purpose. They desired, if they did not 
proclaim, that the day of war and conquest should end, and 
the reign of humanity and justice should be ushered in. 

Undoubtedly, the reactions of the world have been disap- 
pointing and the hopes of millions have been shattered. 
Perhaps too much was expected in the light of our knowl- 
edge of human nature; perhaps it was inevitable that the 
war would create illusions and that the conditions following 
it would constitute a tragic period of disillusionment. 

Human beings are indurated with heavy lines of the 
pressing centuries of the past. The passions and racial 
prejudices which have existed are transmitted to succeed- 
ing generations, and the behavior of individuals, as well as 
peoples, is influenced, not only by heredity and environment, 
but by extraneous transmissions. However, many peoples of 
the world are now thinking of war, and fear is being devel- 
oped. This is unfortunate, because no one can permanently 
think of war and act under the impulse of peace. No one can 
think habitually about evil and act the good. The future 
of this Nation, as well as of other nations, rests upon the 
character of the people. Character results from many 
processes, and is the structure to which many architects and 
builders are making contributions. Herbert Spencer de- 
clared that institutions are dependent upon character and, 
however changed in superficial aspects, cannot be changed 
in their essential natures faster than their characters. 

Conceding all this, it seems to me that statesmen and 
leaders should organize for peace and talk for peace, and in 
so doing, many of the obstacles to international fellowship 
would disappear. But if they talk of war and constantly 
make preparations for war, and build great armies and 
navies, and impress the people with the importance of lead- 
ing the world in military preparations, and if they further 
impress the thought that their countries are in danger at 
the hands of other nations, and that enormous sums must 
be expended to prepare to avert disaster, it is certain that 
the minds of the people will respond to such views and 
representations. A war psychology will develop and the 
institutions and policies of the country will be made to con- 
form to the mental picture created. 

It is a rational view that in order to prevent armaments 
there must be a bona fide renunciation of war, and back of 
that renunciation, an international desire, and, indeed, de- 
termination to accept the obligations implied in such renun- 
ciation. If war shall not be ruled out of the conduct of 
nations, there must be military and naval preparations, the 
limitations upon which will depend upon the fears or ambi- 
tions of the respective nations and upon their resources and 
financial ability to maintain armies and navies. 

Efforts to prevent war by announcing parity in naval 
and military strength will prove ineffective. “Parity” is an 
illustive and misleading term. It not only leads to misunder- 
standings but it is ineffective because it fails to present or 
define any standard or yardstick by which to determine what 
would be a just and fair standard, providing the factors of 
national security. The situation of each nation is different, 
and its strength and its weakness may not be accurately 
measured or determined; and if the standard to be adopted 
as the basis of parity is that of national protection, it is 
manifest that the word “parity” is an indifferent and a 
wholly unsatisfactory standard. 

The fact is that the standard of protection will be deter- 
mined, not alone by the fear of what other nations may do, 
but by an attempt to fathom the future course of the various 
nations, which is impossible by reason of the uncertainties 
existing and the controversies and troubles which may arise. 
Undoubtedly, interference with trade and commerce moti- 
vates some nations in determining the maximum and mini- 
mum of their military preparedness. If maritime law and 
international law could be codified and the spirit of inter- 
national comity controlled, then the horizon of the world 
would be cleared of many of the dark clouds and shadows 
now existing. ` 
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When the people reach the conclusion that governments 
do not exist to maintain fleets or armies, or that, if either is 
maintained, it shall be only for the purpose of serving a con- 
ceded national policy of justice and protection, then this 
madness for armies and great navies will pass away. 

It seems to me that the choice before the world today is 
cooperation or conflict—peace or war—progressive disarma- 
ment to that end or a mad race to increase both offensive or 
defensive weapons; peaceful development or the collapse into 
barbarism, with the experience of the horrors and savagery 
of modern war. And it is not sufficient merely to think of 
peace, but we must organize for peace. There are many 
organizations for war, but few organizations for peace. It 
is contended by some that because there are ruthless and 
cruel wars now existing in many lands we ought to join in 
the race for so-called military preparations and increase our 
expenditures for the coming year to perhaps $2,000,000,000. 
Have we been caught in the coils of militaristic and navalistic 
forces, which, if not controlled by civilized nations, will pre- 
cipitate the world into a devastating war destructive to 
civilization? 

We must make every effort to develop and create world- 
wide cooperation, and loyally support measures and policies 
to accomplish that end. 

I admit that the spirit of Nietzche and the mad spirit of 
conquest are the dominating forces in Japan, in Germany, 
and in Italy, and that the situation seems dark for democracy 
and the forces of peace and justice, but the day of the evil- 
doer ends; the perpetrators of wrong are brought to judg- 
ment ultimately, and truth and justice finally come to their 
own. I concede that so long as war is tolerated there will be 
bloody battlefields, ruined cities, and tragedies indescribable, 
poignant, and terrible. 

Lord Lothian has stated: 


* * + So long as war is tolerated as a method of settling inter- 
national disputes, armaments are inevitable. 


Yet he states that— 


Armaments inevitably produce war. They may give security, but 
only at the price of war. Armaments, of course, are justified on 
the ground that they are merely legitimate instruments of na- 
tional security, but no nation can make itself secure by arma- 
ments, except by having armaments which will give it victory in 
the event of war, i. e., by making its neighbor insecure. Hence 
the perpetual repetition throughout history of competition in 
armaments, ending in periodic war. 

However, when peoples are forced to deal with Hitlers and 
those of like mentality and mad ambitions, the apostles of 
peace are confounded; but with faith in the future and in the 
ultimate triumph of right, their voices should be lifted above 
the shrieks and terrors of war. 

Competition in arms never reaches a stalemate or a status 
quo. It assumes that nations are gladiators, fighting in the 
world arena—the strongest alone survive, and yet there are 
those who effect to believe—and doubtless seriously believe 
that peace can only be maintained by strengthening and 
increasing the military and navalistic forces of the world. 
We have not learned the lesson that competition in arms does 
not produce peace; that the competitive race is never won; 
that weaker nations may be destroyed in the competition, 
and that the destruction of nations will arouse rivalries 
among other nations, so that competition continues un- 
abated; and thus the history of the world becomes a record 
of the rise and fall of nations and the writing in blood 
of pages recording the tragedies and sorrows of the world. 

Mr. GERRY. Mr. President, when the pending naval 
appropriation bill was before the committee I appeared in 
opposition to the opening of the Alexandria station for the 
building of torpedoes. The Navy Department claimed that 
the speediest and most economical way of making a sufi- 
cient number of torpedoes was by opening that additional 
station which has been closed since 1923. My contention 
was, and still is, that the most economical and the most 
reliable and the surest way to obtain the required number 
of torpedoes is by enlarging and improving the station at 
Newport, R. I. 
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The station at Newport has always been the mainstay of 
the Navy for the manufacture and development of tor- 
pedoes. It produces torpedoes which I think all experts will 
agree are the finest torpedoes in the world. 

The Department is quite in accord with that view, but 
the Department’s theory was that it would be necessary to 
have an additional station opened if a sufficient number of 
torpedoes were to be built to meet the requirements of the 
Navy. 

Mr. President, when we analyze that statement we find 
that the Navy Department does not expect to produce any 
torpedoes from the Alexandria station before 1940 at the 
earliest. It expects as an original appropriation to spend 
$1,277,000, which would be charged to this appropriation, and 
a later appropriation amounting to $1,229,000 would be re- 
quired to complete the station. This would mean an even- 
tual outlay of more than $2,500,000, and the net result of 
that would be that no torpedoes would be turned out of 
Alexandria until 1940 at the earliest. 

My contention is that these torpedoes will not be turned 
out from Alexandria in 1940. There will be delays. It will 
be necessary to organize a force there and start an entirely 
new manufacturing plant. Many changes will have to be 
made, and the result will be delay and great expense to the 
Government. 

If the Newport plant were modernized and further de- 
veloped, I feel sure that the torpedoes would be supplied 
much more quickly, and be better torpedoes, because that 
station has experience in the business. It has thoroughly 
trained skilled mechanics. It has a field for skilled me- 
chanics to draw from which is unrivaled in this country. It 
can draw from Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and Connecti- 
cut, from great industrial centers like New Bedford and 
Fall River and Providence, and the result is that the effi- 
ciency there is especially good. 

Apart from this, however, another very grave question is 
involved in selecting the Alexandria site. After torpedoes 
are made they have to be tested. The Newport testing field, 
Narragansett Bay, is something under 5 miles from the 
station, with adequate facilities. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, will the Senator from Rhode 
Island yield to me? 

Mr. GERRY. I yield. 

Mr. LODGE. I am very much interested in the torpedo 
station at Newport, because it affects a large number of my 
constituents. Will the Senator advise me what is the pres- 
ent status of the torpedo station? 

Mr. GERRY. The present status of the torpedo station 
is that it is employing about 3,500 men, and is working quite 
close to capacity. The question is of enlarging that ca- 
pacity. My opinion, and the opinion of a great many ex- 
perts to whom I have talked, is that the most economical 
and the most expeditious thing to do is to enlarge the station 
at Newport; and, if that is done, results will be obtained 
more quickly. 

Mr. LODGE. I agree wholeheartedly with that view from 
the naval standpoint, and also because of the employment 
which such a course will spread all through southern New 
England. 

Mr. GERRY. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, the Senator from Massachu- 
setts in his last sentence indicated the reason for the opposi- 
tion to opening the Alexandria plant. 

Mr. GERRY. I think possibly I can put forward two other 
very good reasons. 

When torpedoes are built is it necessary to try them out. 
The Newport proving ground is within 5 miles of the station. 
After a torpedo is built at Alexandria it will be necessary 
to go down the Potomac River to test it. The nearest prov- 
ing ground is something like 100 miles distant from the 
plant. That means that it will be necessary to go down 
the river 100 miles and come back 100 miles; and that is 
bound to result in additional cost, because, naturally, after 
the torpedoes are built they will have to be tested. Further 
than that, if torpedoes are built which are to be dropped 
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from planes it is very often highly important to test such 
torpedoes as well as the others and ascertain how they 
work at sea. It is necessary to try them out in a seaway; 
and that means that it will be necessary to go to the mouth 
of Chesapeake Bay before torpedoes made at Alexandria 
can be tested. 

The station at Newport, in Narragansett Bay, is only a 
short distance from the sea. At Alexandria, if the torpedo 
is to be tried at sea, it will have to be transported something 
like 300 miles; and that cannot fail to delay construction, 
and also to increase cost. 

I think that is a very strong argument against the Alex- 
andria station. The Navy Department has contended that 
it did not want to put all its eggs in one basket, and there- 
fore that it wanted two stations—the one at Newport, which 
would be the main station, and an additional station else- 
where in case anything should happen to the Newport sta- 
tion. My contention is that if there are to be two stations, 
they certainly should not be so close together. If Alexandria 
is chosen as a station, and if we are afraid of airplane at- 
tacks, as the Department is, Washington, the Capital of the 
country, is bound to be a place where airplane attacks will 
be attempted if there is any invasion, and*Alexandria is only 
5 miles from Washington. So my feeling is that the Alexan- 
dria station is more likely to be subject to attack from the 
air, probably much more so than if proper air defenses were 
concentrated to protect Newport. 

I simply wish to call attention to another matter, and 
that is that when the supply of torpedoes is sufficient we 
are bound to have a curtailment of production, and the 
Department intends to curtail at Newport and also in Alex- 
andria. I am afraid the result will be very detrimental to 
the work of both stations, and especially detrimental to the 
large station at Newport. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, there is no committee 
amendment on this subject pending. 

Mr. GLASS. Then I will not waste the time of the Senate. 


CONDUCT OF LOTTERIES, ETC., IN THE DISTRICT 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Smaruers in the chair) 
laid before the Senate the amendments of the House of Rep- 
resentatives to the bill (S. 711) to amend an act entitled “An 
act to establish a Code of Law for the District of Colum- 
bia”, approved March 3, 1901, as amended, and particularly 
sections 863, 911, and 914 of the said code, which were, on 
page 2, line 6, after the word “any”, to insert “policy lot- 
tery, or any”; on the same page, line 14, to strike out 
“policy”; on the same page, line 17, to strike out all after the 
word “both” down to and including all of line 21 and insert 
“The possession of any copy or record of any such chance, 
right, or interest, or of any such ticket, certificate, bill, token, 
or other device shall be prima facie evidence that the pos- 
sessor of such copy or record did, at the time and place of 
such possession, keep, set up, or promote, or was at such 
time and place concerned as owner, agent, or clerk, or other- 
wise in managing, carrying on, promoting, or advertising a 
policy lottery, policy shop, or lottery”; on page 4, lines 8 
and 9, after the word “warrant”, to insert “either”; on the 
same page, line 12, after the word “court”, to insert “or 
United States commissioner issuing said warrant, as the case 
may be”; on the same page, line 22, after the word “court”, 
to insert “or United States commissioner, as the case may 
be”; on page 5, line 7, to strike out the word “shall” and 
insert may“; and on the same page, line 9, before the word 
mane to insert “Sec. 5. ” 

Mr. KING. I move that the Senate concur in the amend- 
ments of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 

NAVAL APPROPRIATIONS 

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 

8993) making appropriations for the Navy Department and 


the naval service for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, 
and for other purposes. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment reported by the committee, on page 3, 
beginning in line 22. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the next 
amendment reported by the committee. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Naval Re- 
search Laboratory”, on page 5, line 7, after the word “prob- 
lems”, to strike out the colon and the following additional 
proviso: 

Provided further, That the sum to be paid out of this appropria- 
tion for employees assigned to group IV (b) and those performing 
similar services carried under native and alien schedules in the 
Schedule of Wages for Civil Employees in the Field Service of the 
Navy Department shall not exceed $125,000, in addition to the 
amount authorized by the preceding proviso. 

The amendment was agreed to 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Operation 
and conservation of naval petroleum reserves”, on page 5, 
line 20, after the figures “$59,500”, to strike out the comma 
and “of which amount not to exceed $20,000 shall be avail- 
able for employees assigned to group IV (b) and those 
performing similar services carried under native and alien 
schedules in the Schedule of Wages for Civil Employees in the 
Field Service of the Navy Department”, so as to read: 

To enable the Secretary of the Navy to carry out the provisions 
contained in the act approved June 4, 1920 (34 U. S. C. 524), requir- 
ing him to conserve, develop, use, and operate the naval petroleum 
reserves, $59,500. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the heading “Bureau of 
Navigation—tTraining, education, and welfare, Navy”, on 
page 10, line 5, after the figures “$1,700,983”, to strike out 
the colon and the following proviso: “Provided, That the 
sum to be paid out of this appropriation for employees as- 
signed to group IV (b) and those performing similar services 
carried under native and alien schedules in the Schedule of 
Wages for Civil Employees in the Field Service of the Navy 
Department, exclusive of temporary services, shall not ex- 
ceed the following amounts, respectively: Naval War Col- 
lege, $77,000; naval training station, San Diego, $3,050; naval 
training station, Newport, $7,700; naval training station, 
Great Lakes, $12,350; naval training station, Norfolk, $2,100; 
instruction, $20,345; libraries, $19,115; welfare and recrea- 
tion, $4,000”, so as to read: 

In all, training, education, and welfare, Navy, $1,700,983. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Instruments 
and supplies, Bureau of Navigation”, on page 12, line 6, after 
the figures “$700,000”, to strike out the colon and the follow- 
ing proviso: 

Provided, That the sum to be paid out of this appropriation for 
employees assigned to group IV (b) and those performing similar 
services carried under native and alien schedules in the Schedules 
of Wages for Civil Employees in the Field Service of the Navy 
Department shall not exceed $38,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Ocean and 
Lake Surveys, Bureau of Navigation,” on page 12, line 16, 
after the figures “$80,000”, to strike out the colon and the 
following proviso: 

Provided, That the sum to be paid out of this appropriation for 
employees assigned to group IV (b) and those performing similar 
services carried under native and alien schedules in the Schedules 
of Wages for Civil Employees in the Field Service of the Navy 
Department shall not exceed $34,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Naval 
Reserve”, on page 14, line 10, after the word “wharfage” 
and the semicolon, to strike out “not more than $81,000 
shall be available for employees assigned to group IV (b) 
and those performing similar services carried under native 
and alien schedules in the Schedule of Wages for Civil 
Employees in the Field Service of the Navy Department”, 
so as to read: 
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For expenses of organizing, administering, and recruiting the 
Naval Reserve and Naval Militia, including the designing, pur- 
chasing, and engraving of trophies; pay and allowances of officers 
and enlisted men of the Naval Reserve when employed on author- 
ized training duty; mileage for officers while traveling under 
orders to and from training duty; tramsportation of enlisted men 
to and from training duty, with or without pay, and subsistence 
and transfers en route, or cash in lieu thereof; subsistence of 
enlisted men during the actual period of training duty, with or 
without pay; subsistence of officers of the Fleet Naval Reserve 
while performing authorized training or other duty without pay; 
pay, mileage, and allowances of officers of the Naval Reserve and 
pay, allowances, subsistence, and transportation with subsistence 
and transfers en route, or cash in lieu thereof of enlisted men of 
the Naval Reserve when ordered to active duty in connection with 
the instruction, training, and drilling of the Naval Reserve; pay 
and allowances, including travel and other allowances as author- 
ized by law (excluding clothing and small-stores issues and uni- 
form gratuities), of aviation cadets of the Naval Reserve when 
ordered to active duty, including active duty undergoing training; 
pay of officers and enlisted men of the Fleet Naval Reserve for the 
performance of not to exceed 48 drills per annum or other equiva- 
lent instruction or duty, or appropriate duties, and administrative 
duties, exclusive, however, of pay, allowances, or other expenses on 
account of members of any class of the Naval Reserve incident to 
their being given flight unless, as a condition precedent, 
they shall have been found by such agency as the Secretary of the 
Navy may designate physically and psychologically qualified to 
serve as pilots of naval aircraft, $8,790,320, and, in addition, 
$371,000 of the appropriation “Organizing the Naval Reserve, 
1938.“ such amount of such appropriation being hereby reappro- 
priated, and of the total of such amounts not more than $150,000 
shall be available for maintenance and rental of armories, includ- 
ing pay of necessary janitors, and for wharfage; not less than 
$3,063,032 shall be available, in addition to other appropriations, 
for aviation material, equipment, fuel, and rental of hangars, and 
not more than $397,914 shall be available, in addition to other 
appropriations, for fuel and the tion thereof, and for 
all other expenses in connection with the maintenance, operation, 
repair, and upkeep of vessels assigned for training the Naval Re- 
serve, and of such total sum $6,455,265 shall be available exclu- 


sively for and on account of Naval and Marine Corps Reserve 
aviation: 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead Naval 
Academy”, on page 16, line 7, after the figures “$611,600”, to 
strike out the colon and the following proviso: “Provided, 
That the sum to be paid out of this appropriation for em- 
ployees assigned to group IV (b) and those performing sim- 
ilar services carried under native and alien schedules, in the 
Schedule of Wages for Civil Employees in the Field Service 
of the Navy Department, shall not exceed $257,677”, so as to 
read: 

For pay of other employees, $611,600. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 18, line 1, before the 
word “of”, to strike out “$1,062,566” and insert “$1,073,816”; 
in line 3, after the name “Rogers”, to insert “and $14,000 
shall be immediately available for the construction of an ad- 
ditional well at the Naval Academy”, and to strike out the 
colon and the following proviso: “Provided, That the sum to 
be paid out of this appropriation for employees assigned to, 
group IV (b) and those performing similar services carried 
under native and alien schedules in the Schedule of Wages! 
for Civil Employees in the Field Service of the Navy Depart- 
ment shall not exceed $26,180”, so as to read: 


Maintenance and repairs, Naval Academy: For necessary repairs 
of public buildings, wharves, and walls enclosing the grounds of | 
the Naval Academy, accident prevention, improvements, repairs, , 
and fixtures; for books, periodicals, maps, models, and drawings; 
purchase and repair of fire engines; fire apparatus and plants, 
machinery; purchase and maintenance of all horses and horse- 
drawn vehicles for use at the academy, including the mainte- 
mance, operation, and repair of three horse-drawn passenger- 
carrying vehicles to be used only for official purposes; seeds and 
plants; tools and repairs of the same; stationery; furniture for | 
Government buildings and offices at the academy, including fur- 
niture for midshipmen’s rooms; coal and other fuels; candles, oil, 
and gas; attendance on light and power plants; cleaning and 
clearing up station and care of buildings; attendance on fires, 
lights, fire engines, fire apparatus, and plants, and telephone, 
2 and clock systems; incidental labor, advertising, water 
postage, telephones, telegrams, tolls, and eee flags and 
— packing boxes; pay of d draftsmen; and 
music and astronomical instruments, $1 973.816 of which ph cor 
shall be available exclusively on account of the collection shi 
models bequeathed by the late Henry Hf Sropers and 914,000 shall. 
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be immediately available for the construction of an additional 
well at the Naval Academy. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead Naval 
Home, Philadelphia, Pa.”, on page 18, line 12, after the figures 
“$100,120”, to strike out the colon and the following proviso: 
“Provided, That the sum to be paid out of this appropriation 
for employees assigned to group IV (b) and those performing 
similar services carried under native and alien schedules in 
the Schedule of Wages for Civil Employees in the Field Serv- 
ice of the Navy Department shall not exceed $13,800”, so as 
to read: 

For pay of employees, $100,120; 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the heading “Bureau of 
Engineering—Engineering”, on page 20, line 21, after the 
word “immediately”, to strike out the colon and the following 
proviso: 

Provided, That the sum to be paid out of this appropriation for 
employees ‘assigned to group IV (b) and those performing similar 
services carried under native and alien schedules in the Schedule 
of Wages for Civil Employees in bd Field Service of the Navy De- 
partment shall not exceed $1,960, 


The amendment was ag in. 

The next amendment was, under the heading “Bureau of 
Construction and Repair”, on page 22, line 1, after the fig- 
ures “$21,544,590”, to strike out the colon and the following 
proviso: 

Provided, That the sum to be paid out of this appropriation for 
employees assigned to group IV (b) and those performing similar 
services carried under native and alien schedules in the Schedule 
of Wages for Civil Employees in the Field Service of the Navy De- 
partment shall not exceed $1,890,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the heading “Bureau of 
Ordnance—Ordnance and ordnance stores, Bureau of Ord- 
nance”, on page 23, line 14, after the figures “$26,849,600”, to 
strike out the following proviso: 

Provided, That the sum to be paid out of this appropriation for 
employees assigned to group IV (b) and those performing similar 
services carried under native and alien schedules in the Schedule 
of Wages for Civil Employees in the Field Service of the Navy De- 
partment shall not exceed $1,380,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the heading “Bureau of 
Supplies and Accounts—Pay, subsistence, and transportation 
of naval personnel“, on page 23, line 25, after the word pay“, 
to strike out “$35,461,649” and insert “$35,453,649”; on page 
24, line 1; after the word “exceed”, to strike out “$1,720,318” 
and insert 81,712,318“; in line 4, after the word “captain” 
and the comma, to strike out “except not more than two 
officers of the rank of rear admiral,”; in line 9, after the 
words “in all“, to strike out “$47,372,478” and insert “$47,- 
364,478”; on page 25, line 6, before the word “outfits”, to strike 
out “$92,927,315” and insert “$93,127,662”; in line 14, before 
the word “pay”, to strike out “$1,939,355” and insert “$1,989,- 
123”; in line 15, after the word “martial” and the comma, to 
strike out “$35,445” and insert “$35,520”; and on page 26, 
line 3, after the words “in all” and the comma, to strike out 
“$176,845,282” and insert 6177, 087, 472“, so as to read: 

Pay of naval personnel: For pay and allowances prescribed by 
law of officers on sea duty and other duty, and officers on wait- 
ing orders, pay—$35,453,649, including not to exceed $1,712,318 
for increased pay for making aerial flights, no part of which shall 
be available for increased pay for making aerial flights by any 
officer above the rank of captain, nor by nonflying officers or 
observers at a rate in excess of $1,440 per annum, which shall 
be the legal maximum rate as to such nonfiying officers or ob- 
servers; rental allowance, $7,433,907; subsistence allowance, $4,476,- 
922; in all, $47,364,478; officers on the retired list, $9,414,000; for 
hire of quarters for officers serving with troops where there are 
no public quarters belonging to the Government, and where there 
are not sufficient quarters possessed by the United States to ac- 
commodate them, and hire of quarters for officers and enlisted 
men on sea duty at such times as they may be deprived of their 
quarters on board ship due to repairs or other conditions which 
may render them uninhabitable, $6,525; pay of enlisted men on 
the retired list, $8,599,950; interests on deposits 8 men, $3,000; 
pay of petty officers (not to exceed an average of 
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petty officers, of which number those with a permanent appoint- 
ment as chief petty officer shall not exceed an average of 7,532), 
seamen, landsmen, and apprentice seamen, including men in the 
engineer’s force and men detailed for duty with the Bureau of 
Fisheries, enlisted men, men in trade schools, pay of enlisted men 
of the Hospital Corps, extra pay for men for diving, and cash 
prizes (not to exceed $107,785) for men for excellence in gun- 
nery, target practice, communication, and engineering competi- 
tions, $93,127,662; outfits for all enlisted men and apprentice sea- 
men of the Navy on first enlistment, civilian clothing not to 
exceed $15 per man to men given discharges for bad conduct or 
undesirability or inaptitude, reimbursement in kind of clothing 
to persons in the Navy for losses in cases of marine or aircraft 
disasters or in the operation of water- or air-borne craft, and 
the authorized issue of clothing and equipment to the members 
of the Nurse Corps, $1,989,123; pay of enlisted men undergoing 
sentence of court martial, $35,520, and as many machinists as 
the President may from time to time deem necessary to appoint; 
pay and allowances of the Nurse Corps, including assistant su- 
perintendents, directors, and assistant directors-—pay, $560,020; 
rental allowance, $24,000; subsistence allowance, $23,871; pay re- 
tired list, $271,976; in all, $879,867; rent of quarters for members 
of the Nurse Corps; pay and allowances of transferred and as- 
signed men of the Fleet Naval Reserve, $15,507,347; reimburse- 
ment for losses of property as provided in the act approved Octo- 
ber 6, 1917 (34 U. S. C. 981, 982), as amended by the act of 
March 8, 1927 (34 U. S. C. 983), $10,000; payment of 6 months’ 
death gratuity, $150,000; in all, $177,087,472; and no part of such 
sum shall be available to pay active-duty pay and allowances to 
officers in excess of nine on the retired list, except retired officers 
temporarily ordered to active duty as members of retiring and 
selection boards as authorized by law: 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 27, line 21, after the 
words “in all” and the comma, to strike out “$21,557,059” 
and insert “$21,598,496”, so as to read: 


Subsistence of naval personnel: For provisions and commuted 
rations for enlisted men of the Navy, which commuted rations 
may be paid to caterers of messes in case of death or desertion, 
upon orders of the commanding officers, at 50 cents per diem, 
and midshipmen at 75 cents per diem, and commuted rations 
stopped on account of sick in hospital and credited at the rate of 
70 cents per ration to the naval hospital fund; subsistence of 
men unavoidably detained or absent from vessels to which at- 
tached under orders (during which subsistence rations to be 
stopped on board ship and no credit for commutations therefor 
to be given); quarters and subsistence of men on detached duty; 
subsistence of members of the Naval Reserve during period of 
active service; subsistence in kind at hospitals and on board ship 
in lieu of subsistence allowance of female nurses and Navy and 
Marine Corps general courts-martial prisoners undergoing im- 
prisonment with sentences of dishonorable discharge from the 
service at the expiration of such confinement; in all, $21,598,496; 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 29, line 14, after the 
words “in all” and the comma, to strike out “$5,642,411” and 
insert “$5,668,032”, so as to read: ` 


Transportation and recruiting of naval personnel: For mileage 
and actual and necessary e. and per diem in lieu of sub- 
sistence as authorized by law to officers of the Navy while travel- 
ing under orders, including the cost of a compartment or such 
other accommodations, as may be authorized by the Secretary of 
the Navy, for security when secret documents are transported by 
officer messenger, and including not to exceed $5,000 for the 
expenses of attendance, at home and abroad, upon meetings of 
technical, professional, scientific, and other similar organizations, 
when, in the judgment of the Secretary of the Navy, such 
attendance would be of benefit in the conduct of the work of 
the Navy Department; for mileage, at 5 cents per mile, to mid- 
shipment entering the Naval Academy while proceeding from their 
homes to the Naval Academy for examination and appointment 
as midshipmen, and not more than $2,500 shall be available for 
transportation of midshipmen, including reimbursement of travel- 
ing expenses while traveling under orders, after appointment as 
midshipmen; for actual traveling expenses of female nurses; for 
travel allowance or for transportation and subsistence as author- 
ized by law of enlisted men upon discharge; transportation of 
enlisted men and apprentice seamen and applicants for enlist- 
ment at home and abroad, with subsistence and transfers en 
route, or cash in lieu thereof; transportation to their home, 
if residents of the United States, of enlisted men and apprentice 
seamen discharged on medical survey, with subsistence and trans- 
fers en route, or cash in lieu thereof; transportation of sick or 
insane enlisted men and apprentice seamen and insane super- 
numerary patients to hospitals, with subsistence and transfers 
en route, or cash in lieu thereof; apprehension and delivery of 
deserters and stragglers, and for railway, steamship, and airway 
guides and other expenses incident to transportation; expenses 
of recruiting for the naval service; rent of rendezvous and ex- 
penses of maintaining the same; advertising for and ite sor 
men and apprentice seamen; actual and necessary expenses 
Meu of mileage to officers on duty with traveling 8 
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parties; transportation of dependents of officers and enlisted men, 
$992,486; expenses of funeral escorts of naval personnel; actual 
expenses of officers and midshipmen while on shore-patrol duty, 
including the hire of automobiles when necessary for the use of 
shore-patrol detachment; in all, $5,668,032. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 29, line 18, after the 
name “President” and the comma, to strike out “$200,- 
944,752” and insert “$201,254,000”, so as to read: 

In all, for pay, subsistence, and transportation of naval person- 
nel, including members of the Naval Reserve when called to active 
duty in time of war or during the existence of a national 
emergency declared by the President, $201,254,000, plus $3,100,000 
of the appropriation “Pay, subsistence, and transportation, Navy, 
1938,” such amount of such appropriation being hereby reap- 
propriated, and of the total of such amounts $1,000,000 shall be 
available immediately, and the money herein specifically appro- 
priated for “Pay, subsistence, and transportation of naval per- 
sonnel” shall be disbursed and accounted for in accordance with 
existing law and shall constitute one fund: 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 32, line 6, after the 
word “expeditions”, to strike out the colon and the follow- 
ing additional proviso: 

Provided further, That the sum to be paid out of this appropria- 
tion for employees assigned to group IV (b) and those perform- 
ing similar services carried under native and alien schedules in 
the Schedule of Wages for Civil Employees in the Field Service 
of the Navy Department shall not exceed $4,700,000: 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Naval Sup- 
ply Account Fund”, on page 33, line 7, after the words “sale 
of” to strike out “condemned and surplus material“, and 
insert old material, condemned stores, supplies, or other 
surplus public property of any kind and not otherwise re- 
appropriated”, so as to read: 

To increase the naval supply account fund established by the 
act approved March 1, 1921 (31 U. S. C. 644), an amount not 
to exceed such sum or sums as may be deposited from time to 
time in the Treasury during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, to 
the credit of “Miscellaneous receipts,” realized from the sale of 
old material, condemned stores, supplies, or other surplus public 
property of any kind and not otherwise reappropriated. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I offer to the amendment 
the amendment which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
amendment to the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In the committee amendment, on page 
33, line 9, after the word “kind”, it is proposed to insert 
“belonging to the Navy Department.” 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 33, after line 10, to 
strike out: 

STRATEGIC AND CRITICAL MATERIALS 


For the procurement and transportation of strategic and critical 
materials, $3,000,000, to remain available until expended: Provided, 
That materials acquired hereunder shall not be issued for current 
use in time of peace without the approval of the Secretary of the 
Navy, except that materials acquired under this title may be 
issued for current use when replaced by materials purchased from 
current appropriations: Provided further, That for the purposes 
of this paragraph, the Secretary of the Navy shall determine what 
materials are strategic and critical. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the heading “Bureau of 
Medicine and Surgery—Medical Department”, on page 35, 
line 22, after the figures “$2,480,000”, to strike out the colon 
and the following proviso: 

Provided, That thé sum to be paid out of this appropriation for 
employees assigned to group IV (b) and those performing similar 
services carried under native and alien schedules in the Schedule 
of Wages for Civil Employees in the Field Service of the Navy De- 
partment shall not exceed $135,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the heading “Bureau of 
Yards and Docks—Maintenance, Bureau of Yards and 
Docks,” on page 37, line 13, after the word “for” to strike 
out the semicolon and “not to exceed $1,550,000 for em- 
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ployees assigned to group IV (b) and those performing 
similar services carried under native and alien schedules in 
the Schedule of Wages for Civil Employees in the Field 
Service of the Navy Department,” so as to read: 

For the labor, materials, and supplies necessary, as determined 
by the Secretary of the Navy, for the general maintenance of the 
activities and properties now or hereafter under the cognizance 
of the Bureau of Yards and Docks, including accident prevention, 
and including such sum as may be necessary incident to the 
utilization of the Naval Station, New Orleans, La., for vessels to 
be placed and maintained in a decommissioned status; the pur- 
chase, maintenance, repair, and operation of passenger-carrying 
vehicles for the Navy Department (not to exceed 10 in number) 
and the Naval Establishment not otherwise provided for; and part- 
time or intermittent employment in the District of Columbia, or 
elsewhere, of such engineers and architects as may be contracted 
for by the Secretary of the Navy, in his discretion, at a rate of 
pay not exceeding $25 per diem for any person so employed, 
$8,230,000: 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I propose an amendment, 
which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 37, line 25, it is proposed to 
strike out Ten“ and insert Eleven.“ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
next amendment of the committee. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Public 
works, Bureau of Yards and Docks”, on page 38, line 24, 
after the word “Docks” and the comma, to strike out “$10,- 
969,000” and insert “$11,129,000”, so as to read: 

For public works and public utilities, Bureau of Yards and 
Docks, $11,129,000, which, together with the unexpended balances 
of appropriations heretofore made under this head, shall be dis- 
bursed and accounted for in accordance with existing law and 
shall constitute one fund. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 39, line 21, after the 
word “accessories” and the comma, to strike out “$500,000” 
and insert “$800,000”, so as to read: 


8 Yard, Mare Island, California: Storehouse and accessories, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 39, at the beginning of 
line 22, to strike out “Navy Yard, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii: 
Improvement of harbor and channel” and insert “Fourteenth 
Naval District: Dredging of channels and improvements of 
harbors”, so as to read: 

Fourteenth Naval District: Dredging of channels and improve- 
ment of harbors, $1,500,000; mooring facilities and accessories, 
$325,000; power-plant building and accessories, $500,000; power- 
plant equipment and extension of distributing systems, $2,250,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. : 

The next amendment was, on page 40, after line 3, to 
insert: 9 

Naval station, Balboa, Canal Zone: Quarters for officers at not 
to exceed $10,000 per unit, $40,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 40, line 9, after the 
figures “$288,000” and the semicolon, to insert “quarters and 
accessories. for officers at not to exceed $40,000 for each 
apartment house to accommodate four families, $360,000”, 
So as to read: 

Submarine base, Coco Solo, Canal Zone: Quarters and acces- 
sories for chief petty officers, $288,000; quarters and accessories 
for officers at not to exceed $40,000 for each apartment house to 
accommodate four families, $360,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the heading “Bureau of 
Aeronautics—Aviation, Navy”, on page 42, line 19, after the 
word “fund”, to strike cut the colon and the following pro- 
viso; 

Provided, That the sum to be paid out of this appropriation for 


employees assigned to group IV (b) and those performing s 
services carried under native and alien schedules in the Schedule 
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of Wages for Civil Employees in the Field Service of the Navy 
Department shall not exceed $1,716,520. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Pay of 
civil employees, Marine Corps”, on page 46, line 17, after 
the word “Provided” and the comma, to strike out “That no 
appropriation contained in this act shall be available for any 
expense on account of enlisted men detailed or assigned to 
duty at Marine Corps Headquarters under orders issued 
subsequent to January 15, 1938” and insert “That the total 
number of enlisted men on duty at Marine Corps Head- 
quarters on May 7, 1930, shall not be increased”, so as to 
read: 

Pay of civil force: For personal services in the District of Co- 
lumbia, as follows: 

Offices of the Major General Commandant and adjutant in- 
spector, $130,000; 943,700 

Office of paymaster, „700: 

Office of 12 — quartermaster, $137,500; in all, $316,200: 

That the total number of enlisted men on duty at Marine Corps 
Headquarters on May 7, 1930, shall not be increased, and in lieu 
of enlisted men whose services at such headquarters shall be 
terminated for any cause prior to July 1, 1939, their place may be 
filled by civilians, for the pay of whom, in accordance with the 
Classification Act of 1923, as amended, either or both the appro- 
priations “Pay, Marine Corps” and “General expenses, Marine 
Corps” shall be available. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “General 
expenses, Marine Corps”, on page 49, line 14, after the word 
“expenses” and the comma, to strike out “$2,385,000” and 
insert “$2,400,000”, so as to read: 

For miscellaneous supplies, material, equipment, personal and 
other services, and for other incidental expenses for the Marine 
Corps not otherwise provided for; purchase, repair, and exchange 
of typewriters and calculating machines; purchase and repair of 
furniture and fixtures; repair of motor-propelled passenger-carry- 
ing vehicles; and purchase, exchange, and repair of horse-drawn 
passenger-carrying and other vehicles, including parts; vete: 
services and medicines for public and the authorized 
number of officers’ horses; purchase of mounts and horse equip- 
ment for all officers below the grade of major required to be 
mounted; shoeing for public animals and the authorized number 
of officers’ horses; books, newspapers, and periodicals; printing and 
binding; packing and crating of officers’ allowance of baggage; 
funeral expenses of officers and enlisted men and accepted appli- 
cants for enlistment and retired officers on active duty, including 
the transportation of their bodies, arms, and wearing apparel from 
the place of demise to the homes of the deceased in the United 
States; construction, operation, and maintenance of laundries; and 
for all emergencies and extraordinary expenses, $2,400,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 50, line 1, after the 
words “In all” and the comma, to strike out “$8,535,380” and 
insert 88,550,380“, and in line 2, after the word “fund”, to 
strike out the colon and the following proviso: “Provided, 
That the sum to be paid out of this appropriation for em- 
ployees assigned to group IV (b) and those performing simi- 
lar services carried under native and alien schedules in the 
Schedule of Wages for Civil Employees in the Field Service 
of the Navy Department shall not exceed $80,000”, so as to 
read: 


Tn all, $8,550,380, to be accounted for as one fund. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the heading “Replace- 
ment of naval vessels”, on page 50, line 18, after the word 
“oiler” and the comma, to strike out “$117,363,150” and 
insert “$119,900,000”, so as to read: 

Construction and machinery: On account of hulls and outfits of 
vessels and machinery of vessels heretofore authorized (and appro- 
priated for in part), and for the commencement of the following 
vessels authorized by the act approved March 27, 1934 (48 Stat. 503- 
505), two battleships, two cruisers of subcategory (b), eight de- 
stroyers, and six submarines, and for the commencement of the 
following vessels authorized by the act approved July 30, 1937 (50 
Stat. 544-545, one minesweeper, one submarine tender, one fleet tug, 
and one oiler, $119,900,000, to remain available until expended, 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I should like to inquire of 
the Senator in charge of the bill what the item of $119,900,000, 
on page 50, line 18, covers. Is it for the two battleships 
which are under construction at this time? 
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Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, the language shows that it is 
not only for the two battleships but commencing the con- 
struction of two cruisers, eight destroyers, and six submarines, 
the vessels which we discussed this morning. 

Mr. FRAZIER. This refers to replacements. 

Mr. BYRNES. That is what it means. They are to replace 
ships going out of commission. 

Mr. FRAZIER. It includes the two new battleships? 

Mr. BYRNES. It includes the whole building program, 
payments on those now under construction, as well as new 
construction. It is for the entire program. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Can the Senator give me the figures as to 
how much the battleships will cost completed, what the esti- 
mate is for the two battleships, or for one battleship? 

Mr. BYRNES. The estimate, over all, was $70,850,000. 

Mr. FRAZIER. For each one of the battleships? 

Mr. BYRNES. That is correct. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, it seems to me that the 
hearing before the Senate Committee on Naval Affairs on 
the so-called Vinson naval building program bill may bring 
out evidence that these battleships would not be needed and 
that it might be wiser, if the money is to be spent for 
fighting material, to spend it for bombing planes instead of 
for battleships. 

In the hearings before the House committee on the so- 
called Vinson bill a very eminent airplane builder testified 
that he could build a 250,000-pound battleplane which 
would carry 30 tons of useful load, such as bombs, or any- 
thing of that kind, to an altitude of 25,000 feet at a speed 
of 380 miles an hour, and it could carry gas enough to range 
11,000 miles. If the 30 tons which it could carry were in 
the form of bombs it would seem to me that the chances of 
a big battleship, even with all its armor, might be very 
slight; and if the battleship were disabled the whole auxiliary 
fieet, which is necessary with the battleships, could be put 
out of business. Of course, the cost of bombing planes is 
a great deal less than the cost of a battleship. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FRAZIER, I am glad to yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. If we do not have the battleships, what 
is the answer? What is the Senator’s proposal—that we 
depend on airplanes, bombing planes, such as he describes? 

Mr. FRAZIER. It would seem that bombing planes are 
much more effective than battleships, and that bombing 
planes are capable of disabling, at least, battleships, as well 
as the auxiliary fleet, which it is claimed is necessary to go 
along with the battleships. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Suppose we accept that and do not 
have any battleships and do not have any cruisers; what is 
the answer to the other fellow when he is after us? Are 
we to rely on airplanes? 

Mr. FRAZIER. That would be one answer. 

Mr. CONNALLY. They have to have their bases, they 
have to have supplies, they have to have a place to which 
they can return. 

Mr. FRAZIER. The plane to which I have referred can 
cruise 11,000 miles. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I know; but it will not cruise 11,000 
miles at one time. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Oh, yes; at one time. 
miles on one filling of the tank. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I understand that, but what I mean is, 
it cannot cover the whole area of the ocean. 

Mr. FRAZIER. There would have to be many of them, 
but many of them could be built for the price of one battle- 
ship. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I am for the airplane; it has a useful 
purpose, just as does every arm of the military, the cavalry, 
the artillery, and the infantry; but does not the Senator know 
that experiments in the Navy have demonstrated that air- 
craft are not capable of destroying fleets, except now and 
then when a bomb might-go down a smokestack and disem- 
bowel a battleship? I do not agree with the Senator at all 
that we can rely entirely on airplanes. The airplane has a 
function, a very important function, but to depend on our 
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having more airplanes than the enemy has would to my 
mind not mean much to national defense. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Does it mean much to national defense 
to say that we are going to have more battleships? 

Mr. CONNALLY. The United States is fortunately situ- 
ated, because we have an ocean on each side of us, and if we 
can command the seas, foreigners cannot land armies on 
United States soil. My view is that we ought to have a Navy 
sufficient to insure us against any foreign enemy being able 
to land an army on our territory. 

Mr. FRAZIER, Taking that for granted, the airplane ex- 
perts claim that the planes are better protection than are 
battleships, and that they are much more effective in keep- 
ing a hostile force from landing on our shores. 

It would seem to me that the experts are in all probability 
correct. If our enemies can build bombing planes or pas- 
senger planes which will have a cruising range of from 
11,000 to 12,000 miles, of course they can even come to this 
country from foreign countries.and drop their bombs on our 
great cities, and go back to their home countries without 
refueling, all the while flying high enough so that the guns 
from any of our battleships could not reach them. 3 

Mr. President, a great number of bombing planes could 
be built for the cost of one battleship. It seems to me that 
in providing for new ships at this time the bill will result 
in a waste of money. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. President, what is the cost of one battle- 
ship? 

Mr. FRAZIER. The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
Byrnes] just said that the battleships provided for in this 
bill can be completed at the estimated cost of about 
$70,000,000 each. Large bombing planes will cost any- 
where from $1,000,000 to three or four million dollars apiece. 
Those, however, are the very large planes. The smaller 
ones, of course, can be built for a great deal less than the 
amount referred to. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jonnson of Colorado in 
the chair). Does the Senator from North Dakota yield 
to the Senator from Michigan? 

Mr. FRAZIER. I yield. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I want to repeat, that the battle- 
ships will cost more than the $70,000,000 estimated. That 
statement is based on the experience of the Maritime Com- 
mission. That Commission asked for bids for the building 
of a fleet of tankers. Based on the estimates which were 
returned in the last few weeks, it will be found that the 
cost of battleships has gone up greatly since the last esti- 
mates on battleships were made, and that the cost will be 
close to $100,000,000 apiece. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I appreciate that. I think 
the larger battleships will probably cost about $100,000,- 
000. In the Vinson bill it is proposed, as I understand, to 
build larger battleships than any other nation has, as we 
must be just a jump or two ahead of Great Britain or 
France or Japan or any other country if we are to be ade- 
quately prepared. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. If we can be a jump or two ahead 
of bankruptcy at the same time, that will be a marvel 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next amendment of the 
committee will be stated. 

The next amendment was, on page 52, after line 3, to 
strike out: 

Neither the appropriation “Replacement of nayal vessels, con- 
struction, and machinery”, nor the appropriation “Replacement of 
naval vessels, armor, armament, and ammunition”, shall be avail- 
able for obligation for any purpose as to ships commissicned prior 
to July 1, 1937, nor as to any ship commissioned subsequent to 
such date after 12 months shall have elapsed from commissioning 
date. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 52, after line 10, to 
insert: 
FIELD-SERVICE LIMITATIONS 


The sums to be paid out of the following-named appropriations 
contained in this act for employees assigned to group IV (b) and 
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those performing similar services carried under native and alien 
schedules in the Schedule of Wages for Civil Employees in the 
Field Service of the Navy Department shall not exceed the follow- 
ing amounts, namely: Miscellaneous expenses, $515,000; naval 
research laboratory, $125,000; operation and conservation of naval 
petroleum reserves, $20,000; training, education, and welfare: Naval 
War College, $77,000; Naval Training Station, San Diego, $3,050; 
Naval Training Station, Newport, $7,700; Naval Training Station, 
Great Lakes, $12,350; Naval Training Station, Norfolk, $2,100; 
instruction, $20,345; libraries, $19,115; welfare and recreation, 
$4,000; instruments and supplies, $38,000; ocean and lake surveys, 
$34,000; organizing the Naval Reserve, $81,000; pay, Naval Academy, 
$257,677; maintenance and repairs, Naval Academy, $26,180; Naval 
Home, Philadelphia, Pa., $13,800; engineering, $1,960,000; construc- 
tion and repair, $1,890,000; ordnance and ordnance stores, $1,380,- 
000; maintenance, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, $4,700,000; 
Medical Department, $135,000; maintenance, Bureau of Yards and 
Docks, $1,550,000; aviation, $1,716,520; and general expenses, Marine 
Corps, $80,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That concludes the com- 
mittee amendments. 

The bill is still before the Senate and open to amend- 
ment. 

Mr. BYRNES. I send to the desk an amendment, which 
I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The CHT CLERK. On page 42, line 25, it is proposed to 
strike out the word further.“ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BYRNES. I send to the desk another amendment, 
which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 24, line 19, it is proposed to 
strike out “interests” and to insert “interest.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, I call attention to the amend- 
ment which I have proposed, on page 38, line 24, and ask 
to have it stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 38, line 24, it is proposed to 
strike out “$11,129,000” and insert “$13,629,000.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Wash- 
ington. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Wait a moment. What is the 
amendment? 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, the purpose of the amend- 
ment is to take care of preliminary work on a graving dock 
authorized by the Congress for the Puget Sound Navy Yard 
at Bremerton. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, does the Senator desire to 
discuss the amendment at this time? 

Mr. BONE. If there is any objection to it, I will dis- 
cuss it. 

Mr. BYRNES. I ask that the amendment be not adopted. 
If the Senator wishes to present an argument upon it, very 
well. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, I would not have tendered the 
amendment save for the fact that the Navy Department has 
insisted upon an extension of the facilities to take care of the 
fieet in its present form, and has proposed additions to our 
fleet. There is a necessity for additional facilities of this 
character on the Pacific coast. This particular proposed 
addition to the facilities at Bremerton has met the unquali- 
fied approval of the Navy Department. I have not heard a 
single objection registered against it. On the contrary, the 
admirals in the Navy Department have urged that the facili- 
ties on the Pacific coast be extended and be made available 
as rapidly as possible. I take it the only reason why the 
Navy has not begun to build this facility before is because 
other things seem to bulk larger. 

The building of the floating dock at Pearl Harbor has been 
postponed on account of the bids that were received, which 
were disproportionate to the moneys available and to what 
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the Department considered a fair price. But the adoption 
of my provision with respect to the Bremerton Navy Yard 
would permit the beginning of work on a graving dock which 
the Congress of the United States authorized in 1935—3 years 
ago. Again I wish to repeat that there is no dissent in the 
Navy with respect to the need for doing this work. If one- 
tenth of what has been asserted regarding the necessity for 
expanding the Navy’s facilities be true, then the money which 
is provided by my amendment for beginning this work ought 
to be voted. There cannot be any doubt about that. 

Mr. President, I am at a loss to understand why the Sen- 
ate year after year is told that we must expand the Navy and 
its facilities, and then when we propose to do it in a common- 
sense way, we are met with objections on the floor of the 
Senate. The bill making appropriations for the Navy De- 
partment is pending now. 

It provides for the appropriation of hundreds of millions 
of dollars. The bill has just now been under discussion by 
Members of the Senate. If there had been legitimate ob- 
jection on the part of the Navy Department to the building 
of the facilities at Bremerton at the time I introduced the 
bill authorizing the building of this graving dock, then at 
this time criticism might be heard with tolerance and pa- 
tience. I want to know whether the Navy means business 
when it says it wants to expand its facilities, or whether it 
does not want to do it. If the Navy does not want to do this 
kind of work, the sooner the Members of the Senate know it 
the better it will be. 

I am merely taking Navy officers at their word, Mr. Presi- 
dent, and am proposing to provide a facility which they say 
is essential, I do not like to have the picture presented of 
any of the departments trifling with us. The Navy either 
wants such facilities or it does not. Certainly out of the 
vast amounts of money now being made available to the 
Navy the Pacific coast is entitled to have provided facilities 
necessary to take care of the fleet in western waters. That 
is all this proposal does. It stands very high on the list of 
desirable projects for the Navy. It is my opinion that, aside 
from the great floating dock at Pearl Harbor in the Ha- 
waiian Islands, this is the next project of its kind on the 
naval list. 

What I have said in the Senate is not intended to reflect 
upon the attitude of the Navy, because the officials of the 
Navy want this dock. I take it that the Senate is going to 
vote for vast appropriations for the Navy, and if it is going 
to do so it ought to provide the facilities necessary for 
handling the ships after they are built, and the Bremerton 
yard is without doubt, at least as I view it, without a peer 
in the country. It is the terminus of the great-circle route 
to the Orient, and is hundreds of miles nearer any possible 
scene of operations in the Pacific in years to come than any 
other point on the Pacific coast. I am not going into that 
angle now. I think it is undesirable to discuss it on the 
floor of the Senate. But I say to my brethren in the Senate 
that if they believe in building a navy, then they cannot 
build it without providing the wherewithal to take care of it 
after it is built. ; 

Members of the Senate, this item covers a graving dock. 
I take it Senators are all familiar with what that means. 
In a pinch it could be employed for building purposes; but 
it is primarily intended for the overhauling work that is so 
essential to the maintenance of the ships of the Navy. A 
navy yard such as the one at Bremerton, on Puget Sound, is 
vital to the Navy’s needs. I think my amendment, provid- 
ing for the beginning of work on this graving dock, which 
is so essential to the needs of the Navy, should be agreed to. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, there was no estimate sub- 
mitted by the Bureau of the Budget for this appropriation. 
The Senate Appropriations Committee considered the 
matter. 

The Senator from Washington in a very able manner pre- 
sented the arguments which he now advances, and which he 
thinks are sufficient to cause us to make the appropriation at 
this time. 
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However, the position of the Navy Department is that the 
Budget Bureau did not submit an estimate for this particular 
appropriation because, in the language of Admiral Moreell, its 
priority position was relatively low. It seems that whenever 
the Department prepares a list for the Bureau of the Budget 
projects are listed in order of priority, and the Department 
endeavors to secure funds for projects in the order of their 
priority. The Navy Department believes that the dock at 
Pearl Harbor is of first importance to national defense, and 
the. Navy Department lists the Pearl Harbor dock as its first 
project upon the west coast. It believes that the dock at 
Puget Sound is second in importance to the Pearl Harbor 
dock. Because of that fact, the Bureau of the Budget did not 
submit an estimate to us for the Puget Sound dock; and I 
think it would be exceedingly unfortunate, under the circum- 
stances, to include the proposed amendment in the pending 
bill. 
I think what the Senator from Washington states as to the 
importance of the Puget Sound dock is true, and I submit to 
the Senate that as the result of legislation now being con- 
sidered by the Naval Affairs Committee there must be another 
appropriation at this session of Congress to provide funds 
for carrying into effect the program adopted by the Congress 
at this session. When the Navy has secured funds for the 
Pearl Harbor project, which it deems of first importance, it 
will doubtless urge the construction of the dock in which the 
Senator from Washington is interested, and Congress may 
then consider making an appropriation. But the Navy De- 
partment believes that the Pearl Harbor dock is of first im- 
portance; and it is exceedingly interested, solely from the 
standpoint of national defense, in having that dock first ap- 
propriated for, and then the Puget Sound dock. 

Therefore, in the absence of an estimate from the Bureau 
of the Budget, I hope the amendment will be rejected. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, I shall add but a word. I ` 
temper this observation by reason of the last statement of 
the Senator from South Carolina. I was tempted to take 
exception to the statement that the Puget Sound project is 
relatively low on the list. However, the Senator has quali- 
fied that statement by saying that the one thing above it is 
the Pearl Harbor dock which has been proposed. I merely 
want to say that naval officials have indicated to me—and 
I take it they are not inclined to trifle in matters of this 
kind—that aside from the desirability of the Pearl Harbor 
dock, which is, of course, a floating dock, the graving dock 
at the Bremerton Navy Yard which is covered by the amend- 
ment is next in the list of desirable achievements by the 
Navy in the matter of new docks. 

Of course it is obvious, Mr. President, that the strategic 
position of the Pacific Northwest makes this project im- 
portant. National defense is not only a matter of intense 
interest to all of us, and of importance to the country, but 
it very intimately touches the Pacific Northwest. That is 
why I have sought to have my amendment adopted. As to 
the matter of proposing the change now, the project having 
been authorized, of course it is for the Senate to determine 
whether it wants to appropriate the money. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment of the 
Senator from Washington is an amendment to an amend- 
ment of the committee, which committee amendment has 
already been adopted. In order that it may come before 
the Senate 

Mr. BONE. Then, Mr. President, I ask that we recur 
to the amendment of the committee, and that I be per- 
mitted to tender my amendment to the amendment of the 
committee. I had assumed that I could offer it at this time. 

I ask unanimous consent for the reconsideration of the 
vote by which the amendment on page 38, line 24, was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the vote is reconsidered. 

The amendment offered by the Senator from Washington 
to the committee amendment will be stated. 


4288 


The Cuter CLERK. In the committee amendment, on page 
38, line 24, after the word “docks” and the comma, it is 
proposed to strike out “$11,129,000” and insert “$13,629,000.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Washington 
to the committee amendment. [Putting the question.] The 
amendment to the amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I ask for a division, and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and nays, 
because I want to find out how far the Members of the 
Senate believe in national defense. I want to know that, so 
that when the naval-expansion bill comes before us we shall 
know whether we are going to do a good job when we spend 
over a billion dollars. I join in asking for a quorum call, 
and I ask for a roll call on my amendment, to find out 
whether or not we want national defense. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The absence of a quorum 
having been suggested, the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Adams Copeland Johnson, Calif, 
Andrews Davis Johnson, Colo. Pittman 
Ashurst Dieterich King pe 
Austin Donahey La Follette Radcliffe 
Bailey Duffy Lee 
Bankhead Ellender Lewis Reynolds 
Barkley Frazier Lodge Russell 
Bilbo George wartz 
Bone Gerry Lonergan Schwellenbach 
Borah Gibson Lundeen Sheppard 
Bridges Gillette McAdoo Shipstead 
Brown, Mich. lass McGill Smathers 
Brown, N. H. Green McKellar Smith 
Bulkley Guffey McNary ‘Thomas, Okla. 
Bulow Hale Maloney ‘Thomas, Utah 
Burke Miller 
Byrd Hatch Milton 

, Byrnes Hayden Minton Vandenberg 
Capper Herring Murray Wagner 
Caraway Hill Neely Walsh 
Chavez Hi Norris Wheeler 
Clark Holt Nye 
Connally O'Mahoney 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ninety Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, we seem to have a great deal 
of trouble securing a quorum. I am wondering just how 
much astonishment it might create among the people of the 
United States to find difficulty in the United States Senate 
in even getting a quorum to consider the regular naval 
appropriation bill which carries over half a billion dollars. 

I wish to say that I am astonished, beyond measure, that 
there is any question raised here about the expenditure for 
this item which the Navy wants when this is only the first 
of the Navy bills. We are going to have a supplemental 
naval bill, and then we are going to have the naval expan- 
sion bill carrying over a billion dollars come over from the 
House in a few days. 

Mr. President, this bill has been pending here for a long 
time and I have said all I am going to say about it. To 
those Senators who came in when the quorum call was made, 
I merely want to say that the amendment provides for the 
beginning of the construction of a graving dock at the 
Puget Sound Navy Yard in the northwest corner of the Na- 
tion, the great navy yard on the Pacific coast which at the 
present time is insufficiently equipped with the material, the 
set-up, and the facilities to handle repair work for the fleet. 

I repeat, for the benefit of Senators who were not here 
when I made the statement previously, that the admirals 
of the Navy have advised me that this is one of the most 
desirable additions to the naval facilities that are sought by 
the Navy Department. I conclude with the statement that 
if there is to be cavil and dispute here over a $2,000,000 
item, I wonder what the United States Senate will do when 
we are going to have to spend nearly $2,000,000,000 or more— 
well over $2,000,000,000 in money and in authorizations— 
under the bills that are coming to us before we adjourn. 

Mr. President, since there has been some question raised 
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to ask for the yeas and nays. I should like to know now, 
I think it is only the fair thing that we should determine 
here, whether we are just going to vote these huge sums 
without going on record or whether we believe in actual 
national defense. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas and nays are 
demanded. 

Mr. BYRNES. I make a point of order against the 
amendment the Senator from Washington has offered to 
come in on page 38, line 24, on the ground that there is 
no Budget estimate for it and it is in violation of section 1 
of rule XVI. 

Mr. BONE, I will advert to that only to the point of 
saying that this question has been raised a number of 
times. This item has been authorized by the Congress of 
the United States, and, in my judgment, that sort of ob- 
jection does not lie. If it does lie, the ruling will be the 
most unique one in the history of the Senate since I have 
been here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair holds the point 
of order is well taken. 

Mr. BONE. Do I understand the Chair to rule that when 
an item such as this has been authorized by the Congress 
a point of order would lie against it? That precise ques- 
tion has been raised twice since 1935. I repeat, this item 
has been authorized by the Congress of the United States. 
If that is to be the ruling of the Chair, I want to know it 
now, so that it may be raised hereafter. There ought to be 
some uniformity in the rulings. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the Senator from Wash- 
ington has concluded his amendment, the question is on 
agreeing to the committee amendment which was recon- 
sidered. Without objection, the committee amendment is 
agreed to. Does the Senator have another amendment? 

Mr. BONE, I should like to know the ruling of the chair. 
I understood that the committee amendment which was 
adopted before I came into the Chamber had been recon- 
sidered and was open to amendment. I tendered an amend- 
ment. Am I correct? 

Mr. BYRNES. A point of order was made against the 
Senator’s amendment, and the point of order was sustained. 

Mr. BONE. I should like to be informed, Mr. President, 
whether, when the Congress of the United States authorizes 
an item of this kind, an improvement, a point of order will 
lie against an amendment to a bill appropriating the money 
for it? That point has heretofore been raised, based upon 
the very matter itself which is now before the Senate. If 
the question arises from some other angle, that I have not 
tendered the amendment in the right way, or something of 
that sort, that is a horse of another color; but, I repeat, the 
graving dock at Puget Sound Navy Yard was authorized by 
the Congress of the United States 3 years ago. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The second part of the Sen- 
ator’s amendment is in order, but it has not as yet been 
offered. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, is the Chair referring to the 
same thing I am discussing? I am discussing the amend- 
ment to add $2,000,000 to this bill for a graving dock at 
the Puget Sound Navy Yard. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That amendment is not now 
under discussion. 

Mr. BONE. That is what I am discussing. 

Mr. BYRNES. The amendment that was offered was on 
page 38, line 24, to increase the amount for public works 
and public utilities, Bureau of Yards and Docks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
second amendment offered by the Senator from Washington. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 39, after line 21, it is proposed 
to insert the following: 

Mes | Yard, Puget Sound, Wash.: Graving drydock, services, 

auxiliary construction, as authorized by the act approved 
Aren 15, 1935 (49 Stat. 155), $4,500,000. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, let me say that that is not 

an appropriation of $4,500,000. That was the original 


about this item and it has long been pending, I am going | amount authorized by the Congress for the graving dock. 
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Originally I proposed an amendment adding four and a half 
million dollars to the appropriation bill. I was advised by 
the Navy Department that the language was inept, and 
should be recast; that the language of the bill should carry 
only an addition of $2,000,000. That is why in lines 1 and 
2 of this amendment the amount added is two and a half 
million dollars. That is the only addition to the bill. The 
four and a half million dollars merely refers to the amount 
authorized by Congress and does not add four and a half 
million dollars to the appropriation. If that is an error, 
then the legal department of the Navy, itself, is in error, 
for this language follows the advice I received from the 
Navy Department and from the admirals who are inter- 
ested in this particular matter. 

I desire to make that plain. This proposal does not 
add four and a half million dollars to the bill. That lan- 
guage was put in only because the authorization was $4,500,- 
000 in the first place. As far as I am concerned, the sec- 
ond provision of the amendment might go out, except for 
the fact that it was put in at the request of the admirals. 
It does not add that much to the bill. The Recorp ought 
to show that fact. All the second provision adds is two and 
a half million dollars, which the Navy Department claimed 
is all it could possibly spend in a year on this work. 

Mr. President, if this matter is to be voted on, will the 
Chair indicate to me what disposition was made of the 
first amendment? I understood that it had not been either 
adopted or rejected, and I am going to ask for a roll call 
on it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The first amendment of 
the Senator from Washington was ruled out on a point of 
order. 

Mr. BONE. I did not so understand. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment now under 
consideration is in order. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, the peculiar thing is that I 
have not sought an addition of $4,500,000. This state of 
affairs presents the most astounding picture. I desire again 
to ask whether it is the ruling of the Chair that when a 
project has been approved by the Congress of the United 
States it may not be voted on and adopted by the Senate be- 
cause it is not here as a Budget item. I want the Recorp to 
show that this matter has been before the Senate twice, and 
that has not been the ruling of the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This is merely a blanket 
amendment. It specifies no amount. It does not show any 
connection with any authorization. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, if any money is to be spent 
by the Navy Department for this purpose, it is essential that 
the amendment now pending be adopted. Should the amend- 
ment which is now pending, on page 39, after line 21—the 
insertion that is urged by the Senator from Washington—be 
adopted, the Navy Department would have the right to use 
any part of the total of $11,000,000 for this purpose and for 
the other purposes set forth. Without this language the 
Department could not do it. The Senator is in error in be- 
lieving that this language would not be of value to him in 
accomplishing the object he has in mind. 

Mr. BONE. I realize that it would authorize the expendi- 
ture, but the Navy Department wants to use the money for 
some other purpose; and a mere granting of power when 
the Navy feels that it will not have the money to do it is 
not what I am seeking. I want the Navy to have the money 
made available to it for this work. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, if that language were 
adopted the money would be available to the Department. 
The Department could use a part of the $11,000,000 for this 
purpose; but I wish to address myself to the amendment 
and to the merits of the proposal. 

The committee having charge of naval appropriations 
went into this matter, discussing it with the officials of the 
Department and with the naval officers who represented 
the Department before the committee. They took the posi- 
tion that the Bureau of the Budget had declined to submit 
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to the Congress an estimate for this appropriation, the 
admiral who discussed the matter making this statement: 

That item, Senator, was not included in the Navy Depart- 
ment’s Budget as presented to the Bureau of the Budget because 
of its relatively iow priority. Therefore, no action was taken by 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

The Department established a list of projects in the order 
of priority they deem essential for national defense. They 
may have many projects; and this project was relatively 
low on the list, because they thought other things were of 
greater importance. Insofar as docks on the west coast 
are concerned, they believed that a dock at Pearl Harbor 
was of first priority; that it was most essential for national 
defense. Next to that, in the consideration of the question 
of docks, they believed that the dock in which the Senator 
from Washington is interested comes second in priority. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. BYRNES. I yield to the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Is the dock at Pearl Harbor to 
which the Senator refers the floating drydock? 

Mr. BYRNES. Yes, 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Is it not a fact that the Con- 
gress in 1936 made an appropriation of $10,000,000 for the 
Pearl Harbor dock and that it was impossible for the Navy 
Department to proceed with the construction of that dock 
because of the fact that the lowest bid they received from a 
private firm was in excess of $21,000,000 and the lowest esti- 
mate they received from the Navy Yard at Bremerton was in 
excess of $16,000,000, so that the $10,000,000 which had been 
appropriated for the Pearl Harbor floating drydock was used 
for the payment of personnel in 1937? 

Mr. BYRNES. That is correct; and Admiral Moreell and 
Captain Austin so stated to the committee at the time. They 
were exceedingly anxious to have provision made for the 
dock at Pearl Harbor. I have said to the Senator from 
Washington that there is not on the part of the Navy De- 
partment, so far as the Appropriations Committee can judge 
their views, any antagonism to this proposal. If so much 
money is to be made available for the Naval Establishment, 
they do believe that in order of priority preference should be 
given and an appropriation made for the Pearl Harbor dock; 
and when they have secured that, according to the informa- 
tion we have, they are exceedingly anxious that this shall 
be the second dock upon their program. 

We know that at this session we are bound to have another 
appropriation bill for the Naval Establishment. I have no 
doubt that at that time the Department will present their 
Budget estimates, and Congress will have an opportunity to 
pass upon this question. At this time, however, when there is 
no estimate for this item, and the Navy Department did not 
urge it upon the Budget Bureau, and when they are exceed- 
ingly anxious that the Pearl Harbor dock be given preference, 
I do not think this amendment should be adopted. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, if the Senator will 
permit me, is it not a fact that the officials of the Navy De- 
partment recognize that there is practically no possibility of 
getting the Pearl Harbor floating dock because of the high 
bids they received and the high estimate they received? 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, on the contrary, their state- 
ment was that they believed they would obtain the Pearl 
Harbor dock, and that what they need is an increased authori- 
zation. Of course, an increased authorization would permit 
the appropriation. As I understand, the Committee on Naval 
Affairs is going to consider the matter. We shall have action 
upon it at this session. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President 

Mr. BYRNES. I yield to the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. McNARY. Has the able Senator made a point of order 
against the amendment? 

Mr. BYRNES. Against the first amendment; not against 
this one. 

Mr. McNARY. I refer to the one now under discussion, 
namely, the additional appropriation of about two and a half 
million dollars. Is that it? 
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Mr. BYRNES. 
amendment; yes. 

Mr. McNARY. 
amendment? 


A point of order was made on the first 
The Senator made a point of order on that 


Yes. 
What was the ground assigned for the point 


On the amendment to increase the amount 
for public works and public utilities, Bureau of Yards and 
Docks, I made the point of order that there was no Budget 
estimate for it. 

Mr. McNARY. Was there a recommendation of a stand- 
ing or select committee? 

Mr. BYRNES. There was not. 

Mr. McNARY. Did the committee act on this proposal at 
all? 3 

Mr. BYRNES. No; they did not. 

Mr. McNARY. I regret that the Senator has made the 
point of order, because this is a very important link in the 
adequate defense of the Pacific Northwest. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I desire to say that I admit 
that the committee, in its judgment upon the matter, was 
guided in great measure by the views of the General Board 
having charge of it. Their position is just as I have stated 
it—that from the standpoint of the defense of the western 
coast, the first dock that is desirable and essential is the 
Pearl Harbor dock; next to that, the Puget Sound dock. 

Mr. McNARY. I must concede the logic of the Senator’s 
point of order. I only hope, in the interest of national de- 
fense, that he will not insist upon it. 

Mr. BYRNES. It was solely in the interest of national 
defense that the committee took the position it did. Every 
one upon whom we relied for expert information as to 
national defense so advised the committee. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, I should like 
briefly to say that in 1936 the Congress appropriated $10,- 
000,000 for a floating drydock to be built upon the Pacific 
coast and used in Pearl Harbor. At that time it was felt 
that the sum of $10,000,000 would be sufficient. We in the 
State of Washington were interested in the matter because 
we hoped the floating drydock would be built at the Puget 
Sound Navy Yard. Bids were asked for from private con- 
cerns; and my recollection is that the only bid which was 
received was from the Bethlehem Steel Co., which offered to 
build the dock for some $21,000,000, which was $11,000,000 
in excess of the amount of the appropriation. 

Then requests were made for estimates from the two yards 
on the Pacific coast, the Mare Island yard and the Puget 
Sound Navy Yard. The exact amount of those estimates I 
have not been able to ascertain. The Navy Department 
properly is not willing to give the exact amounts. However, 
from my conversations with officials of the Department, I 
am satisfied that the Puget Sound yard had the lower esti- 
mate, and I think it was something in excess of $16,000,000. 
I do not know how many trips I made to the Navy Depart- 
ment last year urging them to ask the Congress for an 
additional appropriation so that the floating drydock might 
be built at the Puget Sound yard. 

It was explained to me that, because of increasing prices 
and the impossibility of determining what would be the 
actual cost of the floating drydock, they were unwilling to 
ask for the appropriation. 

I have discovered nothing in all of the conversations I 
have had with the Navy Department to indicate that they 
have changed their minds or to indicate that there is a 
possibility of having the floating drydock. We are just as 
much interested in that floating drydock as is anyone else. 
We believe it is going to be built at the Puget Sound Navy 
Yard. But when there is a sort of an ephemeral first choice 
and then a very definite second choice, and the Navy De- 
partment and the admirals very definitely recognize the 
necessity of having another dock upon the Pacific coast in 
one of the navy yards, it seems to me that there is nothing 
logical about diverting the appropriation for a definite 
amount, which we know will build a graving dock at Puget 
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Sound, in the hope that the Navy Department and the 
Budget Bureau and the Congress may decide upon a floating 
drydock to be built at Pearl Harbor. 

I wish to join with my colleague in the argument in favor 
of the amendments which he has submitted. It is an 
amendment which increases the amount of the appropria- 
tion, and the amendment has been declared out of order. 
It is an amendment which will authorize the Navy Depart- 
ment, by means of this appropriation bill, to commence work 
upon the graving dock at Puget Sound. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, so that there will be no mis- 
understanding in the minds of the people of the Northwest, 
let it be understood that even if we agree to this amend- 
ment we are not doing anything for the Puget Sound Navy 
Yard except giving them a hope which is illusory, and which 
may never be realized unless the Navy takes some of the 
money made available by this item, which contains many 
smaller items, and employs some of the money in that navy 
yard. I do not want any misunderstanding in the minds of 
eH people of the Pacific Northwest as to the meaning of 


The language I have tendered was prepared by the Navy 
Department, and I was assured that it carried into execution 
the thing they wanted. That is the challenging considera- 
tion about this whole matter; the Navy prepared this lan- 
guage for this bill through its own legal officials, and I 
assumed that the Navy would support it. I am, therefore, 
rather astonished that there is not more enthusiasm on their 
part for the amendment. 

I am sorry, because the Government may not be able, and 
probably will not be able, to use any of the money in this 
item of $11,121,000 for the Puget Sound dock. ‘There remains 
only the hope that the Navy may come here later with a sup- 
plemental estimate and ask for an appropriation to begin the 
work on this graving dock. 

Mr. WALSH, Mr. President, I should like to ask the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina a few questions, if I may, to clear 
this matter up in my own mind and in the minds of others. 

First of all, the Congress has authorized the building of a 
dock at Pearl Harbor and a dock at Puget Sound? 

Mr. BYRNES. That is correct. 

Mr. WALSH. Has the money been appropriated and con- 
struction begun on the dock at Pearl Harbor? 

Mr. BYRNES. No. Bids were asked for, and the bids were 
in excess of the authorization, so the Department is asking 
for an increase in the authorization. Then the Department, 
appearing before the Committee on Appropriations, through 
its representatives, made the statement that the item for the 
dock at Puget Sound was not included in the Navy Depart- 
ment Budget as presented to the Bureau of the Budget be- 
cause of its relatively low priority. Therefore no action was 
taken by the Bureau of the Budget. 

They reiterated with great emphasis that the item of 
highest priority with them was the dock at Pearl Harbor. 
They stated that the dock at Puget Sound came second, 
so the Pearl Harbor dock was first in importance, so far as 
they were concerned. Therefore, we did not have an esti- 
mate before us. The Navy Department did not urge it upon 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. WALSH. As I understand the situation, the Navy 
Department is committed to the Pearl Harbor dock as being 
a more important undertaking for the Navy at this time 
for national defense purposes? 

Mr. BYRNES. That is exactly their position. 

Mr. WALSH. While the Department is friendly to the 
construction of a dock at Puget Sound, it considers that the 
Pearl Harbor dock should have the right-of-way? 

Mr. BYRNES. They deem it of the utmost importance. 

Mr. WALSH. I so understand. I understand also that, 
in their efforts to keep down to the limit the large increases 
in the appropriation bill, they decided to confine their 
request to the Congress to an appropriation for the Pearl 
Harbor dock. ~ 

Mr. BYRNES. They decided that they could not at this 
time ask for the Puget Sound dock. But that does not mean 
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that they are opposed to it. On the contrary, they say it is 
second in the order of priority in the construction of docks 
on the Pacific coast; but they do not ask for it now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Washington. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, I have just one word to say. 
I am glad to see this exhibition of thrift develop all of a 
sudden on the part of the Navy. I wonder whether it will 
continue to demonstrate itself in the Senate Chamber when 
we come to consider the bill calling for the expenditure of 
over $1,000,000,000. 

I have another amendment which I should like to have 
the clerk read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 55, line 4, it is proposed to 
strike out “except when the repair, purchase, or acquire- 
ment, by or from any private contractor, would, in the 
opinion of the Secretary of the Navy, be advantageous to the 
national defense.” 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, by way of explanation let me 
say to the Members of the Senate that in 1929 there ap- 
peared, as I recall for the first time in naval legislation, lan- 
guage which became known as the Dallinger amendment. 
I have in my hand a naval authorization bill, Public, No. 726, 
approved February 26, 1929, which contains this language, 
known as the Dallinger amendment: 

That the first and each alternate cruiser upon which 


work is undertaken, together with the main engines, armor, and 
armament for such eight cruisers, the construction and manu- 
facture of which is authorized by this act, shall be constructed or 
manufactured in the Government navy yards, naval gun factories, 
naval ordnance plants, or arsenals of the United States, except 
such material or parts as are not customarily manufactured in 


such Government plants. 

With varying changes that language has been carried in 
the subsequent naval acts. It became incorporated in the 
so-called Vinson-Trammell Act of 1934, which is now, in 
effect, our basic legislation. We found it in the Vinson- 
Trammell Act of 1934 in this language: 

Provided further, That the first and each succeeding alternate 
vessel of each category, except the 15,000-ton aircraft carrier, upon 
which work is und and the main engines, armor, and arma- 
ment for such vessels, the construction and manufacture of which 
is authorized by this act, shall be constructed or manufactured in 
the Government navy yards, naval stations, naval gun factories, 
naval ordnance plants, or arsenals of the United States, except 
such material or parts as were not customarily manufactured in 
such Government plants prior to February 13, 1929. 


Then there was the further addition: 


If inconsistent with the public interests in any year to have a 
vessel or vessels constructed as required above, the President may 
have such vessel or vessels built in a Government or private yard 
as he may direct. 

That is a departure from the old Dallinger amendment, 

We find in the language in the naval appropriation bill 
before us a reference to national defense and an authoriza- 
tion to the Secretary of the Navy, not the President, but the 
Secretary of the Navy, to divert building to private yards 
and to divert repair work to private yards. 

Mr. President, this is very broad language. It is so broad 
that should the Secretary of the Navy decide to do it, con- 
tracts for large quantities of ordnance and other materials 
which are used in the construction and equipment of naval 
vessels could be let to private contractors upon the mere 
assertion that such a procedure would be advantageous to 
national defense. All in the world the Secretary of the Navy 
would have to do would simply be to decide in his own mind 
that a thing would inure to national defense, and he could 
wash out, in practical effect, all that was accomplished, or 
tentatively accomplished, under the Dallinger amendment 
and subsequent enactments of a similar character. 

Heretofore all repairs and modernization of naval vessels 
have as a matter of course been assigned to navy yards, but 
the language proposed in the bill now before us would per- 
mit the Secretary of the Navy to let such work out to private 
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contractors. Those who are interested in the preservation 
of the great and vital instrumentalities of national defense 
which we call our Government navy yards ought to be fully 
advised that if this bill passes with this language in it the 
Secretary of the Navy by a stroke of the pen can take not 
only the possibility of construction work out of the picture, 
but he can remove repair work from the navy yards if he so 
desires. 

I have pending a bill requiring the building of our ships in 
Government navy yards. I have received a letter from the 
Navy Department opposing the bill and what it proposes to 
accomplish. The language of the bill negates every possi- 
bility of accomplishing what I had sought to accomplish 
by my bill, and that is the building of our Navy in our own 
navy yards. I felt as I did because I believe that the whole 
business of national defense should be a Government oper- 
ation. We long ago outgrew the old feudal theory of hiring 
armies of mercenaries to fight our battles. It has seemed 
to me we should not farm out so vital a thing as national 
defense. That ought to be a function of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. So far as concerns the building of our Navy, I 
believe that the wellsprings of logic can be searched and 
nothing can there be found that is challenging to us except 
the theory that some private shipyard has a right to make 
a great deal of money out of the Government. 

Mr, President, before Mr. Kennedy, who is now our Am- 
bassador to the Court of St. James, left for his post, he com- 
mented to some of us in Washington on the bids being re- 
ceived from private shipbuilding interests for naval vessels 
and the auxiliaries we are intending to construct. I am 
glad that the very amiable and able chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Commerce of the Senate [Mr. COPELAND] has 
arrived on the scene, so that he may make some comments 
on this matter if he desires, because his committee is going 
to have to face this particular problem. Mr. Kennedy was 
horrified at the size of some of the bids that the Maritime 
Commission was receiving for some of the auxiliary ships. 
We are going to receive bids up to $2,000 a ton on some types 
of ships. We are already paying $4,000 a ton for destroyers. 
Think of it, $4,000 a ton dead weight! 

If that price were applied to one of the 50,000-ton battle- 
ships which are in contemplation, such a ship would cost 
$200,000,000. As it is, it is a fair assumption to indulge, Mr. 
President, that if we decide to build capital ships of around 
48,000 to 50,000 tons size, they will cost $100,000,000. The 
American people are going to awaken some day to what this 
naval program is going to mean to them in dollars and cents, 
and what it will mean to the taxpayers. 

Mr. President, the bids I spoke of came from private ship- 
building interests, which the Navy Department assures us 
must be preserved at all hazards, no matter if we must take 
the American taxpayer apart in order to preserve the private 
shipbuilding interests’ rights to extract such frightful prices 
from the National Government in connection with provid- 
ing for the national defense. I say that when the people of 
this country awaken to the implications of that thing and 
what it is going to mean to them, there will be trouble in 
store. 

We received the bids on the proposed floating dock at Pearl 
Harbor, which was described in the Senate a few moments 
ago. As I understand, the bids amounted to over $20,000,000. 
Congress very naively thought it could be built for $10,000,- 
000. How naive we are. We are almost child-like in our 
faith in fellows who “took us to the cleaners” during the 
war in the sacred name of patriotism. How naive we are. 
We went down the path of dalliance with these gentlemen, 
and they came in with bids of $20,000,000 for the Pearl Har- 
bor floating drydock, when the Government thought it could 
get it for $10,000,000. The result is we are not going to 
build it. We are not going to get a hundred cents’ worth 
out of every dollar of the taxpayers’ money that we spend. 
We will be fortunate indeed if in dealing with the shipbuild- 
ers we get 30 cents’ worth for every dollar of the taxpayers’ 
money. 


4292 


Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, what exactly does the 
Senator propose by his amendment? I beg the Senator's 
pardon for asking the question, but I was in a committee 
meeting and did not hear the Senator’s statement. 

Mr. BONE. I hope my answer will not take too long. 
Beginning in 1929 there has been inserted in naval bills 
language, which was characterized in 1929 as the so-called 
Dallinger amendment, which required the building of alter- 
nate vessels in Government navy yards. There has been 
since that time a very studied and persistent effort to elim- 
inate that provision from naval bills. In the Vinson- 
Trammell Act, over my protest at the time, there was in- 
corporated language which allowed the President, in his 
discretion, to divert certain construction to private yards, 
if he thought it was not inconsistent with public interest 
so to do. This year there is still a bolder thrust at this 
language. This time the provision in the bill is so broad 
that every one of these ships could be constructed in a 
private yard if it was desired to do so. It is found on page 55 
of the bill, and I will read it to the Senator: 

Except when the repair, purchase, or acquirement, by or from 
any private contracter, would, in the opinion of the Secretary of 
the Navy, be advantageous to the national defense. 

Mr. President, contrary to our usual formula, under which 
we entrust the President with these matters, we decided 
that it is no longer necessary to entrust the President with 
the decision as to when it is necessary to have our naval 
vessels built in private shipyards in preparation for national 
defense. We turned it over to the Secretary of the Navy. 
So that we may no longer go to the White House, but we 
have to go to the Secretary of the Navy and talk to him 
in the event he should decide, in the interest of national 
defense, that the ships should not only be built in private 
yards in toto, but all repair work should be done there. 
And who is to say him nay if he says so? If a protest 
were made, the Secretary would very calmly take out the 
bill which is now before us as H. R. 8993 and read the 
language of the bill to the Senator or Representative who 
was protesting, and say, “It is the policy of Congress not 
only to build but to repair ships in private yards.” 

Mr. President, I say that there is something challenging 
in that situation, especially in these days when we are get- 
ting from private yards such frightfully high bids, for which 
there is no excuse whatever. There is no justification for 
the exactions the private shipbuilding interests make against 
this Government. There is no reason or logic for that to 
be found in the existing wage scales, in the price of steel, 
or in anything of that sort. Surely wages have gone up, as 
prices have gone up, but hot in such proportion as to justify 
the high bids now being received. 

At the present moment, because of lack of work, several 
thousand mechanics are on the furlough list at the several 
navy yards and arsenals. These establishments are still 
far from running at full capacity; and, as matter of fact, 
are able to perform all of the work appropriated for in the 
current Naval Appropriation Act, even though under exist- 
ing law the construction of half the naval vessels is to be let 
to private contractors. 

The proposed new language, which would permit of work 
now being performed in Government establishments to be 
let to private contractors, without regard to cost, appears 
to reverse the sentiment which has prevailed in Congress 
for many years of requiring the full utilization of Govern- 
ment establishments to perform work required by the Navy 
Department. The paragraph to which this new language is 
added has annually been a part of the Naval Appropriation 
Act for many years, as I have indicated. With minor modi- 
fications, it has been in the bill since 1920, or thereabouts, 
even antedating the so-called Dallinger amendment. 

Last year and the year previous, as Senators will recall, 
the House incorporated language in the two naval appro- 
priation bills, which, if adopted by the Senate, would have 
entirely prevented naval aircraft factories from manufactur- 
ing airplanes and airplane engines, excepting experimental 
and repair jobs. 
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Mr. President, I cannot understand why there is such a 
persistent effort on the part of Congress to hamstring our 
own Government agencies. We see the bid prices we are 
getting, and we see and can calmly appraise and realistically 
understand the significance of the frightful prices that the 
Government is paying for instrumentalities of national de- 
fense. I think I am a little too loyal to my Government to 
want to see it pay $2 for something that ought to cost only 
a dollar. If there is anything wrong in that logic, I should 
like to know what it is. The Government navy yards hire 
men. They pay just as good wages as do the private yards. 
Then why pay more for national defense at a time when we 
need every dollar we can keep in our Treasury? I want to 
get a dollar’s worth of national defense for every dollar spent. 

Similarly there may be those, both in the House and in 
the departments, who favor the proposed new language, who 
may feel that it would be in the interests of national defense 
to have little or no work along the line of ordnance and 
other materials performed in navy yards and arsenals. 

Those who favor the proposed language would have us 
accept the assurances of Representative Umsreap, who had 
charge of the naval appropriation bill while it was under 
debate in the House, that “there is no thought or purpose in 
back of the proposition to diminish the work in navy yards 
and arsenals.” If there is no such thought, why put the 
language in? Perhaps, to quote the learned Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. Boran], who quoted Talleyrand, “Language was 
made to conceal thought.” There is a very definite purpose 
for language in a bill, Mr. President, and there is very defi- 
nite purpose in, for the first time, sweeping out of our legis- 
lation every single line authorizing and directing the Secre- 
tary of the Navy to have any work performed in Government 
navy yards. 

When the language “except such material or parts as are 
not customarily manufactured in Government plants” was 
originally added to the Dallinger amendment to the Cruiser 
Act of February 13, 1929, the Senator from Maine (Mr. 
Harej, who had charge of the bill, stated that the purpose 
of this language was to permit the Navy Department to 
purchase “chronometers” and other such gadgets as go on 
the main engines of naval vessels. In practice, this lan- 
guage was interpreted by the Navy Department to empower 
it to let contracts for all the Diesel engines for submarines 
authorized by the Vinson-Trammell Act, in which the lan- 
guage already quoted was incorporated. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BONE. I yield. 

Mr. COPELAND. Without expressing any opinion about 
the proposal of the Senator from Washington, I wish to 
say to him that it was testified before the Committee on 
Commerce that if the merchant marine were built up, as is 
desired, it would require the space of every shipyard in the 
United States for 2 years. One of the things I have been 
wondering about is how we are going to build up the mer- 
chant marine and at the same time carry on this tremendous 
naval building program. I seriously question whether we 
have in the shipyards of the United States anywhere near 
the necessary capacity to carry on even a decent fraction 
of the proposed construction. 

Mr. BONE. If, as has been suggested by the able Senator 
from New York, the proposed building program would ex- 
cessively crowd the shipbuilding yards, what is the purpose 
in eliminating, by specific language in the naval bill, build- 
ing in navy yards? If the Senator’s statement be accurate, 
such a proposal would still further complicate the problem 
for private yards. At a time when we are told that the 
private yards will have a large amount of work, we find 
language in the naval bill excluding building work, and even 
repair work, from our own Government navy yards. 

But, Mr. President, I am not approaching the considera- 
tion of this matter from that angle alone. I am approach- 
ing it from the angle that national defense ought to be a 
Government concern. Our Government ought to be self- 
sufficient in the matter of national defense, and ought not 
to be compelled to rely on private yards which submit bids, 
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such as those on the floating drydock, of more than $2 for 
every dollar appropriated. 

At that time Congress was supergenerous and thought it 
was appropriating enough money to take care of the maxi- 
mum costs, yet we were not within 50 percent of the cost. 
I say to the Senator from New York—and he knows it to 
be true—that Mr. Kennedy was shocked by the bids re- 
ceived. Instead of the program costing us $800,000,000 it 
will cost $1,600,000,000 before we are through. For the 
thing which the American people thought they would get 
for $800,000,000 they are going to pay $1,600,000,000, and 
they will be lucky to get it at that price. 

Mr, COPELAND. The bids which came in on the mer- 
chant ships of the C-2 type were at least twice as great as 
the Maritime Commission expected. In order to make pos- 
sible the building of some of those ships and obtain a bid 
to carry out their construction at a price within reason it 
has been necessary to go into the South and rehabilitate a 
shipyard. 

There is no doubt that the Senator from Washington is 
entirely right. The United States faces a tremendous bur- 
den if it is to carry out both its naval program and its 
merchant marine program. I do not hesitate to say that, 
because I think the Congress ought to know it, and the 
country ought to know it. I am in favor of both programs, 
but I do not think we should keep the country in ignorance 
of the fact that if the programs are carried out under con- 
ditions as they exist today we are going to spend a tre- 
mendous amount of money—far more, in my opinion, than 
we have anticipated, from the figures which were given us, 
which figures were founded on estimates made a considerable 
time ago. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, what the Senator from New 
York says is absolutely true. He is chairman of a com- 
mittee which has been compelled to consider some of these 
problems. He had the opportunity not only to listen to a 
discussion of them but to talk to Mr. Kennedy, who has since 
departed for London. The cost of the program will be 
staggering. 

In view of the fact that the Senate has voted for the 
yardstick principle of competition, I cannot understand why 
we should put in an act language which strikes from the 
hands of a Government agency the one thing which it might 
employ to defend it against excessive prices. A Secretary 
of the Navy might be hostile to public building. As a 
matter of fact, the Navy Department has never evinced 
great loyalty to the principle of building ships in Govern- 
ment yards. 

Let me say to my brethren in the Senate that if we ex- 
pand private yards to build battleships and part of the 
merchant marine, we shall have to pay the cost of expan- 
sion of the private yards, which will be a gift to the private 
shipyard owner, who will have the benefit of the expansion 
at public expense; whereas if the money were spent in ex- 
panding our own Government navy yards, the facilities 
would belong to your Government and mine. They would 
not be a gift from the public funds to some private organi- 
zation. Private operators are not going to build yards 
without letting the Government pay for them. If we are 
going to be thrifty, let us be intelligently thrifty. 

I think I am too cold-blooded a lawyer not to want to 
give my Government a decent chance in this enterprise. 
We in the Senate have voted for the yardstick principle in 
connection with power. I voted, as did many other Sena- 
tors, for the T. V. A. Senators from the Tennessee Valley 
region urgently advocated the yardstick principle on the 
floor of the Senate, and I am advocating the same principle 
for precisely the same reason. Ido not want a private con- 
cern to come, like a highwayman, to my Government, and 
say, “Stand and deliver,” and have my Government help- 
less. If language such as is proposed goes into the act, 
Congress will encourage striking from the hands of Gov- 
ernment agencies the one weapon with which they may 
defend themselves against a form of what I designate as 
extortion—extortion accomplished under the form of law. 
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If by our votes we write such language into the law, we 
say to the Secretary of the Navy, “All right. Send this work 
out of the Government navy yards. It is perfectly all right 
with us. Send out repair work, too.” 

For several years the Appropriations Committee has 
made the initial appropriations for six submarines each year. 
Under the language requiring 50 percent of the work to be 
assigned navy yards, three of each of these six sets of sub- 
marines were to be allocated to navy yards, including the main 
engines. The construction of one-half of these submarines 
was duly allocated to navy yards, but all of the main engines 
in the first allotment were awarded to private contractors. 
More recently only about one-half of one set of engines out 
of each six was allocated to navy yards. This procedure was 
contrary to the plain intent of Congress, but the language 
of the act was extended far beyond the purchase of chro- 
nometers,” and so forth. Nothing has been done legislatively 
to correct this situation. 

In the act of July 30, 1937, authorizing the construction 
of six auxiliary vessels, language was incorporated requiring 
that 50 percent of the work on an approximate tonnage basis 
must be allocated the navy yards. It provided, however— 

That the President may, however, should the public interests in 
his Judgment so require, have the vessels built in Government or 
private yards, notwithstanding the allocation otherwise imposed. 

This language—and its equivalent in other acts—was ex- 
plained originally in Congress to mean that the President 
would not exercise this authority except in extreme emergency. 

On December 7, 1937, by direction of the President, pre- 
sumably acting on the recommendation of the Navy Depart- 
ment, a contract for the construction of one destroyer tender 
and one seaplane tender, authorized by the act of July 30, 
1937, was awarded to the New York Shipbuilding Co., even 
though, under the ordinarily accepted intent of the language 
in the act, one of these vessels should have been constructed 
by either the Norfolk Navy Yard or the Philadelphia Yard, 
both of which submitted estimates. 

The Third Deficiency Act of August 25, 1937, in appropriat- 
ing funds for commencing the construction of two of the 
auxiliary vessels authorized by the act of July 30, 1937, con- 
tained the following language: 

Provided, That under the funds made available by this paragraph 
contracts shall not be made with private shipbuilders or orders 
placed with navy yards for more than two of such vessels and the 
cost of either shall not exceed the estimated cost thereof set forth 
on pages 524 and 525 of the hearings of the House Committee on 


Appropriations on the third deficiency appropriation bill for the 
fiscal year 1937. 


It so happens that the navy-yard estimates noted on pages 
524 and 525 of the hearings referred to were made up several 
months prior to their incorporation in the hearings. The 
cost of materials had gone up in the meantime. When, 
therefore, the navy-yard estimates were finally submitted and 
opened on December 1, 1937, it was found that the navy- 
yard estimate in the case of the destroyer tender exceeded 
the authorization, while the navy-yard estimate on the sea- 
plane tender was still below the authorized limit of cost. 
Therefore, the Navy Department was estopped from award- 
ing the destroyer tender to a navy yard; but it still had a 
right to comply with the terms of the authorizing act and 
award the seaplane tender to a navy yard, since the final 
navy-yard estimate was below the cost stipulated in the 
third deficiency act. 

This disclosure of the navy-yard estimates before the pri- 
vate bidders submitted their bids, I submit, was unfair, be- 
cause all the private bidders had to do was to submit a bid 
below the known navy yard estimates and thereby get the 
work, in case the President saw fit to exercise his authority 
and deem it in “the public interests” to save money by giving 
both jobs to private shipyards instead of giving one to a 
navy yard, as originally intended by Congress. 

However, in view of the fact that the Navy Department 
accepted the alternate bids of the New York Shipbuilding 
Co. for the construction of these two vessels, the job may 
ultimately cost the Government more than the figures indi- 
cate. The alternate bids of $10,737,555 for the destroyer 
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tender and $9,943,000 for the seaplane tender are in the 
nature of a cost-plus proposition. The Navy Department 
agrees to add to the contract price any increase in cost by 
reason of increased cost of materials or labor. ‘Therefore, 
these vessels may ultimately cost more than the limit of cost 
placed in the proviso in the third deficiency act; but the 
language will have served its purpose of diverting all of this 
work to private shipyards instead of having 50 percent of it 
go to navy yards. 

My principal purpose in reciting the manner in which law 
is interpreted, as distinguished from the manner in which it 
is explained at the time of enactment, is to point out that 
the explanation at present being given as to the purpose of 
the proposed new language in the pending naval appropria- 
tion act—that is to say, the language I have quoted—is 
likely to be deviated from just as widely as previously dis- 
cretionary power lodged in the executive branches of the 
Government has been. 

The men who have attempted to present the other aspect 
of this problem, to present it from an angle more acutely 
personal to them and to all of us and not to make it a mere 
venture into the realm of private business for private profit, 
feel that this deviation from accepted principles during 
the last 10 or 15 years is too serious a thing not to justify 
rather critical and serious discussion at this time. This 
language ought to be eliminated from the bill. i 

The disclosures, I think, which were made before the 
Senate Munitions Committee have impressed—and I think 
rather deeply impressed—a large segment of the American 
public. They have been made to realize what some of this 
business of surrendering the national defense to private 
interests has meant. 

Mr. President, I now presume to prophesy, dangerous as 
that may be. I never have seen a more enthusiastic group 
of people in my life than some of the gentlemen representing 
private business interests, who are interested in building 
warships. I had thought that the experience we had in 
the World War in dealing with some of these superpatriotic 
gentlemen would have taught us a lesson with respect to 
proper principles of the taxation of war profits, a lesson to 
those of us who are lawyers that should be very effective 
in dealing with the problem of private profiteering in so 
sacred and important a thing as the national defense. So 
I venture to prophesy that unless the Congress girds its 
loins for a fight with this crowd, before we get through with 
this program of national defense it is going to leave some 
very bad odors in this country. The national defense ought 
to be, and is, a holy thing, but it is going to be tainted by 
unconscionable private profits flowing to men who are not 
entitled to make them out of this Government in its hour of 


Let Senators not forget that there are probably 10,- 
000,000 people who are unemployed in this country, and 
we are not going into a Roman holiday for the gentlemen 
who engage in this kind of business without painting a 
picture for those people who at this time are bereft and 
robbed of an opportunity which they think justly belongs 
to them. 

We are not going to throw away public money out of the 
Treasury at the rate of twice what a ship is worth without 
having to answer for it; and we will answer. I am fearful, 
however, Mr. President, in this bit of prophecy, that it may 
be too late to make the right kind of answer if people get 
sold on the idea that the Congress thinks more of having 
private profits made by gentlemen engaged in the business 
of making the instrumentalities of national defense than it 
does in national defense itself; that it sacrifices substance 
for form; and believes that the national defense is some- 
thing to take care of private business interests instead of 
protecting the Republic. 

I cannot understand why there should be any objection to 
this Government making its own instrumentalities of na- 
tional defense, for we had an opportunity during the World 
War to see what these gentlemen would do to us when they 
had the opportunity. 
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I cannot win this kind of a fight, but I want to enter my 
protest in the Recorp. I do not want to see language left 
in this bill that is a patent invitation, a bid, and a direction. 
if you please, to the Secretary of the Navy not only not to 
do more work in Navy yards but to take it out and give it to 
private yards at the very moment when, as the Senator from 
New York pointed out, the bids that are coming from private 
shipyards are unconscionable and make the very hair of 
men who are dealing with the fiscal operations of this Gov- 
ernment stand on end. We are not going to be able to 
build the merchant marine we want; we are not going to 
build the Navy we want for national-defense purposes be- 
cause of the astounding cost; and it is going to become more 
and more apparent as time goes on. It is going to be very 
shocking to us, but, Mr. President, it will be more shocking 
to the country when they discover what they are going to 
Py for national defense, when there is not a bit of excuse 

or it. 

If the President of the United States—and I conclude this 
little prophecy with another one—if the President of the 
United States should rise tomorrow and say, “If any more 
of these weird, unconscionable bids come in, I am going to 
build all these ships in Government navy yards,” these bid 
prices would come tumbling out of the empyrean where they 
are now so securely and safely lodged, gentlemen would get 
down to Mother Earth, get their feet planted on the rocks of 
financial reality, and we would not be confronted with the 
spectacle of having the parade of the pressure groups. 
Thèse gentlemen know how to apply the pressure. One 
evidence of that is right in this bill in the language to 
which I have adverted. I think it should go out, and that 
is the purpose of my amendment. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, of course, I am not going 
to discuss the question of building in Government- yards 
against building in private yards. If I thought for a mo- 
ment that the language in the bill could in any way affect 
that question, I would have the same view as that of the 
Senator from Washington. The fact is, however, that the 
language has no such effect. 

Mr. BONE. I am glad to have my fears dissipated by the 
explanation of the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. BYRNES. Concerning the construction of ships, the 
Vinson-Trammell Act provides, as the Senator knows, for 
he is better informed than most members of the Senate 
with reference to naval acts, that “50 percent of the vessels 
herein authorized shall be manufactured in Government 
yards.” 

There is no proposal in this bill to change that and we 
have the word of officials of the Navy Department and 
officers of the Navy upon whom we must depend for safety 
insofar as our first line of defense is concerned, that they 
have no idea of trying in any way to evade that law. But 
they have a situation confronting them which was pre- 
sented by the Secretary of the Navy when in his report he 
made this statement: 

We have thus drifted into a situation which is highly dangerous 
and might prove to be a fatal defect in time of war. The addi- 
tional language requested will permit the Secretary of the Navy 
to determine what contracts should be let to private plants in 
order to avoid a situation which will be detrimental to the na- 
tional defense. 

For instance, Mr. President, it was explained that in 
Washington we have our only gun factory manufacturing 
guns for the Navy; we draw upon the arsenals of the Army 
for certains guns for the Navy, but in time of war the 
arsenals of the Army would necessarily be devoted to manu- 
facturing guns for the Army, and then we would have no 
place in the United States to which we could turn to have 
guns manufactured for use by the Navy. Private concerns 
manufacturing guns would not be equipped for such service, 
and the Navy would be helpless in time of war. The only 
purpose the Department had in asking for this language was 
when it found itself in an emergency, unable to secure guns 
for the Navy, and it was so. announced, that it could pro- 
ceed to have guns manufactured outside. There is no in- 
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tention to reduce in any degree the number of men who are 
working in the navy yards upon vessels or in the Washing- 
ton gun factory, which is now working to capacity. The 
only way its facilities could be increased would be by build- 
ing an additional plant at great expense. That would be 
unwise, when the wise thing to do would be, if the emer- 
gency should arise demanding additional guns, to get them 
from private industry, which could be done immediately. 

I repeat, if I had the fear the Senator from Washington 
has, I would be opposed to the language. The chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Naval Appropriations in the House 
made the statement that if this language should be abused 
in any way he would be the first to move to repeal it next 
year; but, in the interest of the national defense, the officers 
of the Navy believe it is essential at this time when an emer- 
gency does exist. I believe we can rely upon the good faith 
of the men upon whom in time of war we would have to rely 
for the defense of this Nation. I therefore hope the amend- 
ment will not be adopted. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, I should not prolong the dis- 
cussion, except that evidently there is a purpose in language. 
Otherwise, men would be stupid to employ it. 

This language is: 

Except when the repair— 


That is not building guns; that is repair work on vessels— 
purchase, or acquirement, by or from any private contractor, 
would, in the opinion of the Secretary of the Navy, be advan- 
tageous to the national defense. 

Mr. President, it would be impossible to find more com- 
plete blanket authority to repair vessels, to build them in 
private yards, and completely to nullify all the provisions of 
the Dallinger amendment, with its 50-50 provision, which 
has been carried into the bill. 

If this business of national defense is so serious—and we 
are having it implied here, although not asserted, that war, 
a supreme national crisis, may come at any moment—why 
is there this resistance to spending money at Government 
navy yards? If a great crisis is going to come on us, it 
seems to me that we ought not to suffer because of a lack 
of defense facilities. We fairly bleed from every pore here 
because we are not going to have facilities to meet this alto- 
gether too supreme crisis of national defense; and yet every 
time I have risen on the floor of the Senate during the past 
5 or 6 years and urged the expansion of our Government 
navy yards to meet this crisis, I have met a stone wall of 
opposition from the Navy itself and from its spokesmen who 
come on the floor defending its bills, saying, “Oh, no; a great 
crisis confronts us, and we must have authority to divert 
work from the Government navy yards.” 

That is the way we meet the crisis—not by equipping the 
navy yards, but by diverting something from them. I sub- 
mit it is the most astounding way of meeting a crisis to 
limit the efficiency of the operating activities of an instru- 
mentality set up for national defense, such as our navy 
yards. 

I repeat, in closing, that this provision deals with the 
repair of ships, the purchase of ships or their parts, and 
their acquirement from private sources. It deals with our 
whole navy yard set-up, and the language is there for the 
specific purpose of taking work from the navy yards. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I ask that the pending 
amendment be again stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated for the information of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 55, line 4, it is proposed 
to strike out the comma after the word “Government” and 
insert a period. 

On page 55, lines 4, 5, 6, and 7, it is proposed to strike out 
the following words: “except when the repair, purchase, or 
acquirement, by or from any private contractor, would, in the 
opinion of the Secretary of the Navy, be advantageous to the 
national defense.” 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, this amendment is of ex- 
ceedingly great importance from the standpoint of both the 
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distinguished and able Senator from Washington [Mr. Bone] 
and the Navy. 

If I for a moment thought there was any disposition upon 
the part of the Secretary of the Navy to favor private ship- 
yards and private industries engaged in the manufacture of 
munitions to the disadvantage of our navy yards, I should 
support the amendment of the Senator from Washington. 
On the other hand, Mr. President, the Navy Department 
earnestly declared that it is an important matter for national 
defense to permit them to have the right to have private 
industries from time to time supply munitions and other 
needs of our Navy. They assert, and it cannot be denied, 
that in the event of war our navy yards would not be able 
to supply the needs and requirements of the Navy, particu- 
larly in the field of munitions, and that it is necessary to 
continue some slight relationship, to give from time to time 
some contracts for special work to private industry, particu- 
larly for making guns, electric and other kinds of apparatus, 
in order to be in a position when war comes to be able to 
turn to private industries to augment the supplies necessary 
to carry on the war. 

If the Navy Department is honest with the Congress in 
asserting that this is a matter of importance to the national 
defense, how can we fail to follow its advice? If this is 
merely a method employed by the Navy for the purpose of 
diverting naval business to private industries, private ship- 
yards, the request of the Navy Department ought to be 
denied. So the amendment of the distinguished Senator 
from Washington, it seems to me, presupposes that the Navy 
is not sincere; that the Secretary of the Navy and his naval 
advisers are not sincere in saying that “We need this dis- 
cretion. We shall never use it except when we believe it is 
necessary for the national defense.“ 

On that account, it seems to me I shall have to give the 
benefit of the doubt to the Navy Department. I have in my 
own district the largest navy yard in the country. I am 
very deeply interested in it. I want to help it. I want to 
augment it. I want to increase it. But I cannot reach the 
conclusion that the Navy is misleading us in asserting that 
this provision is necessary in the interest of the national 
defense. 

I have here a letter from the Navy Department which I 
feel, as chairman of the Naval Affairs Committee, I should 
present and ask to have printed in the Record in this con- 
nection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the letter 
will be printed in the RECORD. 

The letter is as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE Navy, 
OFFICE OF THE JUDGE 8 GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C., February 24, 1938. 
Memorandum for Senator WALSH. 


There is attached hereto a copy of a memorandum which was 
forwarded to Senator Byrp with reference to certain language ap- 
pearing in the bill H. R. 8993, the naval appropriation bill. This 
memorandum is self-explanatory. 

It is forwarded to you in order that you may be fully advised on 
this important matter. 

J. ROWCLIFF, 
Juge Advocate Genin of the Navy. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE Navy, 
OFFICE OF THE JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C., February 24, 1938. 
Memorandum ae Senator BYRD, 

The bill (H. R. 8993) making appropriations for the Navy De- 
partment and the naval service for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1939, and for other purposes, under the appropriation for “Re- 
placement of naval vessels,” contains, on pages 54 and 55 thereof, 
the following language: 

* * no part of the moneys herein appropriated for the 
Naval Establishment or herein made available therefor shall be 
used or expended under contracts hereafter made for the repair, 
purchase, or acquirement, by or from any private contractor, of 
any naval vessel, machinery, article, or articles that at the time 
of the proposed repair, purchase, or acquirement can be repaired, 
manufactured, or produced in each or any of the Government 
navy yards or arsenals of the United States, when time and facili- 
ties permit, and when, in the judgment of the Secretary of the 
Navy, such repair, purchase, acquirement, or production would not 
involve an appreciable increase in cost to the Government, except 
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when the repair, purchase, or acquirement, by or from any private 
contractor, would, in the opinion of the Secretary of the Navy, be 
advantageous to the national defense * . 

It is understood that it is feared that the language above will 
be used to enable the Secretary of the Navy to accomplish mod- 
ernization of vessels at private industrial yards or establishments. 

The reasons for insertion of the underscored language in the 
appropriation bill are set forth in the printed “Hearings before 
the subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations, House of 
Representatives, Seventy-fifth Congress, Third Session, on the 
Navy Department Appropriation Bill for 1939“ on pages 5, 548, 
and 649. 

It will be noted that the purpose of the language is solely 
to permit greater flexibility in the award of contracts to private 
industry for certain types of equipment, principally equipment 
under the cognizance of the Bureau of Ordnance, 

Such flexibility is desired in order that ordnance equipment 
may be placed promptly on new construction and in order that 
private industry may gain experience in this specialized type of 
manufacture so as to augment Government sources of produc- 
tion in the event of war or great national stress. 

It is not the intention or desire of the Navy Department to 
remove from navy yards the work of modernization of vessels, 
On the contrary, it is expected that such modernization as is un- 
dertaken in the future will be done in the same manner and at 
the same navy yards as has been done in the past. 

In this connection it is desired to point out that under exist- 
ing law the Navy Department might have accomplished moderni- 
zation by contract with private establishments. Although such 
authority existed it was not invoked. E 

In view of the foregoing it appears that the language which 
has been cited as objectionable will result in no harm to those 
navy yards which have been engaged in modernization work; 
but on the other hand will give flexibility of control to the Sec- 
retary of the Navy to distribute work loads, and certain types 
of special work, especially in time of emergency or when there is 
a considerable building program as well as considerable repair 
work. The Secretary of the Navy should have full authority to 
deal with such a situation; obviously no damage will be done to 
navy yards in the future any more than in the past. 

G. J. ROWCLIFF, 
Judge Advocate General of the Navy. 
Hon. Harry F. BYRD, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, for 3 or 4 or 5 weeks—so 
long a time that the memory of man almost runneth not to 
the contrary—I have been listening to the argument against 
the reorganization bill that admitting the good faith and 
honesty of everybody from the President down, still Con- 
gress out not to abdicate any of its authority. That argu- 
ment has been going on so long, and it has been repeated so 
often, that I have become partially converted to that idea. 
I think there is a great deal of logic in it, and I desire to 
apply it to this bill. 

I have no suspicion against the Navy Department. I have 
no suspicion of dishonesty, bad judgment, or anything of 
that kind, against anybody in the Navy Department; but 
this particular matter of saying whether naval vessels shall 
be built by private concerns or by the Government is some- 
thing that comes within the direct jurisdiction of Congress. 
Without questioning the honesty or the good intentions 
of the Navy Department, I think it is well for us now to save 
our jurisdiction, and to refrain from establishing a precedent 
by conveying our jurisdiction to some executive officer, re- 
gardless of his honesty or his good intentions. Let Congress 
not abdicate its authority. 

I realize that there is much force in the argument of the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr..WatsH]. I do not ques- 
tion his sincerity or his honesty or his good judgment in 
reaching the conclusion that this language ought not to be 
stricken out of the bill. The exception which the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. Bong] undertakes to strike out refers 
to what may be done in case of war, or something of the 
kind. We cannot have war when Congress is not in session 
unless Congress abdicates its authority under the Consti- 
tution to declare war. Hence, before we can have a war 
Congress must be in session, and must exercise the authority 
given to it by the Constitution of the United States. There- 
fore, this exception is not necessary, because Congress will 
be in session; and if we find it necessary to change the law 
on account of a war that may be going on at that time, or 
& war that we declare and that is about to begin, we can 
change the law immediately, overnight. 
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One reason, which I have always thought had a great deal 
of merit, for having the Government build its own vessels 
of war is because it has a tendency to take private profit 
out of war; and if we could take private profit out of war we 
should come very near ending war between civilized nations 
in the future. At least, it would be a great step in that direc- 
tion. I should like to see as many vessels as possible built 
in Government navy yards for that reason, besides others 
that might be mentioned. If we would do that whenever 
possible, and make it impossible for private persons to make 
profit out of war and the hell that follows war, we should 
take a great step toward the peace which ought to exist be- 
tween all civilized nations. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. WALSH, I heartily agree with the observation made 
by the Senator, let me say first of all. There are certain 
patents, among them fire-control instruments, which are 
expensive, and which the Navy uses to control the firing of 
guns. It is absolutely necessary for the Navy to go to private 
manufacturers for that particular type of apparatus. 

I suppose it is possible, of course, for the Navy under its 
general power to declare that any patents are necessary for 
the national defense and to seize the patents, but it might 
have to pay an enormous price for them. So it is very diffi- 
cult, I wish to impress upon the Senator, to absolutely bind 
the Navy, in my opinion, to do all of its manufacturing and 
all of its mechanical work in the navy yards. I make that 
suggestion to the Senator knowing he would be pleased to 
know that there are ramifications which do not appear on 
the surface. We all agree that construction and repair work 
generally ought to be done in the Government navy yards 
and the private industries dealt with only when absolutely 
necessary. 

Mr. NORRIS. I have no doubt that a great many of 
those things are true, but so far as patents are concerned, 
the Government of the United States can take a patent 
just as easily as it could take my horse, if I had one, and 
if patents stand in the way, it seems to me the legitimate 
course for the Government to pursue would be to take the 
patents and to pay whatever damages it may be liable for 
in taking them. 

To my mind, if we want to give employment to men, it 
would be of some aid for the Government to build as many 
of its ships as possible in the Government navy yards. I 
realize that it would not be possible to build all of them in 
the Government navy yards, because we have not the ca- 
pacity in those yards without enlarging them. But in my 
judgment it would make some contribution toward the relief 
of unemployment, although men are employed, of course, in 
the private yards. But the Government, being at the ex- 
pense of maintaining the navy yards, ought to use them 
as a matter of financial benefit to itself, to their full ca- 
pacity if necessary, in order to prepare and build the neces- 
sary ships for our Navy. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. BONE. I agree with the Senator, but right at the very 
moment the Senator enunciates this problem we find a bill 
before Congress containing language which gives the Sec- 
retary of the Navy complete authority to take all the work 
away from the Government yards, including repair and build- 
ing. Instead of assisting national defense by expanding these 
instrumentalities so as to make them more efficient, more 
capable of turning out the work, Congress gives the Secretary 
blanket authority to strip them of work. I cannot under- 
stand that, when it runs parallel to the argument for more 
national defense and expansion of national defense facilities. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I am not now the 
extent of the facilities we should have for national defense. 
I am touching upon a question which for a great many years 
has given me a great deal of concern, and which has been 
before Congress ever since I have been a Member of it, as to 
whether ships should be constructed by private parties in pri- 
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vate navy yards, or should be constructed in Government 
navy yards. 

It has always seemed to me plain that if we have enough 
yards we ought to build all our vessels in the navy yards, to the 
capacity, at least, of the navy yards, in order to keep them 
going as much as possible so as to stabilize the forces the 
Government must maintain in the navy yards. 

Beyond and above that, the greatest step we could take, in 
my judgment, to bring about peace would be to make it 
impossible, so far as we can, to make any profit out of war. 
If we keep the Government navy yards going to construct the 
vessels we need, it will have a great tendency to do that; it 
will be a great contribution in that direction. 

Those who have investigated it, I dare say without excep- 
tion, have found that one of the reasons why we have gone 
into war is that men are so selfish that for the purpose of 
making money they will endanger their own country and 
get it into war whenever possible, thereby endangering the 
lives of our citizens and destroying the happiness of practi- 
cally all our people. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
Bone]. 

Mr. NORRIS. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. BONE. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sena- 
tors answered to their names: 


Adams Connally La Follette Pittman 
Ashurst Copeland Lee Pope 

Austin Davis Lodge Radcliffe 
Bankhead Duffy Logan Reames 
Barkley Ellender Lonergan Schwartz 
Bilbo Frazier Lundeen Schwellenbach 
Bone Gerry McAdoo Sheppard 
Bridges Gibson McGill Shipstead 
Brown, Mich Glass McKellar Smathers 
Brown, N. H Green MeNary Thomas, Okla. 
Bulkley Guffey Maloney Thomas, Utah 
Bulow Hale Miller 

Burke Hatch Milton Wagner 

Byrd Hayden Minton Walsh 

Byrnes Hill Murray Wheeler 
Capper Hughes Neely 

Caraway Johnson, Colo. Norris 

Clark King Overton 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-nine Senators have 
answered to their names. A quorum is present. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. GLASS (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIP- 
STEAD]. Since he is unavoidably absent from the Senate, I 
withhold my vote. 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I inquire how am I recorded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator is recorded as 
having voted in the affirmative. 

Mr. CLARK. I desire to change my vote for the purpose 
of making a motion to reconsider. I therefore change my 
vote. I vote in the negative instead of in the affirmative. 
I vote “nay” instead of “yea.” 

Mr. McKELLAR. (after having voted in the negative). I 
inquire if the Senator from Delaware [Mr. TOWNSEND] 
has voted? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Delaware 
has not voted. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have a pair with the Senator from 
Delaware. I transfer that pair to the junior Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. Minton], and allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I announce that the Senator from Flor- 
ida [Mr. Anprews], the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
Battery], the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Berry], the Sen- 
ator from Ohio [Mr. Butxtey], the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. Burow, the Senator from Arkansas [Mrs. 
Caraway], the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Cuavez], the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIETERICH], the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. Donaney], the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
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GeorcE], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE], the Sen- 
ator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison], the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. HERRING], the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
Hitcucockx], the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Hott], 
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. LEE], the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. Lewis], the Senator from California IMr. 
McApoo], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran], the 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. MILTON], the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. Minton], the Senator from Wyoming IMr. 
O’Manoney], the Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER], the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. REYNOLDS], the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. RussgLLI, the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. Smrrx], the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Typrvcs], 
and the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van Nuys] are neces- 
sarily detained from the Senate. 

Mr. FRAZIER. I announce the necessary absence of my 
colleague [Mr. Nye]. He is paired with the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. Lewis]. If my colleague were present, he would 
vote yea“ on this question. 

The result was announced—yeas 21, nays 40, as follows: 


YEAS—21 
Bone Hatch Neely ‘Truman 
Bridges Hill Norris Wagner 
Brown, N. H. Johnson, Colo. Pope Wheeler 
Byrd La Follette Schwartz 
Capper Lundeen Schwellenbach 
Frazier McGill Shi; 

NAYS—40 
Adams Connally Hayden Murray 
Ashurst Copeland Hughes Overton 
Austin Davis King Pittman 
Bankhead Lodge Radcliffe 
Barkley Ellender Logan Reames 
Bilbo Lonergan Sheppard 
Brown, Mich. Gibson McKellar Smathers 
Burke Green McNary Thomas, Okla. 
Byrnes Guffey Maloney Thomas, Utah 
Clark Hale Miller Walsh 

NOT VOTING—35 

Andrews Donahey Lee Reynolds 
Balley George Lewis Russell 
Berry Gillette McAdoo Smith 
Borah Glass McCarran Townsend 
Bulkley Harrison Milton dings 
Bulow Herring Minton Vandenberg 
Caraway Hitchcock Nye Van Nuys 
Chavez Holt O'Mahoney te 
Dieterich Johnson, Calif per 


So Mr. Bone’s amendment was rejected. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. 
Chaffee, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House 
had receded from its disagreement to the amendment of the 
Senate No. 136 to the bill (H. R. 9181) making appro- 
priations for the government of the District of Columbia and 
other activities chargeable in whole or in part against the 
revenues of such District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1939, and for other purposes, and concurred therein with an 
amendment, in which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate. 

NAVAL APPROPRIATIONS 


The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
8993) making appropriations for the Navy Department and 
the naval service for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I move to reconsider the vote 
by which the amendment offered by the Senator from Wash- 
ington [Mr. Bone] was rejected; and I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

Mr. BYRNES. I move to lay on the table the motion of the 
Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. CLARK. Pending any other motion, and while I am 
holding the floor, I suggest the absence of a quorum. : 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following 
Senators answered to their names: 


Adams Barkley Brown, Mich Burke 
Ashurst Bilbo Brown, N. H. Byrd 
Austin Bulkley Byrnes 
Bankhead Bridges Bulow Capper 


Í 


Clark Hatch McKellar Schwartz 

Connally Hayden McNary Schwellenbach 
Maloney 

Davis Miller Shi 

Duffy Johnson, Colo. Minton Smathers 

Ellender King Murray Thomas, Okla, 

Frazier La Follette Neely Thomas, Utah 

Gerry Lee Norris 

Gibson Lodge Overton Wagner 

Glass Logan Pittman ‘alsh 

Green Lonergan Pope Wheeler 

Guffey Lundeen Radcliffe 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-seven Senators have 
answered to their names. A quorum is present. 

Mr. BYRNES. I move to lay on the table the motion of 
the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. CLARK. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sena- 
tors answered to their names: 


Adams Clark Johnson, Colo. Pittman 
Ashurst Connally King pe 
Austin Copeland La Follette Radcliffe 

ead Davis Lee 
Barkley Duffy Lodge Schwellenbach 
Bilbo Ellender Lonergan Sheppard 
Bone Frazier Lundeen pstead 
Bridges McGill Smathers 
Brown, Mich Gibson McKellar Thomas, Okla 
Brown, N. H. Glass McNary Thomas, Utah 
Bulkley Green Maloney 
Bulow Guffey Miller Wagner 
Burke Hale Minton Walsh 
Byrd Hatch Murray Wheeler 
Byrnes Hayden Neely 
Capper Hill Norris 
Caraway Hughes Overton 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-five Senators have 
answered to their names. A quorum is present. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and nays 
on the motion to lay on the table. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, may we have the question 
stated? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agree- 
ing to the motion of the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
Byrnes] to lay on the table the motion to reconsider made 
by the Senator from Missouri [Mr. CLARK]. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DAVIS (when his name was called). I have a gen- 
eral pair with the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. LOGAN], 
who is absent. I understand that if he were present he 
would vote “yea.” I transfer my pair with him to the Sena- 
tor from North Dakota [Mr. Nye], who, if present, would 
vote “nay.” I vote “nay.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. McKELLAR (after having voted in the affirmative). 
I transfer my pair with the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
Townsend] to the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O’Manoney], and will allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I announce a general pair between the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNary] and the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. Harrison]. The Senator from Oregon is 
necessarily detained from the Senate. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I announce that the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. Anprews], the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mr. Battey], the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Berry], the 
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Burow, the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. Cuavez], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Dietericu], the Senator from Ohio [Mr. DONAHEY], the Sen- 
ator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], the senior Senator from 
Iowa (Mr. GILLETTE], the junior Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HERRING], the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. HITCHCOCK], 
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Hott], the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Lee], the Senator from Mississippi 
Mr. Harrison], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis], the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Locan], the Senator from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. McApoo]l, the Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCar- 
RAN], the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Mitton], the Sen- 
ator from West Virginia [Mr. NxELTI, the Senator from 
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Wyoming [Mr. O’Manoneyr], the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
PEPPER], the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. REYNOLDS], 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL], the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. Smits], the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. Tres], and the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van 
Nuys] are necessarily detained from the Senate. 

The result was announced—yeas 41, nays 21, as follows: 


YEAS—41 

Adams Connally Hayden Pittman 
Ashurst Copeland Hughes Radcliffe 
Austin Duffy King Reames 

ead Ellender Lodge Sheppard 
Barkley Gerry Lonergan Smathers 
Bilbo Gibson McKellar ‘Thomas, Okla. 
Brown, Mich. Glass Maloney Thomas, Utah 
Bulkley Green Miller Walsh 
Burke Guffey Minton 
Byrnes Murray 
Caraway Hatch Overton 

NAYS—21 
Bone Davis McGill ‘Truman 
Bridges Frazier Norris Wagner 
Brown, N. H. Hill Pope Wheeler 
Byrd Johnson, Colo. Schwartz 
Capper La Follette Schwellenbach 
Clark Lundeen Shi 
NOT VOTING—34 

Andrews Gillette McAdoo Russell 
Bailey Harrison Smith 
Berry Herring McNary ‘Townsend 
Borah Hitchcock ton Tydings 
Bulow Holt Neely Vandenberg 
Chavez Johnson, Calif. Nye Van Nuys 
Dieterich O'Mahoney White 
Donahey Lewis Pepper 
George Logan Reynolds 


So Mr. CLank's motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 

Mr. CLARK. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following 
Senators answered to their names: 


Adams Clark Hughes erton 
Ashurst Connally Johnson, Colo. Pittman 
Austin Copeland King pe 
Bankhead Davis La Follette Radcliffe 
Barkley Duffy Lee Reames 

Bilbo Ellender Lodge Schwellenbach 
Bone Frazier Lonergan Sheppard 
Bridges Gerry Lundeen Shipstead 
Brown, Mich Gibson McGill Smathers 
Brown, N. H. Glass McKellar Thomas, Okla. 
Bulkley Green McNary Thomas, Utah 
Burke Guffey Maloney 

Byrd Hale Miller Vandenberg 
Byrnes Hatch Minton agner 
Capper Hayden Murray Walsh 
Caraway Hill Norris Wheeler 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-four Senators have 
answered to their names. A quorum is present. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I offer the following amend- 
ment: : 

On page 22, at the end of line 6, I move to insert: 

Provided, however, That no part of the money herein appropri- 
3 shall be expended except for work done in Government navy 
y: 4 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment offered by the Senator from Missouri. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CLARK. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: : 


Adams Connally Hill Pittman 
Ashurst Copeland Hughes Pope 

Austin Davis Johnson, Colo. Radcliffe 
Bankhead Duffy King Reames 
Barkley Ellender La Follette Schwellenbach 
Bilbo Frazier ge Sheppard 
Bone Gerry Lonergan Shipstead 
Bridges Gibson McGill Thomas, Okla 
Brown, Mich. Glass McKellar Thomas, Utah 
Brown, N. H Green McNary Truman 
Burke Guffey Miller Wagner 
Byrnes Hale Minton Walsh 
Caraway Hatch Murray 

Clark Hayden Norris 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Fifty-four Senators hav- 
ing answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. CLARKE. Mr. President, business having intervened, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. BYRNES. A parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. BYRNES. Is the insertion of a statement in the Recorp 
the transaction of business? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If it is done by unanimous 
consent, that is the action of the Senate. 

Mr. BYRNES. No motion was made. 
unanimous consent. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Any Senator had a right 
to object, of course. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, will not the Senator from Mis- 
souri withhold his suggestion of the absence of a quorum? 

Mr. CLARK. I withdraw the suggestion temporarily. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, I should like to ask the Senator 
in charge of the bill why in this bill, on page 43, appears the 
language which I shall read. I am making the inquiry be- 
cause year after year I or someone else had to rise on the 
floor and protest against the insertion of language which 
would have destroyed the Government-owned aircraft fac- 
tory at Philadelphia, Pa. I am unable to understand why 
this language appears in the pending bill, because I have not 
heard anyone suggest that the Government is going to build 
any more airplane factories, so that this language seems to 
me to be thrown in here to prevent something being done 
provided we do not like airplane prices. This is the 
language: 

Provided further, That no part of this appropriation shall be 
used for the construction of a factory for the manufacture of 
airplanes. 

I wonder if the Senator from South Carolina can tell us 
why that language finds lodgment in the bill. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, that language has been car- 
ried in naval appropriation bills for years, and it was not 
included for the first time this year. 

Mr. BONE. I wonder why there is a fear of the Govern- 
ment building an airplane factory. There is a Government- 
owned airplane factory in Philadelphia, Pa., but I have not 
seen this language in previous bills. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill is still before 
the Senate open to further amendment. 

Mr. CLARK. I suggest the absence of a quorum, 

ha PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following 
Senators answered to their names: 


It was done by 


Adams Clark Hughes Overton 
Ashurst Connally Johnson, Colo. Pittman 
Austin Copeland King Pope 
Bankhead Davis La Follette Radcliffe 
Barkley Duffy Lee Ream 

Bilbo Ellender Lodge Schwellenbach 
Bone Frazier Lonergan eppard 
Bridges Gerry Lundeen Shipstead 
Brown, Mich Gibson McGill ‘Thomas, Okla. 
Brown, N. H. Glass McKellar Thomas, Utah 
Bulkley Green McNary 

Burke Guffey Maloney Wagner 

Byrd Hale Miller Walsh 

Byrnes —.— 3 Wheeler 
Capper yaen urray 

Caraway Hill Norris 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-two Senators havy- 
ing answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

If there be no further amendments to be offered, the 
question is on the engrossment of the amendments and the 
third reading of the bill. 

Mr. CLARK. I move that the bill be recommitted to the 
Committee on Appropriations with instructions to report 
back within 10 days a measure reducing the aggregate 
amount of the appropriations in the bill by 20 percent. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move to lay that motion on the table, 

Mr. CLARK. I suggest the absence of a quorum, 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. No business has inter- 
vened since the last call of a quorum, 

Mr. CLARK. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the 
motion of the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] to 
lay on the table the motion of the Senator from Missourl 
[Mr. CLARK]. 

The motion to lay on the table was agreed to. 

Mr. CLARK. I suggest the absence of a quorum, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following 
Senators answered to their names: 


Adams Clark Johnson, Colo. Pittman 
Ashurst Connally King pe 

Austin Copeland La Follette Radcliffe 
Bankhead Davis Lee 

Barkley Duffy Schwellenbach 
Bilbo Ellender Lonergan heppard 
Bone Frazier Lundeen Shipstead 
Bridges Gerry McGill Thomas, Okla, 
Brown, Mich. Gibson McKellar Thomas, Utah 
Brown, N. H. Green McNary 

Bulkley Guffey Maloney Wagner 
Burke Hale Miller Walsh 

Byrd Hatch Minton Wheeler 
Byrnes Hayden Murray 

Capper Norris 

Caraway Hughes Overton 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-one Senators hay- 
ing answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I move that the bill be re- 
committed to the Committee on Appropriations with instruc- 
tions to the committee to report back within 8 days, with a 
reduction of not less than 15 percent of the aggregate 
amount contained in the bill at the present time. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move to lay the motion on the table. 

Mr. CLARK. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The present occupant of 
the chair holds that the making of a motion is not the trans- 
action of business; that business is not transacted until the 
Senate has acted upon the motion. It is not in order to have 
a quorum call until the motion has been acted on. 

The question is on the motion of the Senator from Ken- 
tucky to lay on the table the motion of the Senator from 
Missouri. [Putting the question.] The motion of the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky is agreed to, and the motion of the 
Senator from Missouri is laid on the table. 

Mr. CLARK. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Clark Johnson, Colo. Pittman 
Ashurst Connally King Pope 
Austin Copeland La Follette Radcliffe 
Bankhead Davis Lee Reames 
Barkley Duffy Lodge Schwellenbach 
Bilbo Ellender Lon Sheppard 
Bone Frazier Lundeen ipstead 
Bridges Gerry McGill Thomas, Okla. 
Brown, Mich. Gibson McKellar ‘Thomas, Utah 
Brown, N. H. Green McNary 
Bulkley Guffey Maloney Wagner 
Burke Hale Miller Waish 
Byrd Hatch Minton Wheeler 
Byrnes Hayden Murray 
Capper Hill orris 
Caraway Hughes Overton 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-one Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

The question is on the engrossment of the amendments 
and the third reading of the bill. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I move that the biil be re- 
committed to the Committee on Appropriations with instruc- 
tions to report back within 4 days with a reduction in the 
aggregate of not less than 10 percent. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree- 
ing to the motion of the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move to lay that motion on the table. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree- 
ing to the motion of the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
BARKLEY] to lay on the table the motion of the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. CLARK] to recommit the bill with instructions. 

The motion to lay on the table was agreed to. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sena- 
tors answered to their names: 


Adams Clark Johnson, Colo. Pittman 
Ashurst Connally King Pope 

Austin Copeland La Follette Radcliffe 
Bankhead Davis Lee Reames 
Barkley Duffy Lodge Schwellenbach 
Bilbo Ellender Lonergan Sheppard 
Bone Frazier Lundeen Shipstead 
Bridges Gerry McGill ‘Thomas, Okla. 
Brown, Mich. Gibson McKellar ‘Thomas, Utah 
Brown, N. H. Green McNary 

Bulkley Guffey Maloney Wagner 
Burke Hale Miller ‘alsh 

Byrd Hatch Minton Wheeler 
Byrnes Hayden Murray 

Capper Hill Norris 

Caraway Hughes Overton 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-one Senators have 
answered to their names. A quorum is present. 

Mr. CLARK. I move that the pending bill be recommitted 
to the Committee on Appropriations, with instructions to 
report back within 15 days a reduction of not less than 5 
percent. 

Mr. BYRNES. I move to lay that motion on the table. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree- 
ing to the motion of the Senator from South Carolina to lay 
on the table the motion of the Senator from Missouri to 
recommit the bill with instructions. 

The motion to lay on the table was agreed to. 

Mr. CLARK. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT ‘pro tempore. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Adams Caraway Hin Murray 
Ashurst Clark Hughes Norris 

Austin Connally Johnson, Colo. Overton 
Bankhead Copeland ng Pittman 
Barkley Davis La Follette Pope 

Bilbo Duffy Lee Radcliffe 
Bone Ellender Lodge Reames 
Bridges Frazier Lonergan Schwellenbach 
Brown, Mich. Gerry Lundeen Sheppard 
Brown, N. H. Gibson McGill Thomas, Okla. 
Bulkley Green McKellar Thomas, Utah 
Burke Guffey McNary 

Byrd Hale Maloney Wagner 
Byrnes Hatch Miller Walsh 

Capper Hayden Minton Wheeler 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty Senators have an- 
swered to their names. A quorum is present. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that at not later than 12:30 o’clock p. m. tomorrow the 
Senate proceed to vote, without further debate, on the pend- 
ing bill and any amendments which may be offered thereto. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 

The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I desire to claim the floor 
for the purpose of having it when the Senate meets to- 
morrow. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I have no objection to that. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Mis- 
souri is recognized. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President—— 

Mr. CLARK. I yield to the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. WALSH. During the discussion of the pending naval 
appropriation bill, several Senators made inquiry as to the 
vulnerability of capital ships to air attack. 

For the purpose of informing the Senate as to the latest 
information on the subject—and, in my opinion, disinter- 
ested information from the standpoint of the United 
States—I ask to have inserted in the Recorp a report by 
@ subcommittee appointed by the Prime Minister of Great 
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Britain to inquire into the question of the vulnerability of 
capital ships to air attack. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 
Mr. CLARK. Reserving the right to object, I should like 
to have it understood that no objection will be made to the 
insertion in the Recorp of certain other expert articles on 
the other side of the question. 
Mr. WALSH. I have no desire to object to the request 
of the Senator from Missouri. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
requests are agreed to. 
The report submitted by Mr. Wars is as follows: 
REPORT OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE OF IMPERIAL 
DEFENSE ON THE VULNERABILITY OF CAPITAL SHIPS TO Am ATTACK 


PRESENTED TO PARLIAMENT BY COMMAND OF His MAJESTY NOVEM- 
BER 1936 


SUBCOMMITTEE APPOINTED BY THE FRIME MINISTER TO INQUIRE INTO 


THE QUESTION OF THE VULNERABILITY OF CAPITAL SHIPS TO AIR 
ATTACK 


Without objection, both 


I. INTRODUCTORY 
TERMS OF REFERENCE 


1. We were appointed by the Prime Minister “to consider the 
experiments that have taken place or are proposed in connection 
with the defense against aircraft and the vulnerability from the air 
of capital ships.” 

2. A strict interpretation of these terms of reference would nar- 
row the field of inquiry to the purely technical and material aspects 
of the question. We felt, however, that we should be justified in 
going rather further, and we have considered and discussed other 
matters arising from the terms of reference which were evidently 
relevant to the general object of the inquiry. It would, for ex- 
ample, be unsatisfactory to deal with the vulnerability of capital 
ships to air attack without taking into account the extent to which 
they may become liable to this form of attack; at the same time 
we have tried to confine within necessary limits our survey of these 
wider questions, which, indeed, involve the functions of the Navy 
in war, possible theaters of war, and the strategical use of air forces. 
These problems are beyond our terms of reference and, if they were 
to be adequately considered, would need an inquiry of a different 
nature. 

PROCEDURE OF THE INQUIRY 


3. We have been greatly assisted in our inquiry by our expert 
advisers, the chief of naval staff, and the chief of the air staff, who 
have supplied us freely with all the information at their disposal, 
much of it of an extremely secret nature, and have throughout 
cooperated with us and with each other in presenting us with all 
the necessary data and, whenever possible, with agreed views. 

4. We felt, however, that we should be right to get also opin- 
ions of others, and we therefore invited a number of gentlemen 
to give us the benefit of their views, either by attendance at a 
meeting or by the submission of memoranda. A list of those who 
accepted this invitation is attached as appendix A. 

5. We also considered that we should ascertain whether certain 
shipbuilding firms of high standing had any views which might 
be of assistance to us. We accordingly approached representatives 
of Cammell Laird, Vickers, and John Brown & Co. with an inquiry 
as to whether they were in possession of any information not 
likely to be available in the service departments, particularly as 
to whether the designs of British battleships are fully up to date 
and in no way inferior to those of foreign countries. These firms 
have all replied to the effect that, owing to the fact that they 
have had no recent experience of building battleships, they have 
no special information of their own not in on of the 
Admiralty. At the same time two of the firms paid tribute to the 
knowledge and efficiency of the royal corps of naval constructors, 

6. With these preliminary observations we pass to a survey of 
the questions raised by our terms of reference. 

II. THE Errecr or BOMBS oN SHIP CONSTRUCTION 
NATURE OF EXPERIMENTS CARRIED OUT 


7. During the war, bombing attacks on ships were made with 
small bombs which were comparatively ineffective. The protection 
which necessarily existed in warships to withstand shell atcack 
was more than sufficient to withstand bombing attack. Immediately 
after the war the Admiralty anticipated that there would be steady 
progress not only in the size of the bomb, but also in the 
methods of carrying out attacks. Bombing trials on actual ships 
being generally impracticable on the score of expense, it was 
decided to attack the problem in a similar way to that employed 
for the problem of protection by armor against shell attack, and 
Preliminary experiments were commenced in 1920. 

8. The next step was to ascertain the penetrating capacities of 
various bombs and the thicknesses of deck armor necessary to resist 
them. These trials commenced in 1921 and have been continued 
to the present day. We have had laid before us detailed descrip- 
tions of these numerous experiments. We are satisfied that the 
Admiralty, as a result, have been able to make detailed calculations 
as to the necessary thicknesses of deck to keep out various kinds 
and weights of bombs, if dropped from various heights. 

9. This process of experiments has been carried further by full 
scale practical tests. As ships become due to be modernized the 
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lessons learned from previous experiments have been taken into 
account and the necessary modifications introduced. 

10. But the problem does not end with the determining of the 
probable thickness of armor which a bomb can penetrate. There 
are other matters to be considered, such as the damage which will 
be effected by a bomb after it has effected the maximum penetra- 
tion of which it is capable. The Admiralty and Air have 
carried out experiments in all these matters continuously and 
methodically. They have thereby acquired valuable information 
as to the best methods of construction for reducing the damage 
done by the individual bomb, and localizing its effects, and there 
is agreement between the Admiralty and the Air Ministry as to the 
defense properties of the new capital ships, in their constructional 
aspects, against bombs of various weights. 

EFFECT OF INSTANTANEOUSLY FUSED BOMBS 


11. In order to judge the results of instantaneously fused bombs 
bursting on the deck, bombs of this nature have been laid in 
various positions on deck and detonated, and the damage to super- 
structure which was to be expected from explosive charges of the 
various weights could be observed. The Admiralty have informed 
us as to the effect so far as the fighting efficiency of the ship is 
concerned, and the experiments will be continued. e 
ments which will be carried out have been explained to us and we 
agree with them. 


: THE “NEAR MISS” 

12. It has been stated in various quarters that, even if a bomb 
fails to hit a ship directly, the explosive effect of its detonation 
in the water close to a ship’s side will have serious results. The 
Admiralty have carried out experiments also in this regard in order 
to test the effect of the “near miss.” 

THE AMERICAN EXPERIMENTS 

13. A great deal of publicity has been accorded to American 
experiments carried out between 1922 and 1925 against three war- 
ships which had been scrapped: Some publicists, in the absence 
of knowledge of the series of experiments conducted here, rely 
very largely on these American experiments to argue their case 
that the day of the capital ship is over. We have received infor- 
mation regarding these American experiments, and their results, 
from the account prepared by the American Navy and subse- 
quently published, and we are clear that these trials, which were 
in many respects peculiar to themselves, do not by any means 
constitute the last word on the subject. On the contrary, the 
Admiralty, taking into account the nature and results of those 
early experiments, have since gone into the matter much further 
and much more thoroughly. The American experiments were a 
valuable beginning and useful guide and have been used as such. 
We attach as appendix B a report on these experiments which was 
laid before us. It may be noted in passing that, although the 
American Government are, of course, in possession of all the in- 
formation regarding their own trials, they have not thereby been 
induced to cease building capital ships, as some of the critics here, 
on less complete information, would wish us to do. 

RECAPITULATION 

14. We were informed of all the experiments which have been 
made. These experiments have been carried out by the Admiralty 
and Air Ministry in close cooperation, We are satisfied that the 
Admiralty realize how important it is, if only in their own interests, 
to ascertain as accurately as possible the amount of damage which 
may be incurred by. aircraft attack, and we consider they have 
taken all proper steps to that end. We are assured that the lessons 
which have been learned will be applied especially in the con- 
struction of the two new capital ships and that lessons arising out 
of later experiments, which will continue as a matter of course, 
will be embodied as found necessary. It may be that the contact 
between the two departments is capable of being further developed, 
and we trust that no effort will be spared to do so. It is obvious 
that there are two aspects, the defensive side which affects the 
Admiralty, the offensive side which affects both the Admiralty 
and the Air , and from every experiment there will be 
lessons to be learned of value to each of them in these two different 


aspects. 

15. Certain experiments have already been agreed upon to take 
place in the autumn upon particular aspects of the problem. We 
recommend the continuance of experiments in these and in other 
matters, and we think that the provision of funds and material 
should not be allowed to stand in the way. 

III. Accuracy or BOMBING 
FORMS OF ATTACK 


16. The various methods of attacking ships from the air are as 
follows: 

Level bombing is attack delivered from a high altitude with the 
assistance of a precise bomb-sighting apparatus. It can, of course, 
only be used when the cloud base is high enough to allow the air- 
plane to sight on the target at the requisite altitude. In order to 
get penetration it is necessary to fly at a considerable height. 

Dive bombing is a method of attack that can be used when the 
cloud base is too low for level bombing. The bombs are dropped 
from a low altitude from a steeply diving airplane. This method 
of attack may be used in combination with other methods of 
attack in order to give cover to them. 

Torpedo attack consists of dropping torpedoes from aircraft at a 
very low altitude fairly close abeam the ship. Its drawback is that 
it strikes the most heavily protected part of the ship. 
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LEVEL BOMBING 


17. The staffs are agreed as to the number of hits, under peace 
conditions at the present time, with average personnel, from 10,000 
feet at a speed of 100 knots. are, however, a number of 
qualifications and external factors which may well affect deduc- 
tions drawn from the present information. 

18. Apart from the effects of antiaircraft fire which are consid- 
ered later, there are other factors, such as the effect of avoiding 
action on the part of the target, the loss of accuracy due to in- 
creased height, the effect of the use of faster aircraft, and errors 
which may arise from the fatigue of personnel after long flights. 
The extent to which these factors may affect the probable per- 
centage of hits is at present a matter of opinion, but we do not 
think it need so remain. We recommend that experiments, jointly 
agreed upon in advance and jointly amalyzed, should be carried 
out to determine the facts. The staffs have arranged that the 
methods of carrying out and analyzing practices are capable of 
improvement and that practices will be carried out in future not 
only for training purposes, but to reproduce as accurately as pos- 
sible the tactics that would be employed in actual practice; 
analysis will then show the consequent variations in accuracy to 
be expected. 

DIVE BOMBING 


19. The results of dropping bombs under peace conditions by 
trained personnel dive bombing have been agreed by the service 
departments concerned, but further experiments are needed to 
determine whether these results will be affected by height of re- 
nae in angle of dive, and possible errors after long 

20. These questions appear to be determinable after further 
experiments in which the staffs have agreed to cooperate. 


THE EFFECT OF ANTIAIRCRAFT FIRE ON ACCURACY OF BOMBING 


21. In the next section of this report we deal with the probable 
results of antiaircraft fire on attacking aircraft. But, apart from 
the number of casualties which such fire may inflict, it seems to 
us that there is bound to be some, and perhaps considerable, loss 
in bombing accuracy on the part of aircraft which have escaped 
material damage. There may be a physical effect caused by dis- 
turbance on the aircraft due to close shell bursts, which may de- 
flect the aim, and also personnel who are under heavy fire may 
well be affected in their determination to carry out an effective 
attack. 

22. We think the two points of view on this subject, which rep- 
resent opinions held not only in the service departments most 
concerned, but by others as well, should be set forth. 

23. On the other hand, it is held by the Air Ministry that the 
inaccuracy to aim caused by disturbance of the aircraft by close 
shell bursts is not likely to be appreciable. The psychological 
effect of antiaircraft fire will, no doubt, vary at different stages of 
the campaign and with the types of personnel available, but the 
only safe assumption is that the enemy would use the best trained 
and most intrepid of his airmen. 

24. The other point of view, which is taken by the Admiralty, 
is that nonvital gunfire will have a physical effect not less serious 
than the “bumpiest” and most difficult weather conditions, Experi- 
ence shows that this is very considerable. It is therefore expected 
that effective gunfire will considerably increase errors. In addition, 
the psychological effect, which it is not possible to assess quan- 
titatively, is likely to lead to an increase in height of release which 

result in an additional loss of accuracy. 

25. It is impossible for us to give judgment as to which of these 
opinions is likely to be correct. There is no evidence to guide us, 
or others, as to the possible physical effects of nonvital antiair- 
craft fire. The psychological question will remain a matter of 
opinion until it is tested out in war. However high the standard 
of training of attacking pilots, and it would be unwise to assume 
anything but a high standard, the excitement of action, the de- 
terrent effect of close shell bursts, the fact that the airman is 
carrying out an attack on the gun itself and not avoiding the 
gun in order to attack some objective beyond, all these are 
factors which would seem certain to affect statistics arrived at 
under peace conditions. 


IV. ANTIAIRCRAPT FIRE 


26. In no part of our inquiry have we found more difficulty 
than in the assessment of the probable results of the antiaircraft 
fire by which ships defend themselves against bombing attack. 
It is, of course, impossible to simulate in time of peace all the 
conditions of war, and experiments carried out under peace con- 
ditions afford only a guide, from which it is easy to draw false 
deductions. 

27. The Admiralty have provided us with figures which cannot 
be more than estimates, as to the probable number of hits which 
antiaircraft guns will be able to effect against attacking aircraft 
engaged in level bombing as shown by results hitherto obtained. 

28. The Air Ministry, whilst agreeing with the method of esti- 
mating casualties that has been adopted, do not consider that it is 
sound to assume that the results obtainable can be assimilated to 
those likely to be obtained against actual bombing aircraft. We 
are disposed to agree that the unreal conditions under which anti- 
aircraft practice has hitherto taken place, although largely un- 
avoidable, make it difficult, if not impossible, to accept any figures 
until much more information is available. It will be realized that 
any figures arrived at from peacetime practice will always be 
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largely theoretical; only under war conditions, impossible to sim- 
ulate in peace, can there be a completely satisfying test. But the 
difference between the two points of view can, we think, be con- 
siderably narrowed down by making, as we recommend, peacetime 
practice assimilate more closely to war conditions. To this end we 
think the Admiralty and the Air Ministry, for their joint benefits, 
should work in very close touch. The staffs have arranged to 
carry out future practices designed to provide data as to the efficacy 
of antiaircraft fire, and to consult together as to the conduct of 
these practices, many of them being of a highly technical nature. 

29. Antiaircraft fire to meet dive bombing and torpedo attack 
requires separate consideration. The Admiralty have developed 
special weapons to deal with this form of attack and trials have 
been carried out over a considerable period. 

30. We have been provided by the Admiralty with estimates of 
the number of hits likely to be obtained by antiaircraft weapons 
against short-range attacks of this kind. Whilst the naval and 
air staffs are again agreed that the method of analysis used for the 
estimation of casualties is a reasonable one, they are not agreed 
that the results are applicable to the conditions to be expected in 
the fleet in practice. Here, again, we see difficulty in accepting as 
firm figures deductions made from tests which took place under 
conditions necessarily very remote from those of war. It will prob- 
ably always be extremely difficult in time of peace to simulate 
realistic attacks of these natures; the difficulties are even greater 
than in the case of the level bombing target. Whilst we invite the 
two departments to cooperate as far as possible, we desire to 
record the impression which the evidence has left on our minds, 
that the steps taken by the Admiralty to engage short-range 
attack will result in a very powerful concentration of fire which 
must, though to what precise extent it is impossible to say, affect 
the accuracy and the morale of the attacker. 

31. There are, however, various means by which attacking air- 
craft would attempt to gain a measure of surprise and so to re- 
duce the likelihood of casualties. These are tactical methods of 
which the services are fully aware, and we do not doubt that they 
will continue to experiment, and to cooperate in their practice. 


INCREASE IN VOLUME OF ANTIAIRCRAFT FIRE 


32. Whatever may be the precise figure to be allotted to the ac- 
curacy of the antiaircraft fire, there can be no doubt as to the 
great volume of antiaircraft fire which a number of ships can 
now develop, and the number of ean still further be in- 
creased if found necessary. Those who rely for their criticism of 
antiaircraft. fire merely on experience in the late war (we do not 
include the Air Ministry in this category) are working on a basis 
quite unreliable. Whilst, apart from increased speed and power 
of maneuver, aircraft remain as vulnerable as before, and the 
target they offer increases with their size, there have been great 
developments in numbers and calibers of guns, weight of shell, 
accuracy, and rapidity of fire. 


V. WEIGHING THE BALANCE 
NEW DANGERS MET BY NEW METHODS OF DEFENSE 


33. It is, of course, no new matter to the Admiralty to have to 
consider the vulnerability of ships in the light of some new 
weapon and to adopt new measures for their defense and protec- 
tion. The last 40 years have seen the advent of the submarine, 
the torpedo, and the mine. Each of these have had great effects 
on naval warfare, but new forms of attack have always, sooner or 
later, produced new forms of defense. The question is whether 
attack from the air, unlike the others, is incapable of being met. 
The work of the Committee on Air Defense Research is evidence of 
the efforts which are being made, in another sphere, to create new 
forms of defense against the menace of air attack. 

34. It is one of the main characteristics of a battleship that 
she is built to resist both above and below water from guns, 
torpedoes, and mines, Against air attack, rearrangement and im- 
provement of her protection is needed, but the Admiralty make 
no claim that a ship, however designed, can be invulnerable in 
all circumstances to every form of attack. But they do think that 
the capital ship of the future can be so designed as to distribu- 
tion of her armor on decks and sides, and as to interior sub- 
division, that she will not be subject to fatal damage from the 
air. The effect of hits by aerial bombs is analogous to plunging 
long-range fire from guns. The Admiralty view is that there is 
no reason why the ship cannot be d to meet air attack 
just as in the past she has been designed to meet other dangers. 

35. These views, of course, are not those of the critics of the 
capital ships, who maintain that a concentrated air attack on 
ships at sea or in the harbor will be so effective that they can- 
not survive. It is a point of view that has yet to be tested. 

36. Whatever the future may have in store the truth at present 
probably lies between these two opinions. Given the greatest 
possible measure of protection on the constructional side against 
air attack, much, of course, will depend on the scale of attack 
which can be brought to bear. In that connection the size of 
the air force of a potential enemy and the distances of his 
gerodromes from the areas in which our fleet will operate and 
from the bases which that fleet will use, are two important 
factors. 

STRATEGICAL QUESTIONS 


37. Here we meet the strategical questions which, though they 
are, strictly speaking, outside our terms of reference, have a bear- 
img on the general object of our inquiry. Whether or not an 
enemy will decide to use his air power against our naval forces 
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is a matter which cannot be determined in advance, but the fact 
that we are dependent for our existence on our sea communica- 
tions behooves us, more than any other power, to anticipate that 
Kind of attack. 

38. Although our fleet may have to operate in comparatively 
narrow waters, it may also have to do so in the larger oceans, the 
Atlantic and the Pacific, much of whose spaces are at great dis- 
tances from the air bases of any potential enemy. But that is only 
one aspect of the matter, for those oceans, of which the free pas- 
sage is essential to our national existence, cannot at present be 
covered by our own land-based air forces. It would not be impos- 
sible for the capital ships of a hypothetical enemy, in the absence 
of a powerful British Fleet, to place themselves, without interfer- 
ence, across our trade routes in such a way that we should be 
powerless to do anything unless we could send a superior naval 
force, supported by capital ships, to drive the enemy off. 

39. There is a great part of the oceans of the world where this 
applies. Even where a space of sea is actually within range of air- 
craft, it by no means follows that ships therein will necessarily 
be subject to attack. The extreme upholders of the air view will 
center one leg of a pair of dividers on an air base, and with the 
presumed radius of aircraft will mark out an area into which they 
claim a ship cannot enter without detection and destruction. 
That is a one-sided representation of the case; the matter is by no 
means so simple. The hours of darkness, weather, the special train- 
ing needed for oversea navigation, and the great areas which air- 
craft will have to reconnoiter in order to find their enemy are all 
factors which in practice will have great influence. 


THE SUBSTITUTION OF AIRCRAFT FOR THE CAPITAL SHIP 


40. It has been argued that the functions of the capital ship can 
at least equally well be carried out by aircraft. The defense of our 
territory and of our trade routes are, of course, two of the most 
important functions of the Navy. It has been put to us, though 
not by the air staff, that this can be done by our light naval 
forces, that our battleships are umnecessary as cover to those 
light forces, since, if the enemy possesses battleships they will be 
destroyed by our own air forces, properly distributed in advance 
to deal with such a situation. 

41. We do not consider that the conditions prevailing today or 
likely to prevail in the near future justify these opinions, nor do 
we consider that there is sufficient evidence to affirm that aircraft 
can perform the role of our own capital ships by holding in check, 
and, if possible, destroying enemy capital ships. We need ships 
equal in fighting power to those to which they may be opposed, 
for there are large areas of ocean which are out of range of service 
aircraft based on British territory. Of our merchant ships sunk 
by surface craft during 1914-18 well over half were more than 500 
miles from British territory. Although the radius of action of 
aircraft will increase in the future, the provision all over the 
world of sufficient aircraft to deal with all probable contingencies 
in the defense of trade and territory would necessitate something 
approaching a two-power standard in the air, with an immense 
provision of facilities of all kinds. 


POSSIBILITY OF ATTACK ON HARBORS AND BASES 


42. We have discussed the possibility of heavy air attacks car- 
Tied out against a fleet in harbors within range of an enemy's 
shore-based aircraft. The fleet in such circumstances is able to 
bring to bear its maximum concentration of antiaircraft fire. 
Nevertheless, the prospect of heavy air attacks under these condi- 
tions requires attention. Although our inquiry is concerned 
with the vulnerability of the ships themselves we think it right 
to call attention to the necessity of providing a full scale of de- 
— — for the bases on which capital ships will have to rely in a 
‘uture war. 


AIR POWER AND NAVAL VESSELS OTHER THAN CAPITAL SHIPS 


43. An interesting feature of the evidence of those who hold 
that the day of the capital ship is doomed by reason of its 
vulnerability to air attack is that they do not carry the argument 
to its logical conclusion. The capital ship is much more strongly 
constructed and much better equipped with antiaircraft guns 
than any other ship. Cruisers and light craft are necessarily far 
more vulnerable; indeed, it can be said that the capital ship is the 
one re surface craft which, if hit severely by an air bomb, 
is not liable to be sunk. Yet no partisan of the air has put for- 
ward the suggestion that all naval forces are doomed to destruc- 
tion, that the day of navies is over, and that air forces can and 
must take over the tasks for which the Navy are now responsible. 
Yet this is the conclusion which properly flows from the argu- 
ments which they adduced against the capital ship. 

THE ARGUMENT OF RELATIVE COSTS 

44. No doubt one reason which has led to the selection of the 
capital ship for criticism is its high cost. Unofficial persons have 
estimated that for the cost of one such ship a great number of 
airplanes could be built; these estimates, sometimes covering only 
capital cost, sometimes only maintenance, and sometimes both, 
have varied from 100 to 1,000. Such comparisons, however made, 
are not, in our opinion, of any value or validity, but we thought 
it desirable to get at the truth on official calculations. The 
Admiralty and Air Ministry have callaborated in this investiga- 
tion and have given us an agreed figure of 43 twin-engined 
medium bombers as the nearest approximation possible to the 
equivalent in cost of one capital ship, taking into account all 
those overhead, maintenance, and replacement and similar charges 
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which should be included to make an effective comparison during 
the life of the capital ship. : 

45. We might mention in passing that one witness who appeared 
before us and used this financial comparison as part of his argu- 
ment, was asked by us to work out his own estimate of the cost 
of providing the number of squadrons which, according to his ideas, 
could replace our capital ships in their role of defense of trade and 
territory. The figure that he arrived at, after a sufficiently com- 
plex calculation, and omitting the cost of a large number of new 
aerodromes over the Empire, was the same as the capital cost of 15 
capital ships. 

46. The fact is that the relative costs of battleships and aero- 
planes have not, in themselves, any bearing on the matter. If 
capital ships are essential to our security, we must have them. 
We are dependent, as is no other nation, on the maintenance of our 
overseas trade. We have more to lose by making a false decision 
in so vital a matter than has any other power. Yet no other great 
naval power, though with less risk than we ourselves should run, 
proposes to do away with capital ships. Should we be the first to 
do so? Surely not, unless the question is settled beyond all possible 
doubt. We do not find that the question is so settled. It may 
never be settled without the test of war, but the information at 
present at our disposal leads us to believe that the day of the 
capital ship is not over, now or in the near future; to assume that 
it is, and to cease to build them, would lead to grave risk of 
disaste 
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It is possible to state the matter in the simplest possible terms. 
The advocates of the extreme air view would wish this country to 
build no capital ships (other powers still continuing to build 
them). If their theories turn out well founded, we have wasted 
money; if ill founded, we would, in putting them to the test, have 
lost the Empire. 

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


47. We now state the general conclusions which we have reached 
om the matters in question. 

The experiments that have taken place have been extensive 
and prolonged and the information thus obtained has enabled the 
Admiralty to adapt the design of capital ships in such a way as 
to offer greater resistance to attack from the air. Further ex- 
periments are, however, essential. Indeed, we are definitely of 
opinion that, as developments in the power and range of aircraft 
take place, there should be no cessation in making experiments 
which should reproduce as far as possible war conditions. To this 
end the fullest collaboration between the Admiralty and Air Min- 
istry should take place. We do not suggest that anything has been 
lacking in ingenuity or perservance in the nts that have 
been made, but it is possible that the closer cooperation of the two 
services in an attempt to make the experiments as realistic as 
possible would be fruitful. 

48. We have given full consideration to the information already 
available as a result of the various experiments and it is plain 
to us that capital ships cannot be constructed so as to be in- 
destructible by bombing from the air. This would probably be 
true even if factors of speed, armament, and weight were dis- 
regarded in the design of the ship so that the thickness of the 
defensive armor could be indefinitely increased. If this fact, 
which we regard as being beyond the possibility of doubt, is kept 
in mind, it throws light on some of the more extravagant crit- 
icisms of the policy of building capital ships. The critics have 
written and spoken as if the issue was between those who deny 
and those who assert the vulnerability of capital ships to air 
attack. That is not the real question. In c nces favor- 
able to an attack from the air which could be driven home by a 
large and powerful force the most heavily armored capital ship 
could, no doubt, be destroyed, or at least seriously crippled. It 
is impossible to do more than speculate as to the chances of such 
a combination of circumstances or as to the degree of success 
likely to be attained by the attacking force. The real question 
that arises on the assumption that capital ships are indispensable 
is whether their design is such as to secure the maximum of im- 
munity from air attack. We have, as above stated, made inquiries 
in quarters other than the Admiralty as to whether the capital 
ships of His Majesty’s Navy are so designed and we are satisfied 
that everything is done that experience could suggest, or skill and 
money could provide. 

49. We have made a number of recommendations, some of which 
are contained in various sections of the report to the Admiralty 


and the Air Ministry. 
T. W. H. Insxrr, Chairman. 
HALIFAX. 


MALCOLM MACDONALD, 
WALTER RUNCIMAN. 
H. R. POWNALL, 
Secretary to the Subcommittee, 
2 Whitehall Gardens, S. W. 1, July 30, 1936. 


ADDITIONAL JUDGES FOR UNITED STATES COURTS 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President 

Mr. CLARK. I yield to the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask unanimous consent that following 
the conclusion of the pending business, the Senate proceed 
to consider Calendar No. 1592, being the bill (S. 3691) to 
provide for the appointment of additional judges for certain 
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United States district courts, circuit court of appeals, and 
certain courts of the United States for the District of 
Columbia, and that the bill remain the unfinished business 
of the Senate until concluded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 


INVESTIGATION OF FLAXSEED PRICES 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President. 

Mr. CLARK. I yield to the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Last Friday, on the call of the calendar, 
Senate Resolution 167 was agreed to. My attention has 
been called to the fact that the resolution not only requests 
but directs the Secretary of Agriculture to make a certain 
investigation. I do not believe that the Senate, by a simple 
resolution, can instruct or direct the Secretary of Agriculture 
with respect to a matter of this sort. 

I therefore ask unanimous consent to reconsider the vote 
by which the resolution was agreed to, in order to change 
the language to comply with the usual procedure in such 
matters. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
reconsideration of the vote by which the resolution was 
agreed to? The Chair hears none, and the vote is recon- 
sidered. x 

Mr. BARKLEY. On page 3 of the resolution, in lines 2, 6, 
and 19, I move to strike out the words “and directed.” 

The motion was agreed to. : 

The resolution, as amended, was agreed to, as follows: 


Resolved, That the Secretary of Agriculture is hereby requested 
to make a thorough investigation of the influences and factors 
keeping the price of flaxseed under parity and to report to the 
Senate the results thereof. 

In particular, but not to the exclusion of other matters, the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture is uested to make and report to the 
Senate the results of an investigation and study of— 

(1) The effectiveness of the tariff on flaxseed. 

(2) The effectiveness of the existing tariff on linseed oil. 

(3) The compensatory relationship between the existing tariff 
on flaxseed and the existing tariff on linseed oil. 

(4) The effectiveness of the tariffs or excise taxes on 
perilla oil and other oils entering into competition with linseed oil, 
as well as the effectiveness of the existing tariffs and excise taxes 
on oil-bearing seeds entering into competition with flaxseed; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That the United States Tariff Commission is hereby 
requested to render such assistance and cooperation as the Secre- 
Fog 10 of Vaal gram may request to enable him to make this report 

e Senate. 


The preamble was agreed to, as follows: 


Whereas the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act of 
February 29, 1936, declared it to be the purpose of Congress— 

(A) To reestablish, at as rapid a rate as the Secretary of Agri- 
culture determines to be practicable and in the general public inter- 
est, the ratio between the purchasing power of the net income per 
persons on farms and that of the income per person not on farms 
that prevailed during the 5-year period August 1909-July 1914, 
inclusive, as determined from statistics available in the United 
. of Agriculture and the maintenance of such a 
ratio; 

Whereas, to the United States Department of Agricul- 
ture, the price of wheat has been higher than parity price, as deter- 
mined by the Department of Agriculture, since July 1936, and in 
June 1937 the price of wheat at Minneapolis was 11 cents higher 
than parity; and 

Whereas for a period of years the price of flaxseed has generally 
— just about twice the price of wheat per bushel at Minneapolis; 
an 

Whereas the price of flaxseed at Minneapolis was 26 cents per 
bushel below parity price, as established by the Department of Agri- 
culture, in January 1936, and has been consistently lower since that 
time, and that in June 1937 the price of flaxseed in Minneapolis was 
41 cents below parity; and 

Whereas the Department of Agriculture, in its statement, Aver- 
age Prices Received by Farmers for Farm Products July 15, 1937, 
With Comparisons, issued July 29, 1937, reveals under the heading 
“Price Relatives” (p. 13) that using the index figure 100 (based on 
actual prices received by farmers, 1909-14) wheat increased from the 
index figure of 107 on July 15, 1936, to 128 on July 15, 1937; and 
during the same period corn increased from 125 to 184; oats, from 
88 to 107; barley, from 91 to 104; rye, from 85 to 112; cottonseed, 
from 138 to 157; while flaxseed gained but 1 point, from 109 to 


110; and 
ucts of flaxseed are linseed oil and linseed 
meal, and, according to the United States Department of Labor, the 
33 of linseed ofl in January 1936 was 10.1 cents per pound and 
June 1937, 11.1 cents per pound (an increase of 10 percent), 
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and the price of linseed meal in January 19386 was $30 per ton and 
$35.63 per ton in June 1937 (an increase of 18.2 percent), while the 
United States Department of Agriculture gives the Minneapolis price 
of flaxseed in January 1936 at $1.87 per bushel and in June 1937, 
$1.91 per bushel (an increase of two one-hundredths of 1 percent) : 
Therefore be it 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS—CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma submitted the following re- 
port: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment No. 136 of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 9181) making appropriations for the government of the 
District of Columbia and other activities chargeable in whole or 
in part against the revenues of such District for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, having met, after 
full and free conference, have agreed to recommend and do recom- 
mend to their respective Houses, as follows: 
= a eee of conference report in disagreement amendment 

o. x 

ELMER THOMAS, 

CARTER GLASS, 

ROYAL S. COPELAND, 

WILLIAM H, KING, 

GERALD P, NYE, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 

Ross A. COLLINS, 

JOE STARNES, 

ALBERT J. ENGEL, 

Managers on thè part of the House. 


The report was agreed to. 

The President pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
action of the House of Representatives on Senate amend- 
ment No. 136, which was read, as follows: 


IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, UNITED STATES, 
March 29, 1938. 

Resolved, That the House recede from its ment to the 
amendment of the Senate No. 136 to the bill (H. R. 9181) mak- 
ing appropriations for the government of the District of Co- 
lumbia and other activities chargeable in whole or in part against 
the revenues of such District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1939, and for other purposes, and concur therein with an amend- 
ment, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter inserted by said amendment insert: 

“Src. 11. The Commissioners of the District of Columbia are 
hereby authorized and empowered, in their discretion, to secure 
and to install experimentally, at no expense to the said District, 
mechanical parking meters or devices on the streets, avenues, 
roads, highways, and other public spaces in the District of Colum- 
bia under the jurisdiction and control of said Commissioners, such 
installations to be limited to a linear footage not to exceed the 
total of the perimeters of four normally sized squares in such 
District; and said Commissioners are authorized and empowered 
to make and enforce rules and regulations for the control of 
the parking of vehicles on such streets, avenues, roads, highways, 
and other public spaces, and as an aid to such regulation and 
control of the parking of vehicles the Commissioners may pre- 
scribe fees for the privilege of parking vehicles where said meters 
or devices are installed. 

“The Commissioners are further authorized and empowered to 
pay the purchase price and cost of installation of the said meters 
or devices from the fees collected, which are hereby appropriated 
for such purpose, for the fiscal years 1938 and 1939, and thereafter 
such meters or devices shall become the property of said District, 
and all fees collected shall be paid to the collector of taxes for 
deposit in the Treasury of the United States to the credit of the 
revenues of said District.” 


Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I move that the Senate con- 
cur in the amendment of the House to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 136. 

The motion was agreed to. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. CLARK. I yield to the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to 
the consideration of executive business. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE 

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads, reported favorably the nominations of sundry 
postmasters, which were ordered to be placed on the Execu- 
tive Calendar. : 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there be no furth 
reports of committees, the clerk will state in their order the 
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nominations on the Executive Calendar, with the exception of 
the one passed over. 
THE JUDICIARY 
The legislative clerk read the nomination of John T. 
Summerville to be United States marshal for the district of 
Oregon. 
Mr. REAMES. I ask that the nomination be confirmed. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 
nomination is confirmed. 


POSTMASTERS 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read sundry nominations 
of postmasters. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask that the nominations of postmas- 
ters on the calendar be confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 
nominations of postmasters are confirmed en bloc. 

That concludes the calendar. 

RECESS 

The Senate resumed legislative session. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate take a recess 
until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock and 45 min- 
utes p. m.) the Senate took a recess until tomorrow, Wednes- 
day, March 30, 1938, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 29 
(legislative day of January 5), 1938 
UNITED STATES MARSHAL 
John T. Summerville to be United States marshal for the 
district of Oregon. 
POSTMASTERS 
ILLINOIS 
James M. Allen, Decatur. 
Helen T. Fisher, Delavan. 
Arthur B. Caughlan, Pittsfield. 
Lyle M. Cross, San Jose. 
Martha G. Baily, Table Grove. 
George A. Larimer, Tuscola. 
INDIANA 
Harry S. Glump, New Harmony. 
Fred J. Merline, Notre Dame. 
Earl M. Miller, Princeton. 


LOUISIANA 


Sylvester J. Folse, Patterson. 
Blanche E. Tucker, Wisner. 


NEW MEXICO 
James W. Patterson, Fort Sumner. 


OHIO 
Carroll S. Irvin, Adena. 

Ira A. Foglesong, Barnesville. 
Edward R. Reichenbach, Bluffton, 
Herman A. Schafer, Bridgeport. 
Sam F. Dickerson, Cadiz. 

Abner C. Barnhouse, Caldwell. 
James J. Zerla, Dillonvale. 

Willard R. Hower, Doylestown. 
Ralph C. Benedum, East Liverpool. 
Charles F. Hildebolt, Eaton. 

Frank J. McCauley, Marietta. 
James A. Anderson, Millersburg. 
Robert L. Hagerty, Mingo Junction, 
Ruth H. Brinkman, Minster. 
Roland E. Jackson, Neffs. 

Clarence J. Bartel, Piqua. 

Charles A. Ferren, St. Clairsville. 
John E. Kassell, South Zanesville. 
Arnold M. Speir, State Soldiers Home, 
James Connor, Toronto. 

Algy R. Murphy, Troy. 
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Charles A. Trinter, Vermilion. 
Dale Kessel, Wellsville. 
Charles R. Treon, West Carrollton. 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
Bessie B. Gasque, Marion. 
Hattie J. Peeples, Varnville. 
VIRGINIA 


Harry B. Jordan, Bedford. 

Ira D. Newcomb, Clarksville. 

Burley M. Garner, Emporia. 

David J. Garber, Fort Belvoir. 

Alfred C. Darden, Fortress Monroe. 

Emmett L. Allen, Glenallen. 

Lucy M. Wing, Greenway. 

Margaret H. Hardy, McKenney. 

John W. Burger, Natural Bridge. 

Leslie N. Ligon, Pamplin. 

James V. Lewis, Prospect. 

Joseph F. Judkins, Surry. 

Jesse F, West, Jr., Waverly. 
WASHINGTON 


Orris E. Marine, Colton. 

Adrian C. Gehres, Connell. 

Oscar W. Behrmann, Fairfield. 

Gerald H. McFaul, Ione. 

James B. Robertson, Kettle Falls. 

Raymond A. Landgraf, Klickitat. 

I. Wells LittleJohn, Pateros. 

George P. Fishburne, Tacoma. 
WYOMING 


Jennie L. Huston, Daniel. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
TUESDAY, MARCH 29, 1938 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


O Lord God, Thou who hast dealt most graciously with 
us, teach us true understanding and knowledge. We pray 
Thee to defend us from blindness of fear and prejudice, for 
great is the peace of them who love Thy law. Let it be 
Thy good pleasure to draw us nearer to Thee. Enable us, 
blessed Father, to keep our spirits tranquil and serene. In 
times of pressure, in times of disturbance, and in times of 
quiet may there be in us the strength of patience, gentle- 
ness, and forbearance. In our varied experiences help us 
to be conscious of Thy presence. If the day shall be one 
of hardship, grant us help to perform our duty uncomplain- 
ingly; if of joy, to accept it with gratitude, and when the 
shades of night shall call us to our rest may memories give 
us great peace. In our dear Redeemer’s name. Amen, 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 1 minute to make an announcement. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

GOVERNMENT REORGANIZATION 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, many Members are re- 
questing information in reference to the parliamentary situ- 
ation concerning the reorganization bill. As chairman of 
the House committee I am directed to say the majority 
members of the committee had a conference this morning. 
They are unanimous in their determination to maintain the 
position they took last year. [Applause.] 

It is our purpose to have a meeting of the full committee 
tomorrow morning; and it is further our purpose to strike 
out all after the enacting clause in the Senate bill and sub- 
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stitute the language of the four bills reported by our com- 
mittee, two of which have been passed, one the general 
reorganization bill by a vote of 283 to 75 and the other 
without a roll call with practically no opposition. This 
action will throw the matter wide open in the House. There 
can be no complaint as the bills will be open to amend- 
ment and general debate will be agreed upon by unanimous 
consent. [Applause.] 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COCHRAN. I yield to the minority leader. 

Mr. SNELL. Does the gentleman intend to make this 
purely a partisan matter? He says a majority of the com- 
mittee has met and agreed upon procedure. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I said the members of the majority had 
a conference; and, as the gentleman from New York well 
knows, that is a policy that has always been followed by 
the majority whether it be Republican or Democratic. 

Mr. SNELL. I do not know any such thing. Certainly 
it has not been the policy on an important matter like this 
which is not a partisan matter. 

Mr. COCHRAN. We will have a meeting tomorrow morn- 
ing of the full committee and the matter will be thoroughly 
discussed. 

Mr. SNELL. But the gentleman said the matter had 
already been determined. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I was simply advising the House of the 
position of the majority members. 

Mr. Speaker, any Member who has served in this Congress 
for even a limited period knows that the majority members 
of a committee, be they Republican or Democrat, hold con- 
ferences on important legislation prior to a meeting of the 
full committee. It is beyond me to understand why any- 
one should criticize a frank expression of the position of 
the majority members of the Reorganization Committee. 
If we had held a secret session and refused to discuss the 
result of our deliberations, then criticism might be justified; 
but when a hundred members of the House want to know 
the situation concerning the bill passed by the Senate yes- 
terday and what the House committee is going to do, is it 
not only fair but honest that we make public the decision 
reached? 

The charge has been made while the bill was pending in 
the Senate that the bill would be written in conference. 
This action eliminates that charge. Reasonable debate, op- 
portunity for any Member to offer amendments, no gag 
rule—what more could be asked or expected? 

The language the majority intends to substitute for the 
Senate bill is not new. As I stated, two bills have already 
passed the House, while the other two bills and the reports 
have been available since August 18 last. Every Member of 
the House, as well as members of the press, have had an 
opportunity to read them. The committee ordered remarks 
made by both the majority and minority Members printed 
in the same pamphlet, and one copy was sent to every Mem- 
ber of the House last year. We did not only make public 
in this manner the views of the majority but likewise those 
of the minority. I cannot conceive of any action that could 
be more fair. If we go back and look at some of the gag 
rules under which this House has been required to operate 
in past years, not only when the Democrats have been in 
power but during the period the Republicans were in power, 
you must admit we seek no advantage. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Frazier, its legislative 
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed a bill of the 
following title, in which the concurrence of the House is 
requested: 

S. 3331. An act to provide for reorganizing agencies of the 
Government, extending the classified civil service, establish- 
ing a General Auditing Office and a Department of Welfare, 
and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the Vice President had 
appointed Mr. BARKLEY and Mr. Grsson members of the 
joint select committee on the part of the Scnate, as provided 
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for in the act of February 16, 1889, as amended by the act of 
March 2, 1895, entitled “An act to authorize and provide for 
the disposition of useless papers in the executive depart- 
ments”, for the disposition of executive papers in the fol- 
lowing departments: The Department of Commerce, Veter- 
ans’ Administration. 


BRIDGES WITHIN THE STATE OF KENTUCKY 


Mr. O'NEAL of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent for the immediate consideration of the bill (H. R. 
9980) amending sections 1 and 4 of an act of Congress 
approved June 18, 1930, entitled “An act authorizing the 
Commonwealth of Kentucky, by and through the State 
Highway Commission of Kentucky or the successors of said 
commission, to acquire, construct, maintain, and operate 
bridges within Kentucky and/or across boundary line streams 
of Kentucky.” 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
as I understand, this is a matter about which the gentleman 
from Kentucky spoke to me and is of interest only to the 
people in his State. 

Mr. O'NEAL of Kentucky. That is correct. 

Mr. SNELL. All of the Members from Kentucky are 
agreed upon it, and the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce has agreed to it. 

Mr. O'NEAL of Kentucky. That is correct. I shall be 
pleased to make a fuller statement if it is desired. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 1 of an act of Congress ap- 
proved June 18, 1930, entitled “An act authorizing the Common- 
wealth of Kentucky, by and through the State Highway Commis- 
sion of Kentucky or the successors of said commission, to acquire, 
construct, maintain, and operate bridges within Kentucky and/or 
across boundary line streams of Kentucky” be, and the same is 
hereby, amended by changing the period to a semicolon at the end 
of the last paragraph and inserting immediately thereafter the 
following: “a bridge heretofore constructed by the city of Louis- 
ville, Ky., across the Ohio River from a point at or near Second 
Street in said city of Louisville to a point opposite in the city of 
Jeffersonville, Ind.” 

Sec. 2. That section 4 of said act approved June 18, 1930, be, 
and the same is hereby, amended by striking out the words “the 
date of approval of this act” at the end of the second sentence 
and in lieu of the words so stricken the following: “the 
date of acquisition or completion of construction of the bridge or 
all of the bridges embraced in the particular project.” 

Sec. 3. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 

With the following committee amendments: 


Page 2, line 3, after the word “bridge”, strike out “heretofore”; 
and in line 4, after the word “constructed”, insert “prior to the 
enactment of this amendatory provision.” 

; Strike out all of section 2 and insert in lieu thereof the fol- 
lowing: 

“Src. 2. Section 4 of said act of June 18, 1930, is amended by 
inserting before the period at the end of the second sentence 
thereof the following: ‘or in the case of the bridge constructed 
prior to the enactment of this amendatory provision by the city of 
Louisville, Ky., across the Ohio River from a point at or near 
Second Street in said city of Louisville, to a point opposite in the 
city of Jeffersonville, Ind., within a period of not exceeding 20 
years from the date of the approval of this amendatory pro- 
vision’.” 

The committee amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and 
read a third time, was read the third time, and passed, and a 
motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, the T. V. A., in June or 
July 1937, bought from the International Agricultural Cor- 
poration 555 acres of land in Williamson County, Tenn., with 
alleged phosphate rock on it, and paid at the rate of 13 
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cents per ton. This land cost the International Agricultural 
Corporation $151,000, and they made a profit on the deal of 
approximately $527,000, as the T. V. A. paid them $678,000. 

The T. V. A. had previously had an opportunity to buy 
this land on a 3 cents per ton basis, 2 or 3 years before, 
but passed it up. 

Giving big profits to large corporations, this particular 
one having representatives of the House of Morgan on its 
board of directors, netting a magnificent profit to the cor- 
poration, is the usual case with T. V. A. dealings with big 
corporations. 

The purchase was consummated by Clark Neil Bass, who 
receives a salary of $7,600 from the T. V. A., acting as admin- 
istrative assistant to Dr. H. A. Morgan, perhaps to make 
this kind of deal. 

[Here the gavel fell] 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Speaker, further elaborating upon the 
statement made by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
Cocuran], he has told the House it is our purpose to maintain 
the position of the House and to bring in the reorganization 
bill by striking out all of the Senate bill and inserting the four 
House bills. So that when the measure is called up no Mem- 
ber may make the charge that he has not had access to the 
reports, may I call the attention of the House to the fact that 
we passed two of those bills last August and the reports are 
available. The other two bills have been on the House Calen- 
dar, together with the reports, since last August. 

Mr. TABER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WARREN. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. TABER. Will it be the purpose of the majority to 
permit hearings on this matter? 

Mr. WARREN. I cannot, of course, speak for the majority. 
Speaking for myself, I say that I am opposed to any hearings 
because, as the gentleman knows, we have had hearings on 
these measures, and all have been reported out. 

Mr. TABER. We have not had any hearings that cover 
the bills. 

[Here the gavel fell.) 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I deeply regret that the chair- 
man of the Reorganization Committee, as well as one of the 
leading Members of the House, have decided that this is 
purely a partisan proposition. The statement has been 
made this morning that a meeting of the majority members 
of that committee has been held and it has been decided 
what is going to be done before any meeting of the whole 
committee has been held, or any public hearings on it. They 
are so bold that they even advise the Members of the House 
to that effect; that after they have done this that they are 
going to have a meeting of the full committee on tomorrow. 
They seem to forget the importance of this legislation, and 
that only Democrats are interested. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is very unfortunate to approach 
such an important proposition as the permanent reorganiza- 
tion of all the departments of the Government in that way. 

Here the gavel fell.] 


MILITARY ORDER OF THE PURPLE HEART—-PHILADELPHIA 


Mr. STACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Record and to include therein 
a communication which I received recently from Chapter No. 
4, Military Order of the Purple Heart, located in Philadelphia, 
several of whose comrades come from my district, in reference 
to un-American activities and what the Military Order of 
the Purple Heart wants me to do about it. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Reserving the right to object—and I 
do not intend to object—I am trying to get some information. 
Will the gentleman explain who the Military Order of the 
Purple Heart is and what it proposes to do? Is that organi- 
zation behind an investigation of un-American activities? 

Mr. STACK. The Military Order of the Purple Heart, of 
which I am a proud comrade, was established at Newburgh, 
N. Y., on August 7, 1782, when Gen. George Washington 
issued the following order: 

The general, ever desirous to cherish virtuous ambition in his 
soldiers, as well as to foster and encourage every species of mili- 
tary merit, directs that whenever any singular meritorious action 
is performed the author of it shall be permitted to wear on his 
facings, over the left breast, the figure of a heart in purple cloth, 
or silk, edged with narrow lace or binding. Not only instances of 
unusual gallantry but also of extraordinary fidelity and essential 
service in any way shall meet with a due reward. Before this 
favor can be conferred on any man, the particular fact, or facts 
on which it is to be grounded, must be set forth to the Com- 
mander in Chief, accompanied with certificates from the com- 
manding officers of the regiment and brigade to which the can- 
didate for reward belonged, or other incontestible proofs; and 
upon granting it, the name and regiment of the person, with the 
action so certified, are to be enrolled in the book of merit which 
will be kept at the orderly office. Men who have merited this last 
distinction to be suffered to pass all guards and sentinels which 
officers are permitted to do. 

The road to glory is a patriot army, and a free country is thus 
open to all. This order is also to have retrospect to the earliest 
stages of the war and to be considered as a permanent one. 


On February 22, 1932, the War Department of the United 
States of America issued General Orders, No. 3, which re- 
vived the Purple Heart, established during the War of the 
Revolution, out of respect to the memory and military 
achievements of Gen. George Washington. The award is 
confined to those persons who, serving in the Army of the 
United States, were awarded the Meritorious Service Cita- 
tion by the Commander in Chief of the American Expedi- 
tionary Forces, or who were wounded under conditions which 
entitled them to wear a wound chevron, and the present- 
day holders of this award are chiefly composed of American 
soldiers who fought and bled for their country and flag and 
the principles for which it stands. As the distinguished 
gentleman from New York [Mr. DICKSTEIN] knows, I ap- 
peared before the Rules Committee as the Representative of 
all the people in my district, the Sixth, of Pennsylvania, in 
behalf of the Dies resolution, providing for a special com- 
mittee to investigate un-American propaganda—House Reso- 
lution 282—and I can assure him that chapter 4 of the Mili- 
tary Order of the Purple Heart wants this resolution 
reported to the House for action. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. They want an investigation in order 
to clean house in the country? 

Mr. STACK. Yes, sir; absolutely. . 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. How many members has the order? 

Mr. STACK. In Philadelphia we have approximately 
5,000. 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. And the members of that organization 
are located throughout the country? 

Mr. STACK. Yes, sir. It is a national organization, and 
to date, I understand, the War Department has issued 59,700 
Purple Heart medals. The comrades of the Military Order 
of the Purple Heart and their families and, I am satisfied, 
all right-thinking American citizens are behind this resolu- 
tion and want it reported out favorably, particularly in these 
8 times when governments are being overthrown 
daily. 

Whereas it has been widely reported in the newspapers of cur- 
rent date that the friends, sympathizers, and agents of the Third 
German Reich proposed to purchase a chain of newspapers 
throughout the United States for the purpose of disseminating 
Nazi propaganda, and to that end have made offers of lucrative 
Sales wee to certain prominent newspapermen in the United 
Whereas such an attempt to influence public opinion in this 

tert with domestic affairs 


country is an unjustifiable ſuterference the 
of this Nation; and 
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Whereas this effort to propagandize this country con- 
stitutes a threat to its peace and welfare; and 

Whereas such an attempt is subversive of the democratic prin- 
ciples upon which this Nation is founded, principles still cherished 
by all true patriots: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That Chapter No. 4, Military Order of the Purple Heart, 
@n order composed of the combat wounded of the wars of the 
United States, petition Comrade Congressman MICHAEL J. STACK, 
of the Sixth Pennsylvania District, to ask for a congressional in- 
vestigation of this unwarranted intrusion into domestic affairs of 
this country; and if it should appear that there is substantial basis 
for the report, to introduce appropriate legislation to prevent the 
consummation of any such plan. 

Resolution passed at_a regular meeting of Chapter No. 4, miia 


Order of the Purple Heart, held in Philadelphia the 24th 
March 1938, * gay 
Official: 
ANTHONY W. ZELLER, Commander, 
L. J. NACHTMANN, Adjutant. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Record and to include therein 
a letter written by General Rivers on the Philippine question. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include therein 
some observations on the reorganization of the Government. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 


COMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION 


Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Committee on Immigration may sit tomorrow during 
the session of the House. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. Wooprurr and Mr. Netson asked and were given 
permission to extend their own remarks in the RECORD. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Appendix of the Recorp and 
include therein a letter I received this morning referring to 
the activities of the Senate Civil Liberties Committee, together 
with my answer thereto. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 


COMMITTEE ON RULES 


Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the Committee on Rules may have until 
midnight tonight to file certain reports from that com- 
mittee. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York later submitted the follow- 
ing report from the Committee on Rules (Rept. No. 2032): 


House Resolution 453 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration of 
Senate Joint Resolution 277, a joint resolution creating a spe- 
cial congressional committee to make an investigation of the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority, and all points of order said joint 
resolution are hereby waived. That after general debate, which 
shall be confined to the joint resolution and continue not to ex- 
ceed 2 hours, to be equally divided and controlled by the chairman 
and the ranking minority member of the Committee on Rules, the 
joint resolution shall be read for amendment under the 5-minute 
rule. At the conclusion of the reading of the joint resolution for 
amendment, the Committee shall rise and report the same to the 
House with such amendments as may have been adopted, and the 
previous question shall be considered as ordered on the joint reso- 
lution and amendments thereto to final passage without interven- 
ing motions except one motion to recommit, with or without 
instructions. 
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MILITARY ESTABLISHMENT APPROPRIATION BILL, 1939 


Mr. SNYDER, of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the further considera- 
tion of the bill (H. R. 9995) making appropriations for the 
Military Establishment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1939, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill H. R. 9995, with Mr. LUTHER 
A. JouNson in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent to proceed out of order for the purpose of making 
an announcement. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, today the 
Committee on Rules voted to report out a resolution for the 
investigation of the Tennessee Valley Authority. It is 
planned to take up this resolution tomorrow. There will be 
1 hour of debate on the rule and 2 hours of general debate 
on the resolution, and then the resolution will be read for 
amendment. I understand the purpose is to complete the 
consideration of this matter tomorrow. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


REPAIRS OF ARSENALS 

For repairs and improvements of ordnance establishments, and 
to meet such unforeseen expenditures as accidents or other con- 
tingencies may require, $914,855. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, on last Friday the distinguished gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. Srarnes] made some very interesting 
remarks while in general debate on this appropriation bill 
about the location of the arsenals of the United States. He 
pointed out that most of the arsenals are in the East, with 
only one in the West or rather Middle West. He did not, 
however, in my opinion, point out the importance of the one 
arsenal in the United States that is located in, as he said, 
Illinois, Rock Island Arsenal, which is in the district I have 
the honor to represent in the House. This is the largest 
arsenal in the United States, I am told. It is peculiarly lo- 
cated in that it occupies an island containing approximately 
1,000 acres of land in the Mississippi River between the cities 
of Rock Island, III., and Davenport, Iowa, a combined com- 
munity of approximately 180,000 people, included in which 
are the cities of Moline and East Moline, III. 

The United States Government owns this island in its en- 
tirety and has built upon it since the years of the Civil War 
one of the finest ordnance manufacturing plants ever erected 
in the world. During the World War this plant employed 
about 28,000 or 29,000 people. The plant is kept in tip-top 
shape. In the event of another emergency the Government 
itself can immediately begin the manufacture of the neces- 
sary supplies and munitions for the Army with practically no 
delay except that required to get material to the arsenal in 
order to begin work. 

A very fine class of mechanics who live in the Middle West 
is available for employment at this important arsenal, which 
does the finest of precision work for not only the Army but 
to some extent the Navy. This arsenal is located approxi- 
mately 180 miles west of Chicago, about 250 miles north 
of St. Louis, about 300 miles south of Minneapolis and St. 
Paul, and about 350 miles from Omaha, truly in the center 
of the United States. It is at least 400 miles from the 
Canadian border and probably 1,000 miles or a little more 
from the Gulf of Mexico. 

As I stated, this arsenal occupies 1,000 acres. A number 
of fine, modern buildings are there, and there is plenty of 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


MARCH 29 


room for expansion. I presume not over 15 or 20 percent of 
the land on that island is occupied. 

I hope that possibly during the recess of Congress either 
the House Committee on Military Affairs or a subcommittee 
thereof, or the subcommittee on the War Department of our 
Committee on Appropriations, can come out to the Rock 
Island Arsenal and visit this very fine war-material plant 
that kas been built on the banks of the Mississippi River. 
We in Illinois are proud of the activities of the United States 
Army in our State. We are happy to support this appropria- 
tion bill, because it does carry funds for the further develop- 
ment of the Military Establishment in Illinois. 

There is a small item in the bill of $340,000 or $350,000 
for construction at Savanna Ordnance Depot, which is lo- 
cated in close proximity to the Rock Island Arsenal, being 
about 40 miles away, and is an adjunct to the arsenal itself. 
In the act of last year construction at Savanna was author- 
ized to the extent of about $1,500,000. We feel certain the 
subcommittee on the War Department of the Appropriations 
Committee will authorize further construction there in order 
that these plants in the Middle West, safe from attack from 
without, can be developed, because most certainly they can 
be relied upon for a steady stream of important production 
in the event our country becomes involved in a war. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. THOMPSON of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani- 
mous consent to proceed for 3 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMPSON of Illinois. I yield to the gentleman from 
New York. 

Mr. MEAD. I am very much interested in the gentleman’s 
statement. I really believe our Committee on Appropriations 
and also our Committees on Military and Naval Affairs 
ought to look with sympathy upon proposals such as the 
gentleman presents to the Committee of the Whole this after- 
noon. I really believe we have attempted in recent years to 
center too many of these military activities in the Nation’s 
Capital. We ought to locate these necessary developments, 
such as the one the gentleman mentions, away from the 
Nation’s Capital, both because we need the room here for 
the normal activities of the departments as well as the 
natural growth of the Capital City and because the center- 
ing of many military activities here might increase the dan- 
ger of attack. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Illinois. And possibly attract the 
enemy to us. I think the gentleman is absolutely sound in 
his position. 

I have, Mr. Chairman, before the House Committee on 
Military Affairs a bill to authorize an administration build- 
ing at Rock Island Arsenal. This is the only construction, 
as far as I know, that is urgently needed out there at this 
time, and I am sure we can get that reported out, perhaps 
not at this session of the Congress but at the next session. At 
present this arsenal has its offices in a factory building which 
in the event of an emergency, when it would be necessary to 
go into line or heavy production of the necessary supplies for 
the Army, which would have to be moved, and I hope the 
Committee on Military Affairs will at an early date report 
out an authorization for such an administration building at 
the Rock Island Arsenal, costing between $350,000 and 
$400,000. 

We are also proud in Illinois that the committee has au- 
thorized the beginning of construction at Rantoul, I., at 
Chanute Field, by providing necessary funds. This ground 
school of the Air Corps has been the subject of much con- 
troversy in the House of Representatives during the past 
5 or 6 years, and we are exceptionally happy that the sub- 
committee has included funds and additional contract au- 
thorizations to build up this important branch of the national 
defenses of the United States Army. Rantoul is ideally lo- 
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cated in Illinois and will form a very important unit or 
element of the Air Corps of the Army. [Applause.] 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise at this time to ask a question of 
the chairman of the subcommittee that has the bill now 
under consideration. 

I had planned to introduce an amendment asking for an 
appropriation of $200,000 for Fort Devens, which is going 
to be a very fine fort in my district. At the present time 
it is very well kept up, but we do need buildings very badly 
there. 

I have decided not to introduce the amendment, but I 
have a strong feeling I can secure the passage of such an 
appropriation in the Senate. I wonder if the committee has 
considered at all joining with the W. P. A. in the construc- 
tion of buildings; that is, the Appropriations Committee or 
the War Department giving a certain amount for the build- 
ings and the W. P. A. giving a certain amount of labor. The 
construction of these buildings creates a great deal of labor, 
as you know, among the building-trades people, labor which 
is sorely needed, as our workmen and our building-trades 
people are unemployed. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I may say 
to the gentlewoman from Massachusetts that the committee 
has not gone into the W. P. A. end of it at all. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Would it not seem a 
good plan? If you cannot secure funds from the Budget 
or from the President a recommendation for the full amount, 
the amount could be divided, part from W. P. A. for labor 
and part from the War Department for the materials. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Of course, we cannot 
anticipate what appropriation will be recommended or made 
for the W. P. A. If that were known in advance, the com- 
mittee might very appropriately consider augmentation of 
regular funds in the way the gentlewoman suggests. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Of course, I do not blame 
the committee. I realize it is the administration that is 
responsible for not putting up these buildings, but it is very 
discouraging because the authorization bill passed at the last 
session and the buildings are an absolute necessity. It seems 
so wasteful to spend millions in ways that have no permanent 
value instead of building at the Army posts where buildings 
must be constructed sometime; why not now? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. I may say to the gentle- 
woman from Massachusetts that I loo’:ed over the fort the 
gentlewoman has referred to, and you have many very splen- 
did buildings there, but, like many of the other military posts 
in the United States, unquestionably there are a number of 
buildings that should be done away with or else rehabilitated. 
I quite agree with the gentlewoman from Massachusetts as 
to that type of structure, but I presume there at least 40 
posts in the United States that have a similar condition and 
must wait upon priority as determined by the War Depart- 
ment. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I know the fort and the 
district very much appreciated the gentleman’s coming to 
Fort Devens, and I earnestly hope something will be done for 
this fort. As a matter of economy it would be much more 
economical to put up the buildings, because today they are 
paying rent for officers in town. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. I may say further to the 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts that she at least is in the 
fortunate position of having authorization for the construc- 
tion projects in which she is interested, which should mean 
that they will be reached in a year or two. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Yes; but it does not do 
us much good if we do not get the money. It is a nice idea, 
but we ought to haye the money for the construction. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Cadets: For pay of cadets, $1,325,920: Provided, That during the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, no officer of the Army shall be 


entitled to receive any increase in pay or allowances because of detail 
or assignment to duty in any capacity at the Military Academy: 
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Provided further, That the duties of librarian.of the United States 
Military Academy may be performed by an officer of the Regular 
Army retired from active service under the provisions of section 
1251, Revised Statutes, and detailed on active duty for that purpose. 


Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. In this last proviso on page 46 respecting the librarian, 
will the gentleman state whether the librarian receives any 
salary in addition to his retired pay? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Not at all. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FADDIS. Yes. 

Mr. TABER. If he is detailed on active duty he gets more 
than his retired pay. He gets the regular active pay. 

Mr. FADDIS. Yes; if he gets the regular active pay, that 
is all right. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


For expenses, selected officers and enlisted men, military service 


schools, $439,890. 
ORGANIZED RESERVES 


For pay and allowances of members of the Officers’ Reserve 
Corps on active duty in accordance with law; mileage, reimburse- 
ment of actual traveling expenses, or per-diem allowances in leu 
thereof, as authorized by law: Provided, That the mileage allow- 
ance to members of the Officers’ Reserve Corps when called into 
active service for training for 15 days or less shall not exceed 
4 cents per mile; for travel in kind, or reimbursement in lieu 
thereof, as now authorized by law for officers of the Regular Army, 
of dependents of Reserve officers who had been ordered to active 
duty for periods in excess of 15 days; pay, transportation, sub- 
sistence, clothing, and medical and hospital treatment of mem- 
bers of the Enlisted Reserve Corps; conducting correspondence or 
extension courses for instruction of members of the Reserve Corps, 
including necessary supplies, procurement of maps and textbooks, 
and transportation and traveling expenses of employees; purchase 
of training manuals, including Government publications and blank 
forms, subscriptions to magazines and periodicals of a professional 
or technical nature; establishment, maintenance, and operation of 
divisional and regimental headquarters and of camps for training 
of the Organized Reserves; for miscellaneous expenses incident 
to the administration of the Organized Reserves, including the 
maintenance and operation of motor-propelled passenger-carrying 
vehicles and purchase of 30 such vehicles; for the actual and 
necessary expenses, or per diem in lieu thereof, at rates authorized 
by law, incurred by officers and enlisted men of the Regular Army 
and Reserve officers ordered to active duty for periods in excess 
of 15 days traveling on duty in connection with the Organized 
Reserves, and for travel of dependents, and and trans- 
portation of baggage of such personnel; for expenses incident to 
the use, including upkeep and depreciations costs, of supplies, 
equipment, and matériel furnished in accordance with law from 
stocks under the control of the War Department, except that not 
to exceed $1,615,102 of this appropriation shall be available for 
expenditure by the Chief of the Air Corps for the production and 
purchase of new airplanes and their equipment, spare parts, and 
accessories; for transportation of baggage, including packing and 
crating, of Reserve officers ordered to active duty for not less than 
6 months; for the medical and hospital treatment of members 
of the Officers’ Reserve Corps and of the Enlisted Reserve Corps, 
who suffer personal injury or contract disease in line of duty, 
as provided by the act of June 15, 1936 (49 Stat. 1507), and for 
such other 3 in connection therewith as are authorized 
by the said ct, including pay and allowances, subsistence, trans- 
portation, and burial expenses; in all, $10,650,433, and, in addition, 
$513,443 of the appropriation “Organized Reserves, 1938,” such 
amount of such appropriation being hereby reappropriated; and 
no part of the total of such amounts shall be available for any 
expense incident to giving flight training to any officer of the 
Officers’ Reserve Corps unless he shall be found physically and 
professionally qualified to perform aviation service as an aviation 
pilot, by such agency as the Secretary of War may designate: 
Provided, That not to exceed $100,000 of this appropriation may be 
used for establishment and maintenance of divisional and regi- 
mental headquarters. 


Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer the 
following amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. THomason of Texas: Page 56, line 
11, strike out “$10,650,433” and insert in lieu thereof “$10,933,162.” 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, this is to 
provide a small increase for the Organized Reserves, the 
total amount of the increase being about $282,000, and to 
take care of a situation which I, and I am sure the entire 
Military Affairs Committee of the House and the Committee 
on Appropriations itself, realize is a very important and, 
in fact, a very necessary thing. The Committee will recall 
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that some 2 years ago an act was passed for the appoint- 
ment of 1,000 young R. O. T. C. officers, to be taken into the 
Regular Army for 1 year’s training, and at the end of that 
year’s training the 50 best ones in the judgment of the War 
Department should obtain permanent commissions. That 
act happens to bear my name, and I mention that only in 
order that the Members may identify it, because I believe 
it is referred to as the Thomason bill in the report. In my 
judgment—and I believe in the judgment of those familiar 
with the situation—it has proved to be a very constructive 
bit of legislation. Right now the Committee on Military 
Affairs has reported out a bill to increase the officer personnel 
of the United States Army by about 2,000 officers. That bill 
has had a favorable report, and the War Department and 
the President have urged on this Congress an increase in 
the officer personnel of our Army. The question then re- 
solves itself into where we are going to get these officers. 
What is the best source of supply for young officers today? 

West Point has no better friend than I, but I am not one 
of those who believe it has a monopoly on the brains or the 
patriotism of the country. So the next best source for 
young officers in the country, in the judgment of the War 
Department and all military authorities, is from the R. O. 
T. C. students. 

I undertake to say that no appropriation has been made 
by the Congress touching military affairs which has rendered 
more valuable service in the defense of the Nation than the 
R. O. T. C. schools. The act provided that there should be 
1,000 of those young men, honor students of the junior 
R. O. T. C. schools who should go into the Regular Army 
for 1 year of active training. The year before last there 
were about 1,000 of those men, and I believe about 870 of 
them finished their work, and 50 of them obtained permanent 
commissions. 

Last year representations were made to the Committee 
on Appropriations that only 650 applicants were available. 
The result is that this year you will have but 650 of these 
young honor students coming from R. O. T. C. schools, un- 
married, under 28 years of age, upstanding men who have 
been leaders in their classes, men of personality and having 
a capacity for leadership. This year 50 of those 650 will 
obtain commissions; but the Appropriations Committee now 
brings in another reduction and has reduced the number not 
only from 1,000 down to 650, but now from 650 to 500. I 
make the statement on the authority of a man who ranks 
high in the War Department, whose name I do not feel at 
liberty to use right at this minute; but he told me over the 
telephone day before yesterday that 3,000 of these young 
men were available right now and anxious to enter the 
service, 

You cannot get enough young officers from the National 
Guard. What the Army is looking for today is competent 
young men. Notwithstanding the fact we have an increased 
number from West Point, there is still a big shortage. In 
addition to that, may I say to the Committee, these young 
R. O. T. C. officers need encouragement and an opportunity. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. I yield. 

Mr. SHORT. I am with the gentleman 100 percent. These 
R. O. T. C. boys are splendid young men of high-school and 
college education. After 1 year’s training in the Regular 
Army they have done more than just have dress parades, 
they have had severe discipline and thorough training. 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani- 
mous consent to proceed for 5 additicnal minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. I am quite sure I speak for 
the entire Committee on Military Affairs when I say that in 
their judgment this has been a very constructive measure and 
has provided the practical means for obtaining new officer 
personnel. In addition, it has given an incentive to literally 
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thousands of the finest young men in the country. It also 
gives them a year of hard training in the Regular Army and 
prepares them for any emergency. The trainees are greatly 
benefited whether they get a commission or not. I fail to 
understand, when the Military Affairs Committee has in- 
sisted upon this program, and the military colleges of the 
country in their annual convention here 2 weeks ago went on 
record 100 percent for it—I repeat, I cannot understand why 
the appropriations for this great work continue to be reduced. 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. I yield. 

Mr. POWERS. I agree with what the gentleman says. 
We are drawing some magnificent young men under the 
so-called Thomason Act; and I among other members of the 
committee would be very happy to report out an appropria- 
tion covering 1,000 of these young men if they could be 
obtained; but the testimony that was received by our com- 
mittee indicates that not over 500 could be obtained this 
coming fiscal year for training. The gentleman knows from 
talking with me in years past that I, even though a minority 
member of the committee, have always advocated appropri- 
ating for 1,000 of these trainees. The definite statement of 
the War Department, however, is that we cannot get over 
500 in the coming fiscal year. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. I do not believe that is the 
attitude of the War Department now. We must admit, of 
course, that a year ago when we thought that prosperity 
was not right around the corner but was right on top of us 
that these young men were not willing to take the gamble 
of being 1 of 50 out of 1,000, in other words, 1 in 20, to 
receive an appointment. They preferred a job to a mere 
chance of getting a commission in the Regular Army. Under 
those conditions there was good reason for reducing the 
number last year to 650. I repeat, however, I have been 
told by the War Department that in view of present condi- 
tions throughout the world, also in view of business condi- 
tions in the United States, that they could with perfect ease 
get from 1,000 to 3,000 applicants right now. 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
further? 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. I yield. 

Mr. POWERS. If the testimony given before our com- 
mittee demonstrated to us that 1,000 trainees could be 
obtained, we certainly would have appropriated for them. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Let me answer that. I do 
not want to take the time to read the hearings, but the 
hearings, on page 586, I think, will disclose that the War 
Department did not have the applications from all over the 
country. The applications had been filed with different 
corps area commanders. In Corps Area No. 4 alone there 
were about 875 applications. 

Mr. POWERS. That may be quite true; but by the time 
they had taken the physical examination that 800 might be 
whittled down to 100. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. I attended the recent conven- 
tion of the American Military Colleges held recently in 
Washington, and the presidents of all these institutions are 
loud in their praise of this work. They would like to see 
the number greatly increased. 

Mr. POWERS. If the gentleman can demonstrate to the 
committee that a thousand trainees can be obtained, I do 
not think the committee would hesitate in making the appro- 
priation. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Will the gentleman yield? 

1 Mr. THOMASON of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from 
exas. 

Mr. MAVERICK. May I say I think you can get from 
2,000 to 3,000 appointees. 

Mr. POWERS. Then the War Department does not know 
what it is talking about. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Very high and distinguished officers of 
the War Department say they can get more than a thousand 
young men. May I say further that very frequently the War 
8 does not want officers other than from West 


1938 


Mr. POWERS. I do not agree with the gentleman's state- 
ment. I believe the War Department is delighted to have 
these young men. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. I sincerely hope the Com- 
mittee will adopt the amendment, which will keep the num- 
ber up to what we had last year. It means much for na- 
tional defense and gives thousands of fine young Reserve 
Officers opportunity and incentive. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. SMITH of Connecticut. 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this amendment, and 
I would like to point out first, in view of what has just been 
said, that in the testimony on page 586 Captain Smith, rep- 
resenting the War Department, stated: 

I know in 1937 in one corps area we had 968 applications for 

under the Thomason Act. 

Those applications did not go to the War Department. 
The War Department, when it decides how many it is going 
to have for the year, sends out questionnaires to the indi- 
vidual corps areas, and it has the corps area commanders 
then ask for men to apply. If we had a set-up sometime in 
advance on the basis of a thousand, and if the War Depart- 
ment would send to each corps area the assurance they would 
get their proportion of the thousand, there would be no 
trouble getting 1,000 applicants who would be well able to 
qualify under the Thomason Act. 

I would like to mention one other thing in regard to these 
men besides the ones who will eventually go into the Army 
under the 50 we have allowed. A number of Members of 
the House have served in Reserve regiments. Most of those 
Members are World War veterans. Many of the officers of 
the Reserve regiments are World War veterans. But that 
number is growing smaller every year. If we are going to 
maintain the Reserves, we must do it with the men who come 
from the R. O. T. C. Those men get a 6 weeks’ active-duty 
training course when they are in school and after that they 
average 2 weeks every 5 years, which is not enough to give 
them experience in the actual handling of troops. When we 
get into the situation where all of the men in the Reserve 
Corps have to come from the R. O. T. C. colleges, we are 
going to be in the position where none of the men have real 
experience in handling troops. If we keep the number up 
to 1,000, under the Thomason Act, it will, in the course of 
time, give us assurance of five or six men in each of the 
Reserve combat regiments who have had some experience 
based on a year’s actual duty with troops. 

If we are going to keep up the Reserve at all, we ought to 
make it of value, and as the World War officers go out we 
need men with experience to replace them because they are 
designed to train the men who come in under the draft in 
a major emergency when our Regular Army and National 
Guard are not sufficient to carry the war to a successful con- 
clusion. If we ever should get into that position, we should 
be prepared for it. For these reasons I ask the Members to 
support the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Texas. This amendment, if agreed to, will merely raise the 
number to be trained in the next year from 500, as provided 
by the committee, to 650. The authority under present law 
is 1,000. 

Mr. SHORT. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Connecticut. I yield to the gentleman from 
Missouri. 

Mr. SHORT. Does not the gentleman agree with the state- 
ment made by the gentleman from Texas that whatever testi- 
mony representatives of the War Department may have given 
before this Subcommittee on Appropriations, conditions not 
only throughout the whole world but the economic conditions 
in the United States have vastly changed and there is abso- 
lutely no doubt but what they could get at least 1,000, al- 
though most of the members of the Committee on Military 
Affairs are confident that they could get from 3,000 to 5,000 
young men to take this training at the present time? 


Mr. Chairman, I move to 
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Mr. SMITH of Connecticut. I think they could have 
gotten 1,000 last year, and they could get twice that many 
this year. 

Mr. SHORT, I trust the Committee will accept this rea- 
sonable amendment because the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs is unanimously in favor of it. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. POWERS, Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, may I say I am very much in favor of the 
principle of the so-called Thomason Act. Again may I say 
I am very much in favor of appropriating for a thousand 
trainees, and again may I say that the 50 officers going into 
the Regular Army every year through this training course 
are very fine, upright, outstanding young men, and I know 
they are going to be a credit to the United States Army. 

But, Mr. Chairman, this subcommittee has brought the bill 
to the floor of the House for consideration, and we brought 
the bill in in accordance with the testimony given to the 
committee. There is not a word of testimony in our hear- 
ings which indicates that more than 500 trainees can be 
obtained for the coming fiscal year. May I say that if con- 
ditions have changed so in the last 2 weeks, and I am not 
going to get into an argument whether prosperity is around 
the corner, down the well, or a million miles away, and so 
many more of these trainees can be obtained, I would sug- 
gest the gentlemen so vitally interested in this amendment 
should appear before the Senate War Department Appropria- 
tion Committee, present their case, and let the Senate study 
the question further. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. POWERS. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. MAVERICK. We would rather go before our own 
friends in our own House than go before the Senate com- 
mittee. 

Mr. POWERS. Why did not the gentleman appear before 
our committee in favor of it? 

Mr. MAVERICK. We thought you were going to do it, 
because you allowed 650 last year. 

Mr. POWERS. We tried to allow 850 last year and it was 
then cut down by the Senate. 

Mr. MAVERICK. I know, but they did get 650. 

Mr. POWERS. If the gentleman had appeared, or if any 
justification were shown for allowing 1,000 trainees, this 
committee would have unanimously approved the appropria- 
tion. ; 

Mr. MAVERICK. Our Committee on Military Affairs 
unanimously approved this proposition, the Republicans and 
Democrats and all the Farmer-Laborites. 

Mr. POWERS. This is not a question of partisan politics. 
I do not care whether they who approve it are Democrats, 
Republicans, or what else. I believe the principle is right. 

Mr. MAVERICK. I say there ought to be 1,000 instead of 
650. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. POWERS. I yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. On page 17 of the hearings we find 
this testimony: 

There are actually only 523 Reserve officers so detailed at the 
present time. Every effort has been made to procure the author- 
ized quota of properly qualified officers. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Who made that statement? 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. This is the testimony of General 
Craig. 

I wish to call the attention of the Committee to the fact 
that it makes no difference whether there are 100 officers in 
an annual period assigned to these Army assignments for 
advanced training or whether there are 1,000, still under the 
Thomason Act the War Department chooses 50 commissioned 
officers. Does the gentleman understand that whether there 
are 100 or 1,000 allocated throughout the United States in 
the various corps areas for advanced work in school, the 
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War Department still commissions 50 officers and this was 
the general and the comprehensive purpose of the Thomason 
Act? 

Mr. POWERS. I believe the gentleman has in mind a 
bill that is now before the Committee on Military Affairs 
increasing the number of ‘Thomason Act commissioned 
officers. : 

Mr. MAVERICK. No, that is not what I am thinking 
about. What I am thinking about is this. We ought to 
have more officers who are trained for military service. 
When a man comes out of a college as a youngster of 21 
years, he is a second lieutenant. If he serves a year in the 
Army as an officer he is a good officer, whether he gets a 
regular commission or not, and he is doing his work and 
delivering the goods during that time. There is no money 
lost if you allow 650. It is not a question of economy. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. POWERS. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. The question of receiving 
commissions is the incentive for these youngsters to get into 
the service. The big thing is that 950 or 1,000 get a year's 
training in order to be prepared in the event of an emergency 
to step right into the breach. 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield no further. In 
closing, may I call the attention of the Committee to the 
fact that there still is no testimony in our hearings that 
indicate to us that 1,000 of these trainees can be obtained. 
Until such testimony is given I must oppose the amend- 
ment, and I hope the Committee will not vote for it. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate on this paragraph and all amendments 
thereto close in 20 minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mrs. JENCKES of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup- 
port of this amendment. I come from Terre Haute, which is 
the home of the well-known school known as Rose Polytech- 
nic, an engineering school which trains excellent men. We 
have had an R. O. T. C. unit there ever since the World 
War, and it has done excellent work. As a friend of this 
institution I know what it can give to our Army. We gradu- 
ate from 40 to 50 men every year who are trained in civil 
engineering, electrical engineering, chemical warfare, and 
the like. These men with the R. O. T. C. training behind 
them and with this year of training in the Army would make 
excellent defense men in time of necessity. [Applause.] 

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am glad to see so many members of the 
subcommittee in favor of adding these graduates of the 
R. O. T. C. to this activity. In face of the fact they are so 
favorable to the number of these men being increased, I 
fail to see how these members can then object to the in- 
crease of the appropriation for this training, because, as 
they say, if it is probable additional officers will not be ob- 
tained, then the money being earmarked for this purpose 
will not be expended. This seems like common sense to me. 
If the officers are obtained the money is available to put 
them to duty. If the officers are not obtained, the money 
will not be expended and will be returned to the general 
fund of the Treasury. 

Mr. Chairman, there is nothing in connection with the 
national defense of this Nation of more vital importance 
than the training of the Reserve officers themselves. Our 
entire national defense so far as the Army is concerned is 
based upon the theory of a small standing Army in time of 
peace, which in time of war is expanded to meet the needs 
of the situation. We do not have a conscript army for the 
very reason that conscription in peacetime is abhorrent to 
our national ideal. Therefore, we rely upon expanding our 
Regular Army in time of emergency to meet the conditions 
of such emergency. In order to be sure we can raise an 
army that will take care of the needs confronting us at 
that time, it is absolutely necessary that we have trained 
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and competent officers to command the men, because there 
is nothing more futile, there is nothing more demoralizing, 
there is nothing more inhumane than to send men into battle 
under command of incompetent officers. 

A great percentage of the Reserve officers of the United 
States are men who were veterans of the World War and they 
are approaching an age when within a few years they will be 
debarred from service on account of their age. Therefore, 
when we hold out this inducement, as we are trying to do, 
under the terms of the amendment to carry out the terms 
of the Thomason bill, we are holding out an inducement to 
the young officers in the colleges of the United States to take 
an active interest in R. O. T. C. affairs. We are holding 
something in front of them that will encourage them to per- 
fect themselves, so far as their facilities will permit, in the 
profession of arms. They are young men, capable of obtain- 
ing much valuable training in connection with their service 
in the Army. 

This is entirely in keeping with our national tradition and 
our national policy, and I hope the amendment of the gentle- 
man from Texas will be adopted. [Applause.] 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, I want to call attention 
to the fact that this amendment is not going to cost the 
Government any more money than it is now necessary to 
run the United States Army. In other words, this does not 
create additional officers; it merely gives the boys who are 
graduates from college a chance to serve their country and 
to learn something. 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAVERICK, Yes, briefly; I have only 3 minutes. 

Mr. POWERS. The gentleman stated this is not going to 
cost the Government any money. Certainly it is going to 
cost the Government money to train those additional men. 

Mr. MAVERICK. This is not going to cost the Govern- 
ment additional sums, because the officers are required 
anyway. 

Mr. POWERS. It is going to cost them the cost of the 
training period of 1 year. 

Mr. MAVERICK. I will admit, then, it is going to cost the 
Government something. Money is money. But there is going 
to be value received, and it is necessary. 

I want to bring out this further fact. This House voted 
three battleships—they voted three battleships with a vim, 
and I just figured out with my pencil here that it would cost 
to train these men for national defense about one one- 
thousandth as much as these three battleships. This means 
real national defense. 

Mr. Chairman, this is in line with the policy of the United 
States Government. This is not a proposition of somebody 
trying to get some glory out of this thing, but it is simply an 
effort to build up the civilian army of the United States and 
have efficient men. My colleague [Mr. THOMASON of Texas] 
deserves great praise for having introduced and put on the 
statute books the original legislation which enables us to have 
these extra officers. 

I now want to say something that I think is more or less 
important. We have men here who are colonels and generals, 
and they have more or less the idea that unless a man goes 
to West Point he cannot be a good officer. 

But there are lots of fine officers who served in the war, like 
Major STARNEs, our colleague from Alabama, and a lot of 
others, who never went to West Point. This legislation does 
not cost much money. It is not an unnecessary expense and 
the Military Affairs Committee unanimously favors the adop- 
tion. We all stood together in asking for it. We would not 
have done this unless we had thought it was right. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAVERICK. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. SHORT. It will cost the Government less to train 
these few officers of the United States Army than to main- 
tain boys in the C. C. C. camps. 

Mr. MAVERICK. The gentleman states it would cost less 
to train these young men than to train boys in the C. C. C. 
camps. 
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This is reasonable, conservative, honest, effective ior na- 
tional defense and the country, and I hope the amendment is 
adopted. [Applause.] 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I certainly hope this 
amendment is adopted. 

I would like to call attention to the testimony to the effect 
that in the Fourth Corps Area, which is my corps area, there 
were 968 applications last year, and in giving this testimony 
the representatives of the War Department said that the 
economic conditions had changed materially since those ap- 
plications were received last year. 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. In just a moment. 

It seems to me the argument of the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. Powers] is inconsistent in this respect. The 
gentleman states that if they felt they could get the number 
of applicants the committee would have been glad to have 
appropriated the money, and now the gentleman comes 
along and argues it is going to cost the Government money. 
The gentleman has already admitted it is a worth-while 
expenditure. 

Mr. Chairman, I happen to be a graduate of an R. O. T. C. 
institution, and I happen to hold a commission as an 
R. O. T. C. graduate in the Reserve Corps. I know some- 
thing about the value of Reserve training, and I know that 
the more inducement we hold out to these young officers, 
whether we get the full quota for the year or not, the better 
it will be. If we hold out this inducement and let them know 
that if they want to go in for a year’s training the way is 
open for them, it is going to act as a great stimulus to the 
R. O. T. C. training in our various institutions, and whether 
we fill out the required number or not, I believe it is a worth- 
while provision. {Applause.] 

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. This amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. THomason] anticipates legislation which 
may or may not become law. Personally, I think that is an 
unwise policy. Let the legislation be enacted, and after its 
enactment, then let them appear and justify the expendi- 
tures necessary to carry on the training. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. STARNES. Not at this time. All of us appreciate the 
contribution which the gentleman from Texas [Mr. THOM- 
ASON] has made to national defense. I for one voted for 
the Thomason Act. I think it is a wise and salutary piece 
of legislation. But I also recognize it is the policy of wis- 
dom sometimes not to make immediately available the en- 
tire amount necessary to carry out a program in full. To 
do so we would bankrupt the Government. I do not say 
that the appropriation of this additional sum of $300,000 
will bankrupt the Government, but I do say that we must 
temper our enthusiasm with some judgment and wisdom. 

The first year of the operation of the Thomason Act, 1,017 
qualified applications were received. Only 870 survived the 
year’s training. In the second year of operation of the 
Thomason Act, less than 700 people, approximately 650, 
applied for training, and only 521 are receiving that train- 
ing now. The War Department did not request an addi- 
tional number of our committee, the Budget did not recom- 
mend it, and there was no testimony before the Subcom- 
mittee on Appropriations justifying an additional amount 
of money or an amount sufficient to provide training for 
1,000 of these fine young men throughout the country. I 
think it is unfair that the committee should be criticized for 
its actions in this instance. Not a single one of these gen- 
tlemen who have spoken for the amendment appeared be- 
fore our committee to urge such action. So far as I am 
concerned as a member of the committee, not one of them 
approached me and expressed interest in the matter. There 
was not one iota of evidence from the War Department or 
these gentlemen indicating the necessity of providing for 
the training of 1,000 Reserve officers at this time, or that 
that number of qualified applicants would be filed and given 
training this year. ; 
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We did go beyond the Budget in some instances in pro- 
viding training for Organized Reserves. We did not in this 
instance simply because there was no justification for it 
before the committee, and as a member of the committee I 
know that I express the feelings of the other members when 
I say that we sincerely hope the House will sustain the com- 
mittee in this particular instance and not override the ac- 
tions of the committee and the Budget. What these pro- 
ponents say is not substantiated by any testimony in the 
record. 

Mr. 
yield? 

Mr. STARNES. Yes. 

Mr. MAVERICK. The gentleman gave the impression 
that we are asking for 1,000 officers under this, 

Mr. STARNES. Oh, no. 

Mr. MAVERICK. We ask for 650, and we thought they 
were going to have as many as you had last year. 

Mr. STARNES. I am merely opposing the proposed in- 
crease of $300,000. 

Mr. MAVERICK. It is my opinion that the Army will cut 
this down to where there is hardly any. 

Mr. STARNES. If there is a justification for the increase 
and there is evidence of that fact, I suggest that you submit 
it to the subcommittee at the other end of the Capitol. Let 
a statement be filed by the War Department and the 
Budget justifying an increase, and I am sure that this Com- 
mittee would go along with the finding of the Senate com- 
mittee and the action of the Senate in this respect. 

Mr. FADDIS. Is not the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps 
now below the Budget estimate for the year? . 

Mr. STARNES. No; we took the Budget figures in that 
particular. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama has expired. 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate upon 
this paragraph and all amendments thereto do now close. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. THOMASON]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. THomason of Texas) there were—ayes 40, noes 31. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
tellers. 

Tellers were ordered; and the Chair appointed Mr. SNYDER 
of Pennsylvania and Mr. THomason of Texas to act as tellers. 

The Committee again divided; and the tellers reported 
ayes 44, noes 35. 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present, and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will count. [After counting. J 
One hundred and fifteen Members are present, a quorum. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

No appropriation made in this act shall be expended for the 
pay of a Reserve officer on active duty for a longer period than 15 
days, except such as may be detailed for duty with the War Depart- 
ment General Staff under section 3a and section 5 (b) of the 
National Defense Act, as amended (10 U. S. C., 26, 37), or who 
may be detailed for courses of instruction at the general or special 
service schools of the Army, or for duty as instructors at civilian 
military training camps, appropriated for in this act, or for duty 
with the Air Corps, under the provisions of section 1 of the act of 
June 16, 1936 (49 Stat. 1524), or who may be detailed to active duty 
with the Regular Army under the provisions of the act of August 
30, 1935 (10 U. S. C., 369a) : Provided, That the pay and allowances 
of such additional officers and nurses of the Medical Reserve Corps 
as are required to supplement the like officers and nurses of the 
Regular Army in the care of beneficiaries of the United States Vet- 
erans’ Administration treated in Army hospitals may be paid from 
the funds allotted to the War Department by that administration 
under existing law. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. PHILLIPS: Page 58, line 12, after the 
period, insert a new paragraph, as follows: 


“For new coast defenses for the eastern seaboard of the United 
States of America, $3,000,000.” 


MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
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Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order 
against the amendment. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
a point of order against the amendment. 

Mr, PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, will not the gentleman 
reserve his point of order to permit me to make a statement? 

Mr. TABER. I cannot at this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order that the expendi- 
ture carried in the amendment is not authorized by law and 
constitutes therefor legislation on an appropriation bill, and 
on the further ground that the amendment is not germane 
to the bill at this point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Connecticut 
desire to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman from Connecticut 
cite the authority of law authorizing the appropriation? 

Mr, PHILLIPS. The bill appropriates money for coast de- 
fenses. This is self-evident authority. 

The CHAIRMAN. To what portion of the bill does the 
gentleman have reference? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. A few pages ahead of page 58, where this 
amendment is offered there is a definite appropriation for 
coast defenses. My purpose is to give the eastern seaboard 
some money to improve the coast defenses in this part of the 
country. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair states to the gentleman from 
Connecticut that the point of order is based upon two 
grounds: One, that the appropriation carried in the amend- 
ment is not authorized by law, and the other that it is not 
germane at this point in the bill. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The gentleman raised the point of order, 
if I may presume to correct the Chair, that it is legislation 
on an appropriation bill. It is not at all, Mr. Chairman, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York made 
the other point also, as I understood the gentleman. 

Mr. TABER. I did, that it was not germane to the bil at 
this point. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understood the gentleman 
from New York to base his point of order upon two grounds: 
One, that there was no provision of law authorizing the 
appropriation, and that, therefore, it was legislation on an 
appropriation bill; and also on the ground that the amend- 
ment was not germane at this point. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Will the gentleman reserve his point of 
order? 

Mr. TABER. I could not. 

The CHAIRMAN. Inasmuch as the point of order is 
pressed at this time, the Chair must rule. The Chair sus- 
tains the point of order on the ground that the amendment 
is not germane at this point in the bill. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr, PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, if the information which 
has been given me is correct, not a cent is provided in this 
bill for new coast defenses on the eastern seaboard of the 
United States. Recently before the Naval Affairs Commit- 
tee a retired general of the United States Army, and only 
a couple of years retired, and, therefore, thoroughly con- 
versant with the details of present-day coast defenses of the 
United States, made the statement that the coast defenses 
of New York City today are worse than they were at the 
time of the Spanish-American War. I refer you to the testi- 
mony before the Committe on Naval Affairs as my authority 
for that statement. 

Also, when I asked the gentleman how the coast defenses 
of Long Island Sound were, he said: “There are not any 
today,” or words to this effect. Mr. Chairman, as we all 
know, the present world situation is one in which there is 
war and threats of war all over the world. Is there one of 
us who does not believe in defending our own shores? Yet 
this committee brings before us a bill that does not provide 
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one single cent for new coast defenses for the eastern sea- 
board of the United States, despite the fact, as I have just 
stated, that a rsponsible high official of the Army, just 
retired, states that the Long Island Sound coast. defenses do 
not exist and that the New York Harbor coast defenses are 
worse than they were at the time of the Spanish War. All 
up and down the eastern seaboard we have plants that were 
used in time of war to make munitions, and no doubt in case 
of war they would be so used again. 

For the people of the eastern seaboard, I plead with the 
Members of this Committee to give us adequate defense. I 
hope that this Committee will use its influence to the end 
that in conference with the Senate they see that when this 
bill comes back for final passage we have on the eastern 
seaboard just as much money provided for new coast de- 
fenses as is allowed for the western seaboard; and I thor- 
oughly approve of that allowance in the interest of adequate 
national defense. 

{Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. VOORHIS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
two words. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. VOORHIS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to proceed out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I shall object because we have 
got to get through with this bill. The gentleman can get time 
to speak after the bill is disposed of. 

Mr. VOORHIS. Mr. Chairman, I will proceed in order. 

Mr. Chairman, we are dealing today with the War Depart- 
ment appropriation bill. My understanding when I voted in 
favor of the recent Navy authorization bill and when I vote 
for this bill is—and I hope it shall continue to be—that these 
measures are to implement a constructive foreign policy on 
the part of the United States, to put the United States in a 
position to defend democracy and freedom in the Western 
Hemisphere. The newspapers today are filled with startling 
headlines about our relations with Mexico. Before this we 
have heard that one of the possible future dangers to the 
United States is the menace of foreign interference in other 
nations of the western world. 

I know after the World War one of the things that gave 
Germany Hitler was the fact that economic pressure was ex- 
erted on that nation which drove its people to desperation. 
I hope and trust the same thing is not going to be done in the 
Mexican Nation at this time. 

People used to talk about the Panay incident and make 
much out of the charge that she was convoying Standard 
Oil tankers. I never saw a whole lot of significance in that 
and felt that the State Department handled the matter very 
well. 

But I cannot understand why the United States should 
take the position that the Mexican Government does not 
have the right to handle things in Mexico as it sees fit. Mex- 
ico is not perfect. They have done some things there that 
I do not agree with. But we have a good-neighbor policy and 
the very essence of that policy is the right of nations to deal 
with their internal affairs as they see fit. I hope with all 
my heart and soul that this policy is going to continue to 
be our policy, because I feel that the peace, happiness, and 
security of the American people depends upon our keeping 
alive the confidence and respect of the people to the south 
and north of us on this hemisphere. I want them to believe 
not only in our own Nation and its good faith, but also in 
our willingness to cooperate and help work out their prob- 
lems. I hate to see the economic screws put to them when- 
ever they do something that some powerful interests in this 
country do not like, 

I can hardly speak about this matter on account of the 
depth of my feeling. I feel deeply on the good-neighbor 
policy. I think it is the hope of international peace. It 
seems to me we are departing from this policy. I hope we 
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are not going to follow the lead of great commercial inter- 
ests and instead of working in the interest of peace, instead 
of working in the interest of an American community of 
nations, start going in the opposite direction. I feel that 
such economic pressure should not be exerted either on 
Mexico or the other nations to the south of us. If this pol- 
icy of economic pressure is followed, influences inimical to 
peace, democracy, and decency in government may possibly 
come from across the sea and they might gain a hearing in 
those nations when there is no reason why that should be 
the case. 

We should pursue a course governed always by the good- 
neighbor policy in which I believe the vast majority of 
Americans believe. 

[Here the gavel fell] 

Mr. McCORMACK:. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the pro forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from California has re- 
ferred to the recent action of our Government in connection 
with Mexico. He referred also to the “good-neighbor policy” 
of our administration. It is not my purpose to confine my 
remarks to those made by the gentleman from California, 
but, rather, to make observations along other lines. 

The attempt is made to create in the minds of the people 
of America the fact that certain governments of the world 
are democracies. It is about time that the people of Amer- 
ica realize just what is behind such efforts, particularly when 
they try to inculcate into the American mind that Soviet 
Russia is a democracy or that Mexico is a democracy. 

Mr. VOORHIS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia. 

Mr. VOORHIS. I certainly would never make the state- 
ment that Soviet Russia is a democracy or anything like it. 
I realize fully the extent to which many of the Latin Ameri- 
can countries fall short so far as democracy is concerned. 
If I based my statement on the fact that Mexico is a democ- 
racy, I was in error. The main point I wanted to bring out 
was the right of self-determination within nations, and when 
I spoke of the defense of democracies I had reference to the 
United States and to the obvious fact we do not desire to 
see any foreign interference with nations in the Western 
Hemisphere. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman’s statement explains 
his state of mind, which I have never misunderstood, and 
with which I agree. But, coming back to Mexico, let us 
analyze some of the recent events that have taken place 
down there, and when I make these statements I do so 
cautiously and with no feeling of recrimination. 

When a country possesses a “good neighbor policy” it 
means that other nations must reciprocate. In order for a 
“good neighborly situation” to exist between two or more 
persons or between two or more countries, there must be a 
mutual obligation existing, a mutual realization existing, and 
a mutual responsibility existing. Unfortunately, in recent 
months Mexico has been conducting its internal affairs with 
complete disregard for the welfare of American capital in- 
vested in Mexico, and of American ownership of property 
therein; not necessarily by the big interests of America who 
may have money invested there, but the Americans who went 
down there years ago and with a little money purchased a 
farm or engaged in some business. It is regrettable that 
Mexico fails to recognize its obligation to the citizens of 
other countries. 

None of us have any objection to Mexico or any other 
nation conducting its internal affairs as it may see fit, but 
all nations owe a duty to the citizens of other nations and 
that is consistent with international law. Only a few months 
ago Mexico sharply raised its tariff. The effect of that was 
barmful to American business. The business of practically 
no other country suffered as a result of that action. Then 
we find back through the last 2 or 3 years the confiscation 
of property owned not by large companies in America but by 
Americans of moderate means who happened to own prop- 
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erty located in Mexico. This was in complete disregard of 
the duty of a nation to make payment for the confiscation 
of the property of the citizens of another country. Nobody 
objects to a country taking by eminent domain property 
which it considers to be in the general interest. and the gen- 
eral welfare of its people, but international law and decency 
demands that that country make payment for any property, 
particularly of a noncitizen, that is confiscated or taken for 
the public interest. 

Mr. VOORHIS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACE. I yield to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia. 

{Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the gentleman may proceed for 5 additional 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. VOORHIS. May I say to the gentleman I believe 
Mexico should compensate for property taken. It is true 
people have built up property interests for which I believe 
compensation should be made, but I do not believe the 
United States should exert economic pressure on Mexico to 
cause her to change her governmental policy. 

Mr. McCORMACK. It is a question of whether or not the 
policy of the United States recently adopted with reference 
to the purchase of silver constitutes economic pressure. 
There is a large school of thought in America that believes 
our Government has been subsidizing not only foreign coun- 
tries but industry in our own country through its silver pur- 
chases. There is a large school of thought in America that 
believes the Silver Purchase Act should be repealed, and 
believes that not only have we been subsidizing Mexico and 
other countries in the purchase of their silver but we have 
been subsidizing an industry in America, which is unneces- 
sary. As I see it, the policy of the Government as recently 
enunciated is not economic pressure upon Mexico. In my 
opinion, it is a policy our Government should have adopted 
long ago. What right has America to subsidize any other 
country? This is what we have been doing by the mere pur- 
chase of silver. We have been subsidizing other governments 
to the extent of many millions of dollars each year. I do not 
construe the policy of our Government recently established 
as constituting economic pressure. Certainly none of us 
would want that to happen, although we would be justified 
in using proper protective measures in view of the recent 
actions of the Mexican Government in having for all prac- 
tical purposes confiscated American property and in unrea- 
sonably and improperly raising the tariff rates several 
months ago for the purpose of adversely affecting American 
industry. [Applause.] 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 4. Appropriations contained in this act may be reimbursed 
from the proceeds of sales of old material, condemned stores, sup- 
plies, or other property of any kind on account of expenditures 
from such appropriations incident to the handling, preparation 
for sale, sale, and disposition of such property. 

Mr. DITTER. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
against the section that it is legislation on an appropriation 
bill. If the chairman of the subcommittee requests me to 
withhold the point of order so that he may explain to the 
House the justification which he or his committee has for 
including this section in the bill I shall withhold the point 
of order for the time being. 

Aside from the point of order, Mr. Chairman, I wish to 
pay my respect to the committee in charge of appropriations 
for the Military Establishment. They have worked diligently 
to bring in a bill that in most respects merits support. 

Mr. Chairman, one of our first duties is to provide ade- 
quately for the national defense. The bill now before us 
carries the recommendation of the committee which has in- 
quired exhaustively into the needs of the Army. The action 
of the committee in recommending the bill should answer 
to some extent the question which is uppermost in the 
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minds of the people of the country as to what can be con- 
sidered adequate for our Military Establishment in the light 
of world conditions. While such recommendations may be 
persuasive, we should never lose sight of the fact that a 
temptation is always present with those identified with any 
Government activity to overemphasize their needs and to 
magnify the pressing demands which they contemplate in 
the future. Such contemplation in some instances comes 
as the result of honest appraisal of pertinent facts and 
surrounding circumstances, but unfortunately in many cases 
deception is resorted to in an effort to develop unduly the 
importance of an activity or the urgency of a need for ex- 
pansion. Unfortunately for the taxpayers of the country 
the unwarranted and unnecessary development of Federal 
activities is motivated in many instances today by the lure 
of possible patronage as those identified with the admin- 
istration look longingly for the political plums growing on 
these ever-expanding agencies. An all-time high record 
has been set by this administration for new jobs at the ex- 
pense of the Federal Treasury. The sky has been the 
limit. Not the public need but the party need has been the 
determining factor. Not the efficiency of governmental op- 
erations but a smooth-running, well-fed, well-oiled political 
machine has dictated the number of new berths to be pro- 
vided for by Mr. John Q. Citizen out of the taxes which he 
pays and which the President has said are earned by the 
sweat of the brow of every man who labors. Faced with 
these facts which cannot be denied, it is but natural that 
some of us look with suspicion on every request that is made 
for increased appropriations for any activity. It is difficult 
to separate the sheep from the goats. Much of the criti- 
cism which has been directed against the administration, 
as well as most of the suspicion with which its program has 
been looked upon by thinking people, could have been 
avoided had there been less of this business of trying to 
palm off on the country a load of goats as a flock of sheep. 

I am persuaded, Mr. Chairman, that the bill now before 
us does not come within the suspicious or critical cate- 
gory. While to some extent, it may represent an unfounded 
degree of fear, in the main I believe it is justified by the 
testimony of men who should be in a position to qualify as 
experts as well as by the alarming aspects throughout the 
world with which we are all familiar. 

One feature in the hearings arrests my attention. 
to the status of administrative reserves. 

According to the statement of the Chief of Staff, more 
than $5,000,000 will remain in reserve as a result of the 
President’s action in withholding from the Army the money 
appropriated for its use by the Congress. Many have ex- 
pressed concern as to the possible and probable results if the 
Executive exercises the power to frustrate the will of the 
Congress by such action. It can readily be seen that grave 
potentialities are present if this policy is pursued. 

It is difficult, however, Mr. Chairman, to understand the 
reason for this course of withholding funds, especially in 
connection with the item of ammunition, for in his message 
to the Congress on January 28 of this year, the President 
recommended as one of the urgent items made necessary 
as a result of the “threat to world peace and security,” that 
“$2,000,000 be authorized and appropriated toward the mak- 
ing up of deficiencies in ammunition for the Army.” The 
withholding on one hand and the request for funds on the 
other hand seem inconsistent. 

For some unknown reason, Mr. Chairman, the President 
seems intent upon a course of inconsistency in his program 
of leadership. The only consistent thing has been his in- 
consistency. One would assume from the devious, round- 
about, hither, thither, and yon voyage of the administration 
that the President takes a keen delight in blowing hot and 
cold on every controversial subject. Like a weather vane, 
the President has veered first to the right, then to the left. 
For the purpose of commanding attention, the indicator of 
the administration’s direction has occasionally and mo- 
mentarily pointed to dead center. But that has been only 
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occasionally and momentarily. Without much delay it has 
assumed its normal characteristic to swing back and forth 
in feverish oscillation. 

The result, of course, as we all know, has been disquiet- 
ing and disastrous to the country. No one seems to know 
where we are going. Small wonder that the business life 
of the Nation is stagnated. Increased unemployment stares 
us in the face and nothing is being done to relieve it. Day 
by day the seriousness of the situation becomes more alarm- 
ing. Millions of men, eager to work, are seeking the fulfill- 
ment of the promise of a more abundant life. They look in 
yain. Their search is fruitless. Their longing goes unsatis- 
fied. Hope may spring eternal in the human breast, but even 
hope can reach the breaking point. Not only distress, but 
bitter disappointment takes its toll from the hearts of our 
people as the memory of many promises made in the early 
days of this administration taunt them for their credulity 
and their confidence. The completeness of the business col- 
lapse is most serious, but worse by far are the crushed hopes 
of the men and women who have been led to expect so much 
from the administration and who now find themselves not 
only without work but without faith. 

Our national defense, Mr. Chairman, depends not only on 
our military establishment, not only on men and munitions, 
but on the hopes and the ambitions—the spirit of our people, 
who, cherishing the traditions of freedom and holding fast 
to the landmarks of liberty, will willingly and sacrificially 
defend the faith of the fathers in the heritages bequeathed 
to us. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I concede 
the point of order is well taken. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr, LUTHER A. JoHNSON). The gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania concedes the point of order to be 
well taken that this is legislation on an appropriation bill 
The point of order is sustained. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. PHILLIPS: On page 66, line 18, insert 
a new section to be known as section 6, to read as follows: 

“Helium is hereby declared, as far as the supply in the United 
States of American is concerned, to be the property solely of the 
people of the United States of America, and which gas shall not 
be exported after the p: of this act except for medical use 
at the discretion of the President of the United States of America, 
and any other legislation to the contrary is hereby repealed.” 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I make the 
point of order that this is legislation on an appropriation bill. 

Mr. PHILLIPS, Will the gentleman withhold his point of 
order a moment? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
reserve his point of order or insist on it? 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I insist on 
the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN, The point of order is sustained. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
there is no last word to strike out. The paragraph that has 
just been read has been stricken out on a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the next section. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

5 —55 5. This act may be cited as the Military Appropriation Act, 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. - 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of the amendment that was held 
out of order, and I had to concede the technical validity of the 
point of order, was to keep the United States from sending 
any helium to Germany. Last year, despite the fight that 
some of us made on the floor against the proposition, a bill 
was passed that put into the hands of certain officials of the 
United States Government the power to grant helium to Ger- 
many. Right now there is a German ship in Texas loaded 
with empty containers ready to get a supply of this gas. We 
have been told by the press we are about to give the German 
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Government some 17,500,000 feet of helium, enough to fill over 
200 war captive balloons, despite the fact that one filling, so 
to speak, of a German Zeppelin would fill some 80 captive 
balloons. Are we in America today so stupid, so unpatriotic, 
and so blind to world affairs as they are that we will grant to 
Germany one single cubic foot of helium which may be put 
into a war-making machine or captive military balloons? I 
hope that every Member of the House will send a communica- 
tion to the Secretary of the Interior protesting against his 
finally signing the contract and letting one single cubic foot 
of helium go to Germany, world conditions being as they are 
today. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. I wonder if the gentleman recalls my 
own attempt last year to point out what the gentleman is now 
pointing out, and my motion to recommit the bill to prevent 
the confirmation of this agreement to sell helium to other 
nations. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I dimly recall the gentleman’s fight, and I 
recall that some of the rest of us were also fighting against 
that bill. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. By a stampede the bill was passed. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. It was a very unfortunate event. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise and report the bill back to 
the House with sundry amendments, with the recommenda- 
tion that the amendments be agreed to and that the bill as 
amended do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. LUTHER A. JoHnson, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, 
reported that that Committee, having had under considera- 
tion the bill (H. R. 9995) making appropriations for the Mili- 
tary Establishment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, 
and for other purposes, had directed him to report the same 
back to the House with sundry amendments, with the rec- 
ommendation that the amendments be agreed to and that the 
bill as amended do pass. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the bill and all amendments thereto to 
final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the Clerk may be authorized to correct 
all totals and section numbers in the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? If not, the Chair will put them en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mrs. Jencxes of Indiana and Mr. Drrrxn asked and were 
given permission to revise and extend their own remarks in 
the RECORD. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to extend my own remarks in the Record on the subject 
of the La Follette-Bulwinkle bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend in the Record the remarks I made today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, FERGUSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that my colleague the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
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Boren] may have permission to extend his own remarks in 
the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATION BILL, 1939 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I call up the conference re- 
port on the bill (H. R. 9181) making appropriations for the 
government of the District of Columbia and other activities 
chargeable in whole or in part against the revenues of such 
District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for other 
purposes, and ask unanimous consent that the statement 
may be read in lieu of the report. 

Mr. O"MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to object 
simply for the purpose of asking the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi if I will have an opportunity to discuss the motion 
he will make? 

Mr. COLLINS. Surely. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing vote of the 
Houses on the amendment of the Senate numbered 136 to the b 
(H. R. 9181) making appropriations for the government of the 
trict of lumbia and other activities chargeable in whole or in 
part against the revenues of such District for the fiscal year 
June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, having met, after full an 
free conference, have agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 


ALBERT J. ENGEL, 
Managers on the part o/ the House, 

ELMER THOMAS, 

CARTER GLASS, 

ROYAL S. COPELAND, 

WILLIAM H. KING, 

GERALD P. NYE, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 
The managers on the part of the House at the conference of the 
two Houses on the amendment of the Senate (No. 136) to the bill 
(H. R. 9181) making appropriations for the government of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and other activities chargeable in whole or in 
part against the revenues of such District for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, submit the following state- 
ment in connection with the action of the conferees on such 
amendment: 
The committee of conference report in disagreement amendment 


No. 136. 
Ross A. COLLINS, 
Jor STARNES, 
ALBERT J. ENGEL, 
Managers on the part of the House, 


The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment 
in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment No. 136: Page 96, after line 11, insert: 

“Sec. 11. The Commissioners of the District of Columbia are 
hereby authorized and empowered, in their discretion, to secure and 
to install, at no expense to the said District, mechanical parking 
meters or devices on the streets, avenues, roads, highways, and 
other public spaces in the District of Columbia under the juris- 
diction and control of said Commissioners; and said Commissioners 
are authorized and empowered to make and enforce rules and 
regulations for the control of the parking of vehicles on such 
streets, avenues, roads, highways, and other public spaces, and as 
an aid to such regulation and control of the parking of vehicles 
the Commissioners may prescribe fees for the privilege of parking 
vehicles where said meters or devices are installed. 

“The Commissioners are further authorized and empowered to 
pay the purchase price and cost of installation of the said meters 
or devices from the fees collected, and thereafter such meters or 
devices shall become the property of said District, and all fees 
collected shall be paid to the collector of taxes for deposit in the 
„ States to the credit of the revenues of said 
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Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House recede 
and concur with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Cottins moves that the House recede from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the Senate numbered 136, and agree to the 
same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter inserted 
by said amendment, insert the following: 

“Sec. 11. The Commissioners of the District of Columbia are 
hereby authorized and empowered, in their discretion, to secure 
and to install experimentally, at no expense to the said District, 
mechanical parking meters or devices on the streets, avenues, roads, 
highways, and other public spaces in the District of Columbia 
under the jurisdiction and control of said Commissioners, such 
installations to be limited to a linear footage not to exceed the 
total of the perimeters of four normally sized squares in such 
District; and said Commissioners are authorized and empowered 
to make and enforce rules and regulations for the control of the 
parking of vehicles on such streets, avenues, roads, highways, and 
other public spaces, and as an aid to such regulation and control 
of the parking of vehicles the Commissioners may prescribe fees 
for the privilege of parking vehicles where said meters or devices 
are installed. 

“The Commissioners are further authorized and empowered to 
pay the purchase price and cost of installation of the said meters 
or devices from the fees collected, which are hereby appropriated 
for such purpose, for the fiscal years 1938 and 1939, and thereafter 
such meters or devices shall become the property of said District, 
and all fees collected shall be paid to the collector of taxes for 
deposit in the Treasury of the United States to the credit of the 
revenues of said District.” 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, this amendment differs from 
the one originally presented to the House in two respects. 
The word “experimentally” is definitely written into the 
amendment. In other words, these meters cannot be kept 
on the streets of Washington for a longer period than the 
fiscal year 1939. The second change regards the distance 
that can be taken up with parking meters. The distance 
in this amendment is limited to a total of the perimeter of 
four normally sized squares in the District of Columbia. As 
written, we are merely giving these meters a trial, lasting 
approximately 1 year, and we are definitely limiting them to 
a small area so that the streets generally will not be cluttered 
up with them unless and until they are found to be entirely 
successful. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLINS. Yes. 

Mr. SNELL. How many cities in the United States have 
installed these meters? 

Mr. COLLINS. I imagine there are perhaps 50, though I 
am just guessing. 

Mr. SNELL. What has been the practical results? 

Mr. COLLINS. The practical results as shown by the 
Keystone Automobiles Clubs is to the effect that they have 
been most generally successful. I see my friend the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. THomason] here. He comes from El 
Paso. He knows much more about them than I do, and I 
ask him to answer the question of the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I live in El Paso, 
which is a city of about 125,000 people. We have had these 
meters installed for some 24% years. They cover practically 
all of the business district, and I do not hesitate to say that 
they have been an absolute success, not only in the way of 
relieving traffic and providing a convenience for people who 
want to park their cars but they were installed upon the basis 
that they were to pay for themselves, and that was done 
within the first few months, and since then, in addition to 
the convenience to the public and the relief of congested 
traffic, they have brought in thousands of dollars in revenue. 

Mr. SNELL. How much does one of these meters cost? 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. I am not sure. 

Mr. NICHOLS. About $58 per meter. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. They are a great success. 

Mr. COLLINS. I may say that I expect we will be able 
to buy them in the District at cost, and I have written the 
Commissioners to try all of the different makes. I imagine 
that we will buy them at cost or perhaps less than cost. 

Mr. DIES. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLINS. Yes. 

Mr. DIES. I compliment the gentleman on his amend- 
ment and make this observation. There are people in the 
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District who leave their cars parked on the streets all day 
long and all night long, but there is one phase of the matter 
that the gentleman from Mississippi has not taken into con- 
sideration. If these parking meters are installed and Mem- 
bers of Congress are able to park their cars, then it is liable 
to cause some unemployment in the District. This fellow 
who is going around with a camera trying to find Members’ 
cars to take pictures of is liable to find himself out of a job. 
I think the gentleman ought to take that into consideration. 
(Laughter. ] 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for 
a question? 

Mr. COLLINS. I yield. 

Mr. DONDERO. I understand that the American Auto- 
mobile Association is opposed to this proposal. I wish the 
tepa would explain why they are opposed to it, if he 

Ows. 

Mr. COLLINS. I understand that the American Automo- 
bile Association in Washington is opposed to it. I under- 
stand that a campaign was carried on by the American Auto- 
mobile Association to get their local associations in other cities 
where parking meters are located to oppose them. I have, 
however, inserted in the Recorp statements from American 
Automobile Association branches in other cities where park- 
ing meters are located commending the parking meter. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLINS. I yield. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. In how many cities have these parking 
meters been removed after they were once installed? 

Mr. COLLINS. Personally I have no definite information 
about that but I heard on the floor the other day there were 
seven. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. Seven? 

Mr. COLLINS. That is what I heard on the floor the 
other day. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. In other words they have been installed 
in a total of 57 cities but have been removed from only 7? 

Mr. COLLINS. I do not know anything about it. The 
gentleman is probably more informed on the subject than 
I. I shall be glad to yield him such time as he desires to 
make his statement. 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLINS. I yield. 

Mr. STEFAN. What will it cost to park a car in Wash- 
ington in the area where these parking meters are installed? 

Mr. COLLINS. Five cents for 1 hour. 

Mr. STEFAN. It costs me 25 cents because I always go to 
a parking lot. 


Mr. COLLINS. These are going to provide parking for 5 
cents an hour. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, COLLINS. I yield. 


Mr. BOILEAU. Will these parking meters be placed only 
on streets where parking is now limited to 1 hour? 

Mr. COLLINS. I do not know where the Commissioners 
will install them. I understand these meters are to be lo- 
cated 20 feet from each other and that one is entitled to that 
ere for the period of an hour or any part thereof for 5 
cents. 

Mr. BOILEAU. If I should want to stay there for an hour 
and a half, could I put in a dime? 

Mr. COLLINS. I understand that is the case. I have used 
them only once in my entire life. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. O'MALLEY]. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, I do not propose to con- 
duct a one-man fight on this proposition, even though I was 
charged last year with some responsibility for defeating this 
proposition in the District and had one of the manufac- 
turers of these parking meters go to my own city, approach 
members of the board of aldermen, and then inadvertently 
dropped the obvious admission that getting these devices into 
Milwaukee would effectually foreclose my opposing these any 
more in the District of Columbia. Those methods, while not 
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what I consider the highest type of salesmanship, are all 
right with me; because they illustrate the devious ways these 
companies, and one in particular, manufacturing these mu- 
nicipal slot machines operate. 

It is a remarkable thing, and I must give them credit for a 
peculiar merchandising ability, that in the 15 years I have 
been in the advertising and merchandising field I have never 
seen before a merchandising ability, if it be that, which en- 
ables them to come back into the House for the fourth time 
after the House on three occasions has unqualifiedly defeated 
this proposition. You have to give them credit. They are 
merchants who can really sell their products, because the 
history of this parking situation is that last year it was up 
and in this body we defeated it. It was tacked on in the 
Senate, like the tail of a dog, and was the last thing put 
into the District of Columbia appropriation bill. We de- 
feated it here again only the other day, and the entire Dis- 
trict of Columbia appropriation bill is being held up because 
of the marvelous merchandising ability of the peddlers of 
these municipal slot machines to force the House and the 
people of the District to take their medicine, whether they 
like it or not. Such supersalesmanship is amazing. 

I do not intend to do any more about it except to say that 
if this body is perfectly willing, after three times putting 
itself on record as being against these things, if this body is 
perfectly willing to let another body change its collective 
mind after three votes, it is all right with me as an indi- 
vidual Member. Here is the real truth about these parking 
meters: This experimental thing is just a little disguise to 
get them entrenched in the District of Columbia. Here is a 
clipping from the Washington Star of Sunday last: 

Allen urges meter income be used to buy municipal parking lots. 


Commissioner Allen says that the income from these 
machines will be used to purchase municipal parking lots. 
I have no objection to municipal parking lots. I think we 
ought to have them. However, this amendment comes in 
here under the guise of being an experiment, with the state- 
ment that no money will be made off the motorists, and 
that only enough to pay Yor these meters will be charged. 
But if it can be shown the Capital of the United States has 
them, what an argument to beat down future sales resistance? 

May I read the following from this newspaper article: 

One of the principal proponents of the plan has estimated the 
District would collect as much as $700,000 a year if meters were put 
in use throughout the business section. 

It has been stated here by a Member of the House that if 
you could find a place to park and pay 5 cents an hour to 
the meter you would save 30 cents that you would have to 
pay if you went into a parking lot. May I say that there 
would be plenty of places to park if the police of the District 
of Columbia enforced the 1-hour parking law. That law is 
enforced in my city, which is nearly twice the size of Wash- 
ington. Anyone can go downtown and find a parking place 
within 15 minutes, because of the enforcement of the 1-hour- 
parking law. Do the proponents of this parking-meter 
amendment want to admit that the police refuse to enforce 
the parking law, because it is an admission that they either 
cannot or will not enforce it, and we have to put slot machines 
on the curb in order to save 30 cents for some people who do 
not want to park in a parking lot, but to make a saving 
for themselves are willing to charge the poor man 5 cents to 
park at the curb. I cannot believe that people who have 
incomes like Members of this body want to penalize the poor 
motorist to save 30 cents for themselves. 

I do not want to say anything more except to quote a letter 
from the American Automobile Association which I received 


the other day: 
District or COLUMBIA Motor CLUB, 
Washington, D. C., March 22, 1938. 
Hon. THOMAS O'MALLEY 


United States House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My DEAR CONGRESSMAN O'MALLEY: The American Automobile 
Association is rejoicing today over the defeat in the House of 
Representatives yesterday of the provision to authorize the Dis- 
trict Commissioners to install parking meters. We note with a 
great deal of pleasure and satisfaction that you took a leading 
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part in the fight against this provision as included in the report 
of the conferees on the District appropriation bill. 

We take pleasure in expressing to you our sincere appreciation 
for your valuable assistance in behalf of organized motorists. 

Apparently the advocates of the parking meter intend to 
bring the matter up in the future whenever the opportunity pre- 
sents itself, and we hope that you will continue your successful 
fight to prevent the parking-meter scourge from being visited 
upon the Nation’s Capital. 

Yours very truly, 
WASHINGTON I. CLEVELAND, Manager. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope the House will stand by its previous 
action and not let these slot machines get a foothold in 
the District. 

Mr. HILL. Will the gentleman yield? 
hoe O'MALLEY. I yield to the gentleman from Wash- 

on. 

Mr. HILL. The gentleman continues to call these slot 
machines. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Yes. 

Mr. HILL. A slot machine is a chance machine. You 
sometimes get nothing. Here you get an hour’s parking by 
putting a nickel in the machine? 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Les. 

Mr. HILL. How can the gentleman call that a slot 
machine? 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Lou would also get an hour’s parking if 
the police would enforce the law and you could find a place. 

Mr. HILL. A slot machine is a chance machine. This is 
not a chance machine. You get 5 cents’ worth of service. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. You put a nickel in the slot and wind 
the thing up. You may get $700,000 to buy municipal park- 
ing lots, which is a gamble that these promoters are basing 
their efforts upon. 

Mr. SCHULTE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O’MALLEY. I yield to the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. SCHULTE. Is it not true that 95 percent of the peo- 
ple of the District of Columbia today are unalterably opposed 
to parking meters? 

Mr. O’MALLEY. Yes. 

Mr. SCHULTE. They are opposed to making parking lots 
out of the streets of the District of Columbia, and the Mem- 
bers themselves do not want to do this back in their own 
individual districts. Is it not true that the District Com- 
mittee is trying to eliminate parking entirely in the down- 
town business district? 

Mr. O'MALLEY. That is the story they tell us. They will 
line Pennsylvania Avenue with these parking meters. The 
manufacturers of these products have gone so far now that 
they are willing to offer these meters to the District for 
nothing. They certainly are not going to have them proved 
unsuccessful. We will wind up with Pennsylvania Avenue 
being lined with parking meters. If this House wants to go 
back on the action it has taken three times in defeating 
this measure, all I can say is I compliment the gentlemen 
who make these things. May I say that their frantic at- 
tempts to hire certain lawyers in the District of Columbia 
were wasted, because their merchandising ability is beyond 
anything I have ever seen before and they certainly do not 
need lawyers to persuade a gullible Government to do their 
bidding. [Applause.] 

Here the gavel fell. 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I yleld 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. NICHOLS]. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, I think the membership of 
the House is entitled to know something about what pro- 
cedure is employed to have installed these so-called parking 
meters in any city; not only Washington, but any city in the 
United States. 

May I say at the outset it is my judgment that within a 
very few years parking meters or some sort of a mechanical 
parking device will be as universally used throughout the 
United States as are traffic signals today. I think it is just 
a step forward in the direction of handling traffic to which 
the metropolitan cities of the country will come. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. O'MALLEY] stated 
that the companies were going to give these meters to the 
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District. That is not right. As a matter of fact, there are 
no manufacturers in the country who are so much in love 
with the great mass of people that they are going to spend 
money to perfect devices to give away. Here is what the 
District can do, as well as any other city: 

There are about seven companies in the United States to- 
day manufacturing parking meters. The District will get 
about the following kind of a deal. The company will in- 
stall at that place in the District of Columbia which the 
administrative authorities tell them to install certain park- 
ing meters in any number desired. Under the pending 
amendment that could only include four blocks, The com- 
pany will install the meters. The installation of the meters 
and the building of the meters will not cost the city a nickel. 
The company will enter into a contract with the District, 
based on their experience in other cities, including cities 
throughout Texas, Oklahoma, and other places using these 
parking meters, and the contract will be about as follows: 

The company puts the meter in and bears all the ex- 
pense, and the meters start their operation. Each meter 
remains the property of the company until enough revenue 
goes through it to pay for it. The experience has been that 
the meters pay for themselves in about 8 months. The 
company does not take all the revenue. This city can get 
a 50-percent contract, which means that all the time the 
meter is on the street the company will take 50 percent of 
the revenue and the city 50 percent of the revenue. When 
the city’s 50 percent of the revenue has reached $5 or what- 
ever is the price of the meter the city buys, the meter be- 
comes from that minute on the permanent property of the 
city. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NICHOLS. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. BOILEAU. However, if the meters are put in on an 
experimental basis and cannot be installed for more than 
a year, the company in that case would not sign such a 
contract. 

Mr. NICHOLS. The company will sign that kind of a 
contract. Any company in the parking-meter business today 
at this stage of their business knows it must take such 
chances. I may say to the gentleman I am confident any 
company constructing parking meters today will enter into 
a contract to install them for a period shorter than a year, 
and agree that if the city wants to reject them the city 
will be under absolutely no obligation for putting them in. 
I may say to the gentleman they were installed in El Paso, 
Dallas, Oklahoma City, and Fort Worth under exactly that 
sort of a proposition. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Does the gentleman believe the companies 
would install the meters for a 6 months’ period? 

Mr. NICHOLS. Yes. 

Mr. BOILEAU. And during that period of time give the 
city half the income? 

Mr. NICHOLS. Yes. They have done so in other towns 
for 90 days, I may say to the gentleman, and given the city 
half the revenue. In almost every instance, though, the 
towns saw the benefits of the meters and obtained a perma- 
nent contract. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NICHOLS. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin 
for a question. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. If the benefits of this product are so 
apparent, why is it these companies must resort to proposi- 
tions such as no other company in any experience I have had 
has ever had to resort to in order to sell a municipality upon 
their products? 

Mr. NICHOLS. If I were in the trial of a lawsuit with the 
gentleman, I would object to the question as assuming a fact 
which has not been proved. I do not know that that is the 
situation. In answer to the gentleman’s argument that the 
Three A’s, representing the great preponderance of automo- 
bile owners of the country—and I believe they do—are not in 
favor of the parking meters, I may say I have some telegrams 
directed to the head of another automobile association in the 
District of Columbia, all of them coming from affiliates of 
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the Three A’s throughout the United States, which take a 
different position. These telegrams are short, and I should 
like to read a few of them to the Members at this time, so 
you can see whether or not it is a general antipathy the 
Three A’s throughout the United States have against these 
meters or whether it is an antipathy enjoyed only by the 
local Three A’s organization. 

This is a telegram from El Paso addressed to the Traffic 
Advisory Council: 

Parking meters have proven very satisfactory in El Paso. 

Ex. Paso AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION. 

An affiliate of the A. A. A. 

This is a telegram from Oklahoma City: 

We heartily endorse the use of parking meters. 


It is signed by L. E. Phifer, Oklahoma Motor Club, which 
is affiliated with the Three A’s. 

Here is a telegram from Hagerstown, Md.— 

Advisory board voted unanimously in favor. 


This is signed by the Hagerstown branch of the Three A’s. 

This is a telegram from Cumberland, Md.— 

Parking meters at first opposed now sentiment favorable by all 
concerned. 

This telegram is signed by the Western Maryland Motor 
Club, an affiliate of the Three A’s. 

Then I have here a long telegram from Wilmington, Del., 
signed by Linnaeus L. Hoopes. 

Wilmington installed 15 parkometers July as trial, installed 202 
additional October; 90 percent motorists, merchants in favor; 
provides parking space, eliminates parking chiseler, double park- 
ing, facilitates parking movements, reduces pulling-out accident 

Unexpired time on meters can be used for banking pur- 
poses. Average personally 1 cent per stop. 

The man who signed this telegram is the manager of the 
Automobile Club of Delaware. 

I also have a long telegram endorsing parking meters from 
Dallas, Tex., signed by C. J. Rutland, chairman, traffic safety 
committee, Dallas Automobile Club, which is an affiliate of 
the Three A’s. 

Mr. Speaker, in every instance where these parking meters 
have been given a fair test they have been enthusiastically 
accepted by not only the businessmen and the merchants but 
the automobile operators themselves. In some few instances 
there have been cities which have installed them for a short 
test and then removed them. 

Mr. LORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NICHOLS. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. LORD. May I ask if any provisions are now being 
made for parking in the city? When we are constructing 
buildings is any consideration given to parking? 

Mr. NICHOLS. I presume the gentleman is talking about 
the construction of Government buildings, because those are 
the only buildings over which we would have any control. 

Mr. LORD. The gentleman is quite right. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Unfortunately, when the buildings that 
now line Constitution Avenue were being constructed abso- 
lutely no facilities in most instances were allowed for 
parking. Although there is great space under the buildings, 
where subterranean parking facilities could and should have 
been provided, in my opinion, there are no provisions made 
for a parking place in these buildings. 

Mr. LORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield 
further? 

Mr. NICHOLS. I yield. 

[Here the gavel fell. 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman 2 addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr. LORD. I understand, Mr. Speaker, that under the 
Interior Building there is room to park 340 cars, but there 
are hardly ever more than 40 of those stalls used. 

Mr. NICHOLS. I will say to the gentleman that may be 
true; I do not know; but if it is, that is a bad condition, 
perhaps, existing in the Interior Department; but I will say 
to the membership of the House when you go down on the 
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streets of Washington today, in the first place you are going 
to spend plenty of minutes in search of a place to park your 
car at the curb. If you find it, you will probably find the 
parking place so tight that when you come out two or three 
of your fenders are liable to be knocked down and jammed, 
and if you cannot find a parking place by reason of the 
parking hog who drives in there and stays for 2 or 3 hours 
or a longer period of time, you will be compelled to go into 
a parking lot operated by some fellow who leases a lot for 
a pittance and charges you from 15 cents to 35 cents an hour 
to park your car on that parking lot. Then I will show the 
membership of this House many parking lots in this town 
where, after you pay them for the privilege of parking on 
their parking lot, they will then drive your automobile out 
on the street and double park it on the street, where it again 
has an opportunity to get hit or where it blocks traffic. 

This is an advance forward in the control of traffic, and 
we ought to take a chance on this experimentation. 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. SCHULTE]. 

Mr. SCHULTE. Mr. Speaker, some time ago there was a 
subcommittee appointed by the District Committee to make 
a survey of traffic conditions in the District of Columbia, 
and we had taken into consideration the parking facilities 
extended to the people here in the District. 

In making a review of this situation, parking meters were 
suggested; but the parking meters are going to do the very 
thing that we do not want done, and that is to clog the 
streets of the District of Columbia. 

Why should the people who are now paying taxes in the 
District, who are bona fide residents of the District of Co- 
lumbia, be made to pay for parking on their own streets? 
They tell you that the parking people are going to make 
money, or they are going to do this or that, and they will 
do this. That is what they are there for, but the thing 
that the members of the traffic committee are trying to do 
is to eliminate parking entirely from the streets so as to 
expedite traffic. This is what the people in the District of 
Columbia want. They want an opportunity to use their 
streets, and not be made to pay for parking on them. 

I do hope that the Members of the House will stand by 
those of us who have been appointed to make a survey of 
traffic conditions here and help us eliminate accidents. Ac- 
cidents are being caused by the cars that are parked here; 
and whether they stand by one of these slot machines, as 
the gentleman calls them, or whether there is not one there, 
nevertheless, they are contributing to the accidents in the 
District of Columbia. What we are trying to do is to elimi- 
nate parking from the streets in order to expedite traffic: 
and I say that if you put these things in we are going back 
to the “horse and buggy” days. They have tried to install 
them here in the District, but we do not want any part of 
them, because we are a progressive, up-to-date city. 

The whole sum and substance of this proposition is that 
the parking-meter people want to point to the Nation’s Capi- 
tal and say, “Look; we have installed them there.” 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCHULTE. I yield. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. And for that same reason, after last 
year’s defeat of this thing, they came to my city and en- 
deavored to show that they had them installed in the city of 
one of the opponents of the proposition. 

Mr. SCHULTE. I do not know about that; but I will say 
that this is entirely wrong, and we do not dare do it in our 
own district, and it is unfair to pay all of your taxes, pay all 
of your assessments, pay the upkeep of your automobile, pay 
the gas tax, and, on top of that, be made to pay to park your 
automobile. [Applause.] 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. SHAFER]. 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, in the short 
time I have been allotted I desire to reiterate the argument 
I made a year ago in opposing the authorization of parking 
meters in the District of Columbia. 
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At least eight cities in the United States have declared 
these parking meters as impractical, following lengthy ex- 
periments, and have discarded them. These cities include 
Mobile and Birmingham, Ala.; Hutchinson and Topeka, 
Kans.; Paducah, Ky.; Salt Lake City, Utah; Lubbock and 
Tyler, Tex. 

Topeka, Kas., was one of the first cities to install parking 
meters. There the merchants complained their use drove 
customers away from the downtown district, causing losses 
in business while the devices were in operation. 

I certainly wish to compliment the manufacturers and 
representatives of these parking devices on their tenacity. 
Of course, it is easily understood why they desire to install 
meters in Washington. Once they succeed they will point 
to the fact that their devices are in use in the Capital of the 
United States and therefore should be placed in operation 
throughout the country. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. I regret my time does not 
permit. 

Mr. NICHOLS. There is not any one particular company. 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. It makes no difference how 
many companies there are. They all operate the same. 

Now, permit me to continue. The American Automobile 
Association is opposed to the installation of parking meters 
in the Nation’s Capital. This organization has 26,000 mem- 
bers in the District of Columbia, and I understand these 
members have voted overwhelmingly against parking meters. 
Certainly the wishes of these members should be considered 
by the Congress in disposing of this matter. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield. 

Mr. SHAFER, of Michigan. Les. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Dres] 
did not give me an opportunity to say so, but I was at a 
loss to understand why Members of Congress, who have the 
right to park on official business at any place, should have 
to pay 30 cents to go into a parking lot. The gentleman 
failed to explain that. Is not the real reason for difficulty 
to find a place to park that the police do not enforce the 
1 hour parking law? 
gare SHAFER of Michigan. There is no question about 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Oh, the gentleman can go 
down in front of the Commerce Building today on any one 
of the four sides and he will not be able to find a place to 
park, and he will find hundreds of cars from Washington, 
Virginia, and Maryland occupying the streets there. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. I do not argue with the gentleman on 
that, but why is that? 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. What is the gentleman 
going to do to enforce the law? 

Mr. OMALLEY. The police force should enforce the law. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. Lorp]. 

Mr. LORD. Mr. Speaker, I have always been opposed to 
parking meters. When I go down into the city it is impossible 
to find a place to park, and this may be a temporary way of 
taking care of the situation. I am told that under the In- 
terior Building there is room for parking 340 cars, but never 
more than 40 cars are parked there. 

If we have these parking meters installed, undoubtedly the 
workers will use the space under the building rather than use 
the meters. 

The gentleman spoke about congressional tags. I have a 
set of them myself, but I never dared use them on my car, 
because should I make a little mistake sometime the news- 
papers would print a big picture of my car and tags in the 
paper just about the time we were figuring out the tax rate 
for the District of Columbia. [Laughter.] 

The Government has been wrong about this. When we 
built these great new buildings we should have provided park- 
ing space. But that has gone by now. We have more build- 
ings to build, however, and we should insist on parking space 
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in connection with them. I took this up with Mr. Delano and 
he said he would be very pleased to have the District Com- 
mittee or a special committee confer with him and help find 


some way to take care of the parking situation either under- 


neath the buildings or on top of them. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LORD. I yield. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. The gentleman refers to the tax rate in 
the District. Does he mean to tell me they have a tax rate 
here? 

Mr. LORD. Just a little, but they do not like to pay even 
that. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Up where I have a little home I have to 
pay $103 per $1,000. Do they pay anything like that in the 
District of Columbia? y 

Mr. LORD. The low tax rate here may be partly the cause 
of the high tax rate the gentleman pays. i 

Mr. Speaker; if we pass this bill, it will probably give us 
some relief. The Government owns some vacant property 
downtown. They rent it for parking space and, it would 
seem, park the Government employees’ cars in the streets. 
If we want to find a parking place downtown, we generally 
have to wind up parking our car on this Government property, 
but we have to pay a good price for the privilege. The Gov- 
ernment ought to use the space especially for parking Govern- 
ment employees’ cars and leave the streets for the public. If 
they were taken care of, we would not need parking meters. 
I have tried to park on Government space for 10 minutes 
even, but a policeman will immediately drive one away when 
they seem to have plenty of room. Anyway, I believe it is 
worth trying, and I shall certainly support the parking meters. 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen- 
tleman from Texas (Mr. Poacr]. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I have noticed in particular 
during the debate on this matter this afternoon that we have 
not heard anyone from a community where they have park- 
ing meters say that we should not have them in Washington. 
I happen to be one of those who comes from a community 
where we have had parking meters. I felt that it was un- 
wise to install them when they were adopted in my city. 
We have tried them for 2 years. I think it would be a mis- 
take to go back to the old system of trying to park on the 
street all day. 

The one fundamental objection to parking meters in the 
smaller cities does not apply in Washington. The one objec- 
tion that can be raised in the smaller towns is that the coun- 
try people from the surrounding territory who come in to 
spend their money are not going to put a nickel in a slot. 
That does not apply to Washington. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, so much has been said about 
this matter that I feel it is my duty to make a few obser- 
vations about these meters. I have tried to find out whether 
the people of the District of Columbia favor parking meters, 
because, personally, I would like to do whatever a majority of 
the citizens of the District might want me to do in this 
matter. 

I was told since this debate began by the head of the Key- 
stone Automobile Club of the District, with a membership 
of about 8,000, that at a convention where about 1,600 per- 
sons were in attendance a resolution was adopted in favor of 
parking meters. I have talked to a large number of officials 
of the District of Columbia—Mr. Van Duzer, Colonel Sultan, 
Mr. Allen, and perhaps a dozen others; and in every single 
instance I found them in favor of these meters. 

Mr. SCHULTE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for 
a question? 

Mr. COLLINS. I hope the gentleman will let me proceed. 
I cannot yield for the moment, Mr. Speaker. 

Yesterday I had a number of statements submitted to me 
on this subject and I caused these statements to be inserted 
in the Recorp of yesterday so that the Members of the 
House would know exactly how the citizens of the com- 
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munities feel on this subject where meters have been in- 
stalled. 

Mr. Robinette, traffic engineer, Toledo, Ohio, at the an- 
nual Michigan Highway Conference, held February 15 to 17, 
1938, had this to say: 

A full year of use of parking meters in Toledo, Ohio, has given 
sufficient experience to analyze the “before and after” effect of this 
device. One thousand meters were installed in the congested area 
where there were formerly 1,600 car spaces. 

Before the meters were installed the turn-over per car space 
was about four per day, The meters increased this turn-over to 
a minimum of 7 per day and often it reached as high as 15. 
Nearly 4,000,000 cars were accommodated during the year instead 
of 1,400,000 previously reported. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Where is this happening? 

Mr. COLLINS. At Toledo, Ohio. 

Here is a statement from the American Automobile Asso- 
ciation: of Dallas, Tex.: 

Dallas unanimously favors parking meters. Improved metered 
area traffic about 30 percent. Merchants and shoppers pleased, 
as expedites shopping. No opposition at all. 


WILMINGTON, DEL. 
Wilmington installed 15 parkometers July as trial. Installed 
202 additional October. Ninety percent motorists, merchants in 
favor, provides parking space. 
CUMBERLAND, My. 
_Parking meters at first opposed. Now sentiment favorable by 
all concerned. 
These are all from A. A. A. associations. 
HAGERSTOWN, Mp, 
Advisory board voted unanimously in favor. 
HAGERSTOWN BRANCH, A. A. A. 
Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. From what page of the REC- 
orp is the gentleman reading? 
Mr. COLLINS. From page 1206 of the Appendix of the 
RECORD. 
OKLAHOMA Crry, OKLA, 
We heartily endorse the use of parking meters. 


MIAMI, FLA. 

Parking meters approved in restricted areas wholly as a traffic 

and safety measure. 
Miami Moror CLUB (A. A. A.). 

And so on. May I say in conclusion that the proposed 
amendment provides that these meters shall be installed ex- 
perimentally and unless this House takes further action upon 
the matter at the end of the fiscal year 1939, they will go off 
the streets. In other words, it is only a test and with parking 
conditions as bad as they are in the District of Columbia we 
should make the experiment for the purpose of finding out 
whether they are worth while or not. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question on the motion 
to recede and concur with an amendment. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion offered 
by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. COLLINS]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. O’Matiey) there were—ayes 91, noes 25. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground there is not a quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently there is not a quorum present. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the Sergeant at Arms 
will notify the absent Members, and the Clerk will call the 
roll. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 214, nays 
118, not voting 96, as follows: 


{Roll No. 47] 
YEAS—214 

Aleshire Beiter Bulwinkle Clark, N. C. 
Allen, La. Bell Burch Claypool 
Allen, Pa, Bigelow Cluett 
Amlie Binderup . Wis. (o; n 
Anderson, Mo. Bloom Case, S. Dak. Coffee, Nebr. 
Arends Boileau „Mass. Uins 
Arnold Boland, Pa. er 
Atkinson Boyer pman Connery 
Bacon Brooks Church Cooley 
Barton Brown Clark, Idaho 


Allen, II. 


Bradley 
Buckler, Minn, 
Burdick 
Cannon, Mo. 
Carlson 
Celler 

Citron 
Clason 
Coffee, Wash. 
Crawford 
Creal 

Cullen 
Dickstein 
Ditter 
Dondero 


Dowell 
Englebright 
ans 


Boykin 


Johnson, Okla. Patman 
Johnson, W. Va. Patterson 
Jones Patton 
Kee Pearson 
Kerr Peterson, Fla. 
Kleberg Peterson, Ga, 
Knifin Phillips 
Lambeth Plumley 
Lanham e 
Leavy Polk 
1 Powers 
Lewis, Colo. Ramsay 
rd Ramspeck 
Luckey, Nebr Rayburn 
Reed, III 
McCormack Reed, N. Y. 
McFarlane Rees, 
McGehee Rich 
McGrath Richards 
McLaughlin bertson 
McReynolds Robinson, Utah 
McSweeney Rockefeller 
Magnuson Rogers, Mass. 
NAYS—119 
Ford, Miss. Lambertson 
Gambrill, Md. Lanzetta 
Gavagan Larrabee 
Gehrmann Lemke 
Gingery Luce 
Gray, Ind. Ludlow 
G Luecke, Mich. 
Harlan McGranery 
Healey Maas 
Hendricks Mahon, Tex. 
Holmes Mansfield 
Hook Mapes 
Hope Maverick 
Hull May 
Imhoff Merritt 
Jacobsen Mitchell, 11. 
Jenckes, Ind Murdock, Utah 
Jenkins, Ohio O'Brien, II. 
Johnson, Lyndon O'Connell, Mont. 
Johnson, O'Connell, R. I. 
Keller O'Le 
Kelly, N. Y. O'Malley 
Kennedy. N. T. O'Neal, Ky. 
Keogh Pettengill 
Kinzer Rabaut 
Kirwan Randolph 
Kitchens Reece, Tenn. 
Knutson Reilly 
Kopplemann Rigney 
e Robsion, Ky. 
NOT VOTING—96 
Disney Lamneck 
Douglas a 
Drewry, Va. Lewis, Md. 
Driver Long 
Eaton Lucas 
McClellan 
Ford, Calif. McGroarty 
Fuller McKeough 
Gasque McLean 
Gifford McMillan 
Gilchrist Martin, Mass, 
Gildea Mead 
Guyer Mitchell, Tenn. 
Halleck O'Brien, Mich. 
Hancock, N. Y. O'Connor, Mont, 
Hancock, N. O. O Day 
Harter Oliver 
Hartley O'Toole 
Hennings Owen 
Jarman Patrick 
Kelly, Il. Pfeifer 
Kennedy, Md Pierce 
Kocialkowski Quinn 
Kramer Rankin 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


So the motion was agreed to. 


Sauthof 


Ta 

Taylor, S. O. 
Thomas, N. J. 
Thomas, Tex. 
Tinkham 
Tobey 
Transue 
Treadway 


Turner 
Vincent, B. M. 
Walter 

White, Ohio 
Wigglesworth 
Wolcott 
Wolfenden 
Woodruff 
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The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
General pairs: 


Rankin with Mr. Martin of Massachusetts, 
. Vinson of Georgia with Mr. Eaton. 
McClellan with Mr. Carter. 

Beam with Mr. Gifford. 

Sullivan with Mr. Crowther. 

Fred M. Vinson with Mr. Hartley. 

McMillan with Mr. Taylor of Tennessee. 
Mitchell of Tennessee with Mr. Andrews. 
Weaver with Mr. Gilchrist. 

Drewry of Virginia with Mr. Cole of New York. 
Driver with Mr. Halleck. 


BRE 
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5 
au 
4 
5 
55 
35 


Bland with Mr, e 
Mead with Mr. Guy 
Lea with Mr. Hancock of New York. 


7 


. Bernard. 

Smith of Virginia with Mr. Withrow. 
Gasque with Mr. Pfeifer. 
Boren with Mr. Thom. 
Cartwright with Mrs, O’Day. 
Hennings with Mr. Quinn. 
White of Idaho with Mr. Colden, 
Whelchel with Mr. Biermann. 
O'Toole with Mr. Shannon. 
Kelly of Illinois with Mr, 0 ‘Connor of Montana, 

‘ood Mr. Barden. 


O'Brien of Michigan with Mr. Buck. 

Wilcox with Mr. McKeogh. 

Patrick with Mr, Boehne. 

Lucas with Mr. Buckley of New York. 
Owen with Mr. Boykin. 

Cole of Maryland with Mr. Schuetz. 

Kramer with Mr. Disney. 

Pierce with Mr. Hancock of North Carolina. 
Harter with Mr. Shanley. 

Mr. Jarman with Mr. Eeunets of Maryland. 
The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 


A motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. BEITER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include therein 
a dramatization of how a bill becomes a law. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order of the House 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. HENDRICKS] is recognized 
for 20 minutes. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that my time may be extended 10 additional minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair calls the attention of the gen- 
tleman from Florida to the fact that there is another special 
order on the program. The Chair will submit the request if 
it does not meet with the objection of the gentleman from 
Michigan. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. It will not, Mr. Speaker; I have spoken 
to him. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 


THE TOWNSEND ORGANIZATION 


Mr. HENDRICKS. Mr. Speaker, a few days ago when 
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. SMITH] spoke to you 
at some length on the Townsend organization, I stated I would 
ask for time to reply to him. I find I must have been unduly 
excited at the moment, because, after I have had time to read 
what he had to say, I find he did not say very much to reply 
to, and that all the gentleman did was reiterate the charges 
the Members of the House and the Nation have heard over 
and over again through the press, through the Bell investi- 
gating committee, and through the former disgruntled mem- 
bers of the Townsend organization; and when I refer to the 
former disgruntled members of the Townsend organization I 
want it clearly understood I am not referring to the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma, 

If it is true we found no new facts, I cannot see where his 
address served any purpose toward getting a hearing on the 
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bill H. R. 4199, and I challenge the gentleman from Okla- 
homa to show us where he did give us new facts. The gentle- 
man from Oklahoma gave us some facts, but he did not tell 
us that some of the men who planned and engineered the 
strategy for which Dr. Townsend is now sentenced to 30 days 
in jail were permitted to turn Benedict Arnold and escape 
the punishment which they themselves planned for Dr. Town- 
send. Iam referring to the men who walked out of the com- 
mittee with him. I do not need to defend Dr. Townsend; his 
friends do not need it and his enemies will not believe it. 
I believe Dr. Townsend is thoroughly capable of caring for 
himself. 

There are one or two points I want to get straight. The 
gentleman in his speech stated that members of the Town- 
send organization were compelled to take an oath to a man 
and not toa plan. I have been a member of Townsend clubs 
for years and I never took an oath to any man. I do not 
believe that is one of the requirements. 

The gentleman from Oklahoma further stated that less 
than 2 years ago the Townsend organization was a major 
Fascist threat. Anyone who has studied the membership 
of these clubs and who has common sense knows very well 
the Townsend organization has never been a major Fascist 
threat. I say this to you, and I speak for my people in the 
Fifth Congressional District of Florida when I say the mem- 
bers of those clubs are the civil veterans of this Nation. 
They open their meetings by singing a verse of America and 
by repeating the pledge of allegiance to the flag of the 
United States. If the gentleman wants to say his old people 
are a major Fascist threat, that is all right. I deny it for 
my people. 

The gentleman further stated something about $200 a 
month being provided in the bill H. R. 4199. The gentleman 
knows as well as I do there is no provision for $200 in the 
bill H. R. 4199, but the bill simply provides that the amount 
shall not exceed $200 per month. When he said that after 
certain amendments were proposed 140 names were added to 
the petition addressed to the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. DovcmToN] asking him to give us a hearing on that 
bill, may I remind the gentleman about 125 of those names 
were on that petition before the amendments were pro- 


Two committees are working on this bill, the general-wel- 
fare steering committee and the legislative committee for 
H. R. 4199, of which I am chairman. My committee takes 
no responsibility for statements made by any other com- 
mittee. We will make our statements for ourselves when the 
time comes. 

I quote just a word of what the gentleman from Oklahoma 
Mr. SMITH] said in his speech. I am going to read this 
deliberately because I want you to get the full force of it. 

I believe the House has turned thumbs down on the bill up to 
date, not because they understand it and oppose its terms and 
provisions, but because of the fact an organization built around 
an individual has made that individual personally so obnoxious 
and so offensive to the representatives of the American people that 
oo name and sponsorship precludes a fair hearing for H. R. 
4199. 


What an indictment to bring against the Members of this 
House if it is true. Im other words, suppose we said to the 
American Legion, “Because we do not like your commander 
we are going to pay no attention to the things you want.” 
Suppose we said to the C. I. O., “John L. Lewis is obnoxious 
to us; therefore, we can give labor legislation no attention.” 
Suppose we said to the American Federation of Labor, “We 
do not like William Green; therefore, you are going to get 
no attention from us.” Or suppose we said to leaders of 
other organizations, “Simply because your leader does not 
satisfy us we are going to give you no attention.” I think 
a man who assumes that position is going to find himself in 
difficulties when he tries to come back to this House. I do 
not believe the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. SMITH] was 
speaking for the Members of this House when he said that. 

Mr. KNUTSON rose. 

Mr. HENDRICKS, I cannot yield now, but will yield later. 
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In passing, let me say that since I have come into the 
House I have had placed in my hands a copy of the General 
Welfare News Advocate, and, as you will recall, just a few 
days ago my committee had made some efforts to get the 
Ways and Means Committee to give us a hearing on this 
bill, and the headlines of this little paper here refer to that 
fact and say, “Refusal to consider any G. W. A. change 
blocks hearing, is charged.” It does not say anything about 
who made the charge. It is very indefinite about that. I do 
not know who made the charge, but I am going to say to 
the man who did make that charge or anyone who may do so 
in the future, you had better cease and try to cover-up your 
inactivity by putting responsibility on us for failing in some- 
thing we have tried to do, and if I find some more state- 
ments like that, I will have statements to make to the public, 
and I will publish them in an organ that will reach far 
more people than the General Welfare Advocate. I do not 
want to pick any fight, but I say to you that we are speaking 
for ourselves this afternoon. 

I appeal to the members of the general-welfare steering 
committee to join us in trying to get action on this bill. 

There are just a few things I want to say to you this after- 
noon, and I am going to take a few minutes to discuss the 
bill 4199. Perhaps some of the Members of this House will 
say I am stupid to do so, That may be true, and if it is 
true, then I can only hope that my stupidity is far excelled 
by my sincerity and honesty of purpose, but I cannot feel 
that Lam stupid, because I know millions of people over this 
country, and particularly 20,000 in my own district, who have 
registered their direct interest in this bill, and in that case I 
feel it is important that every Member of this House give this 
bill careful consideration. 

The bill, H. R. 4199, provides for a 2-percent transaction 
tax, which will provide a decent pension for all the old people 
in this country above the age of 60. It also provides that 
they must spend this money within the month. 

These are the two features most criticized by the press and 
by Members of this House, and it is claimed that the 2-per- 
cent transaction tax will destroy big business, 

I fail to agree, or, rather, I cannot understand this posi- 
tion, for in 1921 the President of the United States, who was 
then a Republican, asked that there be a prompt and 
thoroughgoing revision of the Internal Revenue Act. This 
was for the purpose of relieving big business, and in pursu- 
ance of this request the Finance Committee of the Senate 
met and they started hearings in April of 1921. In these 
hearings the following organizations and men testified in 
behalf of, or approved, rather, a turn-over tax ranging from 
1 cent up, and the records of these hearings are open for 
your examination, if you do not ‘believe what I am saying. 
I am going to read this list to you: 

The Trades Council of Manufacturers Club of Philadel- 
phia, the legislative committee of the National Association 
of Real Estate Boards, the tax committee of the National 
Association of Manufacturers, the chairman of the taxation 
committee of the Boston Chamber of Commerce, the Business 
Science Club of Philadelphia, Roger W. Babson, president 
of the Babson statistical organization, the national confer- 
ence of State Manufactures Association, and the public com- 
mittee on taxes of the United States Chamber of Commerce. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, if this would destroy big business now, 
why would it not have destroyed big business back at that 
time? I just cannot see where those things are consistent. 

The next provision which is criticized is the one with re- 
spect to compulsory spending, and in that connection I want 
to quote something said just recently by no less a personage 
than the Honorable Marriner S. Eccles, who is the Chairman 
of the Federal Reserve Board. I am not going to try to 
quote Mr. Eccles verbatim, because I cannot do that, but you 
will recall these words in the press recently. When he was 
speaking of the recent business recession he said that per- 
haps the upturn in business which we noticed in the recent 
past may have been due to the expenditure of over $2,000,- 
000,000 of bonus allotted to the soldiers of this country, and 
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now, since that money has been spent and there is no more 
to spend, that may be the reason for the recent decline in 
business. 

Following this through to its logical conclusion, I want to 
ask the question, What would be the effect of placing $6,000,- 
000,000 in trade channels within the year, which is what the 
bill, H. R. 4199, would provide, and I say to you that this is 
following up the conclusion, or, rather, the policy, of the 
President and of this Congress on stimulating trade practices 
by placing money into trade channels and by the circulation 
of money, and I believe this would help. 

Now, I am not going to launch into a criticism of my 
party’s efforts through the present social-security bill to pro- 
vide pensions for the old people in this country. : 

It is the first effort that any party or any administration 
has ever made, and I am proud of that. It is a step in the 
right direction, but there are certain criticisms that can be 
directed against the provisions of the present social-security 
bill. There are certain objections which H. R. 4199 suggests 
corrections for. In fact, as far as I am concerned, I believe 
that every State that pays taxes to the National Government 
should pay and receive alike. I believe we should have a 
Federal uniform old-age pension, which is something we do 
not have under the existing Federal law. For instance, you 
may have 48 different pension systems under the existing law, 
and then you may multiply that by the number of counties 
in every State in the United States, and you will see what 
possibilities there are. In the State of Florida—my home 
State—we have 67 counties, and we have 67 different pen- 
sion systems, ranging from $5 to $30 a month. 

I want you to go back with me to my old home county, 
and my colleague [Mr. GREEN] can verify what I have to say. 
I say to you, first, that if my father and mother were living 
today they would be eligible for a pension, as far as age is 
concerned. Naturally we all like to think that our mothers 
and fathers would not have to apply for a pension, and while 
my father and mother worked hard and were very frugal 
they raised a large family and it was difficult to save much. 
I returned to that county recently and inquired about an old 
family who were friends of my father and mother, and, just 
as my father and mother had done, they had raised a large 
family, and their children were married off and were taking 
care of their families and therefore were unable to take care 
of their mother and father. I inquired about those old 
people. They were too old to plant their own garden. They 
have paid taxes all of their life on their home, but finally 
they lost it under a mortgage. Therefore they had no sup- 
port at all. I asked how they were getting along, and some- 
one informed me that they were getting a pension. Then I 
inquired how much, and they said $6 a month each. That 
is somewhere around 30 cents a day each. If my father and 
mother were applying for a pension today, I would not be 
satisfied for them to live on as little as $12 a month, and 
if I am not satisfied to have my father and mother do that 
Iam not satisfied for the old people who are the civil veterans 
of this Nation to be compelled to do it; because, I say to you, 
that amount is totally inadequate. 

There is one other objection I have and that is this. In 
the State of Florida today we have a provision in our law 
that if any old person receives assistance from the Federal 
Government and the State, they must give a lien on their 

roperty. The old homestead is a monument to the family, 
and whether they had any children to pass it on down to or 
not, they want their own homestead clear, and they want 
that as a monument, and while my State has explained to 
me that this is only a provision to prevent fraud and that 
they are not enforcing it at the present time, I say to 
them they ought to change that clause and make it a fraud 
clause instead of making it a lien. There is a related pro- 
vision in the Federal Government law. That is, if my 
State recovers a certain amount, the Federal Government 
shall get its share, and I criticize that bitterly. I hope both 
provisions will be stricken from the social-security laws of 
my State and the Federal law. 
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I again request all members on the general-welfare steer- 
ing committee to join my committee in trying to get action 
on this bill, and try to some day accomplish a Federal, uni- 
form, decent, and adequate pension for the old people of 
this country. I am not going to rest until that is done. I 
say to the Members of this House, and to the members of 
the other committee, that if you feel we are trying to take 
credit for anything that is being done, I challenge you to 
try to get a hearing or action on this bill, and our commit- 
tee will certainly give you all the credit. There is only one 
thing that we are interested in and that is getting a hearing 
and action on this bill, and I hope the gentlemen will join 
me in that. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN. I am of course supporting House bill 4199 
and have received the impression by those who have made a 
special study of it that it is in fact an employment relief 
measure. This I believe, and I would like to have the gentle- 
man’s view on that. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I read the President’s message in Bal- 
timore when he was speaking to the Young Democrats. The 
President partially went along with this plan when he said 
that we have to give the old people of this country enough 
so that they could live in luxury and not with the bare ne- 
cessities of life, and take them out of employment so that the 
young people could have that employment. 

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. Yes. 

Mr. SWEENEY. First I want to say to the House that the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. HENDRICKS] is one of the most 
able members on the steering committee in trying to get a 
hearing for House bill 4199. 

He is energetic and has devoted a lot of time to inter- 
viewing the members of the Ways and Means Committee to- 
gether with some more of us here. We have failed in that 
respect. I am going to ask the gentleman a pointed question. 

The failure to secure hearings from the Ways and Means 
Committee on this important measure is not due to the efforts 
of the minority members of the Ways and Means Committee; 
the responsibility lies, I believe, on the majority members of 
this great powerful legislative committee. Does the gentle- 
man believe that failure to give these millions of people 
through their representatives a chance to be heard on this 
important matter on the subject of an adequate old-age pen- 
sion as outlined in the philosophy of House bill 4199 is an 
indictment against the majority Members of this House 
and their failure to give these representatives their chance to 
have their day in court? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. The gentleman’s question answers 
itself. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I yield. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I ask this sincerely for information: As I 
understood the gentleman a minute ago he made the state- 
ment directly or by implication that a 2-percent tax on all 
transactions would furnish enough money to give pensions 
to all the aged people. Is that correct? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. Above the age of 60. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Above the age of 60. Will the gentle- 
man tell us what facts and figures from experience the gen- 
tleman has on which he bases that statement? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. May I say this, Mr. Speaker, I shall be 
glad to answer any question any Member may care to ask, 
but the answer will probably be “yes,” “no,” or “I do not 
know,” and I shall not hesitate to say that I do not know 
when that answer is more convenient. All I know as to what 
this 2-percent transaction tax will do is what I have read in 
the testimony already given by economists and others. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield 
further? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. Yes. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Does the gentleman answer the question 
that experience has shown definitely that that tax will do so 
or that it will not do so? 
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Mr. HENDRICKS. Certainly experience has not shown 
that, because we have had no 2-percent transaction tax to 
experiment with. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I yield. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. What reason, if any, do the ma- 
jority members of the Ways and Means Committee assign 
for not giving the gentleman and his group a hearing? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I would prefer that the gentleman ask 
the members of the committee. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Just one further question, if the 
gentleman will permit. Why does not the gentleman answer 
that question so we may know what reason they give, if any? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. Frankly, I was not given a reason. 
The chairman of the committee, Mr. Doucuton, told me that 
he had tried to get us a hearing and was voted down. 

Mr. KNUTSON.. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I yield. 

Mr. KNUTSON. The Members on this side of the House 
appreciate what the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SWEENEY] 
said a moment ago absolving the minority members of the 
Ways and Means Committee. In this connection will the 
gentleman bear with me while I read just a short paragraph? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. If it is brief. 

Mr. KNUTSON. This is a statement by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Treapway], which appears in the 
Recorp of last Thursday. He said: 

I understand that within the past day or two a meeting of the 
Democratic members of the Ways and Means Committee has been 
held, and it was decided not to have a hearing on that or similar 
measures, although 141 Members of the House have written letters 
to the chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means asking for 
such hearing. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Treapway] also 
called attention to the fact that as early as last April he 
made a motion that the committee proceed to hold hearings 
on H. R. 4199 and other measures of like character, but the 
motion was voted down by a vote of 18 to 7—7 Republicans 
voting to hold hearings. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I yield. 

Mr. DOWELL. I note that the chairman of the great Ways 
and Means Committee is present. I am wondering if the 
gentleman can get from him any reason why there should 
not be granted a hearing on this bill? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I leave that to the gentleman from 
North Carolina. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. TI do not see any special reason why 
my name should be brought into this discussion. I expect a 
little later, however, to make a statement to the House with 
respect to the present so-called Security Act. In that con- 
nection we are making some reference to the bills pending 
before our committee which might in some way relate to the 
subject contained in that act. 

Mr. DOWELL. Is it not possible to get a hearing before 
the gentleman’s committee? 

Mr. DOUGHTON. I may say to the gentleman from Iowa 
that there are about 600 bills now before our committee. I 

have the right to infer that the author of each one of those 
bills has the desire or the purpose to be heard and present 
his views on his bill. 

The purpose of a hearing by a committee, as I construe the 
matter, is to formulate legislation and not for the purpose of 
some political agitation. It is my opinion further that a 
majority of the members of our committee sincerely believe 
that legislation on this subject at this time as proposed in 
H. R. 4199 is not advisable, as it would interfere with the 
social-security program which was enacted at the instance 
of the President of the United States in the last Congress. 
That law has not yet had a fair test. 

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker if the gentleman will yield, 
can he tell me how it would interfere with the present Social 
Security Act to have a hearing on this bill? 
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Mr, DOUGHTON, There should not be two conflicting 
laws with reference to the same subject on the statute books 
at the same time, for one would necessarily conflict with the 
other. There should not be two social-security laws. 

Mr. SWEENEY. You do not have to have two social- 
security laws. 

Mr, DOUGHTON. If this law were enacted, we would 
have to repeal the present law in order to be consistent or 
reasonable. We had elaborate hearings on this question 
when the Social Security Act was under consideration, and 
every phase of the matter was gone into, Another thing, 
the proponents of this legislation are divided. Some prefer 
one bill and some another. They do not agree among them- 
selves. Hearings were held 2 years ago, when the Social 
Security Act was under consideration. 

As far as I am concerned, I have no personal objection to 
a hearing. In my judgment, a majority of the committee 
is opposed to the bill, also a majority of the country is 
opposed to it, and a majority of the House is opposed to 
it. Furthermore, it is impossible to have a hearing on all 
of the bills now pending before our committee. All of the 
members who urge hearings would not vote for this legisla- 
tion if it were brought out, anyway. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I may say to the chairman of the 
Ways and Means Committee that I appreciate his statement 
that he endeavored to get us a hearing on this bill. I am 
not going to pick an argument with the senior Members of 
this House. I want to appear before those Members in all 
humility. May I say to the chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee, however, if he thinks the Members of the 
House are against the bill, why not bring it up for a test? 

Mr. DOUGHTON. The object of a hearing is for the pur- 
pose of enacting legislation. How can we bring it up for a 
test when the majority of the committee is against it? If 
a majority of the Members of the House is in favor of the 
bill, there is a discharge rule, and the gentleman has an 
avenue open. If the majority of the House is in favor of 
the bill, and if there has been a change in sentiment in the 
House, the gentleman has his remedy. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I appreciate the gentleman’s state- 
ment that he endeavored to get us a hearing. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. I certainly did, but I could not control 
the matter. 

Mr. POWERS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, HENDRICKS. For a question only. 

Mr. POWERS. Is not the gentleman amazed that the 
majority members of the Ways and Means Committee will 
not give a hearing on H. R. 4199, particularly in view of the 
fact that 140 Members have signed a petition merely asking 
for a hearing? In spite of the fact the chairman of the Ways 
and Means Committee states there are 600 bills pending be- 
fore that committee and that many of them are just as 
important as this one, I do not believe there is another one 
of those 600 bills now pending before the Ways and Means 
Committee that has had 140 signers asking merely for a 
hearing. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I am disappointed, anyway. 

Mr. O'CONNELL of Montana. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I yield to the gentleman from Mon- 
tana. 

Mr. O'CONNELL of Montana. I think it is very obvious 
and very evident to the Members on the majority side, and 
in view of the various statements that have been made on the 
Republican side, that this is going to become one of the big- 
gest issues in the coming congressional campaign. I think it 
ili behooves the members of the majority on the Ways and 
Means Committee to deny a hearing to a bill that has so 
many backers and so many supporters in this House. Re- 
gardless of the fact there are 600 bills, I maintain there has 
been no other bill introduced in this Congress that has so 
much backing and has so many Members who have made 
their views known to the Ways and Means Committee, and 
I think out of the ordinary processes of democracy this group 
= is so large ought to be given at least a hearing on this 
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With regard to the Social Security Act, may I say it is 
grossly inadequate. It is just gradual starvation for the old 
people of this country, and it is high time we write a real 
old-age Federal pension on the statute books. 

Mr. COFFEE of Washington. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I yield to the gentleman from Wash- 
ington. 

Mr. COFFEE of Washington. Would the gentleman say 
that the Townsend movement and the general welfare move- 
ment, which is more or less a combined movement of those 
who support H. R. 4199, is dead at the present time? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. If it is a dead movement, it is the most 
animated corpse I ever saw. [Applause.] 

Mr. HAINES. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr. HAINES. May I ask the gentleman whether he has in 
his congressional district the same experience that many of 
us have who come from industrial areas, where a man who 
has reached the age of 45 will no longer be given a job in 
industry? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. Most assuredly, and they are coming to 
me for jobs. That is the reason I want these old people to 
have something to take care of themselves on and therefore 
be taken out of employment, so that younger people may 
take their places. 

Mr. HAINES. I want the Members of the House to re- 
member this because they are going to be faced with it sooner 
or later. We have a serious situation in this country when 
our old and middle-aged people can no longer find employ- 
ment. If the gentleman will permit a further observation, I 
may say it has been called to my attention that there are 
some industrial plants in my district that will not employ a 
man if he has gone beyond the age of 25. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I yield to the gentleman from Wis- 
consin. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Certain groups advocating H. R. 4199 are 
demanding that the Members support that bill without 
amendment. In all fairness to the people in the field who 
are interested in this bill, and with reference to all legislation 
generally, does the gentleman believe there is any possible 
chance of this House passing H. R. 4199 unless it is amended 
at least in some respects? 

[Here the gavel fell.) 

Mr. HENDRICKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to proceed for 5 additional minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I may say to the gentleman from Wis- 
consin, who proposed amendments to H. R. 4199, it was stated 
that if the amendments were adopted certain things would 
be accomplished or certain names added to the petition. 

Mr. BOILEAU. To what “certain things” does the gentle- 
man refer? I would like to have the gentleman be specific 
when he makes that kind of a statement. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. I say to the man who stated if amend- 
ments were adopted other names would be added to the dis- 
charge petition or to the Doughton letter, that I failed to see 
that he had accomplished all the great things he said would 
happen. As for amendments, the gentleman knows full well 
that they cannot be discussed until we get a hearing on the 
bill H. R. 4199 or get the bill on the floor of the House. To 
discuss amendments now is to retreat before we reach the 
battle line, and I have no intention of doing that. 

Mr. BOILEAU. From the standpoint of trying to get votes 
in Congress, does not the gentleman believe it is necessary to 
have amendments? 

I am not referring to individual amendments, but I believe 
I sense the feeling of the House that if you are to get any 
action there will have to be some kind of amendment and 
compromise. 

Mr. HENDRICKS. The gentleman is a parliamentarian. 
I will let him draw his own conclusion, but I say we ought to 
join in getting action on this bill. [Applause.] 
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COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 


Mr. LEA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce may have 
permission to sit during the sessions of the House for the 
remainder of this week. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. VOORHIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that my colleague, the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. MUR- 
bock] may have permission to extend his own remarks in 
the Recorp and include therein a radio address made by 
himself. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as 
follows: 

To Mr. Jarman (at the request of Mr. Hopss) on account 
of the death of a relative. 

To Mr. Gora, for 2 days, on account of illness. 

To Mr. Brann, indefinitely, on account of illness. 

To Mrs. VIRGINIA E. JENCKES, of Indiana, for 2 weeks, on 
account of personal business. 

To Mr. MITCHELL of Tennessee, for 10 days, on account of 
important business. 


COMPULSORY LICENSING OF PATENTS 


Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to address the House for 2 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to revise and extend my own remarks in the Recorp and 
include therein certain excerpts, including a bill I introduced 
today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

OUR PATENT LAWS SHOULD BE AMENDED TO WORK FOR ALL THE 
PEOPLE AND NOT JUST THE PRIVILEGED FEW 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Speaker, I desire to call to the 
attention of the Members a revised bill I have introduced 
today providing for the compulsory licensing of patents. 

I offer this revised bill not as a perfect bill, for I fully 
realize that all bills are subject to amendment as defects 
are discovered, and legislation on technical subjects such as 
this naturally require most careful consideration. I submit 
this measure with the hope that the chairman of the Patents 
Committee will recommend the appointment of a committee 
to give this matter the consideration it deserves, since it 
seems evident that due to the lateness of this session the 
Congress will not have sufficient time to go carefully into 
this important field of study. The bill is as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 35 of the Revised Statutes is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Same; oath of applicant: The applicant shall make oath that 
he does verily believe himself to be the original and first in- 
ventor or discoverer of the art, machine, manufacture, composi- 
tion, or improvement, or of the variety of plant, for which he 
solicits a patent; that he does not know and does not believe 
that the same was ever before known or used; and shall state of 
what country he is a citizen; and all owners of patents whose 
term has not expired and all applications pending and all appli- 
cations hereafter filed shall file an itemized statement setting 
forth the time he has devoted to the development of the patent; 
and all expenses incurred, as well as the intrinsic value of his 
patent. Such cath may be made before any person within the 
United States authorized by law to administer oaths, or, when 
the applicant resides in a foreign country, before any minister, 
chargé d'affaires, or consul holding commission under the Gov- 
ernment of the United States, or before any notary public, judge, 
or magistrate having an official seal and authorized to administer 
oaths in the foreign country in which the applicant may be, whose 
authority shall be proved by certificate of a diplomatic or con- 
sular officer of the United States.” 
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Sec. 2. That section 40 of the Revised Statutes is amended to 
read as follows: 

“Every patent shall contain a short title or description of the 
invention or discovery, correctly indicating its nature and design, 
and a grant to the patentee, his heirs, or assigns for the term of 
17 years of the exclusive right to a royalty through the licensing 
of the invention or discovery or to vend the invention or dis- 
covery (including in the case of a plant patent, the exclusive 
right to asexually reproduce the plant) throughout the United 
States and Territories thereof, referring to the specification for 
the particulars thereof. A copy of the specification and drawings 
shall be annexed to the patent and be a part thereof. For the 
first 5 years of the patent grant the inventor shall have the 
exclusive right to make, use, and vend, in addition to the rights 
enumerated above, the invention or discovery.” 


APPLICATION FOR A LICENSE 


Sec. 3. At any time after the expiration of 5 years from the 
date of issuance of a patent where satisfactory evidence is sub- 
mitted showing that a patent is not being used or that the 
domestic supply is insufficient to satisfy the public demand or 
that unfair prices or trade practices prevail, any person may file 
with the Commissioner of Patents an application for a license 
under said patent, setting forth under oath his reasons why such 
license should be granted. The applicant shail file with the 
Comissioner of Patents— 

1. Evidence that the applicant is an interested party, financially 
responsible and able to manufacture such patent. 

2. A statement that the public interest will be advanced by 
issuing to him a compulsory license for such patent. 

3. An offer which shall include specific terms, conditions, and 
royalties under which the applicant proposes to use such a 
patent, if his application for such license is granted. 


NOTICE 


Sec. 4. (1) If the Commissioner of Patents determines that the 
applicant is an interested party, financially responsible, and able 
to manufacture such patent; and 

(2) That the public interest will be served by the granting of 
a compulsory license, he shall publish a notice of the application 
and his decision in the Official Gazette of the United States Patent 
Office for at least four consecutive weekly issues. In such notice 
he shall specify that any person having any right, title, or interest 
in such patent may upon application be permitted to intervene to 
show cause why such license should not be issued to the applicant. 
A copy of such notice shall be served by registered mail upon the 
patentee and upon any attorney recorded in the Patent Office as 
having last represented such patentee in respect of obtaining the 
grant of such patent. 

HEARING 


Sec. 5. (a) The Commissioner of Patents shall, in the notice 
provided for in section 4, specify a time (not later than 30 days 
after the date of the last publication authorized in section 4) 
and place for a hearing in respect to such application. 

(b) At such time the applicant, the patentee, and any other 
person claiming any right, title, or interest in or to such patent 
may appear and under oath file answer and be heard in respect 
to such application. 

(c) If within 30 days after date of such last publication the 
patentee or any person claiming any right, title, or interest in 
such patent fails to appear to show cause why such license should 
not be granted, or if such patentee or attorney fails to answer the 
notice served upon him by the Commissioner of Patents, the 
latter may grant a compulsory license to any applicant. 


GRANTING OF LICENSE 


Sec. 6. At the hearing provided for in section 5 to determine 
whether such license should be granted if the applicant, and the 
Commissioner of Patents shall decide that such a license should 
be granted under the application, such license shall be granted 
for a term of years not to exceed the duration of the life of the 
patent. 

APPEALS 


Sec. 7. If the patentee should consider the decision of the Com- 
missioner of Patents unfair with respect to the amount of royal- 
ties or any other conditions he may set under this act, then the 
patentee shall have the right of appeal within 30 days thereafter 
to the United States Court of Customs and Patent Appeals, or to 
the United States district court of the residence of the owner 
of the patent. 

THE PRESIDENT’S VIEWS 


The President of the United States, in his opening message 
to this Congress in speaking of practices that should be 
ended, in part said: 


There are practices which most people believe should be ended. 
They include tax avoidance through corporate and other methods, 
which I have previously mentioned; excessive capitalization, in- 
vestment write-ups, and security manipulations; price rigging 
and collusive bidding, in definance of the spirit of the antitrust 
laws by methods which baffle prosecution under the present 
statutes. They include high-pressure salesmanship, which creates 
cycles of overproduction within given industries and consequent 
recessions in production until such time as the surplus is con- 
sumed; the use of patent laws to enable larger corporations to 
maintain high prices and withhold from the public the advantages 
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of the progress of science; unfair competition, which drives the 

smaller producer out of business locally, regionally, or even on a 

national scale; intimidation of local or State government to pre- 

vent the enactment of laws for the protection of labor by threat- 

ening to move elsewhere; the shifting of actual production from 

see! locality or region to another in pursuit of the cheapest wage 
e. 


MR. JACKSON CLARIFIES THE ISSUE 

Hon. Robert H. Jackson, Assistant Attorney General of 
the United States, in charge of the Antitrust Enforcement 
Division of the Department of Justice, has recently made 
several speeches on the enforcement of our antitrust laws, in 
which he clearly pointed out the remedy. 

In one of these speeches he said: 

Monopoly can be broken, and prevented in most industries, it 
can be controlled in all if the people are ready to pay the 
necessary price. But it cannot be done on a half-hearted basis, 
Two things are necessary. 

First, a national policy, in which all governmental controls 
are dedicated to stopping monopoly instead of part trying to 
suppress and part trying to foster monopoly as the situation has 
been for years past. 

Second, a judiciary that will not sabotage that policy, which it 
has done in the past and is doing today. 

Now, as to the first. The settlement of a coherent policy is 
for the lawmakers and I will only point out some of the most 
obvious conflicts in our policy. 

While the Nation has forbidden monopoly by one set of laws 
it has been creating them by another. Patent laws, valuable as 
they may be in some respects, often father monopoly. Unless 
we are prepared to reconsider the condition upon which we 
will extend patent protection we can have no consistent anti- 
monopoly policy. 

And further he said: 

Only when the patent laws, the tax laws, the Securities Act, 
and all other laws of the United States are brought to exert 
their pressures toward the encouragement of small business rather 
than toward its destruction, can we say that we have a national 
policy against monopoly. 

Thus we find a clear-cut statement of what must be done 
if we are to have a fair and just antitrust law enforcement 
for the great masses of our people. 

THE CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISION 

The Constitution of the United States, article I, section 8, 
clause 8, provides: 

The Congress shall have power to promote the progress of science 
and useful arts, by securing for a limited time to authors and 
inventors the exclusive right to their respective writings and 
discoveries. . 

Therefore it is clear from the above-quoted section of the 
Constitution that it was the intention of our forefathers in 
granting such protection that they do so to promote the 
progress of science and the useful arts. Their idea of pro- 
motion, as expressed in the language of the Constitution, 
was to give such authors and inventors the exclusive right 
to use their respective writings and discoveries. Yet, what 
do we find the facts to be? In a recent lecture by Hon. 
Conway P. Coe, Commissioner of Patents, in the House 
Patents Committee room, the statement was made in sub- 
stance that out of each 100 applications for patents filed in 
the Patent Office that only 5 patents are finally granted, and 
of these 5 granted 4 patents go to corporations and 1 to the 
individual inventor. 

According to recent testimony before the subcommittee 
holding hearings on this subject, it was brought out that about 
60 percent of the patents now granted show direct assignment 
to the different corporations in whole or in part with no legal 
prerequisite existing that would require all holders of patents 
to file their assignment with the Patent Office. 

THE RESEARCH LABORATORIES 

Thus, it seems clear that a large portion of the patents 
granted, and the patents that have been granted for years, 
have been going to the large corporations because of the large 
research laboratories they are maintaining at the expense of 
the people. Let all of these large scientific research labora- 
tories are controlled by and under contract to the different 
corporations who employ them, and the inventions all go to 
the corporations who employ them. Such a set-up has re- 
sulted in the American Telephone & Telegraph Co. owning 
some 15,000 patents, the General Electric Co, owning some 
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9,000 patents, the Radio Corporation of America some 6,000 
patents, and other large corporations in proportion to this 
number, 

THE MONOPOLISTIC POWER 

Then when we consider that these corporations cross-license 
these patents between themselves and with others on suck 
terms and conditions as they deem best, or, of course, refuse 
to license them to anyone, as they may elect, causes these 
large corporations to have tremendous monopolistic power 
separate and apart from the tremendous power they have 
because of magnitude and size of their corporations. Can 
anyone say in truth and fairness that our forefathers had 
any such situation in mind in wanting to protect this group 
when they wrote that provision into the Constitution to pro- 
mote the progress of science and the useful arts by securing 
for a limited time to inventors the exclusive right to their 
discoveries? I believe you will all agree that our forefathers 
had no such intention of protecting the large group of large 
corporations in any such tremendously monopolistic power. 

THE AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION WAILS 

Yet opponents of my bill will tell you—indeed, they already 
are telling you—that (1) there is no justification for any 
change in our existing patent laws; (2) that compulsory 
licensing of patents will deter and handicap little business; 
and (3) that compulsory licensing is unconstitutional. 

I shall take up and discuss these contentions later, but 
before I do so I shall discuss the conditions which indicate 
the need for the legislation I propose and the terms of the 
bill I have introduced. But, first of all, who are the oppo- 
nents to this proposed legislation? 

On March 18, 1938, only 45 days after I introduced my bill, 
there appeared a 141-page report of the American Patent 
Law Association in opposition. That report has been given 
wide publication and circulation by the Patent Law Associa- 
tion, is not copyrighted, and invites all and sundry to apply 
for free additional copies and to publish freely any or all 
parts thereof. The report is based entirely on past effort to 
enact legislation similar to that which I propose, ignores com- 
pletely and entirely the conditions which affect little business 
today, and seeks to condemn my proposal even before hear- 
ings have been held, a committee report has been written, or 
Congress has had time to consider same. 

Now, why all this haste? Why this determined effort to 
defeat a bill before careful consideration; and who are they 
who are engaged in this hasty propaganda? Well, the report 
is that of the American Patent Law Association, and is signed 
by Jo Baily Brown, the president of that association, and by 
three members of a subcommittee engaged in its preparation, 

On page 37 of this report, the committee adopts, of course, 
with approval, the report of one of its subcommittees made 
in 1935, on the bill of Senator Kine, of Utah, to provide com- 
pulsory licenses for unused patents. In that report the sub- 
committee of the Patent Law Association deplored the ten- 
dency to exclude the opinions of the members of the patent 
bar in considering proposed amendments to our existing 
patent laws and said, I quote: 

It— 


That is, the exclusion of opinions of the patent bar— 
is doubtful due in part to the exaggerated idea that patent attor- 
neys are selfish and self-serving in their approach to problems 
involving the patent system and have a technical as distinguished 
from a business viewpoint. 

Now, do you think that is an exaggerated idea? Just why 
is this group of lawyers opposed to a change in our patent 
laws? You would not think of a group of lawyers as unsel- 
fish or not self-serving, would you? Or would you? 

Today monopoly has taken refuge behind the patent privi- 
lege, created admittedly for the purpose of conferring a 
monopoly, but under conditions entirely different from those 
which monopoly has developed and fostered. While our 
Constitution does grant to inventors the exclusive right to 
their inventions and discoveries, the grant is to the inventor, 
is for a limited time only, and contemplates a resulting ben- 
efit to the public by promoting the progress of science and 
the useful arts. The grant is not to assignees in perpetuity, 
the present resulting effect of the operations of the trust. 
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PATENT CONTROL POWERFUL 


Let me remind you that today you live in a world of pat- 
ents. There are very few of the articles or processes that 
we use in our daily lives that are not patented, and although 
the Constitution contemplated a limited grant and our pat- 
ent law has fixed that limit at 17 years, the trust has discoy- 
ered means within the law to extend that limit far beyond 
that 17 years, and by improvement, patents, and other prac- 
tices to create almost a perpetuity. I refer especially to the 
telephone, the basic patent on which expired on January 
30, 1894, but which today is the foundation of A. T. & T.; 
the incandescent lamp, the basic patent on which expired 
January 27, 1897, which today constitutes the foundations 
of General Electric, with practically a monopoly of almost 
the entire field of electrical apparatus and appliances. 

THE PATENT BAR ALIBI 


I exclude the lowly clothespin, and the nutcracker, al- 
though the opponents of my bill, the American Patent Bar 
Association, cite with approval the testimony of one of their 
witnesses at a previous hearing that the manufacture of 
these lowly articles might be impaired were compulsory 
licensing to be adopted. Although I have recently exam- 
ined a number of clothespins and nutcrackers, I was unable 
to find any patent serials upon them, and I do know they 
are available everywhere. The same I find to be true with 
respect to safetypins; although I do find that the new can 
opener designed to be used with canned beer has been pat- 
ented, and under our patent laws as they exist today the 
patentees of that utensil could bring action against you if 
you were to use that opener for the purpose of opening 
canned tomato juice, prune juice, or canned milk. There 
are several other types of can opener on which no patent 
serial is listed—the patents having expired or the manufac- 
turers never having made application for patent. I have 
made special reference to these utensils in common use in 
our daily lives not merely because opponents have referred 
to them but for the purpose of showing that they are in no 
more universal use than the incandescent lamp, and al- 
though those in common use bear no patent serial, they do 
bear the imprint G. E., and I challenge anyone to attempt 
their manufacture without license from G. E. 

THE SUN OIL CO. PATENTS 

On the Ist of January 1936 the Sun Oil Co.—probably 
better known as Sunoco—owned more than 100 patents, of 
which it stated it was using a large proportion commercially. 
Others, it stated, had been abandoned due to being super- 
seded by better processes or apparatus. And now note: 

Still others— 


It states— 


cover processes or apparatus whose use at the time of application 
for patent was contemplated as possible or probable but which 
were never in fact used. 


Now, I direct your attention to the fact that the opponents 
of my bill scorn the very idea of the suppression of patents. 

Opponents of this legislation adopt with approval the 
statement of one of their witnesses, who approved at an 
earlier hearing, as follows: 

This talk of the suppression of patents is the veriest nonsense. 


You will find that statement on page 33 of their report. 

Again, quoting from one of their earlier reports, they say: 

The argument so much stressed that the deliberate and improper 
suppressing or shelving of patents for compulsory licensing has 
been proved to be so palpably unsound that it should not require 
extended consideration now. 

Many people have made that assertion. So far as can 
be ascertained nobody has ever backed it up by proof. 
What about this report of the Sun Oil Co.? Do the oppo- 
nents want any better proof than the admission of the trust 
itself? Or, perhaps, they will contend that suppression by 
the Sun Oil Co. was not deliberate or improper. 

At another point opponents elaborate upon the testimony 
of F. P. Fish upon this point, and conclude with the ef- 
fort to create the impression that suppression arises only 
through the lack of funds of the inventor. Was lack of 
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funds the reason for suppression by the Sun Oil Co.? And 
yet the opponents of compulsory licensing have from the 
beginning succeeded by adroitness and skill in carrying the 
conviction even to those who favor the legislation I propose 
that suppression of patents is not resorted to. I prefer to 
convict the offenders by their own confessions, and I repeat 
the language of the Sun Oil Co.— 

whose use at the time of application for patent was contem- 
plated * * * but which were not in fact used. 

And that you may not be led into the belief that lack of 
funds was involved into such suppressions, I quote from the 
report of the Sun Oil Co. in this connection: 

In most instances our patents were taken out by our officers 
and employees and assigned to the company in accordance with 
the terms of general contracts of employment, 

Now will you give me any valid reason why a company 
should take out patents which at the time of application it 
intended to use, based upon the inventions and discoveries 
of its own employees, and then decide not to use, if such non- 
use were not for monopoly purposes, or to accord an ad- 
vantage to the company in violation of the principle of the 
promotion of the progress of science and the useful arts? 
The purpose of such activities is simply to prevent others 
from developing processes similar or identical and to prevent 
the promotion of the art for the general welfare. 

INTERNATIONAL HARVESTER PATENTS 


About January 1, 1936, the International Harvester Co. 
held title to 916 patents, of which approximately two-thirds 
were not in current use. The reason given by the Interna- 
tional Harvester Co. for nonuse was that in most cases the 
patent had been based on an implement or detail of construc- 
tion which had thereafter become obsolete and gone out of 
manufacture, or on some experimental implement or con- 
struction which failed to prove commercially practicable. 
Now I quote from the report of this trust: 

In a relatively few instances the patents were taken out to 
record priority in a new conception which might be usable but 
for which no practicable commercial use has yet been found or 
developed. 8 

By whom? By the International Harvester Co.? May not 
someone else have been able to find or develop commercial 
use? I ask the opponents of this measure: is that suppres- 
sion, or what euphemistic term do you have to apply to it? 
The farmers of this country know something is wrong when 
they are forced to pay several times as much for all their 
farm machinery as should be necessary and the rule of right. 

I ask the farmers of this country and of my district who 
pay large tribute to the Harvester Trust if the trust ever 
placed at their disposal, without exorbitant charge, any 
implement or any improved farm implement for them to test, 
as to its practicability for use on the farm? What are these 
patents—even though declared to be relatively few—that the 
Harvester Trust has suppressed because they are ahead of 
the farmer? But the opponents of this legislation contend 
and would have you believe that there is no suppression of 
patents except, of course, by impoverished inventors. They 
call them “impecunious.” The trust always has dealt in 
euphemistic terms. Those are the $2 words for which the 
farmer pays. 

Patents covering power-lift plows granted to the Interna- 
tional Harvester Co. were granted for inventions made by 
its own engineers or designers, who are under contract with 
the trust to assign their inventions to the trust. As a result 
of such assignment International Harvester made no pay- 
ment to any individual—not even to any of the impecunious 
inventors who have been able to arouse the solicitude of 
the Patent Law Association and for whom that association 
would have you believe it had become a special pleader. 
How those lawyers do love the poor inventor! How a cat 
loves mice! 

In response to an inquiry of the Patents Committee of the 
House of Representatives, the Harvester Trust stated that 
it had no amendments to suggest to the existing patent laws. 
But note: It did say— 
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Generally speaking, we are disposed to endorse the recommenda- 
tions of the American Bar Association as to needed patent 
legislation. 

Now remember, the American Bar Association, as repre- 
sented in this connection by the Patent Law Association, 
would have you believe that it seeks to protect the poor 
inventor. And the trust approves that, although all its in- 
ventions are made by its own engineers and designers whose 
patents are automatically assigned to it under terms of 
employment. 

It appears to me that the interests of the poor inventor 
and the general public are hardly identical with those of 
the Harvester Trust. Are the interests of the farmers of 
Texas identical with that trust? That trust does not want 
any change in existing patent law; and I am unwilling to 
believe that in contending for no change in existing patent 
law the trust is acting against self-interest. You can figure 
this out for yourself. 

INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS MACHINE PATENTS 

About January 1, 1936, the International Business Ma- 
chines Corporation, of New York, owned approximately 700 
patents. Of these patents more than 500 were taken out 
either by an employee of the time or by an inyentor who 
subsequently became an employee, and have thus been 
secured by the corporation through employee assignment. 

This corporation alleges that it is making use of or has 
made use of all of its patents or upon past, pending, or present 
improvements of its products. But it fails to state how many 
of its patents are not now active or to give reasons for such 
inactivity, if any. It will be remembered that this company 
collects hundreds of thousands of dollars annually from the 
United States Government for the many patented machines 
it leases the Government. 

This corporation, too, holds that the present patent laws 
are adequate. It does suggest improvement of procedure in 
the Patent Office. It is difficult to determine from the meager 
information which this corporation furnishes much about its 
activities, but I have reason to believe that in innumerable 
instances it refuses outright sale of its machines and restricts 
their use to its own products. 

INGERSOLL-RAND PATENTS 

About January 1, 1936, Ingersoll-Rand Co. owned more 
than a thousand patents. By its own statement it was not 
operating under the great majority of these patents, but 
found it impossible to state why. It did state that its patent 
department filed an application on practically everything 
developed at its shops which appeared patentable. Its engi- 
neers embodied the inventions in the products of the corpora- 
tion if they considered it advantageous to do so. I have a 
right to assume that this means to Ingersoll-Rand; otherwise 
the invention was suppressed, for the company by its own 
statement leaves no other inference. Substantially all of 
these patents were granted to employees of the corporation, 
hence were acquired by the corporation by employee assign- 
ment. This corporation likewise has no suggestions to make 
for changes in existing patent law. 

PARTIAL DU PONT PATENTS 

About January 1, 1936, Hercules Powder Co., of Wilming- 
ton, Del., owned approximately 350 patents, some of which 
were not in use. The corporation failed to state the number 
not in use, and gave as its reason for nonuse the statement 
that it could not find use for the patents at that time. Like 
other corporations, it had no suggestion to offer for changes 
in the present patent law, from which I have the right to 
conclude that the present patent law operates beneficially for 
corporations. As with other corporations, many of the pat- 
ents owned by Hercules are employee-assigned patents, 
although in the case of this corporation I am unable to de- 
termine the exact number so acquired. 

Of course, it is common knowledge that Hercules is a 
Dupont corporation. 

STANDARD BRANDS PATENTS 

Another corporation is Standard Brands. At present, I 

give certain data concerning this interesting corporation 
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which has, partly by withholding all the facts concerning 
itself and partly by lulling you into somnolence, conducted 
a charmed and charming existence. 

Standard Brands, Inc., is the present name of the old 
Fleischmann Yeast Co. and other subsidiaries. 

In 1934, the corporation purchased patents relating to the 
manufacture of yeast foods and vinegar to the extent of 
$688,805. 

The corporation maintains an extensive research labora- 
tory, and apparently from a patent standpoint has done 
fairly well. 

WRIGLEY CHEWING GUM ON PATENTS 

About January 1, 1936, the Wrigley Chewing Gum Co. 
stated that it owned no so-called broad or basic patents; but 
that it owns several detail patents relating largely to im- 
provement upon mechanical devices built by it and used in 
its factory. 

The sole reason for taking out patents, stated the com- 
pany, was for defensive purposes and to prevent someone 
else from patenting what it had improved, thereby subjecting 
it to suit. 

The company stated that most patents issued to it seemed 
to be of little value, because they were so restricted and con- 
fined that there was always doubt as to whether there was 
any invention to begin with. 

If the Patent Office, says the company, would draw a tighter 
line distinguishing between ordinary mechanical skill and 
invention, it probably would be unnecessary for the com- 
pany to waste its money taking out patents which it felt 
were merely defensive instruments, having little if any merit, 
but which it was compelled to secure for fear of suit, which 
would cost more to defend than the cost of patents. 

GENERAL ELECTRIC GOT EVERYTHING 

About January 1, 1936, General Electric held more than 
50 percent of the stock in 77 companies, of which 40 operate 
outside the United States. It had a gross capitalization 
of about $383,000,000; and owned between 8,000 and 9,000 
patents. Of these 8,000 or 9,000 patents, General Electric 
use 2,428; and of them all only 4 have been adjudicated 
for validity. 

Can you imagine an impecunious inventor with 9,000 
patents? 

In passing, it may be of interest to state that in 1932 Gen- 
eral Electric declared a stock dividend of one-sixth share 
of R. C. A. common stock. The net sales of General Elec- 
tric in 1934 amounted to almost $165,000,000—almost half 
of its total capital. The value placed upon its 9,000 pat- 
ents was a total of $1. Is this for the purpose of escaping 
taxation? Or do you suppose they would sell their 9,000 
patents for $1? 

SOME STANDARD OIL PATENTS 


About January 1, 1936, Standard Oil Development Co., 26 
Broadway, N. Y., owned approximately 600 active patents, 
of which it stated that it was not possible to determine 
the number in use at any particular time. In a rapidly 
advancing art, stated the company, such as the refining of 
oil, many seemingly promising inventions never get into 
practical use. Often, it said, inventions become obsolete 
before patents issue; and in a large proportion of cases the 
inventions are obsolete before expiration of the patents. 

The patents acquired by Standard Oil Co. of New York, a 
holding company, are employee assigned. 

The company recommends the recording of all instru- 
ments under which any patent right or license other than 
a simple, nonexclusive, nontransferrable license passes. 
Such recording should be limited to the purpose of furnish- 
ing a reliable complete public record of beneficial owner- 
ship or control of all rights under patents. 

About January 1, 1936, Socony-Vacuum Oil Co. of New 
York—Standard Oil Co. of New York—owned approximately 
150 unexpired patents. The company states its patent policy 
to be to obtain patents covering meritorious inventions origi- 
nating in its laboratories, refineries, and so forth. Most of 
its improvements and inventions, it states, are actually used. 
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Frequently, it states, the use of patented inventions is dis- 
continued because they have become outmoded. Sometimes, 
it states, two or more alternative improvements or solutions 
of a problem are made, one of which is used, although the 
others also are made the subject of patent applications. 
Sometimes long-range inventions are made which have no 
practicable immediate use but which have potential value for 
future use. 

The company has an employee-assignment system. The 
company makes 11 suggestions relating to improvements in 
the present patent system. It does not recommend compul- 
sory licensing. 

The purpose of my bill is to compel the licensing of patents 
that are not in use; or, if in use are not being worked to the 
extent necessary to meet the public demand, or under condi- 
tions which involve unfair practices or exorbitant prices. I 
believe that if the great corporations which today largely own 
the patents that cover the food we eat, the clothes we wear, 
the materials that go into the building of our homes, and all 
processes incidental and essential to the necessities of life were 
compelled to license others to use their patents, one-third of 
our Nation would not today be without the food, clothing, 
and shelter necessary to life, to say nothing of a more abun- 
dant life. And yet these corporations and their representa- 
tives—the patent section of the American Bar Association— 
oppose now as they always have opposed the provisions of 
my bill and other prior bills similar to it. What is the nature 
of this objection, and what is the reason for it? The prin- 
ciple of licensing cannot be wrong, for I shall show you 
presently that these corporations are fully familiar with that 
principle, and constantly use it. Indeed, they are practically 
all engaged in some form of cross-licensing and in innumer- 
able cases in the pooling of their patents. Of course, such 
licensing and pooling is of a monopolistic nature and for 
monopolistic purposes. It is only where license—compulsory 
in its nature—might result in benefit to the public that these 
corporations and lawyers oppose. 

As I already have shown, all of these corporations own 
many patents that they do not use. How could a single 
company work 9,000 patents—the number owned by Gen- 
eral Electric? The answer is that it does not. As I pointed 
out, it does not use 2,500 of the 9,000. Let, like a dog in the 
manger, it refuses to permit others to use any of the remain- 
ing 6,500. I have shown you also that the reasons which 
these corporations give for not using patents are: 

(1) The patents or processes are out of date. 

(2) The industry is not ready. 

(3) Other processes are preferable. 

(4) Fear of suit—which really means they prevented all 
others from entering the field. 

(5) Suspension or suppression until the public is ready, 
which means merely that these corporations have consti- 
tuted themselves trustees of the public demand and have 
created a sort of trust or trusteeship for the purpose of with- 
holding valuable, novel, and improved methods, processes, 
and products until they think the public is prepared—that is, 
until the public is prepared to pay their price. 

CROSS LICENSING COMMON BETWEEN CORPORATIONS 


The nature of the license agreements now in operation by 
the trust was well defined by the Sun Oil Co. in a communi- 
cation dated January 15, 1936, to the Committee on Patents 
of the House of Representatives. I quote: 


Our understanding of the kind of agreement (pooling or cross 
licensing) to which your questions are * * * directed is one, 
more or less reciprocal in character, wherein two or more parties, 
engaged in the same business and actual or prospective com- 
petitors, license each other under their respective patents, the 
only or principal consideration received by each party being the 
license or licenses received by the other party or parties; the 
object being either to establish a monopoly, general or limited, that 
will suppress or limit competition, or to create a common owner- 
ship of competitive patents that will enable licenses to be granted 
to others on terms that will benefit both or all parties to the 
agreement, : 


The Sun Oil Co. stated that it never had been party to any 
such agreement. 
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The Sun Oil Co. further described simple license agree- 
ments as such agreements generally in which there is a sub- 
stantial money consideration—a continuing royalty. It 
further described the nonexclusive license as one resulting 
from settlements by parties who, having made applications 
for patents for the same broad invention and confronted 
with interference actions, the outcome of which would leave 
the issue still undetermined, and providing that each party 
to the proceedings should have a license under any patent 
which might issue to the other. 

The Sun Oil Co. does issue licenses to others and does re- 
ceive licenses from others. 

The International Harvester Co. has cross-license agree- 
ments with the Automobile Manufacturers Association; and 
in one case, to wit, that of the La Crosse Plow Co., the num- 
ber of patents involved in the cross-license agreements ap- 
pears to total almost a hundred. 

The International Business Machines Corporation has 
licenses involving fully a hundred patents. Fada Radio & 
Electric Co., of New York, operated as licensees under 
R. C. A. and Hazeltine patents to an extent involving fully 
100 patents. Ingersoll-Rand has cross-license agreements 
under certain patents. Hercules Powder Co. cross-license 
operations and agreements involve probably 150 patents, and 
it has highly involved and technically intricate license agree- 
ments of various kinds with the Du Ponts. Standard Brands, 
Inc., operates under certain patent licenses; General Electric 
is joined in patent pools or cross-license agreements involv- 
ing between 500 and 2,005 of its patents. The Standard Oil 
Co. of New Jersey and its subsidiaries are involved in a very 
large number of license agreements; so many, indeed, that 
it could not enumerate them all except at considerable ex- 
pense; and, among parties to these agreements are the Gray 
Process Corporation, the Texas Co., the Standard Oil Co. of 
Indiana, the Standard Oil Development Co., and the Pure Oil 
Co. The Socony Oil Co., Inc., is party to license agreements so 
numerous, so vague, so uncertain that it could neither define 
them all nor enumerate them, holding that only the courts 
could make the determination for them. 

Now, I submit that licensing and cross-licensing are not 
unfamiliar or rare practices among these corporations that 
have availed themselves of a constitutional provision to con- 
trol and regulate industry, and who today conduct openly 
under that constitutional principle monopolistic practices in 
restraint of trade which by other means defined and pro- 
hibited by law would involve their investigation and punish- 
ment by either the Federal Trade Commission or the De- 
partment of Justice, or both. 

THE MONOPOLY NEVER SLEEPS 

While the people and the lawmakers sleep, monopoly 
marches on. Monopoly is always ahead of the people and 
ahead of the law. The price of independence is eternal 
vigilance, for when monopoly finds barriers of law erected 
against it on the front it renews its activities on other sides. 
Today it has had recourse to our patent laws to carry on 
activities and practices denied and prohibited under the 
Sherman and Clayton Acts. We need now to erect new 
barriers against it; and it is my conviction that the newest 
of those barriers and one which will hold it effectively in check 
for a time at least is the legislation I propose. If licensing 
is good for the trust, then compulsory licensing will prove 
beneficial to the people. Let the little-business man and the 
small manufacturer have a chance to operate under some 
of the patents that have given the trust a constitutional 
monopoly. Let competition be renewed in American in- 
dustrial life. Certainly, the trust with all its capital, its 
superior equipment, its enlarged facilities, should not fear 
to compete with the little-business man and the small manu- 
facturer. 

PATENT LAWS NEED REVISION 

Fundamentally, we operate today under the same patent 
law under which we operated when our Government began— 
150 years ago. We have revised, amended, and rewritten all 
of America’s statutes since that time—only our patent laws 
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remain the same. During that period we have amended the 
Constitution 11 times, but we have not yet clarified the in- 
tent of our patent clause nor made any fundamental change 
in our patent system to bring it into conformity with an 
industrial system that emerged from the “horse and buggy” 
days more than half a century ago. 

Only the trust and the lawyers want our patent laws to 
remain unchanged, and resist change by resort to most 
obvious subterfuge. 

In conclusion, let me say that this bill is not offered as a 
cure-all of the existing evils in the patent law, but only to cor- 
rect some of the known evils existing. I trust that the Patent 
Committee and the Members of Congress will interest them- 
selves in this important question and offer their constructive 
suggestions to the end that we are able to work out satisfactory 
legislation on this important question at an early time during 
the next Congress. The President, the Department of Justice, 
and many other fair-minded folks have stated there is some- 
thing radically wrong with a patent system that functions 
such as our patent system does. Let us put our hearts and 
minds to the task of solving this problem. 

(Here the gavel fell.] 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Recorp, and include therein a 
short letter addressed to the President of the United States 
by the Lawyers’ Committee on American Relations with Spain. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

SUBSTITUTES IN THE POSTAL SERVICE 

Mr. RAMSPECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
discharge the Committee on the Civil Service from further 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 9946) to provide sick and 
annual leave to substitutes in the Postal Service, and to refer 
the bill to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS ` 

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp on the subject of 
the general welfare bill, H. R. 4199. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

PURCHASE OF MEXICAN SILVER 

Mr. O'CONNELL of Montana. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 2 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Montana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O'CONNELL of Montana. Mr. Speaker, I rise for 
these few short minutes to protest the action of the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury in stopping the purchase of Mexican 
silver as of April 1. The transaction reeks of oil and more 
oil. I say this is one of the most dastardly attempts of the 
American Government to permit the oil barons their extor- 
tionate profits and extortionate monopoly not only in the 
United States but in Mexico. It is an attempt of the Ameri- 
can Government to pull the oil barons’ chestnuts out of the 
fire and is directly in contradiction to the policies of the 
Roosevelt administration. We have set up a National Labor 
Relations Board in the United States. We have demanded 
higher wages and shorter hours. The Mexican Government, 
following the New Deal pattern, has done the same thing 
in Mexico, and its Federal Labor Board has issued a decree 
raising the wages of oil workers in Mexico to $1.40 per day, 
a mere pittance, if you please. 

The oil companies in their lawless way decided they would 
not abide by the ruling of the Federal Labor Board, went into 
the courts of Mexico, were defeated and denied any relief, 
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They then absolutely refused to abide by the decision and 
declared that under no circumstances would they pay the 
wages decreed. The only thing that the Mexican Govern- 
ment could possibly do in this challenge of Mexico’s national 
sovereignty was to confiscate or expropriate these oil hold- 
ings in Mexico, and they did this, and now comes the United 
States 

Mr. CREAL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'CONNELL of Montana. I have only a few minutes 
and cannot yield. 

Now, here comes the United States trying to save the oil 
barons when only a few months ago they were out in Madi- 
son, Wis., prosecuting them in every way they knew how, 
finally getting a conviction against them. Because it is so 
inconsistent, I feel certain that Secretary Morgenthau’s 
action or Secretary Hull’s action has not the approval of 
President Roosevelt, and I appeal to President Roosevelt and 
the Members of the House that instead of giving help to 
these oil barons, instead of destroying our good-neighbor 
policy with the Mexican Government, instead of penalizing 
that Government, that has been going along and showing 
friendship for the nonaggressor nations of this world—I 
eppeal to President Roosevelt to withdraw the order of the 
Treasury Department and to continue its policy of buying 
from the Mexican Government. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. CREAL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman from Montana may be given 2 more minutes 
so that I may ask the gentleman a question. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CREAL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'CONNELL of Montana. I yield. 

Mr. CREAL. I would presume the Mexican Government 
has some enforcement machinery for its laws. Do I under- 
stand the gentleman to say that in the case of anybody any- 
where, corporation or anything else, for failure to obey the 
law confiscation is the remedy that should be applied? 

Mr. O’CONNELL of Montana. What particular enforce- 
ment would the Mexican Government have besides what it 
did use? What, for instance, would the gentleman say they 
should have done? 

Mr. CREAL. When they pass a law I judge the law has 
some enforcing feature in it. 

Mr. O’CONNELL of Montana. Yes; they had an enforcing 
feature and your oil companies absolutely go against the 
courts, against the boards, and against all the law of Mexico, 
and absolutely refuse to abide by it. If foreign oil companies 
in America refused to abide by our laws, we would do the 
same thing. 

Mr. CREAL. Is the enforcing feature in that law confisca- 
tion for failure to comply? 

Mr. O’CONNELL of Montana. No; it is not, but what else 
could you do? 

Mr. CREAL. What is the enforcement feature in the event 
they fail to comply? The gentleman states they were beaten 
in the courts. If they were beaten in the courts, have they 
not some other criminal penalty, such as a jail sentence or a 
fine? 

Mr. O’CONNELL of Montana. As I understand, they have 
some criminal penalties in the statutes, but that would be 
of no effect and would not raise the workers’ wages. It would 
be very similar to what we Nave here, where criminal penal- 
ties in similar cases mean nothing. The only way they pos- 
sibly could have secured an enforcement and in effect get 
what they wanted was to confiscate the oil holdings down 
there. 

Mr. CREAL. And the gentleman condones that confisca- 
tion? 

Mr. O’CONNELL of Montana. I condone that confisca- 
tion. I say, when the oil companies are so lawless that they 
go in absolute violation of the government, in absolute viola- 
tion of the laws of the country in which they are operating 
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and where they are exploiting their natural resources, where 
they are taking the profits and exploiting their workers, in- 
asmuch as it is a natural resource, the state and the govern- 
ment ought to expropriate. 

Mr. CREAL. Would the gentleman recommend the same 
kind of law in this country? 

Mr. O'CONNELL of Montana. I would not only recom- 
mend a law of that kind for oil holdings; I would recommend 
it for every other natural resource in the United States. 

Mr. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'CONNELL of Montana. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. DUNN. Is it not a fact the United States confiscated 
from Mexico, Arizona, California, and other States? 

Mr. O’CONNELL of Montana. Yes. That step is as an act 
of revenge against a friendly government. It is holding a 
shotgun on the Mexican Government in behalf of the law- 
violating oil interests.. This arbitrary order dictated by the 
Oil Trusts must be canceled forthwith. President Roosevelt, 
itis a challenge to you. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 


DISTRICT MEDICAL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to address the House. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, a resolution has 
been introduced in the Congress—Monday, March 28—by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. Scorr] calling for an 
investigation into the activities of the American Medical 
Association, State and county societies, and the District of 
Columbia Medical Society. 

This resolution is the outgrowth of a controversy between 
the Group Health Association—originated to provide medi- 
cal care for employees of the Home Owners’ Loan Corpora- 
tion—and the Medical Society of the District of Columbia. 

In connection with this controversy, the gentleman from 
California has made several serious charges on the floor of 
this House which have been given wide publicity. These 
include charges of unethical practice by members of the 
District of Columbia Medical Society and the accusation 
that members of the society are conspiring to create a 
monopoly of the practice of medicine, on their own terms, 
in Washington hospitals. My interest in the controversy is 
explained by the fact that I am a member of the Subcom- 
mittee on Hospitals and Charities of the Committee of the 
District of Columbia, and inasmuch as these charges involve 
hospitals in the District of Columbia, I have felt it my duty 
to investigate the accusations. I have made a cursory in- 
vestigation on my own initiative and I take the floor today to 
advise the membership of my findings. 

But before I discuss my findings permit me to state that 
I would support the resolution offered by the gentleman 
from California but for the fact that he has called for the 
investigation to be national in scope. I regard this contro- 
versy as a purely local situation, and am firm in the belief 
that the Subcommittee on Hospitals and Charities should 
conduct this investigation, if one is needed, and is fully 
capable of doing so. 

I might observe at this point that the results of my per- 
sonal inquiry show that if an investigation resolution is 
adopted, it should also provide for an investigation of the 
G. H. A—Group Health Association—as well as the medical 
society. In fact, if the resolution presented by the gentle- 
man from California is adopted without including the G. 
H. A. in the investigation, I shall introduce a similar resolu- 
tion to bring the G. H. A. under the scope of the in- 
vestigation. 

From my findings I have no doubt but that an investiga- 
tion into the activities of the Medical Society of the District 
of Columbia would vindicate that organization and its mem- 
bers of unethical conduct. In fact, I have learned that the 
members of the District of Columbia Medical Society are as 
anxious that this investigation be held as its proponents, in 
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order that the loose accusations, and the implanting in the 
public mind of doubts as to the high morals and ethics of 
the members of the society, may be disproved. 

In connection with his resolution the gentleman from 
California made the statement that— 

The District Medical Society is doing everything it can to break 


up the G. H. A. movement and is receiving assistance from the 
American Medical Association. 


The fact is, the medical society has done nothing of the 
sort. When the G. H. A. was originally organized to pro- 
vide adequate medical care for employees of the H. O. L. C. 
and other Government employees, the District Medical So- 
ciety offered its cooperation to help provide this medical 
care. The offer was made in good faith, with but one pro- 
viso, that being that the program to be worked out could not 
violate the legal, ethical, and professional standards of the 
society. 

By way of explanation I might state that these standards 
of the medical society were not conjured overnight by any 
group of laymen. They are self-imposed limitations upon 
the medical profession for the protection of the public, built 
up as a result of practical and costly experiences over three 
centuries of medical practice. 

The G. H. A., however, insisted that the society provide 
medical service for this organization on G. H. A.’s own terms, 
which the medical society found impossible. If the G. H. A. 
felt those standards were correct and the medical society 
was wrong, it certainly had the right to insist upon them; 
but, by the same token, the medical society hardly could be 
expected to abandon its own principles in order to comply 
with the ultimatum of the G. H. A. 

The points in conflict were: 

First. That the program must be legal. 

Second. That it must be economically sound, so that the 
quality of service rendered could not be sacrificed in order 
to render the service at a reduced rate. 

As to the economical soundness of this program these facts 
should be noted: 

In any program of this kind the primary purpose is to 
render medical service at a reduced cost. The objective is 
to give the individual the same amount of medical care that 
is received by persons of comfortable circumstances but at 
a reduced rate. In order to do that a sacrifice has to be 
made in one of two places. Either the physician who han- 
dles this type of work must receive less income or his income 
must be made up by a larger number of patients, which 
means less time and less attention to each individual. 

The fallacy of the Group Health Association program is 
that all of this sacrifice for 6,000 members is concentrated 
on six physicians. In order to pay the salaries of the six 
doctors it has been necessary to admit more and more mem- 
bers to the association and to cut down heavily on the amount 
of time and attention available for each patient. 

Had this program provided for free choice of physician, 
the sacrifice would have been spread over hundreds of phy- 
sicians in the city of Washington. Each one could have 
afforded to handle his share of this practice at a reduced rate 
and still give the usual time and attention to the patient. 

For six physicians to purport to give complete and unlim- 
ited medical attention to 6,000 individuals—a thousand per- 
sons for every doctor—is plainly impossible. Actual results 
show that. Just as the past experience of the medical so- 
ciety indicated, the physicians of Group Health Association 
have been more and more overburdened with work. There 
are many cases having to wait for long periods before re- 
ceiving attention. 

As to the legal phase: 

A Government gift of $40,000, necessary in order for 
G. H. A. to begin operations at all, was held by the Comp- 
troller General and the House Appropriations Committee to 
have been illegal and improper. 

The Healing Arts Act of the District of Columbia makes it 
unlawful for any corporation to practice medicine. There 
are many reasons for this, but, regardless of the reasons, 
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the law is on the books. The medical society received a for- 
mal legal opinion from its counsel that Group Health Asso- 


-ciation is a corporation engaged in the practice of medicine 


in violation of the healing-arts law. 

The United States district attorney here also has ruled 
the same way. 

The corporation counsel has ruled that Group Health Asso- 
ciation is operating in violation of the insurance laws of the 
District of Columbia. Group Health Association has re- 


quested a declaratory judgment from the local courts on those 


two points in the hope of overruling these adverse decisions, 
but so far such judgments have not been handed down. 

One of the requirements for membership in the medical 
society of the District of Columbia is that the physician must 
be engaged in legal practice of medicine. The same eligibil- 
ity requirement is maintained by all hospitals in the District 
of Columbia. Plainly, such a requirement is necessary, The 
District Medical Society has no more right to permit a phy- 
sician of Group Health Association to be a member of the 
society in good standing under these rulings than it would 
have to permit some physician who is guilty of criminal 
practice to retain his membership. The hospitals are in an 
identical position. 

In short, the physicians of Group Health Association are 
engaged in illegal practice, and the hospitals or the medical 
society would be compounding this violation of law by 
having professional relationships with these physicians. 

On this consideration alone, the medical society had no 
choice except to expel Dr. Mario Scandiffio, Group Health 
Association physician, from its membership; and the hos- 
pitals have no choice except to refuse those physicians the 
privilege of performing surgery at the hospitals. This is no 
situation of the society’s making; it is a matter of law and 
entirely beyond the society’s control. 

Among the many reasons why corporation practice of 
medicine is held to be inimical to the public interest is the 
fact that any such corporation set up for commercial mar- 
keting of medical service tends to wipe out the fundamental 
essential of good medical care—the personal attention and 
interest by the physician to the individual patient. 

If medicine were a completed science in which symptoms 
could be dialed into a computing machine—a crank turned— 
and a box of the proper pills discharged from a slot, the 
considerations might be different. This, however, is not 
the case. Medicine is only an infant science. The eccen- 
tricities, peculiarities, and individual factors in human beings 
make every diagnosis and treatment dependent very heavily 
on personal deduction, allowances for this and that, and 
careful reasoning by the physician. 

Another objection to the corporation practice of medicine 
is that where medical service becomes a medium of profit by 
a corporation with lay stockholders intefested primarily in 
whether the corporation pays dividends or not, the results to 
the public are disastrous. 

In this connection, fancy the outcome if several large 
corporations were set up in the District of Columbia to sell 
medical care to the public. In commercial competition with 
each other, their objective would be to compete for member- 
ship and to get as many paying members as possible to in- 
crease the total of business. It is not inconceivable that 
door-to-door solicitors might be calling upon housewives like 
Fuller brush salesmen, to sell memberships. With sales- 
manship their only interest, the method of sale, of course, 
would be to build up fear in the individual’s mind and 
thereby show the value of this service. It is a physical fact 
that such a practice as this probably would have dire effects 
on the general public welfare. Fear, imagination, and sim- 
ilar emotions are closely tied to the physical health of any 
individual. 

An illustration of that is the case of the person who faints 
at the sight of blood. The mental realization of the mean- 
ing of a few drops of blood on the floor affects the glands 
that control blood pressure; the individual bleeds from the 
head to the abdomen and the lower part of the body gen- 
erally, and faints. 
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The present controversy was begun by the Group Health 
Association when one of its members was refused admittance 
to a district hospital (Garfield) when it was ascertained by 
hospital authorities that emergency surgery was not needed. 
The patient later underwent an operation at another hos- 
pital (Columbia). 

Speaking on the floor of the House, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. Scorr] made the following statement, pages 
3881, 3882 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD: 

A certain woman is a secretary in one of the Government de- 
partments. She belongs to the Group Health Association. She 
went to the hospital, being sent there after examination by a 
physician employed by the Group Health Association. He sent 
her to the hospital with a diagnosis of appendicitis. The doctor 
who sent her there was Dr. Selders of the Group Health Associa- 
tion clinic. She was admitted to the hospital and made ready 
for the operation. Doctors and attendant nurses had dressed 
themselves in preparation for the operation and morphine was 
administered to her by an employee of the hospital, and then the 
question was raised by the resident physician whether or not 
Dr. Selders was to be permitted to operate on this young woman. 
The resident physician said, “No; he is employed by the Group 
Health Association and cannot operate in this hospital.” 

The young woman refused to accept any other doctor and said, 
“Dr. Selders has taken care of me. He knows my condition and 
I want him to operate on me because I have confidence in him.“ 

They would not allow this, and thereupon the superintendent 
of the hospital refused to allow the operation to proceed. The 
resident physician, without consultation with other medical au- 
thorities, declared the case was not an emergency case, going on 
record to that effect in writing, and the girl was taken out of 
the hospital. This is despite the fact that G. H. A. patients are 
let into hospitals only in emergency cases, and even then not all 
the hospitals will take emergency cases. 

Forty-eight hours later the young woman was operated upon by 
another physician in another hospital, and it was found at that 
time her appendix had ruptured. The resident physician in the 
first hospital would not let her be operated upon because she 
wanted her own doctor, said it was not an emergency case, and 
sent her out of the hospital after an employee of the hospital 
itself had injected morphine into her in preparation for the 
operation. What might have happened did not happen, because 
she lived. The operation was successful. 


My personal investigation shows that the circumstances 
stated in connection with this case are not based on fact. 
The patient never entered the operating room at the hos- 
pital. Dr. Selders knew in advance that the only grounds 
under which he might be accorded surgical privileges at this 
hospital—Garfield—was for emergency surgery. He’ took 
the patient to the hospital and claimed she was suffering 
from acute appendicitis and that an emergency operation 
Was necessary. Documentary evidence shows that the pa- 
tient was examined by the hospital physicians who found 
she did not have an acute appendix, and that an emergency 
operation was not necessary. They refused to permit the 
operation but offered to call any surgeon the patient might 
request. The patient did insist upon Dr. Selder’s perform- 
ing the operation and finally left the hospital. Two days 
later she was operated upon at another hospital—Columbia— 
by a recognized physician of that hospital’s staff. 

Documentary evidence from the surgeon who performed 
the operation and from the pathologist who examined the 
appendix shows that the appendix had not ruptured and 
that the patient did not have acute appendicitis. I have 
here an attested copy of a letter written by Truman Abbe, 
M. D., the surgeon who performed the operation, addressed 
to Dr. Thomas E. Neill, president of the Medical Society of 
the District of Columbia. The letter reads: 

Dear Dr. NEILL: In response to your request for information 
about the condition of the appendix from the patient of the 
G. H. A. upon whom I operated on March 1, 1938, I have asked 
her permission to report to you (for public information, if neces- 
sary) that I found no acute condition in the abdomen, and that 
m pathologist's report on the appendix was “chronic appendi- 
c . 

Sincerely yours, 
TRUMAN ABBE. 

In view of these facts, it would appear that Dr. Selders, 
the G. H. A. physician, was guilty of one of two things in 
this case. Either he was woefully mistaken in his diagnosis 
of the woman’s illness, or he deliberately attempted to force 
his way into the hospital under false pretenses. 
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If it was an honest mistake, it seems to indicate that the 
hospitals of the city of Washington are justified in refusing 
him permission to operate on the grounds of professional 
capability, as well as on the grounds that he is engaged in 
illegal practice. If it was a case of false pretenses, it is a 
sad reflection on the ethics and integrity of Dr. Selders and 
the G. H. A., that any patient should be deliberately sub- 
jected to the mental stress here involved and used as a tool 
of trickery. 

In accusations of this kind it is better to have the facts 
established immediately than to allow the medical profession 
to be exposed to such loose charges. I have no doubt that 
an investigation would vindicate members of the District of 
Columbia Medical Society completely and for that reason I 
would support the resolution of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia if it were not national in scope. I regard this con- 
troversy as a purely local situation, as I stated before, and I 
see no reason for extending this proposed inquiry beyond the 
borders of the District. I am at all times ready to favor an 
investigation into charges against the medical profession or 
any of its reputable members because I believe that, except 
perhaps in isolated cases, such charges are idle gossip which 
would be disproved by an orderly investigation, and because 
I believe the medical profession is too important, its ideals are 
too fine, its service to humanity is too great, and its neces- 
sity to human welfare is too vital to allow it to be rendered 
suspect. I believe the members of the District of Columbia 
Medical Society, whose conduct has been brought into ques- 
tion, should be given a full opportunity to establish, in an 
orderly and convincing way, the falsity of these charges. 

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY BUSINESS 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the business in order tomorrow, Calendar Wednesday, 
be dispensed with. The members of the Committee on 
Patents are agreeable on that. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp and include therein an 
address delivered by Alexander I. Rorke on Ireland at the 
one hundred and sixty-seventh annual banquet of the 
Society of the Friendly Sons of St. Patrick, in Philadelphia, 
Thursday evening, March 17, 1938. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

SENATE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS REFERRED 

Bills and joint resolutions of the Senate of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker’s table and under the rule 
referred as follows: 

S. 183. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
States of Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, and Wy- 
oming to negotiate and enter into a compact or agreement 
for division of the waters of the Little Missouri River; to the 
Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

S.531. An act to provide compensation for disability or 
death resulting from injury to employees of contractors on 
public buildings and public works; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S.865. An act for the relief of Alceo Govoni; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 866. An act for the relief of the estate of James D. 
McEachern; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 1220. An act for the relief of Josephine Russell; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 1340. An act for the relief of A. D. Weikert; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

S. 1701. An act for the relief of E. C. Beaver, who suffered 
loss on account of the Lawton, Okla., fire, 1917; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

S. 1788. An act for the relief of William J. Schwarze; te 
the Committee on Claims. 

S. 1878. An act for the relief of Mary Way; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 
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S. 1987. An act for the relief of George J. Leatherwood; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 2009. An act to authorize the payment of certain obli- 
gations contracted by the Perry’s Victory Memorial Com- 
mission; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 2023. An act for the relief of Charles A. Rife; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 2051. An act for the relief of John F. Fitzgerald; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 2382. An act to amend the Judicial Code in respect to 
claims against the United States for just compensation; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2413. An act for the relief of the Boston City Hospital, 
Dr. Donald Munro, and others; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 2505. An act for the relief of James J. Hogan; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 2532. An act for the relief of Mrs. G. R. Syth; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 2553. An act for the relief of E. E. Tillett; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

S. 2566. An act for the relief of the Blue Rapids Gravel 
Co., of Blue Rapids, Kans.; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 2576. An act providing for the adjustment on the re- 
tired list of the Coast Guard of William Edward Reynolds; 
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

S. 2643. An act for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. James Craw- 
ford; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 2655. An act for the relief of Lt. T. L. Bartlett; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S.2709. An act for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. Joseph 
Konderish; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 2739. An act for the relief of Virgil D. Alden and 
others; to the Committee on Claims. 

S.2742. An act for the relief of Mrs. C. Doorn; to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

S. 2770. An act for the relief of Elizabeth F. Quinn and 
Sarah Ferguson; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 2798. An act for the relief of Edith Jennings and the 
legal guardian of Patsy Ruth Jennings; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

S. 2799. An act for the relief of George Marsh; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 2802. An act for the relief of the legal guardian of 
Carl Orr, a minor; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 2827. An act to authorize the purchase of certain lands 
for the Apache Tribe of the Mescalero Reservation, N. Mex; 
to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

S. 2870. An act for the relief of Margaret Turney and 
Bertha Turney LaMotte, heirs of Theresa Turney; to the 
Committee on Public Lands. 

S. 2876. An act for the relief of Mark H. Doty; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 2883. An act for the relief of George H. Lowe, Jr.; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 2 

S. 2890. An act for the relief of the parents of Clarence 
Daniel; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 2895. An act for the relief of Leona Draeger; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 2900. An act to establish a fund for the insurance of 
mortgages securing loans for the construction or recondi- 
tioning of domestic floating property used for commercial 
purposes; to the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish- 
eries. 

S. 2920. An act for the relief of J. Harry Walker; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 2956. An act for the relief of Orville D. Davis; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 2979. An act for the relief of Glenn Morrow; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 2985. An act for the relief of John F. Fahey, United 
States Marine Corps, retired; to the Committee on Naval 
Affairs. 

S. 2986. An act to amend section 6 of the act approved 
May 27, 1936 (49 U. S. Stat. L. 1380); to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 
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S. 3002. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to make settlement with the holders of certain unpaid 
notes and warrants of the Verde River Irrigation and Power 
District; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 3052. An act to provide for the punishment of persons 
transporting stolen animals in interstate commerce, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3056. An act for the relief of Dorothy Anne Walker, a 
minor; Committee on Claims. 

S. 3057. An act for the relief of John Fanning; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 3063. An act for the relief of Maria Bartolo; to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

S. 3064. An act for the relief of George Henry Levins; 
to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

S. 3079. An act for the relief of George W. Breckenridge; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 3081. An act authorizing the Secretary of Commerce to 
grant to the city of Fargo, N. Dak., an easement over a cer- 
tain tract of land owned by the United States; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 3095. An act authorizing the Secretary of War to grant 
to the Coos County Court of Coquille, Oreg., and the State 
of Oregon an easement with respect to certain lands for 
highway purposes; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

S. 3096. An act to amend section 35 of the Criminal Code, 
as amended (U. S. C., title 18, sec. 82), relating to purloin- 
ing, stealing, or injuring property of the United States; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S.3102. An act for the relief of the estate of Raquel 
Franco; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 3103. An act for the relief of the Comision Mixta 
Demarcadora de Limites Entre Colombia y Panama; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 3111. An act for the relief of the estate of Lillie Liston 
and Mr. and Mrs. B. W. Trent; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 3126. An act authorizing the Secretary of War to con- 
vey a certain parcel of land in Tillamook County, Oreg., to 
the State of Oregon to be used for highway purposes; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

S. 3144. An act for the relief of Harry Hume Ainsworth; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

S. 3147. An act for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. S. A. Felsen- 
thal, Mr. and Mrs. Sam Friedlander, and Mrs. Gus Levy; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 3149. An act authorizing the Interstate Bridge Com- 
mission of the State of New York and the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania to reconstruct, maintain, and operate a free 
highway bridge across the Delaware River between points 
in the city of Port Jervis, Orange County, N. Y., and the 
borough of Matamoras, Pike County, Pa.; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 3150. An act for the relief of Ernest S. Frazier; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

S. 3160. An act to provide for the exchange of land in the 
Territory of Alaska; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

S. 3166. An act to amend section 2139 of the Revised 
Statutes, as amended; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

S. 3207. An act authorizing the Comptroller General to 
settle and adjust the joint claim of the Federal Land Bank 
of Berkeley, Calif., and A. E. Colby; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

S. 3213. An act to amend the act entitled “An act author- 
izing the Oregon-Washington Board of Trustees to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge across the Co- 
lumbia River at Astoria, Clatsop County, Oreg.,” approved 
June 13, 1934, as amended; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 3215. An act for the relief of Griffith L. Owens; to the 
Committee on Claims, 

S. 3220. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to transfer the title and all other interests in the old 
tower clock from the Escambia County Courthouse Building, 
acquired by the Government by deed, to the Pensacola His- 
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torical Society of Pensacola, Escambia County, Fla.; to the 
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

S. 3227. An act for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. Chester A. 
Smith; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 3242. An act to aid in providing a permanent mooring 
for the battleship Oregon; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

S. 3263. An act for the relief of the State of Georgia; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3272. An act to clarify the status of pay and allowances 
under the provisions of the act of September 3, 1919; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

S. 3300. An act for the relief of Pearl Bundy; to the 
Committee on Claims, 

S. 3304. An act to promote air commerce by providing for 
the closing of Military Road; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

S. 3330. An act to amend section 3 of the act of May 27, 
1936 (49 Stat. 1381), entitled “An act to provide for a change 
in the designation of the Bureau of Navigation and Steam- 
boat Inspection, to create a marine casualty investigation 
board, and increase efficiency in administration of the 
steamboat inspection laws, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

S. 3331. An act to provide for reorganizing agencies of the 
Government, extending the classified civil service, establish- 
ing a General Auditing Office and a Department of Welfare, 
and for other purposes; to the Select Committee on Govern- 
ment Organization. 

S. 3351. An act to amend the act of March 4, 1915, as 
amended, the act of June 23, 1936, section 4551 of the Re- 
vised Statutes of the United States, as amended, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

S. 3352. An act for the relief of W. Cooke; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

S. 3365. An act for the relief of Joseph D. Schoolfield; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 3400. An act to extend from June 16, 1938, to June 16, 
1939, the period within which loans made prior to June 16, 
1933, to executive officers of member banks of the Federal 
Reserve System may be renewed or extended; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

S. 3410. An act for the relief of Miles A. Barclay; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 3459. An act to authorize the Secretary of War to ac- 
quire by donation land at or near Fort Missoula, Mont., for 
target range, military, or other public purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

S. 3512. An act for the relief of Elizabeth Cory; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 3532. An act to extend the times for commencing and 
completing the construction of a bridge across the Missouri 
River at or near Randolph, Mo.; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 3543. An act authorizing the Comptroller General of 
the United States to settle and adjust the claim of Earle 
Lindsey; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 3573. An act for the relief of William J. Pitochelli; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 3584. An act for the relief of G. E. Maxwell; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 3590. An act to amend an act entitled “An act for 
making further and more effectual provision for the national 
defense, and for other purposes,” approved June 3, 1916, as 
amended by the act of June 4, 1920, so as to make available 
certain other officers for General Staff duty; to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

S. 3629. An act to authorize attendance of Philippine 
Army personnel at service schools of the United States 
Army; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

S. J. Res. 201. Joint resolution for the relief of certain per- 
sons conducting farming operations whose crops were de- 
stroyed by hailstorms; to the Committee on Agriculture. 
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S. J. Res. 247. Joint resolution authorizing William Bowie, 
captain (retired), United States Coast and Geodetic Survey, 
Department of Commerce, to accept and wear decoration of 
the Order of Orange Nassau, bestowed by the Government 


of the Netherlands; to the Committee on Merchant Marine 


and Fisheries. 

S. J. Res. 253. Joint resolution extending for 2 years the 
time within which American claimants may make application 
for payment, under the Settlement of War Claims Act of 
1928, of awards of the Mixed Claims Commission and the 
Tripartite Claims Commission, and extending until March 
10, 1940, the time within which Hungarian claimants may 
make application for payment, under the Settlement of War 
Claims Act of 1928, of awards of the War Claims Arbiter; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

S. J. Res. 256. Joint resolution to amend the joint resolu- 
tion entitled “Joint resolution making funds available for the 
control of incipient or emergency outbreaks of insect pests 
or plant diseases, including grasshoppers, Mormon crickets, 
and chinch bugs,” approved April 6, 1937; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS SIGNED 

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that that committee had examined and found truly 
enrolled bills and joint resolutions of the House of the follow- 
ing titles, which were thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 520. An act for the relief of the estate of Nick Gruyich; 

H. R. 592. An act for the relief of E. A. Caylor; 
ae R. 726, An act for the relief of the estate of Dessie Mas- 

Trson; 

H. R. 734. An act for the relief of Joseph Pethersky; 

H. R. 842. An act for the relief of Theodore Bedard, Jr.; 

H. R. 1233. An act for the relief of employees of the Indian 
Service for destruction by fire of personally owned property 
in Government quarters at the Pierre Indian School, South 
Dakota; 

H. R. 1547. An act to amend section 42 of the act of Con- 
gress entitled “An act to provide compensation for employees 
of the United States suffering injuries while in the perform- 
ance of their duties, and for other purposes,” approved Sep- 
tember 7, 1916, as amended; 

H. R. 1691. An act for the relief of Mary A. Maher; 

H.R. 2225. An act for the relief of Paul Burress; 

H. R. 2316. An act for the relief of Paul Brinza; 

H. R. 2841. An act for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. Virgil O. 
Powell, and William Powell, a minor; 

H. R. 3204. An act for the relief of F. E. Booth Co.; 

H. R. 3253. An act for the relief of John Fitzgerald and 
J. R. Harper; 

H. R. 3703. An act for the relief of Carl J. Scheier; 

H. R. 3706. An act for the relief of Ella Goodwin; 

H. R. 3723. An act for the relief of Milton S. Merrill; 

H. R. 3757. An act for the relief of Rellie Dodgen and 
Anah Webb Lavery; 

H. R. 3786. An act providing for the allocation of net reve- 
nues of the Shoshone power plant of the Shoshone reclama- 
tion project in Wyoming; 

H. R. 4020. An act for the relief of William R. Herrick; 

H. R. 4138. An act for the relief of George Miller, Jr., a 
minor; 

H. R. 4201. An act to create a board of inspectors, Bureau 
of Marine Inspection and Navigation, at Port Arthur, Tex.; 

H. R. 4370. An act for the relief of Tule Finkelstein; 

. An act for the relief of Merritt Rea; 

. An act for the relief of Charles N. Robinson; 
. An act for the relief of Hugh Ray; 

. An act for the relief of the Acme Wire & Iron 


. An act for the relief of John M. Fraley; 
. An act for the relief of G. F. Flanders and J. W. 


5249. An act for the relief of Lydia M. White; 
. An act for the relief of Cyrus M. Lasher; 
5449. An act for the relief of Harold Jacobson; 
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H. R. 5562. An act for the relief of James Scherer, a minor; 
H. R. 5603. An act for the relief of Peter Sietsma; 

H. R. 5608. An act for the relief of Edward F. Cassidy; 

H. R. 5753. An act to authorize advance of the amounts due 


on delinquent homestead entries on certain Indian reserva- 


tions; 

H. R. 5793. An act for the relief of Josephine Fontana; 

H. R. 5905. An act for the relief of Doris A. Reese; 

H. R. 5921. An act for the relief of the Board of County 
Commissioners of St. Johns County, Fla.; 

H. R. 6238. An act for the relief of J. C. Prosser; 

H. R. 6257. An act for the relief of Dr. G. A. Neal; 

H. R. 6397. An act for the relief of John W. Watson; 

H. R. 6471. An act for the relief of Ralph J. Neikirk; 

H. R. 6473. An act for the relief of Paul H. Brinson; 

H.R. 6574. An act for the relief of E. W. Ross; 

H. R. 6647. An act for the relief of B. W. Goodenough and 
wife, Katherine F. Goodenough, and son, Charles Good- 
enough; 

H. R. 6648. An act for the relief of J. H. Yelton; 

H. R. 6668. An act for the relief of Robert Landeau, a 
minor; 

H. R. 6826. An act for the relief of Robert McCoy, a 
minor; 

H. R. 6844. An act for the relief of Mattie L. Carver; 

H. R. 6889. An act for the relief of Lynn E. Barker; 

H. R. 6981. An act for the relief of Frank M. Gilbert; 

H. R. 6993. An act for the relief of L. H. Dicke; 

H. R. 6999. An act for the relief of Artemisia Grant; 

H. R. 7158. An act to except yachts, tugs, towboats, and 
unrigged vesels from certain provisions of the act of June 25, 
1936, as amended; 

H. R. 7173. An act for the relief of G. D. Thorrhill and 
James T. Rogers; 

H. R. 7245. An act for the relief of J. C. Jones; 

H. R. 7266. An act authorizing the State of Rhode Island, 
acting by and through the Jamestown Bridge Commission as 
an agency of the State, to construct, maintain, and operate a 
toll bridge across the west passage of Narragansett Bay 
between the towns of Jamestown and North Kingstown; 

H. R. 7277. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to 
refer the claim of the Menominee Tribe of Indians to the 
Court of Claims with the absolute right of appeal to the 
Supreme Court of the United States,” approved September 3, 
1935; 

H. R. 7678. An act for the relief of Carl Dement Weaver 
and Donald W. Supernois; 

H. R. 7679. An act for the relief of Livvie V. Rowe; 

H. R. 7948. An act providing for the promotion of employees 
in the customs field service; 

H. R. 8021. An act for the relief of Mrs. George Orr; 

H. R. 8236. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to exchange sites at Miami Beach, Dade County, Fla., 
for Coast Guard purposes; 

H. R. 8409. An act authorizing the State Highway Depart- 
ments of North Dakota and Minnesota and the Boards of 
County Commissioners of Traill County, N. Dak., and Norman 
County, Minn., to construct, maintain, and operate a free 
highway bridge across the Red River of the North between 
Caledonia, N. Dak., and Shelly, Minn.; 

H. R. 8460. An act to authorize the city of Vancouver, 
Wash., to construct and maintain a historical memorial on 
the Vancouver Barracks Military Reservation, Wash.; 

H. R. 8524. An act authorizing the completion of the exist- 
ing project for the protection of the sea wall at Galveston 
Harbor, Tex.; 

H. R. 8623. An act authorizing the State Highway Depart- 
ments of North Dakota and Minnesota, and the Boards of 
County Commissioners of Traill County, N. Dak., and Polk 
County, Minn., to construct, maintain, and operate a free 
highway bridge across the Red River of the North westerly 
of Nielsville, Minn.; 

H. R. 8817. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to 
authorize the construction of a Federal reclamation project 
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to furnish a water supply for the lands of the Arch Hurley 
Conservancy District in New Mexico,” approved August 2, 
1937 (Public, No. 241); 

H. R. 8982. An act to amend Public Law No. 282, Seventy- 
fifth Congress, relative to the fisheries of Alaska; 

H. R. 9100. An act limiting the duties of the Chief Clerk 
and Chief Inspector of the Health Department of the District 
of Columbia; 

H. J. Res. 504. Joint resolution to authorize compacts or 
agreements between the States bordering on the Great Lakes 
with respect to fishing in the waters of the Great Lakes, and 
for other purposes; and 

H. J. Res. 567. Joint resolution to authorize and request 
the President of the United States to invite the International 
Seed Testing Association to hold its ninth congress in the 
United States in 1940 and to invite foreign countries to par- 
ticipate in that congress; and also to provide for participa- 
tion by the United States in that congress. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 
11 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, March 30, 1938, at 12 o’clock noon. 


COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON MILITARY AFFAIRS 
There will be a meeting of the Committee on Military 
Affairs, room 1310, New House Office Building, at 10:30 
a. m., Wednesday, March 30, 1938, for the consideration of 
H. R. 9098, to promote air commerce by providing for the 
enlargement of Washington airport. 


COMMITTEE ON PATENTS 


On Wednesday, March 30, 1938, at 10 a. m., the Com- 
mittee on Patents will continue hearings that began Mon- 
day, March 21, 1938, on the following measures: H. R. 9259, 
to provide for compulsory licensing of patents; H. R. 9815, 
to provide for the granting of licenses under patents 
brought within a single control by competitors to dominate 
an industry; H. R. 1666, to provide counsel for the defense 
and prosecution of rights of indigent patentees. 

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 


There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m., Wednesday, March 30, 
1938. Business to be considered: Continuation of hearings 
on H. R. 9738—civil aeronautics. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. MALONEy’s subcommittee of 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 10 
a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Continuation of hearing on S. 1261—through routes. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. BULWINKLE’s subcommittee 
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 
10 a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Hearings on H. R. 9073—to extend services of the Cape Fear 
River. 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m. Tuesday, April 12, 1938. 
Business to be considered: Hearing on H. R. 9047—conitrol 
of venereal diseases, and other kindred bills, 

COMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization in room 445, House Office Building, at 
10: 30 a. m. on Wednesday, March 30, 1938, for the public 
consideration of H. R. 8631—for the relief of Vincenzo Fer- 
rero, and for the further consideration of unfinished business 
of the committee. 

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 


The Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee will hold 
hearings at 10 a. m. in room 219, House Office Building, 
on the following bills on the dates indicated: 
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Wednesday, March 30, 1938: 

H. R. 8840. To amend section 6 of the act approved May 
27, 1936 (49 Stat. L. 1380). 

S. 1273. To adopt regulations for preventing collisions at 
sea. 

Tuesday, April 5, 1938: 

S. 2580. To amend existing laws so as to promote safety 
at sea by requiring the proper design, construction, mainte- 
nance, inspection, and operation of ships; to give effect to 
the Convention for Promoting Safety of Life at Sea, 1929; 
and for other purposes. 

Tuesday, April 12, 1938: 

H. R. 6797. To provide for the establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more fish-cultural stations in 
each of the States of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. 

H. R. 8956. To provide for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary in- 
vestigations, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking 
operations for these purposes. 

S. 2307. To provide for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary investi- 
gations, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking opera- 
tions for these purposes. 

Thursday, April 14, 1938: 

H. R. 8533. To amend section 4370 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 46, sec. 316). 

Tuesday, April 19, 1938: 

H. R. 5629. To exempt motorboats less than 21 feet in 
length not carrying passengers for hire from the act of June 
9, 1910, regulating the equipment of motorboats. 

H. R. 7089. To require examinations for issuance of motor- 
boat operators’ license. 

H. R. 8839. To amend laws for preventing collisions of ves- 
sels, to regulate equipment of motorboats on the navigable 
waters of the United State, to regulate inspection and man- 
ning of certain motorboats which are not used exclusively 
for pleasure and those which are not engaged exclusively in 
the fisheries on inland waters of the United States, and for 
other purposes. 

COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS 


There will be a meeting of the Committee on Public Build- 
ings and Grounds, Thursday, March 31, 1938, at 10:30 a. m., 
in room 245, House Office Building, for the consideration 
of H. R. 9434. 

COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS 


There will be a meeting of the full open committee, Naval 
Affairs, at 10:30 a. m., Monday, April 4, 1938; continuation 
of consideration of H. R. 9315, to regulate the distribution, 
promotion, and retirement of officers of the line of the Navy, 
and for other purposes. 

COMMITTEE ON THE POST OFFICE AND POST ROADS 


There will be a hearing before Subcommittee No. 1 of the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads at 10 a. m. 
Wednesday, April 6, 1938, on bills in behalf of custodial 
employees in the Postal Service. Room 213, House Office 
Building. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


1199. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV a letter from the 
Secretary of Agriculture, transmitting a proposed bill to 
amend an act approved April 26, 1926, entitled “An act fix- 
ing the fees of jurors and witnesses in the United States 
courts, including the District Court of Hawaii, the District 
Court of Porto Rico, and the Supreme Court of the District 
of Columbia,” was taken from the Speaker’s table and 
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


4339 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII. 

Mr. PETTENGILL: Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. H. R. 9688. A bill to extend the times for com- 
mencing and completing the construction of a bridge across 
the Ohio River between Rockport, Ind., and Owensboro, Ky.; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2028). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. CHAPMAN: Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. H. R. 9980. A bill amending sections 1 and 4 
of an act of Congress approved June 18, 1930, entitled “An 
act authorizing the Commonwealth of Kentucky, by and 
through the State Highway Commission of Kentucky or the 
successors of said commission, to acquire, construct, main- 
tain, and operate bridges within Kentucky and/or across 
the boundary line streams of Kentucky;” with amendment 
(Rept. No. 2029). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. MANSFIELD: Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 
H. R. 10027. A bill to provide for the regional conservation 
and development of the national resources, and for other 
purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 2030). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York: Committee on Rules. Sen- 
ate Joint Resolution 277. Joint resolution creating a special 
joint congressional committee to make an investigation of 
the Tennessee Valley Authority; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 2031). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 453. Resolution for the consideration of Senate 
Joint Resolution 277, creating a special joint congressional 
committee to make an investigation of the Tennessee Valley 


Authority; without amendment (Rept. No. 2032). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 
Mr. ATKINSON: Committee on Claims. H. R. 1744. A 


bill for the relief of Grant H. Pearson, G. W. Pearson, John 
C. Rumohr, and Wallace Anderson; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 2010). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. KEOGH: Committee on Claims. H. R. 2351. A bill 
to confer jurisdiction on the Court of Claims to hear, deter- 
mine, and render judgment upon the claim or claims of the 
Recording & Computing Machines Co., of Dayton, Ohio; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 2011). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. COFFEE of Washington: Committee on Claims. H. R. 
2650. A bill for the relief of Veracunda O’Brien Allen; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 2012). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. O’NEILL of New Jersey: Committee on Claims. H. R. 
4232. A bill for the relief of Barber-Hoppen Corporation; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 2013). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. COFFEE of Washington: Committee on Claims. H. R. 
5379. A bill for the relief of Mrs. B. E. Hennigan; with 
amendment (Rept, No. 2014). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. O’NEILL of New Jersey: Committee on Claims. H. R. 
6327. A bill for the relief of Edward J. Thompson; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 2015.) Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House, 

Mr. ATKINSON: Committee on Claims. H. R. 6374. A 
bill to extend the benefits of the Federal Compensation Act, 
approved September 7, 1916, as amended, to the widow of 
James T. Burnett, deceased employee of the Works Progress 
Administration; with amendment (Rept. No. 2016). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. EBERHARTER: Committee on Claims. H. R. 6508. 
A bill for the relief of Gladys Legrow; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 2017). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. DREW of Pennsylvania: Committee on Claims. H. R. 
6713. A bill for the relief of Genesee Brewing So., Inc.; 
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with amendment (Rept. No. 2018). 
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota: Committee on Claims. H. R. 
7429. A bill for the relief of Muriel C. Young; with amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 2019). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. O’NEILL of New Jersey: Committee on Claims. H. R. 
7460. A bill for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. Roy Blessing; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 2020). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. RAMSPECE: Committee on Claims. H. R. 7759. A 
bill for the relief of Susan Lawrence Davis; with amendment 
(Rept. No, 2021). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER: Committee on Claims. H. R. 7817. 
A bill for the relief of C. G. Bretting Manufacturing Co.; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 2022). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. O’NEILL of New Jersey: Committee on Claims. H. R. 
7890. A bill for the relief of Brooks-Callaway Co.; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 2023). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. GUYER: Committee on Claims. H. R. 8241. A bill 
to extend the benefits of the Employees’ Compensation Act of 
September 7, 1916, to Fred J. Christoff; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 2024). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. CARLSON: Committee on Claims. H. R. 8916. A bill 
for the relief of N. W. Ludowese; with amendment (Rept. No. 
2025). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. COFFEE of Washington: Committee on Claims. H. R. 
9374. A bill for the relief of the Robert E. Lee Hotel; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 2026). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. O’NEILL of New Jersey: Committee on Claims. S. 2417. 
An act for the relief of Samuel L. Dwyer; with amendment 
(Rept. No, 2027). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. i 


Referred to the Com- 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. NICHOLS: A bill (H. R. 10066) to amend the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Revenue Act of 1937, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mrs. JENCKES of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 10067) to 
amend the act entitled “An act to regulate steam and other 
operating engineering in the District of Columbia,” approved 
February 28, 1887, as amended; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. McFARLANE: A bill (H. R. 10068) to provide for 
compulsory licensing of patents; to the Committee on 
Patents. 

By Mr. PALMISANO (by request): A bill (H. R. 10069) 
to regulate the practice of optometry in the District of Co- 
lumbia; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. RAMSPECE: A bill (H. R. 10070) to authorize 
the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate with the States or 
political subdivisions thereof in the development, operation, 
and maintenance of recreational areas within national for- 
ests and on lands owned by the said States or the political 
subdivisions thereof; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. COSTELLO: A bill (H. R. 10071) to provide more 
effectively for the national defense and to more expedi- 
tiously provide facilities therefor; to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10072) to provide more effectively for 
the national defense and to more expeditiously provide facil- 
ities therefor; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. DIRKSEN: A bill (H. R. 10073) to provide for 
municipal automobile parking lots in the District of Colum- 
bia; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. HARLAN: A bill (H. R. 10074) to permit claims 
for reimbursement of burial expenses of veterans to be filed 
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within 2 years from the death of the veteran; to the Com- 
mittee on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

By Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 10075) to ex- 
tend the times for commencing and completing the construc- 
tion of a bridge across the Missouri River at or near Brown- 
ville, Nebr.; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. PARSONS: A bill (H. R. 10076) to create the 
White County Bridge Commission; defining the authority, 
power, and duties of said commission; and authorizing said 
commission and its successors and assigns to purchase, main- 
tain, and operate a bridge across the Wabash River at or 
near New Harmony, Ind.; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. EDMISTON: A bill (H. R. 10077) to prohibit and 
to prevent the trade practices known as “compulsory block- 
booking” and “blind selling” in the leasing of motion-picture 
films in interstate and foreign commerce; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BARTON: A bill (H. R. 10078) to repeal the power 
granted the President to change the weight and fineness of 
silver coins; to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and 
Measures. 

By Mr. SCOTT: Resolution (H. Res. 454) to authorize the 
House Labor Committee to make a thorough investigation 
of the labor policies of the Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. REED of New York: Resolution (H. Res. 455) call- 
ing on the Secretary of State for information concerning 
his prposal for the emigration of political refugees; to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. FORD of California: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 
633) creating a special joint congressional committee to 
make an investigation of the Tennessee Valley Authority; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. LEAVY: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 634) designat- 
ing the third Sunday in June as Father’s Day, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. O’DAY: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 635) declar- 
ing the policy of Congress relative to employment under the 
Deficiency Relief Appropriation Act; to the Committee on 
Appropriations, 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BOYLAN of New York: A bill (H. R. 10079) for 
the relief of Frank Surian; to the Committee on Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization. 

By Mr. GINGERY: A bill (H. R. 10080) for the relief of 
Rev. Constantine Auroroff; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. HAMILTON: A bill (H. R. 10081) for the relief of 
Ruth May Harnly; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. PETERSON of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 10082) for 
the relief of Caroline V. King; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SACKS: A bill (H. R. 10083) for the relief of Sal- 
vatore Spagnuolo; to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

By Mr. WARREN: A bill (H. R. 10084) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Estelle Rose Simmons; to the Committee 
on Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were 
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

4652. By Mr. ALESHIRE: Petition of the House of Repre- 
sentatives of the Ninety-second General Assembly of Ohio, 
memorializing the President and the Congress to continue 
the Works Progress Administration in Ohio as a means of 
affording relief to those unemployed who are able to work 
on public projects; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

4653. By Mr. ANDREWS: Communication received from 
the National Federation of Post Office Clerks of Buffalo, 
N. Y., members of Local 374, protesting against the enact- 
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ment of certain provisions of the reorganization bill; to the 
Committee on Government Organization. 

4654. Also, resolution adopted by the United Mine Workers, 
Local 12067, of Niagara Falls, N. Y., protesting against the 
enactment of the May bill (H. R. 9604); to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

4655. Also, resolution adopted by the Central Council of 
the Committee for Industrial Organization of Niagara Falls, 
N. V., protesting against the enactment of the May bill 
(H. R. 9604); to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

4656. Also, copy of petition sent to the President of the 
United States, signed by residents of Buffalo, N. Y., having 
to do with various subjects now before Congress; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

4657. By Mr. COFFEE of Washington: Resolution of the 
Joint Railway Brotherhoods, Tacoma, Wash., representing 21 
railway brotherhoods and affiliates, A. M. Jackson, secretary, 
in which it is pointed out that the purchasing power of the 
people should not be further curtailed, and that if it is neces- 
sary to cut hours that wages should not be cut, and therefore 
opposing the proposed reduction of railroad employees’ 
wages, as suggested and discussed at the National Railway 
Conference; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

4658. By Mr. COLLINS: Memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Mississippi, memorializing the Congress of the 
United States to aid in the Mississippi road program; to the 
Committee on Roads. 

4659. By Mr. FORAND: Resolution of the Pawtucket 
Typographical Union, No. 212, of Pawtucket, R. I., urging 
an investigation by the Congress of the United States of the 
condition of the newspaper print stock used by the pub- 
lishers throughout the United States; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

4660. By Mr. FORD of California: Resolution of the 
Reclamation Board of the State of California, requesting and 
urging an appropriation of not less than $5,000,000 by the 
Congress for the prosecution of flood-control examinations 
and surveys during the fiscal year 1939, in order that such 
examinations and surveys may be pressed to completion and 
flood-control works constructed which will eliminate the 
possibility of the recurrence of the disastrous experience of 
the State of California; to the Committee on Flood Control. 

4661. By Mr. GRISWOLD: Petition of Mrs, Dorsey Norris 
and 186 others, of Clinton County, Ind., protesting against 
the enactment of the reorganization bill; to the Committee 
on Government Organization 

4662. By Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON: Petition of N. B. 
Allen, superintendent of the Allen Co., Bryan, Tex., favoring 
House bill 8782, to adjust the pay of enlisted personnel of the 
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and so forth; to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

4663. Also, memorial of Mrs. H. H. Simmons, Hillsboro, 
Tex., favoring House bill 9047; to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

4664. By Mr. KENNEDY of New York: Petition of the 
Independent Theatre Owners Association, New York City, 
concerning the Neely-Pettengill bill (S. 153); to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

4665. Also, petition of P. Pastene & Co., Inc., New York 
City, concerning Federal reorganization legislation; to the 
Committee on Government Organization. 

4666. Also, petition of the National Peace Conference con- 
cerning the May mobilization bill; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

4667. Also, petition of the chamber of commerce concern- 
ing the Byrnes bill (S. 3331), to reorganize the agencies of 
the Government; to the Committee on Government Organi- 
zation. 

4668. Also, petition of the American Library Association, 
endorsing the report of the Advisory Committee on Educa- 
tion as submitted by the President to the Congress on Feb- 
ruary 23, 1938, and urging supporting legislation to put its 
recommendations into effect; to the Committee on Edu- 
cation. 
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4669. By Mr. KEOGH: Petition of Sperry Products, Inc., 
Brooklyn, N. Y., concerning the Borah-O’Mahoney Federal 
licensing bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

4670. Also, petition of the Brooklyn Society for Ethical 
Culture, Brooklyn, N. L., concerning the May bill (H. R. 
9391) ; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

4671. By Mr. KRAMER: Resolution of the Senate and 
Assembly of the State of California, relative to memoraliz- 
ing Secretary of Agriculture Henry A. Wallace; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

4672. Also, resolution of the Senate and Assembly of the 
State of California, relative to the enactment of House bill 
8430, authorizing the Secretary of War to make a survey of 
the proposed T tunnel as a means of communication and 
transportation between San Pedro, Wilmington, Terminal 
Island, and Long Beach, Calif., etc.; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

4673. Also, resolution of the Senate and Assembly of the 
State of California, relative to memorializing Congress in 
relation to California’s opposition to reciprocal trade agree- 
ments concerning agricultural products; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

4674. Also, resolution of the Senate and Assembly of the 
State of California, relative to memorializing the President 
and Congress to provide for the maintenance of intercoastal 
steamship lines between the Atlantic seaboard and the Pacific 
coast; to the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

4675. By Mr. LAMNECK: Petition of J. S. Power, Sr., 
Columbus, Ohio, and 26 other citizens of Columbus, urging 
the defeat of the reorganization bill; to the Committee on 
Government Organization. 

4676. Also, petition of the Petroleum Marketers Associa- 
tion, Inc., Columbus, Ohio, condemning the levying of taxes 
upon petroleum products by the Federal Government and 
strongly advocating and soliciting the immediate repeal 
thereof; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4677. By Mr. MEAD: Resolution of the Junior Chamber 
of Commerce of Buffalo, N. Y., stating (1) that the tax sys- 
tem of the United States is at present far above the maxi- 
mum productivity point; (2) that further increases in taxes 
will result in increases in unemployment; (3) that the profit 
motif in business is being rapidly eliminated and that the 
youth of this country should not be shackled with public 
debts which they did not incur; and (4) that we urge that 
the Revenue Act of 1938 be modified and that the undis- 
tributed profits tax be repealed and that the rate of the 
capital gains tax be materially reduced; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

4678. By Mr. PFEIFER: Petition of Sperry Products, Inc., 
Brooklyn, N. Y., concerning the Borah-O’Mahoney Federal 
licensing bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

4679. Also, petition of the Brooklyn Society for Ethical 
Culture, Brooklyn, N. Y., concerning the May bill (H. R. 
9391); to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

4680. Also, petition of the Conservation Department of the 
State of New York, Albany, urging an additional $50,000,000 
for the Civilian Conservation Corps during the 1939 fiscal 
year; to the Committee on Labor. 

4681. By Mr. SACKS: Resolution adopted by mass meet- 
ing of the Lithuanians and American citizens of Lithuanian 
extraction, residing in the city of Philadelphia, asking the 
assistance of the United States Government in helping the 
Republic of Lithuania to preserve her integrity and inde- 
pendence, and also the peace of the democracy of the world; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

4682. By Mr. SMITH of West Virginia: Resolution of 
Local Union No. 5955, United Mine Workers of America, 
McAlpin, W. Va., protesting against the adoption of the reso- 
lution of Senator CopeLanD which provides for the investiga- 
tion by Congress of the activities of the Maritime Union, 
an affiliate of the Committee for Industrial Organization; 
to the Committee on Labor. 

4683. By Mr. THURSTON: Resolutions and petition of 
citizens and the Chamber of Commerce of Glenwood, Mills 
County, Iowa, opposing the legislation requiring the licensing 
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of fire arms and fingerprinting of owners of firearms; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4684. Also, petition of Iva Shill and residents of Hume- 
ston, Iowa, urging the enactment of House bill 4797, pro- 
viding benefits for physically incapacitated adults; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

4685. By Mr. WELCH: Assembly Joint Resolution No. 12 
of the California State Legislature, relative to memorializing 
Congress concerning the tariff on tungsten and tungsten 
products; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4686. By Mr. CONNERY: Petition of the Association of 
Highway Officials of North Atlantic States, urging that the 
Boston-Washington link in the system of arterial transconti- 
nental highways be given first consideration and that the 
supervision of the planning and construction of any such 
highways be vested in the United States Department of 
Agriculture, Bureau of Public Roads; to the Committee on 
Roads. 

4687. By Mrs. HONEYMAN: Petition concerning Indian 
fishing rights on the Columbia River; to the Committee on 
Indian Affairs. 

4688. By Mr. IZAC: Resolution of the Reclamation Board 
of the State of California, urging an appropriation of not 
less than $5,000,000 by the Congress for the prosecution of 
flood-control examinations and surveys during the fiscal 
year 1939, in order that examinations and surveys may be 
pressed to completion and flood-control works constructed 
which will eliminate the possibility of the recurrence of 
flood disasters; to the Committee on Flood Control. 

4689. By Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey: Petition signed by 
30 citizens of Hackensack, N. J., setting forth their disap- 
proval of the reorganization bill; to the Select Committee on 
Government Organization. 

4690. By Mr. SHAFER of Michigan: Resolution of the 
commissioners of the city of Battle Creek, Mich., requesting 
& change in the Works Progress Administration regulations 
requiring certification of workers from the relief rolls; to the 
Committee on Labor. 

4691. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Trade Lake Local, 
No. 269, of the Farmers’ Equity Union of Burnett County, 
Wis., opposing the attitude and conduct of Congress and the 
President of the United States in regard to the dairy farmer; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

4692. Also, petition from the Washington Committee for 
Cooperative Medical Service, urging investigation of the Med- 
ical Society of the District of Columbia; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

4693. Also, petition of the Patriotic Order Sons of Amer- 
ica, urging a check and investigation of unfair and unsatis- 
factory conditions in the relief situation; to the Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization. 

4694. Also, petition of the Anniston (Ala.) Chapter of the 
Reserve Officers Association of the United States, urging pas- 
sage of a bill providing for an annual allowance for the 
providing of uniforms; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


SENATE 
WEDNESDAY, MARCH 30, 1938 
(Legislative day of Wednesday, January 5, 1938) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration 
of the recess. 
THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent, 
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar 
day Tuesday, March 29, 1938, was dispensed with, and the 
Journal was approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Cal- 
loway, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed the following bills, in which it requested the con- 
currence of the Senate: 
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H. R. 9980. An act amending sections 1 and 4 of an act of 
Congress approved June 18, 1930, entitled “An act author- 
izing the Commonwealth of Kentucky, by and through the 
State Highway Commission of Kentucky or the successors 
of said commission, to acquire, construct, maintain, and 
operate bridges within Kentucky and/or across boundary- 
line streams of Kentucky”; and 

H. R. 9995. An act making appropriations for the Military 
Establishment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and 
for other purposes. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. BARKLEY. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Sena- 
tors answered to their names: 


Adams Dieterich Kin: Pittman 
Ashurst Donahey La Follette Pope 
Austin Duffy Lee Radcliffe 
Balley Ellender Lewis Reames 
Bankhead Frazier Lodge Reynolds 
Barkley George Logan Russell 
Bilbo Gerry Lonergan Schwartz 
Bone Gibson Lundeen Schwellenbach 
Borah Gillette McAdoo eppard 
Brown, Mich. Glass McCarran Shipstead 
Brown, N. H Green McGill Smathers 
Bulkley Guffey McKellar Smith 
Bulow McNary ‘Thomas, Okla. 
Burke Hatch Maloney Thomas, Utah 
Byrd Hayden Miller Townsend 
Byrnes Herring Milton Truman 
Capper Hill Minton Tydings 
Caraway Hitchcock M Vandenberg 
Clark Holt Neely Wagner 
Hughes Norris ‘alsh 
Johnson, Calif. O'Mahoney Wheeler 
Davis Johnson, Colo. Overton 


Mr. LEWIS. I announce that the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. Anprews] is detained from the Senate because of 
illness. 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Berry] is detained be- 
cause of illness in his family, 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Cuavez], the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. MILTON], the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. PEPPER], and the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van 
Nuys] are detained on important public business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-seven Senators have 
answered to their names. A quorum is present. 


UNITED STATES DELAWARE VALLEY TERCENTENARY COMMISSION 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair appoints the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. SMATHERS] a member of the United 
States Delaware Valley Tercentenary Commission, estab- 
lished under authority of a joint resolution approved June 
5, 1936, to fill the vacancy caused by the resignation of Hon. 
A. Harry Moore as Senator from the State of New Jersey. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the follow- 
ing concurrent resolution of the Legislature of the State of 
New York, which was referred to the Committee on Com- 
merce: 


Whereas a bill known as H. R. 8327 has been introduced by Con- 
gressman Parsons, allegedly designated to promote interstate and 
foreign commerce and to improve the navigability of the Lakes- 
to-the-Gulf waterway; and 

Whereas this measure is a matter of great concern to the people 
of the State of New York; and 

Whereas the passage of this measure would impair the rights 
of the people, not only of the State of New York, but all others 
in the Great Lakes region; and 

Whereas the further diversion of water as provided in the meas- 
ure will seriously affect shipping and cause a great loss of millions 
of tonnage annually: 

Resolved (if the senate concur), That the Congress of the United 
States be, and hereby is, respectfully memorialized to disapprove 
H. R. 8327, now before the Committee on Rivers and Harbors; and 
be it further 

Resolved (if the senate concur), That a copy of this resolution 
be transmitted to the Secretary of the Senate, the Clerk of the 
House of Representatives, and to each Member of Congress repre- 
senting this State at Washington. 


The VICE PRESIDENT also laid before the Senate a 
resolution adopted by Washington Camp, No. 106, Patriotic 
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Order Sons of America, of Centralia, Pa., favoring the en- 
actment of legislation to further restrict immigration, which 
was referred to the Committee on Immigration. 

Mr. WALSH presented a resolution adopted by the Massa- 
chusetts State Branch of the American Federation of 
Teachers, Boston, Mass., endorsing the National Labor Rela- 
tions Act, which was referred to the Committee on Educa- 
tion and Labor. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Massachu- 
setts State Branch of the American Federation of Teachers, 
Boston, Mass., protesting against the enactment of the bill 
(S. 25) to prevent profiteering in time of war and to equalize 
the burdens of war and thus provide for the national de- 
fense, and promote peace, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 


Mr. PITTMAN, from the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 8432) to provide 
for a flowage easement on certain ceded Chippewa Indian 
lands bordering Lake of the Woods, Warroad River, and 
Rainy River, Minn., and for other purposes, reported it with- 
out amendment and submitted a report (No. 1551) thereon. 


SAFETY IN THE AIR 


Mr. COPELAND, from the Committee on Commerce, which 
was directed by Senate Resolution 146 (74th Cong.) to inves- 
tigate certain airplane accidents in interstate air commerce, 
submitted a further report, which was ordered to be printed 
as Part 2 of Senate Report No. 185, and to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

[Senate Report No. 185, pt. 2, 75th Cong., 3d sess.] 
SAFETY IN THE AIR 


Mr. Coretanp, from the Committee on Commerce, submitted the 
following report (pursuant to S. Res. 146, 74th Cong.) : 

The Committee on Commerce, on June 7, 1935, was directed by 
resolution (S. Res. 146, 74th Cong., Ist sess.) to investigate certain 
airplane accidents in interstate air commerce and to make suit- 
able recommendations thereon. 

The resolution was divided substantially into two parts: First, 
the investigation of conditions in both Government and private 
agencies having the responsibility of carrying passengers, mail, and 
other cargo in interstate commerce; second, the responsibility of 
determining “what legislation, if any, shall be adopted in the 
interest of safety of life and property transported in interstate air 
commerce, and what legislation, if any, shall be adopted to prevent 
accidents in the air and to provide appropriate safeguards for their 
prevention.” 

Two reports, one preliminary and one general, were submitted 
by the committee on June 20, 1936, and on March 17, respectively 
(Rept. No. 2455, 74th Cong., 2d sess.; Rept. No. 175, 74th Cong. 
Ist sess.). 

This is a third report transmitted to the Senate at this time 
when the subject of safety is of vital importance to flying and 
when aeronautics itself must receive every encouragement possible 
if the United States is to maintain its leadership and example in 
this field. This message concerns legislation only and gives the 
definite views of the committee on certain pending bills which 
appear to be fundamental to safety and progress. The balance of 
the report is confined to observations on each. 


A. INDEPENDENT AUTHORITY FOR CIVIL AERONAUTICS 


We recommend the immediate enactment of a compromise meas- 
ure embracing all the noncontroversial points in Senator Mc- 
Canran’s bill, S. 2, substitute of March 3, 1938, and the bill intro- 
duced in the House of Representatives by Mr. Lea on March 4, 1938, 
known as H. R. 9738. 

These bills would set up a separate independent commission, 
empowered to change the whole aspect of the Government toward 
all civil aviation. The authority would benefit the United States 
air-transportation industry, both domestic and foreign, Your 
committee is of the opinion that the complexities of a new art and 
science would give way thereupon, through orderly action, to sim- 
plification, efficiency, and safety. 

Under the leadership of practical aeronautical experts one cen- 
tralized governmental agency would induce a closer coordination 
than that which scattered agencies now exhibit. A threatening 
disastrous insecurity of the industry would yield to stabilization. 
Promotion of the whole aeronautical industry would be intensified 
at a time when all nations are giving it first consideration. 

So pressing is the need for common action proposed in both the 
Senate and House bills that your committee urges instant action 
for the safety and good of the public. It is the opinion of the 
committee that a measure embodying the noncontroversial items of 
both bills should be enacted at this time. In another session of 
Congress the more puzzling details which now excite con 
can be ironed out and made part of law, as was done in the case of 
the Merchant Marine Act of 1936. If necessary, your committee 
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deems it wise to set up an authority with a mere skeleton to func- 
tion at first, permitting the present aviation agencies to continue 
their duties temporarily. The possibility of an early adjournment 
makes this self-evident. 

Testimony before the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee, March 10, 1938, and before the Senate Committee on 
Commerce, March 24, 1938, reveals that six executive departments 
after 2 months’ study, have recommended the passage of the 
House bill (H. R. 9738), which is substantially in intent, if not in 
detail, the same as the Senate bill (S. 2, with amendments). 

The fact that different executive departments, a congressional 
committee chairman, and others have yielded their position to 
join in a harmonious of an independent aeronautic au- 
thority is stimulating and gratifying at this time. Some com- 
mittees have labored hard for years on this subject of civil aero- 
nautics, and such coordination reflects not only the importance 
of the Senate and House bills but a general recognition of the 
importance of safety in the air at this time. 


B. EXTENSION OF MERCHANT MARINE ACT, 1936, TO INCLUDE CERTAIN 
PHASES OF AVIATION 
(S. 3078 and H. R. 8532, later printed as H. R. 9710) 

We recommend that the following proposed provision for the 
extension of the Merchant Marine Act apply only to lighter-than- 
air craft. Following is the wording of this proposed amendment 
(inserted in brackets is our recommendation) : 

“Sec. 4. Title 11 of such act is amended by adding at the end 
thereof a new section to read as follows: 

“Sec. 215. The provisions of this act, insofar as they are prac- 
tically or appropriately applicable, are extended to the construc- 
tion and operation of [lighter-than] aircraft used in transporta- 
tion for hire of passengers and property in overseas trade between 
the United States, its Territories or possessions, or the Canal Zone, 
and foreign countries; between the United States and such Terri- 
tories or possessions or the Canal Zone; between such Territories 
or possessions; and between the Canal Zone and such Territories 
or possessions,’ ” 

Private capital seems to be available for the construction of pri- 
vately owned heavier-than-air craft (airplanes). Especially would 
this be true if the above-named authority be created. Such is not 
the case for lighter-than-air craft (dirigibles). Because of this 
fact, and because there are no construction or operating differen- 
tials in the case of airplanes, no good purpose could be served 
either in saddling the Maritime Commission, on the one hand, with 
problems of airplanes, nor, on the other, in taking from the juris- 
diction of the aeronautic authority a portion of the air transport 
industry which apparently is integral, whether overseas or over- 
land, or both. 

Moreover, lighter-than-air flying machines with their ability to 
carry bulk“ cargo rather than “high-speed mail and express“ 
would, in construction, maintenance, operation, and subvention 
procedure seem to be more analogous to surface vessels than to 
airplanes, seaplanes, flying boats, or amphibians. 

C. THE WASHINGTON AIRPORT 


S. 2838, a bill introduced by Senator Kine last year and reported 
out of the Senate Committee on Commerce, provides, after months 
of painstaking work of a special commission, for the purchase and 
improvement of a large all-weather blind-flying airport for the 
National Capital. 

Your committee hopes for the immediate passage of this bill by 
the House. 

The controversy of where the close-in airport should be located 
should not hold up the immediate construction of the new larger 
airport and highway proposed in S, 2838. In line with our previ- 
ous recommendation (p. 33, Senate report 185, Mar. 17, 1937) 
that every large city should have two airports, a policy which the 
passage of time conclusively proves, nothing is to be gained by 
waiting until a decision is made as to the close-in airport. 

Your committee adds that if the Navy objection to S. 2838, on 
the grounds of technical interference with their radio plans is 
well taken, then, because of the fact that a commission recom- 
mended this airport, its word should be final. We recommend 
that additional funds be provided in that bill to move the naval 
radio operations elsewhere. Radio stations can be placed in roll- 
ing country almost anywhere; high-level airports of the kind con- 
templated at Camp Springs are rare—sometimes only one exists 
at large centers of population. 


OBSERVATIONS WHICH GOVERNED THE ABOVE RECOMMENDATIONS 


The above recommendations represent unprejudiced judgment, 
based upon the investigation of your committee, 

Aeronautics is a broad field. It covers national defense, com- 
merce in peacetime, and it flows into the channels of diplomatic 
relationships. 

The flight of the Navy formation recently to Hawaii, the tour 
of the Army to the Argentine last month, stimulate the imagina- 
tion not to dreams of far-flung American argosies of the air, 
but to actual planning, based upon sound facts and logic, appli- 
cable not only to commerce, but to our very national security. 

Both of these efforts have proven that the airplane, with a 
speed almost twice that of the dirigible, can ignore the definitions 
set up by frontiers, even by oceans, in flying 2,600 miles in 15%4 
hours. Your committee calls attention to the flight from Miami, 
Fla., to Lima, Peru, rising at one time to 23,000 feet over the 
equator, when a storm patch would brook the mighty power of 
the modern air-transportation vehicle. 
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Forty-nine airmen flew that distance without mishap. Later, 
they went on to Rio and back to Hampton Roads, Va., with a 
perfect score, 

We cannot forget the attempt to fly the mail, when a large 
number of men, in a very few days, suffered from the shortcomings 
of an impossible assignment. Not a life was sacrificed on either 
of the recent flights of the Army and the Navy. 

Civil aviation contributes its share to predominance in the air 
by America. Whether or not the Senate must vote for a large 
Navy, whether or not the battleship has been superseded by the 
plane, it must be evident that every move which tends to build 
up our civil aeronautical strength will help the United States to 
maintain the lead in a field which had its origin in this country. 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 

Mrs. CARAWAY, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that that committee presented to the President of 
the United States the following enrolled bills: 

On March 23, 1938: 

S. 975. An act to amend the act approved February 7, 1913, 
so as to remove restrictions as to the use of the Little Rock 
Confederate Cemetery, and for other purposes; 

S. 1759. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to elimi- 
nate the requirements of cultivation in connection with cer- 
tain homestead entries,” approved August 19, 1935; 

S. 2339. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to pro- 
vide for the construction of certain public buildings, and for 
other purposes,” approved May 25, 1926 (44 Stat. 630), as 
amended; and 

S. 2963. An act authorizing the Superintendent of the 
United States Naval Academy, Annapolis, Md., to accept gifts 
and bequests of money for the purpose of erecting a building 
on land now owned by the United States Government at the 
Naval Academy, and for other purposes. 

On March 24, 1938: 

S. 1570. An act consenting to an interstate compact be- 
tween the States of Minnesota, South Dakota, and North 
Dakota relating to the utilization of, the control of the floods 
of, and the prevention of the pollution of the waters of the 
Red River of the North and streams tributary thereto; 

S. 1986. An act to amend section 42 of title 7 of the Canal 
Zone Code and section 41 of the act entitled “An act to pro- 
vide a civil government for Porto Rico, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved March 2, 1917, as amended (U. S. C., 1934 
ed., title 48, sec. 893); and 

S. 3554. An act authorizing the appointment of an addi- 
tional judge of the District Court for the Northern District 
of Alabama. 

On March 28, 1938: 

S. 1945. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to grant concessions on reservoir sites and other lands in 
connection with Federal Indian irrigation projects wholly or 
partly Indian, and to lease the lands in such reserves for 
agricultural, grazing, and other purposes. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED 


Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and 
referred as follows: 

By Mr. McNARY: 

A bill (S. 3751) extending the provisions of an act entitled 
“An act to amend the act entitled ‘An act for the retirement 
of employees in the classified civil service, and for other 
purposes,’ approved May 22, 1920, and acts in amendment 
thereof,” to W. P. Campbell; to the Committee on Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. GILLETTE: 

A bill (S. 3752) to divorce the businesses of production, 
refining, and transporting of petroleum products from that 
of marketing petroleum products; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. RUSSELL: 

A bill (S. 3753) to amend subsection (e) of section 312 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; to 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

By Mr. GLASS: 

A bill (S. 3754) to amend sections 729 and 743 of the Code 
of Laws of the District of Columbia; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 
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By Mr. BYRNES: 

A bill (S. 3755) granting an increase of pension to Mari- 
bel Williams Croft; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. WHEELER: 

A bill (S. 3756) to prohibit the use of communication 
facilities for criminal purposes; to the Committee on Inter- 
state Commerce. 

By Mr. LEWIS: 

A bill (S. 3757) to abolish taxes on real estate, houses, and 
land within the District of Columbia; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. LUNDEEN: 

A bill (S. 3758) for the relief of Emily Gertrude Toby; 
to the Committee on Immigration. 

(Mr. Bone introduced Senate bill 3759, which was referred 
to the Committee on Finance, and appears under a separate 
heading.) 

By Mr. COPELAND: 

A bill (S. 3760) to create a Civil Aeronautics Authority, 
to provide for the regulation of civil aeronautics, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Commerce. 

AID FOR DEPENDENT CHILDREN UNDER SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 

Mr. BONE. I introduce a bill amending the Social Se- 
curity Act and ask unanimous consent that it may be 
printed in the Record. I desire to make a few remarks 
concerning it. 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 3759) to amend the 
Social Security Act to provide for matching equally the sums 
expended by the States for aid to dependent children was 
read twice by its title, referred to the Committee on Finance, 
and ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 403 (a) of the Social Security 
Act is amended by striking out “equal to one-third of the total of 
the sums expended during such quarter under such plan” and in- 
serting in lieu thereof the following: “equal to one-half of the total 
of the sums expended during such quarter under such plan.” 

Sec. 2. Section 403 (b) (1) of the Social Security Act is amended 
by striking out “if such amount is less than two-thirds of the total 
sum” and inserting in lieu thereof the following: “if such amount 
is less than one-half of the total sum.” 

Sec. 3. The amendments made by this act shall not be effective 
except with respect to quarters beginning more than 30 days after 
the date of its enactment. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, the bill I have just introduced 
amends the Social Security Act by providing a 50-50 match- 
ing of Federal funds with State funds for aid to dependent 
children. The present act provides for the Federal Govern- 
ment supplying one-third of the money and the State two- 
thirds. This is a different requirement than applies to 
old-age pensions and aid to the blind, the funds for these 
being supplied equally by State and Federal Governments. 

It seems to me the Federal Government should be, and is, 
as much interested in assisting those families that consist of 
dependent children as those that consist of the aged and 
blind. The obligation is the same in either case. 

I am informed by Frank Bane, executive director of the 
Social Security Board, that the fact that the percentage of 
Federal participation is smaller for aid to dependent children 
than for the other categories has not only limited the total 
amount of money made available from Federal, State, and 
local sources for this purpose but has also made some States 
hesitant about entering into a program under which the 
State and its localities are required to carry two-thirds of 
the financial load. 

In my own State the relief situation is so acute that it is 
deemed necessary to remove from the rolls some of the 
children receiving aid, and it may even be necessary to reduce 
pensions for the aged. 

Passage of the desired amendment would ease off the State 
burden everywhere. In my own State $284,000 more Federal 
money would be available for aid to dependent children, and 
it would not be necessary to deny aid to those families with 
dependent children that have been found to deserve and 
need it. 

In my State, which I believe has had the same experience 
as Many other States, the average grant to an old-age pen- 
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sioner is more proportionate than the grant to dependent 
children. The average grant for a pensioner in Washington 
in November 1937 was $22.73 a month, while the grant for a 
family receiving aid to dependent children was $29.66 a 
month. It is estimated there are on an average two children 
receiving aid in each of these families, and the grant for 
aid to dependent children usually is designed to include cer- 
tain family expenditures for the mother or other relative 
with whom the child is living. 

By this aid many children are enabled to grow up with 
straight, healthy bodies, who would otherwise be mal- 
nourished and finally lose their usefulness to themselves and 
the Nation. 

Formerly States shared with communities the cost of tak- 
ing care of children dependent upon public aid. The Fed- 
eral Government probably assumed that this sharing of the 
burden would continue, and that if the Federal Government 
contributed a third, the burden would be divided three ways. 
However, most communities long since have ceased to be able 
to provide funds for children, and the States, therefore, have 
two-thirds of the burden instead of the former one-third. 

It is estimated this amendment would add $26,000,000 a 
year to the Government’s social-security expenditures. 


RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE FOR UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURTS 


Mr. KING. I introduce a joint resolution to postpone the 
effective date of the rules of civil procedure for the district 
courts of the United States, and ask that it be referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary, and that it be printed in 
full in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 
281) to postpone the effective date of the rules of civil pro- 
cedure for the district courts of the United States was read 
twice by its title, referred to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
and ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


Whereas by the act of June 19, 1934, chapter 651, it is provided 
that the Supreme Court of the United States shall prescribe by 
general rules for the district courts of the United States and for 
the District of Columbia the forms of process, writs, pleadings, and 
motions and the practice and procedure in civil actions at law; and 

Whereas it is further provided by said act of June 19, 1934, 
chapter 651, that the said rules to be promulgated thereunder shall 
not take effect until after the close of the regular session of the 
Seventy-fifth Congress; and 

Whereas the rules transmitted to the Senate and the House of 
Representatives by the Attorney General on January 3, 1936, which 
purport to unite the rules for cases in equity with those in actions 
at law and provide in proposed rule 86 that such united rules will 
take effect on September 1, 1938, or 3 months subsequent to the 
adjournment of the second regular session of the Seventy-fifth 
Congress, if that date is later; and 

Whereas the act of June 19, 1934, chapter 651, provides that all 
laws in conflict therewith shall, after the rules take effect, be of 
no further force and effect, and rule 86 of said proposed rules pro- 
vides that the united rules shall govern all proceedings in the 
courts in actions brought after they take effect and in all actions 
pending, with certain exceptions; and 

Whereas, if the rules so promulgated with such provisions and 
under such statute are intended to have the force and effect of 
repealing, modifying, or superseding numerous acts of Congress 
now on the statute books, innumerable questions will arise as to 
the exact extent of the conflict; and 

Whereas it is desirable that a study of such proposed rules and 
the laws with which they may be in conflict should be made and 
the conflicting provisions governing practice and procedure in the 
district courts of the United States and in the District of Columbia 
should be brought into harmony and not be left in confusion: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, etc., That the effective date of the proposed united 
rules shall be extended to the adjournment date of the first session 
of the Seventy-sixth Congress. 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 


The following bills were each read twice by their titles and 
referred as indicated below: 

H. R. 9980. An act amending sections 1 and 4 of an act of 
Congress approved June 18, 1930, entitled “An act authoriz- 
ing the Commonwealth of Kentucky, by and through the 
State Highway Commission of Kentucky or the successors 
of said commission, to acquire, construct, maintain, and op- 
erate bridges within Kentucky and/or across boundary-line 
streams of Kentucky”; to the Committee on Commerce, 
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H. R. 9995. An act making appropriations for the Military 
Establishment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Appropriations. 


REGULATION OF CIVIL AVIATION AND AIR TRANSPORT—AMENDMENT 


Mr. TRUMAN submitted an amendment in the nature of 
a substitute intended to be proposed by him to the bill (S. 
3659) to promote the development and safety, and to provide 
for the regulation, of civil aviation and air transport, which 
was referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce and 
ordered to be printed. 


EXPERIMENTAL AIR-MAIL SERVICES—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. AUSTIN submitted three amendments intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 7448) to provide for ex- 
perimental air-mail services to further develop safety, effi- 
ciency, and economy, and for other purposes, which were 
severally ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 
PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES OF HEARINGS BEFORE SPECIAL 

COMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE UNEMPLOYMENT AND RELIEF 

Mr. BYRNES submitted the following concurrent resolu- 
tion (S, Con. Res. 28), which was referred to the Committee 
on Printing: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concur- 
ring), That, in accordance with paragraph 3 of section 2 of the 
Printing Act approved March 1, 1907, the Special Committee to 
Investigate Unemployment and Relief of the Senate be, and is 
hereby, authorized and empowered to have printed for its use 
1,000 additional copies of the hearings held before said committee 


during the current session on the resolution (S. Res. 36) creating 
a special committee to investigate unemployment and relief. 


EXEMPTION OF YACHTS AND OTHER VESSELS 


Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that I may be allowed to submit a concurrent resolution. 
By inadvertence, in sending to the other House, House bill No. 
7158, a bill to except yachts and other vessels from the oper- 
ation of the act of June 25, 1936, an amendment was 
omitted which had been acted upon by the Senate. The 
purpose of this concurrent resolution is to have the bill re- 
turned to the Senate. I ask that the concurrent resolution 
be considered at this time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the concurrent resolution (8. 
Con. Res. 29) was considered and agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of tives concurring), 
That the action of the Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
of the President of the Senate in signing the enrolled bill (H. R. 
7158) to except yachts, tugs, towboats, and unrigged vessels from 
certain provisions of the act of June 25, 1936, as amended, be, and 
it is hereby, rescinded; and that the House of Representatives be, 
— 70 it is hereby, requested to return to the Senate the engrossed 

; ESTATE OF JOSEPHINE FONTANA 


Mr. WALSH. I ask unanimous consent to submit a concur- 
rent resolution to correct the name of the payee in a bill which 
has already passed the Senate, and I ask unanimous consent 
for the present consideration of the resolution. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to consider 
the concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 30), which was read, 
as follows: 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), 
That the action of the Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
the President of the Senate in signing the enrolled bill (H. R. 5793) 
for the relief of Josephine Fontana be, and it is hereby, rescinded, 
and the Clerk of the House be, and he is hereby, authorized and 
directed to reenroll the bill with the following amendments, viz: 
On page 1, lines 6, 7, and 8 of the engrossed bill, strike out 
“Josephine Fontana, of West Springfield, Mass., the sum of $600 in 
full satisfaction of her claim” and in lieu thereof insert the follow- 
ing: “Nathaniel M. Harvey, as administrator of the estate of 
Josephine Fontana, late of West Springfield, Mass., the sum of $600, 
in full satisfaction of the claim of the said Josephine Fontana”; 
and amend the title so as to read: “An act for the relief of 
Nathaniel M. Harvey, as administrator of the estate of Josephine 
Fontana, deceased.” 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, briefly stated, the beneficiary 
of this relief measure has died, and it is necessary to insert 
the name of the administrator in order that the money 
appropriated, $600, may be obtained. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the concurrent resolution? 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I have no complaint. I 
understand that the sum involved is just the same as when 
the measure was passed. 

Mr. WALSH. That is correct. The amount is $600. 

Mr. McNARY. I understand that the administrator of 
the decedent is to be substituted, and that otherwise the bill 
will be just the same as when passed. 

Mr. WALSH. The Senator’s statement is correct. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to 
the resolution. 

The concurrent resolution was agreed to. 


TAX REVISION—PUBLIC UTILITIES 


Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that I may have printed in the Recorp tomorrow an amend- 
ment agreed to by the Finance Committee this morning 
which deals with the tax question as it affects the utilities 
which must reorganize under the death sentence incorpo- 
rated in the act of 1935, and to have printed in the RECORD 
at the same time an explanation presented by Chairman 
W. O. Douglas, of the Securities and Exchange Commission, 
together with a chart on the subject. 

I would ask to have this matter printed in the RECORD 
today but for the fact that I understand it will be necessary 
to obtain the consent of the Joint Committee on Printing to 
have the chart printed in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS—TELEGRAMS 

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I send to the desk two tele- 
grams, which I ask to have read. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the telegrams were read, as fol- 
lows: 


PawHusKA, OKLA., March 28, 1938. 
Hon. Senator JOSH LEE, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 

The National Committee to Uphold Constitutional Government, 
New York, have flooded the country with air-mail letters advising 
substance of telegrams and soliciting funds on reorganization bill. 
Republican organization here have been active in obtaining consent 
to sign names to telegrams. Purpose to discredit administration 
and you. They are building discontentment for next election. 

C. S. MacDoNaLp. 


TULSA, OKLA., March 27, 1938. 
Senator JosH LEE, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O.: 

Received last night special delivery Frank E. Gannett’s buncombe 
President Roosevelt’s reorganization bill. Answered him 
straight message as follows: “I earnestly protest being dis- 
turbed by your asinine propaganda. There must be plenty of sucker 
money in New York.” Oklahoma Democracy strongly favors Presi- 

dent Roosevelt’s reorganization bill. 

Tuomas D. LYONS. 


INVESTIGATION OF WIRE COMMUNICATIONS INDUSTRY 


Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the Recorp Senate Resolution 247, submitted 
by me March 9, 1938, providing for an investigation of cer- 
tain aspects of the wire communications industry in the 
United States, and to have printed in conjunction therewith 
a statement, prepared by me, of the reasons why the resolu- 
tion should be adopted. 

There being no objection, the resolution and statement were 
ordered to be printed in the Recor, as follows: 


Senate Resolution 247 

Whereas the Communications Act of 1934 has declared it to be 
the purpose of Congress to regulate the practices of companies 
engaged directly or indirectly in wire communications in interstate 
commerce, and has conferred upon the Federal Communications 
Commission full power to make investigations and inquiries into 
the various aspects of the business of these companies; and 

Whereas the functioning of the wire communications industry, 
which is vital to the Nation in war as well as in peace, is at the 
present time threatened with permanent injury by managerial 
policies, such as discriminations between classes of patrons and 
understaffing, to the point where efficient public service is seriously 
impaired; and 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


MARCH 30 


Whereas the communications companies have taken steps toward 
the creation of an unsanctioned monopoly by collusion in the 
fixing of rates and by allocation of exclusive leases and by joint 
action in reducing the number of telegraph offices at the service of 
the public; and 

Whereas the precarious situation of the industry is further 
aggravated by unstable and hazardous labor conditions due to the 
large proportion of part-time employment, to the introduction of 
labor-saving devices unaccompanied by any provisions for dis- 
placed employees, to the high degree of occupational diseases, to 
the abrogation of pension and sick-benefit systems, and to the 
extremely high rate of turn-over among children employed as 
messengers: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Committee on Interstate Commerce is au- 
thorized and directed to make a thorough investigation of the 
following aspects of the wire communications industry in the 
United States and to report to the Senate the results thereof: 

1. Managerial policies of understaffing, discriminations between 
classes of patrons, and wasteful service, and the effect of such 
policies on the efficiency of service rendered to the public and to 
the United States Government. 

2. The tendencies toward monopoly, such as are exhibited by 
the joint action of the companies in closing down branch offices, 
reducing personnel, rate fixing, and the collusion of the wire com- 
munications companies with competitors in the related field of 
radio communication and the diversion of traffic to subsidiaries 
in that field. 

3. The conditions of employment, the extent of unemployment, 
and the wage structures prevailing in the industry. 

For the purpose of this resolution, the committee, or any duly 
authorized subcommittee thereof, is authorized to hold such hear- 
ings, to sit and act at such times and places, either in the District 
of Columbia or elsewhere, during the sessions, recesses, and ad- 
journed periods of the Senate in the Seventy-fifth Congress; to em- 
ploy such experts and clerical, stenographic, and other assistants; 
to require, by subpena or otherwise, the attendance of such wit- 
nesses and the production and impounding of such books, pavers, 
and documents; to administer such oaths; and to take such tes- 
timony and to make such expenditures as it deems advisable. 
The cost of stenographic services to report such hearings shall not 
be in excess of 25 cents per hundred words. The expenses of the 
committee, which shall not exceed $50,000, shall be paid from the 
3 fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved by the 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR NEELY 


Some reasons why Senate Resolution 247, which proposes an in- 
vestigation of certain aspects of the wire-communications indus- 
try in the United States, should be adopted 


There is an apparent tendency toward monopoly in the industry. 
Telegraphic traffic for decades has been divided between two large 
companies. Competition between them has practically ceased, 
These companies now simultaneously withdraw their services from 
various sections of the country and from many interests which 
they previously served. When the branch office of one company 
closes, by a strange coincidence the nearby branch office of the 
rival company also closes down. 

For example, there are Postal and Western Union offices in the 
lobby of the Willard Hotel in Washington. Until a few days ago 
both of these offices remained open until midnight. Now both of 
them close at 6 o'clock in the evening. 

Recently in the city of Philadelphia by the joint action of the 
superintendents of both companies an attempt was made to force 
patrons to use one type of service rather than another. 

Information has just been supplied me concerning a joint con- 
6 Officials 8 8 Union and the Postal 
companies for the purpose of de means of carrying out poli- 
cies in restraint of trade. 5 

These cessations of competition seem to indicate that the two 
great telegraph companies are preparing for a merger. These moves 
toward merger and increased monopoly are accompanied by wide- 
spread dismissal of employees. This is particularly true of the 
Western Union. 

It is well known that labor represents more than 60 percent of 
the total cost of operating the telegraphic industry. The joint 
actions above mentioned enable the companies to reduce thelr 
personnel and their labor costs. 

During the last few months thousands of semiskilled telegraphers 
have been added to the list of the unemployed. The drop in em- 
ployment is especially noticeable in the main offices of the com- 
panies which are also the relaying points for messages to and from 
various points throughout the country. 

The efficiency of the service rendered has been seriously im- 
paired as a result of the reduction of the operating personnel. 
The speed of the service has been sacrificed for the sake of economy. 

It is reported that office floors in some centers are littered with 
tape from the telegraphic machines from morning till night, and 
that wires which convey important messages are without operators 
for excessive periods of time. The general picture is one of greatly 
decreased efficiency. 

The public naturally suffers from this inefficiency. Complaints 
against unsatisfactory service are made without avail. Rates re- 
main as high as ever and an attempt is now being made to increase 
them. The business of certain governmental bureaus, which are 
large users of the telegraph, is slowed down by poor telegraphic 
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service. It 18 that messages to the Capitol from the Wash - 
ington. main Office are often allowed to accumulate and are then 
transferred by messengers because the force is inadequate to handle 
the business in the regular way. The telegraphic industry is vital 
to the Nation in war as well as in peace, and its efficient function- 
ing is therefore very much a matter of public concern. 

Labor in particular is interested in this industry. Technical 
transformations have resulted in a steady diminution in the num- 
ber of people employed by the two great companies. Both the 
skilled and semiskilled employees, instead of drifting to other in- 
dustries where their training and experience would mean nothing, 
remain on the part-time lists of the companies in the hope of 
being called to service for at least a few hours a week. 

In this industry little of the fruit of progress has been shared 
by the employees. Despite the importance and the strenuousness 
of the work of a telegrapher, he is still required to be on duty 
48 hours a week. Wages in the industry have been depressed to 
an unparalleled degree. The facts concerning unemployment con- 
ditions in the industry are not a matter of public record. 

Approximately 23,000 children are employed by the two great 
telegraph companies. These children work 48 hours a week or 
more for wages which average between $6 and $7 a week. The 
accident rate among telegraph messengers, as revealed by inves- 
tigations made by the United States Children’s Bureau, averages 
17 per 100 a year. Here is a striking example of unregulated child 
labor in urban. centers. ‘ 

The telegraph companies represent a comparatively small, but nev- 
ertheless complete unit of industry in which changes are still taking 
place before our eyes and in a setting in which they can be advan- 


agona studied. 
ate Resolution 247 should be adopted and the study should 
be made without delay. 


GREEN MOUNTAIN NATIONAL PARK, VT. 


Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, yesterday the Secretary of 
the Interior addressed to the President of the Senate a com- 
munication, accompanied by a bill to provide for the estab- 
lishment of the Green Mountain National Park in the State 
of Vermont, and for other purposes. It is obvious that the 
purpose of this bill is to preserve a part of the Green Moun- 
tains as an example of characteristic American landscape, 
and also it is an object of the bill to enable reforestation to 
proceed to a climax, which it is proper to expect to occur 
there from the experience we have in the rapid growth and 
recovery of forest lands that have once been cut over in 
the State of Vermont, 

Mr. Ickes emphasizes that it is very desirable that a rep- 
resentative section of the Green Mountains be placed in 
public ownership for preservation as a national park, and 
he requests that the proposed bill be placed before the Sen- 
ate for appropriate action. The communication and pro- 
posed bill were referred to the Committee on Public Lands 
and Surveys, of which the distinguished Senator from Colo- 
rado [Mr. Apams] is chairman. 

I wish to say for the ready information of Senators, and of 
my constituents, for I think they will notice this matter, that 
the bill provides that the United States shall not by appro- 
priation of public money purchase any land within the area, 
but will accept only lands that are donated by public or pri- 
vate donations. 

The area is about 132,000 acres in extent, in the counties of 
Chittenden, Washington, Lamoille, and Addison, being coun- 
ties that are in the middle third of the State of Vermont. 

I ask unanimous consent that there may be referred to 
the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys and printed in 
the Recorp the communication from the Secretary of the 
Interior to the President of the Senate, as well as a copy of 
the proposed bill. 

There being no objection, the letter of the Secretary of the 
Interior and the proposed bill were ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, March 29, 1938. 
Hon. Jon N. GARNER, 
President of the United States Senate. 

My Dear Mr. Present: Enclosed is a draft of a proposed bill to 
provide for the establishment of the Green Mountain National 
Park in the State of Vermont, and for other purposes. 

This proposal is submitted as the result of a survey of the 
Green Mountain area by the National Park Service of this Depart- 
ment. The survey was requested by a group of Vermont citizens 
headed by Dr. Guy W. Bailey, 8 of the University of Ver- 
mont. Gov. George D. Alken, of Vermont, has shown great interest 


in the proposal, and the Vermont ture has authorized the 
appointment of a committee to accept gifts and options of land 
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within the boundaries of the proposed national park. Two maps, 
showing the tentative boundaries of the proposed national park, 
are enclosed. You will note that a narrow strip of land on the 
west side of the proposed park area is shown on the maps. It is 
contemplated that this strip of land will be used for parkway 
development purposes, becoming an important part of the park. 
The development of such a parkway will enable the visiting public 
to secure the best available view of the mountains to the east as 
well as additional interesting views of Lake Champlain and the 
Adirondacks to the west, thereby eliminating the necessity of other 
access road development within the confines of the mountainous 
area of the park. 


the bill, lands for the park will have to be acquired by donation or 

. The bill also provides that the Secretary of 
the Interior may accept a minimum of 60,000 acres for adminis- 
tration and protection Y. No development of the park area is 
planned until all of the lands have been acquired. In 
the event that 90 percent of the area to be included in the park 
has not been acquired within a 10-year period after the passage 
of the legislation now proposed, the Secretary of the Interior will 
have authority to abandon the project. 

As an example of characteristic American landscape, the Green 
Mountains are worthy of preservation and as satisfying to the 
visitor in search of inspiration and recreation as any scenery which 
is to be found in the United States. The mountains and valleys 
are clothed with vegetation of extreme richness. The abundance 
of water in the form of lakes and streams, the sudden views over 
charming valleys, both wild and inhabited, the strong individuality 
and relative grandeur of the many isolated peaks, and the alto- 
gether striking effects of the foliage color in the fall give to the 
Green Mountains their really notable beauty. 

The landscape character of the region is the result of major 
natural forces which have been at work there, Geologically the 
Green Mountains rank as one of the oldest regions in the United 
States. A great western overthrust formed the Appalachian Range 
and the Vermont portion of that range has been as the 
core of the entire Appalachian system. The strata have been sub- 
jected repeatedly to pressure until they stand sharply on edge, 
clearly demonstrating a major geological process. Another such 
process is that of glacial action, which is responsible to a con- 
siderable degree for the typical rolling terrain of New England. 
The very highest peaks of the Green and White Mountains were at 
one time covered by a glacier which originated in Labrador. Today 
deep, wide valleys, water-worn rocks, and potholes high up on the 
face of cliffs show the action of swollen glacial streams. 

The vegetative cover which gives the Green Mountains their 
name covers an extremely wide range of types. The magnificent 
primeval forests of pioneer days are classified ecologically as belong- 
ing to the northern hardwood and northeast conifer climaxes. The 
original forests were modified long ago by lumber operations. How- 
ever, due to the richness of the forest soil and excellent moisture 
conditions, the Green Mountains are generally covered with denso 
growths of trees, Wherever lumbering has been absent for a 
generation, the woodlands are recovering their original character. 
Immediate and complete protection of this forest would make 
possible its return to climax conditions. z 

The cool summer climate of Vermont is such that it is already 
attracting thousands of vacationists from the coastal metropolitan 
areas. In response to this natural attraction, many desirable sites 
are being developed commercially for recreation. It is very desir- 
able that a representative section of the Green Mountains be 
Placed in public ownership for preservation as a national park. 

In view of the facts presented, it is requested that the proposed 
bill be placed before the Senate for appropriate action. 

I have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there 
would be no objection by that office to the presentation of this 
proposed legislation to the Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
HaroLD L. ICKES, 
Secretary of the Interior. 
A bill to provide for the establishment of the Green Mountain 

National Park in the State of Vermont, and for other purposes 

Be it enacted, etc., That when title to all the Jands, within 
boundaries to be designated by the Secretary of the Interior, 
within an area of approximately 132,000 acres in the counties of 
Chittenden, Washington, Lamoille, and Addison, including an ad- 
joining right-of-way for parkway development purposes in the 
State of Vermont, shall have been vested in the United States, 
said area shall be, and is hereby, established, dedicated, and set 
apart as a national park for the benefit and enjoyment of the 
people, and shall be known as the Green Mountain National 
Park: Provided, That the United States shall not purchase by 
appropriation of public money any land within the aforesaid area, 

lands shall 


but such be secured by the United States only by 
public or private donations. 
Sec, 2. The of the Interior is hereby authorized to 


accept donations of land, interests in land, buildings, structures, 
and other property, within the boundaries of said national park 
as determined and fixed hereunder and donations of funds for 
the purchase and maintenance thereof, the title and evidence of 
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title to lands acquired to be satisfactory to the Secretary of the 
Interior: Provided, That he may acquire on behalf of the United 
States under any donated funds by purchase, when purchasable 
at prices deemed by him reasonable, otherwise by condemnation, 
such tracts of land within the said national park as may be neces- 
sary therefor: Provided further, That no land for said park shall 
be accepted until exclusive jurisdiction over the said land, sub- 
ject to such reservations of concurrent jurisdiction by the State 
as may be satisfactory to the said Secretary, shall have been ceded 
by the State of Vermont to the United States. 

Sec. 3. No general development of the area shall be undertaken 
until all the lands designated pursuant to section 1 hereof shall 
have been accepted by the said Secretary: Provided, That the 
said Secretary may, in his discretion, accept for administration 
and protection only, by the National Park Service, title to a mini- 
mum of 50,000 acres within the area designated pursuant to sec- 
tion 1 hereof, including the existing Mount Mansfield and Camels 
Hump State Forests and, in addition, title to any other portions 
of the area designated pursuant to section 1 hereof, subject to 
the condition that if at least 90 percent of the lands designated 
pursuant to section 1 hereof shall not have been conveyed to the 
United States within 10 years from the date of the passage of 
this act, the establishment of the aforesaid national park may, 
in the discretion of the said Secretary, be abandoned, and, in 
the event of such abandonment, title to any lands previously con- 
veyed to the Secretary of the Interior pursuant to the provisions 
hereof for the aforesaid purposes shall revert to the donors of 
said properties. 

Src. 4. The administration, protection, and development of the 
aforesaid national park shall be exercised under the direction of 
the Secretary of the Interior by the National Park Service, subject 
to the provisions of the act of August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535), 
entitled “An act to establish a National Park Service, and for other 
purposes,” as amended. 


THE PHILIPPINES 


[Mr. Boran asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Recorp an article published in the Christian Century 
for March 30, 1938, and also a communication from Maj. Gen. 
William C. Rivers (retired), printed in the New York Times 
on Sunday, March 27, 1938, which appear in the Appendix.) 
REORGANIZATION OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS—ARTICLE FROM 

TIME 

(Mr. SCHWELLENBACH asked and obtained leave to have 
printed in the Recorp an article published in Time for March 
28, 1938, on the subject of reorganization of the executive de- 
partments, which appears in the Appendix.] 

KANSAS CITY ELECTION RETURNS—ARTICLE FROM WASHINGTON 

EVENING STAR 

(Mr. Truman asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Rxconp an article from the Washington Evening Star 
of today, relative to election returns in Kansas City, Mo., 
which appears in the Appendix.] 


NAVAL APPROPRIATIONS 


The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
8993) making appropriations for the Navy Department and 
the naval service for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and 
for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. When the Senate took a recess 
last evening the Senator from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] had the 
floor and expressed a desire to speak when the Senate recon- 
vened today. The Chair recognizes the Senator from Mis- 
souri. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I am not vain enough or 
foolish enough to believe for a moment that anything I may 
say or that anything anybody else may say on this occa- 
ston is going to have any effect upon the passage of the 
pending bill, particularly in the state of hysteria to which 
the country has been and is being whipped in an effort to 
strengthen and forward the huge program of militarism and 
big navy which is about to be pushed through the Congress. 
But, Mr. President, I would not feel I was doing my duty 
as a United States Senator unless I rose and briefly voiced 
a protest, feeble though it may be, against the increasingly 
terrific expenditures for armament on the part of the United 
States, cooperating in, or really initiating, to a large extent, 
the very dangerous race in armaments which is now going 
on throughout the world. 

In this time of profound depression, or recession, as the 
case may be, when the Budget is not balanced, when the 
backs of the taxpayers of the country are bowed down with 
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taxes, when expenditures far outrun the amount that can 
be realized by even the most drastic taxation, we are called 
on to pass the largest budget for the Navy and the largest 
budget for the Army ever passed in peacetime in the history 
of this country. 

More than that, Mr. President, we do not even know how 
much we are letting ourselves in for in this bill. We say 
that so much in the bill is set aside for the construction of 
naval vessels, and yet no naval official, no expert in the 
matter of building ships, will contend that he can estimate 
within 50 percent the cost of the naval construction which 
is now proposed. We recall that the cost of the 1933 cruisers 
jumped 60 percent over the cost of the 1932 cruisers without 
any increase in labor costs or materials. So, instead of 
appropriating $550,000,000, in round figures, by this bill, for 
aught we know, we are appropriating or authorizing $1,000,- 
000,000 in expenditures. 

A few weeks ago the very able gentleman who was then 
Chairman of the Maritime Commission, now the distinguished 
Ambassador of the United States to Great Britain, appeared 
before the Commerce Committee of the Senate and stated 
that in the bids for construction of ships for which the Mari- 
time Commission was undertaking to let contracts the lowest 
bids received had been, on an average, in excess of 60 percent 
above the estimate which had been made. The question was 
asked Mr. Kennedy, from his familiarity with maritime con- 
struction, if he had any idea what this naval program would 
cost, and he said he had not. He was also asked whether the 
ratio of increase was likely to be as great in the case of 
naval construction as in the construction of commercial ves- 
sels, and he said that, in his opinion, it would be much greater, 
because we could readily buy commercial vessels abroad or 
have them constructed abroad, while, of course, it would be 
almost unthinkable that we should have our ships of war 
constructed abroad. 

So by reason of the shipbuilding combine with which we 
are faced in this country, and the refusal of Congress to pro- 
vide for the construction of naval vessels in Government 
yards, no man on this floor or anywhere else can estimate 
with any certainty within 50 percent of the cost of the con- 
struction of these vessels; and we may well be faced with a 
deficiency estimate in the construction of the vessels 50 per- 
cent, or 75 percent, or 100 percent over the amounts con- 
tained in the bill. 

Mr. President, the fact of the matter is that before we 
determine a naval policy we should determine a foreign policy, 
and the vice of our situation at the present time is that 
apparently naval officers and propagandists of various sorts 
are undertaking to determine our foreign policy as a means 
of expanding the Navy. The fact is that either we now have 
a navy which is much bigger than we need, or the proposals 
for an increase in the Navy are entirely inadequate. 

If it is the intention of the United States to fight a war 
in the Orient, if it is the intention of the United States to 
police the Mediterranean and assist Great Britain in main- 
taining its far-flung empire, if we are to protect the Brit- 
ish commercial lanes, then our Navy, even as recommended 
at the present time, will be pitifully inadequate. If we are 
going to fight a war in the Orient, all naval authorities will 
agree that when a naval war is fought 7,000 miles from 
home, a naval preponderance of at least two or three to one 
is absolutely necessary, and even then the war would be 
conducted under very great difficulties. On the other hand, ` 
if it is proposed that this Navy be used only to protect the 
United States, to defend our shores from invasion, to force 
any enemy to come to us, then our Navy already is far larger 
than we need. 

Mr. President, a deliberate attempt is being made in this 
country at the present time by certain interests to take ad- 
vantage of the unhappy situation which exists in other 
parts of the world to propagandize for a tremendous arma- 
ment in the United States. I think, in fact I know—and I 
am not alone on this floor in my information of the fact— 
that meetings have recently been held in the city of New 
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York, presided over by an eminent official of the State De- 
partment—just what his official status is, no one seems to 
know, but he is referred to in the public press from time to 
time as an ambulatory ambassador or a peripatetic ambassa- 
dor, or an ambassador at large—and attended by certain 
eminent naval and military officers of the United States and 
certain great financiers in the city of New York, in which 
the proposal has been made that a regular campaign, amply 
financed, shall be undertaken in the way of propaganda in 
the United States to make this country war-minded; and if 
the Members of the Senate and the public will take the trou- 
ble to read some of the radio broadcasts made since that 
meeting in New York by Admiral Woodward and other emi- 
nent naval officers, they will see the effect and the workings 
of that propaganda. In my judgment, Admiral Woodward 
should be court-martialed for trying to influence the Con- 
gress by propaganda. 

Mr. President, the effort in the way of increasing the Navy 
seems to me to be hysteria run mad. According to this 
propaganda, it will be necessary to maintain on the Pacific 
coast of the United States a navy twice as big as that of 
Japan; to maintain on the Atlantic coast a Navy equal to 
the navies of any. two other nations in order to be perfectly 
safe; constantly to increase the size of battleships; and then, 
of course, it will be pointed out that if the size of battleships 
is any further increased they cannot get through the Panama 
Canal. When the Lexington went through the Panama 
Canal, its superstructure stuck out so far over the sides of 
the Canal that it knocked down a fence on the top of the 
Gatun locks 8 or 10 feet outside of the Canal. “If that is 
the case,” as it is, “let us build the big battleships anyway,” 
say the propagandists, “and we will dig a new canal. We 
will dig a canal across Nicaragua.” That will cost only 
about a billion dollars, and we shall have more canals to 
guard with more ships and with a bigger navy; and then, for 
fear the Nicaragua canal will be put out of commission, we 
will make the Panama Canal a sea-level canal. That will 
cost only a billion and a half more. 

Mr. President, I remember when I was a boy, when the 
fight was being made for the annexation of Hawaii, that the 
great argument in favor of the annexation of Hawaii was 
that Pearl Harbor, close to Honolulu, was susceptible of being 
made the greatest naval base in the whole world. That was 
largely the reason for the annexation of Hawaii. But, lo 
and behold, in this tremendous effort to bring about the con- 
struction of larger ships, greater vessels, to make a greater 
show, when we constructed the Lexington and the Saratoga, 
in the maneuvers of 3 years ago it was discovered that the 
Lexington and the Saratoga could not get into Pearl Harbor; 
and while the fleet went into Pearl Harbor to anchor there, 
the Lexington and the Saratoga were compelled to stand out 
to sea. So I suppose it will next be proposed to build an- 
other great naval base somewhere so that the Lexington and 
the Saratoga and the superships which are to be constructed 
can get into it. 

Mr. President, the United States is not without a very great 
responsibility for having started the latest naval building 
race. 

In every one of the so-called aggressor nations, every day, 
their increase in armament is being justified on the ground 
that we are increasing our armament, that we are the richest 
nation in the world, and that we can afford to spend more 
than any other nation. Of course, it is true that we are the 
richest nation in the world. It is also true that we get less for 
our money than any other nation in the construction of bat- 
tleships or in the purchase of munitions. 

Mr, President, I warn that it may be very doubtful whether 
in actuality we can outspend all the other nations of the 
world. For the United States to persist in the naval policy 
which seems to be in the making, which is soon to be pre- 
sented to us in the naval enlargement bill, seems to me to be 
colossal, stupendous, and incredible folly. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, in ordinary circumstances 
I should not say a word except for the fact that the Senator 
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from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] is recognized throughout the 
country not only as an able lawyer but as a brave soldier 
and a student of events, and I am not content to have his 
speech go into the Recorp without justification, as I see it, of 
an adequate navy. 

It was sea power that saved Rome from Greece. 

It was sea power that saved Greece from Persia. 

It was sea power that gave to the Phoenecians the com- 
mand of the ancient maritime world. Sea power built up the 
far-flung commercial empire of Carthage. Sea power made 
Athens ruler of vast territories, and it was sea power that 
made the Rome of antiquity mistress of the civilized world. 
Rome could not have subsisted without her sea power, be- 
cause nearly all her wheat came overseas. 

When Spain had great sea power she dominated Christen- 
dom; and Spain’s decline began when storms and British 
seamanship wrecked her great armada. 

The sea power of the American Colonies with the sea 
power of France, won the American Revolution and the naval 
blockade defeated the Confederacy. 

During the World War the Allies would have starved had 
it not been for sea power. 

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I desire only to call the at- 
tention of the Senate to the fact that the argument of the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] is directed to the policy 
of increasing the Naval Establishment. I think the Senator 
would say that his remarks were aimed principally at the 
legislative bill now pending before the Committee on Naval 
Affairs. The pending appropriation bill provides only for 
the construction of ships authorized under the act of 1934, 
which was passed by the Congress long before the hysteria 
to which the Senator referred. y 

As to the cost of ships, under the existing law 50 percent 
of the ships are built in Government yards and the Vinson- 
Trammell Act authorizes the President, whenever he deems 
it in the public interest, to have 100 percent built in Govern- 
ment yards. 

If the contingency to which the Senator referred should 
arise and private shipbuilders should enter in some kind 
of conspiracy and increase the prices for the construction 
of ships, the President could, under the Vinson-Trammell 
Act, direct that all of the ships provided for under that act 
should be built in Government navy yards, and that none of 
them should be built in private yards. Therefore, there is 
no reason why we should not pass the pending bill, which 
merely provides the funds to carry on the naval establish- 
ment under the existing law, which was passed by the Con- 
gress in 1934, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the engross- 
ment of the amendments and the third reading of the 
bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the 
bill to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 

Mr. BYRNES. I move that the Senate insist upon its 
amendments, ask for a conference with the House of Rep- 
resentatives thereon, and that the Chair appoint the con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Vice President ap- 
pointed Mr. Byrnes, Mr. COPELAND, Mr. THomas of Oklahoma, 
Mr. WatsH, and Mr. HALE conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

ADDITIONAL JUDGES FOR UNITED STATES COURTS 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the order of the Senate 
entered yesterday, the naval appropriation bill having been 
passed, the Senate will now proceed to the consideration of 
what is known as the judges bill, and the Chair recognizes 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Hatcu], in charge of 
the bill. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I move that the Senate pro- 
ceed to the consideration of Senate bill 3691, as provided by 
order of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded 
to consider the bill (S. 3691) to provide for the appointment 
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of additional judges for certain United States district courts, 
circuit courts of appeals, and certain courts of the United 
States for the District of Columbia, which was read, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That (a) the President is authorized to ap- 
point, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, four 
additional circuit judges, one for each of the following judicial 
circuits: Second, fifth, sixth, and seventh. 

(b) The President is authorized to appoint, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, one additional associate justice 
of the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia. 

(c) The President is authorized to appoint, by and with the ad- 
vice and consent of the Senate, (1) nine additional district Judges, 
one for each of the following districts: Western district of Louisiana, 
southern district of Texas, eastern district of Michigan, western 
district of Washington, southern district of California, northern 
district of California, northern district of Illinois, southern district 
of New York, and western district of Virginia; and (2) three addi- 
tional district judges, ane for each of the following combinations of 
districts: Eastern and western districts of Arkansas; northern, mid- 
dle, and southern districts of Georgia; eastern and middle districts 
of Tennessee. The first vacancy occurring in the office of district 
judge for the southern district of New York, and the first vacancy 
occurring in the office of district judge for the eastern district of 
Michigan, by the retirement, disqualification, resignation, or death 
of judges in office on the date of enactment of this act shall not 
be filled. The judge for the eastern and middle districts of Ten- 
nessee whose appointment is provided for by this act shall reside in 
the eastern district of Tennessee. 

(d) The President is authorized to appoint, by and with the ad- 
vice and consent of the Senate, two additional associate justices 
of the District Court of the United States for the District of 
Columbia. 

(e) The President is authorized to appoint, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, two additional circuit Judges for 
the third judicial circuit. The two vacancies which shall have first 
occurred after June 24, 1936, in the office of circuit judge for the 
third judicial circuit by the retirement, disqualification, resigna- 
tion, or death of circuit judges in office on such date shall not 
be filled, and thereafter there shall be five circuit judges in the 
third judicial circuit. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The pending question is the 
amendment which has been offered by the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. HATCH]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, will not the 
Senator state what his amendment is? 

Mr. HATCH. The amendment I have offered, and which 
I shall presently ask to have voted on, provides an additional 
judge for the district of Massachusetts. I will explain it 
later. 

Mr. President, a few days ago, when this bill was reached 
on the Consent Calendar, the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Bourke], at the time when it seemed likely that the bill would 
pass by unanimous consent, objected to the passage of the 
bill by unanimous consent, and I believe the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. KINa! joined in the objection. At the time I 
thought the objections were timely, and should have been 
made. In fact, I believe the chairman of the Committee on 
the Judiciary agreed in the thought that day, and stated 
that the bill was of too much importance to be passed on a 
call of the calendar by unanimous consent. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HATCH. I yield. 

Mr. ASHURST. I may have, unintentionally, of course, 
done an injustice to the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BURKE] 
when he objected, during the call of the calendar, to the 
consideration of the pending bill, but upon mature reflection 
I am of opinion that he was correct in objecting at that 
time. The Senator from Utah [Mr. Krnc] also announced 
that he would object, for the reasons then pointed out. 
These Senators gave valuable service in the Judiciary Com- 
mittee, of which they are members, and they made many 
suggestions which were adopted. The bill is too important, 
as these two Senators pointed out, to be considered under the 
§-minute rule, and so far from my feeling any irritation at 

the objections of the two Senators, as I see it now, they 
rendered a distinct public service. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, the sentiment expressed by 
the Senator from Arizona represented my feelings also. The 
bill is of such importance that I hope every Senator will 
consider it earnestly, and in the same spirit of fair play the 
committee exhibited in seeking to obtain full information 
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about the needs of the particular districts or circuits which 
might be interested. 

Last year during the debate on the so-called reorganiza- 
tion of the judiciary bill the Senators generally proclaimed 
their willingness and their desire to authorize the creation of 
as many additional judgeships as might be necessary to effi- 
ciently dispose of the business of the judicial branch of the 
Government. Unfortunately when the revised reorganiza- 
tion of the judiciary bill was adopted by the Congress, no 
provision was made for any additional judges. 

There was a reason for that. The Committee on the Ju- 
diciary had not given study to the needs in the various cir- 
cuits and districts of the United States at that time and was 
not able to recommend to the Congress those judgeships 
~_ the committee believed would be justified on a basis 
of need. 

Some of us were not willing to let the matter die and drop 
at that time. We believed that in many places throughout 
the United States there was need for additional judges. So 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Burke] and I introduced a 
resolution providing for the appointment of a special com- 
mittee to study the conditions in the various districts and 
circuits. That committee was headed by the able and dis- 
tinguished chairman of our Committee on the Judiciary, the 
senior Senator from Arizona [Mr. AsHursT], and during the 
summer months the committee, with the help and assistance 
of a like committee from the House of Representatives, cov- 
ered the entire United States, and sought to obtain first- 
hand information concerning the need for additional judges. 

The sole purpose and object of the committee in studying 
the need for additional judges was to discover where a judge 
was required in order that the judicial branch of government 
might be strengthened and made more efficient. 

Having that in mind at the beginning of this session, the 
chairman of the committee and I took the recommendations 
which had been made by the Judicial Conference, and the 
recommendations which had been made by the Attorney 
General, and introduced a bill authorizing the appointing 
of all the judges who had been recommended by the Judicial 
Conference, and supplemented by the recommendations of 
the Attorney General. 

It was not our purpose at that time to take the recommen- 
dations of the Judicial Conference as final; nor was it our 
purpose to take the recommendations of the Attorney Gen- 
eral as final. A subcommittee was appointed by the chair- 
man of the Committee on the Judiciary, and we held rather 
extensive hearings on the bill, and had testimony from almost 
every district and circuit involved in the bill. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AsHourst in the eine 
Does the Senator from New Mexico yield to the Senator from 
New York? 

Mr. HATCH. I yield. 

Mr. COPELAND. I assume that the committee gave seri- 
ous attention to all the proposals which are covered in the 
bill. I hope there is more foundation and more necessity 
for the other judges than for the proposal to appoint one 
in the southern district of New York. I live in that district, 
and it may seem strange that I should oppose the idea of 
another judge being appointed there. 

I have read the report submitted by the committee, and I 
find from it that because of the illness of one of our judges 
it is proposed that a temporary judge be appointed. As a 
matter of fact, within a couple of years we have added three 
judges to that district. A vacancy existed for a couple of 
years. Then afterward two more judges were appointed for 
the southern district of New York. 

Mr. President, it is my solemn conviction that there is no 
need whatever for an additional judge for the southern dis- 
trict of New York. One need not go beyond the report of 
the committee itself to show that. There has been a decline 
in the number of cases held over in that district. I venture 
to speak only of the district about which I know. I hope 
there is more reason for the additional judges recommended 
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elsewhere than there is in the southern district of New York,’ 
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because, I repeat, in my judgment there is no need whatever 
for imposing on the taxpayers of the United States another 
judgeship, with the various attachés of the office required in 
every instance. 

I hope that the Senator from New Mexico in presenting the 
matter will make very clear that there is more reason exist- 
tng for providing the other judges than exists for the pro- 
posed additional judge for the southern district of New York. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I may say to the Senator 
from New York that the southern district of New York was 
given more than ordinary study in the consideration of this 
bill. The committee started out with the view the Senator 
from New York has just expressed, that very likely another 
judge was not needed in the southern district of New York; 
but after we had heard the testimony of eminent and able 
jurists from that district we were convinced that there was 
real necessity for the additional judge in the southern dis- 
trict of New York. Iam quite sure that if the Senator from 
New York will pursue his study of the records of the district 
judges of the southern district of New York, if he will study 
the amount of work they have been doing, he will realize 
that at no time, either before or since the appointment of 
the judges to whom he has referred, has the regular bench 
in the southern district of New York been able adequately to 
transact the business of that district. At all times, now and 
in the past, there is and has been a continuous need for 
bringing outside judges to the southern district of New York. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HATCH. I yield. 

Mr. COPELAND. I made a plea on the floor of the Senate 
on several occasions that the per diem expenses of visiting 
judges be increased. I am not sure whether or not a meas- 
ure making such provision was finally passed. 

Mr. HATCH. It is not the law. 

Mr. COPELAND. The per diem now is $5 a day? 

Mr. HATCH. Yes. 

Mr. COPELAND. Of course, in all decency, it is impos- 
sible to ask any judge to come to New York and expect him 
to try to live on $5 a day. It simply cannot be done. How- 
ever, if provision were made so that $10 a day could be paid, 
that would pay the expenses of a judge serving temporarily 
in New York, and on that amount he could live in decency, 
and help clean up the court calendar. 

The world’s fair soon to be held in New York will be 
very attractive. I think almost any judge on any occasion 
should be glad to serve in New York, but when a world’s 
fair is being held there a judge certainly should be more 
pleased than ever to come to New York. 

Mr. President, if we should enact a provision to increase 
the per diem for district judges to $10 I venture to say 
that not alone in the southern district of New York but in 
all the other districts some incentive would be furnished 
outside judges to serve, perhaps to enjoy a vacation in a 
different climate or in different surroundings. Anyway, it 
would make it possible for a judge to live as he ought to 
live, and if that were done we would not need to spend the 
money necessary to be expended in connection with the 
establishment of an additional judgeship for this district. 

Why do we go on all the time creating and building up 
more offices, and providing for more judges, more district 
attorneys, more marshals, more clerks, more stenographers? 
An end must come to that sort of thing. We cannot go on 
forever increasing the cost of our Government. 

Mr. LOGAN. Mr, President, will the Senator from New 
Mexico yield to allow me to ask the Senator from New York 
a question? 

Mr. HATCH. I yield to the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr, LOGAN. I want to ask the Senator from New York 
if he feels that the committee which has worked so dili- 
gently for days, and heard proof from all sources, and 
reached a conclusion, after acceding to the many requests 
that have been made to be heard, made its report, for no 
purpose other than to increase the number of judges and 
to add a great number of officials? I wish to say to the 
Senator that, as much as I respect him—and I have a very 
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deep affection for him his statement is a direct reflection 
upon the integrity of the committee. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, of course I did not in- 
tend it to be, but I can only read the record as it is, and 
I said in the beginning that I hoped there was more foun- 
dation for creating the other judgeships than the one in 
the southern district of New York. That was my statement, 
That is in no sense a refiection upon the committee. 

Mr. LOGAN. May I ask the Senator from New York if 
he has read the evidence regarding this matter, or if he 
knows anything about the evidence disclosed in the com- 
mittee hearings on this particular point? 

Mr. COPELAND. With respect to the southern district 
of New York? 

Mr. LOGAN. Yes. 

Mr. COPELAND. I find it in the record. 

Mr. LOGAN. The Senator is reading the report of the 
committee. 

Mr. COPELAND. I find it in the report. 

Mr. LOGAN. There were many volumes of testimony 
taken. Extensive hearings were held. The evidence is so 
voluminous that I cannot see how from the reading of a 
brief paragraph of the report stating the conclusions of the 
committee the Senator could know anything about the need 
for the additional judge for the southern district of New 
York. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I have as high a regard 
for the Senator who has just spoken as he said he had for 
me. I have a real affection for him. However, that does 
not change the conditions so far as the southern district of 
New York is concerned. This matter was presented to the 
committee. The report says it was. The judge of the Cir- 
cuit Court of Appeals of New York, Judge Manton, who is a 
friend of mine, stated in a letter, which is included in the 
report, but which he wrote subsequent to his appearance 
before the committee, as follows: 

You will recall when I gave my testimony before the Judiciary 
Committee as to the need for an additional circuit judge and a 
district judge in the southern district of New York I stated that I 


would talk with Judge Knox upon my return and give you his views 
as to such need. 


Judge Knox is the presiding judge in the southern district 
of New York. 

Judge Knox says that he would welcome a new judge in the 
southern district and could use him. He recognizes, with me, that 
in view of Judge Mack's illness, we will be at a loss for one 
district judge in that district. 

That is a perfectly truthful statement, and to me it does 
not mean anything in the world except that Judge Knox 
said they could use an additional judge. If we were to ap- 
point 10 judges; they could be used. There is not any ques- 
tion about that. But in the southern district of New York 
for several years a vacancy was not filled, and when it was 
filled two new judges were added, so we have now in the 
southern district three judges more than we had a very brief 
time ago. 

Mr. LOGAN. Mr. President, a point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. LOGAN. As I understand the parliamentary situa- 
tion, the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Haren! was under- 
taking to explain the work done by the committee. I do not 
see how he can do it, if each Senator desires to make a speech 
against something that has been reported by the committee. 
It seems to me it is only fair to allow the Senator from New 
Mexico to complete his statement, and, when that is done, 
any Senator, of course, will be at liberty to discuss any part 
of it; but the Senator will never complete his statement if 
it is to be broken into by every Senator who wishes to make 
a speech against some particular section of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New 
Mexico is in control of his own time. He is the arbiter of 
his own time. 

Mr. HATCH. I appreciate the remarks of the Senator 
from Kentucky. It was quite true that I was merely attempt- 
ing to give a somewhat general explanation of the work of 
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the committee when I was interrupted by the Senator from 
New York, but I have no objection to being interrupted by 
the Senator from New York. In fact, at all times through- 
out the work of the committee we have endeavored to throw 
all the light it was possible to obtain on every one of the 
judgeships in question, and if the Senator from New York 
has any information that will be valuable to us or valuable 
to the Senate, I welcome it. 

However, Mr. President, I must say to the Senator from 
New York that the attitude taken by him concerning the fill- 
ing of past vacancies has nothing to do with whether or not 
there is need for an additional judge in the southern district 
of New York. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator bear with 
me for a moment? 

Mr. HATCH. I yield. 

Mr. COPELAND. I have been in the Senate for too many 
years not to know the rules. The Senator from New Mexico 
has charge of his time. I knew that I was speaking in his 
time, and if the Senator from New Mexico did not desire to 
have me do so, it was his privilege, and is his privilege now, to 
interrupt me. I do not recognize the right of any other Sen- 
ator to take me off the floor. I had about concluded my 
remarks, and I am simply standing on the floor to assert my 
rights. I fully recognize that the Senator from New Mexico 
has the floor. I am very much obliged to him for yielding to 
me. I hope I have not interfered with his orderly presenta- 
tion of a very important matter. 

Mr. HATCH. The Senator has not. 

Mr. COPELAND. What I have said about New York may 
not apply to any other district in the United States; but I am 
still convinced, in spite of all that has been said by intimation 
or by direct statement, that we do not need another judge in 
the southern district of New York, and we ought not to spend 
the money of the people of the United States to pay for 
another judge in the State of New York. New York pays a 
very considerable amount of the taxes of this country—about 
25 percent of them. If other sections of the country need 
additional judges, very well, we will cheerfully pay our share 
for them; but we see no reason for taking our money and the 
money of other taxpayers to pay for a judge who is not needed. 

That is all I have to say. I apologize to the Senator from 
New Mexico for taking any of his time. 

Mr. HATCH. No apology is needed, Mr. President. 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
Mexico yield to the junior Senator from New York? 

Mr. HATCH. I yield. 

Mr. WAGNER. Of course, it is always with very great 
reluctance that I differ with my distinguished colleague on 
matters before the Senate. But on the present question I 
should not want to have the impression left that we are in 
accord so far as an increase in the number of judges in the 
southern district of New York is concerned. Perhaps I 
ought not to take the Senator’s time and interrupt his 
explanation of the bill. 

Mr. HATCH. I am glad to have the Senator do so. 

Mr. WAGNER. To begin with, I know something about 
the work which the judges of our southern district are now 
doing. They are grappling with a calendar which is enor- 
mous, because as we can easily understand, New York is the 
financial center of our country, if not of the world. In the 
course of business disputes litigation results, and that liti- 
gation seems to be brought in the southern district of New 
York in an overwhelming majority of cases. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me 
a moment? 

Mr. WAGNER. I yield. 

Mr. HATCH. While we are discussing this question, the 
Senator, of course, knows Judge Manton? 

Mr. WAGNER. Yes. 

Mr. HATCH. I am sure there is no judge in the United 
States who stands higher in the estimation of the legal pro- 
fession and the bench generally than Judge Manton. 
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Mr. WAGNER. I do not know of any judge in our courts 
who has a higher standing, not only on account of his char- 
acter, but also on account of his unusual legal acumen. 
He is one of our very ablest judges. 

Mr. HATCH. I desire to invite the Senator’s attention 
to a statement made by Judge Manton before our committee 
as to the conditions in the southern district of New York. 
He said: 

The number of cases has not fallen off very much in the south- 
ern district of New York. They are 2 years behind with their 
law calendar, and 2 or 2½ years behind with admiralty, and 
they are behind in their equity cases. They have had some help 
from judges in other districts. We have a judge in Brooklyn 
who sits there every month. Then we have a judge coming in 
from some other district. There is a judge from Pennsylvania 


sitting there now, and a judge from They are there 
for 5 or 6 weeks. 


He also pointed out that Judge Mack, who had been giv- 
ing most of his time to the southern district of New York, 
had recently become quite ill and could not resume his duties. 
In reality there was a shortage of one trial judge, compared to 
the number theretofore. 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, I think that the facts pre- 


‘sented to the committee by Judge Manton as to the condi- 


tion of the calendar and the delay in bringing cases to trial 
would really justify an increase of more than one judge, and 
also would justify something more than merely making a 
temporary appointment. As I understand, if any other terms 
expire, no additional judges may be appointed. 

I had the distinction at one time of serving on the bench 
in New York State. I know of no greater injustice than a 
delay in bringing cases to trial. In the majority of cases, 
such delay results in the poorer of the two litigants being 
deprived of essential justice. 

The wealthier litigant, of course, has the means to enable 
him to engage in protracted litigation and to wear down his 
adversary by dilatory tactics. 

I know something about the personnel of the judges in the 
southern district of New York. They are generally recognized 
to be among the ablest, as well as the most industrious, judges 
in the Federal judicial system. I venture to say that one 
might visit the courthouse at 8 or 9 o’clock at night almost any 
day of the week and find the judges working in their cham- 
bers trying to dispose of the litigation which is overwhelming 
them. I think it is an injustice to call upon the judges to 
sacrifice their health in order to meet the requirements of the 
calendar. In spite of their outstanding ability and their 
strenuous efforts and sacrifices, the judges in the southern 
district of New York are unable to cope with the situation, 
even though judges from other jurisdictions are assigned to 
come to New York to lend assistance from time to time. 
Sometimes as many as three judges come from other juris- 
dictions to help in the disposition of the calendar in New 
York. Despite all these efforts, the calendar is still from 2 
to 242 years behind. The situation is very grave, and I think 
it ought to be corrected. I am sure, then, if Senators will 
look at the facts, they will be persuaded that the number of 
judges recommended by the committee for the southern dis- 
trict of New York is, if anything, inadequate to meet the 
tremendous task. 

Mr. HATCH. I have only one further observation to make 
in connection with the southern district of New York. Know- 
ing the fairness of the Senator from New York [Mr. COPE- 
LAND] and his desire that the business of the courts be 
promptly and efficiently dispatched; I am sure that if he had 
full knowledge of the conditions in the southern district of 
New York, and if he were fully cognizant of the facts which 
were brought to our attention, he would be advocating the 
appointment of an additional judge. 

It is not fair for any district in the United States to be 
compelled to rely upon calling outside judges into the district 
to take care of the work. It is not fair to the people of the 
district to have outside judges come in, and it is not fair to 
the people of the districts from which the outside judges are 
taken to do the work in the southern district of New York. 
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The only concern which the members of the committee had 
as to the southern district of New York was to provide the 
judges with the assistance necessary to enable them to do 
their own work and keep up with their own business. I 
think the taxpayers of New York ought to be willing to pro- 
vide the necessary judges. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. Austin], a member of our 
special committee, was assigned to investigate this circuit 
Guring the past summer. He personally visited the judges 
in the circuit and made a personal inspection of the south- 
ern district of New York. I believe the Senator from Ver- 
mont will say that at that time he thought an additional 
judge was not necessary. Am I correct in that statement? 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, my first impression was that 
an additional permanent judge was not necessary. On fur- 
ther study I found a condition which probably was more 
difficult than that found in any other district in the United 
States, with the exception of the District of Columbia, If 
the Senator from New Mexico will permit me, I shall put 
into the Recorp at this point some very significant figures. 

The figures which I have before me deal with the civil 
cases in the southern district of New York. The number of 
civil cases, other than Government civil cases, which were 
pending in the southern district of New York on June 30, 
1937, the end of the fiscal year, was 2,860. The number of 
such cases terminated during the year in that district was 
3,028. 

The figures I have just given show only a part of the picture. 
There is another class of civil cases, namely, Government 
civil cases. At the end of the year there were pending 716 
of such cases, and 897 such cases were terminated during the 
year 1937. Putting the two classes together, in the southern 
district of New York the judicial business of the civil side of 
the court alone amounted to 3,576 cases. I divided the num- 
ber of cases terminated by 11, assuming that the district had 
the full complement of 11 judges, which it did not in fact have, 
because there was a delay in filling vacancies. However, con- 
sidering the situation in the light most favorable to those who 
question the appointment of an additional judge, and dividing 
by 11, we find that the average number of civil cases per judge 
is 325 for the year. 

That figure represents almost a superhuman burden for 
any judge to bear. The transaction of such an amount of 
judicial business means almost one case a day, which involves 
hearing, deciding, writing opinions, and all the incidents of 
preliminary consideration. It will be realized, I am sure, that 
the burden is almost more than can be borne. If all the 
judges were able to work all the time, probably they would be 
able to carry even this burden, though it is very heavy, but 
they are not all able to do so. 

We finally decided that the best thing to do would be to 
appoint a judge now to try to clear the congested docket, 
take a chance on the improvement in the health of judges, 
and then, when some judge passed off the bench, either by 
death or retirement, not to fill the vacancy thereby created 
at that time. There is a section in this bill, in the nature 
of a proviso, to the effect that the first vacancy that occurs 
in the southern district of New York shall not be filled. 

So what is accomplished by the bill for the southern dis- 
trict of New York is to take care of the congested docket 
and, perhaps, put that court on its feet and in good shape. 
If it appears that we have made a blunder it can easily be 
remedied later; we can later make provision for a perma- 
nent judge if it is considered wise to do so; but we are not 
making the blunder in the wrong way; we are providing only 
this temporary help for that district. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
Mexico yield to the Senator from New York? 

Mr. HATCH. I yield to the Senator from New York, who, 
I understand, desires to ask the Senator from Vermont a 
question. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, of course, so far as my 
colleague and I are concerned, we have always been apart on 
the question of an additional judge for the southern district 
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of New York. My colleague is an ex-judge and takes the 
judge's viewpoint; I am merely a taxpayer. [Laughter.] 

Now, Mr. President, I should like to ask the Senator from 
Vermont a question. I have sent for the figures, and I will 
have them here pretty soon, but taking the report itself— 
and I have read Judge Manton’s testimony since it was 
brought to my attention—it appears that during the 12- 
months’ period ending June 30, 1937, a total of 2,675 civil 
actions were filed in this district and 3,925 were terminated. 
That does not indicate an accumulation; that indicates that 
there has been a reduction. I find further that 920 criminal 
proceedings were filed during the year and that 928 were 
terminated. 

The point I have in my mind is that when we put the 
additional judges on the bench 2 years ago we were assured 
that action would result in clearing the docket. We do not 
have the business in one particular field, I may say to the 
Senator from Vermont, that we had 2 years ago. For politi- 
cal reasons there was taken away from our county judges, 
our State judges, the right of dealing with naturalization 
cases, and those cases were thrown into the Federal court. 
In the old days there was a great flood of them, but there are 
very few now and the situation is very different. In other 
words, except for the bankruptcy cases, the conditions in the 
southern district of New York, as I understand them, indi- 
cate a decrease in the demands upon the court. If the south- 
ern district bench is given an opportunity, it will not be long 
before its docket is cleared. But I think it is bad legislation 
in the absence of specific knowledge—of course, I must as- 
sume that the committee had such knowledge, but I do not 
find it in the hearings except in the testimony of Judge 
Manton—I do not think we are justified in providing an 
extra judge in the southern district of New York. 

I have nothing to say about the other districts; I do not 
know anything about them, but I did know much about this 
matter 2 years ago, and I am going to refresh my memory as 
soon as I can obtain the Recorp of the Senate at that par- 
ticular time. But, in spite of what has been said to me by 
my able friend from Vermont and others, I am of the same 
opinion still. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, in answer to the question of 
the Senator from New York, I will say that the reduction 
in the number of cases on account of the causes he mentions 
all occurred before the figures which I have quoted were 
established. If he will turn to page 175 of the Attorney 
General’s report he will find the comparative figures, 2 
years being reported on, 1936 and 1937. I stated the figures 
for 1937, which are considerably less than the figures for 
1936. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, that is exactly my con- 
tention. We have those three new judges now upon the 
bench; they have become broken in, and, as the evidence 
shows and from what the Senator from Vermont says, in 
1937 there was a decline—the work was more nearly caught 
up—and my further contention is that we should let these 
judges go on for a year or two and see if they cannot clear 
the docket. 

Mr. AUSTIN. These figures do not relate to clearing up 
the work. I was answering only the question the Senator 
from New York asked with respect to the amount of judicial 
business. What I say is that the record shows, as do the 
figures I have quoted, the actual amount of judicial business 
for 1937, notwithstanding how many judges may be there to 
do the work. The business is less on account of the causes 
mentioned by the Senator from New York than it previously 
was, but, notwithstanding that fact, the burden per judge, 
divided among 11 judges, is very heavy. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
New Mexico yield to me? 

Mr. HATCH. I yield to the Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, some question was raised 
a few moments ago about the expense of these additional 
judges. I think such a suggestion is always pertinent. The 
judiciary is one of the three coordinate branches of our 


4354 


Government, and I wish to call attention to the figures con- 
cerning appropriations for the judicial branch of the Govern- 
ment, as provided in the bill passed by the Senate yesterday. 

For the entire Supreme Court the appropriation is $476,- 
500; for the United States Customs Court, $232,800; for the 
Court of Claims, $122,160; for the Court of Customs and 
Patent Appeals, $101,120; for 50 circuit judges and 172 dis- 
trict judges, $2,593,000; for marshals, concerning whom some 
complaint has been made, $3,639,440; for district attorneys, 
$3,025,000; for special attorneys, $2,219,800; for jurors and 
witnesses, $3,408,000; for miscellaneous, $637,652; and other 
items of $551,290. 

Other pertinent items of expense are as follows: 


The Attorney General’s office. — — $2,064,230 
Clerks of courts . ĩð2d ß 0 
Antitrust legislation „««1„%ṽ ͥéꝓꝙ -z4„ 580, 060 
Mitigating) 22 485, 000 

Or a total of.. . ten Stig a le 


This does not include the Bureau of Investigation 6,043, 200 
Or correctional institutions. 9. T78, 410 
— public penal buildings- 2 28. 869. 420 


A total 1 F ͤ K 


Including these several items, it will be seen that the 
appropriations for the Department of Justice and the judi- 
ciary are a little more than $40,000,000, the least of all the 
departmental appropriations, except those carried in the 
State, Labor, and legislative bills. It is about one-half of 
1 percent of all of our appropriations. I do not see how 
anyone can complain of the expenses of the judiciary. The 
Supreme Court receives only $476,500 for its salaries and 
expenses, including its subordinates. The judiciary appro- 
priation is one of the smallest appropriations which the 
Congress is called upon to make. 

I may add, Mr. President, that the pending bill has been 
carefully gone over by the Attorney General and his office, 
and the Judiciary Committee has spent months investigating 
each additional judgeship provided for in it, and it seems 
to me it should pass, I know that there is a judge very badly 
needed in the eastern district and in the middle district of 
Tennessee. I am quite sure the other judges provided for in 
the bill are also badly needed. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield there? 

Mr. McKELLAR. In just a moment. Let me add that 
the cost of taking care of the prisoners constitutes at least 
one-fourth of the entire expense of our judicial system. 

I thought, inasmuch as the matter of expense has been 
spoken of, that we should have before us the figures just 
given by me. They are contained in the bill passed yesterday 
by the Senate. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I understand that the Sena- 
tor from Nebraska desired to interrupt. If so, I yield to him. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I expect to speak at more 
length on this bill before it is passed, but I cannot let pass 
without notice a statement which has been made which, it 
seems to me, may create an impression which ought to be 
corrected, as I see it. I am dumbfounded, I am amazed, at 
the enormous expense of our judicial system and court pro- 
cedure. I always hesitate to say anything about this ques- 
tion, because I am at once charged with casting some 
reflections upon the courts, and I do not want to do that; 
I am not complaining about the expense of any particular 
item, but it is a sad commentary on the civilization of the 
present day to admit that merely one branch of our judicial 
system, the Federal branch, disregarding the State judicial 
systems, costs as much as $40,000,000 a year. That is only 
one item of judicial expense, and it shows, it seems to me, that 
in this day of high civilization there is something wrong with 
the framework of our institutions or such an expenditure 
would not be necessary. 

Mr. BILBO and other Senators addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
Mexico yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. HATCH. Just a moment. I desire to put in the 
Recorp at this point the figures furnished us by the Attorney 
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General as to the total cost of the judicial branch of the 
Government as compared with other branches of the Goy- 
ernment. I quote from the hearings at page 2: 


fense and excluding debt retirement, runs, in round figures, to 
$5,000,000,000; relief to $3,000,000,000. 
The legislative branch of the Government to $23,000,000, and 
the judicial branch of the Government runs „000,000 


I merely put those figures into the Recorp so that they 
will appear in the debate. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, the cost of the Federal 
courts is only a small item in the judicial expenditures of the 
country. It is not as much as a good many others, tak- 
ing into consideration all of the courts, from justice of the 
peace up. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Taking care of the prisoners is the 
largest item, I believe, on the list; but they have to be taken 
care of. We have many penal institutions, and I think very 
excellent ones; but that is the largest item. 

An experience of more than 20 years on the Appropriations 
Committee of this body enables me to state that the Depart- 
ment of Justice probably costs the Government less than any 
other Department, with the exception of the State Depart- 
ment, which is exceedingly careful in its expenditures, and 
the Department of Labor. I believe the entire expenditures 
of the State Department for the present year are something 
like $16,000,000 or so, and after the Department of Labor, the 
Department of Justice probably comes next. In my judg- 
ment, all three Departments are exceedingly careful in their 
expenditures. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, several Senators desire to 
have me yield; but I had promised the Senator from Missis- 
sippi [Mr. Bso] that I would yield to him, as he desires to 
make some remarks about the bill before leaving the Cham- 
ber, as he is obliged to do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
amendment offered by the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
HATCH]. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, line 2, it is proposed to 
strike out the word “nine” and insert the word “ten”; on page 
2, line 7, following the words “New York”, it is proposed to 
insert “district of Massachusetts”; and on page 2, line 15, 
following the word “Michigan”, it is proposed to insert “and 
the first vacancy occurring in the office of district judge for 
the district of Massachusetts.” 

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, I am greatly indebted to the 
Senator from New Mexico for giving me an opportunity to 
speak at this particular time, as I shall be called away at 2 
o’clock to attend a committee hearing; but I wish to take this 
occasion to voice my wholehearted approval of the bill. 

I think the taxpayers’ money is wisely invested in giving 
to the people expeditious disposition of their litigation and 
prompt trial of criminal cases that appear in our courts. 

I am not disturbed over the sixteen or seventeen million 
dollars necessary to finance the Federal judicial system of 
our country. I am disturbed over the $15,000,000,000 which 
crime alone is costing the taxpayers of the country. I 
think this money is well spent in an attempt to eliminate 
part of the $15,000,000,000 of expense which is annually in- 
curred by the American people as the result of the violation 
of our laws. 

I am keenly interested in the passage of this bill, because 
I believe it is needed by the people. I am also interested 
because I am trying to secure the passage through Congress 
of a bill to give much-needed relief to the people of my home 
State.. The only reason why there is not an amendment 
providing for an additional judge for Mississippi in this list 
of district judges is because the lawyers and the people of 
Mississippi who are suffering from a congested Federal court 
docket do not favor the remedy of a roving-judge idea for 
our State. We have a population of over 2,000,000 people in 
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Mississippi, and we have only two district judges to transact 
the business of the State. The Attorney General’s office 
has just furnished me with a report, part of which I desire 
to put in the Recor at this time, showing the condition of 
the district court docket in my State. 

In the northern district there were filed, during the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1937, 506 cases. There were terminated 
592 cases, and there are now remaining on the docket, un- 
tried because of the congestion, 493 cases. 

In the southern district of my State there were 972 cases 
filed in the same fiscal year, 999 cases terminated, and at 
the close of the fiscal year there were 874 cases that the 
courts were not able to dispose of. 

The need is so great that I have before me, and I intend 
to present to the Senate at the proper time, letters from all 

the leading lawyers of the State asking for this relief; 
but we do not want a roving judge. We want another dis- 
trict, to be known as the middle district of Mississippi. Not 
much additional expense will be involved in having a dis- 
trict as compared with a roving judge, for the reason that 
the deputy marshals of the two present districts can be ap- 
portioned to serve all three districts. There is a great sec- 
tion of our State which has no court division, and this has 
worked a great hardship on these people. The establish- 
ment of a middle district will provide for two additional 
divisional courts in the State, and in that way will give the 
people relief. 

I have here a letter from the clerk of the District Court 
for the Southern District of Mississippi, where the conges- 
tion is so great. In substance it states that it will take the 
district court of the State anywhere from 5 to 10 years to 
catch up with the docket; and this condition works a great 
hardship upon persons who have civil matters to litigate be- 
cause they are dragged to the Federal court terms month 
after month and year after year before they can have a 
hearing of their causes. 

To show the comparative situation, the letter states fur- 
ther, the bill which we are about to pass gives to Louisiana 
two additional judges, and gives to Tennessee one additional 
judge. The reports from the Attorney General’s office show, 
as compiled by the clerk of the district court for the south- 
ern district of my State, that in Mississippi 548 criminal 
cases were terminated in 1937, and 771 civil cases are still 
pending. We have 82 counties. Louisiana had 528 criminal 
cases terminated in 1937, with 660 civil cases still pending, 
and only 64 parishes. Tennessee had 650 criminal cases ter- 
minated in 1937, had 669 civil cases still pending, and 95 
counties. 

Mississippi has a population of 2,057,000; Louisiana has a 
population of 2,166,000; and Tennessee has a population of 
2,676,000. In other words, here are three adjoining States 
which have practically the same population, and Mississippi 
has as much legal business or more than either one of the 
other States, and this bill is giving the other two States the 
relief to which they are entitled. I repeat that the only 
reason why there is not a judge in this bill for Mississippi is 
because I have not urged it in this bill, since we prefer the 
creation of an additional district, as requested by all the law- 
yers of my State. 

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President 

Mr. BILBO. I yield to the Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. MINTON. The Senator talks about the surrounding 
States, and the number of judges they have, and the number 
of judges he has in his own State. His own State has about 
2,000,000 population, as I understand. 

Mr, BILBO. Over 2,000,000; yes. 

Mr. MINTON. And it now has two judges? 

Mr. BILBO. Yes. 

Mr. MINTON. The State which I have the honor in part 
to represent has a population of 3,300,000 and has only two 
judges, and has had only two judges for the past 10 years; 
so it is a little hard for me to understand how the Senator’s 
State and the surrounding States can use four judges or 
three judges when none of them has as large a population as 
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Indiana, and, of course, there is no such amount of business 
to conduct in the courts of those States. 

Mr. BILBO. May I ask the Senator whether this bill takes 
care of his situation? 

Mr. MINTON. No; it does not. The State of Indiana does 
not want another judge. We can take care of our litigation | 
all right with two judges in Indiana. We had only one until, 
10 years ago. 5 

Mr. BILBO. The only way in which I can explain the 
difference is that the people of Indiana are so peaceful that 
they do not litigate and do not violate the law. 

Mr. MINTON. There is more litigation in Indiana than 
there is in Mississippi, yet we handle it with two judges. 

Mr. BILBO. Listen to this report from the clerk: The 
dockets have been so crowded with litigation that the senior 
circuit judge has had to appoint 3 district judges to come 
to the rescue of the southern district, and still we had in the' 
neighborhood of 800 cases pending at the close of the fiscal! 
year which need trial. i 

Of course, there is a certain element in litigation in our 
courts—and I have reference to the corporate interests of 
our State—which is delighted to find the dockets congested 
so that it is impossible to have cases tried, and the poor liti- 
gant can be dragged from one year into another, and in 
that way can be forced to an unreasonable compromise. In 
that way these interests defeat justice and deny the litigants 
the right to have their causes adjudicated in the courts of 
the country. 

Mr. President, I wanted to make this observation while the 
bill was being considered, because I have consistently urged 
relief for our people, a relief which I am sure no one will 
deny when the condition of the docket is considered. I have 
backed up that contention by the testimony of the clerks, the 
judges, and the attorneys of our State. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am very anxious to proceed. 
I had intended to make a fuller explanation, but I realize 
that other Senators have amendments to offer, and I think 
the pending amendment should be disposed of at this time. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I understand that the pend- 
ing amendment is acceptable to the members of the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. It merely provides for an additional 
judge for the district of Massachusetts. The need is due to 
the fact that one of the present presiding judges is seriously 
ill, and it is very doubtful if he will be able for some months 
to give any time or attention to his judicial duties. Provi- 
sion is made in the amendment that when the next vacancy 
happens among the judges of the district court in Massachu- 
setts the vacancy will not be filled. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. WALSH. It is imperative that we should have favor- 
able action, and I suggest that we take favorable action now, 
and then let the bill be discussed as a whole, as to whether 
it is advisable or not to provide for an increased number of 
judges. 

Mr. AUSTIN rose. 

Mr. WALSH. I may say that all the Senators from New 
England are deeply interested in this provision, because 
the jurisdiction of this district court extends all through New 
England. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I do not desire to take any- 
one from the floor, but I should like to speak on the amend- 
ment in my own right. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 
Massachusetts yield? 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I have said all I care to say 
on the amendment. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I made an investigation of 
the district involved. Boston is the center of the judicial 
business in the district of Massachusetts. All of Massachu- 
setts constitutes but one district. There are three judges 
there already, and at the time I made the investigation I 
became convinced that an extra judge was unnecessary. 
At that time all three judges were working. The congestion 
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appeared to be confined to a certain type of litigation, prin- 
cipally veterans’ claims. 

Mr. WALSH. Insurance claims. 

Mr. AUSTIN. The court was far behind in that work. 
Two of the three judges agreed that if they could have 
some help by assignment to clear up that special calendar 
there would be no need of an additional judge. 

Afterward one of these distinguished men became ill, and 
that devolved a large burden on the other judges, so that 
the judges themselves who had talked with me changed their 
view about the necessity of an additional judge. I finally 
came to favor the appointment of an additional judge. 

In the meantime, correspondence has occurred between 
Judge Eugene McLellan and the Senator from New Mexico, 
which was turned over to me, and I feel bound to refer to 
the last letter of Judge McLellan, because I would not want 
him to believe that the Senate had acted without consider- 
ing the particular postion he takes. I submitted to him the 
belief that it would take care of the situation if we provided 
a judge now, with a condition in the bill that upon the 
retirement or termination of office of any of the judges now 
sitting, the vacancy should not be filled. He wrote me as 
follows on March 28. I omit the introduction: 

Another purpose is to avail myself of the invitation to express 
my view as to the addition of a permanent judge but to provide 
that upon the retirement of any of the present judges the vacancy 
thus created not to be filled. This, it seems to me, would be 
most practicable, if it could be foretold who would first retire. 
If one of the judges now able to work constantly should retire 
to avail himself of a promotion, or for any other reason, the situa- 
tion now confronting us would recur. I wonder whether it would 
not be better to provide for an additional Judge now, and to leave 
to the future, when the situation becomes known, the question 
whether any vacancy shall be filled. 

I have not had time to answer Judge McLellan. I would 
answer him in the negative, that I disagree with that idea, 
for the reason that if we now make the judgeship perma- 
nent, we cannot ever change it. If, however, we insert the 
proviso that the vacancy shall not be filled, and find that a 
change in the circumstances makes that decision an unwise 
one, we can then adapt ourselves to the changed condition. 
For this reason I favor the amendment as it is and would 
not make the judgeship permanent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from New Mexico 
which, being in three parts, will be treated as one amend- 
ment, if there is no objection. The question is related to 
the Massachusetts judgeship. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. President, I have offered 
an amendment, which I should like to have read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, line 14, it is proposed to 
strike out, after the name “New York”, the words “and the 
first vacancy occurring in the office of district judge for the 
eastern district of Michigan, by the retirement, disqualifica- 
tion, resignation, or death of judges in office on the date of 
enactment of this act shall not be filled.” 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. President, in my judgment, 
the eastern district of Michigan is entitled to and should have 
an additional judge. The judicial conference reported that 
an additional judge was necessary in that district. The 
Attorney General, in his testimony before the Committee on 
the Judiciary, also stated that an additional judge was neces- 
sary. Just why the committee added this amendment I do 
not know. 

The testimony of the Attorney General was in part to the 
effect that the average load throughout the United States for 
the last 6-month period was 69 cases per judge, and that in 
the eastern district of Michigan the load for that same period 
was 125 cases per judge. If we provided for another perma- 
nent judgeship, the load would still be 100 per judge, or 40 
cases per judge above the average throughout the United 
States. 
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Mr. President, the eastern district of Michigan is a peculiar 
one. In the first place, in that district is the city of Detroit, 
the largest in the country on the Canadian border, and that, 
of course, gives rise to a tremendous amount of litigation 
which would not otherwise arise. It is also a northern city 
on the northern border of the United States where practi- 
cally all of the products of its manufacturing establishments 
are shipped south over State lines to other portions of the 
country. 

We have in that city the immigration problem and the 
customs problem, due to the border situation. 

As is well known, it is the principal producer of automobiles 
and drugs in the United States, and the great bulk of its 
products, of course, is shipped into interstate commerce and 
also into international commerce. 

Mr. President, in view of the fact that the docket is grossly 
overcrowded, and that there is great complaint from the bar 
associations, it seemed to me that this judgeship should be 
made permanent. 

I wish to call particular attention to the fact that Detroit 
is one of the main marine centers upon the Great Lakes, and 
we have a tremendous amount of admiralty litigation due to 
marine accidents in the narrow channels, such as the Detroit 
River, the St. Marys River, the St. Clair River, and the 
Straits of Mackinac. Of course, this lake commerce gives 
rise to a great deal of litigation. 

There was no recommendation on the part of either the 
judicial council or of the Attorney General that this judge- 
ship be made temporary. 

Mr. President, I happen to be a member of the bar of the 
eastern as well as the western district of Michigan. I have 
tried many cases in the eastern district, and I wish to say to 
the Senate that of all the courts of Michigan with which I 
have been familiar the docket there is in the worst condition, 

It has been suggested by some of those who oppose this 
measure that the judges are not as diligent as they should be. 
There is one particular kind of iitigation that arises in the 
eastern district of Michigan which occupies a great deal of 
time, and that is patent litigation. The great amount of 
patent litigation arises in connection with the automobile 
industry and the manufacture of automobile accessories. 
We probably have more patent litigation arising from that 
industry than there is in any other part of the country. The 
patent lawyers particularly complain of the great difficulty 
in having their cases tried. 

I know all the judges in the eastern district of Michigan, 
and I know that it may be said generally that they are 
fully as diligent as are the average of Federal judges 
throughout the country. 

Mr. President, I hope the amendment will be adopted. I 
have talked to most of the members of the subcommittee, 
and I can say to the Senate that at least three of them are, 
I believe, in agreement with my position, including the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Locan], who investigated this 
situation in behalf of the subcommittee. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I am not disposed 
to join issue with my able colleague on this matter, because 
it is not of sufficient importance. He is a distinguished 
member of the bar. He knows by first hand and by ex- 
perience the conditions whereof he speaks. I can speak only 
as a layman, secondhand and from observation. However, 
I do want to assert my belief that the committee was justi- 
fied in writing the language which it did by way of limita- 
tion upon this new judgeship, namely, that the additional 
judgeship should expire when the next vacancy on the bench 
occurs. 

Mr. President, first let us remember that this bench has 
been doubled in personnel from 1922 to 1938. That is a 
rather substantial increase in equipment. I think it cannot 
be gainsaid that the bench in the eastern district of Michi- 
gan at the present time needs additional judicial talent. I 
agree completely with the statements submitted by my able 
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colleague that as the situation now stands there is need for 
an additional judge. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to 
permit me to ask him a question? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield to the Senator from 
Vermont. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I should like to ask the Senator whether 
he is aware of a condition due largely either to dilatory 
performance of a judge in that district, or to his incapacity? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I am about to come to that phase of 
the matter. Speaking without any intention of being in- 
vidious and without being too personal, I repeat, as the situa- 
tion stands today obviously there is need for a new judge. I 
assert, however, that no one can say that 5 years from today 
there will still be need for a fifth judge in this district if the 
additional judge who is now put upon the bench has the ag- 
gressiveness and the industry to perform his work effectively. 

The Senator from Vermont has asked a question which, 
of course, goes squarely to the root of the contemplation. I 
am unable to say that there is any judge on the bench of the 
eastern district of Michigan who meets the definition to which 
the Senator from Vermont refers. I rather think I would be 
unwilling to say it even if I were able to say it. But I am 
advised by those who it seems to me are competent to judge, 
that the bench is not as aggressive as a whole, let us say, as 
it might be in the dispatch of its business, and that a per- 
sonnel of four judges on this bench, perhaps younger men, 
in the days to come, could competently meet the necessities 
of the situation. 

It seems to me that the validity and the virtue of the ar- 
rangement recommended by the committee is that it fully 
meets today’s necessity, namely, the addition of another 
judge; and it does not close the door to a readjustment back 
to a bench of four judges 2 years or 4 years from today, when 
the next vacancy occurs, if at that time it is evident that the 
new bench is equal to the situation. 

Mr. President, if the new bench is equal to the situation 
with four judges, then when that time comes, under the terms 
of the limited appointment proposed by the bill, the situation 
automatically takes care of itself. If, when the next vacancy 
occurs, there is still need for five judges, it will not be too 
difficult a matter to meet at that time the necessity for addi- 
tional aid. 

I call attention to the fact that in both of the Michigan 
judicial districts this precise formula has been used hereto- 
fore. It was used in the western district of Michigan, where 
for a time we had two judges, one of them appointed under 
just such a limitation as is now involved. Upon the death 
of one of the judges we reverted to a one-man bench, and 
that one-man bench today in the western district of Michi- 
gan, serving where for a time there were two judges—that 
one-man bench today, I am advised, has the finest record of 
an up-to-date docket of any district court of the United 
States. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. President, will my col- 
league yield to me? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Les, indeed. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. My colleague is familiar with 
the fact that Judge Sessions, of the western district, did not 
try any cases and was not at all active after Judge Raymond 
Was appointed. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes; I am fully aware of that. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. In other words, there was only 
one active judge in that district. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. That is correct. And I am wonder- 
ing how many active judges we have in Detroit, to be quite 
frank with my friend or my colleague. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I accept both designations. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. The exhibit remains. Here was 
first one judge, and the obvious necessity for assistance. 
We created an additional judgeship under precisely the 
limitation contained in the pending measure. When the 
next vacancy occurred we reverted to a one-man bench, and 
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everyone will agree that the one-man bench today is not 
only abreast of its work, but, as I think the able Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. Locan] himself has told me, has a pre- 
dominant record for efficiency and for a clean docket. 

In the eastern district of Michigan, the district we are 
discussing, the act of 1922 provided a temporary judgeship 
under precisely the same sort of a limitation. 

I simply submit that the committee was justified in the 
limitation with which it surrounded this fifth judgeship in 
Detroit. I felt that I owed the committee this statement, 
inasmuch as it did me the courtesy to consult me repeatedly 
upon this subject, and I recommended to the committee 
precisely the formula contained in the bill. 

Having made the statement that I believed the committee 
is wholly justified, that it is far more conservative wisdom 
to deal with the matter on this basis, so that we meet 
today’s emergency adequately, but leave tomorrow’s problem 
to be settled when tomorrow arrives—having made that 
statement, I repeat that I do not propose to argue with my 
colleague upon the subject, because his intimate information 
and his contact with the situation itself is such that I would 
obviously defer to him in respect to a procedural matter of 
this nature. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. President, will my col- 
league yield? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. My colleague will recall that 
the population of Detroit during practically the entire period 
when we had two judges in the eastern district was approxi- 
mately 900,000; but the population of Detroit has increased 
from 900,000 to 1,600,000 during the 15-year period from 
1915 to 1930. I think those figures are approximately 
correct. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. That is correct. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I also call particular atten- 
tion to the fact that the average number of cases presented 
to the Federal bench in the eastern district of Michigan is 
40 percent above the average throughout the country. It 
seems to me that such a situation calls for an additional 
judge. I should say in addition that, as is well known to my 
colleague, of course, there are three judicial seats in the 
eastern district of Michigan, namely, Detroit, Bay City, and 
Port Huron. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I rise for two purposes only, 
and I desire to speak for only a moment or two. 

First, I desire to pay a tribute to my friend the Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. HatcH] who has given much atten- 
tion to the measure under consideration, and has discharged 
with ability the very responsible duty placed upon him. The 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. Austry] was a very faithful 
coadjutor, as was also my friend the Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. Locan.] However, I am forced to disagree with 
some of their findings; and, because of my disagreement, I 
shall not vote for the bill. 

Some of the judges provided for in the bill obviously 
should be appointed. Assignments are made in some dis- 
tricts where none should be made. A sort of mania or hys- 
teria for more judges and more court procedure has infected 
many of our States. 

I shall not single out some of the districts where I think 
no judges should be named. I have in mind the fact that 
the judicial conferences which met a year ago and 2 years 
ago recommend not more than four or five judges. The 
judicial conference, as we all know, is attended by the Chief 
Justice of the United States, by the senior circuit judges, and 
by representatives of the Attorney General’s office. I believe 
the recommendations of the judicial conference were war- 
ranted by the facts. However, we have transcended the 
view and recommendation of the judicial conference and 
have introduced a bill which, in my opinion, provides for the 
appointment of too many judges. 

I shall not elaborate my views further, except to say that, 
in my opinion, many of the judges—and I dislike to speak 
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disparagingly of judges, having been one myself at one time— 
do not exhibit the earnestness which should be manifested. 
Many judges do not work as long as they should. Therefore, 
in some instances in which there is a deficiency in the work 
of the court it is due in part to the judges themselves. 

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. Brown] a moment ago 
made the statement that the average number of cases pre- 
sented to the Federal bench in the eastern district of Michi- 
gan is 40 percent above the average throughout the country. 
However, the testimony before the subcommittee, of which I 
happened to be a member, did not convince me that the ap- 
pointments which are recommended in some of the districts 
are warranted. In view of the fact that I do not wish to 
single out any particular district, or move to strike certain 
provisions from the bill—although I should like to strike six 
or seven provisions from the bill—I shall content myself with 
expressing my opposition to the bill in its present form, and 
shall not vote for its passage. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I am opposed to the pending 
amendment. I became thoroughly convinced that the con- 
dition in the eastern district of Michigan was due, not to the 
lack of judges but rather to some other cause which ought 
not to exist and which might be cured in a short time. The 
cause for the condition in the eastern district of Michigan 
might be cured by the judges themselves if they had before 
them the result of the consideration of the matter by the 
Congress, and if we do not make the judgeship a permanent 
one, adding, as I believe, another cause for dilatory practices 
in the administration of judicial business. 

The main objective of the committee was to make a per- 
manent improvement in the administration of justice, and 
we considered every case individually as well as by compari- 
son with judicial work in other districts. 

I should like to comment that it is not possible to take the 
scale of 69 cases in the last 6 months as the average number 
of cases per judge over the United States and compare it to 
the judicial business of any district with any degree of 
accuracy or probity. Such a comparison is not valid, for the 
reason that it will be found that in many districts scattered 
over the United States the number of cases which constitute 
the judicial business of the district is exceedingly small, which 
fact, of course, draws down the average to a very low point. 

As I see it, the comparison which should be made by any- 
one studying the problem is a comparison of districts similar 
in population, similar in character of industry, business, and 
social conditions, to ascertain a special average, as it were, 
or an average adapted to the kind of judicial business under 
consideration. 

The committee tried to follow such a plan. We found that 
by comparison with relatively similar districts, the eastern 
district of Michigan was not in a very bad condition and was 
not overloaded. We came to the conclusion that the delay in 
obtaining trials of cases and in obtaining decisions in cases 
after they were tried was not due to the lack of judges. 
Therefore, the best we could do under the circumstances was 
to appoint a judge, hoping that he would be vigorous enough 
to set an example, or to excite some activity in that bench, 
and get the present work done; and if any judge should pass 
off the stage the number of judges would be left as it is, 
the number already having been augmented within a few 
years, for in 1931 an additional judge was appointed to that 
bench. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. President, will the Sen- 
ator yield? 

Mr. AUSTIN. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Let me say to the Senator 
that several years ago the Judicial Conference came to ex- 
actly the same conclusion which the Senator now reaches. 
‘However, the latest report of the judicial conference says: 

In past conferences it had been hoped that there would be an 
improvement in the State of the trial dockets in the eastern 
district of Michigan, but this hope has not been realized and in 
view of the arrearages, specially mentioned in the report of the 


Attorney General, the conference that provision be 
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The report of the judicial conference says “an additional 
judge,” and not “an additional temporary judge.” 

The report of the Attorney General fully confirms the 
view of the judicial conference. I invite the Senator’s par- 
ticular attention to the fact that the conclusion he now 
reaches and the argument he now. makes are in agreement 
with the view of the judicial conference several years ago. 
However, after experience, the judicial conference decided 
to recommend an additional judge. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I answer the Senator by saying that we 
had before us the recommendation of the judicial confer- 
ence. It was given due consideration. I think one cannot 
with accuracy interpret the language to mean necessarily 
a permanent judge. The word “permanent” is not used. 
We are complying with the recommendation in providing a 
judge at the present time, but we are exercising our legis- 
lative discretion by providing that if one of the judges who 
perhaps is dilatory retires from the bench, he will leave no 
vacancy to be filled. 

It seems to me that from the point of view of the objec- 
tive of the bill and the point of view of the welfare of the 
country—that is, saving taxes and saving expemses—we are 
making no mistake by doing what we have provided in the 
bill, whereas we might make a mistake if we made the judge- 
ship permanent. As between the two alternatives, is it not 
wise for the Senate to take the alternative which will pro- 
tect the pocketbook of the people, and at the same time not 
prevent the adaptation of the law to the need, whenever the 
need is shown? For these reasons I oppose the amendment, 
and believe that the Senate bill should stand as it is. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. President, before the 
Senator from Vermont takes his seat, I wish to ask him why 
it is that this limitation is placed upon the district where 
the conditions are among the worst in the United States? 
Why not put the same limitation upon all district judgeships 
which are to be created? 

Mr. AUSTIN. I answer that question in this way: It as- 
sumes something concerning which I think the learned 
Senator from Michigan must have failed to advise himself. 
The conditions in the district referred to are not worse than 
those in any other district in the United States. This dis- 
trict, by comparison with other comparable districts, is in 
very good shape. The point is, assuming that the quantity 
of judicial business there is not so great as it is in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, in the northern district of Illinois, in the 
district of New Jersey, in the southern district of New York, 
and in the eastern district of Pennsylvania, which, as the 
record tends to show, are able to get their business done with 
relative promptness, whereas in the eastern district of Mich- 
igan litigants have to wait sometimes from 3 to 24 months, 
according to the evidence which the committee took, I judge 
that, by comparison with the judicial service in the other 
comparable districts, the service in the eastern district of 
Michigan is defective. We ought to try to cure that situa- 
tion, and, although the efforts of the Judicial Conference to 
speed up thus far have failed, we hope that our action here 
will, at least, afford an incentive to bring about greater 
expedition. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 
Vermont yield to the Senator from Texas? 

Mr. AUSTIN. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Is it not true that in some districts the 
congestion is frequently caused by a judge who is either 
debilitated or for some reason is unable to perform a normal 
amount of work and the work that he does not perform goes 
unperformed and, of course, naturally results in an accumu- 
lation of business? 

Mr. AUSTIN. That is true. 

Mr. CONNALLY. And we contemplate that by the addition 
of a new judge he will not only be able to dispose of the 
business but that, in time, after the retirement of the other 
judge, he will be able to go ahead and dispose of it all by 
himself? 

Mr. AUSTIN. That is correct. 
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Mr. CONNALLY. We had a case of that kind in my State 
many years ago. A judge was practically disabled but he 
did not care to retire or resign. So we provided for the 
appointment of an additional judge but stipulated that upon 
the vacation of the office by the one who was ill and debili- 
tated the vacancy should not be filled. That is the situation, 
as I understand, in the eastern district of Michigan as the 
committee viewed it? 

Mr. AUSTIN. That is true. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. President, if the Senator 
from Vermont will yield to me at that point, let me say 
that there is no showing in the hearings of any such condi- 
tion. I stated before the Senator from Texas came into 
the Chamber that I am a member of the bar of the eastern 
district of Michigan and am fairly familiar with the situa- 
tion, having tried many cases there, including one before 
the judge whose name neither Senator mentions, but it is 
well known to whom they refer. I wish to be perfectly 
frank about it. It is my judgment that, while perhaps he 
does not dispose of as many cases as do the three other 
judges, he works from 4 to 5 days every week. He is a mid- 
dle-aged man; I do not believe he is over 55 years of age. 
He was appointed on the recommendation of my predecessor, 
the late Senator Couzens, and is very well considered by the 
bar. It may be that he does not work quite so fast as some 
people think he should work, but he is by no means dis- 
abled and he is by no means inactive. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I did not mean to impute that he was, 
and did not mean to state the condition in the eastern dis- 
trict of Michigan except as the committee viewed it. 

Let me say to the Senator from Michigan that I have no 
quarrel with a judge because he does not try so many cases 
as some other judge if he gives a substantial part of his time 
to his judicial duties, because it is not speed that we desire in 
judicial transactions but it is care and caution and delibera- 
tion, so that when a case is tried it shall have been well 
tried. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I know of no judge in the 
eastern district of Michigan who is not reasonably diligent. 

Mr. LOGAN. Mr. President, I desire to make a very few 
remarks in connection with the preparation of this bill, I 
do not believe I have ever known a committee that went 
into a question with more painstaking care, and I have 
never seen individual members of a committee who tried 
more earnestly to be uninfluenced by any consideration 
other than by what was for the best interest of the judi- 
ciary and the people who have cases before that branch of 
the Government. I would not single out any member of 
the committee to honor above all others, but I believe the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. Austin] and the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. HarcH] devoted as much serious consid- 
eration to this bill as any Member ever devoted to a legis- 
lative function. 

The judicial conference has made some recommendations. 
I was requested to check up on the sixth circuit. I did 
that as a member of the special committee created by the 
Senate last year. The judicial conference recommended a 
district judge for the northern district of Ohio. I worked 
out a yardstick, as best I could, and after investigation I 
became satisfied that the need for a judge in the northern 
district of Ohio did not square with my yardstick, although 
such a judgeship had been recommended by the Attorney 
General and by the judicial conference. Consequently, I 
recommended against it to the committee. I may say that 
there was another district judgeship recommended in the 
sixth circuit either by the judicial conference or the Attor- 
ney General, with which recommendation I did not agree, 
but the committee disagreed with me. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken- 
tucky yield to the Senator from New Mexico? 

Mr. LOGAN. I yield. 

Mr. HATCH. I simply want to call the Senator’s atten- 
tion to the fact that the committee eliminated judges rec- 
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ommended by both the judicial conference and by the At- 
torney General. 

Mr. LOGAN. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. HATCH. The committee did not always follow their 
recommendations. 

Mr. LOGAN. The committee did not follow any of the 
recommendations, for I believe the committee followed its 
own judgment. 

When we came to Michigan I reported to the committee 
that in checking up on the situation there I had reached 
the conclusion that the eastern district of Michigan was en- 
titled to an additional judge, but when the situation in the 
eastern district of Michigan was checked up it did not show, 
I must say, without criticism, as diligent work on the part of 
the judges there as was shown on the average throughout the 
United States. Their court was behind with its work; liti- 
gants were unable to get a hearing. So, I myself, I may 
say to the junior Senator from Michigan, recommended to 
the committee that an additional judge be allowed there 
but that it be provided that the first vacancy should not be 
filled. Of course, that was a recommendation for a perma- 
nent judge. 

What actuated me in making that recommendation was 
that when the first vacancy occurred there might not then 
be need of an additional judge, and that four might do the 
work, but that if we should create five permanent district 
judgeships we could do nothing about it, while, on the other 
hand, if it was found that another one was needed when 
the first vacancy occurred and we had not provided for its 
being filled, we could then do something about it. I may 
say that my own personal opinion is that perhaps there 
should have been such a provision in the case of other judges 
for whom provision is made. 

As I said to the junior Senator from Michigan a while ago, 
I will not oppose his amendment. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. President, will the Sena- 
tor yield? 

Mr. LOGAN. I yield to the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. The Senator has been very 
fair in his statement of this matter. He presented the prob- 
lem to me last July, I think it was. 

Mr. LOGAN. That is correct. 

Mr, BROWN of Michigan. He said he intended to come 
to Lansing, the State capital, and to discuss the situation 
with me. To show my own fairness in the matter, I want 
to call the Senator’s attention to the fact that he suggested 
to me that there was some possibility that a judge in the 
western district of Michigan should be added because of the 
large geographical area covered by that district. I told the 
Senator that I did not think the western district needed an 
additional judge; that I advised with Judge Raymond, the 
sitting judge in that district, the year before, and he had 
stated he did not believe such a judge was necessary. That 
is the district where I would prefer to see an additional 
judge, for it is my own district and it is the district of my 
colleague the senior Senator from Michigan [Mr. VANDEN- 
BERG]; but I told the Senator from Kentucky—and I think 
I know as much about the situation as does anyone—that 
an additional judge was necessary in the eastern district of 
Michigan because of the great amount of business there. Is 
that a fair statement of my attitude? 

Mr. LOGAN. That is a fair statement; that is what the 
Senator said. 

As I have said, I am not going to oppose the Senator’s 
amendment. I do not think, I may say frankly, that he 
should offer it, but, at the same time, if he wants it, it 
makes so little difference that I am for it, and largely for 
this reason, may I say to the junior Senator from Michigan: 
In discussing this matter I discussed the very point that 
there should be a judge appointed, as the bill now provides, 
without filling the first vacancy that might occur. I dis- 
cussed that point with the senior Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. VANDENBERG], but I did not discuss that particular 
point with the junior Senator from Michigan. 
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Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Let me say that the senior 
Senator from Michigan has many times boasted in the 
United States Senate that he is not a lawyer. 

Mr. LOGAN. I understand; but let me complete my state- 
ment, and then I shall conclude my remarks. 

There is no substantial difference between passing the bill 
in its present form and passing it with the amendment 
which the junior Senator from Michigan has offered, for 
this reason: Some years ago we created 23 district judge- 
ships with the same provision as to them that we are making 
as to Michigan at this time. Since then, 21 of the provisions 
in regard to not filling vacancies have been repealed, so 
there are only two judgeships that have not been made 
permanent, if we desire to use that word; and, of course, the 
same thing would be done in the case of Michigan if it 
should be necessary. So I do not see the necessity for the 
amendment; but in view of the fact that it is offered by the 
junior Senator from Michigan, who is a lawyer of ability, 
who lives in the State, and who knows the needs of the 
State better than I do, and the distinction is so small be- 
tween amending the bill as he wants it amended and letting 
it go as it is, that I have not the slightest objection to his 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. Brown]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I desire to say just a 
very few words about the provision of the bill which creates 
an additional judgeship for the southern district of Texas, 

For many years the judicial conference has recommended 
the creation of an additional judgeship for this district. 
Within the district is the city of Houston, a very thriving 
and growing city, and in addition another city, Corpus 
Christi, where there are large oil developments. Both of 
these cities are important ports; so, because of the growth 
of business in the district, I think there is no doubt at all 
that an additional judge is needed. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. HATCH. I have before me the record of hearings, 
and to my amazement I discovered the condition of business 
in the southern district of Texas. I find that there is nearly 
10 times as much work in that district as in any other dis- 
trict in the United States which has only one judge. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Senator. I did not have 
the statistics before me, but it is unquestioned that the busi- 
ness in that district has grown so rapidly that it is impossible 
for one judge to dispatch the business. In addition, I may 
suggest to the Senate that the present judge has recently 
been quite ill; and while his condition has considerably im- 
proved, his illness has resulted in a congestion of the normal 
business of the district. So, in the present situation, it is 
practically imperative that an additional judge be supplied 
for that district. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I should have said to the 
Senator from Texas that my statement referred to the aver- 
age number of cases per judge throughout the United States. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Per judge? 

Mr. HATCH. Yes. The figures are, as to criminal cases, 
that the average number per judge throughout the United 
States is 215, while in the southern district of Texas 1,678 
cases were filed. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Senator from New Mexico 
for his interruption. 

I do not care to say more about the matter. I merely 
wanted the Senate to know that in this particular case the 
record is so clear that there can be no controversy as to 
the necessity for an additional judge. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, before the bill goes to a 
vote I desire to say that the committee studied other cases 
than those that appear in the bill, and struck out of the 
original bill or eliminated from the special bills judgeships 
in Pennsylvania, Florida, Ohio, Kansas, New Jersey, and 
one in the District of Columbia. 
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I was very much opposed to the provision for an addi- 
tional judge for Tennessee, and I want the Recorp to show 
that I opposed it in committee, and that I am now opposed 
to it on the facts as they appeared to us; but I am not 
going to allow this provision, which I believe is a defect 
in our bill, to cause me to oppose the bill. I realize the 
futility of an attempt to amend the bill by striking from 
it the additional judge for Tennessee—a roving judge, as we 
might say, because he is to cover two districts of Tennessee, 
and is to reside in one of them. The bill prescribes in 
which district he shall reside. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have inserted 
in the Recorp, in connection with what I have just said, 
resolutions of the committee on civil legislation of the 
Philadelphia Bar Association which came too late to get 
into our printed hearings, and which I think ought to be a 
part of the consideration of this bill. These resolutions 
support the action of the committee in striking out of the 
bill the provision for an additional judge for the eastern 
district of Pennsylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? There 
being none, the resolutions will be printed at the point in 
the Recor indicated by the Senator from Vermont. 

The resolutions are as follows: 

PHILADELPHIA Bar ASSOCIATION—REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
CIVIL LEGISLATION, MARCH 8, 1938 

The attention of the committee has been called to Senate bill 
No. 3233, introduced by Senators AsHursT and HATCH, now 
m the United States Senate, which would provide, inter alia, for 
the creation of an additional judgeship for the eastern district of 
Pennsylvania. At present there are four judges for the eastern 
district, but, under the provisions of section 2 of the act of June 
16, 1936 (49 Stat. 1523), a vacancy in any one of the four judge- 
ships cannot be filled There are also pending in both Houses 
of Congress bills repealing the provision of the existing statute 
which prevents the appointment of a new judge upon the death 
or retirement of any one of the four present incumbents. Mang 
bills are designated S. 3193 and H. R. 8854, respectively. 
effect of the passage of S. 3193 and H. R. 8854 would te ween 
lish four permanent judgeships in the eastern district. The effect 
of the passage of these bills and Senate bill 3233 would be to 
establish five permanent judgeships for the eastern district. 

An investigation of the situation in the United States district 
court has convinced your committee that the work of the court is 


well up to date and that current work is being dispatched without 
any undue accumulation or delay. 

The approximate period of time required after joinder of issue 
for the appearance of a civil case on the jury trial list is 4 months. 
There are three civil jury trial each year, viz: The second 
Monday of April, the third Monday of October, and the second 
Monday of January. As an example of the prompt dispatch of 


current business, law case No. 20408 was instituted February 1, 

1938, and will appear on the April 1938 trial list. 
FFT beginning. 
vely, on the first Monday of February, the third Monday 


respecti 
of May, and the fourth Monday of November. These nonjury 
trials include equity, admiralty, and law cases where a jury is 
waived, together with civil cases In rem. Equity cases may appear 
upon the trial list approximately 6 months after issue is joined; 
admiralty cases may be tried within 4 or 5 months after issue is 
Joined, and nonjury and civil-rem cases in about the same period 
time. 

New calendar rules which were adopted May 24, 1937, have 
enabled the court to catch up with business in arrears, and it is 
expected that by the fall of 1938 or the beginning of 1939 delays 
in trials due to crowded trial lists will be practically eliminated. 

In addition to the trial periods above mentioned, the court 
holds two argument lists each month, viz: On the first and third 
Mondays, and motion days on Monday, Wednesday, and Friday 
of each week, and by this means the court is able to keep up with 
its current business. 

Your committee is of the opinion that, while four district 
Judges are permanently necessary, there is no occasion at present 
for a fifth judgeship, and your committee is further of the opinion 
that the dignity and prestige of the court will not be enhanced 
by the creation of an unnecessary judgeship. 

Your committee, therefore, recommends to the association that 
it oppose Senate Bill 3233, and support S. 3193 and H. R. 8854, 
which, if enacted, will result in four permanent judgeships. To 
this end the adoption by the association of resolutions, substan- 
tially as follows, is recommended by your committee, viz: 

“Whereas Senate bill No. 3233, now pending in the Senate of the 
United States, would provide, inter alia, for the creation of an addi- 
tional judgeship for the eastern district of Pennsylvania; and 

“Whereas there are pending in both Houses of Congress bills 
designated, respectively, S. 3193 and H. R. 8854, for the repeal of 
section 2 of the act of Congress of June 16, 1936 (49 Stat. 1523), 
the enactment of which would permit the appointment of a judge 
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to fill the vacancy caused by the death or retirement of any of the 
present incumbents; and 

“Whereas the work of the United States district court for the 
eastern district is reasonably up-to-date and the current business 
is being dispatched without accumulation or undue delay; and 

“Whereas this association believes that a proper and reasonably 
prompt dispatch of the business of the co requires four perma- 
nent judgeships but does not require a fifth Judge; and 

“Whereas this association believes that the dignity and prestige 
of the court will not be enhanced by the creation of an unneces- 
sary additional judgeship: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the Philadelphia Bar Association opposes the en- 
actment of Senate bill No. 3233, providing for the creation of an 
additional judgeship for the eastern district of Pennsylvania, and 
urges the enactment of Senate bill No. 3193 and House bill No. 8854, 
to repeal section 2 of the act of Congress of June 16, 1936 (49 Stat. 
1523); and further be it 

“Resolved, That the chancellor be authorized to deputize such 
officers of the association or to appoint such committee as he may 
deem wise to present to the Senate and House of Representatives, 
or their appropriate committees, the views of the Philadelphia Bar 
Association.” 

Respectfully submitted. 

COMMITTEE ON CIVIL LEGISLATION, 
W. W. MONTGOMERY, Jr., Chairman. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I desire to say one last 
word about the New York situation. 

I looked up the figures in the Attorney General’s report, 
and I desire to call attention to them. 

In 1936 there were left pending 8,674 cases. The next 
year—last year—there were left pending only 7,370 cases. 
The number of pending cases were reduced by 1,300. Fur- 
thermore, in 1936, there were terminated 6,224 cases, while 
in 1937 there were terminated 7,807 cases. 

I think these figures bear out the argument which I used 
earlier in the day that the southern district of New York does 
not need an extra judge. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I desire to offer a few gen- 
eral suggestions on this bill before it is finally passed. One 
may look over the Chamber now and see that I am not 
moved by the idea that what I shall say will have any in- 
fluence on the Members of the Senate, because there is 
virtually no one here. I would rather not have a quorum 
call, however, because I should not talk more than a few 
minutes before another quorum call would be needed; so 
I might just as well speak for the Recorp and for future 
generations. 

I think we are making a mistake in trying to improve by 
this legislation the judicial system as it exists in the Federal 
courts. As I understand, when the Constitution was framed 
and provision was made for the Federal courts, there existed, 
or at least the Constitution makers believed there existed— 
and they probably were right—a jealousy between those who 
believed in the sovereignty of the States and those who be- 
lieved in the new government they were then establishing. 
Because there was fear that in the judicial system set up 
by the Constitution an injustice might be done to litigants, 
they put in the language which has been in the Constitution 
ever since, which provides—I am not trying to quote it— 
that a nonresident of a State sued or bringing an action in 
a State other than the State of his residence against some 
individual there shall have the right to go into the Federal 
court. The theory was, as I understand, that it was feared 
that there might be a jealousy within a State in favor of an 
inhabitant of that State as against an inhabitant of another 
State. 

Of course Congress was not required to provide for this 
additional jurisdiction, but it could and it did, by the law 
which gives Federal courts jurisdiction as against State courts 
in cases of diverse citizenship. For a great many years the 
amount involved was required to be $500 before the Federal 
court would have jurisdiction, but that was changed, and the 
amount is now $3,000. So that when a man in any given 
community, doing business under the laws of the State in 
which he lives, is sued by a man who may live just across the 
street, if it happens to be a State line, the man who sues him 
has the choice, if $3,000 is involved, of going into the State 
court or going into the Federal court. If a man is sued in a 
State court in a State where he does not reside, he has the 
right to take the case out of the State court and go into the 
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Federal court, although the dispute may be based entirely 
upon the laws of the State in which one or the other of the 
litigants resides. 

The Supreme Court has held that the reference in the Con- 
stitution to “person” applies to corporations, so that, as it is 
usually applied, a corporation sued in the court of a State 
other than the one in which it is incorporated, has the right 
to go out of the State court into the Federal court. 

Several years ago while I was chairman of the Committee 
on the Judiciary, I tried to remedy that situation; and at one 
time I succeeded in having a bill reported from the committee, 
but no action was taken by the Senate on the bill. Later 
on I tried it again, and could not even get the bill out of the 
committee. 

I think that situation works a great injustice in our judicial 
procedure, and puts the Federal Government to enormous 
expense, which could be just as well avoided, and justice done 
and an enormous expense saved. 

I have often wondered why it was that those who believed 
in what are ordinarily called State rights, in the sovereignty 
of the States, were willing to surrender to a Federal court 
the right to pass upon the laws of the States, rendering judg- 
ment in Federal court upon the laws of a State. That seems 
to be the general trend, however, and it seems to be impos- 
sible to remedy the situation. 

I thought when the pending bill was first introduced I 
would try to have a simple amendment adopted, of one line, 
to remedy the whole situation, which would make unneces- 
sary provision for any of the new judgeships, except per- 
haps those in the District of Columbia. 

When the Committee on the Judiciary had the matter be- 
fore it several years ago, I took pains to write to the judge 
of every Federal trial court in the United States, not to the 
circuit judges, or to the Supreme Court judges. While I did 
not get replies from all of them, I tabulated those I received, 
and I found that on the average over the United States at that 
time more than one-third of the time of the Federal judges 
in the trial courts was taken up in the trial of cases which 
ought to have been tried in the State courts, cases involv- 
ing disputes about a State law. Yet the cases were tried 
in the Federal courts. 

I received a great many letters from the judges, and most 
of them were opposed to the change, as most of the lawyers 
are, because lawyers’ fees in the Federal courts are very much 
larger than in the State courts, and the bar associations of 
the States as a rule are always opposed to the change. 
Large corporations, railroads, and similar corporations are 
all opposed to it for various reasons, not necessarily that they 
get justice in one court and do not in another, because 
often it is on account of the expense, and the expense 
alone. An ordinary man in ordinary business in a small 
town, when he is sued in a Federal court, ought to settle on 
the best terms he can get, because he is going to law his 
fortune away if he goes on in the Federal courts. He may 
win his case in every court, but it will cost him so much 
money that he will not have anything left when he gets 
through litigating. The attorneys, the marshals, and the 
other court officials will have his property. 

I had a letter from one Federal judge who was very much 
in favor of the change. He had just finished a term of 
Federal court, and he wrote in his letter a description of 
every single case he tried during that term of court before 
a jury. He had some cases in equity to which the suggestion 
did not apply, but every jury case was one which a State 
court ought to have tried. Every case was one arising out 
of a dispute under a State statute. Cases for the recovery 
of damages, breaches of contract, and other similar actions 
arising under State law, without having any reference what- 
ever to a Federal statute, were tried by the Federal judge. 

If we had such a law now more than one-third of the 
time spent by Federal judges on such cases would be saved, 
and there would be no necessity for the addition of a single 
judge. 

The present practice is not quite fair, it is not quite just, 
to an ordinary citizen, who perhaps lives in a county seat. 
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If he is sued under a State law in a State court, the case 
is tried in the county in which he lives. I think it is tried 
just as fairly, though probably no more so, as though it were 
tried in a Federal court. 

If the other party to the suit happens to be a nonresident, 
and the amount involved is more than $3,000, he can take 
the case into Federal court, and the end of the Federal 
court road is the Supreme Court of the United States in 
Washington. Even if a man wins his case in every court, he 
is bankrupt when he gets through. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. BONE. I am very much interested in what the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska is saying about this particular aspect 
of our American judicial system. In my own State there 
have been pending for many years suits brought by certain 
foreign corporations to enjoin the collection of taxes levied 
by the State. That is true in many other States. So true 
is it, in fact, that some 21 State attorneys general wrote me 
when I introduced a bill to correct the evil which existed, 
urging its passage. Suits for injunction had been filed in 
the Federal court, so that the collection of taxes was held up 
in some instances for many years. Last year I introduced 
a bill to correct this situation which changed one phase of 
the matter the Senator is discussing, The bill was passed, 
and is now Public Law No. 332, amending the practice act 
of the Federal courts. I had the following added to the act: 

Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions of this paragraph, no 
district court shall have jurisdiction of any suit to enjoin, sus- 
pend, or restrain the assessment, levy, or collection of any tax 
imposed by or pursuant to the laws of any State where a plain, 
speedy, and efficient remedy may be had at law or in equity in the 
courts of such State. 

This law covers a situation where the State levies taxes, 
and the collection of the taxes is enjoined by foreign cor- 
porations; a citizen of the State could not enjoin the collec- 
tion of the taxes levied by his State and its political sub- 
divisions. That right is denied him. 

Mr. NORRIS. A nonresident corporation could. 

Mr. BONE. That is correct. The foreign corporation 
was enjoying, under our system of Federal practice, a privi- 
lege which was denied to citizens of the State in their own 
courts. i 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, a report was made to the 
Senate several years ago in which some one particular case 
was referred to, where a lawsuit, commenced originally, I 
think, in the State of Montana, went to the district court, 
or the circuit court, or whatever it is called in Montana, was 
tried, then went to the Supreme Court of Montana and was 
heard there before the full court, and a unanimous opinion 
was rendered on one side; the case was sent back, a motion 
for a rehearing was had and alowed, the supreme court 
took it up again, rendered another unanimous opinion hold- 
ing as it had held before, and before the case could come to 
trial in the court to which it was sent back for trial, the 
foreign corporation which was a party dismissed the suit, 
and the next day commenced another suit in the Federal 
district court. That case went to the Supreme Court of the 
United States, was reversed on a technicality, went back and 
was tried again, went to the Supreme Court in Washington 
the second time, was sent back, and the original decision 
confirmed, or reversed, I do not remember which, but it 
settled the case, anyway, and it was 7 years from the begin- 
ning of the suit before it was finally determined. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. WHEELER. I am not familiar with the particular 
case in Montana to which the Senator refers, but I am in 
thorough accord with the Senator’s view with reference to 
the injustice in allowing such cases as those to which he 
refers being taken from the State courts to the Federal 
courts. But is the Senator offering an amendment? 

Mr. NORRIS. No; I am just talking. As a matter of fact, 
I had it in mind to offer an amendment, and I was going to 
offer it in the committee; but it would be perfectly useless, 
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in my judgment, to offer the amendment, either in committee 
or in the Senate, because it would be voted down, as it always 
has been, 

Mr. WHEELER. Ido not think it would be. 

Mr. NORRIS. Perhaps it would not. 

Mr. WHEELER. If the Senator from Nebraska were to 
offer an amendment along the line he has suggested, I think 
it would probably be adopted. I have no doubt that certain 
of the evils with respect to the removal of cases into the 
Federal courts should be cured. The reason why cases are 
transferred to Federal courts in some instances are obvious, 
In my State two-thirds of the jury—that is, 8 out of 12 jurors 
in a State court—can bring in a verdict, for example, in 
favor of the plaintiff in a personal-injury case. If the case 
were removed to the Federal court, there would have to be a 
unanimous verdict by the jury. In that case 1 juror could 
hold out against the other 11 jurors and prevent a verdict. 

I give a concrete case as an illustration: I tried a case on 
behalf of the Government against certain railroads in which 
they were charged with setting fire to certain timber lands. 
The amount claimed was $250,000. One man on the jury 
held out against the other 11 for several days. The 11 men 
on the jury wanted to bring in a verdict for $250,000, but 1 
man held out, and finally the jury brought in a verdict for 
$50,000. I think it is shameful that such practices should 
continue. I think we should do something to reform that 
condition. 

Mr. NORRIS. I should be delighted if something in that 
direction were done. 

Mr. WHEELER. I think there is considerable sentiment 
both in the House and in the Senate in favor of such reform. 

Mr, NORRIS. Mr. President, I have tried a great many 
times to have that reform accomplished, but have always 
failed. I have never made any headway with it. I should 
be very glad to have the Senator from Montana or some 
other Senator take the matter up and get that kind of a 
reform on the statute books. It would mean the saving of 
millions of dollars to small litigants who cannot afford to 
follow a case from bottom to top—the top being the Supreme 
Court of the United States—running the risk, as they always 
do in every case that is taken up of being reversed in some 
court on some technicality, and being obliged to begin all 
over again. When that occurs it often means ruin to a man 
of small means. The person or the corporation with suffi- 
cient money and ability can carry a case through all the 
stages which the Federal law provides with respect to Federal 
cases. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at 
that point? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Does not the Senator from Nebraska 
realize, however, that under the act which Congress passed 
some years ago limiting access to the Supreme Court through 
the ability of the Court to refuse applications for certiorari, 
what was formerly a great abuse has really been greatly 
diminished? 

Mr. NORRIS. That may be. 

Mr. CONNALLY. And is it not true that now, under that 
arrangement, a great many cases that are well considered by 
the circuit courts of appeals never get to the Supreme Court? 
I think that one thing—giving the Supreme Court the right 
to refuse to writ of certiorari—has been of particular advan- 
tage to the class of litigants which the Senator from Nebraska 
mentions, because if the appellant files his application for a 
writ of certiorari and it is not granted, of course, the appellee 
is through. He does not need to bother with briefing or 
anything of that kind. 

Mr. NORRIS. It may be that some relief has been afforded 
in that way. However, it is not fundamental. That is not 
where it belongs. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I agree with the Senator generally. 
However, under the new procedural arrangement, great sav- 
ings may result to a litigant, because he is saved the expense 
of printing and all the other expenses incident to an appeal. 


1938 


Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, let us assume a case. Sup- 
pose the Senator from Indiana comes to Nebraska and sues 
me, claiming that I owe him $5,000. He sues in the Federal 
court. If I have a neighbor living across the street who ini- 
tiates the same kind of action against me, he is obliged to sue 
me in my home State court. Why should I not be sued 
there? Perhaps I made the contract under the laws of my 
State. He claims that I have violated the laws of my own 
State. Why should not the breach of those laws be passed 
upon by the courts of that State? 

It is said that those from outside the State cannot always 
get justice. Let us see about that. Suppose the Senator 
from Indiana comes into Nebraska and kills someone in that 
State. His life is at stake. He is tried for murder. His life 
ought to be more sacred than $5,000. It ought to be more 
important than $5,000. But can he get into the Federal court 
then? Oh, no. He then must submit his case, when his very 
life is at stake, to the courts of the State in which it is 
alleged the crime was committed. 

I think the assertion that justice cannot be obtained be- 
cause a litigant happens to live in another State is all bosh. 
If the privilege of removing a case from a State to a Federal 
court should be afforded, then when one’s life is at stake, the 
one who is charged with crime should certainly have the same 
privilege and the same right as a litigant who has a claim 
for $3,000. 

Mr. President, I think the pending bill has been given very 
careful consideration by the committee. The subcommittee 
worked on it long and diligently. I commend them for 
their work. They did as well as could be done under the cir- 
cumstances. But it is difficult to do justice in a country so 
large as ours, when it comes to the question of appointing 
additional judges. The records have to be looked up to see 
what work judges perform, and decisions have to be made as 
to whether they can perform more work than they are now 
doing. It is often difficult, if not impossible, to find out the 
true facts. Most of the cases ought to be tried in the States 
where the transactions giving rise to the cases occur, where 
the alleged breaches occur, and where the laws were passed 
that govern the trial of the cases, no matter in what courts 
they are brought. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, when the so-called Court 
bill was before the Senate I made the statement with refer- 
ence to appointing Federal judges, that I was not in favor 
of having roving judges appointed, but if the administration 
would point out where judges were wanted that, based upon 
need, I would support a measure providing for the addi- 
tional judges, and I would take the word of the Attorney 
General and vote for any number of judges the Department 
of Justice wanted, based upon need. 

The pending bill, as I understand, points out where addi- 
tional judges are needed. Whether the request for addi- 
tional judges is based upon age of judges, or what it is based 
upon, so long as it is based upon a need, I am in favor of 
granting it. Consequently I am wholeheartedly in favor of 
this bill, because I think its proponents have set forth that 
they needed additional judges in the particular districts 
designated, and when they say that there is such need, then 
the Congress of the United States ought to provide the addi- 
tional judges. 

With reference to the matter suggested by the Senator 
from Nebraska, I think there is need for reform with refer- 
ence to our Federal judiciary. Particularly, I think there 
is need for reform with reference to limiting the number of 
cases that can be transferred from the State courts to the 
Federal courts. Some corporations which do business en- 
tirely within the State of Montana, or within the State of 
Indiana, or within any other State, are organized in the 
State of Delaware, or the State of New Jersey, or in some 
other State. They transfer cases with the deliberate and 
premeditated purpose of getting away from the jurisdiction 
of the State courts, thus giving them an advantage to which 
they are not entitled. It seems to me that the time has 
come when the Congress of the United States ought to 
remedy the situation which exists in that respect. 
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The provision was originally enacted because it was thought 
that when a citizen from another State came into the 
State of Montana, for instance, to sue a citizen of that State, 
he should be permitted to go into the Federal court because 
he would be more apt to get a fair trial there. Now, how- 
ever, the situation has so completely changed, due to cor- 
porate practices, that the law should be amended so as to 
meet the changed conditions. 

I was hopeful that the Senator from Nebraska, or some 
other Senator, would offer an amendment to cover that sit- 
uation. Knowing that the Judiciary Committee has studied 
the question, I was also hopeful that the committee would 
offer an amendment which would attempt to correct the 
evils growing out of that phase of the situation at this time. 

Mr. President, that is all I care to say on this subject. 

TELEGRAMS ON REORGANIZATION BILL 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, I read in the 
newspaper this morning with the utmost interest and regret 
the statement made by the President yesterday. 

That I may not do him an injustice, I read what then 


occurred: 
“PURCHASED” USED DELIBERATELY 

His jubilation was reflected when he lifted the usual ban on 
direct quotation of his informal statements and said: 

“It proves that the Senate cannot be purchased by organized 
telegrams based on direct misrepresentation.” 

The words had hardly passed the President’s lips when Marvin 
H. McIntyre, his secretary, leaned forward from his position behind 
him to caution Mr. Roosevelt on use of the word “purchased.” 
But the President would not alter his remark and replied that he 
had chosen the word deliberately. 

I do not know, Mr. President, just exactly what was meant 
by this remark. I do know full well the implications which 
arise from it. I had hoped that someone else would take the 
floor during the day and dilate upon the statement. How- 
ever, that duty seems to remain for me, much as I regret it 
and much as I should prefer not to undertake it. 

I should feel that I was wanting in courage if I did not 
express my resentment at the remark of the President. I say 
that I do not know just what he meant by the Senate being 
“purchased by organized telegrams based on direct misrepre- 
sentation.” Did he mean that it could be purchased only by 
promises of projects in particular States or by marshals or 
other officials in particular localities? I know not and I 
do not care. I merely wish to express my resentment that 
such language was used. 

I speak only for myself. I would, if I could, speak for the 
Senators who voted as I did on the bill; and I repel any sug- 
gestion that those Senators were purchased by anything or by 
anybody. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I yield. 

Mr. WHEELER. I desire to call attention to the fact that 
the telegrams which came from my State came from the 
American Federation of Labor, from the railroad brother- 
hoods, from the veterans’ organizations, and from the farm 
organizations. Does the President mean that those organi- 
zations purchased the votes of Senators of the United States? 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I do not know, Mr. Presi- 
dent. I know that I received a vast number of telegrams. 
I know that I have had time to read but a few. However, I 
know that those few came from men and women of unim- 
peachable integrity, men and women of ability, and men and 
women of standing in the State of California. When the 
time comes that I may not receive telegrams from any part 
of the State of California, or from anybody within it, the 
time will have come when my services in this body ought to 
be terminated. 

This matter rises superior to any feeling that anyone may 
have in regard to the bill, in regard to the President, or in 
regard to anything else. The statement referred to reflects 
upon every Senator who voted against the reorganization 
bill, and such reflection is one which ought not to have been 
made. It shows a complex upon the part of the President. 
It shows upon the part of the President a feeling in respect 
to the Senate which I dislike to name or characterize, and 
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it justifies every single word which was said on the floor of 
the Senate against the bill. 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, I presume the attention of 
many Senators was attracted by the language to which the 
Senator from California has alluded; and, if correctly quoted 
from the President, the language was naturally inclined to 
awaken inquiry as to what the President really meant. 

For myself, I was compelled to conclude that the expres- 
sion was used to indicate that Members of the Senate could 
not be frightened, could not be intimidated, could not be 
driven. I cannot conceive that the President meant to indi- 
cate by the word “purchased” the actual passing of a con- 
sideration, or that which we lawyers would call a quid pro 
quo. I cannot conceive that it was ever in the mind of the 
President to use the expression with the intention that it 
should be given the literal construction applied to it by the 
able Senator from California. 

However, there is a phase of the matter which ought not 
to escape us. We beheld telegrams exceeding the number of 
50,000 on different features of the then pending legislation 
all coming in a day. They came from all sources, from those 
who advocated as well as those who opposed the measure. 
But it was perfectly apparent to everybody that many of the 
telegrams had come from thousands of persons who could 
not know the contents of the bill, who did not know its pro- 
visions, and who had no real knowledge of what the opera- 
tion of the bill would be if it passed. 

It is very apparent that we witnessed an instance of prop- 
aganda from both sides of the controversy which had only 
one equal in the memory of those of us who sit in this body. 
I refer to the occasion when, by the same forces and the 
same forms of influence, this honorable body was lashed 
to a declaration of war against a foreign country. There 
was the same system of propaganda by telegraph. Tele- 
grams in vast numbers came to the Members of this body 
in the closing hours of consideration of the organization 
bill. They came from those whose signatures had evidently 
been placed on the telegrams by some agency. It was in- 
evitably apparent that those who signed or appeared to sign 
the telegrams could not have known the contents of the bill, 
and could not have been educated as to the meaning of the 
provisions of the bill. 

I now come to a point which to me is very serious. The 
petition allowed by the Constitution in behalf of anyone 
for the redress of grievances should never be abated, and 
the privilege of sending protests in the form of telegrams 
or letters, or in any form, should still be continued and 
allowed. But if the system of propaganda by telegraph is 
to continue in such volume as we have lately seen it oper- 
ated under order, hereafter every piece of legislation at- 
tempted in one form or another will be treated under the 
Same doctrine by those who either favor or oppose it, and 
by the same system which was inaugurated and put forth 
in connection with the recently pending legislation—legisla- 
tion by propaganda. 

Mr. President, I heard eminent Senators on the floor of 
the Senate speak about what a serious point we had reached, 
how we were on the eve of a dictatorial policy, and how 
timidity and terror existed in the minds of thousands that 
the condition of a totalitarian state in this land would 
follow if we attempted to pass the bill, Eminent Senators 
insisted that the bill embodied the doctrine of Hitler in Ger- 
many and of Mussolini in Italy. It did not seem to occur 
to those able Senators that every time they opposed or 
advocated some measure they had been inviting the people 
of the country to conceive that the very existence of the 
measure, from their viewpoint, meant that the country was 
going into dissolution, and had been educating the public 
mind to believe that the action, whatever it was, was in it- 
self calculated to produce in the Government the same pol- 
icy which had brought other lands to the point of tyranny 
and dictatorship. 

When able Senators had educated the public to believe 
that such fears really existed, and that such consequences 
surely would follow the passage of the bill, the distinguished 
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Senators who themselves had been the creators of the 
plague rose and denounced the effect the plague would have 
upon the public mind, on the ground that the result of pass- 
ing the bill would be that something dreadful would occur 
which would take the form of a dictatorship, terrorizing the 
public with fear. 

The public mind was educated to the idea that merely 
because a measure was offered which had to do with the 
economic policy of the Government with respect to which 
honorable gentlemen had differences of opinion, the very 
exhibition of the difference itself, or the existence of it, was 
proof that we were on the eve of overturning the Govern- 
ment and establishing in the hands of the President a 
tyranny by which he could overthrow the Republic. 

Eminent Senators who had invested the public mind with 
such a fear then rose on the floor of the Senate and warned 
the country how near we were to the unfortunate episode 
of disaster, and, because of the fear which possessed the 
public mind, urged that the way to avoid it was to defeat 
anything the President sought, because, as it was asserted, 
to do otherwise would be to encourage him in his ambition 
for a dictatorship. Eminent Senators have said that the 
country is on the eve of dictatorship as a result of action 
by the President of the United States, and that, too, of any 
action by the President. 

In all my public life—limited as it has been in its conse- 
quence and influence—I never saw a demonstration which 
so thoroughly sought to destroy the influence of legislation 
as the course pursued by many distinguished Senators, sin- 
cere, let us believe, but misdirected, we cannot deny. 

Now, Mr. President, I come to the finality. Do you know 
what this means? There are 11 countries out of 13 that just 
now are in conflict and, if not in war, on the eve of it. They 
represent in themselves a larger proportion of population 
than has the United States of America, and naturally their 
sympathies one with another or their opposition against 
each other is perfectly apparent. It is but a matter of time, 
if such conduct as we have seen lately shall be encouraged 
by this body and shall be given, sir, the premium of what 
might be called verity that there will be an attempt made 
shortly on the part of certain persons in America, nationals 
of different countries of Europe, to send to this honorable 
body and its Members telegrams or cablegrams in great 
numbers in the form of just such telegrams as we have seen 
and in such number as the leaves blown from the trees by 
the autumn winds. These will demand that we shall take 
the side of this or that country and insist that we shall ex- 
press sympathy in behalf of one or the other, and demand 
that we shall be the advocates of one against the other. 
These will take on such multiplication of number that the 
next step we will have, sir, will be the duplication of in- 
fluences upon a great body such as will call for action on 
the part of Members and will lead us to a point where sym- 
pathy on the one hand or prejudice on the other will be 
expressed by these honorable gentlemen; and instead of an 
impartial neutral policy being espoused by America, we shall 
find ourselves in the very aspect that brought us to the verge 
and then, sir, to the declaration of conflict on the part of 
this free America and finally the conclusion of the World 
War. 

It is because of this, sir, that I feel the danger if we shall 
continue in giving encouragement to the privilege of indis- 
criminate pronunciation for or against, which, as is clearly 
to be seen, is not a petition of grievances with a knowledge of 
the facts but the indulgence of protest copied from the direc- 
tion of some source against-a legislative body, and being ad- 
dressed at all times against the honor of the President of the 
United States. It will be the assumption that this man in 
office, the President of the United States, is himself capable 
of all the crimes which are being charged against him, and 
readily willing to lend himself to the destruction of the Gov- 
ernment and the dissolution of the Republic, as is charged 
by able men from the floor. Thus, these have educated the 
country to believe that anything the President of the United 
States is for is treason, disloyalty, and he should either be 
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destroyed, or, if he is allowed to live, it means the country 
is destined to destruction. 

Such policy, if it is to be continued, I assert to my hon- 
orable colleagues, means the end completely, sir, of a con- 
fiding Government, and will lead, sir, to the point where 
the public will have no confidence in their Government, none 
in their President, nor respect for their legislative body. 
The final end will be that this Government will find itself 
plunged into different forms of encounter that will lead us, 
before we know it, to the very verge, and then, sir, within the 
very pale, and then later, sir, within the maelstrom of all 
that makes war, death, and destruction. 

I warn my fellow Senators that if we fail in caution and 
lack, sir, preliminary deliberation of action, and continue 
such a course in the future as in the past there await in that 
future a desolation and a darkness for the Republic which 
my eminent colleagues are bringing upon themselves through 
their misguided course. 

Mr, WHEELER. Mr. President, I desire to take the floor 
for a few moments. 

My distinguished friend the Senator from Ilinois [Mr. 
Lewis] has stated that Senators on the floor of the Senate 
have charged the President with being guilty of treason and 
that in everything he did he wanted to destroy this country. 
Perhaps the Senator’s hearing is better than mine, and per- 
haps he has heard Senators make such statements, but I 
have not. l 

He likewise stated that the propaganda against the reor- 
ganization bill which passed the Senate 2 days ago was 
greater than that on any other piece of legislation in this 
body since the World War. I desire to refresh the Senator’s 
recollection by referring to what took place in connection 
with the consideration of the holding-company bill. One 
Senator, who had voted with me in the committee, and who, 
in fact, had turned his vote over to me to vote for the bill 
in the committee, at the last minute stood up and said that 
he had received something over 20,000 telegrams from his 
State in opposition to the particular bill, and that, because 
of these telegrams from his State, he was going to change 
his mind. 

I spoke over the radio one night in favor of the bill and 
within 2 hours from that time I had received nearly 2,000 
telegrams from Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Harrisburg, and 
other cities in the great State of Pennsylvania. These tele- 
grams all denounced me for having spoken over the radio in 
favor of the utility bill. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. BONE. I should merely like to add to what the Sen- 
ator is saying the statement that on the reorganization bill 
my office did not receive 5 percent as many communications 
as it did on the Wheeler-Rayburn bill. 

Mr. WHEELER. Of course, that is so. 

Mr. BONE. And the Senator who sits next to me advises 
me that he received some 23,000 telegrams on the Wheeler- 
Rayburn bill, and, if the newspapers of this city are accur- 
ate in reporting the facts, that number is nearly 50 percent 
of the total number of telegrams received against the re- 
organization bill. 

Mr. WHEELER. With reference to the so-called utility 
holding company bill, I have received, without question of 
doubt, over 100 times; yes, I venture the assertion that I 
have received a thousand times more telegrams and letters 
than I received with reference to the reorganization bill. 

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. MINTON. If what the Senator from Washington says 
is true, does not the Senator from Montana think that 
that is evidence that the people are getting smart and they 
cannot be fooled by such propaganda any more? 

Mr. WHEELER. They should not be fooled by such 
propaganda; I agree with the Senator as to that. As a 
matter of fact, I think that Senators apparently were fooled 
by propaganda that was sent out by the utilities when the 
so-called Wheeler-Rayburn bill was being considered, but I 
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never charged, because Senators changed their minds in 
that instance, that they were bought by the telegrams which 
were sent. That bill passed the Senate of the United States 
by one vote. Not only were there telegrams, but there were 
personal contacts and there was the greatest lobby I have 
ever known in my experience as a Member of the Senate of 
the United States. 

Mr. MALONEY. 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. MALONEY. And, of course, the Senator understands 
that those of us who made up the 45 who voted for the hold- 
ing-company bill received many more telegrams than we 
did in this instance. 

Mr. WHEELER. Of course. 

As a matter of fact, the telegrams that were received in 
this instance were comparatively negligible. The telegrams 
from my State, I repeat, came almost entirely from labor 
organizations or from veterans’ organizations or from farm 
organizations or from some other groups of that kind. 

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. MINTON. I received one telegram from the secre- 
tary of the American Federation of Labor in Indiana, who 
has been here within the last few days, and told me that 
he had never seen the bill, and the only reason he sent the 
telegram was because Bill Green had telegraphed him and 
asked him to do so. 

Mr. WHEELER. Bill Green, as their president and rep- 
resentative in Washington, has a perfect right to send tele- 
grams to members of the American Federation of Labor 
and say to them that he would like to have State labor 
leaders send telegrams to Representatives of their. States 
stating, “You should recommit this bill.” I do not care on 
whose behalf it is, I do not care if the public utilities send 
telegrams here; what I am complaining about is that any 
Senator should pay any attention to them, because I agree 
with what the Senator from Illinois has said, that 90 or 95 
percent of the people who send such telegrams and letters 
here do not know anything about the particular legislation 
about which they send their communications; they do not 
know what is in it; they do not know how it is going to 
affect them. 

However, the President of the United States said that the 
result of the vote on the reorganization bill showed that the 
Senate of the United States could not be purchased by tele- 
grams. He did not say anything about anybody not being 
purchased by telegrams when the utility holding bill was be- 
fore the Congress. We put it through the Senate by just one 
vote, and it went over to the House. It went into conference 
and the telegrams still came in to the conference committee. 
Some of the administration forces in that instant began to 
weaken because of the fact that there was so much pressure 
put on Representatives and Senators. 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, will the Senator allow me to 
invite his attention 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon- 
tana yield to the Senator from Illinois? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. LEWIS. The bill which the able Senator from Mon- 
tana is alluding to was a property bill, and directed itself to 
millions of stockholders throughout the United States, some 
of whom felt that they were imperiled by the legislation 
pending, others sincerely opposing the measure because of the 
policy, others advocating it, we may say, because of their 
fears, in view of failures that had transpired and the frauds 
arising from certain corporate practices. Naturally from such 
a zeal there might have been expected telegrams in the 
large number to which the able Senator from Montana has 
referred. 

But in the case of the reorganization bill we had before 
us a measure the contents of which were not known to the 
senders of the telegrams as they were known in the case of 
the bill referred to by the able Senator from Montana. In 
that instance, in view of the publications made from day to 
day in the newspapers, and the information possessed by the 
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stockholders themselves regarding their own property, and 
the information which the officers of the companies gave to 
their stockholders, it is easy to understand that the stock- 
holders might become frightened, and as a result their com- 
munications to us in very large numbers multiplied. 

In the case of the bill before us, however, in which the sole 
question was that of vesting the President with some little 
power similar to that which other Presidents had asked for, 
and which had been voted to them, to have that, sir, develop 
such a form of propaganda in opposition can be ascribed to 
but a single reason—that of opposing the President without 
regard to what he would do or how he would do it. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I did not yield to the 
Senator from Illinois to make a 

Mr. LEWIS. I thank the Senator. I desire to say, how- 
ever, that I have expressed the view I wanted to express. 

Mr. WHEELER. Allright. Now, I want to call the Sena- 
tor’s attention to the argument he has made with reference 
to that bill, because a great deal of the propaganda which 
came out of the State of Illinois was not on the part of the 
stockholders, but it was bought and paid for by the utilities 
of the Senator’s home State. 

Mr. LEWIS. The Senator refers to the holding-company 
bill? 

Mr. WHEELER. Yes; the holding-company bill. A great 
deal of it was paid for by the utilities of the Senator’s home 
State, a State that should have known better, because no 
State in the Union had utility interests that were so corrupt 
and so rotten as those of the State of Illinois. Yet the 
propaganda which came from the State of Ilinois with refer- 
ence to the utility holding-company bill was not from the 
poor widows and orphans—oh, no. That was just the excuse 
which was used. It was not from the widows and orphans; 
but the utility interests had the workers sign telegrams and 
send them here, and they had everybody else they could 
do the same thing—farm organizations and labor organiza- 
tions—and the telegrams were paid for by the utility interests. 

The Senator says property rights were involved in that 
bill; but in this instance, in which property rights were 
not involved, personal rights were involved which go deeper; 
and the question which was raised was not as to whether the 
senders of the telegrams trusted the present President of the 
United States. That was not the issue. The issue was 
whether or not the Congress of the United States was going 
to do its duty as prescribed by the Constitution, or whether 
it was going to turn over its power to some individual; 
whether or not we were going to abdicate our functions, and 
turn them over to the President of the United States, and 
say to the President, “You may abolish functions of gov- 
ernment; you may do away with the laws which have been 
enacted by the Congress of the United States.” That was 
the issue, and it was far more fundamental to the American 
people than the loss of a few dollars in property rights. It 
was far more fundamental to the people, and it meant much 
more to the people of the United States than the loss of a 
few dollars in the utility investments of this country; and 
yet, while I violently disagreed with the utility interests in 
what they did in that instance, I never charged and I never 
said that they did not have a right to do it. This is a free 
country; and any man, no matter what his views may be, 
no matter what his purpose may be, no matter what his 
motives may be, has a right under our Constitution to peti- 
tion the Senators and to petition the Congress of the United 
States. Take away that right, and liberty is gone forever 
in the United States of America. I will disagree with these 
men, but I will fight to protect their rights to petition and 
to say whatever they please. 

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield to the Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. MINTON. I am sure the Senator will agree with me 
that when the sacred right of petition to save constitutional 
rights is invoked, the persons who are exercising their con- 
stitutional rights at least ought to pay for the petitions and 
the telegrams. 
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W WHEELER. I do not think there is any doubt about 
t: 

Mr. MINTON. Does not the Senator know that in the 
propagandą recently unleashed upon Congress the same 
technique was employed that was employed against the hold- 
ing-company bill; that somebody paid for the telegrams other 
than the senders? 

Mr. WHEELER. Not all of them. 

Mr. MINTON. Not all of them, no; but I am in possession 
of information that many of them were paid for by somebody 
besides the senders. 

Mr. WHEELER. Let me say to the Senator that I have 
not any information about that. 

Mr. MINTON. I have. 

Mr. WHEELER. But, whether that is so or not, I do not 
care what the motive was, or whether somebody else paid 
for the telegrams or not; it is wrong for somebody to send a 
telegram or write a letter that he is not willing to pay for, 
and it is wrong for him to send a telegram or to write a letter 
just simply because somebody asks him to do it. In connec- 
tion with different pieces of legislation I have received tele- 
grams from persons in my State, and then in some instances 
they have written letters to me saying, “I sent this telegram 
or I wrote this letter because John Jones asked me to do it; 
but do not pay any attention to it.” I disagree with that 
policy. I think it is wrong, and I think the people who do 
just this are doing wrong; but, nevertheless, for the President 
of the United States to intimate that Senators who disagreed 
with him had perhaps been bought was wrong, too. 

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. Just a moment. If there was any per- 
sonal contact, if there were any trades made, it was not 
through the medium of telegrams. We all know of the per- 
sonal contacts that were made. We all know the assurances 
that were given. We all know how strange it was, perhaps 
just a coincidence, but we know that certain projects were 
approved while the bill was pending. 

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. MINTON. What were some of those projects? 

Mr. WHEELER. One of them was a project in the State of 
Idaho for something like a million dollars. 

Mr. MINTON. Does the Senator say that that was done in 
order that the junior Senator from Idaho [Mr. Pore], who 
voted for the bill, would vote for the bill? 

Mr. WHEELER. No, no; I did not say anything of the 
kind. 

Mr. MINTON. The Senator knows that he had always 
been for the bill, does he not? 

Mr. WHEELER. I said it was a coincidence. 

Mr. MINTON. Oh! 

Mr. WHEELER. I did not intend, as a matter of fact, to 
bring out the incident, but the Senator asked me the question, 
and I told him. 

Mr.MINTON. Are there any more that the Senator knows 
about? 

Mr. WHEELER. Offhand? 

Mr. MINTON. Yes; or by the record. I should be willing 
to have the Senator send and get the record. 

Mr. WHEELER. Let me say to the Senator that I have 
never made a speech on the floor of the Senate but that the 
Senator from Indiana has tried to draw in some personal 
equation. I am not interested 

Mr. MINTON. What is the personal equation at the mo- 
ment? 

Mr. WHEELER. I refuse to answer the Senator’s question 
or to yield to him. I at least want to be a gentleman in the 
conduct of my address. If the Senator wants to resort to 
other tactics, he may do so; but I am not going to. 

Mr. MINTON. The Senator was making grave charges 
against Senators who supported this bill and against the 
President of the United States, and he ought to produce the 
specifications, 
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Mr. WHEELER. Oh, no; I challenge the statement of the 
Senator from Indiana. Of course, every time anybody dis- 
agrees with the Senator he immediately sees bugaboos. 

Mr. MINTON. Which Senator? 

Mr. WHEELER. The Senator from Indiana. 

Mr. MINTON. Not the Senator from Montana? 

Mr. WHEELER. No; I had reference to the Senator from 
Indiana. I never made any statement against the Senator 
from Indiana, nor would I make any statement against him 
or any other Senator; but I said when innuendoes are float- 
ing around, we all know that the personal contacts and the 
assurances that were made were not made by those who were 
opposing the legislation. The assurances came from the 
other side, and they were publicly stated on the floor of the 
Senate. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Have we not voted on the reorganiza- 
tion bill? [Laughter.] 

Mr. WHEELER. I thought we had. I thought we had 
voted on it, but apparently the Senator from Illinois had 
forgotten about it. 

Mr. LEWIS. No; the Senator from Illinois had remem- 
bered something. That was the conduct of the Senator 
from Montana. 

Mr. WHEELER. Just what was the conduct to which the 
Senator had reference? 

Mr. LEWIS. His constant aspersion, every time he has 
a difference with the President, seems to be that the motive 
of the President was disloyal in some form. 

Mr. WHEELER. I challenge the Senator to point to a 
single occasion on which I have made any statement of 
that kind. I challenge the Senator to name one single 
point of view of that kind. 

Mr. LEWIS. It pained me very much to hear the Sena- 
tor, just that second, charge the President of the United 
States with having said that Senators were bought, that he 
used that expression. 

Mr. WHEELER. “Purchased.” 

Mr. LEWIS. Ah! The Senator may correct it now, but 
that was the occasion of my taking offense. 

Mr. WHEELER. Is there any difference between “pur- 
chased” and “bought”? 

Mr. LEWIS. In this instance the able Senator wanted to 
use against the President of the United States an expres- 
sion as vulgar and as common as his mind could conjecture. 
It is that to which I greatly take exception, and call his 
attention to the fact that I am sure he must have done it 
inadvertently. I cannot conceive of his doing it deliberately. 
I ask him now, will he not withdraw it? 

Mr. WHEELER. I will use the President’s exact word, 
“purchased.” 

Mr. LEWIS. That is the future tense or the past tense; 
but the able Senator did say the President said Senators 
were bought, and I am sure the President of the United 
States would not intimate such a thing; and it is unfair for 
the 5 to intimate that he could have descended to such 
a level. 

Mr. WHEELER. The language the President used, it 
seemed to me, was not a reflection upon the Senate as much 
as it was a reflection upon the President himself. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield to the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. POPE. Did the Senator mean, in his statement a few 
minutes ago, to make any implication that the project in 
Idaho to which he referred had any connection whatever 
with the reorganization bill? 

Mr. WHEELER. I made no such statement. I was simply 
saying that it was a coincidence. When reference was made 
to what took place, I said it was a coincidence that some of 
these projects were approved at the very time this legisla- 
tion was pending. 

Mr. POPE. If the Senator meant to imply nothing in that 
respect, why did he refer to it as a coincidence? What was 
his purpose in bringing it up? 
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Mr. WHEELER. The purpose in bringing it up was that 
a statement was made by the President of the United States 
which I took as an implication that the Senators who were 
on the other side, and opposed to the legislation, possibly 
were being purchased, whereas those who voted on the other 
side were men who could not be purchased. I said that 
everyone knew, and the Senator himself on the floor of the 
Senate stated, that he had assurances from the administra- 
tion with reference to this legislation. 

Mr. POPE. What does that have to do with the Idaho 
project, I have asked the Senator. 

Mr. WHEELER. I had not intended to bring in the Idaho 
project until the Senator asked me about some project, and 
I suggested the Idaho project, and that did come in at that 
particular time. 

Mr. POPE. Will the Senator permit me just to say that 
the particular project to which the Senator refers has been 
considered for 6 or 8 months 

Mr. WHEELER. I have not any doubt about that. 

Mr. POPE. Long before any reorganization bill ever came 
into my mind, and we worked constantly on the matter. 
It had not the slightest connection with any reorganization 
bill. It did happen that the estimate was sent up at the 
time. But I want to say to the Senator what I stated to 
a reporter for the Chicago Tribune who asked me about it. 
I said to him, and I say now, the matter was never discussed 
in the same connection at all, and I would not discuss it in 
the same connection; and I know that the President or his 
Secretary would not discuss them in the same connection. 
These matters had no relation to each other. 

Mr. WHEELER. I assume that the Senator would not, and 
I assume that the administration would not. I had no 
intention of casting any reflection upon the Senator from 
Idaho, because I have the greatest respect and a very high 
regard for him. I would not in any way, shape, or form 
intend to reflect upon him. If anything I have said is 
taken as a reflection upon him, I shall be glad to withdraw 
it from the Recorp. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I should like to ask the Senator from 
Montana why he thinks the President's remarks have any 
reference to him, or to those Senators who opposed the 
reorganization bill. While I, of course, do not speak for the 
President of the United States 

Mr, WHEELER. I thought the Senator spoke for him. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I take the President’s remark as re- 
ferring to those Senators who stood their ground and re- 
fused to run because of the purchase price paid for some 
ten or twelve thousand telegrams which came to me from 
that propaganda. That is what the President of the United 
States referred to when he said that Senators could not be 
stampeded by the purchase price of great volumes of 
telegrams. 

Mr, JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, will the Sen- 
ator from Montana yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. The President was ex- 
tremely unfortunate in not having the Senator from New 
Jersey to express his idea. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr, SMATHERS. I grow weary of having the President 
of the United States abused and jumped on and criticized 
for everything he proposes, and every word that comes out 
of his mouth. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, if the Sen- 
ator from Montana will yield 

Mr. WHEELER, I yield to the Senator from California. 
I have not yet yielded the floor. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I am delighted that the 
Senator from New Jersey would never yield in the matter he 
mentions. Can he not understand that there are some men 
in the Senate who stand up and do not yield when the Presi- 
dent says, by implication, that they have been purchased? 
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Cannot the Senator understand that a natural indignation 
would lead them to respond to that sort of stuff? Does the 
Senator seek to say that that was an appropriate remark 
to be made by the President of the United States? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon- 
tana yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. As long as the Senator is the interpreter 
for the White House, I now yield to him. [Laughter.] 

Mr. SMATHERS. I should like to say to both of these 
distinguished Senators, who are of greater age than I am—I 
am only a youngster—that I am just as proud of my ability 
or my stamina to stand my ground as they are. In sup- 
porting the reorganization bill I was just as honest as they 
were in their opposition to it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. No one denies the Senator’s 
honesty. No one denies anybody’s honesty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon- 
tana yield to the Senator from California? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. I would not either impeach 
or impugn the honesty of any man in this Chamber. I 
spoke for those, or sought to speak for those, who are in a 
minority, and who did their duty as they saw it, who stood 
their ground, notwithstanding the pressure that was brought, 
and voted as they believed they should vote. I spoke for 
them because the remark made by the President of the United 
States yesterday was unjust and outrageous and should never 
have been made by a President of the United States. 

Mr. WHEELER. I thank the Senator from California. 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon- 
tana yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. BURKE. There should be no misunderstanding about 
the implications of the President’s statement. What he said 
as reported by the papers was that the vote in the Senate 
on the reorganization bill proved that the Senate could not 
be purchased, and it would necessarily follow from that that 
if three Senators had voted differently on the motion to 
recommit and the Senate had rejected the reorganization 
bill, that would have proved that the Senate could be, and 
was, purchased. If there be those in this body who like 
that kind of a statement coming from any source, I am not 
one of them. 

Mr. LOGAN. Mr. President, will the Senator from Mon- 
tana yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr. LOGAN. I ask the Senator from Montana, in all fair- 
ness, if a line of demarcation between those who supported 
the reorganization bill and those who opposed it had not 
been drawn long before there was ever any deluge of 
telegrams? 

Mr. WHEELER. I do not think there is any doubt about 
it at all. I do not think those telegrams changed one single 
solitary vote in this body. 

Mr. LOGAN. I agree with the Senator; but, in view of the 
fact that the Senator from Montana and the Senator from 
California had already taken a position long before there 
were any telegrams, as well as almost an equal number of 
Senators among those who sponsored the legislation, it could 
hardly be said that the President was intimating that they 
had been purchased, when they had taken their positions 
against the bill before there were any telegrams. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, the Senator 
from Kentucky is entirely correct; my position was taken 
long ago, and the position of the Senator from Kentucky 
was taken long ago. What I object to is that my President 
said, by implication, that those who voted in a certain way 
were purchased. That is what I object to, not to the fact 
that these Senators had taken one position or another 
position. 

Mr. LOGAN. But the Senator must reflect that he and 
others had taken their positions before there were ever any 
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telegrams, so what the President said evidently did not 
apply to them. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I do not think that what 
the President said referred to me in the slightest degree. I 
think it was a very unfortunate statement for the President 
to make, to say the very least. 

For the benefit of my distinguished friend the Senator 
from Illinois, I wish to read from the dictionary the mean- 
ing of the word “purchase.” It says it means “to obtain 
by paying money or its equivalent.” So when I stated a 
while ago that the President intimated that people might 
have been bought, when he used the term “purchase,” I was 
not entirely wrong. 

However, Mr. President, I do not think anybody in the 
Senate believes that anyone was purchased either on one 
side or the other. My stand was taken on the reorganization 
bill a long time ago, and I am sure the Senator from Illinois 
took his stand on the bill a long time ago. My position is 
that it was unfortunate for the President to use that lan- 
guage and have conveyed to the country, or made it possible 
to have conveyed to the country, the idea that some of us 
who had the courage of our convictions, like those on the 
other side who had the courage of their convictions, had 
been influenced, or “purchased,” by the sending of these 
telegrams. 

As I stated a moment ago, while I resented the fact that 
the utility interests and their paid lobbyists and their paid 
attorneys swarmed around the Senate lobbies and sent in 
telegrams against the holding-company bill, I never charged 
that any Senator who disagreed with me was corrupted by 
those interests; I never charged that anyone who disagreed 
with me was bought by them, as much as I disagreed with 
their views with reference to that legislation. 

Mr. President, if it has come to pass that men cannot 
stand in the Senate and have their own views, or if people 
cannot send telegrams to Members of Congress, regardless 
of whether they are right or whether they are wrong, we 
have reached a pretty bad state in the United States. 

Mr. LOGAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
further? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

- Mr. LOGAN. I may say that in that respect I agree with 
the Senator; that no one was influenced by any telegram. 
But does the Senator know that the President made the 
statement which he denominates “unfortunate”? I say it 
was unfortunate, if he made it; but does the Senator know 
he made it? 

Mr. WHEELER. No, I do not; I might ask the Senator 
from New Jersey, who probably knows, but I do not know, 
because I am not his interpreter. 

Mr. LOGAN. The Senator has only seen it in the news- 
papers? 

Mr. WHEELER. I am somewhat like the lamented Will 
Rogers; the only way I know about what takes place at the 
White House is by reading it in the newspapers. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHEELER. I yield. 

Mr, JOHNSON of California. I may say to the Senator 
from Kentucky that before I read the excerpts from the 
New York Times into the Recorp I verified it by six dif- 
ferent newspapers. Beyond that I have no verification. 

Mr. BYRNES. A parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. BYRNES. I am greatly disturbed. I should like to 
know whether the reorganization bill has come back. 

Mr. WHEELER. The Senator from New Jersey just asked 
me that question. The Senator from South Carolina has 
been out of the Chamber, so he has not followed the debate. 
But I am going to yield the floor, with the Senator’s per- 
mission. 


ADDITIONAL JUDGES FOR UNITED STATES COURTS 


The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 
3691) to provide for the appointment of additional judges 
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for certain United States district courts, circuit courts of 
appeals, and certain courts of the United States for the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am now about to offer an 
amendment in behalf of another Senator, and I desire to 
make a brief explanation as to why I offer the amendment. 

In the original bill, as it was introduced, there was in- 
cluded a district judge for the southern district of Florida. 
There appeared before our committee both Senators from 
Florida, the senior Senator [Mr. AnprEws] and the junior 
Senator (Mr. Pepper], the president of the bar association, 
and numerous telegrams and letters were received, together 
with recommendations from judges, lawyers, bar associa- 
tions, and others interested in having an additional judge in 
the southern district, or the southern and northern districts 
of Florida combined. 

The subcommittee listened to the testimony very atten- 
tively and studied the situation and finally rejected the re- 
quest, eliminating that judgeship from the bill. The full 
committee approved the recommendation of the subcommittee 
and the judgeship was eliminated. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] had intended to 
offer an amendment from the floor providing for adding a 
judge for the southern and northern districts of Florida. 
The other Senator from Florida [Mr. Anprews] had printed 
an amendment providing for the additional judge. I under- 
stand the senior Senator from Florida [Mr. ANDREWS] is ill 
and cannot be present to offer his amendment. I myself 
promised the junior Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] that 
if he should not be able to be present when the bill was con- 
sidered, I would offer the amendment in his behalf, and give 
the Senate an opportunity to pass on whether or not an 
additional judge should be authorized for the southern and 
northern districts of Florida. 

Therefore, in keeping with that promise, I offer an amend- 
ment, on page 2 of the bill, in line 12, after “Tennessee” and 
before the period, to insert “and southern and northern dis- 
tricts of Florida.” 

In order that the Senate may understand the conditions 
as they exist in Florida, and the contentions of those who 
sponsor the amendment, I read from a letter sent to the com- 
mittee by Judge Alexander Ackerman, district judge of the 
southern district of Florida. It is a long letter. All the tes- 
timony respecting this district appears in the record, begin- 
ning at page 64, of the second volume of the hearings. 

I read only a part of Judge Ackerman’s letter, as follows: 


I received an additional appointment, provisions for which were 
made by Congress. The three judges then attempted to clear 
up this congestion, but within a very short time Judge Jones died 
and there was a long delay in appointing his successor which again 
caused considerable congestion of the dockets, Next Judge Strum 
was quite ill for some months which again caused congestion. 
Then impeachment charges were begu: Judge Ritter which 
put him out of commission for some months before his case finally 
resulted in his conviction, which again caused congestion of the 
dockets. Judge Holland was appointed to succeed Judge Ritter 
and he has recently suffered a severe illness which has caused con- 
siderable congestion of the dockets in his division. So, 0. yoi may 
see that the greater part of my 9 years incumbency has 
continuous struggle with congested dockets. 

My general health has been good. In fact, I have only lost 5 
days on account of sickness in the 9 years, but my hearing is be- 
coming very much impaired, which makes it very difficult and try- 
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ing upon my nerves for me to hear cases where an acute sense of 
hearing is necessary. 

So, taking all of the foregoing into consideration, I believe if 
an additional judge were 3 for this district that his entire 
time could be well occupied within this district. 

I beg to assure you that in the foregoing statements I 
am in no way influenced by political or personal concern. Prior 
to my appointment as judge I was rather active in can 
politics and was appointed as a Republican. Of course, I have 
endeavored in every way since my judicial appointment 
to avoid any participation in other than to exercise a 
citizen’s right to vote, but as the 8 to this additional 
position could only be expected to be a Democrat, such appoint- 
ment would in no way pe pleasing to me politically, and as to a 
personal consideration, I will be eligible for retirement in about 
20 months, and I expect to retire as soon as . 
the additional f would not be of any great personal relief 
to me, but as one who, as senior district Judge, has been respon- 
sible for the dispatch of business in the district, I would rejoice to 
see it made possible for the dockets in this district to be made 
current the general criticism of the law’s delay. 

That is signed “Alexander Ackerman, district judge, south- 
ern district of Florida,” and fairly states the case for the 
southern district. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment presented by the Senator from New 
Mexico, on behalf of the Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER]. 

Mr, AUSTIN. Mr. President, I hope it is not entirely 
political for me to express my views about this matter. It 
should not be a political matter in any sense. In commit- 
tee we have always considered this bill as a subject matter 
that concerns each one of us alike. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. AUSTIN. I yield. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I at least know that the 
Senator has not been moved by any political consideration 
at all during the time we have studied the subject of this 
bill. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I cannot fully express my 
gratitude to the Senator from New Mexico. He has been 
considerate, thoughtful, and kind throughout this rather dif- 
ficult study. I regret to differ from him about this particu- 
lar judgeship, if he thinks that the judgeship in question is 
necessary. I am not certain that he does. I rather suspect 
that he has been doing a favor to the Senator from Florida 
in offering the amendment for him. 

Let me state, however, that the evidence which came be- 
fore the committee shows that the southern district of Florida 
is not in a difficult position with respect to its judicial work 
when compared with similar districts of the United States. 
When compared with districts which have large cities and 
which have large fluctuating populations, moving in and 
staying for a period and moving out, Florida’s position is not 
bad. In relation to the District of Columbia, the northern 
district of Illinois, the eastern district of Maryland, the dis- 
trict of New Jersey, the southern district of New York, and 
the eastern district of Pennsylvania, the condition is shown 
somewhat by the figures of the number of civil cases per 
judge. Let me call attention to those figures. I can give 
other figures which reflect the same conditions. 

The southern district of Florida has three judges now, 
and dividing up all the civil cases, the combined Government 
cases and the combined personal civil cases, the number per 


Judge is 225, as shown by the hearings and the report. 


That compares with the other places that I have mentioned 
as follows: District of Columbia, 618 cases per judge; north- 
ern district of Illinois, 411 cases per judge; eastern district 
of Michigan, 379 cases per judge; district of New Jersey, 
454 cases per judge; southern district of New York, 325 
cases per judge; eastern district of Pennsylvania, 479 cases 
per judge. 

In other words the admitted condition shows that the 
southern district of Florida has per judge many less cases 
than any of the other districts that are comparable to the 
southern district of Florida. 

The condition is also reflected in the report of the Attorney 
General, in the comparative table showing approximate time 
required to reach the trial of cases after joinder of issue 
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in the several district courts of the United States. This ap- 
pears at page 236 of the last report of the Attorney General. 

For the northern district of Florida it shows as of July 1, 
1936, all ready cases tried at terms following joinder of issue. 

As of July 1, 1937, there are shown all ready cases tried 
at terms following joinder of issue. Those were actions at 
law. 

As to suits in equity, there are shown as of July 1, 1936, 
the cases heard promptly after joinder of issue in or out of 
term; and as of July 1, 1937, the cases heard promptly after 
joinder of issue. 

The column as to suits in admiralty has this note: 

Cases heard promptly after joinder of issue, in or out of term. 


Senators will observe that there is not a single record of 
delay or holding up suitors or litigants. When cases are 
ready for trial, the court is in a condition to give trial at 
the very first opportunity under the rules. 

A little collateral evidence appeared in the hearings. One 
of the most important witnesses, whose testimony was most 
thorough in support of this judgeship, was Martin Cara- 
bello, president of the Florida State Bar Association. His 
testimony begins on page 71 of the hearings, but I refer toa 
statement on page 77: 

Senator Austin. And if you get into a congested state, there is no 
difficulty in getting a northern judge to come down and help 
r. CaRABELLO. We have no difficulty in getting a northern judge 
for trials, but a judge would not be available for settlements and 
pleadings, which occur every day. You would have no trouble in 
Florida as to your trial dockets. They are well taken care of, 
except perhaps a 6 month’s delay in getting to trial, but your 
trouble is in settling the pleadings before trial, and that occurs 
because of the nature of our proceedings down there. 

As a practitioner in a common-law State, I claim to know 
something about the time necessary for settling pleadings. 
I must confess that the testimony is amusing to me when it 
states that the time required for settling pleadings in a com- 
mon-law State would necessitate the appointment of an- 
other judge, when the judicial work of hearing cases is so 
nearly up to date that a suitor can obtain trial at the 
very first term after issue is joined. 

We have here a clear case of an additional expense being 
imposed upon the taxpayers without any real benefit arising 
from it. Perhaps more leisure would be given to the three 
judges who now occupy offices if we added another judge to 
the bench. But there is still a fourth judge in the northern 
district of Florida. Florida has the unique distinction of 
being the greatest playground on earth, and it is very attrac- 
tive to a northern judge to go down and help out at the 
expense of Uncle Sam. He can take a swim in the morning, 
play golf in the afternoon, and “uncongest” the Florida 
‘docket. So I am entirely opposed to the amendment. If 
there is one thing about the bill which would cause me to 
oppose it, it would be the injection of this particular judge- 
ship into the bill. 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, I wish to correct what I am 
sure was an inadvertent remark by the Senator from Ken- 
tucky (Mr. Locan] touching the district which I represent. 
The bill contains certain provisions respecting judges for the 
seventh circuit. The distinguished Senator from Kentucky 
referred to the circuit judges in Illinois and, as I remember, 
used the words “in my district.” I am sure there was some 
error, inasmuch as Illinois is not in the Senator’s district. 

Mr. LOGAN. I meant Ohio, and not Illinois. Illinois is 
not in my district. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. Hatcx] on behalf of the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
PEPPER], 

Mr. AUSTIN. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is still before the 
Senate and open to amendment. 

If there be no further amendments to be proposed, the 
question is on the engrossment and third reading of the bill. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


MARCH 30 


Mr. FRAZIER. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

Mr. FRAZIER. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following 
Senators answered to their names: 


Adams Dieterich Johnson, Colo. Overton 
Ashurst Duffy King Pittman 
Austin Ellender La Follette Pope 
Bailey Frazier Radcliffe 

ead George Lewis Reames 
Barkley Gerry Lodge Russell 
Bilbo Gibson Logan Schwartz 
Bone Gillette Lonergan Schwellenbach 
Borah Glass Lundeen Sheppard 
Brown, Mich, Green McAdoo Shipstead 
Bulkley Guffey McCarran Smathers 
Bulow n McGill Smith 
Burke Hatch McKellar Thomas, Utah. 
Byrd Hayden McNary Townsend 
Byrnes Herring Maloney 
Capper Hill Minton Vandenberg 
Caraway Hitchcock Murray Wagner 
Clark Holt Neely Walsh 
Connally Hughes Norris Wheeler 
Copeland Johnson, Calif. O'Mahoney 


The VICE PRESIDENT. Seventy-nine Senators have an- 
swered to their names. A quorum is present. The question 
is, Shall the bill pass? 

Mr. McNARY and Mr. KING asked for the yeas and nays. 
Ri yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk called 

roll. 

Mr. BYRNES. I have a general pair with the Senator from 
Maine (Mr. HALE]. I transfer that pair to the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. Cuavez], and will vote. I vote yea.“ 

Mr. LOGAN (after having voted in the affirmative). I have 
a general pair with the senior Senator from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. Davis], who is absent. I transfer that pair to the junior 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. MILLER], and let my vote stand. 

Mr. LEWIS. I announce that the Senator from Florida 
IMr. ANDREWS] is detained from the Senate because of illness. 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Berry] is detained 
because of illness in his family. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Cuavez], the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. MILTON], and the Senator from Florida 
(Mr. PEPPER] are detained on important public business. 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Brown], the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. THomas], the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. REYNOLDS], and the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. Troman] are detained in Government departments. 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. MILLER] is absent attend- 
ing a conference at the White House. 

I am advised that if present and voting the Senators 
mentioned would vote “yea.” 

I further announce that the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
DonaneEy], the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BURKE], and the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van Nuys] are unavoidably 
detained. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I announce the following general pairs: 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Bripces] with the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Berry]; and 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Nye] with the Sen- 
ator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER]. 

I am not advised how any of the Senators mentioned would 
vote if present. 

The result was announced—yeas 71, nays 7, as follows: 


YEAS—71 

Adams Duffy La Follette Pope 
Ashurst Ellender Radcliffe 
Austin George Lewis Reames 
Balley Gerry Lodge Russell 

Gibson Logan Schwartz 
Barkley Gillette Lonergan Schwellenbach 
Bilbo Glass Lundeen Sheppard 
Bone Green McAdoo Shipstead 
Borah Guffey McCarran Smathers 
Brown, Mich Harrison McGill Smith 
Bulkley Hatch McKellar Thomas, Utah 
Bulow Hayden Maloney Townsend 
Byrd Herring Minton dings 
Byrnes Hill Murray Vandenberg 
Caraway Hitchcock Neely Wagner 
Clark Hughes O'Mahoney Walsh 
Connally Johnson, Calif. Overton Wheeler 
Die Johnson, Colo. Pittman 


NAYS—7 

Capper King Norris 
Copeland Holt McNary 

NOT VOTING—18 
Andrews Chavez Milton Truman 
Berry Davis Nye Van Nuys 
Bridges Donahey Pepper White 
Brown, N. H. Hale Reynolds 
Burke Miller Thomas, Okla. 


So the bill was passed. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Callo- 
way, one of its reading clerks, announced that the Speaker 
bad affixed his signature to the enrolled bill (S. 711) to 
amend an act entitled “An act to establish a Code of Law 
for the District of Columbia,” approved March 3, 1901, as 
amended, and particularly sections 863, 911, and 914 of the 
said code, and it was signed by the Vice President. 

OFFENSES AGAINST PROPERTY OF THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, on the last call of the 
calendar, on March 25, the Senate passed the bill (S. 3096) 
to amend section 35 of the Criminal Code, as amended 
(U. S. C., title 18, sec. 82), relating to purloining, stealing, or 
injuring property of the United States. The House of Rep- 
resentatives has passed an identical measure, word for word, 
being House bill 8826. I ask unanimous consent that the 
Committee on the Judiciary be discharged from the further 
consideration of the House bill and that the bill be con- 
sidered and acted on at this time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none; and the Committee on the Judiciary is dis- 
charged from the further consideration of the House bill. 
Is there objection to the request of the Senator from Texas 
for the present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. R. 8826) to amend 
section 35 of the Criminal Code, as amended (U. S. C., title 
18, sec. 82), relating to purloining, stealing, or injuring prop- 
erty of the United States, was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I ask unanimous consent that the 
House be requested to return to the Senate Senate bill 3096. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENTS TO AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1938— 

CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. SMITH submitted a conference report on the bill 
(H. R. 9915) to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to 
the consideration of executive business. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads, reported favorably the nominations of sundry 
postmasters. 

Mr, PITTMAN, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
reported favorably the nomination of Howard K. Travers, 
of New York, now a Foreign Service officer of class 3 and a 
secretary in the Diplomatic Service, to be also a consul 
general of the United States. 

He also, from the same committee, reported favorably the 
nominations of sundry persons for appointment as Foreign 
Service officers, unclassified, vice consuls of career, and sec- 
retaries in the Diplomatic Service of the United States. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The reports will be placed on 
the Executive Calendar. 

If there be no further reports of committees, the clerk 
will state in their order the nominations on the calendar. 

POSTMASTERS 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, there is nothing on the 
Calendar except the Burlew nomination and the nomina- 
tions of some postmasters. I ask unanimous consent that 
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the nominations of postmasters on the calendar be confirmed 
en bloc. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and the nominations of postmasters are con- 
firmed en bloc. 

EBERT K. BURLEW 


The legislative clerk read the nomination of Ebert K. Bur- 
lew, of Pennsylvania, to be First Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, as chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Public Lands and Surveys, which has reported the 
nomination of Mr. Burlew, I wish to submit to the Senate 
some of the reasons which have led the committee to report 
the nomination favorably. 

The nomination of Mr. Burlew to be First Assistant Secre- 
tary of the Interior was sent in by the President on the 20th 
of last December, and was referred by the Senate to the 
Committee on Public Lands and Surveys. The committee 
conducted a series of hearings which resulted in the ac- 
cumulation of something over 600 pages of printed testi- 
mony. 

The Senator from Colorado did not approach the matter 
with any preconceived ideas. As a matter of fact, I was 
one of a group of Senators who asked the President to ap- 
point a western man to the place vacated through the death 
of Mr. Walters. The President sent in the name of Mr. 
Burlew. It seemed to me and it seemed to the majority of 
the members of the Public Lands Committee that while it 
was the function of Senators to make their recommenda- 
tions, it was the function of the President to make the nomi- 
nations, and, even though we might have preferred a dif- 
ferent nominee, that if the man whose name was sent in by 
the President measured up to the proper standards of public 
service, it was our duty to confirm the nomination. 

In this particular case, Mr. Burlew entered the public 
service in 1910. He entered as a civil-service clerk in the 
War Department, as a stenographer, coming in without po- 
litical prestige or influence; and by virtue of industry and 
by virtue of integrity he has reached the position which he 
now holds of administrative assistant to the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

The Secretary of the Interior said to the committee that 
when he came into office as a new man, unfamiliar with the 
personnel of the Interior Department, and having feelings 
not altogether friendly to his predecessors in office, knowing 
that Mr. Burlew had served under other Secretaries of the 
Interior, he set Mr. Burlew aside with some suspicion; but 
he said that during the course of the 5 years he had pre- 
sided over the Department of the Interior he had learned 
that Mr. Burlew was invaluable to him, he had come to 
regard him as a man of capacity and integrity, and had 
come to rely upon him in all the public affairs of his office. 

The President has nominated Mr. Burlew. The Secretary 
of the Interior has said to us that Mr. Burlew is—to quote 
the Secretary—the most efficient man in his Department. 
We have checked through his service in the Department 
under the guidance of the very able Senator from Nevada 
(Mr. Prrrman], who does not agree with the majority of the 
committee. Every member of the committee who heard the 
testimony believed that the nomination should be confirmed, 
with the exception of the very able Senator from Nevada, 
who has submitted a minority report. 

It should be said that in no instance within my knowledge 
as a Member of the Senate has there ever been such a 
thorough investigation, such a thorough exploration into 
the character, the public service, the integrity, and the 
capacity of a nominee, as that which the Senator from 
Nevada has conducted with regard to Mr. Burlew. The 
Senator from Nevada has not only presented the matters 
which are included within his minority report, but he has 
studied a vast number of other records. I think perhaps to 
his misfortune, or to his discomfort, everyone having deal- 
ings with the Department of the Interior who had a griev- 
ance, real or imaginary, with that Department or with Mr. 
Burlew, came to the Senator from Nevada, bringing his 
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view or his story, and the Senator very conscientiously has 
gone through record after record and put in hour after hour 
in a study of the records; but after the study the Senator 
from Nevada differs from all the other members of the com- 
mittee who have heard the testimony and who have studied 
the records. 

Of course I concede to the Senator from Nevada the same 
disinterested approach that the other members of the com- 
mittee had; but we say to the Senate that we believe that 
the judgment of the other members of the committee in this 
matter is sound and correct. In the Department of the 
Interior are some 38,000 employees. Mr. Burlew is the per- 
sonnel officer of the Department. Across his desk passes the 
major portion of the appointments. He is the administra- 
tive assistant, doing the things he is directed to do by the 
Secretary of the Interior. There is a personal assistant, Mr. 
Slattery, whose functions are of an executive nature. 

From a study of the record and from hearing the testi- 
mony, the majority of the committee have concluded that 
there is nothing whatever reflecting upon the integrity or 
the character of Mr. Burlew, or in any way showing him to 
be unfit or disqualified for this place. 

I think the Senator from Nevada will pardon me if I 
merely sketch the four cases which he elaborates in his 
minority report, in order that the Senate may get, hastily, 
the view of the majority of the committee. 

The minority report calls attention to four separate cases 
considered during the hearings as bearing out the conclusion 
of the minority—first, the so-called Power Commission in- 
vestigation; second, the Stitely case; third, the Watson case; 
and, fourth, the so-called “hot oil” case. 

Briefly, the so-called Power Commission investigation goes 
back 10 years. It relates to a report made by the Federal 
Power Commission in 1928, 10 years ago. At that time 
Secretary Wilbur was a member of the Power Commission. 
The report in question had to do with the establishment of 
rules and regulations of the Department. Protests were 
made as to certain items in the report, and the Federal 
Power Commission recalled the report and cut out from it 
certain sections. 

It seems that following that one of the Hearst newspapers 
charged that there had been a suppression of the original 
report, and charged that the suppression was due to a Mr. 
Bonner and a Mr. Griffith, Mr. Bonner being the secretary 
of the Power Commission. A libel suit followed, brought in 
1932. In the course of that a subpena was issued directing 
Mr. Burlew to produce the so-called modified or deleted re- 
port. Mr. Burlew answered that he did not have it and 
could not produce it, 

Subsequently, in March 1933, when Secretary Wilbur was 
cleaning out his desk preparatory to surrendering his office, 
in a compartment in the safe, in the exclusive control of 
Secretary Wilbur, the deleted reports were discovered. The 
libel cases apparently were still on. Another subpena was 
served upon Mr. Burlew, these reports having been turned 
over to him by or through Mr. Wilbur, and the reports were 
produced. 

This was a private bit of litigation between two former 
employees of the Department and a Hearst newspaper. It 
Was not an official function in any respect. From an exam- 
ination of the record I find nothing in it reflecting upon 
Mr. Burlew’s conduct. 

One other feature of that goes back to 1929, when the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La FoLLETTE] wrote to Mr. 
Bonner, who became the plaintiff in the case, asking for 
a copy of this report. Mr. Bonner, in a deposition or state- 
ment, said that he had asked Mr. Burlew whether to give 
them the original report or the deleted report, and that 
Mr. Burlew had said to give them the deleted report. Mr. 
Burlew says that he never made any such statement to Mr. 
Bonner, that he would not have made such a statement 
to Mr. Bonner, because it would have involved the making 
of an incorrect answer. He says he does not recall the 
circumstance. In any event, however, whether or not the 
statement of Bonner was correct it was entirely outside of 
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the official duties for Mr. Burlew to say to someone as to 
whether or not he should furnish a certain document, a 
document which had ceased to be official, which had been 
recalled. The substance of the document I do not know. 
We have had no occasion to go into it. It was a report that 
was changed. That, in substance, is the power case. 

The Stitely case was the second. In that case Mr. Stitely, 
a civil-service employee, who had come into the Depart- 
ment of the Interior with the high recommendation of Mr. 
Horace Albright, the head of the Park Service, and that 
Mr. Brann, a Representative from Virginia, testifying as to 
his integrity and his efficiency, was put into a position as a 
clerk, being charged with the making up of pay rolls and 
vouchers, 

Mr. Stitely made up certain regular and proper pay rolls 
from the C. C. C. camps. Taking advantage of the situa- 
tion which he held, he also made up every 2 weeks a small 
or separate voucher in which he included the names of eight 
individuals which were fraudulent, the names of individuals 
who were not in the employ of the Government. 

The directions made by the President of the United States 
as to the payment of funds for these camps provided that 
the disbursements should be made by the War Department. 
The vouchers which Mr. Stitely submitted he submitted to 
the War Department. 

Mr. Stitely forged the name of a certifying officer, took 
the forged signature over to a second certifying officer, and 
got a genuine signature from him. He forged the name of 
the superintendent of the camp, directing the War Depart- 
ment to give Mr. Stitely the checks which were issued upon 
these vouchers. 

The result was that Mr. Stitely went to the War Depart- 
ment officials with a forged pay roll, which he had prepared, 
with vouchers which he had partly forged, and the other 
part of which he had secured through forgery, with a forged 
letter from the superintendent of the camp, directing that 
the checks be given to him. When the checks were given 
to him he took them to his local bank, endorsed the names 
of the various payees, and obtained the money; and this 
continued for some 3 years. 

The voucher which went to the War Department was 
made up in triplicate. Had the War Department complied 
with the regulations they would not have given Mr. Stitely 
this voucher, but would have sent it back to the superin- 
tendent of the camp. But the War Department officials 
gave to Mr. Stitely not only the check, but they gave him 
the voucher, so that in the Interior Department there was 
no opportunity to check the records. 

Assuming fraud, Mr. Burlew had nothing to do with it; 
that is, it is a case of fraud upon the Government, the major 
fault and carelessness in the War Department, partly due 
to a faulty system, which has never been protected against 
in this land. There is not a big bank in the land which has 
not suffered from occasional forgery. There is no great cor- 
poration, with all their careful preparations to protect against 
forgeries and frauds, which has not occasionally had a fraud 
perpetrated upon it. There have been frauds recently in the 
State of Oklahoma, even in the case of the old-age pensions. 
There have been frauds discovered within a week in W. P. A. 
pay rolls. In other words, the Stitely case is somewhat spec- 
tacular, but one point I make is that in no way was Mr. 
Burlew connected with it or responsible for it. 

Mr. Stitely, not satisfied with the frauds he perpetrated in 
the case of the funds being disbursed by the War Depart- 
ment, found a fund in the Interior Department and he 
started to perpetrate a fraud in the case of that fund, but the 
Interior Department caught him within 3 months. The sys- 
tem within the Interior Department was so efficient that when 
he sought to defraud that Department he was caught, and 
Mr. Stitely has been sent to the penitentiary with very, very 
heavy penalties upon him. 

The third case was the Watson case. A man by the name 
of Watson was the disbursing clerk in the Yellowstone Na- 
tional Park. Someone sought to defraud the Government 
there of some $600. He did it by means of taking out the 
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amount of money represented by a check from a contractor. 
He took the cash out and the check was put in. There were 
several people who could have done that. Watson was one 
of them, and there were several others. 

Mr. Burlew, in Washington, is apparently charged with 
responsibility on account of the fact that someone in the 
Yellowstone National Park, where they were handling en- 
trance fees, took six hundred and some dollars. Mr. Watson 
said that one of the men among those being investigated— 
and the matter was investigated—should be exonerated. He 
said another man should be partly exonerated. Watson, so 
far as I read the record, did the thing an honest man would 
have done. He was a disbursing clerk, he was called upon 
to make the loss good, and he made good the amount that 
was short. 

The Government lost nothing. There was a fraud. The 
officers investigating the case did not recommend the prose- 
cution of anyone. There is no definite charge against anyone. 
Mr. Burlew had nothing to do with that. 

Then follows the statement that Mr. Watson was not 
discharged, that because the man against whom suspicion 
might be directed was not discharged by the Government 
as if he were a criminal, though no charges were made 
against him, because Watson was retained in the service, 
Mr. Burlew is to be criticized. 

Mr. Burlew did, however, say to his people that it was 
perfectly proper to retain Mr. Watson, but, in view of these 
things, not to put him in a responsible place. It so hap- 
pened that for a period of several months Watson was a 
certifying officer where the Stitely checks went across his 
desk. The Stitely frauds had been going on for 3 years, 
and Watson was merely an officer who certified, relying upon 
a forged signature. That is the Watson case. 

The fourth case is the “hot oil” case. In Texas there was 
controversy over the shipment of oil in interstate com- 
merce in defiance of the Connally Act. A man named Guil- 
lory had a little well. He was a Government agent. Two 
other men, named Behrens and Buthod, were Government 
investigators of the same type. They acquired some interest 
with Guillory. 

Subsequently, in a controversy, Mr. Guillory was charged 
with using his small well as the basis for “hot oil” opera- 
tions. Mr. Guillory ultimately was prosecuted, pleaded 
guilty, and was fined $300, that fine measuring somewhat the 
enormity of his offense. There was a report from two in- 
vestigators recommending that Buthod and Behrens be dis- 
missed. It was approved by Mr. Kelliher, a superior officer. 

Following that, an investigation was made by two other 
officers who disagreed with the first report, and said that 
while Buthod and Behrens had perhaps been indiscreet, there 
was no criminal connection on their part with Guillory. 

These disputed reports did not come to Mr. Burlew. They 
came to the Secretary of the Interior, and from Chicago he 
sent a friend of his, named Latimer, who, I think, was an 
attorney, to make an investigation, and Mr. Latimer re- 
ported, sustaining in substance the report of the latter two 
investigators, that while there had been some conduct not 
to be approved, he found nothing to justify the discharge of 
Buthod and Behrens, nothing to justify criminal prosecu- 
tions, and these two men were not discharged. They were 
suspended pending the investigation. 

Then they were moved into another field, and the charge 
against Mr. Burlew is that he in some way was responsible for 
the retention of these men. 

The fact is that the matter was handled by the Secretary 
of the Interior. Many of the papers went through Mr. Bur- 
lew’s hands. Many letters bear his signature, but the trans- 
action was the transaction of the Secretary of the Interior. 
If the matter was improperly handled, it was an error of 
judgment. The Secretary of the Interior relied upon one 
group rather than upon the other. 

Mr. President, that is merely an outline of these cases as 
they have appeared to a majority of the committee. It seems 
that a small number of irregularities have occurred in the 
Department of the Interior. Mr. Burlew is an administrative 
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assistant in charge of personnel, not charged with the super- 
bse of the conduct of every individual of the 38,000 em- 
ployees. 

Mr. President, so far as I can find in the record, there is 
not one single thing which, when correctly analyzed, be- 
smirches Mr. Burlew, which reflects upon his integrity, or 
which shows lack of capacity, and, in my judgment and that 
of the majority of the committee, the President’s recom- 
mendation for the confirmation of Mr. Burlew should be 
acceded to by the Senate. 

I wish to present one other matter to show the importance 
of this nomination. The Secretary of the Interior has at 
this time one Acting Assistant Secretary. Mr. Walters, the 
First Assistant Secretary, died. By reason of matters which 
are no concern of ours, the Under Secretary is not func- 
tioning. There is insistent need for an additional Assistant 
Secretary, so that the appointment, it seems to me, is an 
appropriate one. 

Mr. Burlew is efficient. It is the desire of the Secretary of 
the Interior to have Mr. Burlew. It does seem to the commit- 
tee that the wishes of the President and the desire and the 
necessities of the Secretary of the Interior should be met by 
the Senate of the United States. 

Mr. MAHONEY. Mr. President, I desire to add only a 
few words to what has been said by the very able Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. Apams], the chairman of the Committee 
on Public Lands and Surveys. As one of the members of 
the committee I devoted practically all of the time which 
was occupied by the hearings to attendance upon them. 
Those hearings began after a recommendation had been 
submitted to the President on behalf of Senators represent- 
ing the Rocky Mountain West, the public-land States, for 
the appointment as First Assistant Secretary of a citizen and 
a resident of one of those States. 

As a matter of fact, Mr. President, I was chiefly responsi- 
ble for the preparation and the circulation of the letter 
which was transmitted to the President asking for the ap- 
pointment of a western man. That was done in the belief 
that the interests of those States would be best subserved by 
the appointment to this very important position of such a 
person. The President, however, did not see fit to act upon 
that recommendation, and sent to the Senate the name of 
Mr. Burlew. Thereupon hearings were held. The Presi- 
dent, of course, was acting wholly within his constitutional 
power. I understand that he was acting upon the recom- 
mendation of the Secretary of the Interior. 

I desire to say to the Senate that it was my conviction 
after the hearings had been completed that Mr. Burlew had 
demonstrated in a very clear way unusual capacity for the 
position to which he was nominated. No one, I am sure, 
could have gone through such a grueling examination as he 
did and have exhibited so clear and all-inclusive a knowl- 
edge of the affairs of the Department as he showed, without 
demonstrating completely to any observer his complete fit- 
ness for the position to which he has been named. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a 
question? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. POPE. I was one of those who signed the letter sug- 
gesting the appointment of a western man, principally be- 
cause I desired someone who was familiar with the problems 
of the West, such as grazing, public domain, and other 
matters falling within the jurisdiction of the Department 
of the Interior. Will the Senator from Wyoming state 
whether or not it appears from the examination of Mr. 
Burlew that his experience in the Department has given 
him familiarity with those problems in the West so that 
we may feel that he can deal with such problems with a 
reasonable degree of efficiency? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That, Mr. President, is exactly the 
feeling which I had after the hearings. I may say that my 
dealings with Mr. Burlew through a number of years have 
satisfied me that he has a complete acquaintance with all 
the affairs of the Department which have to do with the 
duties he would be called upon to perform. Indeed, Mr. 
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President, I think it would be difficult to imagine a person 
showing more accurate knowledge of the most intimate de- 
tails of the duties of that office than was exhibited by Mr. 
Burlew throughout the examination. 

The investigation lasted for practically 2 months. The 
accumulated grievances of three or four administrations 
were available to be drawn upon. Several persons came 
to me before the hearings began, intimating that charges 
would develop which would create a scandal. The hearings 
began, and proceeded to a conclusion, and the only result 
was the development of the four cases which have been so 
ably analyzed by the Senator from Colorado [Mr. Apams]; 
namely, the Stitely case, the Watson case, the “hot oil” 
case, and the Federal power case. 

I am satisfied that an examination of the record of each 
of these cases will show that in no single instance was Mr. 
Burlew responsible for any error, mistake, or fraud which 
occurred. The truth of the matter is that the hearings 
showed that Mr. Burlew is a public official who has risen 
from the very humblest station in the Government service 
to one of the highest positions, all by reason of his merit and 
efficiency. 

Mr. Burlew began his service in the Government as a sub- 
ordinate clerk in the War Department. He was transferred 
from the War Department to the Post Office Department, 
and was there employed as stenographer or secretary to 
former Governor Dockery, of Missouri, when he was Third 
Assistant Postmaster General under President Wilson. When 
the administration changed, Mr. Burlew, by his attention to 
the duties of his position, attracted the attention of the Post- 
master General, and he became attached to the office of that 
official. When Dr. Work became Postmaster General he re- 
tained Mr. Burlew. When Dr. Work was transferred to the 
Department of the Interior he took Mr. Burlew with him. 
Then, as the Senator from Colorado has so clearly explained, 
when Secretary Ickes assumed the position of head of the 
Department of the Interior he demoted Mr. Burlew, but 
shortly afterward discovered his efficiency as an executive 
officer. 

I have no hesitation whatever, Mr. President, in saying that 
to my mind, at least, Mr. Burlew has demonstrated an un- 
usual capacity as an executive officer, and an unusual loyalty 
to his superiors. Without exception, he has devoted him- 
self to carrying out the duties of his position as they were 
exemplified to him by his chief, and throughout his career 
he has won approval by so doing. 

I want the Senate to know that from my examination of 
the record and from my participation in the hearings I feel 
that there is not the slightest ground upon which to refuse 
confirmation of the nomination of Mr. Burlew. 

Mr. GUFFEY. Mr. President, the nominee whose name is 
now under consideration came to Washington from Penn- 
sylvania and received through civil service an appointment 
to a minor position in the Government service. Slowly, 
through the years, he battled his way on his own merit and 
through his own capabilities, with the result that now he 
has reached one of the topmost places in an important 
branch of the Government service. 

For nearly 27 years he has toiled to fulfill the duties 
assigned him by his superiors, first as a clerk in the War 
Department, then as an aide in the Post Office Department 
for the Postal Savings System. Later he was selected for 
the position of private secretary to Assistant Postmaster 
General Alexander M. Dockery. After that he was ap- 
pointed confidential clerk to Postmaster General Will H. 
Hays, and after that private secretary to Postmaster General 
Hubert D. Work. When Dr. Work was transferred to the 
Secretaryship of the Department of the Interior, Mr. Burlew, 
the nominee, was transferred to the Department of the In- 
terior as the Secretary’s administrative assistant, in which 
position he has also served under Secretaries West, Wilbur, 
and Ickes. He has been a faithful, loyal, and competent 
employee in the service of his Government and has devoted 
almost his entire life to that service. There is every reason 
to believe that Mr. Burlew will serve as First Assistant Sec- 
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retary of the Interior on the same high plane on which he 
has served in his other numerous posts of responsibilities. 
His advancement to the First Assistant Secretaryship will 
be a well-deserved recognition of merit. 

I bespeak for Mr. Burlew the favorable consideration of 
my colleagues. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, I wish to make a very 
brief statement at this time. Perhaps the committee is for 
Mr. Burlew. I do not know. I know that hardly five 
members of the committee were present continuously 
throughout the hearings. About seven members of the com- 
mittee came and went. The two Senators at whom I am 
looking, but whose names I shall not call, were always there. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, is the Senator looking 
at me? 

Mr. PITTMAN. I am looking at the Senator from Wyo- 
ming and at the Senator from Colorado (Mr. Apams]. 

It is true that there is a record of 615 pages. I do not 
believe anyone has read the record, unless it be the two 
Senators at whom I am still looking; nor do I believe any- 
one else will ever read it. I do not think anyone except the 
Senator from Nevada has attempted to analyze it. I spent 
weeks looking at a great many records. I could have pre- 
sented 20 times as many cases as the 4 cases referred to. 
The four cases, however, clearly demonstrated to my mind 
that, while Mr. Burlew is a very able man, and very energetic 
and capable, he has grossly neglected his duties and his 
responsibilities, with untold loss to the Government. It 
probably will be years before we shall know what the loss 
is, as illustrated in the Stitely case. 

Investigators for the Secretary of the Interior said it 

would take six auditors a year to find out what the loss has 
been; and yet over a period of 4½ years a little pay clerk 
was successful in stealing over $84,000. 
I say it was Mr. Burlew’s duty to protect against such a 
loss; and I can prove it from the record, not just from 
talk. The report shows that the loss could have been dis- 
covered and prevented. I shall prove that the duty was 
imposed upon Mr. Burlew, through the classification by 
which he obtained his salary, to prevent the loss. I shall 
show it by letters from Secretary Ickes and by the testimony 
of Secretary Ickes. 

I should not be so unjust as to charge Secretary Ickes 
with knowing anything about the activities of his Depart- 
ment, because he entrusted that responsibility to Mr. Bur- 
lew. I think there is only one man in the Department who 
knows anything about the activities of the Department, and 
that man is Mr. Burlew; but he has neglected his duties and 
responsibilities. 

I shall not go into the separate cases at present. Similar 
circumstances will be found in the Watson case. In that 
case the evidence is so conclusive against Watson that the 
case should have been submitted to the Attorney General. 
I think Senators will agree to that statement when I read 
the report. Watson, instead of being punished, was allowed 
to come to the head office in Washington and become certify- 
ing officer of the pay rolls which were used by Stitely to 
defraud the Government of $84,000. 

Oh, yes, Mr. Burlew will say, “I did not know he was 
there.” It was his business to know that Watson was there. 
As a matter of fact, Burlew protested to the Park Service 
because they did not notify him. Have the men who neg- 
lected their duty, and put Watson there when Burlew was 
personnel officer, been criticized? Have they been demoted? 
Have they been removed? Has anything happened to them? 
No. 

Even after the Stitely case was proven, and even after 
Watson was compelled to turn the money back to the Gov- 
ernment, and while he was removed from the position of 
certifying officer after the Stitely case was proven, he was 
still kept as an auditor in that Department, with the approval 
of Burlew. Burlew brags about demoting Watson, yet he 
asserts he had nothing to do with such personnel. 

Take the power case. I will compare the testimony of 
Burlew in 1932 with his testimony in 1933, and show you 
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that he is deceptive; that he tried to correct his testimony 
in 1933 when he found the break that was coming in this 
matter, so as to say that he had nothing to do with the con- 
cealment of those undeleted records. I will show tomorrow 
the testimony of Bonner, sworn to in court, in which he 
said that those undeleted reports were carried, by the order of 
Burlew, to Burlew’s office. I will show you that Burlew, when 
cross-examined, would not deny the testimony of Bonner 
and said that if Bonner said it was true, it was true. 

What was the purpose of that? The purpose was that at 
that time Burlew, like his superior, Dr. Wilbur, was trying 
to conceal the criticisms and charges made against the great 
power companies of the country. That was the purpose of 
it; and subsequently Burlew’s further concealment of the 
reports, and his effort to obtain reports from the Department 
of Justice, whitewashing Bonner and Griffith, will be shown 
by the evidence to be in aid of a suit to be brought by 
Bonner and Griffith against the Hearst newspapers. 

In the “hot oil” case the testimony will show that Ickes 
was the sole administrator, and that practically every trans- 
action was by letter or telegram or advice or consultation 
with Burlew. The record is full of it. Ickes’ name appears 
only once or twice in the whole thing. The testimeny of 
Burlew will show that that was the most disorganized busi- 
ness that had ever taken place in this country. The testi- 
mony will show that two of the examiners appointed by 
Ickes, and approved by Burlew, as the personnel officer, had 
deeds to a one-third interest éach in two fake oil wells that 
were the basis of the charges upon which this man Guillory 
pleaded guilty. It will show that Kelliher—who, everyone 
says, was an honorable, high-class man—was run out of the 
service because he had reported against these two crooks, 
and the two crooks were kept in the service, although they 
were sent out to the oil fields of Wyoming, where they had 
nothing to do. 

I am going to read from the evidence in these cases. I 
am not going to make assertions as to what the evidence is. 
My memory might be at fault; but I will take that up to- 
morrow. Not only will I take up these four cases tomorrow 
separately and read the direct evidence, which is positive, 
which discloses that Mr. Burlew was grossly negligent in 
the discharge of his duty and had a total disregard for the 
financial welfare of the country, and that by reason of his 
friendship he supported men who were unworthy to stay 
in the service, and forced out of the service men who had 
performed their duty, and who had exposed the frauds that 
reflected on the Government—not only will I do that, but 
I will take up the whitewash report of this lawyer, Mr. 
Latimer, from Chicago. If there ever was a whitewash 
report, there was one in that case; but he could not help 
saying in one paragraph that the ownership of a two-thirds 
interest in these two “fake” oil wells reflected upon the 
Government. 

Yes; it reflected upon the Government. Mr. Latimer goes 
into a long dissertation as to whether it was a partnership 
or whether it was a joint interest or a loan; and yet these 
two men at that time were under Mr. Ickes in that field 
to protect against the shipment of “hot oil,” illegal oil. 
They were the examiners. They were the detectives. They 
were the men assigned to stop it; and they were partners, 
or owners, or joint owners, or anything we want to call 
them. Each of them had a deed to a one-third interest 
in the two “fake” wells. I will show that when Kelliher 
was forced out, Burlew asked him whether he had any 
objectibn to keeping these two men in, and Kelliher said, 
“Yes; they are crooks, and it would be a reflection on me.” 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. McGILL in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Nevada yield to the Senator from 
Kentucky? 

Mr, PITTMAN. I do. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator cannot conclude his re- 
marks today, can he? 

Mr, PITTMAN. No. 
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ee BARKLEY. Is the Senator ready to suspend at this 
e? 
Mr. PITTMAN. Yes. 
RECESS 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate take a recess 
until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’clock and 5 min- 
utes p. m.) the Senate, in executive session, took a recess 
until tomorrow, Thursday, March 31, 1938, at 12 o’clock 
meridian. 


CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 30 
(legislative day of January 5), 1938 
POSTMASTERS 
MINNESOTA 


Cora O. Smith, Bayport. 
Reginald F. Ferrin, Mantorville. 
Mathias J. Olson, Wolverton. 
TENNESSEE 
William B. Olds, Cottagegrove. 
Hugh C. McKellar, Memphis. 
James H. Davenport, Soddy. 
UTAH 


Wells P. Starley, Fillmore. 
James Walton, Tremonton. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
WEDNESDAY, MARCH 30, 1938 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., 
offered the following prayer: 


Blessed Savior and Master, Thou who art the Father’s 
full appeal to humankind, we thank Thee for life; we pray 
Thee to make Thy blessing our strength. Enable us to look 
for the places that are gladsome and clear; to smile when 
the clouds lower, when fortune frowns, and when the tides 
are adverse. Thus we shall multiply ourselves manyfold in 
the peace and courage of others. Heavenly Father, let us see 
that our hearts are emptied of all jealously and covetous- 
ness, of all selfishness and wrath; we shall thus hasten on 
the better day in which many human hearts shall be softened. 
Single-hearted, without blindness or haste, we shall inspire 
our country to keep the pathway of unshakable confidence, 
Oh, let the breath of the gospel of peace sweep throughout 
the world; and hear Thou the unuttered praise of our deep- 
est feelings. Through Christ. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Frazier, its legislative 
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed, with amend- 
ments, in which the concurrence of the House is requested, a 
bill of the House of the following title: 

H. R. 9544. An act making appropriations for the Depart- 
ments of State and Justice and for the judiciary, and for 
the Departments of Commerce and Labor, for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1939, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the Senate insists upon 
its amendments to the foregoing bill, requests a conference 
with the House thereon, and appoints Mr. McKettar, Mr. 
RUSSELL, Mr. McCarran, Mr. Prrrman, and Mr. Hare to be 
the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to the 
report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on amendment No. 136 of the bill 
(H. R. 9181) making appropriations for the government of 
the District of Columbia and other activities chargeable in 
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whole or in part against the revenues of such District for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to the 
amendment of the House to the amendment of the Senate No. 
136 to the foregoing bill. 

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to 
the amendments of the House to a bill of the Senate of the 
following title: 

S. 711. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to establish 
a Code of Law for the District of Columbia,” approved March 
3, 1901, as amended, and particularly sections 863, 911, and 
914 of the said code. 


GOVERNMENT REORGANIZATION 


Mr. COCHRAN, by direction of the Select Committee on 
Government Organization, reported the bill (S. 3331) to pro- 
vide for reorganizing agencies of the Government, extending 
the classified civil service, establishing a General Auditing 
Office and a Department of Welfare, and for other purposes, 
which was read a first and second time and referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union and 
ordered printed. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the minority members of the Select Committee on Gov- 
ernment Organization may be permitted to file minority 
views and that they be attached to the majority report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to proceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, the Select Committee on 
Government Organization met this morning and reported the 
Senate bill with all the language after the enacting clause 
stricken out, and substituted the four House bills, two of 
which passed last year and two of which were reported last 
August. The reports and bills substituted by the committee 
can be secured in the document room. 

By direction of the committee, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that when the House adjourns today it adjourn 
to meet at 11 o’clock tomorrow, that there be 6 hours of gen- 
eral debate on the bill, one-half to be controlled by the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. Taser] and one-half by myself. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
the gentleman from Missouri has said that the minority 
members of the committee have agreed to this unanimous- 
consent request. I dislike very much not to act in accord 
with two such good men as we have on this special com- 
mittee, but I feel, under present circumstances, I cannot grant 
the request. This is the most important legislation that 
could possibly be brought before a Congress. I do not know 
of anything that so affects the fundamentals of our Govern- 
ment as this bill; and, so far as I personally am concerned, 
I feel so deeply about it that I cannot consent to have this 
put through without due and careful consideration. I think 
the reason the gentleman wants the House to meet at 11 
O'clock tomorrow is to rush the bill through before the people 
know what we are doing. So far as I am concerned I cannot 
agree to any such program. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri? 


Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, if it is necessary, I object. 
The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
Mr. LAMNECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to insert at this point in the Recorp a copy of the original 
reorganization bill and an analysis of that bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Ohio? 
There was no objection. 
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The matter referred to is as follows: 


THE ORIGINAL BILL DRAFTED BY THE PRESIDENT’S COMMITTEE ON 
ADMINISTRATIVE MANAGEMENT AND SUBMITTED TO THE JOINT CON- 
GRESSIONAL COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATION AS A PRO- 
ee BY WHICH ITS RECOMMENDATIONS MIGHT BE ENACTED INTO 

w 


A bill to provide for the reorganization of agencies of the Govern- 
ment by transfer, retransfer, regrouping, coordination, consoli- 
dation, segregation, and abolition, to extend the merit system, 
to reorganize the auditing and accounting functions of the 
Government, to establish the Departments of Social Welfare and 
Public Works and the National Resources Board, to change the 
name of the Department of the Interior, and for other purposes 
Be it enacted, ete., 


TITLE I. POWER TO REORGANIZE AGENCIES OF THE GOVERNMENT 
DECLARATION OF STANDARD 


SECTION 1. The President shall investigate the organization of 
all agencies of the Government including the agencies established 
or affected by this act, and shall determine what changes 
are necessary to accomplish any of the following purposes: 

(a) To improve the effectiveness of administrative management 
of the Government; 

(b) To reduce expenditures to the fullest extent consistent with 
the efficient operation of the Government; 

(c) To increase the efficiency of the operations of the Govern- 
ment to the fullest extent practicable within the revenues; 

(d) To group, coordinate, consolidate, reorganize, and segregate 
agencies and functions of the Government, or any part thereof, 
as nearly as may be, according to major purposes; 

(e) To reduce the number of such agencies by regrouping or 
consolidating those having similar functions 1 | a single head, 
and by abolishing such agencies or such functions, or any part 
thereof, as may not be necessary for the efficient conduct of the 
Government; 

8 To eliminate overlapping and duplication of effort; and 

g) To segregate in any agency of the Government regulatory 
functions from those of an administrative and executive charac- 
ter, and to transfer any such functions from one agency to an- 
other and so segregate such functions in the receiving agency. 

POWER OF THE PRESIDENT 


Src. 2. Whenever the President, after investigation, shall find 
and declare that any transfer, retransfer, regrouping, coordination, 
consolidation, reorganization, segregation, or abolition of the 
whole or any part of any agency, or the functions thereof, is nec- 
essary to accomplish any of the purposes set forth in section 1 of 
this title, he may by Executive order: 

(a) Transfer or retransfer the whole or any part of any agency, 
or the functions thereof, to the jurisdiction and control of any 
other agency; 

(b) Establish any agency to receive the whole or any part of 
any other agency, or the functions thereof, and this shall include 
the power to establish Federal corporations and direct that such 
action be taken as may be nec to effect the transfer to 
any such corporation of the assets and liabilities of any federally 
owned and controlled corporation or corporations and empower 
any such Federal corporation to exercise such functions as may 
be necessary to effectuate the purposes for which the federally 
owned and controlled corporation or corporations were established: 

(c) Regroup, coordinate, consolidate, reorganize, or segregate the 
whole or any part of any agency, or the functions thereof; or 

(d) Abolish the whole or any part of any agency, or the func- 
tions thereof, and this shall include the liquidation and dissolu- 
tion of any federally owned and controlled corporation in accord- 
ance with the laws of the United States, or of any State, Territory, 
or possession of the United States (including the Philippine 
Islands), or the District of Columbia, under which such corpora- 
tion was organized; and 

(e) Prescribe the name and functions of any agency transferred, 
retransferred, established, regrouped, coordinated, consolidated, re- 

organized, or segregated under this title, and the title, functions, 
tenure, and method of the appointment of its head, or of any of 
its officers or employees. 

TITLE IIl.—REORGANIZATION AND EXTENSION OF MERIT SYSTEM 

PART I. THE CIVIL SERVICE ADMINISTRATION 

Sec. 201. (a) There is established in the executive branch of the 
Government an organization to be known as the Civil Service 
Administration (hereinafter referred to as the Administration“), 
at the head of which shall be a Civil Service Administrator (here- 
inafter referred to as the Administrator“), who shall be appointed 
by the President, by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, from a list of the three highest candidates certified as a 
result of an open competitive examination, as hereinafter provided, 
and shall receive a salary at the rate of $15,000 per annum, The 
Administrator shall be selected without regard to any political 
qualifications, and shall be a person specially qualified for the 
office of Administrator by reason of his executive and administra- 
tive qualifications, with particular reference to his actual experi- 
ence in, or his knowledge of, accepted practices in respect to the 
functions vested in and imposed upon that office by law. He 
shall be subject to the provisions of the Civil Service Retirement 
Act of May 22, 1920, as amended, but he shall not by virtue of his 
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appointment as Administrator acquire an eligibility status for 
appointment, transfer, promotion, or reinstatement to a position 
in the classified civil service. 

(b) There shall be in the Administration a Deputy Civil Service 

tor who shall be appointed by the Administrator, sub- 
ject to the civil-service laws, and his salary shall be fixed in ac- 
cordance with the Classification Act of 1923, as amended. The 
Deputy Civil Service Administrator shall perform such functions 
as the Administrator may prescribe, and shall act as Administrator 
in the absence of the Administrator or in the event of a vacancy 
in that office. 

SEc. 202. (a) The United States Civil Service Commission, the 
three offices of Civil Service Commissioners, and all other offices of 
such Commission are abolished and all functions vested in and 
imposed upon such Commission or such offices or officers by law 
are conferred and imposed upon the Administrator. 

(b) The provisions of this act shall be construed as supple- 
menting, and not superseding, the laws relating to the civil serv- 
ice of the United States, by or under which functions are vested 
in and imposed upon the President, except as such provisions may 
be directly in conflict with any such laws: Provided, That the 
President shall not be authorized to cover into the classified civil 
service any office, npn or incumbent thereof, or to remove any 
office or position such service except as hereinafter provided. 

Sec. 203. In addition to the functions vested in and imposed 
upon the Administrator by section 202 of this title— 

(a) The Administrator shall prepare and effect plans for the de- 
velopment and maintenance of a career service in the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

(b) The Administrator is authorized to— 

(i) Plan, establish, supervise, or coordinate employee-training 
Programs and similar activities of the agencies of the Govern- 
ment, and make available to such agencies employee-training facili- 
ities at his disposal; 

(ii) Obtain information, through the Administration, or in coop- 
eration with other agencies, organizations, or groups, concerning 
personnel standards, practices, or policies in other governmental 
jurisdictions (whether a foreign country, State, Territory, or pos- 
session of the United States, including the Philippine Islands, or 
any political subdivision thereof, or the District of Columbia), or 
in private industry, and make such information available to the 
agencies of the United States; 

(iii) Cooperate generally with the public personnel agencies of 
States, Territories, or possessions of the United States (includ- 
ing the Philippine Islands), or political subdivisions thereof, or the 
District of Columbia, in the adoption, development, or extension 
of the merit system in their respective jurisdictions, and upon the 
request of any such agency render advisory or consultative per- 
sonnel service or establish eligible registers for such agency or 
establish or assist in the establishment of joint eligible registers; 

(iv) At the direction of the President, or upon the request of the 
head of any agency of the Government, cooperate or assist in the 
installation or development of personnel standards, practices, or 
policies for any agency, of the Government, or review and investi- 
gate personnel standards, practices, or policies of such agency, and 
report thereon to the President or the officer making the request. 
Cooperation or assistance by the Administrator under paragraphs 
(ili) and (iv) of subsection (b) of this section may be made on 
the condition that the agencies for the benefit of which such 
cooperation or assistance is rendered shall reimburse the Adminis- 
tration for all necessary expenses incurred in connection therewith, 
and the payments representing such reimbursements shall be de- 
posited as refunds to the appropriations from which such expenses 
m E ONE OTTOA ES aaa ecg dey 
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(v) Request persons not in the service of the Federal Govern- 
ment who are experts in some aspect of personnel administration 
to attend conferences with representatives of the Administration 
or to consult or advise with them, in the District of Columbia or 
elsewhere, and reimburse such experts for their subsistence and 
other expenses at a rate not to exceed $25 per day for time spent 
in attending and traveling to and from such conferences, or in 
consulting or advising with such representatives, plus the actual 
cost of transportation; 7 

(vi) Purchase manuscripts from, or meet the costs of 
studies made by, private persons, tions, or other organiza- 
2 at the request of, or in cooperation with, the Administration; 
ani 


(vii) Pay membership fees or dues in personnel associations, or in 
organizations which issue publications to members only or to mem- 
bers at a lower price than to others, payment for which may be 
made in advance. 

Src. 204. a) The Administrator is authorized to delegate to any 
officer or employee of the Administration any functions vested in 
and imposed upon the Administrator or the Administration by law. 

(b) The Administrator shall supervise such clerical and other 
work of the Civil Service Board, established by section 205 of this 
title, as the Board may request, and shall provide the Board with 
such clerical and other services as it may require by assignment 
from the Administration, and furnish the Board with stationery 
and other necessary articles. 

(c) The Administrator shall cause a seal of office to be made for 
the Administration, of such device as the President shall approve, 
and judicial notice shall be taken of such seal. 
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PART 2. THE CIVIL SERVICE BOARD 

Sec, 205. There is established in the Administration a board to 
consist of seven members and to be known as the Civil Service 
Board (hereinafter referred to in this title as the Board). No 
person shall be eligible for membership on the Board if, at any 
time within 5 years preceding the date of his appointment, he has 
been a member or officer of any local, State, or national committee 
of a political party, or during such period has held, or been a 
candidate for, any elective public office. 


by 
Vice Chairman and shall act as Chairman in the absence of the 
Sec. 207. The terms of office 
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of expiration of the term for which his predecessor was appointed 
except that a person appointed to fill cy occurring 

to the expiration of such term shall be appointed for the remainder 
of such term. 


time spent in attending and traveling to and from meetings, or in 
otherwise exercising the functions of the Board, plus the actual 
cost of transportation: Provided, That no member shall be so reim- 
bursed in an amount to exceed $1,500 per annum, exclusive of 
transportation. 

(b) The Board shall meet not less than four times a year. Meet- 
ings may be called by the President or the Chairman, and shall be 
3 Py the Chairman upon the petition of any four members of 

e Board. 

(c) The Board shall determine the rules of its own proceedings 
and a majority of its members in office shall constitute a quorum for 
the transaction of business, but the Board may function notwith- 
standing vacancies. 

Sec. 209. The Board shall 

(a) Represent the public interest in the improvement of person- 
nel administration in the service of the Federal Government and in 
the. protection of the merit system; 

(b) Make annual reports to the President and the Congress on 
the quality and status of the personnel administration of the Fed- 
eral Government; 

(c) Study and report to the President from time to time the 
relation of the civil service of the Federal Government to the merit 
system in States, Territories, or possessions of the United States 
(including the 8 Islands), or political subdivisions thereof, 
or the District of Columbia, particularly with reference to activities 
in such jurisdictions in which there is a participation by the Fed- 
eral Government by way of assistance in the program or by grants- 
in-aid; 

(d) Make recommendations to the President on possible improve- 
ments in the laws or the administration of matters affecting per- 
sonnel of the Federal Government, and to this end the Board Ils 
authorized to make such special investigations as it deems nec- 


essary; 

(e) Make such special re} to the President or the Congress as 
either may request or the deems advisable; 

(t) Act in an advisory capacity, upon request. of the President 
or the Administrator, matters concerning personnel adminis- 


of institutions of learning, civic and prof organizations, 
and labor and employees’ organizations in the improvement of 
„or policies in the service of 


S 

eral Government; 

(h) Appoint five specially Bears examiners, without 1 
ons 


The 
hold an open competitive examination (which may be written, oral, 
or based on education and experience) whenever a vacancy shall 
occur in the office of Administrator, and shall certify to the Board 
such examination, The Board 
hest 


register: Provided, That if any vacancy 
three eligibles so certified to the President, the 


subsistence and other at a rate not to exceed $25 per day 
for time spent in carrying out the provisions of this subsection, 
plus the actual cost of transportation. 
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(1) Propose to the President and the Administrator new or 
amended rules for the administration of personnel matters in the 
service of the Federal Government and review and comment upon 
such proposed rules or regulations as may be submitted to the 
Board by the Administrator; and 

(J) Propose to the President plans and procedures dealing with 
Federal employment problems. If the President, or the head of 
any executive department or independent agency, finds it neces- 
sary to constitute special boards to deal with such problems, the 
President or such officer is authorized, subject to such regulations 
as the President may prescribe, to appoint, without regard to the 
civil-service laws, the members of such special boards, and, except 
in the case of officers or employees of the United States, to fix their 
compensation without regard to the Classification Act of 1923, as 
amended: Provided, That the agency of the United States, for the 
benefit of which any such special board is appointed, shall reim- 
burse agencies of the Government for the salaries and necessary 
expenses of officers or employees of such agencies while serving 
on any such special board, and when so reimbursed such funds 
shall be deposited as refunds to the appropriations from which 
such payments were originally made, instead of being covered into 
the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. Such special boards shall 
as soon as practicable report their findings to the President or 
other appointing officer. 

Sec. 210. The Chairman of the Board shall cause a seal of office 
to be made for the Board, of such device as the President shall ap- 
prove, and judicial notice shall be taken of such seal. 


PART 3. METHOD OF APPOINTMENT 


Sec. 211. (a) All offices or positions in the agencies of the Gov- 
ernment to which appointments are authorized to be made by the 
President alone, or by the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, shall, when hereafter filled, be filled by 
appointment without term by the heads of the executive depart- 
ments or independent agencies in or under the jurisdiction of which 
such offices or positions are located, except the following: 

(i) Heads of executive departments and independent agencies; 

(ii) Ambassadors, Ministers, consuls, and officers and employees 
in the Foreign Service of the United States; 

(i) Under secretaries of executive departments; 

(iv) The Director of the Bureau of the Budget; 

(v) Members of the Civil Service Board, and members of the 
special boards appointed under subsection (J) of section 209 of 
this title; 

(vi) Commissioned officers and enlisted personnel in the military 
and naval services; and 

(vii) Commissioned officers and enlisted personnel in the Coast 
Guard, and commissioned officers in the Public Health Service and 
the Coast and Geodetic Survey. 

(b) The provisions of subsection (a) shall not be construed (1) 
to cover any offices or positions into the classified civil service ex- 
cept as hereinafter provided, or (2) to limit the power of the Presi- 
dent to prescribe the method of appointment of the head of any 
agency under the provisions of title I of this act, 


PART 4. EXTENSION OF CIVIL-SERVICE LAWS 


Sec. 212. Upon the expiration of 1 year after the enactment of 
this act all offices or positions in the agencies of the Government, 
other than federally owned and controlled tions and tem- 
porary agencies, and except the offices or posi lesignated in 
paragraphs (i) to (vii), inclusive, of subsection (a) of section 211 
of this title, the offices or positions expressly excepted from the 
civil-seryice laws by this act, and such other offices or positions as 
the President may find and declare to be policy-determining in 
character and so designated by Executive order, shall be covered 
into the classified civil service: , That the President is 
authorized at any time within such year to cover into the classified 
civil service any such offices or positions as he may find and declare 
by Executive order are not policy-determining in . 
under the provisions of this section, such offices or positions would 
otherwise be covered into the classified civil service upon the 
expiration of such year. 

Sec. 218. The President is authorized to cover into the classified 
civil service such offices or positions in federally owned and con- 
trolled tions as he may find and declare by Executive order 
are not policy-determining in character: Provided, That in the case 
of any such corporation organized under the laws of any State, 
Territory, or ons of the United States (including the Phil- 
ippine Islands) or the District of Columbia, the President is au- 
thorized to direct that such action be taken as will permit appoint- 
ments to such offices or positions in any such corporation to be 
made in accordance with the civil-service laws, consistently with 
the laws of any such State, Territory, or possession, or the District 
of Columbia, or with the charter or articles of incorporation of 
any such corporation. 

Sec. 214. Incumbents of offices or positions which are covered 
into the classified civil service under the provisions of part 4 of 
this title, shall not thereby acquire a classified civil-service status, 
except (a) upon recommendation by the head of the agency con- 
cerned within 1 year after such offices or positions have been 
covered into the classified civil service, and certification within 
such period by such head to the Administrator that such incum- 
bents have served with merit for not less than 6 months prior to 
the enactment of this act in the case of incumbents of offices or 
positions covered into the classified civil service under the provi- 
sions of section 212 of this title, or 6 months prior to the date of 
the appropriate Executive order in the case of incumbents of 
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offices or positions covered into the classified civil service under 
the provisions of sections 213 and 216 of this title, and (b) upon 
passing such suitable noncompetitive examinations as the Admin- 
istrator may prescribe. 7 
Sec. 215. (a) Whenever the President finds and declares that an 
-determining in 


the result of an open competitive examination. 

(b) Whenever the President finds and declares that an office or 
position in the classified civil service is policy: in 
character, he is authorized by Executive order to except such office 
or position from the classified civil service. 

(c) The provisions of this title relating to the covering into and 
excepting from the classified civil service of offices or positions or 
the incumbents thereof, and the method of appointment to offices 
or positions shall, in addition to being applicable to existing offices 

positions and the incumbents thereof, be applicable to all 
incumbents, created, authorized, or appointed 


16. In addition to all other functions vested in and im- 
possa upon him under this title, the President is authorized by 
er to except from, or cover into, the classified civil 


PART 5. EXTENSION OF CLASSIFICATION ACT 


Sec. 217. (a) Subject to the limitations contained in this sec- 
tion, whenever the President, after such classification and com- 
pensation surveys or investigations as he may direct the Admin- 
istrator to undertake, and upon consideration of the Administra- 
tor’s resulting reports and recommendations, shall find and declare 
that an extension of the provisions of the Classification Act of 
1923, as amended, to any office or position in the agencies of the 


Territory, or possession, or the District of Columbia, or with the 
charter or articles of incorporation of any such corporation. 

(b) Whenever the President, upon report and recommendation 
by the Administrator, shall find and declare that one or more 


ranges compensation for, the 
of such services within the limits of the — Ast Of 1998, 
as amended, so that they shall be comparable, as nearly as may 
be, with the grades in said act, as amended, for offices or positions 
that are comparable as to duties, responsibilities, qualifications 

uired, and other conditions of employment. 

c) Whenever the President, upon report and recommendation 
by the Administrator, shall find and declare that the rates of the 
compensation schedules of the Classification Act of 1923, as 
amended, are inadequate for any offices or tions under such 
act, as amended and extended, he may by Executive order estab- 
lish necessary schedules of differentials in the rates prescribed in 
such compensation schedules, but the differential in the com- 
pensation of any such Office or position shall not exceed 25 percent 
of the minimum rate of the grade to which such office or position 
is allocated under such compensation schedules: „ That 
the provisions of this subsection shall be applicable only to 
Offices or positions having the following characteristics: 

Offices or positions which are located at stations that are isolated, 
remote, or inaccessible when compared with stations at which 
offices or positions of the same character are usually located, or 
which involve physical hardships or hazards that are excessive 
when compared with those usually involved in offices or positions 
of the same character, or which are located outside the States of 
the United States and the District of Columbia: Provided further, 
That nothing herein contained shall preclude the Administrator 
from taking the factor of isolation, hardship, hazard, or foreign 
service into consideration in allocating a given class of offices or 
positions to a service and grade under the Classification Act of 
1923, as amended, if such factor is uniformly involved in each 
office or position in the class, in which event no differential is 
authorized under this section. 

(d) Except as Congress may otherwise provide by law, the power 
URSON NOT eee ee eee ee ee 
following: 


1938 


(1) Offices or positions in the Postal Service the compensation of 
which is fixed under an act of Congress approved February 28, 1925 
(43 Stat. 1053), as amended; 

(u) Offices or tions of teachers, librarians, school-attendance 
officers, and ees of the community-center department under 
the Board of Education of the District of Columbia, the compensa- 
tion of which is fixed under an act of Congress approved June 4, 
1924 (43 Stat. 367), as amended; 

(ili) Offices or positions in the Metropolitan Police, in the fire 
department of the District of Columbia, and in the United States 
Park Police, the compensation of which is fixed under an act of 
Congress approved July 1, 1930 (45 Stat. 839); 

(iv) Commissioned officers and enlisted personnel in the military 
and naval services and the Coast Guard and commissioned officers 
in the Public Health Service, and the Coast and Geodetic Survey, 
the compensation of which is fixed under an act of Congress 
approved June 10, 1922 (42 Stat. 625), as amended; 

(v) Offices or positions in the Government Printing Office the 
compensation of which is fixed under an act of Congress approved 
June 7, 1924 (43 Stat. 658); 

(vi) Offices or positions of foreign service officers in the Foreign 
Service of the United States the compensation of which is fixed 
under an act of Congress approved May 24, 1924 (43 Stat. 140), as 
amended; 

(vii) Offices or positions of clerks in the Foreign Service of the 
United States the compensation of which is fixed under an act of 
Congress approved February 23, 1931 (46 Stat. 1207); 

(viii) Offices or positions of commercial attachés, assistant com- 
mercial attachés, trade commissioners, and assistant trade commis- 
sioners in the Foreign Commerce Service of the Department of 
Commerce, the compensation of which is fixed under an act of 
Congress approved March 3, 1927 (44 Stat. 1934), as amended. 

(ix) Offices or positions of verifiers-openers-packers, clerks, guards, 

station inspectors and laborers, in the Customs Service 
of the Treasury Department the compensation of which is fixed 
under an act of Congress approved May 29, 1928 (45 Stat. 955), as 
amended; 

(x) Offices or positions of inspectors in the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service of the Department of Labor the compensa- 
tion of which is fixed under an act of Congress approved May 29, 
1928 (45 Stat. 954), as amended; 

(xi) Offices or positions the duties of which are to serve as an 
officer or member of the crew of a vessel; and 


offices or positions involve work in the regular custody, operation, 
or maintenance of a Government building or other Government 

roperty, or work which is subordinate, incidental, or preparatory 
70 work of a professional, scientific, or technical character, the 
President, upon a finding that the characteristics and working 
conditions of such offices or positions render them substantially the 
same as comparable offices or positions in the District of Columbia 
included within the Classification Act of 1923, as amended, may by 
Executive order extend the provisions of such act to include them. 

Sec. 218. The President is authorized, after suitable investiga- 
tion by the Administrator, which shall include consultation with 
representatives of the heads of executive departments and inde- 
pendent agencies in or under the jurisdiction of which the offices 
or positions hereinafter designated are located, and upon a finding 
that such action is necessary to the more efficient operation of the 
Government, to exclude, by Executive order, from the provisions of 
the Classification Act of 1923, as amended and extended, under this 
act: 

Offices or positions on work which is financed jointly by the 
United States and a State, Territory, or possession of the United 
States (including the Philippine Islands), or political subdivision 
thereof, or coo; persons or organizations outside the service 
of the Government, the pay of which is fixed under a 
cooperative agreement with the United States; offices or positions 
none or only part of the compensation of which is paid from funds 
of the United States; offices or positions filled by inmates, patients, 
students, or beneficiaries in Government institutions; offices or 
positions outside the States of the United States and the District 
of Columbia filled by natives of Territories or possessions of the 
United States (including the Philippine Islands) or foreign na- 
tionals; emergency or seasonal offices or positions in the field serv- 
ice, or other field offices or positions the duties of which are of 
purely duration or which are required only for brief 
periods at intervals; and Offices or positions filled by persons em- 

loyed locally on a fee, contract, or piecework basis who may 

wiully perform their duties concurrently with their private pro- 
fession, business, or other employment, and whose duties require 
only a portion of their time, where it is impracticable to ascertain 
or anticipate the proportion of time devoted to the service of the 
Federal Government. 


Sec. 219. When any extension of the Classification Act of 1923, 
as amended, becomes effective under part 5 of this title: 

(a) The allocations of offices or tions to services, grades, and 
classes shall be made as set forth section 4 of the Classification 
Act of 1923, as amended, and in accordance with a uniform pro- 
cedure to be prescribed by the Administrator; and 

(b) The initial compensation of the incumbents of the offices 
or positions to which the provisions of the Classification Act 
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of 1923, as amended, are extended under part 5 of this title, shall 
be fixed in accordance with section Act 
of 1923, as amended, except that if an officer 
ing compensation in excess of the maximum rate prescribed for the 


employees according 
the schedule established for the class to which he is promoted. 


PART 6. REVISION OF SALARIES FOR HIGHER OFFICES AND POSITIONS 


Sec, 221. Section 13 of the Classification Act of 1923, as amended, 
is amended to change the salary rates and definitions of certain 
grades therein, to read as follows: 


“Professional and scientific service 


“Grade 7 in this service, which may be referred to as the head 
Professional grade, shall include all classes of positions the duties 
of which are to perform, individually or with trained assistants, 
under administrative direction, and with wide latitude for the 
exercise of independent judgment, work of exceptional difficulty, 
importance, and responsibility, requiring extended essional, 
scientific, or technical training and experience which demon- 
strated leadership and marked attainments in professional, scien- 
tific, or technical research, practice, or administration; or to serve 
as head of a major professional or scientific organization; or to 
serve as assistant head of a major professional or scientific bureau 
or commensurate organization; or to serve as consulting specialist 
and to furnish for final executive action expert critical advice on 
professional, scientific, or technical problems or policies of excep- 
tional importance; or to perform professional or scientific work 
of equal importance, difficulty, and responsibility. 

“The annual rates of tion for positions in this grade 
shall be $6,500, $7,000, and $7,500, unless a higher rate is specifi- 
cally authorized by law. 

“Grade 8 in this service, which may be referred to as the chief 
professional grade, shall include all classes of positions the duties 
of which are to perform, individually or with trained assistants, 
under general administrative direction, and with exceptionally 
wide latitude for the exercise of independent judgment, work of 
ow difficulty, importance, and responsibility requiring 
extended professional, scientific, or technical training and experi- 
ence which has demonstrated leadership and exceptional attain- 
ments in professional, scientific, or technical research, practice, or 
administration; or to serve as the head of a professional or scien- 
tific bureau or commensurate organization which, considering its 
size, the kind, scope, variety, and degree of im ol the 
work with which it is charged, and the scope and complexity of its 
problems of direction and administration, is one of the major 
bureaus of the Government; or to serve as assistant head of one 
of the largest and most important professional or scientific bureaus 
or commensurate organizations; or to serve as professional con- 
sultant to a department head or a commission or board and to 
furnish for final executive action expert critical advice on profes- 
sional, scientific, or technical problems or policies of outstanding 
difficulty and importance; or to perform professional or scientific 
work of equal importance, difficulty, and responsibility. 

“The annual rates of compensation for positions in this grade 
shall be $8,000, $9,000, and $10,000, unless a higher rate is specifi- 
cally authorized by law. 

“Grade 9 in this service, which may be referred to as the special 
professional grade, shall include all classes of positions, the duties 
of which are to serve as the head of a professional or scientific 
bureau or commensurate organization which, considering its size, 
the kind, scope, variety, and the degree of importance of the work 
with which it is charged, and the scope and complexity of its 
problems of direction and administration, is one of the largest and 
most important bureaus of the Goovernment; or to perform pro- 
fessional or scientific work of equal importance, difficulty, and 
responsibility. 

“The annual rates of compensation for positions in this grade 
shall be $12,000, $13,500, and $15,000, unless a higher rate is specifi- 
cally authorized by law. 

“Clerical, administrative, and fiscal service 

“Grade 13 in this service, which may be referred to as the chief 
administrative grade, shall include all classes of positions, the 
duties of which are to act as assistant head of a major adminis- 
trative organization; or to act as administrative head of a major 
subdivision of such an organization; or to supervise the design and 
installation of office systems, methods, and procedures; or to per- 
form work of similar im) ce, difficulty, and responsibility. 

“The annual rates of compensation for positions in this grade 
shall be $5,600, $5,800, $6,000, $6,200, and $6,400, unless a higher 
rate is specifically authorized by law. 

“Grade 14 in this service, which may be referred to as the execu- 
tive grade, shall include all classes of positions, the duties of 
which are to orm, under administrative direction, and with 
wide latitude for the exercise of independent judgment, work of 
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exceptional difficulty, importance, and responsibility along special- 
ized or administrative lines requiring extended training and ex- 
perience which has demonstrated leadership and marked attain- 
ments in specialized or administrative work; or in case profes- 
sional or scientific training is not required, to serve as assistant 
head of a major bureau or commensurate organization; or to serve 
as consulting specialist and to furnish for final executive action 
expert critical advice on specialized, administrative, or fiscal prob- 
lems or policies, of exceptional importance. 

“The annual rates of compensation for positions in this grade 
shall be $6,500, $7,000, and $7,500, unless a higher rate is spe- 
cifically authorized by law. 

“Grade 15 in this service, which may be referred to as the senior 
executive grade, shall include all classes of positions, the duties 
of which are to perform, under general administrative direction, 
and with exceptionally wide latitude for the exercise of inde- 
pendent judgment, work of outstanding difficulty, importance, and 
responsibility along specialized or administrative lines, requiring 
extended training and experience which has demonstrated leader- 
ship and exceptional attainments in specialized or administrative 
work; or, in case professional or scientific training is not required, 
to serve as the head of a bureau or commensurate organization 
which, considering its size, the kind, scope, variety, and the degree 
of importance of the work with which it is charged and the scope 
and complexity of its problems of direction and administration, is 
one of the major bureaus of the Government; or to serve as as- 
sistant head of one of the largest and most important bureaus or 
commensurate organizations; or to serve as consultant to a de- 
partment head or a commission or board and to furnish for final 
executive action expert critical advice on specialized, administra- 
tive, or fiscal matters of outstanding difficulty and importance. 

“The annual rates of compensation for positions in this grade 
shall be $8,000, $9,000, and $10,000, unless a higher rate is spe- 
cifically authorized by law. 

“Grade 16 in this service, which may be referred to as the 
executive grade, shall include all classes of positions the duties of 
which are to serve, in case professional or scientific training is not 
required, as the head of a bureau or commensurate organization 
which, considering its size, the kind, scope, variety, and degree of 
importance of the work with which it is charged, and the scope 
and complexity of its problems of direction and administration, is 
one of the largest and most important bureaus of the Government; 
or to serve as the highest ranking career executive officer of a 
department (including any managerial agency) of the Govern- 
ment; or to perform work of equal difficulty, importance, and 
responsibility. 

“The annual rates of compensation for positions in this grade 
shall be $12,000, $13,500, and $15,000, unless a higher rate is spe- 
cifically authorized by law.” 

Src. 222, (a) The compensation of the officers designated below 
shall be as follows: 

Heads of executive departments, $20,000 per annum; 

Under Secretaries of executive departments, $15,000 per annum; 

Assistant Secretaries of executive departments, $12,000 per an- 
num; 

For the ppor of this act, the Solicitor General shall be deemed 
to be the Under Secretary of the Department of Justice, and the 
First Assistant Postmaster General the Under Secretary of the Post 
Office Department. The Assistant to the Attorney General, the As- 
sistant Attorneys General, the Assistant Solicitor General, and the 
Second, Third, and Fourth Assistant Postmasters General shall be 
deemed to be Assistant Secretaries of their respective departments. 

(b) The salaries of the heads of independent agencies shall be 
fixed by the President at a rate not higher than the maximum rate 
of the grade to which their respective positions are allocated by the 
Administrator. 

PART 7. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 


Sec. 223. All laws in force on the effective date of section 202 of 
this title referring to the United States Civil Service Commission, 
the three offices of Civil Service Commissioner, or any other offices 
of such Commission, are amended in accordance with the provisions 
of this act. 

Src. 224. The President is authorized to promulgate such rules, 


as may be necessary to enable them to exercise their respective 
functions under the provisions of this act. 


Trrie III. AUDITING AND ACCOUNTING AGENCIES 
PART 1. DECLARATION OF POLICY 


Src, 301. The necessity for providing an effective means of audit- 
ing and accounting more in keeping with the needs of the Congress 
and the Executive in the discharge of their respective obligations 
under the Constitution (a) to appropriate moneys from the Treas- 
ury; and (b) to take care that the laws relating to the expenditure 
of and the accounting for public moneys are faithfully executed, is 
hereby recognized. Accordingly, it is hereby declared to be the 
policy of the Congress to establish (1) a Joint committee of the Con- 
82 to consider reports of an auditing agency and report thereon 

the Congress; (2) an auditing agency responsible to the Congress 
through which the Congress will be currently informed of all settle- 
ments and expenditures deemed by the auditing agency to have been 
improperly or improvidently made; and (3) an accounting agency 
responsible to the Exccutive through which the Executive can ex- 
ercise a more effective control over appropriations and assume full 
responsibility for the final determination of the availability and the 
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faithful expenditure of appropriations, and the final determination 
of amounts due to and from the Government, and the collection 
and settlement thereof. 

PART 2. THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ACCOUNTS 


Sec. 302. (a) There is established a joint congressional committee 
to be known as the Joint Committee on Public Accounts (referred 
to in this title as the “joint committee”), to be composed of 24 
members as follows: 

Four members, two from the majority party and two from the 
minority party of, and chosen by, each of the following committees: 
In the Senate, the Committee on Expenditures in the Executive De- 
partments, the Committee on Appropriations, and the Committee on 
Finance; in the House of Representatives, the Committee on Ex- 
penditures in the Executive Departments, the Committee on Appro- 
priations, and the Committee on Ways and Means. 

(b) No person shall continue to serve as a member of the joint 
committee after he has ceased to be a member of the committee by 
which he was chosen. 

(c) A vacancy in the joint committee shall not affect the power 
of the remaining members to execute the functions of the joint 
committee, and shall be filled in the same manner as the original 
selection, except that in case of a vacancy during an adjournment 
or recess of the Congress for a period of more than 2 weeks, the 
members of the joint committee who are members of the com- 
mittee entitled to fill such vacancy may designate a member of 
such committee to serve until his successor is chosen by such 
committee. 

Sec. 303. The joint committee shall elect a chairman and a vice 
chairman from among the members of the joint committee, and 
shall have the power to appoint and fix the compensation of a 
clerk and such experts and clerical, stenographic, and other assist- 
ance as it deems advisable. 

Sec. 304. (a) The members of the joint committee shall serve 
without compensation in addition to that received for their services 
as Members of the Congress; but they shall be reimbursed for 
travel, subsistence, and other necessary expenses incurred by them 
in the exercise of the functions vested in and imposed upon the 
joint committee, other than expenses in connection with meetings 
of the joint committee held in the District of Columbia during 
such times as the Congress is in session. 

(b) The expenses of the joint committee shall be paid one-half 
from the contingent funds of the Senate and one-half from the 
contingent funds of the House of Representatives, upon vouchers 
signed by the chairman or vice chairman. 

Sec. 305. (a) The reports of the Auditor General shall be referred 
by the Congress to the joint committee, and the joint committee 
shall examine and study such reports, and the reports of the Audi- 
tor General submitted to the joint committee when the Congress 
is not in session, as provided by section 308, and shall make and 
submit findings with respect to such reports to the Congress as 
promptly as possible. 

(b) To aid the joint committee in its examination and study of 
the reports of the Auditor General, the joint committee, or any 
subcommittee thereof, is authorized (1) to hold public hearings 
and to sit and act in executive session at any place or time; (2) to 
request any officer or employee of any agency of the Government 
to attend any such hearings or sessions and to produce any books, 
papers, or documents relative to any settlement or expenditure 
deemed by the General Auditing Office, and reported by the Auditor 
General, as provided in section 308, to have been im ly or 
improvidently made, and to testify with respect thereto; (3) to 
require by subpena issued under the signature of the chairman or 
vice chairman, the attendance of any other witnesses and the pro- 
duction of any other books, papers, or documents; (4) to request 
and authorize the Auditor General to sit with the joint committee 
in an advisory capacity at public hearings or in executive sessions; 
(5) to administer oaths; (6) to take testimony; (7) to have print- 
ing and binding done; and (8) to make expenditures: . 
That the cost of stenographic services in reporting such hearings 
as the joint committee may hold shall not be in excess of 25 cents 
per hundred words. 


PART 3. THE GENERAL AUDITING OFFICE 


Sec. 306. The title of the General Accounting Office is changed 
to the “General Auditing Office,” and the titles of the Comptroller 
General of the United States and the Assistant Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States are changed to “Auditor General of the 
United States“ (referred to in this title as Auditor General”) and 
“Assistant Auditor General of the United States,” ively. 

Sec. 307. The General Auditing Office shall make a postaudit of 
all public accounts, which audit shall be conducted as nearly as 
practicable in the vicinity of disbursing offices of the United States 
located in the District of Columbia and elsewhere. The representa- 
tives of the General Auditing Office in the District of Columbia and 
elsewhere shall furnish daily to the accountable officers concerned, 
the Secretary of the Treasury and the Auditor General, notice of 
any exceptions taken to items in the accountable officers’ accounts, 
which accounts such officers are required by section 314 (a) to 
furnish to the General Auditing Office, together with statements 
of the reasons therefor. 

Sec. 308. (a) The General Auditing Office shall examine all 
copies of the certificates of settlement which the Secretary of the 
Treasury is required by section 314 (b) to furnish to it, and the 
Auditor General shall promptly notify the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury of, and report to the Congress, or to the joint committee when 
the is not in session, all public accounts deemed by the 
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General Auditing Office to have been improperly settled by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury: Provided, That no report shall be made to 
the Congress, or to the joint committee, with respect to any such 
disagreement between the General Auditing Office and the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury until 30 days after the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury has been notified of such disagreement: Provided further, That 
no report of such disagreement shall be made to the Congress, or 
to the joint committee, if the Secretary of the Treasury revises his 
decision to accord with the views of the General Auditing Office. 

(b) The Auditor General shall report to the Director of the Bu- 
reau of the Budget and to the Congress, or to the joint committee 
when the Congress is not in session, any expenditure of public 
moneys deemed by the General Auditing Office to have been an un- 
wise expenditure or to have been improvidently made, which has 
come to the attention of the General Auditing Office in the ordi- 
mary course of the exercise of its postauditing functions. 

(c) The Auditor General shall make such investigations and 
reports as shall be requested by either House of Congress, or by 
the joint committee, or by any other committee of either House, 
having jurisdiction over expenditures, appropriations, or revenue; 
and the Auditor General shall at the request of any such com- 
mittee, direct assistants from his office to furnish the committee 
such aid and information as it may request, 

Sec. 809. The Auditor General, or any of his assistants or em- 
pioyees when duly authorized by him, shall, to the extent neces- 
sary to perform the functions vested in and imposed upon the 
Auditor General and the General Auditing Office, have access to 
and the right to examine any books, documents, papers, or records 
of the Secretary of the Treasury or of any agency of the Govern- 
ment. The authority contained in this section shall not be 
applicable to expenditures made under the provisions of section 
291 of the Revised Statutes (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 31, sec. 107), 
or any other provisions of law prohibiting or limiting review by 
the accounting officers of the Government of expenditures made 
by the President, the heads of agencies, or other officers of the 
Government. 

Sec. 310. (a) The Auditor General is authorized, subject to the 
civil-service laws, to appoint such officers and employees as he 
deems necessary to enable the Auditor General and the General 
Auditing Office to exercise the functions vested in and im 
upon them by law; and the compensation of all such officers and 
employees shall be fixed in accordance with the Classification Act 
of 1923, as amended. 

(b) The Auditor General is authorized to delegate to any officer 
or employee of the General Auditing Office any functions vested 
in and imposed upon the Auditor General or the General Auditing 
Office by law. 

(c) The Auditor General is authorized to adopt an official seal 
for the General Auditing Office, and judicial notice shall be 
taken of such seal. 

(d) The Auditor General is authorized to prescribe such regula- 
tions as may be n to enable him to exercise his functions 
and those of the General Auditing Office under the provisions of 
this act. 

Src. 311. The General Auditing Office and the Auditor General 
shall exercise no functions other than those vested in and imposed 
upon them by this act, and nothing contained in this act shall be 
construed as authorizing the General Auditing Office or the Auditor 
General to revise the settlements of public accounts made by the 
Secretary of the Treasury, or to direct the manner in which the 
Secretary of the Treasury or the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget shall exercise the functions vested in and imposed upon 
them by this act. 

PART 4. THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY 


Sec. 312. There is established in the Treasury Department a 
bureau to be known as the Bureau of Fiscal Affairs, at the head of 
which shall be a Director of Fiscal Affairs, Such director shall be 
appointed by the Secretary of the Treasury in accordance with the 
civil-service laws and the compensation of his office shall be fixed 
in accordance with the Classification Act of 1923, as amended. All 
the functions vested in and imposed upon the Secretary of the 
Treasury by this title shall be exercised by him through the Di- 
rector of Fiscal Affairs or such other officers or employees of the 
Bureau of Fiscal Affairs as the Secretary of the Treasury may 
designate. 

Sec. 313. (a) Except the function of countersigning all war- 
rants issued by the Secretary of the Treasury, which function is 
conferred and imposed upon the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget, and except as otherwise provided in this act, all functions 
now vested in and imposed upon the General Accounting Office or 
the Comptroller General or any other officer or employee in the 
General Accounting Office, whether referred to specifically by title 
or generally as the accounting officers of the Government or other- 
wise, are conferred and imposed upon the Secretary of the Treasury. 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provisions of law, the Secretary 
of the is authorized to supervise administrative appro- 
priation and fund accounting in the agencies of the Government, 
and to provide by regulations for administrative examination of 
fiscal officers’ accounts in the District of Columbia and elsewhere. 

Sec. 314. (a) The accountable officers of the Government shall 
promptly transmit their accounts, together with all supporting 
documents, to the appropriate representatives of the General Au- 
diting Office in the District of Columbia or elsewhere. 
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(b) The Secretary of the Treasury shall promptly furnish to 
the General Auditing Office copies of all certificates issued by 
him in settlement of public accounts. 

Sec. 315. The functions vested in and imposed upon the Secre- 
tary of the by this title, of settling all public accounts, 
shall include the power to determine the availability of appropria- 
tions, but such functions of the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
not include the power to revise the action of other officers of the 
Government under statutes vesting in and imposing upon them 
power to make findings of fact or decisions in matters arising in 
their agencies. 


PART 5. THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 


Sec. 316. In addition to all other functions vested in and im- 
posed upon him by law, the Attorney General of the United States 
shall render opinions as to the jurisdiction and authority of the 
poe we Oe ETOT P OPVOE. Sith the settlament ot 
any pu account, upon requ o Secretary of the 
Treasury or the head of the executive department or independent 
agency concerned, and such-opinions of the Attorney General shall 
be final and conclusive as to the question of such jurisdiction and 
authority upon the Secretary of the Treasury and all other officers 
and agencies of the Government. 


PART 6. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 


Sec. 317. When used in this title, the term “public accounts” 
shall include all claims and demands whatever 97 or against the 
United States and all accounts whatever in which the United 
States is concerned either as debtor or creditor. 

Sec. 318. All laws in force on the effective date of this title re- 
ferring to the General Accounting Office, or the Comptroller Gen- 
eral, or any other officer or employee of the General Accounting 
Office, whether referring to them specifically by title or generally 
as the accounting officers of the Government or otherwise, are 
amended in accordance with the provisions of this act. 


TITLE IV. New Executive DEPARTMENTS AND OTHER 
REORGANIZATIONS 


PART 1. THE DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE 


Sec. 401. There shall be at the seat of government an executive 
department to be known as the Department of Social Welfare, and 
a Secretary of Social Welfare, who shall be the head thereof, and 
shall be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, and have a tenure of office like that of the 
heads of the other executive d mts. Section 158 of the 
Revised Statutes, as amended (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 5, sec. 1), is 
amended to include such t, and the provisions of title 
IV of the Revised Statutes, including all acts amendatory and sup- 
plementary thereto, shall be applicable to such Department. 

Sec. 402. There shall be in the Department of Social Welfare an 
Under Secretary of Social Welfare, who shall be appointed by the 
President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, and 
two Assistant Secretaries of Social Welfare, and a Solicitor, who 
shall be appointed by the Secretary of Social Welfare, and all of 
whom shall exercise such functions as may be prescribed by the 
Secretary of Social Welfare or required by law. 

Sec. 403. The Secretary of Social Welfare shall promote the pub- 
lic health, safety, and sanitation; the protection of the consumer; 
the cause of education; the relief of unemployment and of the 
hardship and suffering caused thereby; the relief of the needy and 
distressed; the assistance of the aged and the relief and voca- 
tional rehabilitation of the physically disabled; and in general 
shall coordinate and promote public health, education, and wel- 
fare activities. 

Src. 404. The Secrotary of Social Welfare shall cause a seal of 
office to be made for his Department, of such device as the Presi- 
oui shall approve, and judicial notice shall be taken of such 


Sec. 405. The Secretary of Social Welfare shall annually, at the 
close of each fiscal year, make a report in writing to the Con- 
gress, giving an account of all money received and expended by 
him and his Department and describing the work done by the 
Department. He shall also from time to time make such special 
investigations and reports as he may be required to make by the 
President, or by the Congress, or as he himself may deem necessary. 


PART 2. THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 


Sec. 406. There shall be at the seat of government an executive 
department to be known as the Department of Public Works, and a 
Secretary of Public Works, who shall be the head thereof, and shall 
be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and consent 
of the Senate, and have a tenure of office like that of the heads of 
the other executive departments. Section 158 of the Revised Stat- 
utes, as amended (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 5, sec. 1), is amended to 
include such Department and the provisions of title IV of the 
Revised Statutes, including all acts amendatory and supplementary 
thereto, shall be applicable to such Department. 

Sec, 407. There shall be in the Department of Public Works an 
Under Secretary of Public Works, who shall be appointed by the 
President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, and 
two Assistant Secretaries of Public Works and a Solicitor, who shall 
be appointed by the Secretary of Public Works, and all of whom 
shall exercise such functions as may be prescribed by the Secretary 
of Public Works or required by law. 
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Sec. 408. The Secretary of Public Works shall advise the Prest- 
dent with regard to the design, construction, and maintenance of 
public works; design, construct, and maintain major public works, 
which are not incidental to the normal work of other agencies; act 
as the agent of other agencies, upon their request, in designing, 
constructing, and maintaining such public works as are incidental 
to the normal work of such agencies; administer Federal grants to 
States, Territories, or possessions of the United States (including 
the Philippine Islands), or political subdivisions thereof, or the 
District of Columbia, for the construction of public works; and 
assemble and disseminate information concerning public works and 
standards of public works throughout the Nation. 

Sec. 409. The Secretary of Public Works shall cause a seal of 
office to be made for his Department, of such device as the President 
shall approve, and judicial notice shall be taken of such seal. 

Sec. 410. The Secretary of Public Works shall annually, at the 
close of each fiscal year, make a report in writing to the Congress, 
andes J an account of all money received and expended by him and 

Department and describing the work done by the Department. 
He shall also from time to time make such special investigations 
and reports as he may be required to make by the President, or by 
the Congress, or as he himself may deem necessary, 
PART 3. THE DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 


Serc. 411. The Department of the Interior shall hereafter be known 
as the “Department of Conservation,” and the Secretary of the 
Interior shall be known as the “Secretary of Conservation,” and all 
of the provisions of titles IV and XI of the Revised Statutes, in- 
cluding all acts amendatory and supplementary thereto, and all 
other acts referring to the Department of the Interior, the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, or any other officers or employees of that 
Department, are amended accordingly. 


PART 4. THE NATIONAL RESOURCES BOARD 


Src. 412. (a) There is established in the executive branch of the 
Government a Board to consist of five members and to be known 
as the National Resources Board. 

(b) The members of the National Resources Board shall be ap- 
pointed by the President, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate. One of the members of the National Resources Board 
shall be designated by the President as chairman, and one shall 
be designated by the President as vice chairman, and shall act as 
chairman in the absence of the chairman or in the event of a 
vacancy in that office. 

Sec. 413. (a) The members of the National Resources Board 
shall be reimbursed for their subsistence and other expenses at 
the rate of $50 per day for time spent in attending and traveling 
to and from meetings, or in otherwise exercising the functions of 
the Board, plus the actual cost of transportation: Provided, That 
in no case shall a member be entitled to reimbursement for more 
than 30 days’ services in any 2 consecutive months. 

(b) The National Resources Board shall cause a seal of office to 
be made for such Board, of such device as the President shall 
approve, and judicial notice shall be taken of such seal. 

(c) The National Resources Board shall determine the rules of 
its own proceedings and a majority of its members in office shall 
constitute a quorum for the transaction of business, but such 
Board may function notwithstanding vacancies. 

Src, 414. The National Resources Board is authorized to— 

(a) Investigate, examine, study, analyze, assemble, and coordinate 
and periodically to review and revise basic information and mate- 
rials appropriate to plans or planning policies for the development 
and utilization of the resources of the Nation, both natural and 
human, and on the basis thereof to initiate and propose in an 
advisory capacity such plans and planning policies; 

(b) To obtain data and reports from, to te and partici- 
pate in the work of, and to consult with, any agencies of the Fed- 
eral Government and of any State, Territory, or possession of the 
United States (including the Philippine Islands), or political subdi- 
visions thereof, as well as any public or private pl: or research 
agencies and institutions; and such cooperation and participation 
in the work of any such agencies and institutions, other than those 
of the Federal Government, may be by grants-in-aid, matching of 
funds, or otherwise; 

(c) Prepare and submit studies, reports, and recommendations 

matters within its jurisdiction under this act for presenta- 
tion to the President or upon the request of the President; and 

(d) Set up a special advisory council and establish such other 
agencies as the National Resources Board may deem necessary or 
appropriate to assist in the exercise of its functions. 

Sec. 415. The National Resources Board is authorized to appoint, 
without regard to the civil-service laws, a director, and to fix his 
compensation in accordance with the Classification Act of 1923, as 
amended. Such Board is authorized to appoint, subject to the 
civil-service laws, such other officers and employees as are necessary 
in the exercise of its functions and to fix their salaries in accord- 
ance with the Classification Act of 1923, as amended. 

Sec. 416. The National Resources Board shall prepare and sub- 
mit annually to the President a report setting forth and sum- 
marizing its work during the preceding year and shall include 
therein such information, data, and recommendations as the 
National Resources Board may deem advisable concerning matters 
within its jurisdiction. 

Src. 417. The National Resources Board is authorized to delegate 
to the director or to any other officer or employee of the National 
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Resources Board any functions vested in and imposed upon such 
Board by law. 

Sec. 418. The National Resources Committee, established by 
Executive Order No. 7085 of June 7, 1935, is abolished. 

Src. 419. The National Resources Board is authorized to prescribe 
such regulations as may be necessary to enable such Board to exer- 
cise its functions under the provisions of this act. 


TITLE V. GENERAL AND MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 


Sec. 501. When used in this act, unless the context clearly indi- 
cates otherwise: 

(a) The term “agency” includes the President or any executive 
department, independent establishment, commission, legislative 
court, board, bureau, service, administration, authority, federally 
owned and controlled corporation, agency, division, or activity of the 
United States, whether in the District of Columbia or in the field 
service, or any office, or part thereof, and shall include the munici- 
pal government of the District of Columbia, the Botanic Garden, 
Library of Congress, Library Building and Grounds, Government 
Printing Office, and the Smithsonian Institution: Provided, That the 
inclusion of the municipal government of the District of Columbia 
within the meaning of the term “agency” shall not be construed to 
authorize the abolition of the municipal government of the District 
of Columbia or the transfer of all the functions of such municipal 
government to any other agency; 

(b) The term “transferred agency” means the functions trans- 
ferred by titles II and III of this act, or any agency or function, or 
part thereof, hereafter transferred, retransferred, regrouped, con- 
solidated, or segregated, under the provisions of title I of this act; 

(c) The term “abolished agency” means the National Resources 
Committee or any agency which is hereafter abolished under the 
provisions of title I of this act; 

(d) The term “receiving agency” means any agency to which a 
transferred agency or any function, or part thereof, of any abolished 
agency is transferred; f 

(e) The term “managerial agency” means (for the purposes of 
both this act and the Classification Act of 1923, as amended), the 
Bureau of the Budget, the Civil Service Administration, and the 
Bar 8 Resources Board, 

) The term “functions” includes any rights, vileges, pow 
duties, or functions, or any part thereof; and ms iis ie 

(g) The term “federally owned and controlled corporation” 
means any corporation (whether incorporated by, or under the 
permon of, an act of Congress, or under the laws of any State, 

tory, or possession of the United States, including the Philip- 
Pine Islands, or the District of Columbia), a majority of the stock 
of which is owned by the Federal Government and in which no 
member of the board of directors is elected or appointed by pri- 
vate interests. 

Sec. 502. Such of the personnel and property of, or pertaining 

to, each transferred agency (including office equipment and offi- 
cial records on file therein or pe: to the business thereof) 
as the President shall determine to have been employed or used 
in connection with such transferred agency, are transferred to 
the designated receiving agency, and thereafter all appointments 
to offices and positions in such transferred agency shall be made 
in accordance with the civil-service laws, unless the President by 
Executive order shall except any such offices or positions from the 
classified civil service under the authority of this act: 
That the transfer of such personnel shall be without change in 
classification or compensation, except that this requirement shall 
not operate after the end of the fiscal year during which the 
transfer is made to prevent the adjustment of classification or 
compensation to conform to the duties to which such transferred 
personnel may be assigned: Provided further, That such of the 
personnel so transferred who do not already possess a classified 
civil-service status shall not acquire such status by reason of such 
transfer, except (a) upon recommendation by the head of the 
receiving agency within 1 year after such personnel have been 
so transferred, and certification within such period by such head 
to the Administrator that such personnel have served with merit 
for not less than 6 months prior to the transfer of such person- 
nel, and (b) upon passing such suitable noncompetitive exam- 
inations as the Administrator may prescribe. 

Sec. 503. Such portions of the unexpended balances of appro- 
priations, or other funds available for each transferred or abol- 
ished agency are transferred to the designated recelving agency 
(including the National Resources Board) as the President shall 
deem nece: . Unexpended balances of appropriations, or other 
funds available for a transferred or abolished agency, not so trans- 
ferred pursuant to the President’s determination under this 
section, shall be impounded and returned to the Treasury. 

Sec. 504. All laws, rules, regulations, remedies, privileges, permits, 
or orders made, issued, or granted, in respect of any transferred 
agency, prior to the effective date of the transfer of such agency, 
shall continue in full force and effect, except insofar as directly 
in conflict with the provisions of this act, and shall be applicable 
in the same manner and to the same extent as if such agency 
had aor been transferred, until modifed, superseded, revoked, or 
repealed. 

Sec. 505. No proceedings, hearings, investigations, or other mat- 
ters pending on the effective date of the transfer of any trans- 
ferred agency shall abate by reason of such transfer, but shall be 
continued and brought to determination in the receiving agency. 
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Sec. 506. No suit, action, or other proceeding by or against any 
officer or employee of any transferred agency, in his official capac- 
ity or in relation to the discharge of his official duties, shall abate 
by reason of such transfer. 

Sec. 507. The head of any receiving agency is authorized to 
delegate to any officer or employee of his agency any of the func- 
tions vested in and imposed upon such head or agency under 
title I of this act. 

Sec. 508. (a) In the case of an abolished agency, the Executive 
order providing for such abolition shall make such provisions as 
may be necessary (1) for winding up the affairs of the abolished 
agency, and (2) for the transfer or other disposition of all per- 
sonnel and property (including office equipment and official records 
on file therein or pertaining to the business thereof) of the abol- 
ished agency: Provided, That the transfer of any such personnel 
shall be subject to the provisions of section 502 of this title. 

(b) In the event that any or all of the functions, or any part 
thereof, of an abolished agency are transferred to another agency, 
such functions, or part thereof, shall for the purposes of sections 
502, 503, 504, 505, 506; and 507 of this title, be deemed to be a 
transferred agency. 

Sec. 509. The powers conferred and imposed upon the President 
by this act to transfer agencies and functions shall be construed 
to include the power to transfer agencies or functions re- 
lating to any of the territories or possessions of the United States 
(including the Philippine Islands) from an agency of the United 
States to an agency of the territory or possession to which such 
agencies or functions relate or from an agency of such territory or 
possession to an agency of the United States: Provided, That no 
such transfers shall be made without the approval of the territory 
or possession concerned: Provided further, That the President may 
make applicable to any such transfers such of the provisions of 
this title relating to transfer or other disposition of personnel, 
property, and appropriations or other funds, as he may deem 


necessary. 

Sec. 510; Subject to such regulations as the President may from 
time to time prescribe, the President and the heads of the executive 
departments and the managerial agencies of the Government and 
the Civil Service Board, for the purposes of consultation, investiga- 
tion, and research in connection with the exercise of functions 
vested in and imposed upon them by law, or (in the case of the 
heads of executive departments and the managerial agencies of 
the Government and the Civil Service Board) for the purposes of 
conducting such investigation or research as may be required of 
them by the President, are respectively authorized to appoint, 
without regard to the civil-service laws, such experts and consult- 
ants, for such temporary periods, as may be necessary, and to fix 
their compensation without regard to the Classificaion Act of 1923, 
as amended. 

Src. 511. The Director of the Bureau of the Budget is authorized 
in the District of Columbia and elsewhere to assemble and dis- 
seminate to the agencies of the Government and the public general 
information concerning all phases of Government activity; and 
generally to serve in a liaison capacity in the promotion of coopera- 
tive relationships between agencies of the Government, and in the 
cooperative development and administration of Federal, State, anil 
local governmental activities. 

Sec. 512. There shall be in each of the Departments of War, Navy, 

Commerce, and Labor an Under Secretary, who shall be appointed by 
the President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
and such Assistant Secretaries in any of the executive departments, 
in addition to those Assistant Secretaries now authorized by law, as 
may be appropriated for from time to time by the Congress, who 
shall be appointed by the heads of their respective departments, 
and all of whom shall perform such duties as may be prescribed by 
the heads of their respective de ments or required by law. 
_ Sec. 513. Subject to the provisions. of section 180 of the Revised 
Statutes, as amended, the under secretary of each executive de- 
partment shall perform the duties of ‘the head of such department 
in the case of the death, resignation, absence, or sickness of such 
head; and in the case of the death, resignation, absence, or sick- 
ness of both the head and the under secretary of any executive 
department other than the Department of Justice, the duties of 
the head of such department shall be performed by the head of 
such other department or such other officer in either department 
as the President shall direct. 

Sec. 514. The head of any agency of the Government established 
under or affected by the provisions of this act is authorized to 
make such expenditures in the District of Columbia or elsewhere, 
for personal services, travel expenses including the expense of at- 
tendance at meetings when specifically authorized, contract steno- 
graphic reporting services, rental, supplies, and equipment; 
purchase and exchange of law books, books of reference, directo- 
ries, periodicals, newspapers, and press clippings; purchase, oper- 
ation, and maintenance of motor-propelled passenger-carrying 
vehicles; printing and binding; and such other expenses as may be 
necessary in the exercise of any functions vested in and 
upon any such agency or head by or under the provisions of this 
act. 

Sec. 515. There is authorized to be appropriated, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as 
may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this act. 

Src. 516. If any provision of this act, or the application thereof 
to any person or eircumstances, is held invalid, the remainder of 
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the act, and the application of such provision to other persons or 
circumstances shall not be affected thereby. 

Sec. 517. Titles I and II, except sections 202, 203, and 204 of title 
II, shall become effective upon the enactment of this act. Sec- 
tions 202, 203, and 204 of title II shall become effective when the 
first Civil Service Administrator appointed under that title quali- 
fies for and takes office, 


ANALYSIS OF THE ORIGINAL BILL DRAFTED BY THE PRESIDENT'S COM- 
MITTEE ON ADMINISTRATIVE MANAGEMENT AND SUBMITTED TO THE 
JOINT CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATION 
p A PROS BY WHICH ITS RECOMMENDATIONS MIGHT BE ENACTED 

NTO Law 


Section 1 of the bill provides for an investigation by the Presi- 
dent of all agencies of the Government to determine what changes 
are necessary to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of govern- 
ment; to reduce expenditures; to reorganize, consolidate, or abolish 
various agencies or the functions thereof; to eliminate duplication 
of effort; and to segregate regulatory functions exercised by any 
agency as distinguished from administrative or executive functions. 

Sec. 2. If, after an investigation, the President finds and declares 
that any such reorganization, consolidation, or abolition is neces- 
sary to accomplish any of the purposes set forth in section 1, he 
may (1) transfer or retransfer* the whole or a part of any agency, 
or the functions thereof, to any other agency;? (2) establish new 
agencies, including Federal corporations, to receive the whole or 
any part of any other agency or corporation and empower any 
such new corporation to exercise such functions as may be neces- 
sary to effectuate the purposes for which the old corporation was 
established; * (3) regroup, coordinate, etc., the whole or any part 
of any agency, or the functions thereof; (4) abolish the whole or 
a part of any agency, or the functions thereof; (5) prescribe the 
Sac of any agency transferred, retransferred,‘ established,’ 


Paragraph (b) of section 2 prohibits the President from abolish- 
ing an executive department, the municipal government of the 
District of Columbia, or the Federal Reserve Board. It allows 
him to transfer some of the functions of an executive depart- 
ment or of such municipal government (under this he could 
probably transfer the local Metropolitan Police Force to the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation) but prohibits the transfer of 
any of the functions of the Federal Reserve Board. 


regulai 
This paragraph is difficult to analyze and interpret. Who is to 
determine how large the volume of business must be before an 
administrative officer may step in? Where is the line to be 
drawn between regulatory and administrative functions? What 
is meant by the language “but such functions shall be exercised 


Meaning a continuous process evidently. This method is being 
used at present without aparent authority in law. See Executive 
Order No. 7526; sec. 22 of Executive Order No. 6166; 47 Stat. 382; 
see 1489, at p. 1519; 48 Stat. 8, at p. 16; and 37 Op. Atty. Gen. 

Under this language any agency of the Government could be 
transferred to another agency except those agencies and functions 
set forth in par. (b) of this section. 
~ *Ostensibly, this language limits the new corporation to the 
exercise of such functions as may be necessary to effectuate the 
purposes for which the old corporation was established. What 
were the purposes of the old corporation? Is the President's 
power limited to transferring such functions as may be necessary 
to effecuate the purposes of the old corporation? The word “pur- 
poses” broadly construed (the President can probably be depended 
on to construe it broadly) is a word about which no two men 
would agree. The present Procurement Division is a good example. 
It was set up by Executive order to take over the functions of 
agencies handling procurement, warehousing, etc. The Brookings 
Institution reports that its powers and functions are far greater 
than those of the agencies it superseded. It should also be noted 
that the language above is not restrictive. The President may 
empower the new corporation to carry out the purposes of the 
old ag tion. Quaere as to whether he could empower it to 
do more 

Under this language the President could again transfer an 
agency 5 or 10 years hence and prescribe its functions. 

This language, empowering the President to prescribe the func- 
tions of any agency established under title I, would seem to answer 
affirmatively the quaere asked in note 3. If the President has 
power to set up new corporations to carry out the purposes of 
the old corporations and in addition to prescribe the functions 
(other functions) of such new corporations, his powers are large 
indeed. The purposes set forth in sec. 1. 1. e., the standards to 
guide his action, are the only limitations on his powers, but they 
are so broad that it might plausibly be sald that the only limita- 
tion is the sky. 
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by a regulatory commission, the members of which shall be ap- 
pointed, removed, and have a tenure of office, in the manner and 
for the term heretofore or hereafter prescribed by the Congress”? 
If the President abolishes the Federal Trade Commission, would 
Congress have to establish another commission by law to exercise 
such regulatory functions or could the President set up a new 
one in the manner heretofore prescribed by Congress? 

It would seem that if he transferred the present Commissioners 
and they were not subservient to his wishes, internal bickering, 
with resultant inefficiency, would result. Who can doubt that 
the President would not abolish all such old-line independent 
regulatory agencies and establish new ones if he thought the old 
ones would not be sufficiently subservient? 

It would also appear that if the President decided that the 
volume of business was so large as to necessitate “expedite” and 
routine action, he could empower administrative or executive 
officers to exercise regulatory functions, i. e., change freight rates, 
suspend the New York Stock Exchange, issue cease-and-desist 
orders, refuse or suspend radio licenses, This action would, of 
course, be subject to review by the regulatory commission, but if 
such commission were subservient to the President, its review 
in the normal course of events would be only a formal ratifica- 
tion of the action of the administrative officer. The endless 
litigation that would result from such a division of powers would, 
by itself, seem a sufficient deterrent to any such plan. 

Title II of the bill deals with the reorganization and extension 
of the merit system. It provides, in general, for the appointment 
of a Civil Service Administrator and the establishment of a Civil 
Service Board. These two agencies will supersede the Civil Service 
Commission and will cooperate with a view to formulating policies 
to reorganize and extend the civil-service system to all agencies 
of the Government. 

Section 211 of such title deprives the Senate of the power to con- 
firm the nomination of certain officers and employees in the execu- 
tive branch of the Government, with certain exceptions which are 
set out on page 13 of the bill. This would eliminate confirmation 
with respect to a large number of officers of the Government re- 
ceiving $5,000 a year or more. And it would also seem true that if 
present independent agencies of the Government were merged with 
an executive department and so lost their independent status, the 
Senate would likewise be deprived of the power to confirm nom- 
inations to such offices or positions. This question is so in- 
extricably interwoven with the questions discussed under para- 
graph (c) of section 2 that it defies analysis. 

Under part 4 of title II all offices and tions in the agencies 
of the Government, with various exceptions, are to be covered 
into the classified civil service 1 year after the enactment of this 
act. Sections 212 to 215 cover in detail the positions excepted and 
the method of covering in the positions included. Section 216 
provides, however, that the President may except from, or cover 
into, the civil service any office or position if good administration 
of the Government will be facilitated thereby. It therefore seems 
that sections 212 to 215 are surplusage, and a motion to strike 
them out would be in order. 

Part 5 of title II permits the President to extend the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1923, as amended, to any office or position if he finds 
it mecessary to the more efficient operation of the Government. 
Paragraph (c) of section 217 allows the President to increase the 
compensation of hazardous or isolated offices and positions up to 
25 percent of the minimum rate of the grade to which such office 
or position is allocated under the compensation schedules. Para- 

ph (d) of such section excludes certain offices and positions 
rom the Classification Act. Section 218 authorizes the President 
to exclude certain enumerated offices and positions from the Classi- 
fication Act if the President finds such action is necessary to 
the more efficient operation of the Government. 

Part 6 of title II changes the salary rates and definitions of 
certain grades in the Classification Act (see U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 
5, sec. 673). The change in grade 7 will allow a greater number of 
positions to be covered into grade 7 than are allowed by existing 
law. The rates of compensation for this grade are not changed. 
The in grades 8 and 9 will also allow a greater number of 
positions to be covered into such grades than are allowed by exist- 
ing law. In addition, the rates of compensation of grade 8 are 
changed from $8,000, $8,500, and $9,000 to $8,000, $9,000, and 
$10,000; and the rates of compensation of grade 9 are changed from 
a general provision, “rates of compensation in excess of $9,000,” to 
$12,000, $13,500, and $15,000. 

Grades 13, 14, 15, and 16 in the clerical, administrative, and 
fiscal service are redefined to cover into such grades a greater 
number of positions than are allowed by existing law. The rates of 
compensation of grades 13 and 14 are not changed. The rates of 
compensation of grade 15 are changed from $8,000 $8,500, and 
$9,000 to $8,000, $9,000, and $10,000. The rates of compensation of 
grade 16 are changed from a general provision, “rates of com- 
pensation in excess of $9,000,” to $12,000, $13,500, and $15,000. 

Section 222 raises the rates of compensation of heads of execu- 
tive departments, under secretaries, and assistant secretaries to 
$20,000, $15,000, and $12,000, respectively. 

Title III of the bill deals with auditing and accounting agencies. 
In general, it sets up a postauditing agency in place of the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office and an accounting agency in the Treasury 
Department to be known as the Bureau of Fiscal Affairs. The 
General Auditing Office is permitted to make a postaudit only and 
report illegal expenditures to a joint congressional committee. 
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Part 2 of title III establishes a Joint Congressional Committee 
on Public Accounts, to be composed of 24 members. Section 305 
of such part provides that such joint committee shall study the 
reports of the Auditor General and submit to Congress such find- 
ings with respect to any such reports as the committee may deem 
advisable. There is no provision as to what steps the committee 
or Congress should take in the event unlawful expenditures have 
been made. Neither the committee nor Congress can order the 
dismissal of any officer who authorizes or makes unlawful expendi- 
tures. Indeed, it is doubtful if such authority could be exercised 
by Congress or a congressional committee since the courts would 
probably hold it was an administrative function vested in the Pres- 
ident by the Constitution and Congress could not impair it. 

Part 3 of title III changes the General Accounting Office to the 
General Auditing Office and provides that it shall be an agent of 
Conesa and independent of the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment. 

Section 307 provides that the General Auditing Office shall make 
a postaudit of all public accounts and shall furnish daily to the 
accountable officers concerned, the Secretary of the Treasury, and 
the Auditor General, notice of any exceptions taken to the items 
in the accountable officers’ accounts and the reasons for such 
exceptions. 

Section 308 provides that the General Auditing Office shall exam- 
ine all certificates of settlement furnished it by the Secretary of 
the Treasury and report any disagreement between the ‘Treasury 
and the General Auditing Office to Congress. Provision is made 
to give the Treasury 30 days’ notice before any such report is 
submitted to Congress. Provision is also made in paragraph (b) 
of such section for a report to the Director of the Budget and to 
Congress any expenditures deemed by the General Auditing Office 
to have been unwise or improvidently made. The bill is silent as 
to what course is to be pursued either by Congress or the Director 
of the Budget in case the General Auditing Office is correct in its 
findings. Congress would have no power to act except to with- 
draw an appropriation or change the system. Both of these actions 
would require legislation. The Director of the Budget would have 
no power to act except to take such matters into consideration 
when future estimates are submitted to him for subsequent appro- 
priations. The unwise or improvident expenditure is made a mat- 
ter of record only. Of course, if it were an illegal expenditure the 
accountable officer could be sued on his bond and the person 
receiving the money could be proceeded against in a civil suit, and 
if the expenditure amounted to a fraud on the Government crim- 
inal proceedings could be brought. But these are remedies that 
should be used only as a last resort and would apply to an illegal 
or fraudulent expenditure only. If it were an unwise or improvi- 
dent expenditure solely, the bill seems to contemplate doing noth- 
ing about it except make it a matter of record. What is an unwise 
or improvident expenditure anyway? Is it conceivable that two 
poor like oon and Hopkins could ever reach an agreement on 
suc! 

Paragraphs (c) and (d) of such section relate to annual reports 
to Congress by the Auditor General and investigations to be made 
by him at the request of either House of Congress or any committee 
of either House. 

Section 311 prohibits the Auditor General from revising the set- 
tlements of public accounts made by the Secretary of the Treasury. 
As the auditor general has no power under the bill to revise any 
settlements, this section merely emphasizes the lack of effective 
control over expenditures made by the Treasury Department. 

Part 4 of title III establishes the Bureau of Fiscal Affairs in 
the Treasury Department. 

Section 313 confers upon such Bureau all functions now vested 
in the General Accounting Office except (1) the functions pro- 
vided for by this act (postaudit), and (2) the function of counter- 
signing all warrants issued by the Secretary of the Treasury which 
is to be exercised by the Director of the Budget. 

Section 315 confers upon the Secretary of the Treasury the power 
to determine the availability of appropriations. This phrase is 
ranar, vague and indefinite and should be reworded with more 

etail. 

Section 316 directs the Attorney General to render opinions, 
upon the request of the Secretary of the Treasury or the head of 
the executive department or independent agency concerned, as to 
the jurisdiction and authority of the Secretary of the Treasury 
in connection with the settlement of any 2 account. Such 
opinion shall be final and conclusive upon officers and agencies 
of the Government. 

Title IV establishes (1) a Department of Social Welfare to co- 
ordinate and promote public health, education, and welfare activ- 
ities; and (2) a Department of Public Works to design, construct, 
and maintain major public works. 

Part 4 of title IV establishes the National Resources Board and 
abolishes the National Resources Committee established by Execu- 
tive Order No. 7065. Such Board is granted practically the same 
powers as are now being exercised by the National Resources Com- 
mittee and in addition it may make investigations and plans for 
the development and utilization of the human resources of the 
Nation. The Board may also establish such other agencies as it 
may deem ne to assist in the exercise of its functions. This 
language is typical of the language used in Executive orders for the 
past 4 years. It means everything and anything—i. e., “human 
resources of the Nation,” and therefore defies exact analysis. 

Section 501 defines the terms used in the bill. It is important 
to note that the term “agency” is not limited to agencies in the 
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executive branch of the Government, and it would therefore seem 
to follow that legislative and judicial agencies are included also. 
The Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation, the Joint 
Committee on Printing, the offices of the Legislative Counsel of 
the Senate and House are all agencies of the United States as well 
as agencies of the Congress. Could the President abolish these 
agencies? As the bill is now drawn, he probably could. What 
happens to the Government Printing Office? The Statutes at 
Large are full of laws relating to printing and the Government 
Printing Office. The President could abolish that office and all its 
functions and set up a new office with new functions overnight. 
In other words, the President could rewrite all the laws relating to 
printing with only his conscience to guide him. Wasn't it Huey 
Long who said, “Give me control of the Government Printing Office 
and I will be the next President”? 

Section 502 provides for the transfer of personnel and property 
with each transferred agency. After an agency is transferred, ap- 
pointments to offices and positions in such transferred agency shall 
be made in accordance with the civil-service laws, unless the Presi- 
dent decides otherwise. The transferred personnel shall not acquire 
a civil-service status by reason of such transfer; but (a) if the 
head of the agency to which they are transferred certifies within 
1 year after such transfer that they have served with merit for 
6 months prior to such transfer, and (b) if they pass a noncom- 
petitive examination, they will acquire a civil-service status. If 
they cannot meet these stringent requirements within a year they 
must be dismissed, since section 212 provides that on the expira- 
tion of 1 year after the enactment of this act all offices or positions 
in the agencies of the Government, with certain exceptions, shall 
be covered into the civil service. The President, however, could 
come to their rescue under the provisions of section 216 and except 
them from the civil service, since good administration would be 
facilitated thereby. 

By section 503 the President may transfer such portions of the 
unexpended balances of appropriations or other funds available for 
each transferred or abolished agency to the receiving agency. Such 
funds not so transferred shall be returned to the Treasury. Trans- 
fer of such funds is left to the discretion of the President. The 
language of the bill reads, “as the President shall deem necessary.“ 
He is not restricted in the use of such funds to the purposes for 
which they were originally appropriated, since he can abolish one 
agency, set up a new one with different functions, and transfer 
the funds of the old agency to be used in carrying out the func- 
tions of the new agency. For an example of the exercise of such 
power, see Executive Order No. 6084. Paragraph 9 of such order 
transferred certain unexpended balances of appropriations of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, Federal Farm Loan Bureau, and the Fed- 
eral Farm Board to the Farm Credit Administration to be used by 
it for the execution of any or all of its functions, without restric- 
tion as to the particular functions for the execution of which such 
funds were originally appropriated. 

Under section 510 temporary officials may be appointed without 
any salary limitation and without confirmation by the Senate. 


Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to extend my remarks in the Recorp and to insert 
therein a speech on the subject of preserving our American 
historical shrines, delivered by Arno B. Cammerer, the Di- 
rector of the National Park Service, in Pittsburgh on last 
Saturday. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to extend my own remarks in the Record by inserting 
a copy of an address delivered by myself on reorganization 
of the executive departments. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp on the bituminous-coal 
situation in the State of Illinois. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. STACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 2 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks 
unanimous consent to address the House for 2 minutes. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Speaker, I was not here when the de- 
bate started with reference to the reorganization bill and I 
will candidly say that I do not know the first thing about 
this reorganization bill. I want to know something about it. 
There is labor legislation, a wage and hour bill, which leg- 
islation has been pending since this House convened. The 
people of the country want it passed and I know they have 
very serious doubts about this reorganization bill. The 
people of my district do not want it passed, at least until 
we have a chance to learn something about it. I want our 
country left the way our forefathers founded it and not 
handed over to a dictator. [Applause.] 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. MAVERICK asked and was given permission to revise 
and extend his own remarks in the RECORD. 


AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1938 


Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the conferees may have until midnight tonight to file a con- 
ference report on the bill H. R. 9915, to amend the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for one-half minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Nebraska? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, I serve notice now I shall object to any other requests 
to address the House at this time, because we have a very 
important matter that we want to dispose of today. As I 
stated, I shall object to anybody else proceeding for any 
length of time until after the disposition of this matter. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
I agree with the position taken by the minority leader this 
morning. I hope the reorganization bill will be held up for 
a day or two, at least for a time, so that the American people 
may exercise their inalienable right to send a letter or tele- 
gram if they choose, expressing their views and convictions 
on this proposal, the President’s expression of yesterday not- 
withstanding. 

The regular order was demanded. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. STEFAN]? 

There was no objection. 

ARBOR DAY 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, we are now approaching the 
month of April, which is so important in the minds of Ne- 
braskans because in this month we celebrate Arbor Day. 
My State of Nebraska, through the ideas of the late J. Ster- 
ling Morton, has contributed much to our country through 
tree planting. That is why Nebraska as the tree-planting 
State, the name of J. Sterling Morton, and Arbor Day are 
linked together. Because more than two-thirds of the 48 
States have enacted laws for the observance of Arbor Day, I 
have frequently mentioned on this floor that Arbor Day 
should become a national holiday in the United States. In 
other than the two-thirds of our States and also in our 
Territories Arbor Day is observed by proclamation of the 
Governor, authorization of the superintendent of education, 
or by other action. In six of our States—Nebraska, Arizona, 
Rhode Island, Texas, Utah, and Wyoming—Arbor Day has 
been made a legal holiday. In several other States Arbor 
Day is a holiday in all public schools. 

Mr. Speaker, because of the great importance of tree plant- 
ing I feel it my duty as a Nebraskan on this occasion to talk 
briefly about Arbor Day and also about its founder, the late 
J. Sterling Morton, who was once Secretary of our Agricul- 
ture Department. 
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Today, Mr. Speaker, nearly every school child in my State 
is turning to the activity of planting something on Arbor 
Day. Nearly every householder is planting a tree or some 
shrubbery. The American Legion of my State and other 
organizations are planting trees. Many ceremonies and 
many programs carrying out the spirit of tree planting are 
held in every corner of Nebraska. 

Mr. Speaker, we people who come from the vast prairies 
of Nebraska appreciate the great value of trees. We appre- 
ciate the hardships of our pioneer fathers who broke the 
trails in Nebraska in the early days and made those prairies 
blossom forth with bounteous crops. We appreciate the 
hardships of our pioneer fathers, who faced storms and the 
blizzards and the ravages of the insects and droughts. To- 
day we pay them tribute for their farsighted program to 
plant trees. Through the tree-claim program and through- 
out the growing season of our early trees Nebraskans were 
quick to see the value of the great ideas of J. Sterling Morton, 
whose Arbor Day plan brought about coordinated and planned 
programs of tree planting. Our pioneers, like J. Sterling 
Morton, went through similar droughts that have faced us in 
these last few years. They were men with wide visions and 
strong characters. They were builders and planters. They 
believed in the fruits of the soil and they prayed for bounte- 
ous crops and good harvests. 

It is very difficult to imagine J. Sterling Morton as an 
advocate of scarcity. He firmly believed that he who made 
two blades of grass grow where only one grew before was 
truly a benefactor of his fellowmen, and present restriction 
programs would undoubtedly meet with his severest condem- 

nation. If, however, by any flight of the imagination we 
could imagine him again serving as Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, confronted with the problems raised by restriction of 
crops and the utilization of land withdrawn from cultiva- 
tion, it is not hard to estimate the action he would take. 

He would insist that the land withdrawn be the least pro- 
ductive land; that is, the eroded hillsides, the gulleys, the 
steep fields, and the land subject to overfiow or of a marshy 
nature. He would advocate the planting of trees on all of 
it, even though it were only a few acres on some isolated 
farm. He was a great believer that every farmer should 
have his own wood lot, both for practical use and as a play- 
ground for his children. The lowlands he would have planted 
with willows and other moisture-loving trees. This would 
conserve the run-off of the streams and help greatly toward 
the control of the disastrous floods which now plague the 
country. He would be fully abreast of the recent develop- 
ments in the making of paper from slash pine and the 
planting of this crop, of which cutting can begin, I am told, 
in from 8 to 10 years, would receive his enthusiastic support 
in all parts of the South where climatic conditions would 
permit its growth. Not only would he thus control the ero- 
sion of the hillsides but the husbandry of these pine woods, 
the cutting and transportation of the pulpwood and the 
operation of the paper mills, would give employment to the 
cotton farmers so ruthlessly deprived of their means of live- 
lihood by the restriction programs. 

The State of Nebraska is attracting more than usual pub- 
lic notice today as it becomes more and more generally 
known that it is a State which pays as it goes. Although 
Nebraska has recently completed what is probably the most 
modern and efficient State capitol, and although it has ex- 
cellent roads covering its vast reaches of plain and prairie, 
today the State I have the honor to represent in this Con- 
gress has no bonded indebtedness. Furthermore, of recent 
years there has been a very substantial reduction in the 
indebtedness of the various local governments of the State, 
The taxpayers’ associations of this State keep a watchful 
eye on expenditures. Proposals involving the spending of 
public money are carefully and publicly analyzed, and unless 
extreme necessity or outstanding public benefit can success- 
fully be argued for the proposals, the taxpayers’ associa- 
tions and the taxpayers themselves are very likely to reject 
them in no uncertain manner. In all humility, we of Ne- 
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braska feel that the Federal, as well as other State and 
local governments, might learn much from our State. 

This happy fiscal condition is not an accident. The State, 
during its formative days, had the good fortune to number 
among its citizens men like Dawes, Furnas, and Morton— 
men of wide vision and real patriotism, and who, above all, 
had learned in the hard school of the pioneer the virtues 
of economy and frugality. It was they who kept the State 
from assuming a heavy burden of debt during the earlier 
years of its existence. They preached economy and thrift 
from one end of the State to the other, and their pleadings 
did not fall on deaf ears; in fact, they created a spirit of 
economy which persists to this day, much to the benefit of all 
my fellow citizens, rich or poor, and regardless of race, color, 
creed, or craft. 

Many of the Members of this distinguished House come 
from well-wooded and watered States. The early settlers of 
those days found their greatest difficulties to lie in clearing 
the land for cultivation. Trees to them were a nuisance— 
something to be gotten rid of so that the fields could be 
cultivated. In such States the idea that there were places 
where one performed a civic duty through planting trees 
was indeed strange. 

But when the pioneers came to the State which I have the 
honor to represent, they found indeed a situation vastly 
different. The vast stretches of rolling prairie were broken 
only by the watercourses, and only along those watercourses 
were trees to be found. Mostly these were cottonwoods—a 
beautiful tree but whose wood does not have any great value 
for lumber or as fuel. In the western parts of the State 
there was a considerable amount of cedar, while scattered 
throughout the State were sparse clumps of the osage, 
orange bow wood or bois d'arc of the Indians. As the tide 
of immigration increased, these scanty supplies of wood were 
soon exhausted, and many and desperate were the straits 
to which the early settlers were put to obtain fuel. The 
supply of buffalo chips of course disappeared with the going 
of the buffalo. Ingenious hay-burning stoves were made, 
corncobs, cornstalks, even the corn itself, was burned to 
provide heat for cooking or to ward off the cold of the 
winters, which I am forced to confess are sometimes rather 
cold. Lumber for building had to be brought in from long 
distances, and at substantial expense. 

Furthermore, the esthetic side of the picture must not be 
overlooked. Most of the men and women who came to 
Nebraska did so from States or districts blessed with an 
abundance of trees. They felt, and rightly, that home with- 
out trees was indeed a sorry place. A row of trees also 
served a most useful purpose in forming a windbreak and 
in giving shelter not only to the homes of the settlers but 
to their livestock, as well as to their young orchards. 

To plant trees became in Nebraska an economic, a civic, 
and an artistic duty. The man whose name will forever be 
associated with tree planting came to Nebraska as a young 
man in 1854. J. Sterling Morton, who left a distinguished 
record of service to his State and to his country, was a lover 
of trees, and perhaps of all who came to Nebraska in that 
early day sensed most keenly Nebraska’s lack of trees. He 
crystallized his feelings and those of the other settlers by 
introducing and successfully carrying through the Nebraska 
Legislature the first official Arbor Day, thus starting a move- 
ment which is today world-wide and which has brought 
untold pleasure as well as material benefit to the people of 
many countries. 

The spirit of Arbor Day is perhaps best summed up in the 
founder’s oft-repeated statement: “Other holidays repose 
upon the past; Arbor Day proposes for the future.” Arbor 
Day does not commemorate something which happened in 
the past, be it some great national event, be it some great 
battle, be it the beginning or the ending of war. No indeed! 
Arbor Day is the day on which man shows his faith in the 
future—a day in which he performs a deed from which he 
perhaps may receive some benefits, but the greatest benefits 
of which would accrue to those of future generations. 
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To me, the planting of a tree is a symbol of the inherent 
idealism of man, of his faith in the future and of his desire 
to make the world a better place for those who will follow 
him. We in the Congress, in doing our many and sometimes 
difficult tasks, should always try to approach our tasks in 
the spirit of the tree planter. 

We of Nebraska claim with pride the founder of Arbor Day. 
A statue unveiled last year stands in this very building. A 
white pine tree from the great arboretum founded by his 
son stands to the east of this wing of the Capitol. But 
monuments to his foresight for the coming generation, his 
love of the beautiful things of nature, will be found in almost 
every community of this and many other lands. Again I 
say, Nebraska is proud indeed that one who thought so well 
for the future was one of the founders of that great State. 
[Applause.] 

INVESTIGATION OF TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 


Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
House Resolution 453 and ask for its immediate consideration. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
House Resolution 453 


Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resolution it shall 
be in order to move that the House resolve itself into the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the con- 
sideration of Senate Joint Resolution 277, a joint resolution creating 
a special congressional committee to make an investigaion of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, and all points of order against said 
joint resolution are hereby waived. That after general debate, 
which shall be confined to the joint resolution and continue not 
to exceed 2 hours, to be equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and the ranking minority member of the Committee on 
Rules, the joint resolution shall be read for amendment under 
the 5-minute rule. At the conclusion of the reading of the joint 
resolution for amendment, the Committee shall rise and report 
the same to the House with such amendments as may have been 
adopted, and the previous question shall be considered as ordered 
on the joint resolution and amendments thereto to final passage 
without intervening motion except one motion to recommit, with 
or without instructions. 


Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for 
a question? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Briefly. 

Mr. ANDREWS. With the adoption of this resolution, 
does the gentleman believe that every American citizen has 
the right to communicate with his Member of Congress by 
letter or telegram to express his or her views on the contents 
of this resolution? i 

Mr. O'CONNOR. of New York. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
minutes to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. MAPES]. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days after the disposition of this 
T. V. A. matter in which to revise and extend their own 
remarks in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
sometimes it is wise procedure, as the gentleman from New 
York stated, to have information given to the public so that 
they will know what is going on about certain legislation. 
This applies not only to the Tennessee Valley Authority 
investigation but to the reorganization bill by which it is 
sought to set up a dictatorship in this country. 

The regular order was demanded. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Today is T. V. A. day, and 
tomorrow will be reorganization day. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. ANDREWS. It is just as important to the American 
people that they be allowed to express their views on the 
T. V. A. as it is to be able to express themselves on the 
reorganization bill. 

Mr. O’CONNOR. of New York. Absolutely. 
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Mr. ANDREWS. Does the gentleman agree with the 
President’s statement on yesterday? 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. I have not even read it. I 
will take that up tonight in the clandestine solace of my 
boudoir. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a rule for the consideration of Senate 
Joint Resolution 277, to provide for a joint congressional 
investigation of matters pertaining to the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. The resolution as it passed the Senate has been 
gone over thoroughly by the Committee on Rules, and the 
Committee on Rules recommends some amendments, chiefly 
perfecting amendments. 

Due to the fact there have been some statements in the 
press and in another body, and circulated around the floor 
of this House, I desire to say a few words about the parlia- 
mentary situation which is before us, because, while I appre- 
ciate the country does not care much about the parlia- 
mentary practices in the House, and the press cares less, I 
for one have for 15 years as a member of the Rules Commit- 
tee—and I think that is about as long as anybody has ever 
served on that committee—taken an interest in preserving 
the precedents of this House and in proceeding in an orderly 
manner to accomplish a result. The result ought to be 
accomplished in an orderly manner instead of in a disor- 
derly manner, or, as it is colloquially called, a “sloppy” 
manner. 

This resolution comes to us from another body as a joint 
resolution. This is the first time in the history of the Con- 
gress that a congressional investigation, a matter entirely 
within the province of the two Houses, has ever been ordered 
by a joint resolution. I do not know why it was done, but 
immediately, on inquiry, the suggestion was made that we 
should properly do it by a concurrent resolution, there was 
very general talk around this floor that no, that was the 
wrong thing to do, but that this joint resolution must be 
passed by both Houses and sent to our distinguished Presi- 
dent for signature. As I say, this is the first time such a 
procedure has ever been suggested. What the President 
signs or where he signs it I have not yet been able to find 
out. 

I read in the newspapers that the distinguished majority 
leader of the Senate had said this method was adopted so 
this measure would become a “law.” A law about what? 
Where will it be put in the statute books? What law does 
it provide? Is it a law which states Congress can investigate 
the T. V. A.? Congress already having such a power, why 
do we need a law? 

Then, the distinguished majority leader is reported to have 
said that this. being a law, “it” continues this committee 
beyond the life of this Congress. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. It has also been whispered around here 
in the ears of countless Members that if you have the Presi- 
dent sign this resolution instead of passing a concurrent 
resolution, which is entirely within our province, the com- 
mittee continues after the 3d of January. There is only 
one way to do that—continue the group after the adjourn- 
ment of this Congress—and that is to pass a real law creating 
a commission, for the indisputable fact is that every Mem- 
ber of this House loses every function he possesses, includ- 
ing membership on any committee, at noon of January 3, 
1939. In order to have such a committee effective in the 
next Congress, during the next Congress you will have to 
continue this committee by a further resolution as we have 
often done, 

It is said it is a good thing to send this resolution in this 
new form to the President so he may sign it and thus dis- 
pute some suggestion that he is against a congressional in- 
quiry. Of course, the President has never been against a 
congressional inquiry into the T. V. A., despite statements to 
the contrary. Whether he was or not could not affect Con- 
gress in the exercise of its constitutional powers. Further- 
more, I have never yet met a Member of this House who is 
against an inquiry into the T. V. A. The unfortunate thing 
is that this investigation was not started a month ago. Long 
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ago I advocated starting right in and investigating this 
situation by a House committee. 

On March 23 I issued a statement that we should not delay 
but should go right ahead with the investigation. At that 
time I said: 

Congress should at once start an investigation of the T. V. A., but 
such an investigation should not be confined to the matrimonial 
differences of the Directors. It should be a wide, thorough, com- 
prehensive, and nonwhitewashing inquiry. 

Personally, I would prefer that the investigation be made by a 
committee of the House of Representatives which initiated the 
T. V. A. experiment. To an inquiry by a Senate committee, I could 
not subscribe. If the Congress, however, prefers a joint com- 
mittee of both Houses, that might be more practical than having 
two committees. 

Of course, it goes without saying that on any such committee 
there should not be any Member of either body who has taken 
a vehement position pro or con as to T. V. A. 

Having voted for all measures pertaining to T. V. A., I believe 
nothing short of a comprehensive inquiry into its policies as well 
as the personalities will satisfy the public. 

Now is the time to find out if the Government has been justified 
in pouring hundreds of millions of dollars into this enormous 
project originally conceived for national defense—the manufacture 
of nitrogen in times of war and fertilizer in times of peace. How 
far that original purpose has been lost sight of or abandoned to 
a Pesce N on the production of power should be inquired 
in 


Likewise the controversies over the preferential sales of power 
to private concerns and public agencies, whether the much 
heralded “yardstick” is anything more than a foot rule, whether 
in computing the cost of production the Authority has taken into 
account overhead, interest, depreciation, and other usual items, 
whether the whole project is of national benefit rather than 
merely of local interest, whether the project has developed into an 
undue competition with private business on the part of the Gov- 
ernment, whether unnecessary dams, costing hundreds of millions 
of dollars, have sometimes been built to aid in the re-election of 
some me or as a monument named after him—even while 

Undoubtedly there are other matters of policies and otherwise 
which should be looked into. Nothing short of such a wide ap- 
proach to the subject will satisfy the American people. 

Everybody knows the President is agreeable to a congres- 
sional investigation. Why—and I have never heard the rea- 
son yet—should we throw aside all the established prece- 
dents of this House by passing a joint resolution instead of 
a concurrent resolution? Does it mean we shall in the 
future send constitutional amendments to the President? 
Does it mean we are going to send to the President House 
resolutions appointing a page or giving some widow of an 
employee the funeral expenses? 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a 
short question? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I yield to the distinguished 
gentleman from New York, the able minority leader. 

Mr. SNELL. The gentleman makes the specific statement 
the President has never been against this investigation. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I am positive of that. 

Mr. SNELL. If that is true, it is rather unfortunate that 
certain statements were given out on Capitol Hill by his own 
spokesmen when this investigation was first suggested. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. I am not accountable for 
his “spokesmen.” They are more often referred to as brain 
trusters—a new group described by Benjamin de Casseres 
as “persons educated beyond their intellect.” 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, the watchdog of the Treasury. 

Mr. RICH. In the gentleman’s judgment, is there any- 
thing in this joint resolution which would make it any less 
effective than a concurrent resolution in requiring a com- 
plete investigation of the Tennessee Valley Authority? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. No, absolutely; they both 
reach the same result. They accomplish the same purpose. 
As far as the gentleman being concerned whether or not this 
will be a complete or fair investigation, the Rules Committee 
offered a number of amendments in an attempt to make this 
a fair investigation. I regret our distinguished colleague 
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Rankin] is not here 
today, due to illness, because he is very much interested in 
investigating the tie-up between the private power com- 
panies and the T. V. A., and this feature is thoroughly pre- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


MarcH 30 


served in this bill. It has the approval of the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN], who might properly be called 
the mother of T. V. A. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MAVERICK. Is Senator Norris the father? [Laugh- 
ter. ] 

Mr. O’MALLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. I yield to the distinguished 
gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Is there any precedent for this type of 
investigation or any other investigation being accomplished 
by a joint resolution instead of a concurrent resolution? 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. As I have said, never in 
the history of the Congress has it been done this way before. 

se MURDOCK of Utah. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I gladly yield to the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Utah. 

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. As I understand this Senate 
joint resolution, it does this: If we pass it here and it goes 
to the President and he signs it, it becomes law? 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. That is not so, as I have 
just said. I do not believe it is a law or ever can be called 
one. 

pe 5 of Utah. The gentleman says that is 
not so 

Mr. O'CONNOR. of New York. Les; it is not a law. 

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. What is the purpose, then? 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Did the gentleman hear 
my argument about that? 

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. I thought that was exactly what 
the gentleman said. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. I said this joint resolu- 
tion did not become law. It is not a law and could never 
become a law. 

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. Then what is the reason for 
handling it in this way? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I have not the slightest 
conception and have never been able to find out. What 
mystery there is behind this legislative monstrosity has 
never been unveiled to me. 

Mr, MURDOCK of Utah. This is the question that con- 
fronts me. If it is passed by both Houses and signed by the 
President it cannot be anything else but a law after it is 
signed by the President, and in my opinion, which is a very 
humble one, when it becomes law, then it must be adminis- 
tered by the President of the United States as he is called 
upon to administer all laws, so that you have a mixing up 
of what Congress should be doing exclusively with the ex- 
ecutive department, or, in other words, you have a com- 
mittee appointed by the two Houses of Congress which, as 
I understand the Constitution and the laws of the country, 
must be administered by the President. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Of course, the mere sign- 
ing by the President. does not make a paper a law. ‘The 
President signs many papers, hundreds of them every day, 
which are not laws. 

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. We may call it just a resolution 
or anything you like, but when it is passed by the two Houses 
of Congress and signed by the President it cannot be any- 
thing but law. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. I am sorry, but I cannot 
agree with the distinguished gentleman. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. RAYBURN. The question has been raised as to 
whether or not joint resolutions. have ever been passed. I 
call the attention of the gentleman to the fact that the 
congressional investigating committee with reference to Gov- 
ernment reorganization was by a joint resolution and also 
the tax evasion and avoidance investigation was under a 
joint resolution. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. The distinguished majority 
leader now is talking about an entirely different matter. In 
those two instances there were provisions in the resolu- 
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tions about the departments of the Government being con- 
nected with the investigation and furnishing aid to the 
committee. It was not entirely the job of Congress. The 
resolutions called in the Treasury Department, and other 
departments. That is an entirely different situation, and 
the distinguished gentleman from Texas has been grossly 
misled by someone in standing behind the form of a joint 
resolution. 

Mr. DIES. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. I yield to the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. DIES. Is it not a fact that if the Rules Committee 
had made this a concurrent resolution it would have to go 
back to the Senate, and on account of the delay the Rules 
Committee, wanting to expedite the matter, brought it out 
as a joint resolution? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. That is the only reason 
we submitted, reluctantly, to this form of procedure, but as 
a matter of fact, because of the President's absence from 
the city, a concurrent resolution would be in effect at an 
earlier date than a joint resolution which must await his 
signature. Whether he will sign at the top or the bottom, 
I do not know. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. I yield to the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. MAY. Under the first clause of section 2 of the reso- 
lution does the gentleman believe that language is sufi- 
ciently broad to give the committee authority and power 
to investigate the question of whether or not the T. V. A. 
is engaged in activities not authorized by the act? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I would not know off- 
hand, but let me suggest to the distinguished gentleman 
that we take up that matter either in general debate or 
when the bill is read for amendment. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Just a minute. 

Mr. McFARLANE. In keeping with the question of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Dries], about the committee 
wanting to expedite this resolution, I am wondering why 
the gentlemen do not take a little more interest in some 
600 resolutions before the committee and expedite them? 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Offhand I do not know 
if that is the correct count, but if it is, that is more reso- 
lutions for investigation than a sane Rules Committee would 
bring out in 25 years. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. SNELL]. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I can at least in part support 
the Committee on Rules this morning, and I can tell the 
Members of the House that after 16 years of service on that 
committee I feel much more at home when I can go along 
with the chairman and support the committee than I do 
when I object entirely to its procedure. It is always more 
pleasant. : 

I shall simply call the attention of the House at this time 
to some of the basic reasons, as I look at it, for this investi- 
gation. 

In the first place, I do not have any absolute facts in my 
possession in regard to this matter. I do not make any 
definite charges against anyone connected with the T. V. A. 
I do know, however, that Dr. Arthur E. Morgan performed 
a great service in connection with flood control in the State 
of Ohio. The people of that State think that he is one of 
the greatest men ever in public life, and performed a great 
service for his State as administrator of that important pub- 
lic work. He left that work with the approval and com- 
mendation of all the people. I further know that when he 
Was appointed as Chairman of the Board of the T. V. A. 
the President of the United States himself gave him the most 
flattering recommendation as to character, ability, honesty 
in connection with public service, of almost any man who 
has ever been appointed under the present administration. 
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Considering the character of the man and what the President 
himself has said about him, when he makes the following 
statement, I believe it is entitled to consideration by this 
Congress: 

The Chairman, Dr. Arthur E. Morgan, asserted the manner in 
which the other two members conducted the business of the 
T. V. A. frequently created for him a dilemma in which he was 
forced to choose between his desire to support the New Deal and 
the T. V. A. program, and certain fundamental standards of de- 
cency, integrity, and propriety in public life, which are more 
important to civilized society than any particular government 
program. 

He goes on further to say: 

The Berry marble case represents the kind of difficulty with 
which as chairman of the T. V. A. Board I have been faced, with 
the effort to maintain certain standards of public service. To a 
steadily increasing degree I have contended with an attitude of 
conspiracy, secretiveness, and bureaucratic manipulation which 
has made the proper and effective conduct of the T. V. A. business 
increasingly difficult. 

In the face of that definite statement made by the head 
of the Tennessee Valley Authority, a man who has more 
definite information about this whole situation than anyone 
else, a man who has the finest reputation for probity and 
honesty, this House cannot neglect its duty by not advocat- 
ing and reporting a careful, thorough, and searching investi- 
gation into all the activities of the Board of Directors of the 
T. V. A. In addition to that we should take into considera- 
tion the statement made by the Comptroller General, who 
says there is a discrepancy of fourteen or fifteen million 
dollars in their accounts, or that some of this money has 
been spent not in accord with the provisions of law. 

Mr. Speaker, those are my two distinct reasons why this 
House should authorize an investigation at this time. 

In connection with the statement made by the chairman 
of the committee relative to a concurrent resolution, I en- 
tirely concur with what he has said. I have looked up the 
precedents so far as I have been able, and I have not been 
able to find where an investigation of any recent date which 
was a simple investigation by the Senate and the House, was 
brought about by anything except a concurrent resolution. 

I do not entirely agree with the chairman of the commit- 
tee when he says that this is not a law. As I understand 
the procedure—and I have not looked it up today—anything 
that is passed by the two branches of Congress and is signed 
by the President of the United States is the law of the land, 
and must be filed with the office of the Secretary of State. 

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr, SNELL. Yes. 

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. I am in full accord with the 
gentleman that it is a law; and if he agrees that it is a 
law, then, under the Constitution, does not the Chief Execu- 
tive of the United States have to administer it? 

Mr. SNELL. Oh, we have a great many laws that do not 
have to be administered by the Chief Executive. Take this 
case, aS an example, when we originally set up the Comp- 
troller General of the United States. That office was to be 
under the direction of the Congress, and the President had 
nothing to do with him. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SNELL. Les. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I think the majority of the people 
feel there was a sort of star-chamber proceeding in respect 
to Dr. Arthur E. Morgan in the White House, and I think 
the majority of the people feel that the President is preju- 
diced. Does not the gentleman feel that we should go ahead 
and let the President out of it? 

Mr. SNELL. I do not at this time care to characterize 
in any way the star-chamber proceedings conducted by the 
President, but I do think it is entirely incumbent on Con- 
gress to make its own investigation, because we set up this 
organization and are responsible for it. 

I was somewhat disappointed that the Rules Committee did 
not cut out a part of the language in the Senate joint resolu- 
tion that came over from that body. I have taken a great 
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deal of interest in this matter from the beginning. What we 
are interested in is to get the facts relative to the activities 
of the present Directors of the Tennessee Valley Authority. 
I do not believe that at present the situation is such that the 
House and Senate should investigate the original policies of 
the T. V. A. I do not think that is a matter that is before us 
now, except as it may come out incidentally in the investiga- 
tion along certain lines in connection with the whole proposi- 
tion, and I am opposed to starting in and making a complete 
investigation of all that. Furthermore, there isno reason why 
this House at this time should make a complete investigation 
of all of the activities of the public utilities of the southeastern 
part of the United States. 

That is not the primary question before the House at the 
present time. The real question before us is: Have they car- 
ried out the intent of the legislation? Have they spent our 
money wisely, judiciously, and honestly? What are the facts 
concerning the activities of the directors of this organization? 
I think the committee should have stricken out, for instance, 
paragraph (e) on page 3: 

Whether any financial loss has been caused to municipalities or 
farm organizations by preventing their purchase of electric power 
from the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

How in the world are you going to investigate a mythical 
contract that does not exist and regarding which no one 
knows either what the terms might have been if it had been 
made or what its effect would have been? Such a thing is 
absolutely impossible. There is nothing to it; it just goes to 
muddy the water relative to the entire investigation. 

I want a clean-cut investigation. I do not want this com- 
mittee authorized to go into every possible field, to investi- 
gate every question that has been considered by the House 
and the Senate during all these years in connection with 
T. V. A. 

As far as the activity of utility companies in filing suits for 
injunctions and suits of other nature, these questions are all 
matters of public record, and most of them have been finally 
adjudicated and decisions rendered. I maintain that if you 
want a clean-cut investigation, if you are not interested in 
whitewashing the whole matter, you should confine this in- 
vestigation to the real subject before us, which, so far as I 
have been able to learn, centers around the conduct of the 
commissioners and their activities in carrying out the pro- 
visions of the law. 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 additional minutes to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. SNELL. No one has ever maintained that there was 
need at this time for any further investigation; and cer- 
tainly the issue raised by Dr. Morgan, which is really the 
fundamental basis of it, had to do only in the most general 
way with a good many of the specific items set out in this 
resolution. I have consistently maintained that the investi- 
gation should be limited as I have outlined. There are sev- 
eral matters in this resolution that should have been elim- 
inated by the Committee on Rules, and I deeply regret that 
they did not do so when the bill was before the committee. 

Let us consider in this connection paragraph (g) on page 
4 of the resolution. How long would it take to investigate 
all the propaganda that has been put out pro and con in con- 
nection with the Tennessee Valley Authority? If you are 
going to investigate the propaganda put out by the public 
utilities, you certainly should investigate all the propaganda 
that has been put out by the Tennessee Valley Authority 
itself. An investigation of all this would be endless; and 
what would it amount to when you got through? 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. SNELL. I yield. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. In regard to the propa- 
ganda, a resolution is now pending before the Rules Com- 
mittee which confines the investigation of propaganda to the 
one thing. 

Mr. SNELL. I maintain that that has nothing to do with 
this resolution. The primary purpose of this resolution is 
there is a direct charge of dishonesty here and we want to 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


MARCH 30 


know if it is true. The question as to what extent any 
of the public interests have been injured or jeopardized by 
the activities of power companies are absolutely beside the 
question before the House at the present time. Personally, 
I feel it is a serious mistake to go into, at this time, all these 
extraneous matters, and I am afraid that someone has in- 
jected these issues into this investigation for the purpose of 
muddying the water and making it so broad and all-compre- 
hensive that no committee on top of God's earth could ever 
get to the bottom of it or ever make a complete and in- 
telligent report to the Congress, and no full report at this 
time is wanted by the administration. 

Mr. FORD of California. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. SNELL. I yield. 

Mr. FORD of California. Did the gentleman ever live 
in a city that owned its own power facilities and have any 
experience with the manner in which private power com- 
panies hog-tied and hamstrung those utilities by lawsuits, 
political campaigns, and otherwise? 

Mr. SNELL. Granting everything the gentleman says— 
I do not want to get into an argument of that question for 
it would take too much time—that is not the primary ques- 
tion before Congress at the present time. We are not pro- 
posing at this time to investigate the wisdom of municipal 
ownership. If you want a general investigation of that kind, 
that is another question; but the question before Congress 
is whether these present directors have honestly, judiciously, 
and wisely expended the taxpayers’ money. That is the 
question. I do not propose to be diverted from it so far 
as I am concerned. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL. I yield. 

Mr. MAVERICK. I would remind the gentleman that 
there are policies in reference to private utilities which are 
of great importance and which have got to be investigated. 

Mr. SNELL. I shall not disagree with the gentleman at 
this time in regard to that proposition, but that is not the 
line we started out on. I would like to see this investigation 
proceed on the basis originally suggested, and not broadened 
so that a report never will be made to Congress. 

Mr. MAVERICK. But the utilities are essentially a part 
of the story. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL. I yield. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I agree with the gentleman that the im- 
mediate concern is the qualification of the personnel of this 
Board. Section 3, on page 6 of the resolution, provides that 
the committee shall make a report by January 3. Is it the 
gentleman’s idea or understanding that they could make 
separate reports so that they could report to us by that time 
or at least in the near future as to the qualifications of these 
gentlemen? 

Mr. SNELL. I think we ought to have a report on the 
primary purposes of this resolution before this Congress 
adjourns. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I agree with the gentleman. 

Mr. SNELL. And when we reach that stage in the read- 
ing of the resolution I shall offer an amendment providing 
that at least a preliminary report as to the primary purpose 
of the resolution shall be submitted to Congress not later 
than June 3 instead of January 3. 

Mr. BOILEAU. The gentleman means by that a prelimi- 
nary report as to the qualification of the personnel? 

Mr. SNELL. That is the primary purpose. Everyone 
agrees that there should be an investigation. Why not make 
it for the real purpose originally in mind and not widen it 
to such an extent that we shall never get a complete report? 

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman 5 addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I thought before the gen- 
tleman finished he would pay a compliment to the majority 
side of the House. I sat at the gentleman’s feet for 8 years 
while he was chairman of the Rules Committee, during 
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which time there were countless investigations of certain 
governmental departments and agencies. Does not the gen- 
tleman think we are entitled to a compliment as this is the 
first time within the gentleman's recollection that the ma- 
jority party recommends the investigation of one of its own 
babies? 

Mr. SNELL. I do want to compliment the committee as 
much as I can, but the people are really demanding this 
investigation. I started off by saying I was very pleased to 
be in the position of agreeing with the Rules Committee in 
recommending this investigation. I think the Rules Com- 
mittee has done what it should have done. I think it has 
been fair and honest in the general proposal. I feel, how- 


ever, if you could cut out some of this extraneous matter that | 


was never intended to be included when we first talked about 
an investigation of the situation it would be much better for 
the House. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Of course, the gentleman 
is aware of pride of authorship in another body? 

Mr. SNELL, I know all about pride of authorship of these 
resolutions, having been up against them for a great many 
years. But I found after many years of experience as chair- 
man of the Rules Committee the best thing to do after you 
get a resolution like that in the Rules Committee is for the 
Rules Committee to draw its own resolution carrying out 
the intent and purposes of the original resolution. Gen- 
erally speaking, if this is done the resolution is better worded 
and goes more to the point than general resolutions intro- 
duced by the average Member of the House. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. MAVERICK. In reference to private utilities, the 
T. V. A. executed a contract with the Arkansas Power & 
Light Co. which I think is probably illegal. It also executed 
contracts with the Aluminum Co. of America and other big 
private industries. There are all kinds of things like that 
which directly involve utilities. 

Does not the gentleman think that from a secondary 
viewpoint at least the special committee should thoroughly 
investigate the utilities, including injunctions and matters of 
that kind? 

Mr. SNELL. No; and I will tell the gentleman why. The 
resolution I introduced was confined to the activities of the 
Board of Directors of this Authority. These activities would 
include any contracts that the Authority have executed with 
utilities, but not a complete investigation of all utilities. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Or any lawsuits? 

Mr. SNELL. It would not go to an investigation of law- 
suits, for these are now a matter of public record. It is, in 
my judgment, absolutely wrong and uncalled for at this 
time. 

Mr. MAVERICK. But the people should know what was 
back of all this. 

Mr. MAY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL. I yield to the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. MAY. With reference to the question of investigat- 
Ing and looking into the activities of private utilities in ob- 
taining injunctions in court, does the gentleman recognize 
the fact that the courts of this country are open to every 
citizen and every property owner? 

Mr. SNELL. I made the statement that is all a matter of 
public record. 

Mr. MAY. Those things have been made a matter of pub- 
lic record in the courts. 

Mr. SNELL. Most of them have been adjudicated. 

Mr. MAY. Yes; and against the utilities. 

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL. I yield to the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. LAMBERTSON. The gentleman from New York said 
that the majority are willing to investigate one of their own 
babies. Does not the gentleman think they ought to investi- 
gate also the St. Louis Jefferson Memorial proposition? 

Mr. SNELL. Let us not get too far afield at the present 
time. I am glad an investigation is going to be started on 
this matter, but I regret the resolution is not to be confined 
to its primary purpose, [Applause.] 
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Mr. O'CONNOR, of New York. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. GREENWOOD]. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, the Rules Committee 
so seldom receives any complimentary reference that I want 
to thank the gentleman from New York for his generosity 
this morning in complimenting my committee in promptly 
reporting this resolution. The Rules Committee recognized 
what I think we all recognize as a fact, that there is a gen- 
eral inclination in the Congress and in the country for an 
investigation of this great project of the Federal Government 
growing out of the statements that have been made by one 
member of the Board concerning conditions that have arisen 
in the management of the affairs of this project. 

We have approved this resolution through this rule on 
broad general grounds with a specific purpose in mind. 
I suspect the first thing that will come to pass when this 
committee meets is that Dr. Morgan as one of the principal 
witnesses will be called. He may ask to present a general 
statement concerning activities on matters in disagreement. 
Of course, this will necessarily involve the question of policy 
in connection with the administration of the law. I suspect 
when they get into that they may find that most of the 
differences that have arisen within this Board are over mat- 
ters of policy. As he said in his statement, quoted by the 
gentleman from New York, he found himself in a dilemma 
as to the manner of conducting the business. We have all 
been on the minority side with reference to the management 
of business or legislation and anyone who occupies the 
minority very often finds himself in a dilemma. The ques- 
tion arises whether they will go along and submit to a policy 
in which they do not believe or resign: We have all per- 
haps been in that position or can see how we could get into 
that position. 

If there is any dishonesty, of course the purpose of this 
investigation is to disclose it and give the information to the 
country. The majority party and the administration wants 
that just as much as the minority party. We are all agreed 
that should be the purpose of the investigation. 

If there is a difference of opinion as to policy, or if there 
is a difference of opinion as to the interpretation of the law 
under which they operate, then the country ought to know 
that, because the majority members of the Authority are 
entitled to know that is the issue involved. Therefore this 
resolution has been cast along broad lines for this purpose, 
so that in pursuing the question of difference of opinion as 
to interpretation or policy the hands of the committee will 
not be tied, so that it may investigate the matter to the end 
and know what differences exist between the different 
members. 

There may be provisions in these different sections that we 
may not agree should be there, but this resolution is bread. 
If the gentleman from New York desires to submit an amend- 
ment to any section, he has that liberty, as has any other 
Member, so when the decision is made in the end, if the 
resolution is adopted, it will represent the majority will of the 
House of Representatives. The Committee on Rules did not 
propose to place any limitations upon that by attempting to 
write the resolution differently from the Senate resolution, 
being willing to let the House do that if it so desired. We 
adopted a rule on the joint resolution so that after the House 
has passed upon the joint resolution it can go to conference 
and be worked out, as most of these provisions must be in 
the end, anyway. If there is a difference between the House 
and the other body on this joint resolution, it can be worked 
out in conference. 

I am not so much concerned whether this should be a joint 
resolution or a concurrent resolution. I believe its ultimate 
result will be the same. It is a mere technicality whether the 
President shall sign it or shall not sign it. We would have 
a legislative jam if the House adopted a concurrent resolu- 
tion to be sent to the Senate. Each House in the Congress 
would have a proposal pending in the other House. 

Personally, I believe it ought to be a joint resolution so 
that the President may be given an opportunity to sign it. 
He has been criticized in the press as not favoring a con- 
gressional investigation, He attempted to get at the facts 
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himself, and one member of the Board, who owed his ap- 
pointment to the Chief Executive, refused to give him the 
information. It has always been my understanding that 
when you are under another who is responsible for your 
actions and to whom you owe your appointment it is up to 
you to make a proper report to that official. I cannot sus- 
tain Dr. Morgan in his attitude on that. I ask you if the 
President when he reached that position had any other 
option than to do what he has done and say to the press he 
is ready for a congressional investigation. When this joint 
resolution is signed by the President there can be no mis- 
interpretation of it. The other body of the Congress and 
this body of the Congress will have sanctioned an investi- 
gation, and the President by his signature will also have 
sanctioned it. Both departments will have agreed there 
shall be an investigation by a committee of 10, 5 mem- 
bers to be appointed by the Vice President and 5 by the 
Speaker of the House, on a resolution that is broad enough 
to go into all the ramifications that are necessary in order to 
give to the country the necessary publicity on the facts, so 
the people may know what underlies this dilemma of Dr. 
Morgan. Whether it is a question of policy or a question of 
dishonesty, the country wants to know. This resolution is 
broad enough to permit such an investigation. If the reso- 
lution needs amendment in any particular, it is being 
brought in here under a wide-open rule and anybody can 
offer an amendment, I take it after amendments have been 
disposed of and the House of Repesentatives has spoken the 
joint resolution will represent the will of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, and we should all be satisfied. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. . Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREENWOOD. I yield to the gentleman from West 
Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I, along with a great many other per- 
sons, am deeply grieved that Chairman Morgan did not feel 
he was responsible to the President of the United States. 
Will not the gentleman agree with me that regardless of the 
situation that exists today ingratitude is one of the most 
reprehensible of vices? 

Mr. GREENWOOD. I believe Dr. Morgan, owing his ap- 
pointment to the President of the United States and being 
directly under him, owed a duty to him to give him a full 
statement of the facts. He has refused to do so for some rea- 
son of which he is the best judge. This resolution, then, is 
the instrumentality by which we shall know what is behind 
that refusal and what there is in the way of merit to any 
charges that Dr. Morgan may make to the committee. 

One of my colleagues has said that this being a joint reso- 
lution the President would have the administration of it. The 
resolution lays down specific directions as to how it shall be 
administered. The fact that the President signs a joint reso- 
lution does not give him any particular authority over its 
administration. The law itself is the basis of the authority 
of the committee which will be created. 

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GREENWOOD. I yield to the gentleman from Utah. 

Mr. MURDOCK of Utah. My contention is that any in- 
vestigation that is carried on by the Congress should be ex- 
clusively a congressional investigation. When we pass a law 
creating a committee, and I do not care whether the members 
of the committee are Members of the House or of the Senate 
or where they may come from, under the Constitution of the 
United States it becomes the duty of the President to see that 
this law is carried out. 

With all due respect to the Committee on Rules, I can see 
no reason why we should mix up the executive branch in a 
congressional invesigation. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. I believe the gentleman is perfectly 
sincere, but I do not agree with his views. This is a project 
that is national in character. The responsibility for the ad- 
ministration of the T. V. A. law has been on the President. 
Considerable criticism has come to the President through the 
press in connection with his calling Dr. Morgan, and the 
President is entitled to show by his signature to this joint 
resolution that he is willing to have a broad-gaged investiga- 
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tion by the two Houses of Congress of the very issues that are 
involved. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREENWOOD. I will yield in just a minute. 

When the President signs this joint resolution it shows 
you he means what he said, that he is willing that a congres- 
sional investigation be held, and committees of both Houses 
of Congress will make this investigation. 

Mr. ROMJUE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREENWOOD. I yield to the gentleman from Mis- 
souri. 

Mr. ROMJUE. May I ask the gentleman if it is not a fact 
the President was trying under his authority to get at the 
truth in this case? 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Certainly. 

Mr. ROMJUE. Not being able to do so, no other course 
Was open to him. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. He was thwarted by one of his ap- 
pointees, who owed his appointment to the President and 
owed a duty to the President. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GREENWOOD. I yield to the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. The President’s signing this resolu- 
tion does not take away any duties from the congressional 
committee? 

Mr, GREENWOOD. Absolutely none. These duties are 
laid down in the resolution. Five Members of the House 
will be appointed by the Speaker, and we all have confidence 
in his ability to select the Members, and five will be appointed 
by the Vice President. This committee will perform the 
duties under this resolution as specifically laid down by the 
Congress. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREENWOOD. I yield. 

(Here the gavel fell.) 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
gentleman 1 additional minute. 

Mr. MAVERICK. As a matter of fact, it does not cut any 
ice whether the President signs it or not? 

Mr. GREENWOOD. That is a mere technicality, but I 
contend that the President by his signature will show that he 
meant what he said when he stated he wanted a congressional 
investigation, because the executive department joins with 
the legislative department in carrying out the very state- 
ments he has made. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREENWOOD. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Does not the gentleman believe the 
President has certainly acted with splendid courage in this 
matter? 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Yes; and I do not believe the Presi- 
dent cares whether this is a joint resolution or a concurrent 
resolution, but I say he does have certain rights in view of 
the publicity that has been had, and when this is put up for 
his signature he will show by his signature that he is stand- 
ing by the statements he has made. [Applause,] 

[Here the gavel fell.) 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the 
joint resolution (S. J. Res. 277) creating a special joint con- 
gressional committee to make an investigation of the Tennes- 
see Valley Authority. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the con- 
sideration of Senate Joint Resolution 277, with Mr. THOMPSON 
of Illinois in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint resolution. 

The first reading of the joint resolution was dispensed with, 
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Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MAVERICK]. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, I presume that practi- 
cally every Member of this House is in favor of this reso- 
lution. I personally have known of the wrangling of the 
members of the board of directors of the T. V. A. for almost 
2 years. I have said for a period of several months that 
there should be an investigation, and it has been more or less 
a voice crying in the wilderness. 

Three months ago I introduced a resolution for an investi- 
gation of the T. V. A., but this House, as it has usually acted 
for the past 2 years, sat back and bowed down and scraped 
before the Senate, a thing which I am beginning to resent 
very much indeed. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MAVERICK. I yield to my good friend and colleague 
from Texas. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Is the gentleman quite sure they are 
scraping before the Senate, or just failing and refusing be- 
cause of a situation existing in the Rules Committee about 
reporting out any resolution that does not suit them? 

Mr. MAVERICK. Iam not specifically criticizing the Rules 
Committee. 

Mr. McFARLANE, I am, for they have many worthy in- 
vestigatory resolutions before them which they will not even 
permit hearings upon. 

Mr. MAVERICK. I am just criticizing everybody in gen- 
eral. The House needs it as a whole; possibly the Rules Com- 
mittee needs it in particular. [Laughter.] 

PERSONALITIES OF DIRECTORS OF T. v. A.-THEY ARE IMPORTANT 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to make a few points about the 
personalities of the members of the T. V. A., and I know them, 
so I think it is worth while knowing. 

Dr. Morgan, the one who was the chairman, and probably 
is not at this time, wrote me a letter in which he set forth 
a long list of charges. I did not write him any letter. I did 
not ask him for any information, but he sent me these 
charges about the crookedness and dishonesty of the other 
directors, but never at any time has he given me any proof. 
This information was not given to the public because he did 
not give the proof, but I kept on demanding an investigation. 

DR. MORGAN GIVES LETTER TO PRESS WITHOUT MAVERICK’S CONSENT 

Well, Dr. A. E. Morgan finally gave this letter to the press 
or gave it to the public and my name was connected with 
his letter. I did not give the letter to the press and gave no 
consent to giving the letter to the press. 

Let me make a comment on some of the attitudes in this 
row. People come to me and say, “Now, are you on the side 
of Dr. Morgan; are you taking up for that old gentleman?” 
and they generally call him some name and suggest that he 
is misleading me. 

What is my answer to that? I say, “I do not give a hoot 
about Dr. A. E. Morgan or Mr. Lilienthal or the other Mor- 
gan. They are three peas in a pod to me. That doesn’t 
make any difference.” I say to this House that the welfare 
of the Tennessee Valley Authority is the only question in- 
volved in this matter, and personalities must be subordinated 
to the welfare of the project. 

Personalities are only important where they have clashed 
with each other, or where the given personality or personali- 
ties have been harmful to T. V. A. 

T. V. A. DIRECTORS NOT DISHONEST, BUT GOT THEMSELVES IN A FIX 5 

I am perfectly frank in saying at this time that I do not 
believe any one of those men is dishonest. I think all three 
are honest men. But I say this, and this is the truth: When 
we held hearings before the Military Affairs Committee in 
1935 and asked Dr. A. E. Morgan a question, he would never 
answer it. Ask Mr. Lilienthal a question and he would never 
answer it. 

That group of directors down there, on account of their 
poor relationship with Congress, and on account of their 
poor relationship with the public, have got themselves in a 
fix. That is the situation with the T. V. A. Mr. Harcourt 
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Morgan, the present Chairman, who has been appointed by 

the President, will answer a question if you ask him one, but 

nobody ever asked him a question, except maybe on fertilizer. 
UTILITIES SHOULD BE THOROUGHLY INVESTIGATED 

Now about the utilities. You cannot any more investigate 
the T. V. A. without investigating the utilities than you could 
investigate Hitler without investigating his persecution of 
the Jews, because the utilities have been mixed up in this 
from the very beginning. 

Oh, the utilities have hamstrung and double-crossed, they 
have filed dilatory injunctions and have done every dirty 
trick possible to the T. V. A. They have sent out false 
propaganda, have smirked and cursed publicly, and have 
lied about it. It is important when we get into the reading 
of this joint resolution, that we keep that provision in it 
to investigate the utilities, because that is really the most 
important thing about it. 

The important question is the matter of policy. Dr. A. E. 
Morgan has certain ideas, Mr. Lilienthal has other ideas, and 
the people of the United States want to know what those 
ideas are. 

INVESTIGATION SHOULD BE FACTUAL, COMPLETE, AND THOROUGH 

I do not know who is going to be on this committee. I 
have heard a lot about having men on there who have no 
convictions and no ideas. Every Member of Congress knows 
something about it if he is not deaf, dumb, and blind. 

This investigation should be a factual investigation. 

We do not care anything about the foibles and tempera- 
ment of the various directors unless they hurt T. V. A. We 
do not care anything about their personalities; this is not a 
study of grand opera. If their personalities get in the way of 
the welfare of the United States or the T. V. A., we ought to 
kick all three directors out. 

What we need are facts, facts. 

Mr.McLEAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAVERICK. Yes. 

Mr. McLEAN. The gentleman will recall that 3 years ago 
a resolution was introduced to get the facts of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority, and that at that time the gentleman was 
defending the Tennessee Valley Authority and would not 
cooperate with those of us who were foreseeing and presaging 
this situation? 

Mr. MAVERICK. I think the gentleman makes a correct 
statement, because I suppose he is the one who introduced the 
resolution. As I remember my feelings, I would have op- 
posed it if I had known about it, but I did not know about it 
at the time. Our opinions may differ about T. V. A., but I 
have never been opposed to knowing all the facts. In the 
Military Affairs Committee we would ask Dr. Morgan and 
Mr. Lilienthal a question, and you would have to ask them 20 
questions and then not get an answer. 

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
further? 

Mr. MAVERICK. In just a minute. We would ask a ques- 
tion and have to ask 20 to finally get an answer, and then it 
would be too much of a Chinese puzzle for the humble minds 
of mere representatives of the American people. The truth 
about this T. V. A. has been all the time that the directors 
are suspicious of Congress—and that is one of the things that 
we have to investigate, as well as others. 

Now I yield to the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. McLEAN. The gentleman will recall that he frequently 
objected to my asking the twenty-first question, which might 
have produced a result. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Oh, it might have been the twenty- 
second or the twenty-fifth, but why bring that up? 

Mr. McLEAN. The gentleman says that one might ask 20 
questions and get nothing, and the gentleman was objecting 
to the questions being asked at that time. 

Mr. MAVERICK. But if I have turned from my wicked 
ways, it is better that a sinner should be saved than lost. 
Forgive me. [Laughter.] 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAVERICK. Of course. 
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Mr. EATON. I it is true that these directors are suspicious 
of Congress, does not the gentleman think that we ought to 
investigate Congress as to its bad effect upon the intelligence 
and character of these directors? 

Mr. MAVERICE. Seriously, I think that Congress might 
investigate itself as a matter of fact, though not on that par- 
ticular point. We might take a look at ourselves about some 
things that we have been doing lately, and some things we 
have not been doing. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAVERICK. Yes. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Could the gentleman inform the House 
why it was necessary to put a man on the Tennessee Valley 
Authority board, Mr. Harcourt Morgan, who was in this 
country for 25 years before he saw fit to become a nat- 
uralized citizen? And then they had to speed up his nat- 
uralization in order to make him eligible for the position. 

Mr. MAVERICK. I do not think what the gentleman says 
is correct. It may be true, but in the gentleman’s own dis- 
trict he has a lot of aliens. What of it? I have a lot of 
aliens in my district. Let us not get off on that. That is 
not relevant to the welfare of T. V. A. 

SENATOR WALSH DESTROYS REPUBLICANS WITH TEAPOT DOME 

Let me bring this thoroughly before this Congress. When 
the Teapot Dome scandal came out, Senator Walsh was 
appointed on that committee, and the Democrats went ahead 
and saw that there was a full investigation, and it meant 
the destruction of the Republican Party because it found 
out the crookedness that was going on at that time. 

I do not believe this investigation is going to show up 
anything crooked. But I think the Democratic Party has 
got to face the issue because the American people think 
there is something wrong. I doubt if there is anything 
dishonest. There may have been bad policies, waste; there 
may have been inefficiency; there may have been all those 
things, and there certainly has been disharmony; but I think 
the T. V. A. is honest. 

INVESTIGATION SHOULD BE FOR EDUCATION OF AMERICAN PEOPLE 

A lot of people, however, think there is crooked work going 
on down there; so we ought to adopt this resolution and 
appoint the kind of men on the committee who will get at 
the bottom of things. I am in favor of putting the hardest- 
boiled Republicans there are on that committee because we 
ought not to be in the position of covering anything. 

Just this final statement, all kinds of invesigations are 
held. Sometimes we hold investigations for the purpose 
of a fishing expedition, sometimes we hold them for the 
purpose of some Member getting publicity, but this investi- 
gation should be for the purpose of giving information and 
education to the American people. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.) 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
additional minutes to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. MAVERICK. This investigation should be in the 
nature of giving education and information to the public. 
T. V. A. is one of the major policies of the New Deal and 
the Democratic Party. We believe in conservation of natural 
resources, we believe in public power. We are not ashamed 
of our objectives. If we believe in these things we have got 
to see that they are efficiently operated and honestly oper- 
ated; and if the administration is wrong or if there is any- 
thing wrong about any of our endeavors, the American 
people ought to know about it. 

Mr. BEVERLY M. VINCENT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAVERICK. I yield. 

Mr. BEVERLY M. VINCENT. Would the gentleman be 
willing to put a restriction in the resolution that the Mem- 
bers of the Senate and House who conduct this investiga- 
tion should not give out statements or allow their pictures to 
be carried in the press while the investigation is going on? 

Mr. MAVERICK. That might be a violation of their per- 
sonal vanity and also of the freedom of speech and the 
press; so I would not be in favor of that. 
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r, RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
eld? 

Mr. MAVERICK. I yield. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Will not the gentleman agree that the 
President himself has acted in an admirable manner about 
this matter? 

LET US NOT FLATTER THE PRESIDENT—DO OUR DUTY INSTEAD 

Mr. MAVERICK. I do not know that this business of our 
getting up here and flattering the President is called for. I 
do not think he likes it, and I do not like to do it. 

As a matter of fact, since the gentleman asked that ques- 
tion, instead of our complimenting the President of the 
United States we should have had this investigation 3 
months ago on our own account. We laid around here wait- 
ing on the President and what he was going to do, pushing 
and hauling back and forth, like dilly-dally dancers at Don- 
nybrook Fair. My personal opinion is that we should have 
done it ourselves and not waited on the President. We are 
not tied. [Applause.] 

I do not know whether the President was admirable or not. 
Sometimes the President is not admirable. He is just like 
we are. Thank God, he is a human being like we are 
human beings. 

I think he gets angry sometimes. Sometimes he is happy. 

So I personally shall not answer the gentleman’s ques- 
tion except to say that we are the ones who ought to do our 
duty, and we have not been doing it. [Applause.J 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 
minutes to the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. Knutson]. 

(Mr. Knutson asked and was given permission to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I am satisfied that the 
Members of this House want an impartial investigation that 
will go to the bottom of the entire matter before us. We do 
not want a whitewash. There is a little feeling and not a 
little apprehension that we are going to have a whitewash 
committee appointed. This feeling does not exist on this 
side of the aisle only, I find that it exists on the other side 
of the aisle as well. For instance, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. Maverick], who has just taken his seat, was quoted in 
the New York Herald Tribune of March 28, as follows: 

Representative Maverick, a New Deal Democrat, led an open 
revolt against any whitewashing inquiry and for an investigation 
made up of impartial and uninterested congressional investigators. 
Although a friend of T. V. A., Mr. Maverick disclosed that the 
majority directors of the T. V. A. had refused him information 
and had spied upon his friends in the T. V. A. He feared a purge 


trial to justify the ouster of Dr. Arthur E. Morgan, deposed Chair- 
man of T. V. A. 


At this point let me say that Dr. Arthur E. Morgan was 
raised in the same town that I was. He is known as one of 
the outstanding engineers of the country and I have never 
heard his integrity questioned or his ability doubted. I do 
not blame Dr. Morgan for refusing to answer questions at the 
kangaroo court that was held down at the White House a 
few days ago. Dr. Morgan knew that he was convicted be- 
fore he ever stepped through the portals of the White House, 
but he went like a good soldier. Dr. Morgan has asked for 
his day in a legally constituted court and not to be sat upon 
in judgment by a man who was prejudiced and who in his 
own mind had convicted him before he had ever uttered 
a word. Personally, I think that the appointment of Dr. 
Arthur Morgan was one of the best that has been made by 
the New Deal. I read further this quotation of the gentle- 
man from Texas: 

Mr. Maverick described the Barkley resolution which would 
set up & joint congressional committee of impartial investigators 
as a series of Senators’ speeches and promises, and he said: “It 
looks to me like we are getting a purge trial to get rid of a fellow 


they do not want.” The Texan declared, “I do not want this in- 
vestigation to develop into anything like that.” 


Those are the words, not of a Republican, Mr. Chairman, 
they are the words of a fearless Democrat who is never 
afraid to take this floor and express his honest convictions. 
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Mr. Chairman, I want to read now what ANDREW JACKSON 
May, of Kentucky, chairman of the Military Affairs Commit- 
tee of the House and a great Democrat, had to say: 

Representative ANDREW JACKSON May, of the House Military Af- 
fairs Committee, leading opponent of the power agency, also 
opposed the suggestion that an impartial committee be set up. 
He contended the committee's personnel should include men who 
have made a study of T. V. A. and who have a real interest in 
determining the truth or falsity of the charges concerning it. 

Here are some of the things that should be investigated. 
We ought to investigate the purchase of the phosphate 
lands that were bought from individuals who had purchased 
the lands on a pure speculation just a short time before 
and resold to the T. V. A. at fabulous profits. 

The committee should investigate the proposed cash set- 
tlement for overflowing marble lands that a commission 
appointed by a duly constituted Federal court declared to be 
of no commercial value. 

The committee should investigate and report to the House 
why the T. V. A. has entered into contracts for the sale of 
75 percent of the power generated by the Tennessee Valley 
Authority with such monopolies as the Aluminum Co. 
of America, the Monsanto Chemical Co., the Victor Chem- 
ical Co., and the Arkansas Power & Light Co. The commit- 
tee should also determine what it costs the Government to 
generate power in the Tennessee Valley. There should be 
included in that cost such items as interest, taxes, depre- 
ciation, and replacement, items that private companies have 
to include as a part of their fixed charges. 

While the committee is making this investigation, it should 
also investigate and report to the House why the T. V. A. 
spent $75,000 for the construction of a filling station at Nor- 
ristown, that local builders say they can replace for $10,000 
or less. 

The committee should also investigate the matter of the 
pay roll. For instance, I find that in the educational, train- 
ing, library, home economics, physical science, and recreation 
employees of the T. V. A. receiving $1,500 or more per annum, 
we have 44 educational employees, 21 training employees, 14 
library employees, 6 home-economics employees, physical 
science and recreation employees 21, making a total of 106, 
with salaries aggregating $232,385. 

Health, safety, and sanitation employees receiving over 
$1,500: They have 58 in the health personnel, 24 in the 
safety personnel, and 9 in the sanitation personnel, making 
a total of 91, who draw a total of $239,810. 

They have 48 accountants and 126 accounting clerks, mak- 
ing a total of 174, who are paid $383,360 a year. 

They have 26 abstracters, 3 appraisers, 28 land appraisers, 
and 13 land buyers, making a total of 70, who draw $207,600. 

In the chemical department they have a total of 78 receiv- 
ing more than $1,500 a year, or $192,400. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield to the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. The gentleman spoke about 
these various agencies and the work going on at Norristown 
Dam. Are there any churches down there in that town? 

Mr. KNUTSON. It would seem they are so busy raiding the 
Public Treasury down there that they do not have time to go 
to church. 

They have 129 electricians with a total salary of $412,800. 
Highway and bridge engineers, superintendents, 36; total 
salary, $93,600. 

Then they have a chief water control engineer, an ordinary 
water control engineer, a senior hydraulic engineer, and they 
have 87 hydraulic engineers, making a total of 91, who draw 
$279,550. 

They have 37 on their legal staff, to whom they pay a total 
of $161,300. 

They have civil engineers, 90; 2 town planners and a town 
engineer. They have 3 photogrammetrists. All of these 
receive a total of $313,700. 

Now, we are beginning to learn where some of this money 


goes. 
Mr. McLEAN. Will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. KNUTSON. I yield to the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. McLEAN. I take it the compilation the gentleman is 
giving is taken from the annual report of the T. V. A.? 

Mr. KNUTSON. These are official figures; yes. 

Mr. McLEAN, In addition to that, it will be found by the 
committee that the T. V. A. employs various kinds of special- 
ists at a special fee, such as a special counsel, a special geol- 
ogist, and special geographers, who are not employed on an 
annual salary but on a per diem or on an honorarium or a 
special fee that greatly enhances the total cost. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Does the gentleman know anything 
about this geologist who recommended a very handsome set- 
tlement for those marble deposits that were overflowed, 
which a commission appointed by a Federal court reported 
were of no commercial value? Of course, the gentleman 
must understand that these items I am enumerating include 
all white-collar jobs. These are not the ordinary fellows 
who work with their hands. 

Mr, McLEAN. These are the specialists? 

Mr. KNUTSON. This is the chisel brigade. 

Mr. McLEAN. And does not include the specialists who 
get a special allowance? 

Mr. KNUTSON. No. Then they have 10 property em- 
ployees getting $25,700. 

In the purchasing department they have 23 getting $73,290. 
They have also store employees. They have 2 store man- 
agers, and 53 storekeepers, getting $105,860. Then supply 
employees. They have 2 supply officers and 49 supply 
clerks, a total for property and supplies of 139, with a salary 
of $295,010. 

They are strong on research down there. They are trying 
to find new ways to gouge the Government. They have 31 
in the research department drawing $70,720. They have 
257 draftsmen drawing $500,700, 2 engineer draftsmen, 
$3,240, making a total of 259, with total salary of $503,940. 

Then they have 50 administrative employees drawing sal- 
aries aggregating $177,400. My purpose in putting these 
figures in the Recor is so the investigating committee will 
have all these facts at their disposal. There are 18 directors 
and advisors, and economists, engineers, assistant engineers, 
and agriculturalists in the Agricultural and Forestry Depart- 
ment down there. I take that back; there are 18 and 63, 
making a total of 81, drawing $232,200. 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 additional min- 
utes to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Then they have 18 architectural engi- 
neers drawing $61,000, and 115 structural engineers drawing 
$333,300. They also have placement employees, and so on, 
to the number of 64, drawing $168,340. 

Now we are coming to a nice, juicy one, construction and 
material engineers, superintendents, inspectors, and foremen 
employed by T. V. A., 186, who draw down $578,730. 

In this connection I want to call to the attention of the 
House that they spent for material and supplies last year 
$1,666,190, and for engineers to supervise the use of this 
material they spent $3,517,750. How is that for good busi- 
ness? 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. SHORT. Are these employees under civil service? 

Mr. KNUTSON. If they are not, they have overlooked a 
good bet. 

There are 186 of these construction engineers and super- 
intendents, and so forth, drawing $578,730. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
for a question? 

Mr. KNUTSON, I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. FLETCHER. May I ask the gentleman whether he 
has made an attempt to ascertain if this work which was 
purchased with the money of which he is speaking could 
have been purchased for less money? 

Mr. KNUTSON. That is for the committee to determine. 
I am not a clairvoyant. 
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Mr. FLETCHER. Does the gentleman say this money has 
been wasted? 

Mr. KNUTSON. If they have employed more people than 
they need, yes. If they are paying more for their help than 
they can go out in the open market and get them for, yes. 
That is for the committee to determine. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Has the gentleman made any attempt 
to ascertain whether what he says is true? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I am merely putting these official figures 
into the Record so it will be available to the committee when 
it gets to functioning—when and if. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Oh, I thank the gentleman. I did not 
understand that. 

Mr. KNUTSON. They have a comptroller down there 
who gets $9,500, and two assistant comptrollers who get 
$12,600. Then they have three assistant coordinators, who 
are probably coordinating the comptroller and the assistant 
comptrollers, at $16,800. Chief pay roll auditor, one, $2,900. 
Pay roll clerks, 15, $25,500. Compensation clerk, one, $1,620. 

Then we get to the miscellaneous clerks and stenog- 
raphers, and so forth. They have 42 file clerks, receiving 
$68,960; a couple of mail clerks getting $3,240; 4 statis- 
tical clerks getting $6,540; 22 time clerks, $36,620; miscel- 
laneous time employees, 2, receiving $3,000; traffic clerks, 
technicians, 7, $14,880; and then there are just the ordinary 
plain garden variety of clerks, 123, drawing $222,100. These 
123 have two assistants getting $3,300. 

Mr. DITTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr. DITTER. Is there anybody down there who is not 
on the Government pay roll? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I believe they have an ordinance pro- 
hibiting anyone living there who is not on the pay roll, 
directly or indirectly. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield to the gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Does the gentleman know where 
those people come from? 

Mr. KNUTSON. No; I do not. 

{Here the gavel fell] 

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 additional minutes 
to the gentleman from Minnesota. 


Mr. KNUTSON. They have 170 clerk-stenographers re- | 


ceiving $289,160; 53 stenographers receiving $82,740; 37 clerk- 
typists, $58,200; then 6 plain typists, $9,000; making a total 
of 487 employees with salaries aggregating $830,340. 


They also have miscellaneous engineers and engineering | 
aides to the number of 444, and these employees pauperize | 


Uncle Sam to the extent of $1,052,250. 
Then they have 251 miscellaneous employees, pinch hitters, 
I assume, who get $711,670. 


Also, they have 43 telephone switchboard operators, draw- | 


ing $84,800. 

They have not even overlooked the reservoir and water 
plant down there. The director of reservoir clearance gets 
$6,500. The superintendent of reservoir clearance gets 
$4,600. The reservoir removal chief—and I do not know 
what a removal chief is—gets $3,600. Then there are three 
reservoir workers receiving $4,860; five water plant operators, 
$10,000; a dredge master at $3,300; five dredge pump oper- 
ators at $14,000; and three dredge mates, $6,600. This makes 
a total personnel of 20 with salaries aggregating $53,460. 


We also have an item of transportation and navigation | 


employees. Transportation economists, three, $12,000. 

Transportation supervisors, three, $9,900; transportation 
foremen, four $9,800; airplane pilots, two, $7,400. 

Then we have pilots, and perhaps someone from Ten- 
nessee can tell me what kind of pilots these are, whether 
they are sky pilots or airplane pilots or water pilots. There 
are two at $7,400, and three more with total salary of 
$5,220. 

Mr. CREAL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. KNUTSON. Iam sorry, but Iam not going to ask for 
any more time. My time has already been extended three 
times. 

Transportation foremen, $1.10 per hour; marine pilot, 
$1.10 an hour—this is another kind of pilot—then they have 
ue ordinary pilot, 24 of them, who get $1 and $1.10 per 

ur. 

My purpose in putting this in the Recorp is to make it 
available, as I stated a moment ago, to the investigating 
committee. 

I sincerely hope the investigation will be full and com- 
plete, that it will hew to the line and let the chips fall where 
they will. We do not want any whitewash. The committee 
should bear in mind that we have already invested in the 
Tennessee Valley over $150,000,000 of the taxpayers’ money 
and before we get through they tell me it is going to cost 
approximately $1,000,000,000. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield for a question? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield for one question. 

Mr. McFARLANE. The gentleman is making a very inter- 
esting statement, and I wonder if he would include in the 
REcorD as a part of his remarks the personnel and the lobby- 
ing expense and a break-down of all the other expenses of 
the Commonwealth & Southern, and also put in the RECORD 
the rate the T. V. A. is charging as well as the Ontario and 
Tacoma rates, showing the excessive charges the private 
power companies are making above what we know electricity 
can be produced for, and also show the saving we can make. 
This will show when added up that we will be able to save 
under the Tennessee Valley Authority rates which we have 
down there more money for the users of electricity in this 
country annually than the Tennessee Valley Authority is 
costing. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 2 
additional minutes. 

Mr. KNUTSON. If the gentleman from Texas will do me 
the honor to read what I had to say on the subject of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority on January 15, when I inserted 
the Ontario rates and compared them with the Buffalo rates 
across the river, he will find that the Ontario rates are not 
any lower than they are across the river on the American 
Side if we include such items as interest on investment, 
taxes, depreciation, obsolescence, and replacement; and, of 
course, these are the big items in the generation of power, 
as the gentleman knows. 

Mr. MCFARLANE. I would like to know the basis of the 
gentleman’s authority with respect to all of those items, and 
‘why they are necessary under any circumstances to be added 
in order to bolster up the figures of the private power 
companies? 

Mr. KNUTSON. May I say to the gentleman that my 
figures were taken from the Canadian Year Book, and if he 
will inform himself he will not be so strong for public opera- 
tion. 

Mr. McFARLANE. That is the trouble; I have already 
informed myself and I am for it. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Yes; but, unfortunately, the gentleman is 
misinformed. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. DONDERO. That same subject has come up before 
the Rivers and Harbors Committee in discussing the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority. I took it upon myself to go into 
Canada and get the cost from the Canadian officials of the 
Ontario Hydroelectric Power Co. and compare them in Wind- 
sor, Canada, and in Detroit, Mich., across the river, and when 
the same service was laid side by side, the people of Detroit 
were getting the service at $1.54 a year less than they paid in 
Canada, and with a tax rate in Canada of $40 a thousand as 
compared with $24.67 in Detroit. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. O'CONNOR. of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. May]. 
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Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I think it is fairly well known 
that I have been for several years, practically since the crea- 
tion of the Tennessee Valley Authority, making a very 
strenuous effort to see to it that that organization of our 
Government was not permitted to engage in unnecessary ex- 
travagance in dealing with the taxpayers’ money. 

I have felt for quite a long time that the Board of Di- 
rectors of the Tennessee Valley Authority was going far be- 
yond the authority conferred by the legislation creating it, 
and I am still of the opinion that this Authority is yet 
engaged in many things it was not authorized or directed 
by the Congress to engage in. 

I am happy today to realize that some of my desires about 
the matter are about to be realized. I congratulate the 
House Rules Committee upon presenting to this House a 
resolution that will authorize Congress to find out just 
what their agency is doing, and T will say here and now 
that the only investigation that ought to be made, and the 
only kind that I think any committee appointed by the 
Speaker of this House will make, will be an honest, fair, 
full, and complete investigation under the provisions of the 
resolution, I have the utmost confidence in the honesty, 
integrity, and high purpose of the distinguished Speaker 
of this House, and I am sure he will act entirely in the public 
interest, and select men who will do their whole duty in the 
premises with the public welfare as their main objective. 

That is all I want, and that will be amply sufficient. In 
view of that attitude I expect to offer when the resolution is 
read under the 5-minute rule an amendment on page 6, fol- 
lowing the end of line 19, to read thus: 

Whether and to what extent the T. V. A. has engaged in activi- 
ties and businesses not authorized by law, and the amount of 
money thus illegally expended, if any, and to what extent, if any, 
the nitrate plant at Muscle Shoals is being used and maintained 
for national-defense purposes. 

In connection with that, I undertake to say here, and I 
think it will be admitted by everyone familiar with the set- 
up of this institution, that the sole objective of the T. V. A., 
as intended by the House Military Affairs Committee, of 
which at present I have the honor to be chairman, and of 
the Congress, when it enacted the original legislation, was 
to provide for the navigation of the Tennessee River, and 
to look after the question of national defense. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Does not the gentleman know that 
it was not only for national defense in time of war, but for 
fertilizer in time of peace? If that was said once it was said 
a hundred times on this floor. i 

Mr. MAY. That was one of the major objectives of the 
committee. It was to provide that that plant down there 
which cost many millions of dollars should be utilized in 
peacetimes for the benefit of the farmers, and that has not 
been done until recently, when I understand it has in recent 
months been started. To show you some of the things that 
I have been able to find out from an investigation of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority records, I shall give you a few 
figures here, and I hesitate to go into the matter of figures in 
view of the elaborate remarks of my friend from Minnesota 
(Mr, Knutson] on the question of figures. It has often been 
said that figures will not lie, but that liars sometimes figure, 
but if there are any lies in these figures which I shall give 
you, they are the lies of the Tennessee Valley Authority, 
because I get them out of their own record. Last year they 
expended for supplies and materials $2,483,926 of which 
$190,379 was for gasoline. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky has expired. 

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 3 
additional minutes. 

Mr. MAY. I thank the gentleman. One hundred ninety 
thousand three hundred and seventy-nine dollars of that 
sum was expended for gasoline. Figured at 10 cents per 
gallon, the price which they paid, that meant 1,903,379 gal- 
lons of gasoline. If used in a Ford or a Chevrolet, which 
would get 15 miles per gallon, it would mean 28,550,680 
miles which their autos traveled last year. That divided by 
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300 days would mean that they traveled 95,160 miles per 
day; and if it is true that it is approximately 25,000 miles 
around the earth, it meant that they traveled each day as 
much as four times around the earth, and that rate for 300 
days per year is certainly going some. 

Mr. DORSEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAY. Yes. ; 

Mr. DORSEY. Does the gentleman know whether those 
figures include gas for trucks and other equipment used by 
the Authority? $ 

Mr. MAY. I think the figures include all of the gasoline 
used, because that is what the record shows. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAY. Yes. 

Mr. ENGEL. In the testimony before the War Department 
subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations it shows 
that the average price per gallon paid by the Procurement 
Division last year was 8.05 cents per gallon. The War De- 
partment subcommittee was able to cut out $250,000 because 
the War Department had estimated it at 11 cents per gallon. 

Mr. MAY. May I say, Mr. Chairman, that a full, fair, 
and complete investigation is all that anybody wants, and I 
share none of the criticisms of the President for calling these 
directors on the carpet in the White House for an investi- 
gation. I think he should have investigated it more thor- 
oughly than he perhaps did, but he was up against a knotty 
problem and did the best that he could. I am not criticizing 
him for that. I hope that the Congress of the United States, 
the body which created this corporation, will see to it that 
the investigation started by him is fully completed. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MAY. Yes. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. No one in this House is more inter- 
ested in the T. V. A. than I, and no one in this House wants 
a more complete investigation than I do. I know that all 
those interested in the T. V: A. want that. If there is any- 
thing wrong we want to know it, and if they are exceeding 
their authority we want to know it. 

Mr. MAY. And if the Democratic Party is responsible for 
it they ought to see that it is done, and that men in public 
office spending millions of taxpayers’ money act honestly, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky has expired. 

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Luce]. 

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, I shall address myself entirely 
to the point brought out by the gentleman from New York 
and the minority leader as to the matter of procedure. The 
gentleman from New York called attention to the fact that 
this proposal is laid before us in the shape of a joint resolu- 
tion Possibly it is not wholly understood even here, and 
certainly it is not throughout the country, just what the 
issue is and its significance. 

Concurrent resolutions are used by Congress for its own 
affairs. Joint resolutions must be signed by the President 
and are used for the affairs of the Nation. It has been the 
rule that Congress should by the use of concurrent resolu- 
tions attend to its own business, perform its own work, in 
its own way, without asking or permitting the Executive 
even to suggest anything as to method or means. 

This may seem a trivial thing, an unimportant thing, 
hardly worth your consideration; but, sir, if emphasized it 
might establish a precedent that would come back to con- 
found the House year after year as long as Congress exists. 
Those who have been in Congress a long time realize the 
power of precedent in our parliamentary practice, realize the 
difficulty once Congress has embarked upon a new method 
of procedure of getting it reversed or of substituting some- 
thing else. I wish, therefore, it were possible at this junc- 
ture for us to establish the fact that we demand the 
exclusive right to handle our own affairs. 

In passing, an odd thing is to be noticed. Whether a 
resolution is joint or concurrent depends wholly on which 
word is used in the title, for the content of a resolution 
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throws no light on the question. The courts have held 
that the title is not part of a measure. Some day this may 
invalidate some resolution. It would seem as if rule or 
practice might well anticipate such contingency by having 
the nature of a resolution set forth within its four corners. 

In its broader aspect it happens that just at this moment 
there is an even more important phase of the problem. Gen- 
tlemen in this body are beginning to receive letters and tele- 
grams, and before a few days have passed possibly we shall 
repeat the experience of the other body in having thousands 
of letters and telegrams from the people of the United States 
demanding certain action. What is behind it? What is the 
motive of the people? Why are they so stirred up? I have 
been astonished at the spread of indignation over what is 
proposed. What are the people thinking about? Why are 
they turning out in such numbers to try to affect action here? 
Because they fear; they fear the further extension of the 
power of the Executive. The whole country is awake, up in 
arms, against the transfer of greater power to the Execu- 
tive. Here in this minor matter, however apparently insig- 
nificant, you have the chance to add at least something to 
their fear or to allay somewhat their fear, because by your 
action you will tell the people that you do or do not permit 
and that you do or do not expect the President of the United 
States to have some part in the duty of the legislative branch. 
LApplause.] 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Fappis]. 

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Chairman, I was much interested in 
the remarks of the gentleman from Minnesota, in which he 
extolled to the skies the abilities of Dr. Morgan and then 
proceeded to criticize his handiwork. I have never extolled 
the ability of Dr. Morgan. He may or may not be a com- 
petent engineer, but he is utterly incapable and inefficient in 
his present position. I never have seen a man who was 
more evasive or contemptuous as he sat in front of a com- 
mittee than Dr. Morgan was before the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs upon the occasion of the hearing of the last ex- 
tension granted to T. V. A. He absolutely refused to an- 
swer questions asked him, and at the same time he and the 
entire board had refused to furnish the Congress with a 
report in accordance with the provisions of the original act 
setting up that body. 

Mr. Chairman, when it comes down to the President’s 
having the right to remove, or whether he should or should 
not have removed Dr. Morgan, there is absolutely no question 
in my mind but that he should have removed this man from 
the T. V. A., not only this man but the entire board. Any 
Member of this House who will study the proceedings of 
the House on July 8, 9, and 10, 1935, particularly what the 
Members of the House Committee on Military Affairs said 
on this floor regarding Dr. Morgan and this board, will see 
what their opinion of Dr. Morgan and the board was at 
that time. They had become acquainted with them. I will 
say to the gentleman from Minnesota, regarding his refer- 
ence to Dr. Morgan being tried by a kangaroo court that a 

court was too good for him. He had his hearing 
in front of a court that had the authority to question him 
3 years ago, and had maintained silence throughout and 
should have been jailed for contempt. He was up before 
the House Committee on Military Affairs, the committee 
that had jurisdiction over this original legislation; and that 
was not a kangaroo court. Whatever trial he may have 
received subsequent to his dismissal, he and his associates 
3 years earlier, upon the occasion of the hearings before the 
Committee on Military Affairs, convicted themselves. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to insert in my 
remarks today some of the remarks I made at the time 
this bill was up for discussion. I am human enough to 
enjoy saying, “I told you so.” Read the records of the 
debates upon these dates and see the opinions of those who 
knew this board at this time. If the advice of the majority 
of the members of the Committee on Military Affairs had 
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been followed at that time, I believe the present situation 
would have been avoided. I believe that the duly elected 
representatives of the people are competent judges in such 
matters. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 


Here is a Board which has been set up by an act of Congress to 
administer the affairs of the T. V. A., which we have given a cer- 
tain territory in which to work and a certain amount of money 
to do this work with. Now they come back to us wanting more 
territory, more money, as well as extraordinary and unreasonable 
power. They are asking for the right to buy and dispose of real 
estate in their own name. They are asking to be free from the 
control of the Comptroller General of the United States. They 
are asking to be allowed to go throughout the United States and 
compete with private business. They have bought in the Ten- 
nessee Valley a herd of cattle, 25 cows and 1 bull, for which 
they have paid on the average of $372 apiece (CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp, 74th Cong., ist sess., p. 10772). 

Mr. Speaker, in addition, the Board that wants to be freed from 
the Comptroller General’s department is renting houses in connec- 
tion with the T. V. A. that cost almost $8,000 for $20 a month. 
They are renting houses that cost almost $16,000 for 830 a month. 
Any man who knows anything whatever about the real-estate 
business knows that you must realize at least 1 percent a month 
out of real estate before you are able to make a penny upon the 
investment. I have always been taught in connection with en- 
terprises that any man who is able to manage an enterprise must 
be one who is able to take care of the pennies, and if he does 
take care of the pennies, the dollars will take care of themselves. 

The Comptroller General of the United States has made the 
statement that there is no fraud or dishonesty in connection with 
their dealings, but no man of any intelligence whatsoever could 
look over the report of this board and fail to note that there is a 
great deal of incompetency reflected therein (CONGRESSIONAL REC- 
orp, 74th Cong., Ist sess., p. 10772). 

The statement has been made on the floor of the House by the 
gentleman from Texas Mr. Maverick] that this Board had freely 
furnished the with information. I wish to state that this 
Board has not freely furnished Congress with information, but that 
the members of the Committee on Military Affairs dragged from the 
Board all the information that they received, and it was given most 
reluctantly. There is no reason in the world why 8 should not 
have complied with the provisions of the original act to 
the of the United States in full regarding er activities, 
but they have not done so. They are an agency set up by the Con- 
gress of the United States in order to administer the affairs of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority 2 years ago, but so far they have failed 
to fulfill the requirements of that act by reporting to the Congress. 
(CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 74th Cong., Ist sess., p. 10781.) 

Two years ago, as those of you who were at that time members 
of the House will remember, the Committee on Military Affairs, 
after months of hearings, reported out legislation, and it was passed 
on the floor of this House. At that time I was very enthusiastic 
about the T. V. A. I still believe it is a wonderful project for what 
it was set up to accomplish, but, sad to say, 2 years ago that legis- 
lation met the fate of a great deal of other legislation. It went to 
the Senate, and in conference we had the present T. V. A. bill 
crammed down our throats. At that time I did not realize the seri- 
ousness of this occurrence, but in listening to the testimony before 
the committee and in studying the activities of this Commission 
and noting the effect upon the country as a whole I am quite well 
satisfied how serious it was 2 years ago when the House of Repre- 
sentatives allowed the Senate bill to be rammed down our throats 
7 5 (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 74th Cong., Ist sess., p. 

Mr. SHORT. The Authority, however, has paid very little attention 
to the feature of national defense, but has made the tal 
purpose one of development of electrical 

Mr. FappIs, Yes; I was going to touch on that in a minute, That 
varane O he ere pe ee eng a Eee e E 
inal bill, and I still believe that it is entirely justified in that 
respect, but the Board has neglected the original purpose of national 
defense and has developed it along lines to suit these new theoreti- 
cal fancies. They want to run wild on the buying of cows for $372 
apiece, and fine bulls for $900 apiece, be paying other fancy 
prices for flocks of fine ckens. They let men drive “U Drive It 
Yourself” cars when they could travel cheaper by train. There are 
instances where men have taken “Drive Yourself” cars at a cost of 
$45 when the trip could have been made by train at a cost of about 
$16. They are forgetting the original purpose of the act. They even 
wanted to get away from the yardstick idea. (CoNGRESSIONAL 
Recorp, 74th Cong., Ist sess., p. 10782.) 

This bill as written by the committee is an attempt to put the 
reins on this fanciful, theoretical Board and bring it back into the 
channels laid out for them 2 years ago. [Applause.] I ask the 
Members of this Committee to support the House bill as written. 
(CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 74th Cong., ist sess., p. 10782.) 

So I appeal to the Members of the House to carefully judge and 
weigh these amendments, to think before you vote on them and 
grant this Bureau powers that no other bureau connected with 
this Government has, and powers that no bureau should have, in 
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connection with the spending of the money of the people. [Ap- 
plause.] We are the representatives of the people and are respon- 
sible for the spending of their money. (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 74th 
Cong., Ist sess., p. 10893.) 

Mr. Fappis. I rise to express the appreciation of a great many 
members of this committee to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Buchanan]. He is accomplishing exactly what a great many mem- 
bers of this committee have been fighting for all the time; namely, 
to put some business methods into the conduct of the T. V. A.; 
yet we have been accused of trying to hamstring the whole thing 
by so doing. We are the ones who are trying to save this board 
from the consequences of their own folly. I congratulate the 
gentleman from Texas and the chairman of the committee upon 
the policy they are giving us. Their action may yet save this 
activity from becoming a discredit to all of us. [Applause.] 
(CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 74th Cong., Ist sess., p. 10971.) 

Mr. FADDIS. I hope there will be a fair and impartial in- 
vestigation of this Board and all of their activities. I do not 

-believe any dishonesty or corruption will be disclosed, but I 
do believe that inefficiency and mismanagement will be 
found. I do not want to see a whitewash and do not want to 
see it develop into an inquisition of utility companies. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
for a brief question? 

Mr. FADDIS. I yield. 

Mr. MAVERICK. The gentleman said that Mr. Arthur E. 
Morgan was contemptuous of the committee. 

Mr. FADDIS. Yes. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Was the gentleman satisfied with the 
answers of Mr. Lilienthal, for instance? 

Mr. FADDIS. Indeed, I was not. I was not satisfied with 
the answers of any members of the Board of Commissioners; 
and while at that time I did not believe that any member of 
the committee believed there was any corruption or dis- 
honesty in connection with the Board, I am satisfied that the 
entire committee was firmly convinced that there was gross 
inefficiency, negligence, unlimited extravagance, and mal- 
feasance in office upon the part of all members of the Board. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FADDIS. I yield. 

Mr. MAY. The gentleman remembers that Dr. Morgan 
evaded question after question by members of the committee, 
and we never could get anything out of him. 

Mr. FADDIS. He not only continued to evade questions 
of members of the committee, but he sat there and by his 
attitude practically said he did not give a damn for Mem- 
bers of Congress. This is a striking illustration of an agency 
of this Government being set up and given unusual powers. 
It is a striking illustration of how an agency of this Gov- 
ernment is certain to operate if the power to regulate it is 
removed from the Congress. They are sure to go hog-wild 
in all of their operations. No man has to go further than 
take the testimony produced at that time and brought out 
on the floor of this House regarding their extravagances 
and mismanagement to be convinced that this entire Board 
has been inefficient in every manner, shape, and form. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FADDIS. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Does the gentleman believe that the 
Congress should control and direct this Board and that it 
should be responsible to the Congress? 

Mr. FADDIS. It should be absolutely responsible to the 
Congress, and every other agency of this Government should 
be responsible to the Congress. Representative government 
cannot survive otherwise. [Applause.] 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FADDIS. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Maybe day after tomorrow, 
if by any chance the reorganization bill is passed, T. V. A. 
and many other agencies will not be responsible to Congress. 

Mr. FADDIS. I hope they will always be responsible to 
the Congress and believe they will become more so as time 
goes on. 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
gentleman 3 additional minutes. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Does not the gentleman think the Con- 
gress itself is a little bit reprehensible and responsible in not 
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having done its duty? Does not the gentleman believe if we 
had done our duty long ago we would not be in this present 
fix? 

Mr. FADDIS. I think the members of the Committee on 
Military Affairs have done their duty, and if the gentleman 
had aided us and cooperated more with us at that time we 
might have done something. I hope the gentleman has 
learned something in the meantime and that from now on 
he will be in favor of the House of Representatives holding 
to itself the power over these officials and departments of the 
Government which we create and for which we are respon- 
sible, various agencies and departments of the Government 
that we are allowing to waste the money of the people of the 
United States. [Applause.] 

Mr. MAVERICK. I may say to the gentleman I have 
always been in favor of this House exercising its own powers, 
and I was at that time you mention, although I am strongly 
in favor of the T. V. A. 

Mr. FADDIS. I think the gentleman was somewhat preju- 
diced in favor of the T. V. A., if my memory serves me 
correctly. 

Mr. MAVERICK. I am still prejudiced in favor of the 
T. V. A., but I want them to behave themselves. 

Mr. FADDIS. I am sure the gentleman is of that opinion. 

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion may I say that the T. V. A. 
and the mess it has gotten into should be a lesson to the 
membership of the House of Representatives that from now 
on they will retain control over the departments which we 
establish, which departments are creatures of the Congress, 
and that we should not permit them to go hog-wild and 
engage in wild ventures in theoretic realms, pictured to them 
by some fanatical college professor. [Applause.] 

Mr. MAY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FADDIS. I yield to the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. MAY. In view of the fact the Comptroller General in 
his last annual report stated there were over 7,000 irregular 
items and $15,000,000 probably in misapplication of funds by 
this Authority, does not the gentleman think the Congress 
2 to go slow in abolishing the Comptroller General's 
office? 

Mr. FADDIS. I absolutely do. Here is a department over 
which the Comptroller General had no control except to 
audit the accounts. He could not stop any of its expenditures. 
Here is a good example, as the gentleman from Kentucky 
stated, which shows that when the reorganization bill comes 
up for consideration this Congress should retain the office of 
the Comptroller General. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. SHORT]. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, at this time I rise not to 
attack Dr. Arthur E. Morgan nor to defend him; nor do I 
care at this juncture to say anything that is commendatory 
or derogatory to either one of the other two members of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. It would be premature, if not 
unjust, to pronounce judgment in advance of investigation. 

I rise simply to speak on behalf of the American people 
who, after all, will be called upon to foot this bill. Already 
the Congress has appropriated or authorized the expendi- 
ture of $520,000,000 for the development of the Tennessee 
Valley alone. No one knows how much it is going to cost 
in the end, but it is proposed to construct 11 dams. 

First we were told it would cost perhaps a hundred million 
dollars. Then, after putting much pressure on the members 
of the Authority who appeared before the Committee on 
Military Affairs, it was indicated that the cost would be some- 
where between $400,000,000 and $600,000,000. I think we can 
reasonably rest assured that in the end it will cost the tax- 
payers of this country at least a billion dollars for the de- 
velopment of this one valley alone. 

The point under consideration here is not whether we are 
in favor of or opposed to the Tennessee Valley Authority. 
The only issue is, Shall we have a joint committee of the 
Congress investigate whether or not these huge sums of the 
taxpayers’ money have been properly, legally, honestly, and 
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prudently spent; whether or not the contracts entered into 
with private concerns have been openly and honestly exe- 
cuted; and just what we shall do after we find the facts as 
they exist? Certainly, because of the serious charges and 
countercharges of the members of the Authority itself, the 
Congress is warranted in conducting an open, free, unbiased, 
honest, independent but thorough and searching investiga- 
tion of the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

I feel confident the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House will appoint capable, conscientious 
and fearless, independent men on this joint committee, who 
will courageously and faithfully perform their constitutional 
duty in arriving at the naked, unvarnished truth. There 
should be no disposition on the part of any of us either to 
persecute any individual or to whitewash, but to simply 
take the lid off, get the facts, and look the naked truth in 
the face, unpleasant as that truth may be. 

Mr. CULKIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHORT. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. CULKIN. The gentleman stated that Dr. Arthur 
Morgan, chairman of the T. V. A., appeared before the 
Rivers and Harbors Committee. 

Mr. SHORT. I did not make that statement. I know, 
however, that he did appear, since I am a member of both 
committees—Rivers and Harbors and Military Affairs. 

Mr. CULKIN. The gentleman knows he did appear be- 
fore the Rivers and Harbors Committee and was examined 
in executive session for approximately an hour or longer. 
Does the gentleman know that the other members of the 
Authority, the other Mr. Morgan and Mr. Lilienthal, refused 
to appear and give any information? 

Mr. SHORT. They were invited and refused to appear. 
Obviously there is a bug under the chip somewhere. The 
purpose of this joint resolution and investigation is to dis- 
cover the chip and the kind of bug under it. 

I can more or less subscribe to what has been stated by 
Members on both sides of the aisle today as to the attitude 
and conduct of both of these members of the board wher 
they appeared before our Committee on Military Affairs in 
1935. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHORT. I yield to the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts. 

Mr. GIFFORD. The gentleman is a master of words and 
their definitions. Suppose this committee meets up with 
some witnesses who show contumacy. What shall we do 
about it? 

Mr. SHORT. I never did know until recently that contu- 
macy was a heinous crime or that there was a law against it. 

Mr. GIFFORD. In looking up the definition, I find one 
has to show insolence to be guilty of contumacy. Was inso- 
lence shown in that case? 

Mr. SHORT. If that were true, perhaps most of the Mem- 
bers of this House, including the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts and myself, would be incarcerated for the rest of 
our days. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Of course we would; but I wonder if we 
cannot put something in this resolution to cover that point. 

Mr. SHORT. I fear the majority will not accept any 
amendments to the resolution. I may say to the Members 
of the House I am rather proud of this House because it 
recently took a very definite and courageous stand against 
the action of another body by refusing to appropriate be- 
tween $2,000,000 and $3,000,000 to begin the construction of 
the Gilbertsville Dam until this investigation is held and the 
truth is arrived at. [Applause.] To me, this is a wholesome 
sign. 

I also wish to congratulate the members of the Committee 
on Rules for bringing in this rule, although I agree 100 per- 
cent with my good colleague, the very able, learned, and ven- 
erable gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Luce], that this 
should have been a concurrent instead of a joint resolution, 
because the words “concurrent resolution” are written into 
the law of the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

{Here the gavel fell.] 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


MARCH 30 


Mr. McLEAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 additional minutes 
to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. SHORT. I know the law itself specifically states that 
any member of the Tennessee Valley Authority can be re- 
moved at any time by a concurrent resolution of the Con- 
gress. 

It is wonderfully inspiring and encouraging to me this 
afternoon to see my good friend the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. Fappis] and the very able gentleman from New 
York [Mr. O’Connor] intimate they are going to be unwilling 
tomorrow to abdicate their powers, and that they will not be 
so silly or so cowardly as to turn over their constitutional 
legislative functions as the representatives of their constitu- 
ents in this body to the executive branch of our Government, 
regardless of the man who may occupy the White House. 
[Applause.] I only hope and pray to God that other Mem- 
bers of this body on both sides of the aisle will show the same 
intelligence, the same patriotism, and the same sterling cour- 
age to stand for the Constitution and to assert the inde- 
pendence of this body. I say to you now, so you may pray 
over it tonight before we take up the reorganization bill 
tomorrow, it is not only a right vote on the basis of prin- 
ciple to maintain the Constitution and assert our independ- 
ence but it will be a wise vote politically for you to grant the 
American people their wish at this hour that the Congress 
even take back some of the extraordinary powers we have 
granted to the Executive under the cry of emergency. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHORT. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. STACK. I suggest they not only pray over it but put 
a little holy water on it. 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. Forp]. 

Mr. FORD of California. Mr. Chairman, I am supporting 
this resolution for two reasons. The first is that I am very 
anxious to have it disclosed whether the operations of the 
T. V. A. are being properly carried on within the law and 
in the interest of the people of the United States, who are 
financing the enterprise. 

In the second place, I am in favor of this resolution be- 
cause it gives the committee the authority to investigate the 
manipulations, the obstructionist tactics, and the host of 
vicious methods employed by the private power companies in 
their attempt to break down an institution to which they 
are fundamentally opposed. 

When I speak of private power companies attempting to 
break down publicly owned power institutions I know ex- 
actly what I am talking about from 22 years of actual 
experience of their works in the city of Los Angeles. 

The city of Los Angeles owns one of the most successful, 
efficient, and effective public power departments in the 
United States, which has a gross income of approximately 
$24,000,000 a year at the present time, although it started 
very modestly. What happened when this plan first started? 
We brought water down from the Owens Valley. We were 
in a position to build our power plant and produce power, 
but the private power companies filed injunctions and raised 
every kind of a legal obstruction they could and kept us, 
with our money invested there, unable to turn a wheel until 
there had piled up against the department interest and 
amortization charges of $5,000,000. Finally the court re- 
leased us and permitted us to produce our power. For the 
next 20 years that same group of respectable gentlemen on 
every occasion when the power department tried to sell 
bonds to develop its plants held up to the people of the city 
the fact that $5,000,000 of the taxpayers’ money had not been 
repaid, when they themselves were the primary cause of that 
unnecessary expense being piled up against the department. 

Therefore it does not take any imagination on my part to 
understand what the private power companies in the Ten- 
nessee Valley have done and are now doing to discredit, to 
checkmate, to obstruct, and, in fact, to take every possible 
step—legitimate, illegitimate, or otherwise—to hamper that 
institution. I am happy to support this resolution because it 
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will give the country an opportunity to find out what those 
boys have been doing down there. I am just as happy that 
we will have an opportunity to find out whether this vast 
enterprise is being properly conducted. 

This resolution provides for a sweeping investigation of 
the Tennessee Valley Authority. Such an investigation can 
be neither fair nor complete and it cannot satisfy the Con- 
gress nor the public unless it includes an investigation of the 
charges against the private power companies to the effect 
that they have endeavored to block and render impotent the 
activities of the Authority. 

Every informed citizen is aware that such charges are con- 
stantly being made. They were made in the other House 
by the senior Senator from Nebraska and they have been 
frequently made in this House. It is time that the Congress 
and the public learned the facts about these charges. No 
fair judgment of the T. V. A. can be made until all the facts 
are known. 

That is why I was strenuously opposed to the mere pass- 
ing of a resolution for a general investigation of the T. V. A., 
because it would have permitted the narrowing of the in- 
vestigation, it would have placed the committee of investi- 
gation in an equivocal position, it would lay them open to 
charges of exceeding their authority or of failing to cover the 
grounds. 

In general, I think it is fair to state that the public believes 
that the private power companies have used unfair methods 
in their continuing fight against the T. V. A. It is only 
right and just that the proposed investigation go into these 
charges, fairly and judicially, and bring out the facts. 

It is just as important that a complete investigation be 
made of the dissension that has been raging within the 
Board of the T. V. A. The charges, as yet totally unsup- 
ported, made recently by the then Chairman of the Board, 
Dr. Arthur Morgan, must be investigated. So must the state- 
ments of the other members of the Board in regard to this 
controversy. } 

The public is demanding the facts and the public has a 
right to have them. 5 

Other charges have been made by the newspapers, by 
various organizations, by individuals, by Members of the two 
Houses of Congress. Those charges have been included, 
insofar as possible, in Senate Joint Resolution 277. These 
should be investigated, the facts ascertained, and a fair and 
unbiased report made to the Congress and to the people. 

It is imperative if the public is to have the facts it is de- 
manding and has the right to demand, that the joint com- 
mittee for investigation should be given specific directions as 
to what must be included in the investigation. This need 
not mean that further authority to extend the investigation 
should not be given the committee. I think that Senate 
Joint Resolution. 277 gives such authority. 

We want no whitewash. We want no partisan or one- 
sided investigation. We want no faint-hearted attempts to 
cover up or to protect. We want a full and free investiga- 
tion which will give the Congress and the public the facts 
and all the facts, regardless of what those facts are. 

The people are paying for this investigation. It will cost 
money. The people have the right to demand that no in- 
definite, generalized resolution be passed. They want a 
resolution that will insure a full and fair investigation and 
bring out all the facts. In my opinion this resolution will 
accomplish this desirable end and for that reason am en- 
thusiastically supporting it. 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. DITTER]. 

Mr. DITTER. Mr. Chairman, I am very fond of the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from New York, the chairman of the 
Rules Committee. I have a high regard for the distin- 
guished gentleman. I can hardly believe he was serious 
today when he attempted to take pride in the fact that the 
majority was taking on the leadership of this investigation. 
It seems to me the gentleman from New York will agree with 
me that when the skeleton in the closet begins to rattle so 
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that the folks not only in the house can hear the reverbera- 
tion of the bones, but so that all of the neighbors look 
askance, very naturally somebody feels that the closet door 
had better be opened to see whether these bones are real 
or artificial. It seems to me this resolution has only been 
introduced after we have heard so many bones rattling and 
have seen so much of the skeleton dangling around that 
everybody in America knows there is something rotten in 
Denmark, 

I am sorry today for the virtue-appealing group on the 
other side. If there has been one thing that the new dealers 
have tried to bring to the attention of the country it is their 
pious purposes, You have resorted even to the Bible as you 
have talked about the more abundant life, and your pious 
professions have been used at every opportunity to present 
to the people the sanctimonious character of your self-ap- 
pointed mission of salvation. 

Mr. FLETCHER, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
for a question? 

Mr. DITTER. Since this resolution is your baby and since 
you take a pride in fathering it, you have the right to the 
credit for the content of the resolution. The content is un- 
fortunate. It suggests the presence of unpleasant bones. 
Words appear that can hardly be reconciled with virtue. 
Here is the word bribery. Can it be that bribery could even 
be suspected where so much virtue exists? Think of the nasti- 
ness of the word “intimidation.” How resentful some of you 
must be at the suggestion of fraud. Mark you, I take these 
words from your resolution. This is not the imaginative 
creation of a rock-ribbed Republican. These are your words. 
Here is a particularly nasty expression, “secret rebates.” We 
had all supposed that only the monopolies, the corporations, 
and the people who have been held out as the chiselers and 
the tories and the traitors could be guilty of secret rebates. 
Apparently, there is the suspicion that this virtuous T. V. A. 
has been guilty of secret rebates. 

5 MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? : i 

Mr. DITTER. I am sorry; but I have not the time. 

Again, let me show you that there is the nasty word “co- 
ercion.” What could there possibly be virtuous about coerc- 
ing other people? I pass on and I take up the words “unfair 
inducements,” “compulsion,” “dissipation.” All of these I can 
only describe as the bones of this skeleton that has been 
making such a noise that my distinguished friend from 
New York, the very able chairman of the Rules Committee, 
for whom I have the highest regard, feels that it is necessary 
to open the closet and take a look. 

{Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
gentleman 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DITTER. I should certainly yield to my friend from 
New York. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Did it ever occur to the 
gentleman that whoever drafted this resolution—and we 
have never been able to find out who that is—might have 
taken as a copy the Teapot Dome resolution? [Laughter.] 

Mr. DITTER. I may say to the gentleman that had the 
majority group come forward with the same forthrightness 
and candor and expedition in the investigation of the T. V. A. 
that was brought about by splendid Republican counsel from 
Pennsylvania, none other than the distinguished gentleman 
who is now a Justice on the Supreme Court, then the coun- 
try would be assured today of a thorough, impartial, and 
capable investigation of the T. V. A. instead of fearing a 
whitewash. [Applause.] 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Sparkman]. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, before the gentleman 
from Alabama begins, will he yield to me for about 15 seconds. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Just to say that all of this dirty reso- 
lution, with all of its nasty words, to which the gentleman 
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from Pennsylvania [Mr. Drrrer] refers, was written by Sena- 
tor Bripces, so that at least that part of it was Republican, 
and not New Deal. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I shall take just a few 
minutes in discussing this resolution. I was naturally pleased 
that the Rules Committee reported out the resolution in the 
form in which it is. On the 15th of March I introduced a 
concurrent resolution that included 10 specific grounds to 
be covered in the proposed investigation. The Senate added 
eight grounds to those, and when I appeared before the Rules 
Committee I recommended that the Senate approved resolu- 
tion be adopted and presented to this House. I do not mind, 
and I do not believe any true friend of the T. V. A. minds, 
a full, complete, fair, and impartial investigation of the 
T. V. A. We do not mind those bones in the closet being 
rattled, about which the gentleman from Pennsylvania speaks. 
We do not mind anything coming out that will give the T. V. A. 
a full and complete investigation. I believe in the objectives 
of that agency. I represent the original Muscle Shoals dis- 
trict in Alabama and I believe in the T. V. A., and the people 
whom I represent believe in it. I am confident that we are 
going to find, regardless of all these ominous names and 
threats that have been scattered around on this floor by those 
who oppose the T. V. A., that there has been no dishonesty, 
there has been no corruption, there has been no graft, and 
there has been no willful extravagance. We do not mind a 
complete investigation, and in that connection I do not believe 
that any investigation of the T. V. A. can possibly be complete 
unless the question of the utilities is included. 

As a matter of fact, as has been brought out on the floor, 
one of the very first things this investigating committee is 
going to run into is going to be the power policy of the 
T. V. A., and the differences arising among the directors 
over that power question. It would be impossible to go 
thoroughly into that question unless the utilities question 
is included in this resolution, and I hope, and I am confident 
that the House will adopt the resolution without any sub- 
stantial amendment as to investigating the harassing activ- 
ities of the utilities in obstructing the T. V. A. program. 

In connection with the power question I have heard a 
great deal of criticism, saying that the yardstick ought to 
be investigated, and the cost of manufacturing that power 
should be investigated. The T. V. A. is selling power to the 
cities of my district at approximately 5 mills per kilowatt- 
hour. The Government before the T. V. A. took it over was 
selling that same power at the same place to the public 
utilities at less than 1 mill per kilowatt-hour, and I never 
heard any criticism as to the cost of production of that 
power. 

There is one question I want to mention very briefly before 
my time is up and that is with reference to the location of 
the offices. In the act creating the T. V. A. it was provided 
that the corporation— 

Shall maintain its principal office in the immediate vicinity of 
Muscle Shoals, Ala. 

And that it should be a corporation resident of the northern 
district of Alabama. We all know that the principal offices 
are maintained at Knoxville, 300 miles away from the pro- 
vision of the original act, and I call attention to this other 
thing that shows that they meant not only that some sign 
should be up over some office designating it as the principal 
Office, but that the headquarters of their operations should 
be at Muscle Shoals, Ala., because in section 1-E it provides: 

Each member of the Board, in addition to his salary, shall be 
permitted to occupy as his residence one of the dwelling houses 
owned by the Government in the vicinity of Muscle Shoals, Ala. 

Congress intended that those offices—the headquarters not 
only technically but in reality—should be at Muscle Shoals, 
Ala. Iam glad this is included. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama has expired. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. Vooruis]. 

Mr. VOORHIS. Mr. Chairman, I would be for this reso- 
lution even if it provided that it was to see whether or not 
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the T. V. A. had murdered people, or was responsible for 
any sort of terrible action such as some Members of the 
House and some people of the country have tried to attribute 
to it. I would be for it because I believe that this is the time 
to make adequate and complete answer to the critics of this 
great enterprise. I have every confidence if this investiga- 
tion is carried on with the care and fairness which I hope it 
will be, that that will be the outcome. The reason I have 
asked for this time is primarily to say that in every enter- 
prise of this sort—and I take the very words of the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. Drrrer]—where an attempt 
has been made to give to the people of the Nation some 
measure of more abundant life, some measure of better, fuller 
opportunity an effort has been made by reactionary forces 
with every means at their command to undermine the enter- 
prise and cast discredit upon it. It is my firm conviction 
that the result of this will be all to the good. 

As my colleague the gentleman from California [Mr. Forp] 
has pointed out, we in that section of the country know what 
benefits public power can bring to a district. 

In Ontario, Canada, where one of the finest examples of 
public power in the world exists, they went through a similar 
experience in 1921, approximately 7 years after the begin- 
ning of the enterprise, when the cost of power to the con- 
sumer had been reduced from 9.3 cents to 2.5 cents per 
kilowatt-hour. Then it was high time for the special interests 
to demand an investigation: It was demanded with similar 
accompaniments to all of the stuff we have listened to about 
T. V. A., all the talk about internal dissension and disparag- 
ing remarks about the things that had been done. The 
result of an investigation which cost half a million was to 
convince the people of Ontario more than ever of the sound- 
ness and importance of their public power enterprise. ‘The 
newspapers came out with headlines like this: “Charges of 
irregularities were baseless ghost stories that faded upon 
investigation.” “Gregory commission’s report completely 
vindicates hydroelectric project and further commends Sir 
Adam Beck's notable service to his Province.” 

The result of this investigation will be to show that T. V. A. 
has been a great step in advance for human civilization. 
It will be to bring out the facts and to show that not only has 
that been true but that similar enterprises conducted in the 
future in other portions of the United States can be expected 
to bring similar benefits throughout the country. 

I, for one, have no fear whatsoever over the passage of this 
resolution, and I shall certainly vote for it; neither do I 
have any fear for the future of enterprises of this kind, which 
look forward to a bringing of—yes, a more abundant life to 
the people of America. 

Here the gavel fell. ] 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MCFARLANE]. 

LET US TURN ON THE LIGHT 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, I am heartily in favor 
of this resolution, as I know practically all Members of Con- 
gress are. There should be no opposition to it. We are 
entitled to take an inventory and see just what results we 
have obtained in the Tennessee Valley Authority. There has 
been so much propaganda stirred up in the press of the 
country and over the radio and otherwise that I think the 
people of the country are entitled to be apprised of the truth 
about what is being done in the operation of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority. Because of the unfortunate situation exist- 
ing as to the personnel of the Board, we have had a lot of dis- 
sension stirred up. No sooner were we able to fight through 
the T. V. A. authorization over the bitter opposition of the 
Power Trust than we had the same private power companies 
right after this proposition trying to block its operation in 
every way possible just like they have opposed the construc- 
tion of every municipal light plant in the United States. 
They will not let anything rest. The private power com- 
panies of this country have done more to corrupt the politics 
of the Nation than any other single influence. [Applause.] 

They will not let anything or anybody rest if that thing or 
person does not agree with their ideas. With them it is rule 
or ruin, and they stop short of nothing to carry their point. 
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All over the country they have adopted this identical policy 
that they have pursued in the case of T. V. A. We have seen 
it unfolded in injunction suits filed against the power program 
of the Tennessee Valley Authority and against the entire 
power program of this administration from coast to coast, 
from Maine to California and from Canada to the Gulf of 
Mexico. More than 100 injunction suits have been filed by the 
Power Trust, tying up the entire P. W. A. municipal light 
plant and hydroelectric program, and this court battle has 
been viciously fought. I have had examples of their injunc- 
tion suits and power fights in my own district at Electra and 
Wichita Falls, Tex. Throughout the Nation they have done 
the identical thing they did in the case of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. They have tried to sabotage the T. V. A. from 
without and within and have done anything and everything 
that interferes with their own operations or threatens to re- 
duce their rates. They charge several times as much for the 
electrical energy they produce as is charged by the properly 
managed municipally owned power plants. 

This is well illustrated in the cases of the cities of Tacoma, 
Wash.; Los Angeles, Calif.; and cities elsewhere in the United 
States and cities in Ontario, Canada, which have wonderful 
municipal plants; and these cities have clearly demonstrated 
the many advantages of owning your own municipal light 
plant. These plants show how cheaply electric current can 
be produced; yet the private power companies, through con- 
trol of city councils and the legislatures, State and National, 
have corrupted everything that could possibly be corrupted 
in order to keep the excessive charges they force the Amer- 
ican people to pay. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McFARLANE. I am sorry, I cannot yield; I have not 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, those facts have been fully brought out in 
some 90 volumes of investigation by the Seventieth Con- 
gress, under Senate Resolution No. 83, facts which show con- 
vincingly and conclusively what the situation is in the power 
field. This utility investigation went into the whole opera- 
tion of the private utilities and showed how they corrupted 
everything and spent other people’s money very recklessly in 
maintaining their excessive and exclusive rate franchises. 
Anyone who wants to know can easily find out the full story 
of the Power Trust operations by reading these hearings, and 
these hearings clearly prove how cheaply electric energy can 
be produced. 

Yet the American people are still being forced to pay 
more than a billion a year every year beyond what is a fair 
rate for their electricity consumed, because of this cor- 
rupt influence upon American life. This administration 
has done more to force down these rates than all other 
administrations in the history of the Government. I say 
to you frankly and candidly that the time has come when 
we must run this power-rate fight completely out into the 
open, make a thorough investigation, and let the American 
people know how cheaply electric current can be produced. 
Then we will stop all of this poppycock about private power 
companies being able to produce and distribute electric en- 
ergy cheaper than the municipally and publicly owned 
plants in this country. 

I think every Member of the Congress should welcome this 
investigation. We want to have a thorough investigation. 
We want to show why and how the power companies have 
gone into every community that has tried to secure electric 
energy for themselves and how they have taken the people’s 
money collected in the high rates charged and have used it 
to perpetuate the excessive charges and to destroy any- 
thing and anybody who stands in their way. 

Our exhaustive investigations have proven that electricity 
can and is being produced and distributed to the people for 
less than 1 cent per kilowatt-hour. Since the war, under 
Hoover, Coolidge, and Harding, electric energy was sold at 
Muscle Shoals under contract to the private power compa- 
nies at less than one-fifth of a cent per kilowatt-hour, and 
the private power companies distributed this power to the 
people at 10 cents per kilowatt-hour. Yet these same pri- 
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vate power companies continue to raise Cain and continu- 
ously try in every way possible to block any program that 
interferes with their racket. The private power companies 
are mad because the Government is selling this power to cities 
and towns for distribution to the people at contracts of 5 and 
6 mills per kilowatt. We must furnish the people of this 
country this wonderful service at a price at which they can 
afford to use it. Cheap electricity is a great modern con- 
venience and necessity to those on the farms as well as to 
those in the cities and towns, It should be furnished at suff- 
ciently low rates so that the people can afford to take full 
advantage of all the modern. conveniences now used by the 
privileged few. 

Let us turn on the light—the searchlight of public opinion 
has never been wrong. Let us have more light and cheaper 
light. [Applause.] 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. PIERCE]. 

Mr, PIERCE. Mr. Chairman, this is a game I know some- 
thing about. Some years ago a bank I had been doing busi- 
ness with failed. I signed some notes and one of the things 
that fell to me in the transaction was an electric company 
serving about 20,000 people. I sat at the right hand of 
the dealers in the early days when these companies were 
formed and I found I could not play the game. I sold out 
my interest in the company, thoroughly convinced from my 
experience during the months I was the manager and prin- 
cipal owner of the power plant, that the only solution of the 
problem was public ownership. I became thoroughly sold on 
that idea. ot a 

I challenge the statement of the gentleman from Michigan 
that the power rates in Detroit are lower than the Ontario 
rates. The easiest thing on earth is to fool the public on 
power rates. I have gone into the power rates of Detroit very 
carefully and I will put in the Recorp within a few days a 
complete statement of the rates in Detroit and I will com- 
pare them with Ontario; then I will make a comparison with 
Washington. 

I challenge the statement of the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky, who charges up to scandal the gasoline used at T. V. A. 
and makes a big bubble about the large amount of gasoline 
used, He must know that the big dams there on the Ten- 
nessee River have probably all been built with the use of 
gasoline in construction. I do not know, but I presume the 
trucks, the drag lines, and all of the operations have been 
carried on with the aid of gasoline. I think it is unfair to 
bring in figures of that kind to befog the public mind. 

I challenge the statement of our colleague from Minnesota 
who talks about the rates at Buffalo and Niagara being 
cheaper on the American side than on the Canadian side. 
It is true there are cheaper rates on the American side at 
Niagara but they are all owned by the Aluminum Co. of 
America and syndicates of that character. The cheap power 
on the American side of Niagara does not go to the Ameri- 
can people. On the Canadian side it does go to the Cana- 
dians. The cheap power on the American side of Niagara 
goes to the big syndicates and the big corporations, It 
does not go to the people. Read the facts. 

There is no excuse for a private company owning a natural 
monopoly, and a power company is a monopoly or should be. 
You cannot have duplicate lines in Washington or in Buffalo, 
or you should not bave. One company should serve all. 
There is no excuse any time anywhere that any one can give 
for a private monopoly. It should belong to the people. I 
have prepared a statement on this T. V. A. investigation 
which I desire to put before this House, as I consider it of 
great importance that all points of view be heard. 

INVESTIGATE THE T. v. A. — AND THOSE TRYING TO RUIN IT 

I regard T. V. A. as the boldest, bravest, most outstanding 
project of the administration of Franklin D. Roosevelt. It 
is bold because it is an attempt to move government into a 
field entirely dominated by powerful special interests which 
have been accustomed to control and dictate terms and plans 
most ruthlessly without any reference to the rights of those 
dependent on their services. It is brave because it brings 
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government at once into opposition to powerful, greedy, 
and unscrupulous organizations of entrenched wealth. Swift 
vengeance is always visited on those who oppose these 
groups. Edison discovered more than a half century ago 
how the electric current could be divided, making the in- 
candescent electric lamp practical. Financial interests, cen- 
tering in Wall Street, realizing the possibilities for money 
making and manipulation, early commenced corruptly to se- 
cure franchises and rights for operation in practically all 
large cities. No legitimate business has been as dishonestly 
exploited as has the electric business, not even the railroads. 
In the early years much costly experimental and research 
work was necessary. However, those who controlled elec- 
tric development decreed that the users of electricity in its 
various forms should pay a tremendous toll, not only for its 
development and distribution, but to the manipulators and 
profiteers, such as Insull, Mitchell, Harrison Williams, Willkie, 
and many others. After operating companies were organ- 
ized, holding company upon holding company was built on 
them, until, often, the operating company was removed as 
far as 10 companies from the real owner and director of 
its affairs. Under such an arrangement it was impossible 
to secure any reasonable rates for the users of the much- 
desired electric current, and fair dealing for the small in- 
vestor was not in the picture. Rates were held so high that 
the use of current was restricted and made a luxury. The 
T. V. A. was the potent agency which forced electric rates 
down to a figure making wide use possible. Every person 
in all this broad land who turns a switch button should 
utter a prayer of thankfulness and a plea for long life for 
the T. V. A. Practically all the much-publicized rate reduc- 
tions throughout the country were forced by the T. V. A. 
experiment. Every dollar poured into the Tennessee Val- 
ley for dams, transmission lines, and generating machinery 
has come back to the people of the whole country in savings 
on costs of electricity to the consumers. 

When we search for the actual contributions made by the 
holding companies which have accumulated great fortunes 
for our privileged class of exploiters who brazenly assume to 
control even the Government itself, we are astounded. We 
learn from highest authority—the chairman of the Federal 
Power Commission—in a clear-cut statement, that of the 
thirteen billions of electric utility stocks and bonds outstand- 
ing there is not to exceed six and one-half billions of actual 
investment. The big effort of Wall Street and the special 
interests is so to manipulate and corruptly influence public 
affairs that this thirteen billions would be frozen into the 
capital structure for all time, so that people must forever 
pay rates sufficient to earn dividends on this enormous over- 
capitalization. Senator WHEELER recently called attention 
to the disastrous results to the railroads of such frozen 
capital structures and urged that huge sums be written off 
at once. These private companies make no attempt to 
amortize or repay their obligations, nor do they charge off 
from their capital such dead assets as useless and valueless 
machinery. Unquestionably, they take depreciation and ob- 
solescence in making out their income-tax returns, but the 
capital accounts upon which dividends must be earned still 
stand in most cases. No property went through the crash 
of 1929 with as little capital loss as private electric proper- 
ties. Those notorious holding companies which succumbed 
and caused such widespread losses to small investors were 
just bursting bubbles. 

Public indignation was so aroused that it supported the 
Utility Holding Company Act of 1935, and only this week 
the Supreme Court has upheld regulatory sections which may 
tame the wild beasts of the electric jungle. They have, pre- 
sumably, been brought under governmental control, but, they 
have never ceased propaganda against Government power 
projects. Their money has been poured out for false state- 
ments about T. V. A. and Bonneville and to defeat legis- 
lation proposed for regional planning. 

The most amazing reversal in the Washington picture is 
the current apotheosis of Mr. Harrison Williams. Just when 
he was canonized has not been divulged to ordinary Con- 
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gressmen. A year ago he was summoned before the Securi- 
ties and Exchange Commission, where it was brought out 
that the stock of his top holding company was skyrocketed 
in 1929 by an amount three times that invested in T. V. A. 
Innocent investors probably lost through him more than the 
total amount spent in T. V. A. I am told that in his Illinois 
properties alone preferred-stock holders were flimflammed on 
an issue totaling more than the cost of Bonneville. Now, 
press headlines tell us of Mr. Williams’ going to the White 
House arm in arm with S. E. C. and R. F. C., planning, or 
plotting, to save the Nation by pouring funds into utility 
holding companies through the R. F. C. Here is something 
which must be cleared up before we can have a perfect 
picture of what has happened to T. V. A. 

We must demand as part of the inquiry a complete inves- 
tigation of the methods used by the private utilities to defeat 
the President’s objective—a yardstick by which the actual 
cost of the electric current can be measured and used as a 
basis for fixing charges levied on the consumer. 

The dangerous and unpatriotic propaganda of the private 
utility group would have been exposed long ago, and the 
T. V. A. break might have been avoided, if the Interstate 
Commerce Committee of this House had been willing to do its 
duty in reporting out the Norris-Rankin resolution providing 
for such investigation. Sinister influences often prevail over 
plain duty. 

The statement has been made and repeated time and 
time again, and never challenged nor refuted, that the over- 
charge on electricity in the United States is more than a 
thousand million dollars a year, when measured by rates of 
Ontario, Canada, or by those of the well-managed publicly- 
owned hydroelectric plants of Tacoma, Wash., and Eugene, 
Oreg. Let the truth be told. Let the public know how many 
millions upon millions the utilities have expended in propa- 
ganda and corruption to thwart the efforts of our President 
to give the American people the privilege of enjoying abun- 
dant use of electricity at reasonable rates determined 
through a series of public yardstick plants. 

When the people once become accustomed to the use of 
electric current, they will not give it up without a fight. 
It is so easy for the operating company to sever the wire 
and cut off the current, and the pay days come so regularly, 
a rebellion might quickly gain headway, if facts could be 
made known. 

I, for one, deeply regret that those who have served on the 
Board of Directors of T. V. A. have created such an atmos- 
phere of suspicion by reason of their charges and counter- 
charges that it has become necessary to have a Congres- 
sional investigation. I regret this especially because harm 
I have said a 
thousand times that every municipality, every community 
in this broad land should own its system that distributes 
electricity. It is a natural monopoly. There should not be 
wasteful competing lines. Every city should be served by one 
company and that should be a company owned by the 
city. A private monopoly cannot be honestly defended 
anywhere, or at any time, by anybody. 

I rejoice that at Bonneville project we have a one-man 
Administrator—not a board of three. I also rejoice that 
we have a clean-cut navigation and power project not 
burdened with social uplift. We can thus repay Govern- 
ment loans without difficulty. I cannot believe that any 
one of the directors of the T. V. A. is guilty of any criminal 
neglect or malfeasance in office. Men of such high standing 
and such remarkable careers cannot, I am sure, in the brief 
months they have had charge of T. V. A., have committed 
acts that would call in question their honest intentions. 
I have no fears of the ultimate outcome of an honest, open, 
full investigation. I am extremely anxious that Senators 
and Congressmen of the highest type, those of judicial tem- 
perament and balanced judgment, as well as of unquestioned 
probity and honor, shall be appointed by our presiding offi- 
cers to constitute the investigating committee. I am well 
aware of the fact that men of biased minds might make 
mountains out of mole hills, that they might find indiscre- 
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tions or errors of judgment that, when magnified, or falsely 
shaded, might create a bad impression upon the citizens 
of our country. 

Every man should withhold his final judgment until all 
the testimony is in, until Dr. Arthur Morgan has made his 
charges, offered his proof, and Dr. Harcourt Morgan and Mr. 
Lilienthal have had full opportunity to offer their rebuttal. 
This trial will rank in future history as one of the momen- 
tous trials of our civilization. It will become a landmark 
in the struggle for unhampered public ownership which is 
part of democracy. It is in reality plutocracy versus democ- 
racy. No doubt special interests which control and manipu- 
late the thirteen billions of securities in private utilities, 
will exert every effort to mislead, deceive, and misinterpret 
the statements made, for control of millions upon millions of 
money hangs upon the verdict of this Congressional investi- 
gating committee. While the charges and countercharges 
of the Board members are investigated and the T. V. A. 
expenditures, plans, and results are under Congressional 
scrutiny, let us be assured of equally careful inspection of 
the expenditures, plans, and activities of the private utilities 
and holding companies for the moment victorious in their 
attack on the citadels of democracy. 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr, O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Crea]. 

Mr. CREAL, Mr. Chairman, if I remember correctly, it 
was President Calvin Coolidge who said in a memorable 
campaign that “guilt is personal.” If there is any guilt 
in the Tennessee Valley officials, I hope it will resolve itself 
into that Republican viewpoint that the guilt is personal. 

If we find a lot of rottenness down there, there is going 
to be a lot of people highly elated because the Government 
has lost some money. If we find everything sound, there is 
going to be a lot of people bitterly disappointed. I would 
assume it to be the duty of all fair-minded citizens to hope 
that everything is all right. I am frank to say I cannot be- 
lieve that all of the Members of the House hope it will be 
all right. I hope you do not ask me that question, but, if 
you do, that is my answer. I think some of them actually 
hope everything is all wrong. 

We heard the gentleman from Minnesota say that they had 
probably paid too much for some land and before he com- 
pleted his statement he said they probably got a lot of val- 
uable land for which they did not pay enough, That is a 
funny sort of argument, if economy is the base of the argu- 
ment. He wondered what they were doing with airplanes 
down there. Does he not know that the quickest and most 
inexpensive way to make surveys of land is by airplane? 
If they had not used airplanes, it would probably cost 10 
times as much to do the work with a chain and compass. 

He referred to a long row of figures and to the number of 
people employed down there. This does not mean much 
to me. It does not mean they have more than they need 
or that they are paying any more than they should. It may 
be shown in the final analysis that they are paying too much 
or it may be found they are in perfect keeping with every 
other line of business. It is a big business. 

When we are considering this matter, let us not be con- 
fused by what is said on the floor or in the press. It is a 
question whether or not this thing is functioning properly, 
and if it is functioning improperly we should correct any 
mismanagement that exists. 

{Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
gentleman 1 additional minute. 

Mr. CREAL. Mr. Chairman, the other proposition to in- 
vestigate is whether or not the purpose for which it has 
been created has been thwarted. 

Some of the gentlemen speaking on this floor are prompted 
by one motive and some by another. I believe some of the 
press comment is based on the hope that conditions in the 
T. V. A. will be found so bad that this project which is in- 
tended for another purpose will be destroyed and cease to 
function. 
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What would the gentlemen on this side of the aisle have 
said after Dr. Morgan had made his charges if the President 
had shunted off the matter and said, “I will not listen to 
you and I do not want to know anything about this matter. 
Let Congress look after it.“ Something had to be done 
and done immediately, and the President did his part. What 
Member of this House will say the President is opposed to 
a congressional investigation? ‘Something had to be done, 
and done immediately, and the President took the first step. 
It is up to you now to take the next step, but do not charge 
the President with opposing the investigation when you have 
nothing but suspicion on which to base such a charge. 

{Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DONDERO]. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, Senate Joint Resolution 
277, to create a joint congressional committee to investigate 
the Tennessee Valley Authority, is the most important and 
far-reaching resolution presented to this House during my 
service in this body. 

Truth is always fair. The American people are entitled 
to the truth about one of the most controversial and most 
expensive projects attempted under the New Deal. I appre- 
ciate the privilege of lifting my voice in support of the reso- 
lution, and I shall vote for its adoption. 

If any Member of this body is in search of a reason for 
supporting this resolution, I commend to him the speech of 
March 22 against the appropriation for Gilbertsville Dam of 
the T. V. A. by the chairman of the Committee on Rivers 
and Harbors of this House, one of the ablest and most dis- 
tinguished. Members of this body, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. MANsFIELD]. He holds the affection and admiration of 
Members on both sides of the aisle. In 7 minutes he con- 
vinced every Member of this body who heard his voice that 
he should not vote in favor of the initial appropriation for 
the Gilbertsville Dam, an amount of about $3,000,000. 

It was my privilege to write the subcommittee of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations considering that item; the first 
letter calling attention to what appeared to be a very gross 
discrepancy between what was testified before a Federal 
court in Chattanooga, Tenn., and the figures given in sup- 
port of the request for $3,000,000 to begin the construction of 
that dam, estimated to cost the American people when com- 
pleted approximately $112,000,000.. He took the floor and 
pointed out that the Gilbertsville Dam was practically. value- 
less for flood control and that the money would not be 
expended for that purpose, because there was not a single 
tributary entering the Tennessee River between the proposed 
Gilbertsville Dam and the one above it. Therefore the ques- 
tion of flood control was entirely out of it. Three times this 
question has been submitted to the House and three times 
it has been rejected by the House. This has raised a serious 
doubt as to the efficiency and competency of what is going 
on in the T. V. A. in regard to the expenditure of the people’s 
money. 

The T. V. A. has had no more courageous defender on the 
floor of the House than its “mother,” the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN], who, because of ill- 
ness, is not present. He has also been an eloquent defender 
of Dr. Morgan, Chairman of that Board. He has made a 
severe indictment on the floor of this House for the last 5 
years of the 48 State boards or commissions created in 
every State to control and fix the rates of utilities in the 
United States; they charge that the people of this country 
are being overcharged a billion dollars annually. If the 48 
commissions are all wrong, then the challenge made to them 
on the floor of this House must be right. I am one of those 
who wants to be convinced first by proof that cannot be 
denied that the 48 commissions set up are wrong. I am not 
one of those who is ready to believe that somewhere in a 
Southern State electricity can be produced for about one- 
half as much as anywhere else in this land. Everybody 
knows that only one-eighth of the cost of electric energy is 
chargeable to production and seven-eighths to distribution. 
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I also wish to answer my good and able friend, the gentle- 
man from Oregon [Mr. Pierce] regarding the rates in Can- 
ada and in the city of Detroit, because that is part of my 
congressional district. During the holidays I went into Can- 
ada and conferred with Canadian officials, and obtained the 
rates that were charged to the people in Windsor, Canada, 
directly across the river from Detroit. When those rates are 
compared with the rates charged by the Edison Co. in the 
city of Detroit, the people of Detroit paid $1.54 a year less 
than the people of Windsor were paying, even though the 
people in Windsor are paying a tax rate of $40 per 1,000, while 
the people of Detroit are paying only $24.67 per 1,000. Those 
rates are in the record. 

This resolution should be passed by this House today, for 
the people have the right to know whether or not there is 
dishonesty in the administration of the T. V. A.; whether 
vast sums of public money are being allocated arbitrarily to 
navigation and flood control in order to reduce the amount 
allocated to the production of electric energy and thereby 
show by artificial methods that electricity can be produced 
in the T. V. A. at about one-half the cost in any other part 
of the country. 

The people have a right to know whether their money is 
being squandered on useless experiments. 

The people have a right to know whether their money is 
being wasted on such unnecessary works as the proposed 
Gilbertsville Dam, which would take more than $100,000,000 
of the taxpayers’ money. 

They have a right to know whether the T. V. A. yard- 
stick is made of rubber or whether it is 36 inches long or 
only 18 inches long. 

They have a right to know why the entire plan of the Army 
engineers in the Tennessee Valley, consisting of locks and 
dams cost not more than $77,000,000, have been ignored 
and destroyed and laid aside. 

They have a right to know why this entire experiment has 
been taken out of the control of the Army Engineers and 
placed under the control of a corporate body set up at the 
direction of the President. 

They have a right to know whether there will be any 
benefit to the people of the Nation to substitute plans of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority which have been estimated to 
cost as high as $1,000,000,000 and on which nearly $200,- 
000,000 has thus far been expended in the name of improve- 
ment to navigation, flood control, and development of power. 
CApplause.] 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. PETTENGILL]. 

Mr. PETTENGILL. Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact 
that the fate of the T. V. A. is in part tied into the reorgani- 
zation bill that apparently is soon to be scheduled for action 
by this House, I should like to take these few minutes to 
speak about the reorganization bill. 

I have enjoyed the most cordial relations with the leader- 
ship of this House, the Speaker and our beloved floor leader, 
but, Mr. Chairman, my regard for this body, my respect for 
parliamentary government, and my hope that confidence in 
Congress may be retained undiminished in the hearts of the 
American people lead me to protest in the most vigorous 
fashion I can against the apparent plan of the leadership of 
the House to “bum rush” this reorganization bill through 
before Saturday night of this week. [Applause.] 

I call the attention of the Chairman and the members of 
this Committee to the fact that another body had this bill 
under consideration for many weeks and took final action on 
last Monday. An effort was made in that body to short- 
circuit this House out of consideration of their bill by send- 
ing it at once into conference. That effort failed. Now, 
under pressure from some source, the bill is going to be shot 
through this House, if possible, before the country can be 
heard on this matter. 

Let me call to the attention of the Chairman that no public 
hearings have been given by the Reorganization Committee 
on this bill, and that nobody has been heard representing 
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the large groups of this country who are opposed to features 
of this bill. The only witnesses who appeared before the 
Reorganization Committee were members of the President's 
Committee on Administrative Management and two wit- 
nesses from the Brookings Institution. Nobody was heard 
representing the National Grange, nobody was heard repre- 
senting the American Farm Bureau. Nobody representing 
the veterans’ organizations of this country, nobody repre- 
senting the civil service employees’ organizations of this 
country such as the National Civil Service Reform League, 
nobody, not a witness, from the Civil Service Commission, not 
a witness from the Comptroller General’s Office was heard 
by this committee. The American Federation of Labor, the 
railroad brotherhoods, and all other labor organizations 
have been without any opportunity to present their views. 

Nobody was heard by this committee representing the 
great groups in this country who are interested in the con- 
servation of our forest lands and our wildlife, such as the 
American Forestry Association, the Izaak Walton League, 
and dozens of other organizations in this country having 
hundreds of thousands of members. None of them was 
heard by the Reorganization Committee. They listened only 
to the members of the President’s Committee on Administra- 
tive Management, and now with a flood of protests growing 
in this country from large groups of our people who have a 
right to be heard in this matter, it is apparently the program 
to jam this bill through before Saturday. 

I say to the Chairman of this Committee and to my fellow 
Members here that this bill should be recommitted to the 
Committee on Executive Reorganization and the people in 
this country numbering hundreds and thousands and mil- 
lions who are interested in this matter should be given a 
hearing before a committee of this House before we proceed 
to sell them down the river [applause], and I am here to 
say that I shall be behind the sreat chairman of the Rules 
Committee, who has been pleading that this House accept 
its constitutional responsibility and exercise its independent 
judgment upon these great matters as the one representative 
voice of the American people. I am going to be with him in 
the next few days and do my little bit to see to it that this 
matter is recommitted to the committee until these large 
groups of our fellow citizens are heard by a committee of this 
House before rights that are vital to them are taken away. 

I wonder if this House fully understands what was in- 
tended and desired by the President’s Brownlow committee, 
as shown in its original bill? I wonder if this House knows 
that the bill that was submitted, in confidence, to the Execu- 
tive Reorganization Committee would have empowered the 
President of the United States to abolish every Cabinet office 
and by a stroke of his pen transfer its functions to one of 
his assistant secretaries, and this would become permanent 
law. 

I am certain neither the House nor the country are aware 
that under the original draft as prepared by the Brownlow 
committee submitted a year ago last February, the powers of 
any and all of the executive departments could be abolished 
or transferred to new agencies created by the President, and 
that the President had the power under the original draft to 
prescribe the title, functions, tenure, and method of appoint- 
ment of the head or any of the officers or employees” of any 
such new agency. It would seem clear from this that the 
Senate would lose its right to pass upon and confirm or reject 
the appointment of the heads of any such new agencies. With 
reference to the “officers or employees,” it would seem equaliy 
clear that the President, by a stroke of his pen, could, in 
effect, wipe out the civil-service laws of the country and the 
protection afforded by such laws to those on the classified 
civil-service list. This would put in jeopardy the tenure of 
office of every civil-service employee in the United States. 

The bill also authorized the President to abolish either in 
its entirety or in any part of its functions the great regulatory 
commissions which are in effect the agents of Congress, exer- 
cising quasi-legislative or quasi-judicial authority. This origi- 
nal draft would have given the President the power to abolish 
overnight the Interstate Commerce Commission, the Federal 
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Trade Commission, the Securities and Exchange Commission, 
the Federal Power Commission, the Communications Com- 
mission, the Maritime Commission, the National Labor Rela- 
tions Board, and the Tennessee Valley Authority—not piece- 
meal, as was attempted in the effort to discharge Commis- 
sioner Humphrey of the Federal Trade Commission, but 
wholesale, by abolishing the entire Commission. Or if it was 
not desired to abolish the legislative functions of the Commis- 
sion entirely, such functions could be transferred to new 
agencies created by the President. 

I am certain that neither the House nor the country are 
aware that under the original bill the President could have 
abolished the Federal Trade Commission or any other com- 
mission and appointed one of his secretaries to carry out its 
functions. But that is the fact, as testified to in so many 
words by Mr. Brownlow, chairman of the committee, in re- 
sponse to a question from Congressman CocHran, when Mr. 
Brownlow said: “It would give him that power.” Meantime 
all unexpended appropriations allocated to any commission 
or agency of government could be shuffled from one agency 
to the other. Meantime, of course, the office of Comptroller 
General is abolished and no independent agency is left free 
from Executive domination to pass upon the expenditures 
of public money before the expenditures are made. 

It should be noted further that the original bill of the 
Brownlow committee had no time limitation in it. The pow- 
ers to be conferred upon the President would be permanent 
and continuing. This power would be inherited by any suc- 
cessor to the present President of the United States, whoever 
he might be; and, having been once granted, if the original 
bill had passed, could never have been reclaimed by Congress 
over the veto of the Executive unless both branches of Con- 
gress by a two-thirds vote were to override the veto and thus 
reclaim these legislative powers. 

The original bill is, of course, not before either the House 
or the Senate at this time. The original bill, however, fur- 
nishes background and gives significance and color and 
meaning to pending legislation. Those who desired the 
original Brownlow bill, of course, desire the pending legis- 
lation even though the grants of power in the original bill 
have been somewhat curtailed. 

No one can consider the original bill of the Brownlow 
committee except in the light of its companion bill to pack 
the Supreme Court of the United States, both being presented 
within a month of each other. 

There is much in the pending legislation that should be- 
come law, but the good in the pending legislation is not 
sufficient to pay for the bad that is in it. The bad features 
of the pending legislation should be eliminated, This re- 
quires discussion and deliberation. The country has finally 
become aroused to the significance of some of these objec- 
tionable features but despite the growing volume of pro- 
tests coming from labor organizations, farm organizations, 
civil service employees’ organizations, and those large groups 
of our citizens interested in the out-of-doors, conservation 
of our natural resources, and so forth, the bill is apparently 
to be jammed through before Saturday night. The protests 
of our constituents are to be disregarded. None of them 
was given a hearing before the reorganization committee, 
but now over their protests and without a hearing, the 
effort is to be made to pass the bill before the country be- 
comes fully aware of its significance, and to send it to 
conference where it can be written and rewritten to con- 
form possibly in large part at least to the original Brownlow 
bill. 

If we represent the people we should listen to the people. 
If they cannot protest to us where shall they turn? Is the 
constitutional right of the people to petition from the re- 
dress of grievances to be denied them by their own repre- 
sentatives? Elsewhere the protests of the people fall on 
deaf ears. The flood of letters and telegrams which reached 
the Senate in the last few days has been described as “an 
effort to purchase the Senate.” 

I repeat, Mr. Chairman, that this bill with its tremendous 
potentialities and far-reaching implications and the man- 
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ner in which the Senate attempted to short circuit the 
House from consideration of the bill, attempting to send it 
through conference immediately, as well as the announced 
effort of the leadership of this House at this time to pass 
this legislation before Saturday night, is as ominous a chal- 
lenge to representative government as I have seen in my 
8 years in Washington. 

Shall this great House of Representatives adopt the slo- 
gan of the discredited past, The public be damned”? That 
is for you to decide. 

Here the gavel fell.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the joint resolu- 
tion for amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved, etc., That there is hereby created a special joint con- 
gressional committee to be composed of five Senators to be ap- 
pointed by the President of the Senate and five Members of the 
House of Representatives to be appointed by the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives. A vacancy on the joint committee 
shall be filled in the same manner as original appointments and 
shall not affect the power of the remaining members to execute 
the functions incumbent on the joint committee. 


With the following committee amendment: 


Page 1, line 3, after the word “That”, insert “for the purpose of 
obtaining information as a basis for legislation.” 


The committee amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Src. 2. . ace Hg gene 
full and complete investigation of the administration of the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority Act of 1933, as amended, including: 

(a) The efficient and economical administration of the act as 
amended by the board of directors of the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority and any of its subordinates. 

(a) (2) The total Federal sums appropriated by the Congress or 
allocated by the President to the Muscle Shoals project and the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. Also allocations made to power, navi- 
gation, flood control or otherwise, and the cost charged to power 
recoverable to the Treasury of the United States. 

(b) Any interference or handicaps placed in the way of the 
prompt, efficient, and economical administration of its functions 
by internal dissention among members of the board of directors of 
the Tennessee Valley Authority and what effect such dissention, if 
any, has had upon the work of the Authority. 

(c) Whether any member of said board has held office or is 
holding office in violation of the act creating the Tennessee Valley 
Authority; and whether any member of said board has aided or 
assisted, directly or indirectly, any private power company or other 
private interest in the institution or defense of suits and injunc- 
tions affecting the administration of the functions of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority. 

(d) Whether, and if so, what suits have been instigated by any 
private power company or other private interest seeking injunc- 
tions against the activities of the board; and what effect, if any, 
such injunctions or suits have had upon the administration of the 
act according to its terms; what disposition has been made of any 
such injunction suits and what has been the expense incurred by 
the Tennessee Valley Authority in defending them; what disposi- 
tion has been made of such suits in any superior court to which 
they have been appealed; and what, if any, has been the loss of 
revenue to the Authority on account of such suits. 

(e) Any financial loss to municipalities or farm organizations 
caused by preventing their purchase of electric power from the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. 

(t) What has been the effect, if any, upon the el and 
organization perfected by the board under said act by the prosecu- 
tion of such injunction suits or by the action of any member of the 
board in giving aid or assistance to any private power company or 
other private interest in connection therewith. 

(g) Any activities, if any, on the part of any private 
company or other private interest in attempting by the expendi- 
ture of money or otherwise the institution of legal proceedings or 
other means or methods to affect the action or decisions of munic~ 
ipalities or farm organizations in the Tennessee Valley Authority 
with respect to the purchase of electric power from the Authority. 

(h) Any efforts, if any, made by private power companies or other 
private interests affecting the decisions or actions of municipalities 
or farm organizations with respect to the purchase of powes a from 
the Authority or acquiring title to their distributing sys 

(i) The facts as to whether and to what extent, if any, rn re the 
public interests been injured or jeopardized by the activities of any 
private power companies or other private interests in attempting 
to prevent the board from executing the provisions of said act. 

(J) Whether or not said Authority has complied with that part 
of subsection (a) of section 8 of such act as amended which re- 
ganes that the “ee ee office of the et be maintained in 

immediate vicinity of Muscle Shoals, Al. 

(k) Whether the charges made by 8 Arthur E. Morgan 
that an attempt to defraud the Government ot the United States 
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has been made in connection with purchase of certain lands are 
true; whether the affairs of the Authority had been conducted in 
a clandestine manner frequently without the knowledge or pres- 
ence of the chairman; whether by action of the majority members 
the chairman has not had opportunity to present his views before 
congressional committees. 

(1) Whether the Tennessee Valley Authority has exhibited par- 
tiality to large corporations by supplying power at a cheaper rate 
than available to municipalities and corporations by contracting 
for long periods of time a large majority of available hydroelectric 
power and by including in such industrial contracts provisions 
tantamount to a secret rebate in that delivery of “secondary” 
power is provided during the season of the year when only “firm” 
power is available from Tennessee Valley Authority dams. 

(m) Whether the Authority has complied with that part of sec- 
tion 14 of the Tennessee Valley Authority Act as amended which 
requires (a) that the Tennessee Valley Authority should have 
submitted to Congress on January 1, 1937, its allocation of costs to 
the various activities under its control up to that time and (b) 
that the Tennessee Valley Authority submit in each annual report 
3 its similar allocation of costs for the period covered in 
its report. 

(n) Whether the Authority has interfered with the Comptroller 
General's audits of the Authority required to be submitted an- 
nually to Congress under section 14 of the act as amended. 

(o) Whether it has offered unfair inducements to industrial 
organizations to leave their established locations to settle within 
the Tennessee Valley Authority territory. 

(p) Whether it has forced rural customers to purchase expen- 
- sive, unnecessary, and undesired electrical appliances under threat 
of refusing to supply electricity, and actually to have permitted 
potential customers to make heavy investments in appliances after 
which service was refused until further purchases were made of 
unnecessary and undesired electrical appliances. 

(q) Whether by accounting methods and cost charges applicable 
to private industry, the electric rates of the Authority provide a 
timate, honest “yardstick” of equitable rates of private industry. 

(r) Whether extravagance, mismanagement, and illegal conduct, 
if any, by the board has dissipated funds appropriated to the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority. 


With the following committee amendments: 


Page 2, line 6, after the word “including”, insert the following: 
“put not excluding any other matters pertaining to the adminis- 
tration and policies.” 


The committee amendment was agreed to. 
Page 2, line 11, strike out the figure “(2).” 


Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, that 
amendment is a mistake, and I ask that the committee 
amendment be voted down. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the 
committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was rejected. 

The following committee amendments were severally re- 
ported and severally agreed to: 

2, line 18, strike out the words “Authority. Also” and 
insert “Authority, and also.” 

Page 3, line 16, strike out the word “Any” and insert “Whether 
any“ and after the word “loss” insert “has been caused.” 

Page 3, line 17, strike out the word “caused.” 

Page 4, line 1, strike out the word “Any” and insert “What” 
and after the word “activities” insert “there have been.” 

Page 4, line 8, strike out the word “Any” and insert “What” 
and after the word “any” insert the words “have been.” 

Page 4, line 9, strike out the word “affecting” and insert “to 

ect „ 


affect. 
Page 4, line 13, strike out “The facts as to whether” and insert 
“Whether.” 


Mr. McGEHEE. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. MCGEHEE: Page 6, line 17, after subsection 
Ci anes a new subsection (s), under section 2 of the resolution, 
as - 

“(s) Whether sodium nitrate could not be produced by the 
air-reduction method by all Tennessee Valley Authority power 
plants and sold to the farmers of the Nation at a cost less than 
the present domestic prices of imported sodium nitrate.” 

Mr. McGEHEE. Mr. Chairman, I am offering this amend- 
ment with a view of doing everything within my power as 
a Member of this body to help solve one of the problems that 
is confronting our country today. That is the cost of produc- 
tion of agricultural crops. The agricultural people of our 
Nation are receiving for their products a price that is much 
less than the cost of production. This is true especially in 
my section, the South, where cotton is our major crop. 

By reason of the continued cultivation of our lands in the 
production of this major commodity, which is so essential to 
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world needs, it is becoming the more necessary each year to 
fertilize the lands that grow cotton to secure a proper stand 
and an acreage yield, so that the producers can barely eke 
out an existence. 

In the original act of the Tennessee Valley Authority it 
provided there should be an experimental production of nitro- 
gen, with a view, if the cost was not prohibitive, of producing 
same to the extent that we would not be dependent on 
foreign countries in the importation of same, and thereby 
lessen the cost of production of the major crops of this 
country to the farmers who are compelled to use it. 

Since its beginning the T. V. A. has produced about 100,000 
tons, a major portion of this being produced in 1936 and 
1937. I am not informed as to the cost of its production, 
nor has there been a study as to the cost of production and 
deliverance to the farmers of this country. 

Our importation of nitrogen from other countries is grad- 
ually increasing, because of the demands of our farmers by 
reason of depletion of the soil. In 1934 there was imported 
293,527 tons, at a value of $5,671,690; in 1935 there was im- 
ported 390,795 tons, at a value of $7,940,000; in 1936 there 
was imported 472,335 tons, at a value of $9,160,499; and in 
1937 there was imported 628,792, at a value of $11,648,870. 

If the T. V. A. and the other power plants owned by the 
Government throughout this country can manufacture this 
necessary product at a cost less than the imported goods, in 
my opinion, it certainly behooves us to see that the enormous 
dormant power that has been and will be developed under 
the program initiated by the Congress should be utilized for 
the production of an absolute necessity for the farmers of our 
Nation, so that they can participate to some extent in this 
development for which they are being taxed to pay the cost 
of its construction and maintenance. 

In a booklet published in 1922 entitled Trade Information 
Bulletin No. 383,” of the Department of Commerce, “Foreign 
Combinations to Control Prices of Raw Materials,” the fol- 
lowing statement is made: 

More complete recovery of coal byproduct nitrogen and the de- 
development of atmosphere nitrogen in this country will furnish 
logical substitutes, Through domestic atmospheric nitrogen pro- 
duction, Germany is now entirely independent of Chile and is 
rapidly increasing her exports of nitrogen. A prompt solution of 
the Muscle Shoals problem will greatly facilitate our home pro- 
duction of nitrogen. Present prices are approximately the same 
as pre-war. The export tax imposed by the Chilean Government 
has remained unchanged. Chilean nitrate establishes the world's 
price for ni The proportion of the world’s nitrogen con- 


sumption supplied by Chile has dropped decidedly in recent years, 
now being approximately only 40 percent of the total, nitrogen 
from other sources tending to lessen Chilean control of price. 
The imports of sodium nitrate into this country in 1937 
were greater than in 1922, according to circular No. 436 of 
the Department of Agriculture, published June 1937, entitled 
“Production in Agricultural Use of Sodium Nitrate.” 


Later figures than the above already quoted show the 
1937 imports of sodium nitrate to be 628,792 long tons. 

According to the Agricultural Adjustment Administration, 
the cost of commercial fertilizer per pound of cotton pro- 
duced was as follows: 1934, $0.018; 1935, $0.018; 1936, $0.016. 
Comparing the above figures with the import figures, aver- 
age price per pound of imported sodium nitrate which for 
the comparable years were as follows: 


a cr nn Sawer n aa anaa $0. 0090 
pO eee EE Sie ̃ ̃̃—— . ee eee 0018 
CCC — . AEE S — . 0097 
j aa a SOLS Sel ee aL . 0090 
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It will be seen that the cost of commercial fertilizer in a 
pound of cotton produced is just 100 percent greater than 
the value of that same fertilizer when imported. In other 
words, the cost of distributing the fertilizer to the farmer 
is approximately the same as the cost of the imported prod- 
uct laid down in the United States at the ports. 

My information is if this fertilizer could be obtained 
from the T. V. A. plants, the cost of production of cotton 
could be reduced by approximately 142 cents per pound. 
A reduction of 144 cents per pound in the cost of producing 
cotton would bring that cost from approximately 842 cents 
for the 1937 crop to 7 cents. This would give our cotton 
farmers a great added advantage over the cotton producers 
in Brazil and India where costs are approximately 442 cents 
per pound on unfertilized virgin land. It would tend to 
encourage exports of cotton and keep up production which 
is now threatened with a 50 percent cut from 12,000,000 bales 
to 6,000,000 bales as the result of the failure of our foreign 
markets, with all the attendant economic distress to the 
cotton workers of the South. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McGEHEE. Yes. 

Mr. MICHENER. To be in harmony with the agricultural 
program, then, would the gentleman advocate a further reduc- 
tion of acreage? If he is going to produce more fertilizer 
more cheaply to produce more cotton, how will he fit that 
program in with the present A. A. A. program? 

Mr. McGEHEE. I may say to the gentleman that I am 
personally opposed to a restricted acreage and acreage 
production. ; 

Mr. MCHENER. I beg the gentleman's pardon. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McGEHEE. Les. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota. The point the gentleman 
makes is that whether you have a farm program or not, you 
have to fertilize the land anyway. 

Mr. McGEHEE. Surely; that is true. 

I understand from newspaper reports that the Chairman 
of the T. V. A. and Senator Porr, of Idaho, have sold the 
President on the idea of developing phosphates out West from 
the plants in that section, and that funds are likely being 
furnished from some of the agencies to do so. 

My friends on the floor may say this investigation by a 
special committee, to be selected from the Senate and House, 
is contrary to the purpose of this resolution. I beg to differ 
with you, because, in my opinion, while we are appropriating 
a large sum of money to make an investigation in the man- 
agement of the T. V. A. and other phases of its activities, it 
certainly behooves us to utilize the expenditure of some of 
these funds in securing information as to whether the bene- 
fits from this great development cannot be spread to a larger 
percentage of our people, and carry out one of the purposes 
for which it was originally created, that is, for the agricul- 
tural people of this country. 

Should it prove that sodium phosphate can be manufac- 
tured at the price as is shown by the statistics from the 
Department of Agriculture and Department of Commerce, 
then we can, as Germany has done, become independent of 
the other markets of the world and furnish unto this class of 
our people a necessity which will mean so much to them, and 
which class is the bulwark of our existence. 

I urge and plead with the membership of this House to 
adopt the amendment I have offered, and I think I can say 
without any degree of exaggeration this investigation can be 
made along with the other and will not entail any further 
cost nor time to the committee in the making of same. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, in view of 
the many subjects enumerated in the resolution for investi- 
gation, and particularly in view of the fact that the produc- 
tion of nitrates by T. V. A. does not interfere with any 
domestic business and is not any further complication by 
Government with private business, I have no objection to the 
amendment. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Mississippi. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. SNELL: On page 3, strike out subsec- 
mo. and (e), and on page 4, strike out subsections (g), (h). 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, in my original statement this 
morning I said I would make a motion to strike these sections 
because by the wildest stretch of the imagination these sub- 
jects are not directly connected with the original intent and 
purpose of the resolution, 

I call attention briefly to the sections I ask be stricken 
out. Paragraph (d), on page 3, has to do with the suits that 
have already been started against the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority by various utilities. I claim that these are matters 
of public record at the present time and that there is no need 
for extensive investigation of these suits. 

Paragraph (e) reads as follows: 

Whether any financial loss has been caused to municipalities or 
farm organizations by preventing their purchase of electric power 
from the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

This really provides for the investigation of a mythical 
contract made by a mythical party for a mythical purpose 
and at a mythical price. How in the world you could pos- 
sibly start an investigation along that line I cannot honestly 
see; and it certainly has no place in this bill. I think it 
should be stricken from the bill. 

Paragraph (g) refers to the investigation of propaganda. 
If you want to go into the propaganda of the utility com- 
panies—and I do not deny that they have probably sent out 
a great deal—you should also go into the propaganda sent 
out by the Tennessee Valley Authority itself. That would 
certainly be an endless cause for investigation, and the Lord 
only knows how long it would take to do it. 

Paragraphs (h) and (i) provide for the investigation to 
ascertain what efforts, if any, have been made by private 
power companies or other private interests to affect the de- 
cisions or actions of municipalities or farm organizations 
with respect to the purchase of power from the Authority or 
acquiring title to their distributing systems. This is along 
the same line as the other. There has been an endless 
amount of propaganda, no doubt, in connection with munici- 
palities buying power plants and doing away with local utili- 
ties. I claim that if you want to go into this as a separate 
and distinct investigation, I shall not oppose it; but as a 
matter of cold, honest fact, there is no reason for it in con- 
nection with the investigation that we started in connection 
with the activities of the directors of the T. V. A., and it has 
no place in this investigation. My honest opinion is that it 
will so muddy the water that eventually you will not get any 
definite investigation or facts along the lines that we orig- 
inally intended. I wish that it could be stricken from the bill. 

[Here the gavel fell.] : 

Mr. SHORT and Mr. RANKIN rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. SHORT]. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that somebody should be heard in opposition to the amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has recognized the gentle- 
man from Missouri. The Chair will recognize the gentleman 
from Mississippi. The point of order is overruled. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, I shall not take the 5 minutes 
I am entitled to. I am glad to support the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. SNELL]. 

Mr. Chairman, judging from some of the speeches that 
have been made and certain provisions of the resolution, one 
would think that this investigation was for the purpose of in- 
vestigating the private power companies instead of the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority. I hold no brief for the private 
power companies, I am not here to defend them, and certainly 
I am not opposed to an investigation of them; but if we are 
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going to have it, let us have it as a separate and distinct 
thing instead of mixing it with the purpose of the investiga- 
tion under consideration. 

I am glad that our minority leader, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SNELL], hammered home the point that the 
one issue and the only issue in this resolution is simply to 
investigate the conduct of the members of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority and whether or not their business has been 
properly, legally, legitimately, efficiently, and prudently done. 
That is the issue before us in this resolution, and I hope that 
we shall confine it to that single issue and not muddy the 
waters, not becloud and befog the question by drawing in 
extraneous, irrelevant, and immaterial matter. Why attempt 
to cover up one investigation with another investigation? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHORT. I yield. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. If a resolution came before the House to 
investigate the power companies, would the gentleman vote 
for it? 

Mr. SHORT. If the gentleman can offer any evidence 
that will substantiate charges of wrong-doing or warrant 
an investigation. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Would the gentleman be willing to vote 
for it? 

Mr. SHORT. I certainly would vote for it. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SNELL]. 

Mr. Chairman, of course the friends of the Power Trust 
do not want any investigation of their activities. They want 
an investigation of the T. V. A. The provisions that are 
now being attacked were inserted by Senator Norris for the 
purpose of investigating the activities of private power in- 
terests in the T. V. A. area and their attempts to hamper 
and embarrass the T. V. A. in carrying out the program 
laid down by Congress. 

If this amendment is agreed to it will simply kill the 
resolution. It would either be rejected by the Senate or 
vetoed by the President. If you want any investigation at 
all, you had better vote down this amendment. 

We are not going to permit the friends of the private 
power interests to take charge of this investigation and 
merely besmirch the T. V. A. If we are going to have an 
investigation at all, we are going to make it a thorough in- 
vestigation of all phases of the question. 

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANKIN. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. SNELL. In my original statement this morning I 
said I did not think this was the time to investigate the 
original policies or intent of the Congress as far as the 
T. V. A. is concerned, because that has already been de- 
cided. For the same reason I do not think it is proper to 
investigate at this time all the utilities. 

Mr. RANKIN. If we waited till the gentleman from New 
-York got ready to investigate the utilities, they would never 
be investigated. 

Mr. SNELL. Now, I will join with the gentleman if he 
wants to investigate one, but I do not want something put 
into this that will muddy the water so that we will never 
have an investigation of the real activities of the adminis- 
trators of the T. V. A. 

Mr. RANKIN. May I say to the gentlemen that we are 
going to investigate them and we are going to investigate 
now. 

Mr. SNELL. That is all right. I know what the resolu- 
tion was intended to do in the beginning. 

Mr. RANKIN. Oh, I know what the original resolution 
introduced by the friends of the Power Trust meant. They 
did not think the Members of the Senate would take up the 
proposal and demand a thorough investigation. 

No, we are not going to permit a few men, who have tried 
to block the T. V. A. program from the beginning, to pre- 
vent us now from investigating all the activities of the pri- 
vate power interests and all of their propaganda and, if pos- 
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sible, all the money they have illegally spent in trying to 
block the T. V. A. program. 

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANKIN. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. SNELL. The reason the gentleman wants to bring 
it all out at the present time is because he is afraid to face 
the real issue which was brought up in the original resolu- 
tion. 

Mr. RANKIN. Oh, no. 

Mr. SNELL. I know what the gentleman’s point is as 
well as he does. 

Mr. RANKIN. Yes. Of course, the gentleman knows, but 
he is not stating it correctly. We want to investigate it. We 
have had resolutions pending before this Congress for a year 
or two asking for an investigation of the utilities, and they 
have been blocked by the very influences that are now trying 
to kill off this investigation. 

If a full investigation is made, it will reveal a saturnalia 
of misconduct on the part of private utilities that will shock 
the Nation. 

I hope the amendment offered by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SNELL] will be voted down. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. 

Mr. Chairman, if we strike out any references to the 
private utilities, there just will not be any use in having an 
investigation at all. 

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAVERICK. I yield to the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi, the leading friend of the T. V. A. in this House. 

Mr. RANKIN. If we strike those provisions out, I may say 
to the gentleman from Texas, there will not be any investi- 
gation, because the Senate will kill the measure or the 
President will veto it. 

Mr. MAVERICK. It would be utterly useless to have the 
investigation unless this wording remains in the resolution. 

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman yield? 

— — MAVERICK. I yield to the gentleman from New 
or 

Mr. SNELL. Is the reason this is a Senate joint resolu- 
tion so the President can veto it unless he gets what he 
wants? I would like to know that. 

Mr. MAVERICK. As far as I am concerned, I would not 
think very much of the President if he approved this bill with 
the language stricken out. He would be signing a worthless— 
worse than worthless—document. I want to make that plain. 

Mr. SNELL. As a matter of fact, the President has 
nothing whatever to do with it. It is purely a congressional 
matter. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Well, this has been made a joint reso- 
lution. The gentleman from New York says it will muddy 
the water and we—that is, the Democrats—are not meeting 
the issue. ~ 

These people who have been framing, double-crossing, and 
crooking the T. V. A. ever since it has been in operation are 
the ones who will muddy the waters, and I refer to the pri- 
vate utilities. 

Mr. CREAL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAVERICK. I yield to the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. CREAL. The gentleman from Minnesota, one of the 
spokesmen for the other side, enumerated the expense of 
attorneys as well as the number of attorneys. How can 
they very well investigate what these companies were doing 
unless they had attorneys to engage in litigation? 

Mr. MAVERICK. Of course. The gentleman is abso- 
lutely right. 

POWER TRUST THROWS A BOOMERANG AND BEGINS TO CRY 


I want to say that the original idea of investigating the 
T. V. A. came from the friends of the Power Trust and the 
enemies of the T. V. A. s 

The reason I have been in favor of an investigation of the 
T. V. A. was because I wanted to beat the enemy to the gun 
and because I do not think there is anything crooked about 
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it. Here the people are entitled to know all the facts about 
their own business. 

There may be some inefficiency, bad feeling, and things of 
that kind. The reason I have been for an investigation is 
because I do not fear an investigation. 

Yes, sir; what is going to happen now? 

We are going to have an inveStigation, and the people who 
started all this talk and who raised all this Cain know now 
that we are going to have an investigation and that it will 
hit them smack in the face. 

You cannot any more investigate the T. V. A. without in- 
vestigating the private utilities than you could investigate 
the Army without investigating airplanes, or investigate the 
Navy without investigating battleships. It is simply an inte- 
gral part of the same picture. 

You cannot separate them. 

Let us go about this thing in a sensible way. We have 
private utilities all around T. V. A. One of the principal 
causes of this trouble was the agitation for a grid system. 
Dr. A. E. Morgan was in favor of the grid system, by which 
these utilities would gobble up the T. V. A. 

If the gentlemen on the other side want an honest investi- 
gation and want to hit the people that are our friends, let 
us hit all of them. 

Let us hit every single one of them. Those that are strong 
and honest will stand. The weak will be rightfully knocked 
over. 

I hope this amendment to let the utilities go scot free is 
defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. SNELL]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 3. The committee shall report to the Senate and House of 
Representatives as soon as practicable, the results of its investi- 
gation, together with its recommendations, if any, for necessary 
legisiation. The committee or any duly authorized subcommittee 
thereof is hereby authorized to sit at such times and in such 
places in the District of Columbia or elsewhere as it may deem 

necessary and proper in the performance of its duties. It is spe- 
cifically authorized to require the attendance of witnesses by 
subpena or otherwise; to require the production of books, papers, 
and documents; and to employ counsel, experts, clerical and other 
assistants; and to employ stenographers at the cost not to exceed 
25 cents per 100 words. 

The chairman of said committee or any member of a subcom- 
mittee may administer oaths to witnesses and sign subpenas for 
witnesses which shall be served by any person designated by such 
chairman or member of a subcommittee. 

The joint committee is authorized to have such printing and 
binding done as may be necessary and to make such expenditures 
as it deems advisable within the appropriation hereby authorized. 
Every person duly summoned by such joint committee or subcom- 
mittee thereof who refuses or fails to obey the summons or who 
fails to answer the questions pertinent to the investigation shall 
be punished by law. 

The expenses of such investigation not exceeding in the aggre- 
gate of $50,000 shall be paid one-half from the contingent fund 
of the Senate and one-half from the contingent fund of the House 
of Representatives upon vouchers approved by the chairman of 
the joint committee. 

The chairman of the joint committee shall be selected by the 
joint committee. All hearings, orders, or decisions held before or 
made by the joint committee shall be public. The joint commit- 
tee is authorized to utilize the services, information, facilities, and 
personnel of any department or agency in the executive branch of 
the 8 in the performance of its duties. 


With the following committee amendments: 


Page 6, line 22, after the word “practicable”, insert “but not 
later than January 3, 1939.” 

Page 6, line 24, after the word “legislation” and the period, in- 
sert “If Congress shall not be in session at the time such re- 
port shall be made, the report shall be filed with the Secretary 
of the Senate and the Clerk of the House of Representatives.” 

Page 7, line 6, after the word “duties”, insert “and during re- 
cesses and adjournments of Congress, or either House.” 

Page 7, after line 23, insert “the provisions of sections 102 to 
104, inclusive, of the Revised Statutes (relating to examination 
and testimony of witnesses shall apply with to any per- 
son who is summoned as a witness under authority of this joint 
resolution.” 


Mr. BARTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Barton: On page 8, Bai 4, after the 
word “of”, strike out 650,000“ and insert 6250 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


4411 


Mr. BARTON. Mr. Chairman, never before have I risen 
to move an increased appropriation from the Public Treasury, 
but we are about to pass what may well be the most im- 
portant resolution of inquiry ever presented to the House. 
Other investigations have involved the operations of business 
and have tested the faith of the people in American business. 
This goes deeper. It involvesa governmental business opera- 
tion far greater and more costly than the Panama Canal. 
It raises in the minds of citizens a question of their right to 
confidence in the business integrity of their Government. 

Vast transactions and operations are involved. The inves- 
tigation should have at its disposal the best accountants in 
the land; it should have legal talent of the highest order; it 
should have time and money to dig far below the surface and 
bring up all the facts. 

Every experienced man knows that government can never 
perform any great business undertaking as efficiently and 
economically as private business. We should be prepared to 
find that there has been faulty judgment, waste, and extrava- 
gance; and on these inevitable governmental failings we 
ought to look with a spirit of charity, having in mind that 
we are dealing with a vast experiment. But the most im- 
portant fact to establish is, Has T. V. A. dealt honestly with 
the American people? Has it kept its books on a straight- 
forward basis? Has it or has it not juggled the figures so as 
to make the picture more favorable? Is the yardstick about 
which it boasts a real yardstick of 36 inches or a phoney 
yardstick of 30 or 40 inches? In a word, has there been em- 
ployed both in the operations and the propaganda that hon- 
esty which government seeks to compel in the dealings of 
business with the public? 

There must be no suspicion in the public mind that this 
proposed investigation is a mere gesture. The public knows 
that $50,000 will hardly do more than make a gesture. Let 
us remove the possibility of mistrust at the very outset by 
giving the committee a fund commensurate with the size and 
importance of the task. 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARTON. I yield to the gentleman from Ilinois. 

Mr. KELLER. I believe the gentleman made the state- 
ment that private industry can always do things cheaper 
than the Government. 

Mr. BARTON. I believe every sensible man knows that. 

Mr. KELLER. May I call the gentleman’s attention to 
the fact that in relation to the Muscle Shoals Dam that 
belief is literally proven untrue. 

Mr. BARTON. I do not know that private industry ever 
built a Muscle Shoals Dam. 

Mr. KELLER. Private contractors bid on that dam and 
the Government built it for two-thirds of the amount for 
which the lowest bidder of the private contractors offered to 
build the dam. 

Mr. BARTON. That is very encouraging, if it is true. 

Mr. KELLER. That is true not only of Muscle Shoals but 
of other places, if the gentleman will investigate the facts. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARTON. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr. RICH. I wish the gentleman would take this Treas- 
ury statement and show me where we can get $200,000. 
(Laughter.j 

Mr. BARTON. Nobody can understand that statement. 

(Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, in answer 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. Barton] may I say he 
has forgotten that most of the service rendered to the con- 
gressional committees is gratuitous. We have a law which 
I have never favored but, on the contrary, violently opposed, 
that no accountant, whether he be Price, Waterhouse & Co. 
or any other firm, can be paid over $300 a month, and no 
lawyer can receive over $300 a month, no matter who he be, 
so the $50,000 will go a long way in paying these experts 
in accounting and in the law in the conduct of this inquiry. 
We will be here until August, anyway, and some of us will 
be back next January. If this amount runs out and more 
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money is required, we can probably furnish it. Therefore, I 
believe $50,000 to start with is adequate. 

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out 
the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to proceed out of 
order. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Reserving the right to ob- 
ject, Mr. Chairman, we are just about to complete the 
consideration of this bill. Some of us have been sitting here 
for hours without any lunch. I am sure after we pass this 
bill the gentleman can get 5 minutes. 

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. I will take only about 3 minutes. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. The gentleman sets a bad 
example, that is all. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Chair- 
man, on what subject does the gentleman intend to speak? 

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. I want to speak on the statement 
that was made with regard to the reorganization bill. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I object, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. Barton]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Boreau: On page 6, line 21, after 
the word “Representatives”, insert “a preliminary report dealing 
with the qualifications of the Board of Directors“; and in line 
22, after 1939, insert “a final report on.” 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I drew up this amendment 
hurriedly. I ask unanimous consent that the amendment 
may be again reported with the addition after the words 
“Board of Directors” of the words “on or before May 1, 
1938.” 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will re- 
port the modified amendment. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Modified amendment submitted by Mr. Boreau: On page 6, 
line 21, after the word “Representatives”, insert “a ‘preliminary 
report dealing with the qualifications of the Board of Directors 
on or before May 1, 1938”; and in line 22, after 1939“, insert “a 
final report on.” 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this amend- 
ment is simply to bring to the foreground the principal part 
of this present controversy. 

As I understand it, the principal consideration at the pres- 
ent time is to determine whether or not the three directors 
who are serving as members of the Board of Directors of the 
T. V. A. are actually qualified to carry on this work. Be- 
cause of the charges and countercharges that have been 
made it seems to me the American people are entitled to have 
determined immediately the question of whether or not Dr. 
Arthur E. Morgan or Mr. Harcourt Morgan or Mr. David 
Lilienthal is qualified to serve upon this Board of Directors. 
I make no charges against either or any of them. They 
themselves have made charges which, if true, would disqualify 
one or more members of this Board. It seems to me that to 
wait for a report on this question until the committee is ready 
to report on all the questions that are to be made a subject of 
inquiry would be unjust to the American people because all 
during these months, from now until the first of January, 
the T. V. A. Board would be under suspicion and people 
would be hurling charges and countercharges against the 
integrity of men who, when appointed, at least, were con- 
sidered high-type citizens of this country. If they are men 
of distinction, if they are honest, if they are qualified, the 
people of this country are entitled to know it, and know it 
now. 

If they are disqualified, the people are entitled to know that, 
and to know it now; and on this simple question of their 
qualifications, it seems to me this committee should have 
ample time to go into that question and give the House a 
preliminary report by May 1 of this year. This would mean 
a full month, and then after that report they can work on 
the rest of the matters involved and bring in their final report 
on the 3d of January next. 
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Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I yield to the distinguished majority leader. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Of course, I quite agree with the gentle- 
man that we ought to have every element of this matter gone 
into, and we should have determined at the earliest possible 
moment whether or not these gentlemen are qualified to sit on 
this Board, but does not the gentleman think that the ist 
of May sets a date that makes it an impossible task for any 
committee, it matters not how diligent it may be? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I do not think so. I believe this amend- 
ment will force the committee to take up that question first, 
and they will have a month. We will still be in session on the 
Ist of May, and if they are not ready to report I am sure the 
House and Senate by unanimous consent will extend the time 
another 30 days; but the simple question of determining their 
qualifications, it seems to me, could be determined within that 
time. Now, if the majority leader feels that is not time 
enough, I would be willing to extend the time to July 1. My 
purpose was to have this report brought back while Congress 
is still in session, and surely that would be ample time for the 
committee to report on this simple question. If they are go- 
ing to report on the entire subject matter between now and 
the Ist of January, they cannot afford to give more than a 
month to this particular question because of the magnitude of 
the matters involved in the rest of the investigation. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Of course, the word “quali- 
fications” is not very definite and there are three subpara- 
graphs in the resolution pertaining to the conduct or actions 
of these directors. If the committee should agree with the 
gentleman, I think a better way of going at it would be to 
provide that the committee shall report on the matters con- 
tained in these three subdivisions by a certain date. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I appreciate the gentleman’s suggestion, 
and I must apologize to the House for having drawn up this 
amendment rather hurriedly. I understood the gentleman 
from New York was going to offer an amendment, but his 
amendment was a little different from what I had in mind, 
and I did not prepare my amendment until this moment. 
However, I think my amendment deals with the subject prop- 
erly, although, perhaps, it could be worked out in a little 
better manner, but it will, I am sure, meet the situation. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to proceed for 2 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BOILEAU. My amendment will put this matter in 
conference, and the bill will have to go back to the Senate 
for conference anyway; and if it is necessary to have more 
refined language used, I am perfectly willing to have that 
done. However, unless you adopt this amendment, the con- 
ferees will have no jurisdiction with reference to having a 
preliminary report made, The conferees would have before 
them the matter of when the final report would be up for 
consideration but would not have an opportunity to provide 
for two separate reports. I hope the gentleman from New 
York will accept this amendment. The purpose of the 
amendment is well known; and if more refined language is 
necessary or desirable, that can be worked out in conference. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I yield. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Here is the trouble about the gentle- 
man’s amendment. There has been no amendment brought 
in by the Committee on Rules—and I am sure the chairman 
of the Committee on Rules will agree with this statement— 
except corrective amendments or amendments that are 
usually carried in an investigation resolution, and therefore it 
is our hope that there will never be any conference necessary, 
because the Senate will accept the amendments. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I am satisfied the language of my amend- 
ment is good enough so there will be no misunderstanding 
about it. I have served on one investigating committee, and 
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I know the resolution under which we were operating was 
no more definite than the language of this amendment, and 
we had no trouble about it. This language is sufficiently 
definite so the Senate could accept the amendment without 
doing violence to the precedents or to the resolution itself, 
and I submit the language does not need any refinement for 
anybody to understand just what it means, which is to give 
preference to this subject matter and report back by May 1. 

Mr. RAYBURN. That is exactly what I think, but I be- 
lieve it would be doing violence to the intention of the 
members of the investigating committee to do anything of 
that sort. 

Mr. BOILEAU. In deference to the distinguished gentle- 
man from Texas, I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman, 
that my amendment may be amended to read “June 1” 
instead of “May 1.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks 
unanimous consent to modify his amendment in the manner 
indicated. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. This unquestionably is the most important 
investigation that has come before this Congress since I have 
been a Member of it. Simply millions of dollars are at 
stake and more, the whole question of public ownership. If 
the private utilities can succeed in muddying the waters 
and ruining this investigation then they will freeze into 
their capital stock all the water they now have in it. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PIERCE. Not for a minute. Unquestionably they 
have at least twice as much in their capitalization as they 
ought to have, and they use it for rate bases. They claim 
thirteen billions in stocks and bonds, and on the authority of 
the Chairman of the Federal Power Commission they have 
not invested over six and one-half billions. Of course they 
want to muddy the waters. That is all brought on by the 
utilities. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PIERCE. No; I do not want to yield now. The gen- 
tleman talked quite a long time. You cannot investigate 
this in any 30 days or 60 days. The date set forth in the 
resolution is fair and if they even report back here by 
January, it is all that we can expect. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I think the gentleman misunderstands 
my amendment. My amendment provides that by June Ist 
they shall report only on the question of the qualifications 
of the three members of the Board. 

Mr. PIERCE. I do not think we ought to handicap that 
group in that way. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Does the gentleman not think the Ameri- 
can people should know inside of 60 days whether these 
charges are justified? 

Mr. PIERCE. I think we know that today. The investiga- 
tion at the White House satisfies me, as far as I am concerned. 
I think anybody who will read that with an impartial mind 
will come to that conclusion. I think the resolution as drawn 
is the best that we can do. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Does not the gentleman believe it will 
be utterly impossible to make a proper report back to this 
House within 60 days as to the qualifications of these 
members? 

Mr. PIERCE. Ten outstanding men from the Senate and 
the House will be on this committee. Our Speaker will never 
have a more important duty than the selection of this com- 
mittee. The Speaker’s public career may, in the future, be 
measured and judged by this act. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PIERCE. Yes. 

Mr. RAYBURN. There is nothing in the resolution to pre- 
vent the committee from reporting on that subject in 15 or 
30 or 60 days. 

Mr. PIERCE. That is correct. That is entirely in their 
hands. I think everybody on this investigating committee 
will be very earnestly trying to get to that question, but I do 
think to set a time limit on it would be very unfair. 
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Mr. BOILEAU. But there is nothing in the resolution that 
provides that they shall make a report on these separate mat- 
ters. The resolution provides for one report, and that to be 
made in toto. There is nothing to say that they can make a 
report in piecemeal and there is nothing here directing that 
they should. 

Mr. PIERCE. If they can they will. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PIERCE. Yes. 

Mr. HILL. The Chairman of the T. V. A., or the ex-Chair- 
man, Arthur Morgan, says that he has the proof. The other 
two say that they have got proof. Why should it take over 
30 days to produce that proof before this committee? It 
seems to me that this amendment is proper. 

Mr. PIERCE. That is up to the men on this committee. 
Why should we handicap them? 

Mr. HILL. They say they have the proof and they refuse 
to give it to the President. Now, they can give it within 60 
days, surely. 

Mr. SWEENEY. And might it not work an injustice to 
hasten the return of a report to the Congress? 

Mr. PIERCE. Yes. I think the committee should be the 
judges. They will be 10 outstanding men of the House and 
the Senate. It is up to them. If they want to make a pre- 
liminary report, let them do so, but let us not handicap them 
by fixing this date. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
favor of the amendment. I hope the amendment will be 
agreed to. These three men, Dr. Morgan and his associates, 
in charge of the T. V. A., are under fire, under criticism. 
They should be declared guilty or proved innocent at once. 
Yesterday the President in speaking of the Senate in regard 
to the organization plan used the following words, and I am 
quoting directly the Associated Press dispatch which ap- 
peared in last night’s Evening Star under the heading Or- 
ganizing Act Held Proof Body Is Not for Sale”: 

President Roosevelt said today the Senate approval of his Gov- 
ernment reorganization program es that the Senate cannot be 
purehasod by organized telegrams based on direct misrepresenta- 

Speaking at an outdoor press conference, he emphasized his feel- 
ing by waiving the rule against direct quotation. 

Mr. Chairman, no one in this country believes that Sen- 
ator Boram or Senator GLass was bought, nor does anyone 
believe that other Democrats and Republicans were bought 
by telegrams. The Chief Executive must have little imagi- 
nation if. he thinks for one minute that the country would 
accuse those 43 Senators who voted against the reorganiza- 
tion bill of being bought by telegrams, and he must know 
that the country realizes that the administration has millions, 
if people want to so believe, to buy votes the other way. He 
did not say when his Supreme Court plan failed last year 
that the “Senate could not be bought.” Certainly untold 
influence was used to try to get Senators to vote for the 
President’s Supreme Court bill. How absurd it is to indicate 
that telegrams could “buy” votes when administrative pres- 
sure could not—telegrams against appropriations and 
patronage. 

I know that the Members resent that implied accusation 
or that direct accusation just as much as I do. The Mem- 
bers of Congress have their honor to maintain; and I know 
that they share my feeling of great resentment when the 
President of the United States accuses any Member, directly 
or indirectly, of having been bought. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentlewoman 
from Massachusetts yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I yield. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Whom did the President accuse of being 
bought—anybody? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I will read the article, 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to read the full 
article, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts? 

Mr. O'CONNOR, of New York. Mr. Chairman, I object. 
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Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. The gentleman asked 
me a question; I want to answer it completely. If the gen- 
tleman objects to the full article, then I will read again just 
the “sold” part of it. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. That is the part, of course, 
that all of us are interested in. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusets. This is an Associated 
Press article. Other articles I have read carried the same 
statement: 

Proves that the Senate cannot be purchased by organized tele- 
grams based on direct misrepresentation. 

In other words, by indirection the President of the United 

States was accusing Senators who voted against the bill as 
having been bought. 
Mr. RAYBURN. The gentlewoman a few minutes ago 
spoke of the President’s imagination. If she can draw that 
inference from that article, she has the greatest imagination 
I ever heard of. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. It is most interesting to 
me that he tells the country that telegrams will buy Members 
when appropriations cannot. If Members do not fight when 
their integrity is questioned, others will be loath to fight for 
them. This, Mr. Chairman, was a bitter, unjust statement 
that was sent broadcast all over the Nation. I maintain, 
Mr. Chairman, that the integrity of Members of both the 
House and the Senate is extremely high. [Applause.] 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr, Chairman, I rise in opposition to 

the pro forma amendment, 
Mr. Chairman, on this question of imagination, there was 
a man in our State one time who claimed to have been e. 
great soldier. A story went the rounds that during a battle 
the mule he was riding ran away with him, ran away from 
the enemy. An orator making a speech in our State one 
time said that his opponent was a peculiar man, that his 
imagination ran away with him in time of peace and his 
mule in time of war. [Laughter.] I think the imagination 
of the gentlewoman from Massachusetts is in flight. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? I yielded to him. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I yield. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I merely quoted the 
direct statement of the President himself. The article said 
that the usual procedure was not to use direct quotations 
by the President. One article said—I do not know whether 
it is true or not—that the President’s Secretary, Colonel 
McIntyre, advised against direct quotation. 

Mr. RAYBURN. If I say one man is honest, that does 
not mean that all other men are dishonest. If I say that 
one man falsifies, that does not man that everyone else is a 
falsifier. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. RAYBURN. I yield. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. But the implication is 
very plain that if they had voted against it it would have 
been dishonest, that they would have been bought by tele- 
grams. I refer the gentleman to the full article, for I think 
he would be very much interested in it. 

Mr. RAYBURN. It is partisanship carried to the extreme 
when a meaning like that is read into such a very general 
statement. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. BOILEAU]. 

Mr. Chairman, there is nothing in the resolution to pre- 
vent the committee making as many reports as it wants 
and as often as it pleases. I sympathize with the object 
the gentleman has in mind. I do hope the committee will 
go into this family row and try to clear that up first. I 
do hope they will report back on that within some reason- 
able time; but they may have to go outside those three 
gentlemen, they may not be willing to come to a conclusion 
or a decision by June on the testimony of those three de- 
fendants alone. At this moment it is impossible to say 
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how much time the joint committee will need to clean up 
the facts with reference to this matrimonial row that has 
been going on down there at Muscle Shoals. For that reason 
I oppose the amendment. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I gladly yield to the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Mississippi who has so ably 
championed T. V. A. 

Mr. RANKIN. It is preposterous to require the making 
of a preliminary report. Many questions are involved and 
all phases of this issue are to be investigated together. I 
am surprised that the gentleman from Wisconsin should 
offer this amendment. I hope he will withdraw it. : 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I gladly yield to the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. BOILEAU.: Is it not a fact that this resolution is so 
complicated and covers such a wide field that in order to 
complete the investigation of this one particular subject 
would require them to devote 60 days to it? My amend- 
ment will at least compel them to give first consideration 
to the principal question involved as to whether these three 
members are qualified. I make no charges against any one 
or all three of the present board. 

Does not the gentleman believe this committee should 
give first consideration to that subject and make that re- 
port first? Sixty days ought to be ample time to go into 
the qualifications of the three members. They do not de- 
vote one-tenth that much time over in the Senate in con- 
sidering the qualifications of a Supreme Court Justice who 
is going to serve on the bench for life, This committee 
ought to be able to decide the question in 30 days. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. The gentleman well knows 
that such a provision as he offers would be only directory in 
any event. If the committee could not comply with it and 
report within the stipulated time, the committee would 
come back to Congress and ask for an extension of time, 
which without doubt would be granted. ; 

Mr. BOILEAU. At least we would let them know that we 
want the committee to go into this question first. r 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. The members of the com- 
mittee will read the Recorp today and about the gen- 
tleman’s remarks, together with the sympathetic support 
his proposition has received from other Members. 

Mr. BOILEAU, If we vote down this amendment, they 
will think you on that side do not want it. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Please do not worry about 
that. We on this side want the earliest possible report. 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the President was either right or wrong in 
dismissing Morgan. The people of this country expect an 
investigation by this Congress that will confirm the President’s 
action or show he was wrong. They are entitled to this in- 
formation by June 1. 

If the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Borteav] will offer 
his amendment in the form of a motion to recommit, should 
his amendment be defeated in-the Committee, I am sure a 
large number of the Members of the House will support the 
motion to recommit. If the amendment is accepted, the 
American people will get an answer to the questicn in their 
minds today by the Ist of June. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BOILEAU]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker haying 
resumed the chair, Mr. THompson of Illinois, Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, 
reported that that Committee, having had under consider- 
ation the bill Senate Joint Resolution 277, creating a special 
joint congressional committee to make an investigation of 
the Tennessee Valley Authority, pursuant to House Resolu- 
tion 453, he reported the same back to the House with sundry 
amendments agreed to in the Committee of the Whole. 
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The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the previous question. is 
ordered on the joint resolution and amendments to final 
passage. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any amendment? If not, 
the Chair will put them in gross. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be read a third time, 
and was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the 
joint resolution. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, I offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman opposed to the joint 
resolution? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I cannot qualify in that respect. 

The SPEAKER. Does any Member who is opposed to the 
joint resolution desire to offer a motion to recommit? 


Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a motion to 
recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman opposed to the joint 
resolution? 


Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to the joint 
resolution in its present form. 

The SPEAKER. Is any Member opposed to the joint reso- 
lution in toto? 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my offer. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the motion to re- 
commit offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Borizav]. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Eomeau. moves to recommit the joint resolution to the 
Committee on Rules with instructions to report the joint resolu- 
tion back to the House forthwith, with the following amendment: 
On page 6, line 21, after the word “Representatives”, insert a pre- 
liminary report dealing with the qualifications of the members 
of the Board of Directors of the Tennessee Valley Authority, not 
later than June 1, 1938, and“, and on page 6, line 22, after 1939“, 
insert “a final report.” 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the motion to recommit. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion offered 
by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BOILEAU]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded 
by Mr. BorLeav) there were—ayes 49, nays 117. 

So the motion to recommit was rejected. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the 
joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A further message from the Senate, by Mr. Frazier, its 
legislative clerk, announced that the Senate had adopted 
concurrent resolutions of the following titles, in which the 
concurrence of the House is requested: 

S. Con. Res. 29. Concurrent resolution rescinding the ac- 
tion of the Speaker of the House and the President of the 
Senate in signing the enrolled bill (H. R. 7158) to except 
yachts, tugs, towboats, and unrigged vessels from certain 
provisions of the act of June 25, 1936, as amended, and 
requesting the return of the same to the Senate; and 

S. Con. Res. 30. Concurrent resolution rescinding the ac- 
tion of the Speaker of the House and the President of the 
Senate in signing the enrolled bill (H. R. 5793) for the 
relief of Josephine Fontana, and directing the Clerk of the 
House to reenroll the same, with certain amendments. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts, Mr. Barry, Mr. COFFEE of 
Washington, and Mr. Quinn asked and were given permis- 
sion to extend their own remarks in the RECORD. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER. Under a previous order of the House, 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. KELLER] is recognized for 
30 minutes. 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask that I be given the 
same time on next Monday, if that is agreeable. 

LXXXIII— 279 
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Hlinois asks unan- 
imous consent that on Monday next, after disposition of 
matters on the Speaker’s desk and following the legislative 
program of the day, he may be permitted to address the 
House for 30 minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


THE REORGANIZATION BILL 


Mr. WHITE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to address the House for 5 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, today’s papers carry 
a statement from the President to the effect that the action 
of the United States Senate in passing the reorganization bill 
proved that the Members of that body cannot be “purchased” 
by protests in the form of communications from their con- 
stituents. The press dispatches also state that Mr. Roosevelt 
was cautioned against the use of the word “purchased” 
by one of his personal secretaries, but that he indicated 
that he had used the word advisedly and had no reason to 
retract it. 

Does he mean that such men as William Green, president 
of the American Federation of Labor; Charles W. Holman, 
representing 350,000 organized dairymen; Charles I. Stengle, 
president of the American Federation of Government Em- 
ployees; and E. W. Stone, master of the Massachusetts State 
Grange, sought to purchase anyone? Yet these men in their 
official capacities have communicated with various Members 
of both the House and the Senate, indicating the opposition 
of their organizations to the reorganization bill. Had Mr, 
Roosevelt taken the time to give the slightest reference to 
the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp and the press during the last few 
days he would have noted that thousands of telegrams and 
letters of similar purport have been received by Members of 
the Congress, from American men and women, not only as 
individuals, but also in their official capacities, representing 
the American Legion, Veterans of Foreign Wars, and nearly 
every patriotic and civic group in this country. To have 
even intimated that these citizens sought to exercise sub- 
versive influence upon their representatives in Congress 
would be presumptuous, but to openly charge it is deplorable. 

Since when has it become a matter of malpractice for the 
people of this country to inform their own representatives 
in Congress as to their desires in connection with pending 
legislation? ; 

“Purchased” is a strong word. But the President sees fit to 
use it in connection with activities on the part of citizens 
who rightfully seek to bring home to their own representa- 
tives the sentiments in their various localities. May we not 
apply the use of the same term to the favors which are 
peddled on the Hill by Mr. Roosevelt’s agents whenever any 
legislation is before the Congress in which he is particularly 
interested? 

In fact, this peddling became so obnoxious in connection 
with the passage of this very bill that it caused Senator 
Boram to remark: 

Certain things are being promised on and off the floor that 
oe to reorganization of the Government before the bill is 
passed. 

SALE OF HELIUM ABROAD 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 3 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my remarks in the Recorp and include 
therein short articles from today’s issues of the Washington 
Evening Star and the Washington Post. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, in today’s Washington Eve- 
ning Star is an article headed “Dirigible useless in war, 
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Nazi holds. Statement on helium says fear of military use 

shows a ‘woeful ignorance.’” A smaller article appeared in 

the Washington Post of this morning. These articles read 

as follows: 

DIRIGIBLE USELESS IN WAR, NAZI HOLDS—STATEMENT ON HELIUM SAYS 
FEAR OF MILITARY USE SHOWS A “WOEFUL IGNORANCE” 


BERLIN, March 30.—Dirigibles have ceased to be useful in war, a 
source close to the Government said yesterday in a statement on 
helium. 

Any suggestion that helium imported into Germany from the 
United States might be used for war purposes, he said, is “pure 
nonsense and betrays a woeful ignorance of the question.” 


(The United States State Department has licensed export of 


helium to Germany for the new Zeppelin LZ-130, destined for 
trans-Atlantic service. Helium is being used to prevent a further 
explosion such as that of the Hindenburg last May 6.) 

German aviation experts said four factors virtually forbid the 
use of dirigibles in the next war: Low speed, high cost, bulkiness, 
and the necessity of maintaining large air and ground crews, 

They rated the value of a Zeppelin as an aggressive weapon as 
practically nothing because “the bulky, slow-flying airship is the 
easiest target for even the smallest high-powered, modern pursuit 
plane.” 

The loss of more than 70 dirigibles during the first 3 years of the 
World War best proves the contention that dirigibles have little 
military value, they said. 

However, they did not deny that the repeated appearance of air- 
ships over London had a strong moral effect. Twelve airships were 
shot down in that region alone. 


NAZIS CLAIM FEAR OF HELIUM IN WAR IS “PURE NONSENSE” 

BERLIN, March 29.—Dirigibles have ceased to be useful in war, a 
source close to the Government said today, adding that any sug- 
gestion helium imported from the United States might be used for 
war purposes is pure nonsense.” 

German aviation experts said four factors virtually forbid the use 
of dirigibles in the next war: Low speed, high cost, bulkiness, and 
the necessity of maintaining large air and ground crews. 

If the remarks some of us have made against letting the 
Germans have helium because helium can be used as a war- 
making instrument, as it were, have been made in “woeful 
ignorance,” a great many of us are in good company. The 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Mr. Edison, appearing before 
the House Committee on Naval Affairs, stated that in his 
judgment dirigibles could be used in time of war as aircraft 
carriers, Dr. Eckener, himself a German, and undoubtedly 
the greatest expert in the world on dirigibles, in testifying 
last year before the House Committee on Military Affairs, 
admitted under questioning that helium could be siphoned, 
as it were, out of dirigibles and used to fill captive military 
balloons. I am pleased, indeed, that at last we are beginning 
to hear name-calling from Berlin against those of us who are 
endeavoring to keep helium in the United States and away 
from the German Government. When they begin to call 
names it shows that our darts have reached their targets 
and we are on the right track, otherwise why their great 
concern? I appeal again to every Member of the House to 
get in touch with the Secretary of the Interior to the end 
that the Germans be granted not one cubic foot of helium, 
because it can be used as a war-making instrument, 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my own remarks in the Record and 
include therein a radio address on the subject Peace or War, 
by Col. J. E. Myers. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 

COMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION 

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization may 
have permission to sit during the sessions of the House on 
April 20, 21, and 22. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as 
follows: 

To Mr. SPARKMAN, for 4 days, on account of official business. 
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To Mr. Duncan, for 1 week, on account of important 
business. 
SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


The SPEAKER announced his signature to an enrolled bill 
of the Senate of the following title: 
S. 711. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to establish 
a Code of Law for the District of Columbia,” approved March 
3, 1901, as amended, and particularly sections 863, 911, and 
914 of the said code. 
ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 
17 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, March 31, 1938, at 12 o’clock noon. 


COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON PATENTS 

On Thursday, March 31, 1938, at 10 a. m., the Committee 
on Patents will continue hearings that began Monday, March 
21, 1938, on the following measures: H. R. 9259, to provide 
for compulsory licensing of patents; H. R. 9815, to provide 
for the granting of licenses under patents brought within a 
single control by competitors to dominate an industry; H. R. 
1666, to provide counsel for the defense and prosecution of 
rights of indigent patentees. 

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 


There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m. Thursday, March 31, 
1938. Business to be considered: Continuation of hearings 
on H. R. 9738—civil aeronautics. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. MaLoney’s subcommittee of 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 10 
a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Continuation of hearing on S. 1261—through routes. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. BULWINKLE’s subcommittee 
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 
10 a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Hearings on H. R. 9073—to extend services of the Cape Fear 
River, 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m. Tuesday, April 12, 1938. 
Business to be considered: Hearing on H. R. 9047—control 
of venereal diseases, and other kindred bills. 

COMMITTEE ON FLOOD CONTROL 

The Committee on Flood Control will continue hearings on 
Thursday, March 31, 1938, at 10 a. m. Gen. H. B. Fergu- 
son, president, Mississippi River Commission, and division 
engineers, will appear before the committee on the above 
date. 

COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS. 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Public Build- 
ings and Grounds, Thursday, March 31, 1938, at 10:30 a. m., 
in room 245, House Office Building, for the consideration 
of H. R. 9434. 

COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS 


There will be a meeting of the full open committee, Naval 
Affairs, at 10:30 a. m. Monday, April 4, 1938; continuation of 
consideration of H. R. 9315, to regulate the distribution, 
promotion, and retirement of officers of the line of the Navy, 
and for other purposes. 

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 

The Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee will hold 
hearings at 10 a. m. in room 219, House Office Building, 
on the following bills on the dates indicated: 

Tuesday, April 5, 1938: 

S. 2580. To amend existing laws so as to promote safety at 
sea by requiring the proper design, construction, mainte- 
nance, inspection, and operation of ships; to give effect to 
the Convention for Promoting Safety of Life at Sea, 1929; 
and for other purposes. 
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Tuesday, April 12, 1938: 

H. R. 6797. To provide for the establishment, operation, and 
maintenance of one or more fish-cultural stations in each of 
the States of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. 

H. R. 8956. To provide for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary investi- 
gations, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking opera- 
tions for these purposes. 

S. 2307. To provide for the conservation of the fishery re- 
sources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary investi- 
gations, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking opera- 
tions for these purposes. 

Thursday, April 14, 1938: 

H. R. 8533. To amend section 4370 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 46, sec. 316). 

Tuesday, April 19, 1938: 

H. R. 5629. To exempt motorboats less than 21 feet in 
length not carrying passengers for hire from the act of June 
9, 1910, regulating the equipment of motorboats. 

H. R. 7089. To require examinations for issuance of motor- 
boat operators’ license. 

H. R. 8839. To amend laws for preventing collisions of ves- 
sels, to regulate equipment of motorboats on the navigable 
waters of the United States, to regulate inspection and man- 
ning of certain motorboats which are not used exclusively 
for pleasure and those which are not engaged exclusively in 
the fisheries on inland waters of the United States, and for 
other purposes, 

COMMITTEE ON THE POST OFFICE AND POST ROADS 

Wednesday, April 6, 1938: 

There will be a hearing before Subcommittee No. 1 of the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads at 10 a. m. 
Wednesday, April 6, 1938, on bills in behalf of custodial em- 
ployees in the Postal Service. Room 213, House Office Building. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


1200. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a letter from the 
Secretary of the Interior, transmitting a draft of a proposed 
bill to provide for the establishment of the Green Mountain 
National Park in the State of Vermont, and for other pur- 
poses, was taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to 
the Committee on the Public Lands. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII. 

Mr. COCHRAN: Select Committee on Government Or- 
ganization. S. 3331. An act to provide for reorganizing 
agencies of the Government, extending the classified civil 
service, establishing a General Auditing Office and a Depart- 
ment of Welfare, and for other purposes; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 2033). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. CELLER: Committee on the Judiciary. H. R. 10014. 
A bill to provide for the appointment of additional judges 
for certain United States district courts, circuit courts of 
appeals, and certain courts of the United States for the 
District of Columbia; without amendment (Rept. No. 2034). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union, 

Mr. HILL: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 9128. A 
bill authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to pay salaries 
and expenses of the chairman, secretary, and interpreter of 
the Klamath general council, members of the Klamath busi- 
ness committee and other committees appointed by said 
Klamath general council, and official delegates of the 
Klamath Tribe; without amendment (Rept. No. 2053). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 
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Mr. STEAGALL: Committee on Banking and Currency. 
S. 3400. An act to extend from June 16, 1938, to June 16, 
1939, the period within which loans made prior to June 16, 
1933, to executive officers of member banks of the Federal 
Reserve System may be renewed or extended; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2060). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. STEAGALL: Committee on Banking and Currency. 
H. R. 10055. A bill to amend section 5d of the Reconstruc- 
tion Finance Corporation Act, as amended, to authorize 
loans to public agencies, to provide credit facilities for 
business enterprises, and for other purposes; with amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 2061). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. DIMOND: Committee on the Territories. H. R. 9722. 
A bill to amend section 5 of an act entitled “An act to provide 
for the construction and maintenance of roads, the estab- 
lishment and maintenance of schools, and the care and 
support of insane persons in the District of Alaska, and for 
other purposes,” approved January 27, 1905 (33 Stat. 616); 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2062). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, 

Mr. SIMPSON: Committee on Immigration and Natural- 
ization. H. R. 5382. A bill for the relief of Frank Pingitore, 
alias Francesco Pingitore; without amendment (Rept. No. 
2035). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. CLAYPOOL: Committee on Immigration and Nat- 
uralization. H. R. 6081. A bill to amend the Immigration 
Act of March 4, 1929, and for other purposes; with amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 2036). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. MASON: Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. H. R. 6306. A bill to authorize the cancelation of 
deportation proceedings in the case of Henrietta Vendem- 
mia; without amendment (Rept. No. 2037). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. CLAYPOOL: Committee on Immigration and Natu- 
ralization. H. R. 6778. A bill for the relief of Francesco 
Castelli; without amendment (Rept. No. 2038). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. MASON: Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. H. R. 7118. A bill for the relief of Mary McCombe; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2039). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. REES of Kansas: Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. H. R. 7297. A bill for the relief of Gordon 
L. Cheasley; without amendment (Rept. No. 2040). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. REES of Kansas: Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. H. R. 7304. A bill for the relief of Leon 
Sobel; without amendment (Rept. No. 2041). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. REES of Kansas: Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. H. R. 7608. A bill to authorize the can- 
celation of deportation proceedings in the case of Christian 
Josef Mueller; without amendment (Rept. No. 2042). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. LESINSKI: Committee on Immigration and Natural- 
ization. H. R. 7637. A bill for the relief of Marko Bralich, 
Anka Bralich, Ivan Bralich, Marija Bralich, and Marijan 
Bralich; without amendment (Rept. No. 2043). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. LESINSKI: Committee on Immigration and Natural- 
ization. H. R. 8077. A bill for the relief of Pasquale 
Altezza; without amendment (Rept. No. 2044). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SIMPSON: Committee on Immigration and Natu- 
ralization. H. R. 8444. A bill for the relief of Silvio 
Bonanni; without amendment (Rept. No. 2045). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House. : 
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Mr. SIMPSON: Committee on Immigration and Natu- 
ralization. H. R. 8477. A bill for the relief of Mato, 
Miljenko, Bozo, and Augustin Cibilic or Zibilich; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2046). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. CLAYPOOL: Committee on Immigration and Naturali- 
zation. H. R. 8589. A bill for the relief of Pasquale Lobrano; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2047). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House, 

Mr. MASON: Committee on Immigration and Naturali- 
zation. H. R. 8678. A bill for the relief of Albert St. Clair; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2048). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. MASON: Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. H. R. 8743. A bill for the relief of Louis Michael 
Bregantic; without amendment (Rept. No. 2049). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SIMSON: Committee on Immigration and Naturali- 
zation. H. R. 8858. A bill for the relief of Joseph Brum 
and Gussie Brum; without amendment (Rept. No. 2050). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. MASON: Committee on Immigration and Naturali- 
zation. H. R. 8869. A bill for the relief of Alfonsina Maurina 
Corradini; without amendment (Rept. No, 2051)... Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. MASON: Committee on Immigration and Naturali- 
zation. H. R. 9424. A bill for the relief of Soterios G. 
Stamoulis: without amendment (Rept. No. 2052). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mrs. O’DAY: Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. H. R. 6931. A bill for the relief of Joseph Pavich; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2054). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mrs. O’DAY: Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza 
tion. H. R. 7039. A bill for the relief of Paul Hirschmann 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2055). Referred to the Com: 
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mrs. O’DAY: Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. H. R. 7883. A bill for the relief of Stefano Pagliaro; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2056). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mrs. O’DAY: Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. H. R. 7891. A bill for the retief of Mira Friedberg 
(Mira Dworecka); without amendment (Rept. No. 2057). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mrs. O’DAY: Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. H. R. 7962. A bill for the relief of Domenico Mazzella; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2058). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mrs. O’DAY: Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. H. R. 8418. A bill for the relief of Itzhock or Isidore 
Finkelstein and Rochel or Rachela Finkelstein; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 2059). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. McREYNOLDS: A bill (H. R. 10085) to authorize 
the payment of an indemnity to the Norwegian Government 
in full and final satisfaction of all claims based on the de- 
tention and treatment of the crew of the Norwegian steamer 
Sagatind subsequent to the seizure of this vessel by the 
United States Coast Guard cutter Seneca on October 12, 
1924; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH: A bill (H. R. 10086) for re- 
storing and maintaining the purchasing power of the dollar; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. ATKINSON: A bill (H. R. 10087) to require con- 
tractors on public-building projects to name their subcon- 
tractors, and for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SUTPHIN: A bill (H. R. 10088) to include fresh 
fish, frozen fish, and shellfish among the commodities which 
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may be purchased by the Federal Surplus Commodities Cor- 
poration with funds appropriated in section 32 of Public 
Law No. 320, Seventy-fourth Congress, and any other fund 
appropriated for the purpose of surplus-commodity pur- 
chases; to the Committee on Agriculture. ; 

By Mr. BIERMANN: A bill (H. R. 10089) to divorce the 
businesses of production, refining, and transporting of pe- 
troleum products from that of marketing petroleum prod- 
ucts; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BREWSTER: A bill (H. R. 10090) to provide for 
the establishment of a lobster-rearing station in Jonesport, 
Maine; to the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 

By Mr. HILL: A bill (H. R. 10091) authorizing the con- 
struction of flood-control works on Yakima River for local 
fiood protection in the vicinity of the city of Yakima, Wash.; 
to the Committee on Flood Control. 

By Mr. McREYNOLDS: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 636) 
to authorize an appropriation for the expenses of participa- 
tion by the United States in the Fourth International Con- 
ference on Private Air Law; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. DICKSTEIN: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 637) for 
the relief of political and religious refugees; to the Commit- 
tee on Immigration and Naturalization. ; 

By Mr. LUDLOW: Concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 46) 
declaring it to be the sense of Congress that the United States 
of America should take the lead in a suspension of naval 
construction by. the leading powers and should call a confer- 
ence on limitation of armaments; to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXT, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ARENDS: A bill (H. R. 10092) for the relief of 
Artie D. Lakin; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. ARNOLD: A bill (H. R. 10093) granting a pension 
to Clarence Leslie Skipper; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. ATKINSON: A bill (H. R. 10094) for the compen- 
sation of certain employees of the Railway Mail Service; to 
the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. BREWSTER: A bill (H. R. 10095) to place Herbert 
R. Crandall on the emergency officers’ list; to the Committee 
on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

By Mr. BULWINELE: A bill (H. R. 10096) granting an 
increase of pension to Gaston H. Wilder; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. GRISWOLD: A bill CH. R. 10097) granting a pen- 
sion to Samuel Flowers; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 10098) 
granting a pension to Martha Newell; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10099) granting additional war-risk in- 
surance to Anna Christine Jones; to the Committee on World 
War Veterans’ Legislation. 

Also, a bill CH. R. 10100) for the relief of Paul G. Smith; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON: A bill (H. R. 10101) for the relief of 
Edwin Stamp; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. MOSER of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 10102) for 
the relief of Paul Henry Reeser; to the Committee on Naval 
Affairs. 

By Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 10103) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Leo V. Burchett; to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. 

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: A bill (H. R. 10104) 
for the relief of Barbara Healey; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SHANLEY: A bill (H. R. 10105) for the relief of 
Matilda P. White; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SHEPPARD: A bill (H. R. 10106) to provide for 
the reinstatement of First Lt. Richard C. Hutchinson, Air 
Corps Reserve, to the active list of the Regular Army; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 
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By Mr. SMITH of Washington: A bill (H. R. 10107) con- 
ferring jurisdiction upon the United States District Court for 
the Western District of Washington to hear, determine, and 
render judgment on the claim of John Gasser; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

By Mr. BEVERLY M. VINCENT: A bill (H. R. 10108) for 
the relief of Carl Hurt; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10109) for the relief of Gertrude Han- 
cock, administratrix of the estate of Arch F. Hancock; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10110) for the relief of Ruth Steward, 
administratrix of the estate of Luther F. Steward; to the 
Committee on Claims. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were 
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

4695. By Mr. COLLINS: Memorial of the House of Rep- 
resentatives of the State of Mississippi, relative to re- 
taining the existing Civilian Conservation Corps camps in 
Mississippi for their designated purposes and that funds 
necessary for the continuation of these camps be made avail- 
able; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

4696. By Mr. FORAND: Resolution adopted at a mass 
meeting of the citizens of Providence, R. I., protesting 
against Poland’s threat to the peace of Lithuania; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

4697. By Mr. FORD of California: Resolution of the 
faculty of Los Angeles High School, petitioning the Sec- 
retary of State, the Secretary of the Interior, and the 
President of the United States to rescind the agreement to 
send helium gas to foreign powers and also that helium be 
withheld at all times from all foreign powers; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

4699. By Mr. FULLER: Petition of the House of Repre- 
sentatives of the General Assembly of Arkansas, approving 
House bill 9047, by Representative BULWINKLE, for control of 
syphilis; to the Committee on Education. 

4700. By Mr. HART: Petition of the United Office and 
Professional Workers Union, Local No. 7, Newark, N. J., 
urging immediate action to repeal the Woodrum amend- 
ment and make a deficiency appropriation of $1,000,000,000 
to provide adequate Works Progress Administration work 
for 3,000,000 workers, to meet the present emergency, favor- 
ing immediate passage of the Schwellenbach-Allen resolu- 
tion; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

4701. By Mr. HAVENNER: Petition of the American 
Radio Telegraphers Association, Local 30, San Francisco, 
Calif., to set up a congressional committee to investigate the 
communications industry; to the Committee on Rules. 

4702. By Mr. KEOGH: Petition of the Fred Goat Co., Inc., 
Brooklyn, N. Y., concerning House bill 9259, to provide for 
compulsory licensing of patents; to the Committee on Pat- 
ents. 

4703. By Mr. RICH: Petition of citizens of Kane, Pa., pro- 
testing against the passage of Senate bill 3331, known as 
the reorganization bill; to the Select Committee on Govern- 
ment Organization. 

4704. Also, petition of the Women’s Study Club of Kane, 
Pa., protesting against the passage of Senate bill 3331, 
known as the reorganization bill; to the Select Committee 
on Government Organization. 

4705. By Mr. TERRY: Memorial of the house cf repre- 
sentatives of the first extraordinary session of the Fifty- 
first General Assembly of the State of Arkansas, requesting 
Congress to favorably consider House bill 9047, by Repre- 
sentative BuLWINKLE, providing a large fund for the con- 
trol of syphilis in the United States; to the Committee on 
Education. 

4706. By the SPEAKER: Petition of certain citizens of 
Finland, urging the lifting of the immigration quota tem- 
porarily; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


4419 


SENATE 


THURSDAY, MARCH 31, 1938 
(Legislative day of Wednesday, January 5, 1938) 


The Senate met, in executive session, at 12 o'clock 

meridian, on the expiration of the recess. 
THE JOURNAL 

As in legislative session, 

On request of Mr. BarKLEy, and by unanimous consent, 
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar 
day Wednesday, March 30, 1938, was dispensed with, and the 
Journal was approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. 
Chaffee, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 277) creating a 
special joint congressional committee to make an investiga- 
tion of the Tennessee Valley Authority, with amendments, in 
which it requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 


Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, it is evident that a quorum is 
not present, and, as the Senate is meeting in executive ses- 
sion to consider an important matter, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Sena- 
tors answered to their names: 


Adams Davis ng Pope 
Andrews Donahey La Follette Radcliffe 
Ashurst Duffy Lewis Reames 
Austin Ellender Lodge Reynolds 
Bailey Frazier Russell 

ead George Lonergan Schwartz 
Barkley Gerry Lundeen Schwellenbach 
Bilbo Gibson McAdoo Sheppard 
Bone Gillette McCarran pstead 
Borah Glass McGill Smathers 
Brown, Mich. Green McKellar th 
Brown, N. H. Guffey McNary Thomas, Okla. 
Bulkley n Maloney Thomas, Utah 
Bulow Hatch Miller Townsend 
Burke Hayden Milton 
Byrd Herring Minton Tydings 
Byrnes Murray Vandenberg 
Capper Hitchcock Neely Wagner 
Caraway Holt Norris Walsh 
Clark Hughes O'Mahoney Wheeler 
Connally Johnson, Calif. Overton 
Copeland Johnson, Colo. Pittman 

Mr. LEWIS. I announce that the Senator from Tennessee 


[Mr. Berry] is detained from the Senate because of illness in 
his family. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Cuavez], my colleague 
the junior Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIETERICH], the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. LEE], the Senator from Florida [Mr 
PEPPER], and the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van Nuys] are 
detained on important public business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-six Senators have an- 
swered to their names. A quorum is present. 

INVESTIGATION OF TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

Mr. BARKLEY. As in legislative session, I ask the Chair 
to lay before the Senate the amendments of the House to 
Senate Joint Resolution 277. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none and, as in legislative session, lays before the Senate 
the amendments of the House of Representatives to the Senate 
joint resolution. 

The amendments to the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 277) 
creating a special joint congressional committee to make an 
investigation of the Tennessee Valley Authority were, on page 
1, line 3, after “That”, to insert for the purpose of obtaining 
information as a basis for legislation”; on page 2, line 4, after 
“including”, to insert “the following, but not excluding any 
other matters pertaining to the administration and policies’ ; 
on page 2, line 10, to strike out Authority. Also“ and insert 
“Authority, and also”; on page 3, line 14, to strike out “Any’ 
and insert “Whether any”; on page 3, line 14, after “loss”, 
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to insert “has been caused”; on page 3, line 15, to strike out 
“caused”; on page 3, line 23, to strike out “Any” and insert 
“What”; on page 3, line 23, after “activities”, to insert “there 
have been”; on page 4, line 6, to strike out “Any” and insert 
“What”; on page 4, line 6, after “any”, to insert “have been”; 
on page 4, line 7, to strike out “affecting” and insert “to 
affect”; on page 4, line 11, to strike out “The facts as to 
whether” and insert “Whether”; on page 6, after line 17, to 
insert: 

(s) Whether sodium nitrate could not be produced by the air 
reduction method by all Tennessee Valley Authority power plants, 
and sold to the farmers of the Nation at a cost less than the present 
domestic market prices of imported sodium nitrate. 

On page 6, line 19, after “practicable” to insert “but not 
later than January 3, 1939,”; on page 6, line 21, after legis- 
lation”, to insert “If Congress shall not be in session at the 
time such report shall be made, the report shall be filed with 
the Secretary of the Senate and the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives”; on page 6, line 25, after “duties”, to insert 
“and during recesses and adjournments of Congress, or either 
House”; and on page 7, line 16, after “law”, to insert “The 
provisions of sections 102 to 104, inclusive, of the Revised 
Statutes (relating to examination and testimony of witnesses) 
shall apply with respect to any person who is summoned as a 
witness under authority of this joint resolution.” 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 

EBERT K. BURLEW 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate is in executive session. 
When the Senate took a recess in executive session yesterday 
afternoon the Senator from Nevada [Mr. Prrrman] had the 
floor and stated that he could not conclude his remarks then, 
but would continue today. So the Chair recognizes the Sena- 
tor from Nevada. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada 
yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. PITTMAN. I yield to the Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I arise to make a short 
statement concerning the nomination of Mr. Burlew because 
of a sense of public duty. 

My only knowledge of him comes from my contact with him 
as a Senator with a public official in an important depart- 
ment, and I am compelled to say, after a number of years of 
experience, that he is one of the most courteous, most oblig- 
ing, most efficient, and most capable officers in this Govern- 
ment. When inquiry for information is made, if he has it— 
and he very frequently does—he furnishes it immediately 
without equivocation and without delay. If he does not have 
the exact information desired, he states that he will look it up 
and get it, and he always does that very thing. There is no 
one in the Interior Department who knows more about the 
workings of that Department than he does. Naturally, not 
being a westerner, I came in contact with him principally 
about Public Works Administration matters, and he has uni- 
formly been informative, helpful, and efficient. I have been 
here a long time; I have known many departmental officials, 
and I can say truthfully that there is no better and more 
competent and efficient official in the Government at Wash- 
ington. 

I am told that Mr. Burlew is a Republican, and everybody 
knows that I am a partisan Democrat; but Mr. Burlew has 
never exhibited any partisanship in my dealings with him. 
If he is a partisan Republican, he does not have much time 
to apply his politics, because he is about the busiest individual 
whom I know. 

Again it is claimed that his nomination should not be con- 
firmed because he let a man in his Department by the name 
of Reno Stitely steal some $85,000 in the setting up of a ficti- 
tious or “phony” C. C. C. camp. I took the trouble to take 
to my home and read the hearings on that subject, and I 
came to the conclusion from the testimony that Mr. Burlew 
was not responsible for the theft. It is true it occurred in 
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Mr. Burlew’s Department, but in the same manner it oc- 
curred in Mr. Ickes’ Department, and Mr. Ickes might as well 
be charged with dereliction as Mr. Burlew; and yet I am sure 
that Mr. Ickes would not be charged with that particular 
defalcation. I have found that when a man who handles 
money for other people is a thief, it is next to impossible to 
prevent his stealing, whether the business be public or private. 

I have great admiration and affection for the distinguished 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. Pirrman], but I cannot agree 
with him that Mr. Burlew was in the slightest degree re- 
sponsible for the defalcation of Mr. Stitely. 

Mr. Burlew is an honest man. He is an indefatigable 
worker. He is on the job all the time. He is obliging and 
helpful. He knows the workings of that Department as no 
other man in that Department knows them. He is not af- 
flicted with a “swelled head,” but, in my judgment, he is a 
faithful, vigilant, active, and efficient public servant; and he 
is one who, as very few have done, has earned by hard work 
and attention to his duties and faithfulness to his Govern- 
ment the promotion that the President has given him; and, 
although I am a partisan Democrat, I shall cast my vote for 
the confirmation of Mr. Burlew’s nomination with great 
satisfaction and pleasure. 

I thank the Senator from Nevada for yielding to me. 

Mr. PITTMAN, Mr. President, when a nomination is sent 
to the Senate, it is referred to a committee for investigation 
of the qualifications of the nominee. I have always felt that 
that was a serious duty, and that it was an obligation placed 
upon the Senate in the first place and upon the committee 
in the second place. 

As I said yesterday, in this instance I took four cases for 
special investigation. I could have taken a hundred cases. 
As a matter of fact, I do not think it would be injurious to 
the Government service if the whole P. W. A. and the Interior 
Department were examined by a special committee that 
could have assistance. I received no assistance, however, in 
the effort I made to perform my duty. 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. O’Manoney] yesterday 
said that he joined nearly all the other members of the 
Public Lands Committee in asking that a western man be 
appointed as First Assistant Secretary of the Interior, the 
office vacated by the death of Mr. Walters, from Idaho, but 
that during the course of the hearings he ascertained that 
Mr. Burlew knew so much about western matters that he was 
perfectly satisfied with Mr. Burlew’s nomination. If there is 
anything in this evidence except the testimony of Secretary 
Ickes which discloses that Mr. Burlew knows anything about 
western matters, I have failed to find it, 

I think it would be a very good thing for the West if this 
nomination were rejected and a western man were appointed. 
I know it is said that this is the President’s appointment and 
that we should stand by the President’s appointment. I do 
not believe the President wanted to appoint this man. The 
testimony shows that Secretary Ickes went down on the trip 
to the Gulf with the President and talked with him on that 
trip about this appointment. We know exactly how Secre- 
tary Ickes would talk to the President about anything. He 
talks with both hands and a loud voice. Any man who is 
weary with overwork would probably yield rather than go 
on any further. I am afraid that is what the President is 
going to do also with regard to grazing under the bill we 
recently passed. 

This has been the most discouraging investigation in which 
I ever participated. I would enjoy terminating my relations 
with the Public Lands Committee as long as Secretary Ickes 
is in office, but it is my duty to watch his Department. I do 
not like to be persuaded against my will. I do not like to be 
threatened with regard to projects in my State, nor with 
regard to patronage in my State, because I believe the people 
in my State are entitled to projects of a meritorious kind, 
just as are the people of every other State. I believe that 
the people of my State, when qualified, are entitled to Gov- 
ernment positions in the State, although the record in con- 
nection with this nomination will show that that rule has 
not always been observed. 
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Fortunately, however, while I may have forfeited my right 
to be considered for patronage or even for projects, the 
interests of the State will be still taken care of by the junior 
Senator from Nevada and by the Representative from the 
State, both of whom I believe are on very friendly terms with 
the Secretary; at least, I hope they are. I should very much 
dislike to have all the Representatives of the State disregarded 
on questions of patronage and projects. 

I desire to say that I have never known so much lobbying 
as has taken place in this case to be carried on for the con- 
firmation of any other man. I do not have to prove it. 
Every Member of the Senate knows it. Mr. Burlew was 
running around here like a man fleeing from a riot. He was 
up and down the Halls everywhere, paying his respects to 
Senators. I do not think that will be denied. That was 
before the hearings started—days before they started. He 
came to my office twice and sat in it for a long, long time, 
trying to see me. I had nothing to see Mr. Burlew about. 
I was going to sit in a quasi-judicial capacity to determine 
his qualifications. I venture to say he saw every member 
of the committee before the hearings took place. That is 
merely a guess, and nothing but a guess. 

So far as I am concerned, an unprecedented effort was 
made through all kinds of influential sources to dissuade me 
from conducting any investigation whatever of this matter. 
Here, for example, is a telegram I received from the Governor 
of my State. I showed this telegram to the committee, and 
read it to them, though I did not put it in the record of the 
hearings: 

Reno, December 20, 1937. 
Senator KEY PITTMAN, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Mr. Scattergood by telephone tonight urges appointment of Mr. 
Burlew as Assistant Secretary of the Interior. I deem this infor- 
mation important to you. 

With kind regards, 


Mr. Kirman is our Governor. 

Who is Mr. Scattergood? Mr. Scattergood now is, and for 
a long time has been, the manager and chief consulting en- 
gineer of the Los Angeles Light & Power Co. What business 
has the Los Angeles Light & Power Co. before the Depart- 
ment of the Interior? I think it is a matter of official record 
that Mr. Scattergood has appeared before committees of 
Congress. 

Mr. McADOO. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada 
yield to the Senator from California? 

Mr. PITTMAN. I yield. 

Mr. McADOO. Will the Senator be good enough to state 
that the Los Angeles Light & Power Co. is a municipally 
owned utility in the thriving city of Los Angeles? 

Mr. PITTMAN. Yes; and one of the most selfish and 
domineering that ever existed. But this Mr. Scattergood 
came here at the last regular session of Congress. He came 
here for the purpose of inducing the Secretary of the In- 
terior to sponsor a bill by which the power rates now being 
charged to Los Angeles could be reduced. Nevada con- 
tended before a committee of the Interior Department, 
headed by Dr. Merriam, at which this insistence was made, 
that to reduce the power rates would leave no surplus over 
and above the cost of amortization of the dam and power- 
house, and therefore that the surplus out of which amounts 
were to be allotted to Nevada and Arizona in lieu of the loss 
of taxation would cease to exist. The representatives of the 
four upper States of the Colorado River Basin—Utah, Colo- 
rado, New Mexico, and Wyoming—opposed the reduction of 
rates to Los Angeles for the same reason; that is, that while 
it would benefit Los Angeles, it would destroy the surplus 
that is provided for in the present contract, and nothing 
would go to the four upper States for the future develop- 
ment of the Colorado River; nothing would go into the fund 
established in the Boulder Canyon Act for that very purpose. 

Mr.McADOO. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me 
for a moment? 


RICHARD KIRMAN. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada 
further yield to the Senator from California? 

Mr. PITTMAN. I yield. 

Mr. McADOO. I do not think the Senator means to 
attribute Mr. Burlew’s appointment to the fact that an effort 
was made, which has not yet been concluded, by the city of 
Los Angeles in conjunction with the Senators from Nevada 
and the other Colorado Basin States, upper and lower, to 
readjust that contract upon an equitable basis which, in the 
opinion of a great many of us, would have been more ad- 
vantageous to the signatory States to the Colorado River 
pact than the agreement which now exists. 

Nor do I think the Senator means to imply—at least I 
hope not—that the city of Los Angeles was trying to get any 
advantage of the other States involved. It was just a friendly 
effort to see if we could not readjust the matter so that a 
larger award would come to the States of the Colorado Basin 
than would otherwise be possible. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Of course, it is hardly possible to con- 
ceive that Los Angeles would try to take advantage of any 
State. I realize how absurd it would be even to intimate 
such a thing. But, as a matter of fact, the beneficence of 
Los Angeles was not recognized by Arizona and Nevada when 
they were presenting this matter. Nor did the other States 
appreciate the kindness and charity of Los Angeles. In fact, 
some of us were instrumental in getting a provision placed 
in the Bonneville bill by the committee. It came to the floor 
of the Senate, and when it was apparent that even that pro- 
vision did not satisfy the four upper States, it was neces- 
sary to withdraw it to prevent a filibuster against the Bon- 
neville bill. 

Mr, President, that is not all. I called attention to the 
matter in the hearings, when I asked to be excused, that I 
might have a week or 10 days to go to Nevada on this power 
matter. I discovered accidentally along in January that the 
representatives of the Los Angeles Light & Power Co. were 
in secret session in the Department of the Interior, with a 
draft bill to reduce the rates without consideration of Ari- 
zona or Nevada or Colorado or Utah or New Mexico or 
Wyoming, in a star-chamber proceeding in the Department 
of the Interior. They had been working there for weeks, 
and when that came out a violent protest went up in all 
the Colorado River States, and they commenced to have 
meetings in those States, and I went out West to attend one 
of those meetings. We had the representatives called there 
from Los Angeles to see what kind of a bill they had, and 
they had a bill that was totally unacceptable to any one of 
the other States. 

Mr. McADOO. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. PITTMAN. I yield. 

Mr. McADOO. That is the first I have heard of any star- 
chamber proceedings about the Colorado River business. 

Mr. PITTMAN. They sometimes do not notify the 
Senator. 

Mr. McADOO. I had no part in the meetings. But I do 
not think they were star-chamber proceedings, in any event; 
I suppose it was a perfectly rational effort on the part of 
gentlemen who were concerned in this problem to try to 
arrive at some basis which could be submitted, of course, 
to the Senators from the other States. That would be nec- 
essary in any event, because nothing can be done unless 
the representatives of the other States agree. I presume 
the proceedings to which the Senator is referring were for 
the purpose of finding some tentative basis of discussion, 
and nothing else, because it would have to be submitted and 
approved by the Congress in any event. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Nearly a year ago they were having 
ex parte proceedings in the Department, and when the 
other six States found it out they demanded a public hear- 
ing, and we had the public hearing. Dr. Merriam was asked 
to sit at that hearing. At that time all of the six States 
protested against what California was attempting to obtain, 
and, as far as I know, there has never been any report of 
that meeting. 
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Following that we had other hearings in which some of 
the representatives of the other States were allowed to be pres- 
ent, in an effort to agree on legislation. No legislation was 
agreed on. Nevertheless, an amendment was proposed, sug- 
gested in the House bill, an amendment to take care of the 
situation. 

As I have said, that failed. It was distinctly understood 
by California and her representatives that the other States 
were entitled to be represented in any conference with the 
Department of the Interior looking to a bill to be sponsored 
by them, and in spite of that understanding 

Mr. McADOO. Mr. President, I may say to the Senator 
that, as one of the Senators from California, I certainly 
had no notice of any such arrangement. I have assumed 
that in all the somewhat protracted negotiations last year 
and the year before, in the attempt to arrive at some basis 
which would be an improvement upon the present status, 
everyone was kept informed, and eventually anything that 
was proposed would be submitted, necessarily, to the Con- 
gress for its approval. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I understand the Senator is not to blame 
in this matter at all. Nevertheless, we discovered acci- 
dentally what was going on, and, having discovered it, we 
started to protest and hold meetings out in the States about 
it. Of course, I understand that they said they had no in- 
tention of finally settling the matter. Nevertheless, we got 
information that Mr. Margold, conducting the examination, 
was about to report to the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. McADOO. Mr. President will the Senator yield 
again? 

Mr. PITTMAN. I yield. 

Mr. McADOO. I think the Senator will probably concede 
if such secret negotiations had been undertaken they could 
not possibly have succeeded until they had been ratified. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Yes; but unfortunately Los Angeles does 
not know that. 

Mr. McADOO. Does not know it? I think California 
realizes it perfectly, because it has never been able to get 
any agreement about this matter, and has always attempted 
at least to effect by friendly negotiations some alteration of 
the present status, and that is all it has ever done. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. Scattergood has time and time again 
endeavored to force this thing through, and he and his at- 
torneys have been told by me, and others, that they did not 
have any chance to shove anything through Congress. 

Mr. McADOO. They could not put anything through 
without the Senator’s consent, and the consent of the Con- 
gress. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Yes; but it is getting now so that when- 
ever the Secretary of the Interior recommends. something 
there are not enough courageous men to turn it down. That 
is what I am getting at. There was a time when a piece 
of legislation that was prejudicial to six States could not pass 
Congress, but I have a doubt in my mind now about that. 
I do not ever want to take a chance on it again, and I think 
we have a right to that position. 

This man Scattergood, seeking favors at the hands of the 
Interior Department at the expense of six other States 
equally interested, is the man who telephoned to the Gover- 
nor of my State to wire me to support Burlew’s appointment, 
knowing well enough that I was against it. That is not all. 
They go further. They take it up with Mr. Ed W. Clark, 
State chairman of the Democratic Party in Nevada, to have 
him wire me to support Mr. Burlew’s nomination. 

Mr. President, persuasive arguments have been made with 
me by my friends, all of them coming from headquarters. 
My friends could not help being telephoned to, and my friends 
could not help telling me what they had heard. It has had 
No effect on me so far; and I do not think it will have any 
effect on me. 


Right in the midst of the proceedings the Secretary tele- 


phoned to the chairman of the committee. The committee 
was considering the nomination of a man who was appointed 
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by the President at the request of the Secretary, and in the 
hearing we find this: 

The CHAIRMAN., I really think, in view of the length of time that 
we have taken, we ought to reach a conclusion as soon as we 
can. The Secretary informed me this morning that he was being 
very much handicapped in his office by the lack of a First Assistant 
and the fact that Mr. Burlew was putting in a portion of his time 
over here, and he was hoping that we would expedite the hearings. 

Senator LEE. Senator Prrrman, I wonder how much longer it will 
take, with the material that you have there? 

Senator Prrrman. Well, certainly as long as if not longer than I 
have taken on it so far. 

Senator LEE. Probably one more sitting of the hearing would give 
Senator Prrrman sufficient time; and then might we have an 
executive meeting? 

Senator Prrrman. Let me say something more. The Senator has 
not been present 


Senator LEE. I have been following the hearings, Senator. 


Secretary Ickes is so certain of his power of domination 
and of intimidation—and he certainly never hesitates to use 
it—that he makes this public statement in a speech here in 
Washington. This is under date of January 22, just after 
the hearings started: 

“It is inevitable that in the end any logical and sensible govern- 
ment will establish a department of conservation,” Secretary Ickes 
last night predicted before an audience of 300 at a banquet con- 
cluding the 2-day conference on national parks, sponsored by the 
American Planning and Civic Association. 

Paying tribute to the personnel of the Park Service, Ickes re- 
marked, “Some of you may have noticed an effort now being made 
to dig up something to the discredit of the Service. Don't let it 
worry you. It takes more than one man to make an elephant out 
of a fly speck.” 

The papers friendly to Mr. Ickes and Mr. Burlew time and 
time again published that a one-man filibuster was being 
carried on in the committee. Here are 615 pages of the 
hearings. There were probably 50 times as many records 
necessary to be examined to weed out these 615 pages, and I 
had no assistance in the matter. I did the work as fast as I 
could, and there was no unnecessary delay about it. Yet the 
press favorable to the Secretary were constantly stating that 
a one-man filibuster was going on. 

There is a columnist in Washington whose articles are 
syndicated. He is under obligations to the Secretary of the 
Interior, and rightfully so, because the Secretary had proven 
his friendship to him. The articles in this column have ridi- 
culed me, they have charged that I was prejudiced against 
Mr. Burlew because his name was on a bronze tablet on 
the Boulder Dam, together with that of Mr. Ickes’ name, and 
my name was not there. 

That has been charged. It is charged in that column that 
my fight here was based purely on personal animosity. The 
columnist has charged in a series of articles that I was 
instigated to go on with the investigation by some lobbyist 
from California, some man who was opposed to the transfer 
of the Forest Service to the Department of the Interior. 
That, of course, is untrue. 

In connection with these hearings let me call the attention 
of the Senate to one of the most extraordinary things that 
has ever come to my knowledge. Something was done that 
so far as I know was never done before. The occurrence to 
which I refer took place while I was in the middle of my 
conduct of this investigation. A release was issued to the 
press blackening the name of two officers in the State of 
Nevada, two head men in the C. C. C. service under the 
Department of the Interior. Why was this release given to 
the press at the time? It is perfectly evident why it was 
done. It was done to create the impression that these men 
were Nevada citizens, that they were endorsees of mine al- 
though they knew that to be untrue. That is the reason 
for that release. Did Senators ever hear of such a thing as 
this in their lives?— 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
February 9, 1938. 
Memorandum for the press, immediate release. 

Two employees of the Division of Grazing, Department of the 
Interior, have been suspended from duty pending their answer to 
charges covering alleged violation of regulations for the repair 


of automotive equipment, it was announced today. Those sus- 
pended are Chester R. Hunt, regional supervisor at the Reno, Nev., 
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headquarters of the Division of Grazing, and Darryl Dan Clifford, 
regional supervising mechanic of the Reno office, which serves as 
administrative center for grazing work in Nevada, California, and 
Oregon. 


Listen to this: 


Final action will not be taken until the employees have had an 
opportunity to answer the charges. 

Briefly, the facts submitted to Secretary Ickes by the Division of 
Investigation for review are these: 

Chester R. Hunt had a brother who was in the garage business 
in Oakland, Calif. 

Early in the summer of 1937 it was discovered that Chester Hunt 
had ordered the repair of certain automotive equipment at the 
garage owned by his brother at Oakland, 260 miles away from 
Reno. The equipment was returned to service in a defective con- 
dition. It is also alleged that Hunt attempted to hush up reports 
of defective repairs, and that he failed to advertise for bids for 
repairs on the equipment, as required by regulations of the De- 
partment of the Interior. 

Darryl Dan Clifford is alleged to have been inyolved in collusion 
in connection with the repair of equipment in the garage of Hunt's 
brother in Oakland. 

1 for these repairs amounted to $849.15, which, with cost 

tion of the motors from Reno to Oakland and return, 
8 $422, made a total cost to the Government of $1,271 
for work which might have been done for less in Reno or 
Bakersfield. 

Sevent trucks were first taken from Reno for overhauling to 
Oakland by Clifford, it is alleged, and no bids were sought for their 
repair and no record of the shipment made in the Reno office. In 
another instance two trucks and seven motors were transferred 
in the same manner, with no records and no advertisement of bids, 
and the inferior quality of the repair work resulted in the total 
loss of two motors. 

It is alleged that avoidance of necessity to advertise for bids for 
repairs was undertaken through preparation of several invoices, 
involving small amounts, to cover the work. 

John C. Fales, assistant engineer at the Reno office, also was 
suspended for alleged improper conduct and negligence of the 
performance of his official duties through efforts to suppress items 
in reports to his superiors. 

The investigation was directed by Secretary Ickes sometime ago 
at the request of the Division of Graaing. 


In this connection, I quote a brief extract from the tes- 
timony of Mr. Burlew: 


Senator Prrrman. * * Mr. Hunt was appointed from Oak- 
land., Calif.? 

Mr. Burtew. Yes. Reno is the regional office for three States. 

Senator Prrrman. He had been residing there right along? 

Mr. Buriew. I assume so; yes. 

Senator Prrrman. I met him once in my life. I did not know 
who recommended him or where he came from. Have you his 
personnel file? 

Mr. Burtew. Oh, yes; I have, but not here. 

Senator Prrrman. I would like to see the personnel file. 

Mr. Buriew. All right, Senator. 

Senator Prrrman. I do not think he was recommended by any- 
body in Nevada. 

Mr. Buriew. Oh, I am sure of that. 


After reading the release I asked Mr. Burlew: 


What I want to ask you about is this sentence: 

“Final action will not be taken until the employees have had an 
opportunity to answer the charges.” 

Does it not occur to you that the publication and broadcasting 
of a charge of that kind, which carries with it the natural in- 
ference of a criminal act, is very unfair until those concerned have 
had an opportunity to controvert the charge? 

Mr. Burtew. I agree with you, Senator, entirely. I may say 
this, that the first reports of this action came to us from the news- 
papers. They originated in Reno. I told the press section that we 
would refuse to give out these charges. We never do; it is unfair 
to the men, who have not had a chance to answer them. 

However, a rifle club in Reno wired in and insisted that the 
charges be made public. There was a lady in Reno—I have for- 
gotten her name—who wrote in in the same way. The newspapers 
were alive with the thing. I think it was due to this hearing. 
I think the newspapers and the people out there pressed this, due 
to the fact that I was present at these hearings. We had to get 
this out due to the demand. 


Never before was such a thing as that done. Charges at 
this time were being made of conspiracy and corruption in 
the hot-oil case against two of the investigators of the hot- 
oil cases? The two investigators admitted that they owned 
interests in the wells which were the subject of the fake. 
Not only did the Department not publish the charges against 
those two investigators but it turned down all of the charges 
made by the Bureau of Investigation of the Department of 
the Interior, which recommended the dismissal of the two 
men, and the Secretary employed a special counsel from 
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Chicago to whitewash them. Nothing was ever published 
about those matters. Charges were made against Watson 
over the missing of $895. Watson was a pay clerk in Yellow- 
stone Park. The investigating committee found that there 
Was no one on earth by whom the money could be taken 
except by this man. However, no recommendation for dis- 
missal was made. Those charges were never published 
before or even after the money was paid back by Watson. 
Mr. President, that is simply another illustration of the 
methods of intimidation employed in this whole process we 
have been investigating. 

It is discouraging to have Senators rise on the floor of 
the Senate and endorse a man when a report is being made 
to the Senate with regard to the investigation of his fitness. 
They do not seem to care what the evidence is. That is not 
the question. If the man gives them what they want, he is a 
good man, no matter what may be shown against him. 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Norris in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Nevada yield to the Senator from 
Illinois? 

Mr. PITTMAN. I yield. 

Mr. LEWIS. Will the able Senator from Nevada tell me 
who was the Chicago lawyer to whom he referred? 

Mr. PITTMAN. A gentleman named Latimer. Has the 
Senator ever heard of him? 

Mr. LEWIS. I have heard the name, but I do not place 
that name in connection with the bar at this time. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I have stated practically what I expect 
will result in connection with this matter, but I am going on 
with a statement of the case just the same, 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. Apams] stated that the 
occurrence with regard to the deleted report to the House of 
Representatives and to the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La 
FoLLETTE] occurred a long time ago, about 8 or 10 years ago. 
That is true. The power situation in this country was acute 
then, and the power situation is just as acute today, and it 
may be acute for a long time. It is true that the Supreme 
Court has decided that the holding companies must register, 
but it is a very narrow decision, and will probably not pre- 
vent hundreds of other suits on other questions being raised. 
But I said to the Senate that I believe the record in this 
case will disclose squarely that Mr. Burlew was attempting to 
conceal that undeleted report. I think the evidence in this 
matter will show clearly that Mr. Burlew was attempting 
later on to aid Bonner and Griffith in their libel suit. I 
think his testimony in 1932 and his testimony in 1933 will 
show that he is cunning and deceptive and untrustworthy. 
I will proceed with a discussion of that matter right now. 
If his character was of that kind then, I do not think he has 
changed his spots. 

First, I wish to turn to Mr. Bonner’s testimony given 
in the court, and which is now in the record of the com- 
mittee hearings. Let us remember that in January 1928, the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce of the 
House had insisted on a report from the Federal Power 
Commission. That Commission then consisted of the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, the Secretary of War, and the Secre- 
tary of Commerce. I believe that was the membership. 
The committee had been trying to get a report from the 
Power Commission for a long time, because the Interstate 
Commerce Commission had been having great trouble in 
getting the accounts and the records of the Niagara Power 
Co., and other great institutions of that kind, and getting 
the basis upon which to determine what the rate base 
should be. A report was sent to the House committee on 
January 12, 1928. That report contained pages of crit- 
icisms and charges against some of the great power com- 
panies of this country. It was released subject to announce- 
ment later on by the Federal Power Commission. A copy of 
it was smuggled out of a pocket in scme way and got into 
the hands of the McGraw Co., and finally into the hands of 
the big power companies. 

The Power Commission was induced to withdraw the re- 
port from the House committee. It was withdrawn, and on 
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February 12 they reported back to the House committee de- 
leting all the criticisms, charges, and suggestions with re- 
gard to the control of such power companies. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La FOLLETTE] in Janu- 
ary 1929 wrote to Mr. Bonner, secretary of the Power Com- 
mission, asking him to send the Senator a copy of the 
original report. The Senator was sent a copy of the deleted 
report in a letter which indicated that it was the original. 
Let me read from Mr. Bonner’s testimony on that subject. 
It is said that Burlew had nothing to do with that. I shall 
read Mr. Bonner’s testimony first, and Mr. Burlew’s testi- 
mony afterward. 

I read from the testimony given in court in 1933 by Mr. 
Bonner, who was being examined by Mr. Leahy. This testi- 
mony was given in one of the libel suits by Bonner and 
Griffith against Hearst: 


Q. You mean you did not have the right to destroy those in your 
capacity as executive secretary? 

A. I probably would have; yes, sir. 

Q. But you were acting under Mr. Burlew's order? 

A. Yes; or the chairman's. 

Q. Secretary Wilbur? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Now, can you tell us what it was that Secretary Wilbur said to 
you that indicated the necessity of bundling these undeleted reports 
up and putting them in a drawer in a safe and then locking that, 
and he, the Secretary retaining the key? 

. I did not know that. 
50 told you he was going to do it? 


e tell you he was going to put them in a confidential file? 
S 

Did he tell you why? 

A. I was told to send them up to the chairman’s office, and I 
understood et Pees tak a confidential file. 

Who told you tha 

A. Mr. Burlew. 

Q. You just concluded, from the fact that Mr. Burlew told you 
them up to the Secretary’s office, that when they got there 
they would go in a confidential file? 

A. Yes. 


I am reading this testimony because it will be followed 
later by the testimony from Mr. Burlew’s deposition. I read 
from Mr. Bonner’s testimony: 


Q. Now, I show you this package, or what was a package before 
we unwrap it, which has been marked “Defendant's Exhibit 
No. 31” with these papers having been enclosures therein. Did you 
ever see that package before? 

A. Yes; I am pretty sure I did. I did not remember all the 
Papers there were in it. 

Q. Did you ever take that package up to Mr. Burlew’s office? 

A. I took it or sent it. I cannot tell you now which. 

Q. If you sent it, do you remember by whom you sent it up? 

A. If I did send it I would have sent it by my clerk or by one of 
the messengers. 

Q. Now, can you give us the date on which this package was 
transferred to the chairman’s office? 

A. My only recollection on that would be guided by this reply to 
the La Follette letter, and it would have been within a day or two 
of that, probably about November 15, 1930. 

Q. 1930? 

A. Well, 1929. That is right. 

Q. At whose suggestion were those papers sent to the chairman's 
office? 


Mr. LAMBERT. I object. There is no evidence here of any sugges- 
tion. Before his mind was blank on it. 
Mr. GuUmeER, No; this witness’ mind was never blank about it. 
. 


Q. ey Se 3 instructions from anyone respecting this 
Papers 
A. Tes; I would consider them that. 


Q. Les, sir. Is that ycur answer? 
A. Yes, sir. 
* * © s 0 $ s 

Q. Were they written or oral? 

A. Oral. 

Q. From whom were they receiyed? 

A. Mr. Burlew. 

Q. Who is Mr. Burlew? 

A. Assistant to the Secretary of the Interior. 

Q. Following the receipt of such instructions, what did you do? 

A. I either sent them up or took them up. I do not recall now. 

Q. Did you ever make any suggestion yourself that these papers 
should be kept up there? 

A. I do not recall any suggestions I made. I recall that I did 
talk it over with Mr. Burlew, and there might have been some 
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mversation with the Secretary, but I do not recall that spe- 
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cifially; but I do remember a conversation with Mr. Burlew at 
which this was discussed and the La Follette letter was discussed. 

Q. Did you thereafter have any occasion to see these papers? 

A. Yes; I did. 

Q. When and what was the occasion of that? 

A. I cannot recall now, Mr. Guider, whether it was on one or two 
occasions, but at least on one. I know after these papers were 
discussed at the Senate hearing on the reorganization bill I did go 
up and examine some of those reports. I had not looked into the 
thing in detail before that to know exactly what was in the report, 
and after that I did go up and got Mr. Burlew to dig out the 
package and I examined it then. 

* * » * . * * 


That was in 1930. The papers were still subject to 
Burlew’s handling in 1930. 
Going on with the testimony: 


Q. So the only suggestion you made as to where this bundle 
might be found was in the suggestions which you made to your 


Q. From whom did you learn that that bundle was in a confi- 
dential file? 

A. Mr. Burlew. 
. told you? 


es, sir 
Did he tell you what kind of a confidential file it was? 


e tell you it was in a box or drawer in the Secretary’s 
which, the Secretary alone had the key? 

That is correct. r 

Did he. tell you he had made a search for that bundle and 
opened that safe and could not see or find the bundle? 
83 me they had made a thorough search before several 
times locking for that bundle. 


I desire to read now what Mr. Bonner testified with regard 
to the La Follette letter. I consider this transaction a piece 
of deception which has not been equaled at any time that I 
know of. 


Under date of November 8, 1929, Senator RoseERT M. La FOLLETTE 
wrote the following letter: 
Hon. F. E. BONNER, 
Executive Secretary, Federal Power Commission, 
Washington, D. Cc. 

My DEAR Mr. BONNER: As you no doubt know, I am much inter- 
ested in the power situation in connection with my studies con- 
cerning proposed legislation. 

I am anxious to obtain a copy of the first and 
memorandum on organization, duties, and status of the Federal 
Power Commission, which was sent to the House Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce in relation to H. R. 8141 and 
S. 1606 in 1928. 

Will you please direct that I be furnished a copy of this 
memorandum? 

Sincerely yours, 


And under date of November 14— 


I assume that is 1929. Mr. Bonner replied as follows: 


Hon. Ronxxr M. La FOLLETTE, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR La FoLLETTE: Agreeable with the request in your 
letter of November 3, there is enclosed a copy of the report made by 
this Commission to the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce in relation to H. R. 8141 and S. 1606 in 1928. 

Very truly yours, 


ROBERT M. La POLLETTE. 


F. E. Bonner, Executive Secretary. 
I quote further from Mr. Bonner’s testimony: 


Q. Did you send a first and original memorandum to Senator 
La Follette? 

A. No. 

Q. Why did you not? 

A. I was told not to, 

Q. By whom? 

A. Mr. Burlew. 

Q. And Mr. Burlew was then in what office? 

A. He. was. sesistant: to the Secretary, and enen e she 
Commission. 

Q. And the chairman’s name was what? 

A. Dr. Wilbur. 

Q. The same Dr. Wilbur whose deposition was read in this case 
ea plaintiff? Is that true? 

. Yes. 

Q. Why did you think it was necessary for you to inquire of Mr. 
Burlew as to whether or not you could supply Senator La FOLLETTE 
with a copy of the first and original memorandum when you had 
several before you? 

A. I found there was one that had been canceled entirely by the 
Commission and a later report substituted. I talked with Mr. 
Burlew, who was with the Secretary of the Interior at the time that 
report had been made several years before. 
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Q. Do you now say that before you opened that bundle you had 
learned that the undeleted report had been canceled by the 
Commission? 

Mr, Hocan. He did not say that. 

Mr. LEAHY. I am him, 

The Wirness. I understood it had been revised; yes, sir, 


By Mr. LEAHY: 


Q. Before that time? 

A. I would not say that. 

Q. I want you to search your recollection on that. 

A. I do not believe I could tell you that, Mr. Leahy. It was all at 
the same time and I cannot remember the details of what happened 
when this was done. 


There he testifies positively that at about the same time 
he took this report up there he asked the advice of Mr. 
Burlew, and Mr. Burlew advised him not to send the unde- 
leted report. 

Going on further with the testimony: 


Mr. Rape ed aA al bit VOU gt ee Res se ys 3 
1 ogi is a photostatic copy of it? Is it? 


Yon 8 that? 
Yes, sir. 
Look it over. 


Yes. F 
Riian think that was after you talked to Mr. Burlew? 
es. 
On November 14 
. Ropert M. La FOLLETTE, 
United States Senator. 

Dear SENATOR LA FOLLETTE: Agreeable with the request in your 
letter of November 8 there is enclosed a copy of the report made 
by this Commission to the House Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce in relation to House Report 8141 and Senate 
1606 in 1928. 

Very truly yours, 


80 


yo 


3 


5 
8 


F. E. BONNER. 


Now. you knew, did you not, Mr. Bonner, that that report that you 
were sending to Senator LA FoLLETTE was not the report he had 
requested in his letter of November 1928? 

A. I don't know but what that final report was one that would 
suit him as well or better, because that was the final report of the 
Commission. 

Q. You knew there was a distinct difference between that one 
and the one yog sent to Senator La FOLLETTE? 

A. I did; yes, sir. 

Q. You knew you were sending to Senator La FOLLETTE the report 
that he was not calling for? 

A. Not exactly. 

Q. What do you mean? 

A. We sent a report that was the final report of the one that he 
described. } 

Q. Did you send him, in accordance with his request, the first 
and original memorandum? 

A. Not if by that he meant the one that was canceled. 

Q. Did you have any doubt as to what he meant by that lan- 
guage, Mr. Bonner? 

A. Probably not. 

Q. Of course not. When you got the letter you went up to Mr. 
Burlew and asked him if you should send it? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Then you knew what he was calling for? 

A. We suspected. 

Q. Then you sent him the report which was revised with the 
deleted portions? 

A. That is right. 

Q. I am going to ask you if Judge Lowell did not ask these 
questions from the bench in your trial in Boston? 


These are questions asked by the judge: 


Q. Did you have his letter calling for the first and original 
memorandum? Did you have that or what he wanted? 

A. I don’t know whether I could answer that. I don't know 
that he had that at the time. 

Judge LowELL. No; answer the question. La FOLLETTE asked you 
for the first and original report, and you sent him the second, 
knowing it was not the first. Why did you do it? 

The Wrrness. It was probably done, Your Honor, because Mr. 
Burlew said there was only one final report. 

The Court. The one you sent La FOLLETTE was not the one he 
asked you for? 

The Witness. Probably so; yes. 


The examining lawyer then said: 

It took seven questions to get you to say “probably so: yes” 
there, did it not? 

I think I have read enough of the testimony of Mr. Bonner 
to show the relation of Mr. Burlew to this transaction as 
testified to by Mr. Bonner. 
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Now, I desire to turn to the deposition of Mr. Burlew in 
1932. I am calling particular attention to this because the 
testimony of Bonner is perfectly clear. It is clear that Bur- 
lew sent for these undeleted reports; it is perfectly clear 
that they were in his possession in 1930, and that they were 
brought up there in 1928; it is perfectly clear that Burlew 
showed the papers to Bonner in 1930. The testimony is 
perfectly clear that Bonner deceived Senator La FOLLETTE, 
by the instructions of Mr. Burlew, and that the deceit con- 
tinued until the hearings before the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce in 1930 at the time Merrill, former 
secretary of the Power Commission, came before the com- 
mittee. 

Now, let us see what Mr. Burlew has to say about that in 
his deposition. Mind you, Mr. President, this deposition was 
in 1932, in the Bonner-Hearst suit, and it will be found 
when he was cross-examined in the other suit in 1933 that 
he more or less changed his deposition, in that he said, 
“If I did do it, it was by the instruction of Dr. Wilbur.” 

Now, let us see as to this. I quote from Mr. Burlew’s depo- 
sition of March 23, 1932. This was before they had been 
able to find these undeleted reports in the office of the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, although they were placed there in 
1928: 


Q. Mr. Burlew, how long have you been in that position? 


That is the position he now holds. 


A. Since March 5, 1923. 

Q. I show you a photostat of a letter dated November 8, 1929, 
and addressed to F. E. Bonner, executive secretary, Federal Power 
Commission, and bearing the signature of RoserT M. La FOLLETTE, 
and ask you whether you ever saw that etter. 

A. I have no recollection of seeing it until I looked up the Power 
Commission records for Secretary Wilbur when he was subpenaed 
in this same case. 

Mr. SmirH. I would like to have it marked for identification. I 
offer it in evidence, and inasmuch as it is short, will ask to have 
it copied in the record. 


The letter was then read into the record. 


Q. Did Mr. Bonner ever consult you with reference to that letter? 

A. Not that I recall. 

Q. Have you any recollection of advising Mr. Bonner as to how 
he should reply to that letter? 

A. I have not. 

Q. What is your best recollection one way or the other as to 
whether you did or not?— 


The answer to the question is a very important answer; it is 
so different from the answer of 1933— 


A. Of course, in my position there are many thousands of mat- 
ters go across my desk during the course of a year. It has been 
e 3 years since the incident is supposed to have oc- 

curred. It may be possible Mr. Bonner spoke to me regarding this 
memorandum report which the Senator mentions in his letter. I 
should not be surprised if he did, because he brought to me many 
small questions of that sort which I attempted to decide sometimes 
without consulting the Secretary when I knew what his policy 
would be. In other cases I would consult the Secretary and then 
give Mr. Bonner the answer. So that it is possible he spoke to me 
about this report. Of that, I have no recollection. 

Q. Do you know what this report was? 

A. I do not. I wish to amend that by saying that since the 
Secretary was subpenaed in this case I have looked at the report 
and have secured that copy. 

Q. Where did you secure the copy? 

A. From the Federal Power Commission’s files. 

Q. Was there any copy in the files of the Interior Department? 

A. None whatever that I have been able to find. I have searched 
the files for it. 

Q. From whom in the Federal Power Commission did you get the 
copy? 

A. Mr. Sechrest. I am speaking now of the report as amended. 
I have not yet seen a copy other than this printed in the Senate 
hearings of the original draft. I have made a notation here as to 
the mimeographing of this report. I got that from the mimeo- 
graph division downstairs. 

Q. What did you ascertain from the mimeograph division? 

A. I found it was received in the mimeograph and service division 
of the Department of the Interior on January 12, 1928; rewritten re- 
port, or amended report was run February 10, 1928 

Q. And it is a copy of the report which was run on February 
10, 1928, that you have produced? 

A. That I have produced here; yes, sir. 
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Q. Have you searched the files of the Interior Department to 
VVCVCCCCVVCCCCCCCCCC agate ae By BE | 
es 
A. I have made a thorough search. 


A. I have no recollection of it, but it is Wy, possible that I did. 
If he had approached me on the subject, I preg! would have 
suggested to him that he collect these reports, since they were not 
authentic copies, and let us have them here. 

Q. But they are not here now? 

A. They are not here now. 

Q. Do you know what happened to them? 

A. I haven't any idea. I do not know even that they were de- 
I am speaking now of what our practice would be in 
Federal eral Power Commission matters. 
we whether any records of the Federal Power Com- 
e been destroyed that have been delivered to this 


i he not that I know of—not with my knowledge. 
rr The 


Q. And have you still got the Federal Power Commission's records 
in this Department which you have referred to? 


A. They were returned to the Federal Power Commission. 

Q. Do you know when that was done? 

A. No, sir; except that it was done at various times, and probably 
after the present Commission was organized. 

Q. But you Q DATE DO SOR Tooran nare AT eue ee MT 
r 


1 A great deaf of 
Did you consult with Mr. Bonner on matters relating to the 
Federal Power Commission from time to time? 

A. Many times. 

Q. Can you state what kind of matters you consulted with him 
upon? 

rt No; my recollection would not go back to that. Those 
matters were mainly matters of routine which he felt it was necessary 
to bring to the Secretary's attention as chairman. He had access 
at all times to the Secretary. Many times it was not necessary 
that he consult the directly and I would handle it for 
him as I handled many other matters in the Interior Department. 

Q. Would you consider the collection of these reports and having 
them all brought to the Interior Department a matter of routine? 

A. I certainly should. 


I read further from the testimony of Mr. Burlew: 


Q. I understood you to testify—and I made a note of testi- 
mony as follows: “I think we would be inclined to.do the same 
thing now in any Interior Department matter.” By that did you 
mean that if a report had been filed and then withdrawn and a 
supplemental report drafted and filed in place of the first one that 
you would collect up any copies of the original one which might be 
in circulation? 

A. We most certainly would. In a department of this size we 
have to be very careful in handling rewritten reports and letters 
to be sure that the final copy is the one of record. Quite fre- 
quently reports must go through many hands and they are re- 
written two or three times, perhaps, before they finally reach the 
Secretary. Maybe he rewrites it after he gets it. So you can ne 
a great deal of confusion might arise if we were not careful in 
gathering in the preliminary copies and destroying them, or, at least, 
making sure that all corrections and changes had been transferred 
to them. 

Q. You say you have no recollection of the matter of Mr. Bonner 
speaking to you about it. However, you would not say that he did 
not speak to you about it? 

A. No; I would not say that. If he recollects the incident, I 
would take his word for it, because we were constantly in touch 
with each other on all matters of this sort. 

Q. And you think it was the same way about collecting the 
copies? 

A. I do. 

Q. How long have you been in the Interior Department, Mr. 
Burlew? 

A. Since March 5, 1923. 

Q. What was your post or position in 1925? 

A. The same position I have now, except that since Secretary 
Wilbur has been here I have been made budget officer in addition 
to my other duties, 

Q. Was it part of your duty in 1925 to have direct supervision 
over Sa incoming mail to the Secretary? 

A. It was. 
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Q. You were familiar with their contents? 
A. I was if I was on duty at the time. 
understood. 


These undeleted reports were supposed to be found by the 
Secretary of the Interior, Dr. Wilbur, just before he went out 
of office in the latter part of February 1933, and the report 
of the investigation made in the Interior Department reads 
as follows: 

Undeleted report: In examining the package of files just referred 
to I saw two copies of the undeleted report on H. R. 2 & bill 
authorizing additional employees for the Federal Power Commis- 
sion. These two copies were produced in court by Mr. Sechrest. 
Later a package containing nine copies of the undeleted report was 
brought to court by Mr. Burlew. The ones produced in court from 
the Interior Department were sent to the Federal Power Commission 
for their files by Mr. Burlew’s letter of September 13, 1933 (exhibit 
FF). I found no other copies of this report. 

Now, I desire to call attention to the significance of these 
matters. 

Bonner testifies on several different occasions to the same 
thing—that Burlew sent for the undeleted reports; that 
Burlew directed him to bring them from the Power Commis- 
sion up to the Interior Department, and he either brought 
them or sent them up there. Bonner testifies that he took 
this letter of Senator La FOLLETTE’s up to ask Burlew’s advice 
about whether or not he should send Senator La FOLLETTE a 
copy of the undeleted reports, and that at that time the un- 
deleted reports were in the hands of Burlew under the other 
order. He testifies positively on two or three occasions that 
Burlew told him not to send the undeleted reports. The 
testimony is undenied also that Bonner went to Burlew and 
got the undeleted reports and examined them at the time 
of the hearing before the Senate committee in 1930. He 
knew where they were in 1930, and at that time they had been 
for 2 years in Burlew’s possession. 

Burlew does not deny any of that. In his examination in 
the suit here in 1932, while he denies that he remembers it, 
he states positively that he frequently discussed different 
matters of this kind with Bonner. Bonner asked his advice 
many times about routine matters, and he testifies that he 
gave the advice without speaking to the Secretary about the 
matter if it was one in which he knew the policy of the 
Secretary, and that this kind of thing Was a routine matter. 
It is absolutely admitted. 

Was there any deceit in that matter? Did not Burlew ad- 
vise that Bonner should deceive Senator La FoLLETTE with 
regard to the final report? Undoubtedly so. There is no 
question about it. 

Burlew testified in 1932, in the deposition, that he had 
made a thorough search for those undeleted reports in the 
Interior Department, and could not find them; and yet 
Bonner testifies that Burlew told him in 1930 where they 
were kept, and got them and showed them to him in 1930. 
Yet in 1932 Burlew testified before the court that they had 
made a thorough search and could not find them, and in 
1933 he transmitted the undeleted reports from the Interior 
Department to the Power Commission! 

Oh, yes; Burlew testifies that Secretary Wilbur found them 
in the safe there one day just before he got ready to leave 
the Department, and said, Here are the Power Commission 
reports you have been looking for so long.” The whole 
thing is tainted, as Senators will understand, with deception, 
with fraud, and with concealment. No honest, intelligent 
man can read the testimony and the depositions and come 
to any other conclusion whatever. Burlew was trying to 
protect the big power companies of the country from 1928 
on until the time he testified in 1932: He was subpenaed in 
1932 to bring in the undeleted reports, and he said he could 
not find them; and yet in February he said that Secretary 
Wilbur did find them, and told him to put them in a storage 
room. Burlew had possession of them in February, but 
never did he tell the court from which he had been under 
subpena that he had found them—never at all. 


Of course, that is 
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The record discloses another thing—that when the trial 
was to come up here in 1933 Burlew asked the attorneys in 
the case to allow him to substitute his deposition of 1932, 
although the papers had been found at the time he asked 
them to substitute it, and if they had substituted it, even 
then there would have been no response to the subpena 
duces tecum. Senators will find in the evidence that Mr. 
Margold, the Solicitor, and Mr. Glavis, the head of the in- 
vestigation department, asked Burlew, he having obtained 
Possession of those papers which were required under a 
subpena duces tecum the latter part of February 1933, why 
it was that he never told the court or the attorneys on either 
side of the case that he had the papers, and asked him if he 
did not consider that that was a concealment of fact re- 
quired by a court. His answer was: 


I did not find them. The Secretary of the Interior found them, 
and it was his duty to produce those papers if they were produced 
at all. 


It might be well just to place the testimony in the RECORD. 
I read from an examination of Mr. Burlew by Mr. Margold 
and Mr. Glavis in the Department of the Interior in 1933. 

With regard to finding those papers, as alleged, by Dr. 
Wilbur in the safe in the latter part of February, Mr. 


Glavis asked: 


Did you notify anybody about Bonner? 

Mr. BurtEw. I did not. Until about 10 days before I was called 
on in the court Mr. Bonner came in my office and said—by the 
way, he opened his conversation this way, “By the way, when the 
Secretary cleared out his papers did he ever find those reports? 
I think that is what he called them. I said, Tes.“ I had no 
reason to hide it. “Where did he find them?” “In the safe.“ He 
said, “That is funny. I was up here some time after I gave them 
to him and told him I wanted to see them, and he took me out 
and unlocked the drawer and showed me the papers in the safe.” 

Mr. Marcotp. When was this? 

Mr. Buriew. He said some time after he had delivered the papers 
to our office. 

Mr. Marco.p. Was it before or after the time when that request 
was being made from Congress—the congressional committee—for 
them? 

Mr. Bur_ew, I don’t know that, but it seems that that was al- 
most simultaneous. That was away back in 1929. This was some 
time after that. 


Mr. Gravis. On page 1564 of the testimony of Mr. Bonner given 
in the trial of the case in the District of Columbia last month 
he was asked concerning this undeleted report, and I will just 
quote several questions: 

“Q. Did you thereafter have any occasion to see these papers? 

“A. Yes; I did. 

“Q. When and what was the occasion of that? 

“A, I cannot recall now, Mr. Guider, whether it was on one or 
two occasions, but at least on one. I know after these papers were 
discussed at the Senate hearing on the reorganization bill I did 
go up and examine some of those reports. I had not looked into 
the thing in detail before that to know exactly what was in the 
report, and after that I did go up and got Mr. Burlew to dig 
out the package, and I examined it then.” 


It will be noted that Burlew in his testimony which was 
quoted, while being examined by Margold and Glavis, stated 
that Bonner came up and got the papers from Wilbur. 
Bonner testified he got them from Burlew. 

I proceed to read further from the questioning by Mr. 
Margold: 

Mr. Burtew. I guess it was in May this year. 

The day after I testified in court I called up Mr. Guider, the 
attorney for Griffith, and told him that I felt my testimony had 
been deficient in that I was not given the opportunity to say 
that Dr. Wilbur expressed surprise when he turned over these 
papers to me after he had found them in the safe. I said I 
wished I had an opportunity to supplement my statement. I 
also told Mr. Ramsay, who saw me a day or so later, something 
to the same effect. Both of them said they would speak to 
their chiefs about it, meaning Lambert in one case and Hogan in 
the other. I never heard from it since. When I was talking 
to Mr. Guider, he told me that my testimony and the production 
of these papers had ruined Griffith’s case. 


I want Senators to remember his statement, The pro- 
duction of these papers had ruined Griffith’s case.” I think 


some other testimony, which I will read in a little while, will 
show that Mr. Burlew was very much interested in the case 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


4427 


of Mr. Bonner and Mr. Griffith against the Hearst papers, 
that he knew the value of that deleted report. I read: 


You mean the undeleted report? 
Mr. BurLEw. Undeleted report which I produeed in court under 
the subpena. 


He produced that in 1933. I read: 


Mr. Mancorp. Those are the ones that were found by Secretary 
Wilbur in the safe? 

Mr. Burtew. That is right. 

Mr. Guider stated that Mr. Griffith—and these are his own 
words—that “poor Griffith” was the victim of a faulty memory; 
that he had testified in Boston and in Washington in the present 
trial that he knew nothing about these reports, whereas my pro- 
duction of them showed a memorandum signed by him where he 
had listed each one of the papers in the package. The signifi- 
cance of this never occurred to me until I testified in court, be- 
cause I did not know until I opened the papers in court that Mr. 
Griffith had signed such a memorandum. I did not know that he 
even signed such a memorandum. 

Mr. GLavis. You were subpenaed in this case down where you 
testified in May? 

Mr. BURLEW. I was. 

Sane Guavis. And when were you subpenaed? About the Ist of 

y 

Mr. Burtew (after referring to papers). May 4, 1933. 


I call attention to the fact that Burlew never did produce 
those papers, nor did anyone ever hear about them until 
copies of them were discovered first in the Power Commis- 
sion office. Having been discovered in the Power Commission 
office, the concealment of them was no longer of any im- 
portance whatever. Burlew said he was told that the presen- 
tation of this undeleted report was very severe on Mr. 
Griffith. 

Mr. President, let us see something about the ethics of this 
gentleman. In the same examination by Mr. Margold, the 
Solicitor of the Department, and Mr. Glavis, the investi- 
gator, the following occurred: 


Mr. GrAvrs. Your subpena was a subpena duces tecum, calling for 
you to produce the same documents that you had previously been 
asked to produce? 

Mr. Burtew. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gravis. And among those documents was the undeleted 
report in the papers you found in the safe? 

Mr. Buriew. That is right. 

Mr. Gravis. Did you speak to Mr. Guider about your being 
excused at that time? 

Mr. Burtew. I spoke to both of them. 

Mr. Gravis. Not both at the same time? 

Mr. Burtew. The same day—individually, 

Mr. Gravis. They were not together? 

Mr. Burtew. That is right. 

Mr. GLavis. And you said that you were busy and it would be 
a convenience to you if that was done, and that your testimony 
given in the former case in March 1932 be used in this case? 

Mr. Burtew,. That is right; and that I would be glad to supple- 
ment my deposition. I told them that. If they have not told 
you that, they have not told you the whole story. 


Mr. Burtew. Supplement my deposition. Those are my words. 
e not tell either side that the papers had been found by Dr. 

ur. 

Mr. Gravis. You did not tell that? 

Mr. Buritew. I did not, and I don't consider that I found the 
papers. There was a confidential relationship between Dr. Wilbur 
and myself which I was maintaining and I would maintain it for 
any Secretary with whom I am associated. It was Dr. Wilbur's 
function and not mine. 

Mr. Gravis. And to let that stand? 

Mr. Burtew. And to let that stand. Unless they wanted me I 
would supplement it. I made that statement. 

Mr. Gravis. Did you tell him how you would supplement it? 

Mr. Burtew. I did not. I did not consider it any of their 
business. 

Mr. GLavis. That is the point. Would not the substitution of 
that deposition made a year before deceive the court if you had 
let it stand in that way? 

Mr. Burtew. I don't consider so; I considered that if any deposi- 
tion were to be changed by finding papers it was Dr. Wilbur’s 
deposition. 

Mr. Manor p. Did your deposition have a statement that you 
had made the record after the Commission found the papers? 

Mr. BURLEW. Yes. 

Mr. Marcoip. That was the one you wanted to substitute? 

Mr. Buritew. I don’t like that word “substitution.” 

Mr. Marcoip. That was the one in which you said, “You can 
use my deposition?” 

Mr. Buriew. That is right. 

Mr. Marcoxp. Didn't it strike you that you ought to tell them 
that these things had been found? 
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Mr. Burtew. Yes, it did—after a while. It was not agreed that 
I was not to go in. This whole thing was held open for a num- 
ber of days. I was still expecting a call and it was not a closed 
matter. 

Mr. Marcotp. You did not ask them to use 

Mr. Burtew. I told them that I did not want to appear; that 
I was too busy; that I had too many things on my mind. It 
was while I was working on this budget set-up for the next 
year. I would have had to familiarize myself with my own 
a eR I tried to get out of it. 

Manor. The thing I am interested in is why you did not 
tell it them that these papers had been found. 

Mr. Burtew. The first inquiry made about the papers I told both 
parties that the papers had been found. 

Mr. Gravis. Why did you not tell them as soon as Wilbur said, 
“Here are the Bonner papers; here are these papers?” That is 
vee they do not understand. 

Burtew. Here is what they do not understand, probably, 
one that is that I did not find the papers; they were not my 
responsibility. Dr. Wilbur here was the one that found them. 

Mr. Marcotp. Isn't that rather technical? After all, you knew 
that they had been found. 

Mr. Burtew. I produced the papers. I would have taken them 
to court as I did. 

Mr. Marcotp. I don’t suppose there is anything to be gained by 
asking further questions. Have you got anything else? 


After the papers had been found. either by Burlew or by 
the Secretary—they were both in the room—they were found 
in the safe where they were supposed to be kept, and that 
was in the latter part of February 1933; Burlew was sub- 
. penaed again to testify in a case in 1933 several months after 

the papers were found. He asked the attorneys to use his 
deposition of 1932, in which he had testified that he had 
made a thorough search for these papers and could not find 
them, and he wanted them to accept and use that deposi- 
tion. When Mr. Margold and Mr. Glavis called his atten- 
tion to the fact that it would be a deception on the court to 
file a deposition given in 1932 in which he testified that he 
could not find the papers, when at the same time he knew 
where they were; that in fact they were in his possession 
at that time; and his answer was that he had not found 
them; that if they were found they were found by the 
Secretary, and that it was the Secretary’s business to go into 
court and testify about it. Yet he was under subpena at that 
time to produce these very papers. 


Following that what does Dr. Wilbur say about this matter? 
In 1933, when these suits were brought, the attorneys for the 
Hearst newspapers wanted these undeleted reports. They 
wanted them for defense purposes. They understood the re- 
ports had been found and they wanted them. Following is a 
message sent by John Francis Neylan from San Francisco, 
Calif., in May 1933 to Wilton J. Lambert, Munsey Building. 
Washington, D. C.: 


Witton J. LAMBERT, 
Munsey Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Costello, of my office, talked to Wilbur by telephone today. Wilbur 
says in cleaning up preparatory to leaving Washington shortly before 
March 4 he found package in his safe marked “Power Commission” 
and that upon examining same found it to be copies of undeleted 
report that he has no recollection of having put them there; that 
Burlew very likely did; that it is his, Wilbur's, guess that Burlew 
did; that Burlew had access to safe and was only person who did 
other than himself, and that he, Wilbur, gave the copies to Burlew 
who undoubtedly still has them, and that Burlew can give us any 
additional information we desire. You will recall statements made 
= depositions of Wilbur and Burlew as well as latter's statement 

to Department of Justice agent to effect that complete search of 
office and files failed to reveal any copies of this report. Ramsay 


familiar with this, 
JOHN FRANCIS NEYLAN, 


I call the Senate’s attention to the fact of that memoran- 
dum which shows that Dr. Wilbur knew nothing about the 
report, but that it was in the possession of Mr. Burlew. 

I have here a letter from Senator Jonnson to Mr. Ickes, 
Secretary of the Interior, calling attention to a telegram whick 
he, Senator Jonnson, received from Neylan asking Burlew to 
please present these papers. 

Secretary Wilbur in his deposition in 1932, at the same time 
that the deposition was given by Mr. Burlew, testified with 
regard to these lost papers as follows: 

Q. Have you ever heard of what has been referred to as the 


original memorandum of the Power Commission to the House 
Interstate Commerce Committee in January 1928? 


San Francisco, CALIF., May 18, 1933. 
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A. I heard of it when I began to make inquiry after I got this 
summons here; that was the first time I ever heard of it. 


Q. Have you produced, pursuant to subpena, copy of that 
memorandum? 


A. No; I have no relation to it; I have not anything to do with 
the Federal Power Commission files. 

Q. Have you had an examination made and found that there are 
no such copies in the files of the Interior Department? 

A. We have none at all; I asked for that here. 

Q. I show you a photostat of a letter dated November 8, 1929, 
purporting to come from Senator La Fo.terre to Secretary Bon- 
ner, and ask you whether that was ever called to your attention, 
so far as you can recollect. 

A. No; I never saw it. 

Q. Will you state for the record who Mr. Burlew is? 

A. Mr. Burlew is the Administrative Assistant to the Secretary 
of the Interior. 


Q. Did you at any time delegate to Mr. Burlew the right to 
perform any of your duties or powers as Chairman of the Federal 


Power Commission? 
A. Not to my knowledge. He is Administrative Assistant. He 


often carries out whatever orders I may give. 

Q. Did Mr. Burlew ever take up with you the question of what 
lf nga yn as dokter ot ca ls 
have just shown you? 

A. Not that I know of; I do not remember the ee: 

Q. Did you ever direct Mr. Burlew or Mr. to take up 
the copies. of the report referred to which might be in the 
of the Power Commission and have them sent to this office, or to 
Mr. Burlew's office? 

A. The report mentioned here? 

Q. The report that is referred to in that letter. 

A. What is the report referred to? 

Q. The report in the subpena. 

A. I have no recollection of it at all. 

Q. Do you think you would recollect it if you had had those 
taken from the files of the Department here? 

Mr. GUIER. We object to the form of the question. 

A. I think so. 


Remember that this was in 1932, and the new trial was 
had in 1933 of Bonner and Griffith against the Hearst news- 
papers. Bonner testified at that time that it was Burlew 
who directed him to bring from the Power Commission 
office these undeleted reports up to the Interior Depart- 
ment office and that he brought them up to Burlew’s office. 
It is Bonner’s testimony that in 1929 when Senator La Fol. 
LETTE’s letter was received—and that was after the papers 
were brought up to the office, he went up to the office of 
Burlew to advise with him as to whether he could comply 
with Senator La FOLLETTE’S request and send the undeleted 
report, and Burlew advised him not to, and according to 
that advice he sent the Senator the deleted report within a 
letter of transmission that might indicate it was the un- 
deleted report. 

Later on in the testimony given in 1933 it will be found 
that Mr. Burlew is not so certain. He says “If I did direct 
those papers to be brought up here it was by the direction of 
Wilbur.” He did not say that in 1932. On the contrary, in 
1932 he said he handled these routine matters himself with- 
out going to the Secretary. In 1933 he said, “If I did direct 
Bonner to send the false and deleted reports it was by direc- 
tion of the Secretary of the Interior.” He did not say that 
in 1932. In 1932 he said that that was a routine matter 
that he attended to without disturbing the Secretary about 
it at all. And in 1932 and also in 1933 he testified that 
whatever Bonner testified to in the matter was true. 

So, we have the deposition of Dr. Wilbur in 1932 given at 
the same time that the deposition of Burlew was given, in 
which Dr. Wilbur sustains Burlew’s testimony because he 
testified that he knew nothing about sending down to the 
Power Commission for these undeleted reports. He never 
saw or heard of the La Follette letter and had nothing to 
do with the keeping of these papers. 

The whole thing showed that it was Burlew who was con- 
cealing the papers. It was Burlew who was deceiving the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La FoLLETTE] and the commit- 
tee. It was Burlew who kept the papers hidden until an 
investigator of the Department of the Interior in 1933 found 
some copies in the Power Commission’s office. Burlew never 
once disclosed the fact that there were any papers in the 
Interior Department until they were uncovered by the in- 
vestigator in the Power Commission’s office. 
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There is just one other circumstance in connection with 
this transaction which, in my opinion, justifies the suspicion 
of collusion with Bonner and Griffith in this matter, and that 
is Burlew’s efforts to get certain papers from the Depart- 
ment of Justice. This fact came out while Margold and 
Glavis were examining Burlew. It never came out before. 
It shows the interest of Mr. Burlew in the Bonner and 
Griffith suits. 

I read from the examination of Mr. Burlew by Mr. Glavis 
in 1933: 


Mr. Gravis, It appears on May 28, 1930, you went over to the 
Department of Justice and saw Mr. W. A. McSwain, of the Bureau 
of Investigation, and he makes a memorandum which I would like 
to ask you about. 


The McSwain memorandum is as follows: 


Mr. Ebert K. Burlew, Administrative Assistant to the Secretary of 
the Interior, called at the Bureau this afternoon in connection 
with the investigation relative to alleged misconduct on the part 
of certain officials of the Federal Power Commission. He particu- 
larly desired information regarding two letters alleged to have been 
written by Mr. Charles Keller and Mr, George H. Harries, of the 
Byllesby Corporation of Chicago, Ill., endorsing Mr. Bonner for the 
position of executive secretary of the Federal Power Commission. 
He was advised that these two matters were fully covered in the 
report of Special Agent R. P. Burrus, dated May 20, 1930, a copy of 
which report was transmitted to the Secretary of the Interior under 
date of May 23, 1930. Upon examining the reports in his brief 
bag he found that he had a copy of this report, and that same 
fully answered his inquiry. 

Mr. Burlew also advised that Messrs. Bonner and Griffith are 
contemplating instituting a civil suit of libel against the Hearst 
Publishing Co. and desired to know whether the contents of the 
reports of the Bureau might be made available to the attorneys 
representing Messrs. Bonner and Griffith in connection with the 
civil suit. He was informed that so far as the Bureau itself is 
concerned, all reports are considered strictly confidential, but that 
reports relating to the matter in question had been transmitted to 
the Attorney General, who forwarded same to the Secretary of the 
Interior, and in view of this, any inquiry regarding the divulgence 
of the contents of said reports would have to be made direct to the 
Attorney General. He stated that to date, reports have been 
perused only by himself, the Secretary of the Interior, and an 
attorney in the Interior Department, and that prior to affording 
either Bonner or Griffith or their attorneys access to the same, he 
would take the matter up with the Attorney General. 


To continue the examination of Mr. Burlew by Mr. Glavis: 


That reference to someone outside of yourself and the Secre- 
tary—— 

Mr. Burtew. I do not know who that attorney would be. 

Mr. Manor. Who would it necessarily be? 

Mr. Buritew. It would probably be the Solicitor. Yes; it was 
Mr. Ely. Ely was the attorney, He went over all of them. Let 
me say that up to this moment I do not think Bonner has ever 
seen our copies of the reports, nor has Griffith. They came in to 
me many times to get copies of them and to read them. I did 
not let them do it. 

Mr. Gravis. You mean the Department of Justice reports? 

Mr. Burtew. Yes; Department of Justice reports. They never 
saw the copies I had in my possession, but the attorneys I under- 
stood secured copies 8 some other source, so that the attorneys 
for both sides had copies of those reports. 

Mr. Marcotp. Do you remember anything about these? 

Mr: Burtew. No; I dont, except it was nothing unusual. Bonner 
was after me to read these reports. 

Mr. Mandotp. You don’t remember Dr. Wilbur asking you? 

Mr. Burtew. No; I don’t. 


It will be found from the record that in 1933, prior to the 
institution of the suits by Bonner and Griffith, Burlew was 
not only personally collecting these undeleted reports from 
the Power Commission, he was not only concealing. them, 
but he was going to the investigating bureau of the Depart- 
ment of Justice for the purpose of getting directly from them 
reports from the Department of Justice which he thought 
were favorable to Bonner and Griffith. He was turned down 
by the investigators, and told that if he obtained them at all 
it would have to be from the Attorney General himself. 

I contend that the evidence which I have read conclusively 
proves that it was Burlew, and not Wilbur, who from the 
very start was prepared to conceal the papers by having them 
taken out of the Power Commission’s office, and did conceal 
them, and withheld them from the public until other copies 
of them had actually been discovered in 1933 in the Power 
Commission’s office. 

Burlew has admitted that the testimony of Bonner was 
correct. Bonner testified that when he received the letter 
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from the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La FOLLETTE] asking 
for the undeleted original report which was first sent to the 
House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, he 
asked Burlew, who then had the papers, whether he should 
send the Senator the undeleted report or send him the 
deleted report, and Burlew advised him to send the deleted 
report. Bonner sent the deleted report in a letter which 
indicated that he was sending the Senator the undeleted re- 
port. The whole thing is backed up by the testimony of Mr. 
Wilbur. Everything in the record later will show an attempt 
to avoid, hide, conceal, and deceive. Burlew was seeking a 
foundation for the Bonner and Griffith suits before the suits 
were filed, because he went to the head investigator of the 
Department of Justice and told him that Bonner and Griffith 
were going to bring libel suits, and he wanted to know 
whether or not they could use the reports of the Bureau of 
Investigation of the Department of Justice. Of course, Bur- 
lew was assisting Bonner and Griffith all the way through. 
He first started out in the matter to protect the Power Com- 
mission. Later, he got ready to aid Bonner and Griffith be- 
fore they had brought their libel suits and while they were 
preparing to bring the libel suits. In that matter the case 
against Burlew is as clear as any case of cunning and decep- 
tion I have ever seen. The deception amounts almost to per- 
jury. The man says, “I don’t remember anything about it 
I don’t remember. I don’t remember. I don’t remember.” 
In a matter of such vast importance that attention has been 
called to it so often in committees, it is unreasonable to 
assume that a bright man of that type could say truthfully, 
“I don’t remember.” Everybody remembered it except him. 
I say that when a man does remember something, and says 
he does not remember it, he is guilty of fraud, whether his 
action be called perjury or not. 

I think it is a terrible thing for Senators to confirm the 
nomination of a man before they read the testimony with 
regard to him and render their decision before actually read- 
ing or analyzing the report of the committee, being actuated 
by consideration of favorable treatment in relation to proj- 
ects or patronage. I know some Senators who are now sup- 
porting Burlew who were damning him unmercifully 2 years 
ago and threatening to try to have him removed because he 
was attempting to place at the head of the P. W. A., in States 
not far from here, men who were not acceptable to those 
Senators. But when Burlew yielded, and the Secretary 
yielded, the Senators said, “All right; take whomever you 
want.” From that time on he is a great character. Such is 
the urge which marks the action of a great many of us. 

Mr. President, I have finished one case, the power case. 
There are three other cases. I do not feel like speaking any 
longer than 2 hours today, and I am going to ask that this 
matter be postponed until tomorrow. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that that be done. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hitt in the chair). Is 
there objection to the request of the Senator from Nevada 
that the further consideration of the nomination of Ebert K. 
Burlew be postponed until tomorrow? 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I have no objection, so far 
as I am concerned. Representing the minority, I would be 
very glad to yield to the request of the Senator from Nevada; 
but I inquire if the majority leader has been advised? 

Mr. PITTMAN. Not so far as I know. I am not, however, 
asking that the Senate take a recess. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is informed that 
the majority leader will be in the Chamber in a moment. 

Mr. McNARY. I understand that the request is not to 
take a recess. It is my desire that the Senate at this time 
defer further consideration of the pending nomination and 
proceed to the consideration of bills on the calendar. I think 
I advised the majority leader this morning that I would like 
to have that done. So far as I am concerned, representing 
the minority, I am perfectly willing to accommodate the 
Senator from Nevada and yield to his request. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. PITTMAN. I yield. 
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Mr. ADAMS. I think some of the Members of the Senate 
had rather anticipated that the Senator from Nevada would 
take a little more time today. As the Senator will recall, 
it was thought yesterday that perhaps he might continue 
until about 3 o’clock. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I will say to the Senator that I have been 
speaking for 2 hours; I am getting hoarse, and should like to 
be released until tomorrow morning. 

Mr. ADAMS. Would it be agreeable to the Senator to 
have the absence of a quorum suggested? 

Mr. PITTMAN. Certainly. 

Mr. ADAMS. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Adams Davis g 
Andrews Donahey La Follette Radcliffe 
Ashurst Duffy Lewis 
Austin Ellender Lodge Reynolds 
Bailey Frazier Logan ussell 
Bankhead George Lonergan Schwartz 
Barkley Gerry Lundeen Schwellenbach 
Bilbo Gibson McAdoo Sheppard 
Bone Gillette McCarran Shipstead 
Glass McGill Smathers 
Brown, Mich. Green McKellar th 
Brown, N. H. Guffey McNary Thomas, Okla 
Bulkley n Maloney ‘Thomas, Utah 
B Hatch Miller Townsend 
Burke Hayden Milton Truman 
Byrd Herring Minton Tydings 
Byrnes Hill Murray Vandenberg 
Capper Hitchcock Neely Wagner 
Caraway Holt Norris Walsh 
Clark Hughes O'Mahoney Wheeler 
Connally Johnson, Calif. Overton 
Copeland Johnson, Colo. Pittman 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-six Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I understand the Senator 
from Nevada desires to suspend at this time and proceed to- 
morrow. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I should be glad to do so. 

Mr, BARKLEY. That is agreeable to me. 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads, reported favorably the nominations of sundry 
postmasters 


Mr. SHEPPARD, from the Committee on Military Affairs, 
reported favorably the nomination of Capt. Kenneth Camp- 
bell McGregor as a major, for appointment to temporary 
rank in the Air Corps of the Regular Army. 

He also, from the same committee, reported favorably the 
nomination of Capt. Roland Birnn, as a major, for appoint- 
ment to temporary rank in the Air Corps of the Regular 
Army, vice Maj. Romeyn B. Hough, Jr. 

He also, from the same committee, reported favorably the 
nominations of sundry officers for appointment, by transfer 
or promotion, in the Regular Army. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The reports will be placed on the 
Executive Calendar. 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE—POSTMASTERS 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the nominations on the calendar in the Diplomatic and 
Foreign Service and the nominations of postmasters be con- 
firmed en bloc. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the nomi- 
nations referred to by the Senator from Kentucky are con- 
firmed en bloc. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 2 o’clock and 10 min- 
utes p. m.) the Senate resumed legislative session. 

REPORT OF NEAR EAST RELIEF 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the comptroller of the Near East Relief, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of the Near East Relief for the 
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year ended December 31, 1937, which, with the accompanying 
report, was referred to the Committee on Printing. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following 
concurrent resolution of the Legislature of the State of New 
Jersey, which was referred to the Committee on Commerce: 


Concurrent resolution requesting Federal aid for airports 

Whereas the need for adequate airports and facilities is uni- 
versally considered as vital a necessity for the national defense, 
interstate transportation, and industrial and commercial progress 
as are highways, railways, waterways, seaports, and similar well- 
established facilities; and 

Whereas the tremendous strides being made in the manufacture 
of heavier and speedier aircraft makes imperative the establish- 
ment of adequate airports and approaches thereto if the national 
defense is to be safı and if the record of safety and rapid 
civil aviation progress is to be improved and continued; and 

Whereas the existence of a comprehensive national airport sys- 
tem is mandatory not only in the national defense for the expedi- 
tious movement of aircraft, men, and material in time of war or 
other emergency, but is also necessary for civil and commercial 
progress as well; and 

Whereas the continued cost of construction, maintenance, and 
operation of such airports and facilities is prohibitive for indi- 
vidual municipalities and private concerns to bear alone, and is in 
large part a national responsibility; and 

Whereas the Chief of the Air Corps, United States Army, has 
stated publicly that “there are about 76 additional airports which 
should be brought up to the prescribed level of development in 
these 7 geographic areas before we could feel y sure 
that there have been provided in this country the number of air- 
ports of proper size and facility to permit the rapid concentra- 
tion in time of war of the general headquarters air force with all 
its auxiliaries in any particular defensive area that the situation 
may require”; and 

Whereas the Assistant Secretary of Commerce has stated pub- 
licly: “We must be realistic about this matter. And the cold 
fact staring us in the face is the realization that within the next 
12 months there will be mammoth transport planes in the air 
which, in all probability, cannot satisfactorily use more than five 
or six, at most, of the airports in this country in their present 
condition”; and 

Whereas the Assistant Secretary of Commerce has further stated 
publicly: “The problem of finance is of vital concern to com- 
munities. Many cities have reached their financial limit with 
respect to the construction and improvement of airports. The 
Department of Commerce will look with favor upon some form of 
governmental participation in relieving the financial burden“: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate and General Assembly of the State of 
New Jersey, That. the Congress of the United States be memorial- 
ized to provide for Federal aid for airports similar to that granted 
harbors and highways in any aviation legislation adopted, in the 
vital interest of the national defense and the sound and safe 
progress of civil aviation; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to the President 
of the United States, the Vice President, the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, the Director of the Budget, the members of the 
Committees on Military and Naval Affairs and Foreign and Inter- 
state Commerce of the Senate and House of Representatives, and 
the members of the New Jersey delegations in the and 
House of Representatives. 


Mr. CAPPER presented a petition signed by Mrs. Mark 
Adams and sundry other citizens of Sedgwick County, Kans., 
praying for the enactment of legislation to repeal or modify 
the undistributed-profits and capital-gains taxes, and also 
praying for an impartial investigation of all phases of the 
administration of the Tennessee Valley Authority by a joint 
committee of Congress, which was referred to the Committee 
on Finance. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, 
to which was referred the bill (H. R. 4544) to divide the funds 
of the Chippewa Indians of Minnesota between the Red Lake 
Band and the remainder of the Chippewa Indians of Minne- 
sota, organized as the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe, reported it 
with amendments and submitted a report (No. 1552) thereon. 

Mr. SHEPPARD, from the Committee on Military Affairs, 
to which was referred the bill (H. R. 9764) to authorize an 
appropriation for reconstruction at Fort Niagara, N. Y., to 
replace loss by fire, reported it without amendment and sub- 
mitted a report (No. 1553) thereon. 

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED 


Mrs. CARAWAY, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that on today, March 31, 1938, that committee pre- 
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sented to the President of the United States the enrolled bill 

(S. 711) to amend an act entitled “An act to establish a Code 

of Law for the District of Columbia,” approved March 3, 1901, 

as amended, and particularly sections 863, 911, and 914 of 

the said code. 

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES OF HEARINGS BEFORE SPECIAL 
COMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE UNEMPLOYMENT AND RELIEF 

Mr. HAYDEN, from the Committee on Printing, to which 
was referred the concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 28), 
reported it without amendment, and it was considered by 
unanimous consent and agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concur- 
ring), That, in accordance with paragraph 8 of section 2 of the 
Printing Act approved March 1, 1907, the Special Committee to 
Investigate Unemployment and Relief of the Senate be, and is 
hereby, authorized and empowered to have printed for its use 
1,000 additional copies of the hearings held before said committee 
during the current session on the resolution (S. Res. 36) creating 
a special committee to investigate unemployment and relief. 
PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES OF HEARINGS ON REVENUE BILL, 

H. R. 9682 

Mr. HAYDEN, from the Committee on Printing, reported 
a resolution (S. Res. 259), which was considered by unani- 
mous consent and agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That, in accordance with paragraph 3 of section 2 of 
the Printing Act approved March 1, 1907, the Committee on Finance 
of the Senate be, and is hereby, authorized and empowered to have 
printed for its use 1,000 additional copies of the hearings held 
before said committee during the current session on the bill (H. R. 
9682) to provide revenue, equalize taxation, and for other purposes. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani- 
mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. NEELY: 

A bill (S. 3761) granting a pension to Charles Lycans; to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. WAGNER: 

A bill (S. 3762) to provide for the employment of art 
craftsmen on public buildings, public works, or monumental 
structures of the United States.and the District. of Columbia, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor, 

By Mr. WHEELER: 

A bill (S. 3763) to increase the period for which leases 
may be made for grazing and agricultural purposes of public 
lands donated to the States of North Dakota, South Dakota, 
Montana, and Washington by the act of February 22, 1889, 
as amended; to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

By Mr. SHIPSTEAD: 

A bill (S. 3764) to provide funds for construction and 
equipment of a day school building at Ponemah on the Red 
Lake Indian Reservation, Minn.; and 

(By request.) A bill (S.3765) to amend the Wisconsin Chip- 
pewa Jurisdictional Act of August 30, 1935 (49 Stat, 1049); 
to clarify the act, to make it more equitable, and to extend 
the time for filing; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr, BONE: 

A bill (S. 3766) authorizing the construction of flood- 
control works on Yakima River for local flood protection in 
the vicinity of the city of Yakima Wash.; to the Committee 
on Commerce. 

By Mr. THOMAS of Utah: 

A bill (S. 3767) to amend the Naturalization Act of June 
29, 1906, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Im- 
migration. 

By Mr. BROWN of New Hampshire: 

A bill (S. 3768) to amend subsection (a) of section 203 of 
the Motor Carrier Act, 1935, by defining the term “agricul- 
tural commodities” as used in such act; to the Committee on 
Interstate Commerce. 

By Mr. COPELAND: 

A bill (S. 3769) granting the consent of Congress to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge, known as the 
Smith Point Bridge, across navigable waters at or near 
Mastic, southerly to Fire Island, Suffolk County, N. Y.; and 
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A bill (S. 3770) granting the consent of Congress to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate toll bridges, known as the Long 
Island Loop Bridges, across navigable waters at or near East 
Marion to Shelter Island, and Shelter Island to North 
Haven, Suffolk County, N. Y. 


AMENDMENT TO RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE CORPORATION ACT 


Mr. WAGNER submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (S. 3735) to amend section 5d 
of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation Act, as amended, 
to authorize loans to public agencies, to provide credit facil- - 
ities for business enterprises, and for other purposes, which 
was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 


AMENDMENT TO WAR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL 


Mr. WHEELER submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 9995) making appropria- 
tions for the Military Establishment for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, which was referred 
to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be 
printed, as follows: 

At the proper place in the bill to insert the following: 

“For reimbursement to Hardin Post No. 8, American Legion, of 
Hardin, Mont., of expenses incurred by such post in connection 
with the rendering of military honors to soldiers and veterans 
buried at Custer Battlefield 1 Cemetery, $125, which sum 
shall be immediately available 


AMENDMENT TO MOTOR CARRIER ACT 


Mr, ANDREWS submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (S. 3606) to amend the Interstate 
Commerce Act, as amended, by amending certain provisions 
of part II of said act, otherwise known as the Motor Carrier 
Act, 1935, which was referred to the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce and ordered to be printed. 

CONTINUATION OF INVESTIGATION OF SURVEY OF INDIAN 
CONDITIONS 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma submitted the following reso- 
lution (S. Res. 258), which was referred to the Committee 
to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 

Resolved, That Senate Resolution 79, agreed to February 2, 1928, 
and continued by subsequent resolutions, authorizing the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs, or any subcommittee thereof, to make a 
general survey of the condition of the Indians in the United States, 
hereby is continued in full force and effect during the Seventy-sixth 
and succeeding Congresses. 

CARE OF DELINQUENT AND DEPENDENT CHILDREN IN THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 

Mr. COPELAND submitted the following resolution (S. Res. 
260), which was referred to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia: 

Resolved, That the Committee on the District of Columbia, or any 
2 authorized subcommittee thereof, is authorized and directed 

to examine plans and surveys made by the Board of Public Welfare 
of the District of Columbia, the Children’s Bureau in the Depart- 
ment of Labor, and the Child Welfare League of America with 
respect to the ‘formulation of an adequate plan for the care of 
delinquent and dependent children in institutions in the District 
of Columbia. Such examination shall be made with a view to the 
formulation of legislation Papamoa op make adequate provision for 
the care of such children. The committee shall make such exami- 
nation as soon as possible and shall, not later than May 1, 1938, 
make a report to the Senate of its conclusions with to the 
adequacy of such plans, together with such recommendations for 
legislation as it may deem appropriate. 

AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL RESERVE ACT—-RESTORATION AND MAIN- 
TENANCE OF STABLE PRICE LEVEL 

Mr. LOGAN. Mr. President, I desire to submit a few 
remarks in connection with the draft of a bill which I 
expect to introduce within the next few days. 

Mr. President, three times in 18 years we have had ruinous 
commercial and financial convulsions, as in 1921, 1929-32, 
and 1937. 

In each case we saw the purchasing power of the dollar 
violently increased in terms of property, and the value of 
property violently contracted in terms of money. Since the 
convulsions of 1929 all civilized nations have been struggling 
to establish a price level of merchantable commodities by 
regulating the value of money. 
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It should be obvious that the exchange value of money, 
or the debt-paying and purchasing power of money, must 
depend upon the regulation of the supply of money. 

Our forefathers well understood this when they framed the 
Constitution of the United States. 'The Supreme Court of 
the United States has interpreted the Constitution in numer- 
ous cases, beginning with the Legal Tender cases. The 
Supreme Court has held in its decisions that the Constitu- 
tion of the United States gave and was intended to give to 
the Government of the United States the exclusive right to 
create money and regulate its value; that the right to issue 
legal-tender money was exclusively vested in the Congress of 
the United States as a legislative power; and that the power 
to create legal-tender money was denied to the individual 
States. 

Many steps which have proven to be ineffective have been 
taken by Congress to regulate the value of money. 

The Vreeland-Aldrich Act of 1908 authorized the banks, 
through regional associations, to issue money against bank 
assets. 

The Federal Reserve Act of 1913 establishing supervisory 
control over the banking system of the United States, put 
vast powers in the hands of the Government through the 
Federal Reserve Board, and directed such powers to be em- 
ployed in the interests of commerce and industry. This act 
gave power to the Federal Reserve Board which might have 
been employed to regulate the value of money and to estab- 
lish a money of uniform debt-paying and purchasing power. 
By this act the powers of the Congress were transferred to 
the Federal Reserve Board; but the act contained a defect 
which since the World War has been clearly demonstrated. 
That defect was transferring the powers of Congress to 
regulate the value of money to an executive board without 
making such board the agency of the Congress of the United 
States and directing such agency to regulate the value of 
money at a reasonable and just standard of debt-paying and 
purchasing power. The act failed to direct the Federal Re- 
serve Board, as an agency of Congress, as to the means which 
they should employ to regulate the value of money, and failed 
to hold the agency responsible to the Congress, subject to 
dismissal, in the event of failure to carry out the will of 
the Congress of the United States in regulating the value 
of money. 

During the last half-century, through modern invention 
and the skilled industry of the American people, we have 
developed an enormous volume of mass production, until 
the American people have achieved the highest standard 
of living in the world. We have developed out of necessity 
the use of the check on demand bank deposits, which trans- 
acts 95 percent and more of our national business. These 
checks are convertible on demand into legal tender. The 
legal tender and the checks may be employed in buying gold 
at a fixed price. These checks, therefore, represent not only 
legal-tender money, but they are subject to conversion into 
gold if desired. The check is the the best money in the 
world, because of its convenience in putting any amount, 
large or small or subdivided, on a single small piece of 
paper which is safeguarded against counterfeiting, and re- 
sponsible banks verify and guarantee the payment of the 
money represented from one citizen to another citizen. 
These checks in 1929 reached a volume of $1,227,000,- 
000,000, a hundred times all the monetary gold in the world 
at that time. These checks now are transacting over 95 per- 
cent of our business. These checks are drawn on demand 
bank deposits, and the demand bank deposits comprise a 
reservoir of money on which the checks are drawn, on which 
the volume of our money supply depends. If these checks 
are hoarded through fear or other motive, it is equivalent 
‘to a contraction of our money supply, and results in a violent 
change in the value of property, particularly in the value 
of securities traded in on the security exchanges; so in the 
last year we have seen the best of our stocks fall to one- 
third of their previous market price. We have seen the 
dollar increase in the last year to three times its purchasing 
power in terms of so-called gilt-edged stocks. 
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It is obvious that the Congress is not regulating the value 
of money. It is obvious that the laws heretofore written 
have proven to be ineffective in regulating the value of 
money. It is obvious that the Congress must use its powers 
to correct this condition by regulating the value of money 
through regulating the supply of money, and thus putting 
an end to the fear of men as to fluctuations in the pur- 
chasing and debt-paying power of money. This fear can 
be ended only by the Congress of the United States exercis- 
ing its Constitutional power and duty to regulate the value 
of money by regulating the supply of money through an 
agency obedient to the Congress, and subject to removal 
by the Congress in default of the performance of their 
duties in a manner satisfactory to the Congress itself. 

I therefore propose to submit to the Congress a bill, of 
which I now submit a preliminary draft, and request that 
it be printed in the Recorp for the consideration and sug- 
gestions of my colleagues. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none. 

The draft of the bill is as follows: 


A bill to amend the Federal Reserve Act, to restore and maintain a 
stable price level, and for other purposes 

Be it enacted, etc., 

SECTION 1. The Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System 
is hereby declared to be the agency of the Congress to create 
money and regulate the value thereof, as authorized by the Con- 
stitution of the United States. The individual members of such 
Board shall hold office subject to the will of the Congress of the 
United States. Either the Senate or the House by resolution may 
authorize and request the President of the United States to nomi- 
nate a successor to a member of the Board from any Federal Re- 
serve district regardless of the term for which he was appointed, 
whereupon the office of such member, upon the passage of such 
resolution, shall be automatically vacated. 

The Secretary of the Treasury is hereby instructed to cooperate 
with the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System in 
making effective the policies of this act. 

It is the purpose of this act, after achieving maximum employ- 
ment and production, to establish a dollar of stable, permanent, 
debt-paying purchasing power. 

Sec. 2. It shall be the duty of the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System to raise the all-commodity index, or the 
so-called price level, until full employment of all persons able and 
willing to work shall have been achieved, and until the price level 
shall at least reach the all-commodity index of 100 as established 
by the Department of Labor for the year 1926, which is approxi- 
mately the same as the average for the years 1914-30. Thence- 
forth such price level shall be standardized and maintained at a 
variation not to exceed 2 percent above or below the standard 
reached as aforesaid. It shall be the duty of the Board of Goy- 
ernors of the Federal Reserve System in accomplishing these ends 
to expand demand bank deposits by the purchase, through the 
Federal Reserve banks, of United States bonds and notes, or bonds 
secured by the United States, or bonds of States and subdivisions 
thereof, or other sound bankable assets, and to contract demand 
bank deposits by the sale of the securities aforesaid. 

The Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System shall have 
complete control over the Federal Reserve banks, with the right 
to remove officers or employees, and shall cause said banks to be 
operated as one institution in carrying out the purposes of this act. 

The Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System shall 
exclusively control all open market operations. 

Sec. 3. In order to keep the money supply in proportion to the 
expansion of physical production, the Board of Governors is 
hereby authorized and directed to expand demand bank deposits 
and/or currency in an amount not to exceed 4 percent per annum 
of the total demand bank deposits and currency estimated as out- 
standing during the last day of the preceding year. 

The Board of Governors is directed, in the annual expansion of 
the money supply above provided, to issue the credit through the 
payment of social payments to the Nation’s dependent old people, 
the blind, the crippled, dependent children, and other beneficiaries 
provided for in the Social Security Act, through the social se- 
curity organization; and any additional expansion of money, 
whether of demand bank deposits or currency, necessary to main- 
tain the price level above referred to, and as contemplated in this 
act, shall be put into circulation through the financing of farms 
and homes for the lower-income groups through such govern- 
mental agencies as are now or hereafter may be organized. 


THE EUROPEAN SITUATION—ADDRESS BY SENATOR DUFFY 


(Mr. Gurrey asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Recorp a radio address delivered on March 14 instant‘ 
by Senator Durry on the subject An American Veteran’s 
View on the European Situation, which appears in the 
Appendix.] 
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THREE-HUNDREDTH ANNIVERSARY OF PENNSYLVANIA—ADDRESS BY 
SENATOR GUFFEY 

(Mr. Durry asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Rxconn a radio address on the early history of Pennsyl- 
vania, delivered by Senator Gurrey on March 30, 1938, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 

ST. PATRICK’S DAY ADDRESS AT BOSTON BY HON, JOSEPH B. KEENAN 

Mr. McApoo asked and obtained leave to have printed in the 
Recorp an address entitled “Liberty Marches Onward With 
Roosevelt,” delivered by Hon. Joseph B. Keenan, the assistant 
to the Attorney General, at the two hundred and first annual 
dinner of the Charitable Irish Society, Boston, Mass., March 
17, 1938, which appears in the Appendix.) 

ATTACKS UPON ORGANIZED LABOR—LETTER FROM BROTHERHOOD OF 
RAILROAD TRAINMEN 

(Mr. BARKLEY asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Recorp a letter from A. F. Whitney, president of the 
Ohio, and an accompanying editorial from the Cleveland 
(Ohio) Press, which appear in the Appendix.) 
grand lodge, Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, Cleveland, 

AMENDMENT TO AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1938— 

CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate at this time proceed to the consideration of 
the conference report on House bill 9915, which was sub- 
mitted last evening by the Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, of course, the conference 
report is a privileged matter. May I ask the Senator if the 
House conferees made any change in the bill as it was passed 
by the Senate sometime ago? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. There are no additions to the bill, but 
some provisions adopted by the Senate have been eliminated. 
So far as I know, I will say to the Senator, all Senators 
who have manifested any special interest in the matter are 
satisfied. I think the report is agreeable to those who are 
interested in this liberalization program. 

Mr. McNARY. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hit in the chair). Is 
there objection to the present consideration of the confer- 
ence report? 

There being no objection, the report of the committee of 
conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9915) to 
amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, and for 
other purposes, was considered and agreed to. 

The conference report is as follows: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing vol se tie 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
9915) to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, and 


for other purposes, having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate and * to the same with an amendment 
as follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted by the 
Senate amendment insert the following: 

“That section 105 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
is amended by inserting after the first sentence the following: 
‘Notwithstanding such amendments, payments with respect to 
farming operations carried out in the calendar year 1938 and 
based upon any soll-depleting crop for which special mesage 
allotments are established shall be made at not less than 90 
per centum of the rates announced by the Secretary prior to the 
enactment of this Act.. 

“Sec. 2. Section 301 (b) (13) (A) of the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act of 1938 is hereby amended by striking out the word 
‘farm’ in the expressions ‘of any farm’ and ‘for the farm’, respec- 
tively, and inserting in lieu thereof ‘county’. 

“Sec. 3. Section 301 (b) (13) (8) of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938 is hereby amended by striking out the word ‘farm’ 
in the expressions ‘for any farm’ sai ‘for the farm’, respectively, 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘county’. 

“Sec. 4. Section 301 (b) (13) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of ae is hereby amended by adding the following new subpara- 
graph: 

“(EJ “Normal yield” for any farm, in the case of corn, wheat, or 
cotton, shall be the average yield per acre of corn, wheat, or cotton, 
as the case may be, for the farm, adjusted for abnormal weather 
conditions and, in the case of corn and wheat, but not in the case of 
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cotton, for trends in yields, during the ten calendar years in the case 
of corn and wheat, and five calendar years in the case of cotton, im- 
mediately the year with respect to which such normal 
yield is used: in any computation authorized under this title. If for 
any such year the data are not available or there is no actual yield, 

in accordance 


with regulations of the Secretary, taking into consideration os 
conditions, the normal yield for the county, and 
ears for 38 00 J of the — available.’ a 
Section a e — Adjustment Act 
1938 is amended by striking out 
RL Section 313 of the Agricultural Ac Adjustment: Act of 1938 is 


determines 
2 OETA FANE EETA AAA TOC EA ATAA TANE 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 which the Secretary deter- 
mines are inadequate in view of past production of tobacco, and for 
each year by a number of 


five omy ay acres of such tobacco. 

“Sec. 6. Section 328 of the — A Act of 1938 
is — — by inserting after the words during the ten calendar 
years immediately preceding such calendar year’ a comma and the 
at ‘adjusted for abnormal weather conditions and trends in 

“Sec. 7. Section 334 (b) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938 is amended by striking out the word net.“ 

“Sec. 8. Section 343 (c) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938 is amended by striking out ‘for 1938 and for 1939’ and inserting 
in lieu 2 ‘for any year.’ 

“Sec. (a) The second sentence of section 344 (b) of the Agri- 
cultural WT Pow: Act of 1938 is amended read as follows: 
‘Such number of acres plus the number of acres allotted to the 
State 5 to subsection (e) (2) is referred to as the State 

otment”.’. 

“(b) Section 344 (d) (3) of the Agricultural Adjustment. Act of 
1938 is amended by inserting after ‘excluding from such acreage 
the acres devoted to the production of’ the following: ‘sugarcane 
for sugar,’; and by inserting after ‘rice for market or’ the following: 
‘wheat or rice’. 

“(c) Section 344 (e) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
is amended by inserting after (e) at the beginning of such sub- 
section ‘(1)’, and by adding at the end thereof the following: 

“*(2) The Secretary shall allot to each State to which an allot- 
ment is made under subsection (b), and in which at least three 
thousand five hundred bales were produced in any of the five years 
immediately preceding the year for which the allotment is made, 
a number of acres sufficient to provide a total State acreage allot- 
e tate of not less than five acres.’ 


1 t the 
hee years 1938 and 1939 an acreage eq 


(1) of subsection <a) of 
e allotments as therein 


344 (d) (1) (A) and e 
such farms to make the allotment to each of su 


7 oe view of sar production of cotton on the farm or in 
e county. 

+ Rig! Notwithstanding any other provisions of this section, the 
cotton acreage allotment for. any farm for each of the years 1938 
and 1939, after making the allotments provided in subsection (g), 
shall be increased by such amount as may be necessary to 
vide an allotment of not less than 50 per centum of the sum of 
the acreage planted in cotton in 1937 and the acreage diverted 
from cotton production in 1937 under the 1 conserva- 
tion program, as determined for each farm in accordance with 
regulations 3 by the Secretary: Provided, That this sub- 
section shall not operate to raise the cotton acreage of any farm 
above 40 per centum of the acreage on such farm which is tilled 
annually or in regular rotation, as determined under regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary. 

8 Cy The acreage ulred for apportionment under subsections 
(g) and (h) shall be in addition to the State acreage allotment, 
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and the production of such acreage shall be in addition to the 
national allotment.’ 

“SEC. 10. Section 349 (b) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938 is amended to read as follows: 

“*(b) All persons applying for any payment of money under the 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, with 
respect to any farm located in a county in which cotton has been 
planted during the year for which such payment is offered, shall 
file with the application a statement that the applicant has not 
knowingly planted, during the current year, cotton on land on his 
farm in excess of the acreage allotted to the farm under section 
344 for such year.’ 

“Sec. 11. Section 372 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the following: 

„e) Whenever, pursuant to a claim filed with the Secretary 


such penalty was erroneously, illegally, or wrongfully collected, the 
Secretary shall certify to the Secretary of the ‘Treasury for payment 
to the claimant, in accordance with regulations by the 
Secretary of the Treasury, such amount as the Secretary finds the 
claimant is entitled to receive as a refund of such penalty. 

The Secretary is authorized to prescribe regulations governing 

filing of such claims and the determination of such refunds. 

„dd) No penalty shall be collected under this Act with respect 
to the marketing of any agricultural commodity grown for experi- 
mental purposes only by any publicly owned agricultural experi- 
ment station.’ 

“Sec. 12. The fourth sentence of section 381 (a) of such Act is 
amended to read as follows: In cases where in 1937 a total or 
partial crop failure resulted from hail, drought, flood, or boll- 
Weevil infestation, or where any part of a producer’s 1937 cotton 
crop was destroyed after the harvesting thereof by fire or other 
unavoidable natural cause, if the producer is otherwise eligible for 
payment, payment shall be made at the same rate per pound on 
the same percentage of the producer’s normal base production 
established by the Secretary as in the case of other prod 

“Sec. 13. Section 403 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
is amended by striking out the date May 1, 1937“ and inserting in 
leu thereof the following: ‘or before May 1, 1938’. 

“Src. 14. Section 404 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 9 — 
is amended by striking out the date May 1937’ and inserting in 
lieu thereof the date ‘May 1938’. 

“Sec. 15. Section 407 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
is amended by striking out ‘on or before’ wherever it occurs in 
such section and inserting in lieu thereof the following: ‘subse- 

uent to’. 
5 “Sec. 16. Subparagraph (5) of section 8 (c) of the Soil Conser- 
vation and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended by section 101 of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, is hereby amended by 
striking out the words ‘on any farm’ in the first sentence and in- 
serting in lieu thereof ‘for any county’; and by striking out the 
word ‘thereon’ in the first sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
‘therein’. 

“Sec. 17. Section 8 (c) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act, as amended by section 101 of the Agricultural Ad- 
justment Act of 1938, is hereby amended by adding the following 


new subparagraph: 

“*(6) In determining normal yield per acre for any farm under 
this section in the case of wheat or corn, the normal yield shall 
be the average yield per acre thereon for such commodity during 
the ten calendar immediately preceding the calendar year in 
which such yield is determined, adjusted for abnormal weather 
conditions and trends in yields. If for any such year the data are 
not available, or there is no actual yield, then the normal yield 
for the farm shall be appraised in accordance with regulations of 
the Secretary, taking into consideration abnormal weather condi- 
tions, the normal yield for the county, and the yield in years for 
which data are available.” 

“Seo. 18. Section 8 (g) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act, as amended, is amended by striking out the second 
and third sentences and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
‘Such assignment shall be signed by the farmer and witnessed by a 
member of the county or other local committee, or by the treasurer 
or the secretary of such committee, and filed with the county agent 
or the county committee. Such assignment shall include the 
statement that the assignment is not made to pay or secure any 

preexisting indebtedness.’. 

“Sec. 19. The proclamations heretofore issued by the Secretary of 
Agriculture under sections 312 (a), 327, 328, and 345 of the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 shall be effective as provided in 
said sections, and no provision of any amendment made by this 
Act shall be construed as requiring any further action under sec- 
tion 312 (c) or 347 of the Agricultural Aenea at Act of 1938 
with respect to marketing years beginning in 1938.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 


KINZER, 
Managers on the part of the House. 
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROCLLED BILLS SIGNED 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Cal- 
loway, one of its reading clerks, announced that the Speaker 
had affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills, 
and they were signed by the Vice President: 

H. R. 8826. An act to amend section 35 of the Criminal 
Code, as amended (U. S. C., title 18, sec. 82), relating to pur- 
loining, stealing, or injuring property of the United States; 
and 

H.R.9181. An act making appropriations for the govern- 
ment of the District of Columbia and other activities charge- 
able in whole or in part against the revenues of such district 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for other 
purposes. 

CONSIDERATION OF UNOBJECTED BILLS ON THE CALENDAR 


Mr. BARKLEY. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of unobjected bills on the 
calendar. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I hope that request will be 
granted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Ken- 
tucky asks unanimous consent that the Senate proceed to 
consider unobjected bills on the calendar. Without objec- 
tion, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will proceed with the first bill on the calendar. 

The bill (S. 1436) providing for the employment of skilled 
shorthand reporting in the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment was announced as first in order. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 419) to promote the general welfare through 
the appropriation of funds to assist the States and Terri- 
tories in providing more effective programs of public educa- 
tion was announced as next in order. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Let that bill go over. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, was the second bill on the 
calendar objected to? I have just entered the Chamber. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. It was. 

Mr. HATCH. Did the Senator from Michigan object? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I did. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill was passed over. 

The bill (S. 847) to prevent the use of Federal official 
patronage in elections and to prohibit Federal officeholders 
from misuse of positions of public trust for private and 
partisan ends was announced as next in order. 

Mr. WAGNER. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2106) for the allowances of certain claims 
not heretofore paid, for indemnity for spoliations by the 
a , prior to July 31, 1801, was announced as next in 

r. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1760) to promote the safety of scheduled air 
transportation was announced as next in order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Let that bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2) to amend the Interstate Commerce Act, as 
amended, by providing for the regulation of the transporta- 
tion of passengers and property by aircraft in interstate 
commerce and for other purposes, was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 6215) to repeal provisions of the income 
tax requiring lists of compensation paid to officers and em- 
ployees of corporations was announced as next in order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2410) to amend the Judicial Code, as amended, 
Was announced as next in order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 
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The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 144) proposing an amend- 
ment to the Constitution of the United States prohibiting 
child labor was announced as next in order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Let the joint resolution go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be 
passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 1507) to assure to persons within the juris- 
diction of every State the equal protection of the laws and 
to punish the crime of lynching was announced as next in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let the bill be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2482) to provide for the assignment of officers 
of the Navy for duty under the Department of Commerce 
and appointment to positions therein was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The resolution (S. Res. 140) authorizing an investigation 
of the delivery or nondelivery of mail to establishments 
where industrial strife is in progress was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let the resolution go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will be passed 
over. 

The bill (S. 2024) to amend the civil-service law to permit 
certain employees of the legislative branch of the Govern- 
ment to qualify for positions under the competitive classi- 
fied civil service was announced as next in order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


OPERATION OF MOTOR VEHICLES IN INTERSTATE COMMERCE 


The bill (S. 589) prohibiting the operation of motor ve- 
hicles in interstate commerce by unlicensed operators was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, if that bill is to be consid- 
ered, I should like to know what it provides. Unless the 
author of the bill is present to explain it, I ask to have the 
bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

Mr. BORAH subsequently said: Mr. President, I objected 
to the consideration of Senate bill 589 when it was reached 
on the calendar so that I would have time to find out what the 
bill is about. I have since conferred with the author of the 
bill, and I have no objection to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to recur- 
ring to Calendar No. 965, Senate bill 589? 

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to con- 
sider the bill (S. 589) prohibiting the operation of motor 
vehicles in interstate commerce by unlicensed operators, 
which had been reported from the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce with amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The first two amendments 
have already been agreed to, and the clerk will state the next 
amendment of the committee. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2, line 13, in section 2, after 
the word “traffic”, it is proposed to strike out “his knowl- 
edge of the traffic laws of the State, and include” and to 
insert “and”; and after line 22, to insert three new sub- 
divisions, as follows: 

(d) That no such license shall be issued to a person who is not 
16 or more years of age. 

(e) That such license shall contain a full and complete de- 
scription of the person to whom it was issued. 


(1) That such license may be revoked or suspended by the 
proper authorities. 


So as to make the section read: 


Src. 2. No license shall be held to permit the operation of a motor 
vehicle in interstate commerce under the first section of this act 
unless the law of the State in which the license was issued 
provides— 

(a) That no license permitting the operation of a motor vehicle 
shall be issued except to persons passing an examination which 
includes a test of the applicant’s eyesight (with or without spec- 
tacles), his ability to read and understand highway regulat- 
ing, warning, and directing traffic, and an actual 
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of ability to exercise ordinary and reasonable control in the opera- 
tion of a motor vehicle. 

(b) That such license must be renewed at least once in each 
3-year period. 

(c) That it shall be unlawful for any person to (1) display or 
have in his possession any canceled, revoked, suspended, fictitious, 
or fraudulently altered license, or (2) to lend his license to any 
other person or knowingly permit the use thereof by another. 

(a) That no such license shall be issued to a person who is 
not 16 or more years of age. 

(e) That such license shall contain a full and complete descrip- 
tion of the person to whom it was issued. 

(f) That such license may be revoked or suspended by the 
proper authorities. 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 3, after line 10, to 
strike out section 4, as follows: 


SEC. 4. The Attorney General may authorize any law enforce- 
ment officer of the United States or of the several States or any 
political subdivision thereof to enforce the provisions of this act 
under such regulations as he shall prescribe. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 3, line 16, to strike out 
“5” and insert “4”; and on line 18, after “$300”, to strike out 
“or be imprisoned not more than 6 months, or both”, so as 
to make the section read: 


Sec. 4. Any person who violates any provision of this act shall, 
upon conviction thereof, be fined not more than $300. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 3, line 19, in the section 
number to strike out “6” and to insert “5”; and on line 24, 
to strike out subdivision 3, as follows: 


(3) The term “interstate commerce” means on (in- 
cluding the propulsion of a motor vehicle under its own power) 
from a point in one State to a destination in another State; and 
the operation of a motor vehicle, in any State, on which there are 
registration or license plates issued by another State shall create a 
presumption that such vehicle is being operated in interstate com- 
merce, but such presumption shall not be conclusive. 


And to insert: 


(3) The term “interstate commerce” means transportation (in- 
cluding the propulsion of a motor vehicle under its own power) 
from a point in one State to a destination in another State or 
between points in the same State but through another State; and 
the term “foreign commerce” means transportation (including the 
propulsion of a motor vehicle under its own power) from a point 
in the United States to a point in a foreign country, or between 
points in the United States and through any foreign country. 
The operation of a motor vehicle, in any State, on which there are 
registration or license plates issued by another State shall create 
a presumption that such vehicle is being operated in interstate 
or foreign commerce, but such presumption shall not be con- 
clusive. 


So as to make the section read: 


Sec. 5. (a) As used in this act— 

(1) The term “license” means a license or operator’s permit for 
the operation of motor vehicles. 

(2) The term State“ means any of the several States or the 
District of Columbia. 

(3) The term “interstate commerce” means transportation (in- 
cluding the propulsion of a motor vehicle under its own power) 
from a point in one State to a destination in another State or be- 
tween points in the same State but through another State; and the 
term “foreign commerce” means transportation (including the pro- 
pulsion of a motor vehicle under its own power) from a point in 
the United States to a point in a foreign country, or between points 
in the United States and through any foreign country. The oper- 
ation of a motor vehicle in any State, on which there are registra- 
tion or license plates issued by another State, shall create a pre- 
sumption that such vehicle is being operated in interstate or 
foreign commerce, but such presumption shall not be conclusive, 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may we have an ex- 
planation of the bill? 

Mr. TRUMAN. Mr. President, this bill is merely presented 
in an effort to have the States enact drivers’ license laws 
which will require people who are physically and mentally 
able to drive automobiles to obtain licenses. It does not in 
any way interfere with the rights of the States, and its does 
not create any Federal bureau or increase the number of 
employees of the Federal Government in any way. It is 
merely a statement of the requirements which should be pos- 
sessed by people who drive automobiles. 
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Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, is it limited to operators 
of trucks and busses under the interstate commerce law, or 
does it refer to anyone? 

Mr. TRUMAN. It applies to all drivers of automobiles. 

Mr. McKELLAR. How does it apply to them? What 
does it provide? 

Mr. TRUMAN. It merely provides that the States should 
pass laws with respect to the issuance of drivers’ licenses, 
provide for physical examinations, and so forth, with which 
provisions drivers must comply before they may operate cars 
in interstate commerce. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator does not mean that the 
bill requires the States to do anything? 

Mr. TRUMAN. No. 

Mr. CONNALLY. It merely means that unless a driver 
comes within the terms of the measure, he cannot drive a 
car in interstate commerce? 

Mr. TRUMAN. Yes. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I do not think the Senator should as- 
sert that we are trying to make the States do anything. 

Mr. TRUMAN. No, Mr. President, it is not an attempt 
to make the States do anything. What we are trying to 
do is to keep off the roads persons who drive recklessly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agree- 
ing to the committee amendment on page 3, in section 5. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment of the committee was, on page 4, 
line 23, to change the section number from 7 to 6, and after 
the word “effect” to strike out “two” and to insert “four”, 
so as to make the section read: 

Sec. 6. This act shall take effect 4 years after the date of its 
enactment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

_ The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


JOINT RESOLUTION AND BILL PASSED OVER 


The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 178) consenting to an 
interstate compact relating to flood control in the Merri- 
mack River Valley was announced as next in order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Let the joint resolution go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be 
passed over. 

The bill (S. 1351) to amend the Packers and Stockyards 
Act, 1921, as amended, and for other purposes, was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. BARKLEY (and other Senators). Let the bill go over 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 
RELIEF OF VOLUNTEER OFFICERS AND SOLDIERS WHO SERVED IN 

PHILIPPINES BEYOND PERIOD OF ENLISTMENT 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 2904) for 
the relief of officers and soldiers of the Volunteer service of 
the United States mustered into service for the War with 
Spain and who were held in service in the Philippine Islands 
after the ratification of the treaty of peace, April 11, 1899, 
which had been reported from the Committee on Claims with 
an amendment, on page 2, line 4, after “1899”, to insert 
“Provided, That no benefits shall accrue under any provision 
of this act to any person whose claim is based upon the serv- 
ice of any such officer or soldier discharged in the Philippine 
Islands at his own request”, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That all officers and soldiers of the Volunteer 
service of the United States mustered into service for the War with 
‘Spain who were held to service in the Philippine Islands for service 
in the Philippine Insurrection after April 11, 1899, and after the 
conclusion of peace with the Kingdom of Spain, shall be entitled 
to the travel pay and allowance for subsistence provided in sec- 
tions 1289 and 1290, Revised Statutes, as then amended and in 
effect, as though discharged April 11, 1899, by reason of expiration 
of enlistment, and appointed or reenlisted April 12, 1899, without 
deduction of travel pay and subsistence paid such officers or 
soldiers on final muster out subsequent to April 11, 1899: Provided, 
That no benefits shall accrue under any provision of this act to 
any person whose claim is based upon the service of any such 
officer or soldier discharged in the Philippine Islands at his own 
request. 

Sec. 2. Claims hereunder shall be settled in the General Ac- 
counting Office, and shall be payable to the officer or soldier, or 
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if the person who rendered the service is dead, then to his widow, 
children in equal shares (but not to their issue), father, or mother 
as provided by existing acts relating to the settlement of accounts 
of deceased officers and soldiers of the Army (34 Stat. 750), but 
if there is no widow, child, father, or mother at the date of settle- 
ment, then no payment on account of the claim shall be made. 

Sec. 3. The Comptroller General is authorized and directed to 
certify to the Congress, pursuant to the provisions of section 2 of 
the act of July 7, 1884 (U. S. O., title 5, sec. 266), all claims 
allowed hereunder. 


Sec. 4. Application for the benefits of this act shall be filed 
within 3 years after the date of its passage. 

Sec. 5. Payment to any attorney or agent for such assistance as 
may be required in the preparation and execution of the 
papers in any application under this act shall not exceed the sum 
of $10; any person collecting or attempting to collect a greater 
amount than is herein allowed shall be guilty of a misdemeanor 
and shall be punishable by a fine of not more than $500 or by 
imprisonment for not more than 2 years, or by both such fine and 
imprisonment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 


INCLUSION OF HOPS IN AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 7836) to 
amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended, by 
including hops as a commodity to which orders under such 
act are applicable, which was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 8c (2) of the Agricultural 


Adjustment Act, as amended, is amended by inserting after “soy- 
beans” the following: “, hops,”. 


Sec, 2. Section 8c (6) of such act, as amended, is amended by 
3 after “soybeans and their products”, the following: 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may we have an expla- 
nation of this bill? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Who introduced the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is a House bill. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I have no objection to it. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I have offered an amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment offered by 
the Senator from Oregon will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 1, after line 8, it is proposed 
to add the following: 

Sec. 3. No order issued pursuant to section 8c of the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act, as amended, shall be applicable to hops 
except during the two crop years next succeeding the date of 
enactment of this act. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DUFFY. Mr. President, when this bill was reached 
on the calendar at the last call of the calendar, I asked 
that it go over. I have since learned that the people in my 
State who objected to the bill in its original form do not 
object to it in view of the amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNary], which has now been 
agreed to by the Senate, I make the statement for the 
Recorp that I now have no further objection. 

Mr. McNARY. I understood the attitude of the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the en- 
grossment of the amendment and third reading of the bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the 
bill to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection Senate 
bill 2791 of similar title and purport will be indefinitely 
postponed. 

TRANSFER OF ENLISTED MEN OF THE COAST GUARD 


The bill (S. 2206) to provide for the transfer of enlisted men 
of the Coast Guard to the Fleet Naval Reserve was consid- 
ered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

Mr. WALSH subsequently said: Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the vote by which the Senate passed Sen- 
ate bill 2206 be reconsidered, and that the bill remain on the 
calendar, 


1938 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the vote is reconsidered. The bill will 


be passed over. 
LAWRENCE E. THOMAS 
The bill (H. R. 1355) for the relief of Lawrence E. Thomas 
was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 
EMPLOYMENT UNDER WORKS PROGRESS ADMINISTRATION 


The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 176) favoring employment 
by the Works Progress Administration of persons unable to 
find employment in private industry was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I should like to have an ex- 
planation of the joint resolution. 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr, President, I believe the pur- 
pose of the joint resolution is in part already fulfilled, and I 
suggest that the joint resolution go over, but remain on the 


calendar. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be 


passed over. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 6586) to regulate the transportation and 
sale of natural gas in interstate commerce, and for other pur- 
poses, was announced as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


BENEFIT PAYMENTS TO COTTON PRODUCERS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the joint resolution (S. J. 
Res. 205) providing for benefit payments to cotton producers 
with respect to cotton produced in 1937, which had been 
reported from the Committee on Agriculture with an amend- 
ment to strike out all after the enacting clause and to insert 
the following: 


That the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized and directed to 
pay to any producer of cotton (1) who sells, or has sold, between 
August 1, 1937, and July 31, 1938, inclusive, any cotton produced 
by him, and (2) who shows to the satisfaction of the Secretary 
that he has during the year 1938 complied with any Federal farm 
program which shall have been enacted during the Seventy-fifth 
Congress, a price-adjustment payment. Such adjustment pay- 
ment per pound to each such producer shall be the amount per 
pound by which the average price of %-inch Middling spot 
cotton on the 10 designated spot cotton markets (hereinafter 
referred to as the “official a’ base price”) was below 12 cents 
per pound on the date of sale of the eligible cotton, but in no case 
shall the payment per pound exceed 2 cents. In case some or all 
of the eligible producer's eligible cotton is not sold on or before 
July 31, 1938, but is at the close of that day under the 10-cent loan 
provided for in section 2, a similar adjustment payment with 
respect to such cotton shall be made to each eligible producer 
making application in the amount per pound by which the official 
average base price is below 12 cents per pound on July 31, 1938, 
but in no cose shall the payment per pound exceed 2 cents. 

Any funds available under section 32 of the act entitled “An act 
to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act, and for other pur- 
poses”, approved August 24, 1935, for the purposes of such section 
$2, shall also be available for the purposes of this section; and 
there are hereby authorized to be appropriated such additional 
sums as may be necessary for the purposes of this section. 

Sec. 2. The Commodity Credit Corporation is directed to provide 
loans to producers of cotton which matures and is harvested dur- 
ing the calendar year 1937, on the basis of 10 cents per pound for 
%-inch Middling cotton. Variations in the amount of such 
loans may be made to compensate for variations in grade or 
quality. No such loan shall be made after December 31, 1937. 
The Reconstruction Finance Corporation is authorized and directed 
to make available to the Commodity Credit Corporation such sums 
as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this section. 

Sec.3. Insofar as is practicable and consistent with this joint 
resolution, the adjustment payments and loans provided for herein 
shall be made in the same manner and upon the terms and condi- 
tions as price-adjustment payments and loans with respect to 
cotton were made for the crop year 1935-36. The Secretary of 
Agriculture and the Commodity Credit Corporation, respectively, 
are authorized to make such rules and regulations as may be 
necessary to carry out their functions under this joint resolution. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “Joint resolution 
providing for adjustment payments and loans to cotton pro- 
ducers with respect to cotton produced in 1937.” 
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REORGANIZATION OF GOVERNMENT AGENCIES, ETC. 


The bill (S. 2970) to provide for reorganizing agencies of 
the Government, extending the classified civil service, estab- 
lishing a General Auditing Office and a Department of Wel- 
fare, and for other purposes, was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the bill 
will be indefinitely postponed. 

ALLOTMENTS TO MISSION INDIAN RESERVATION INDIANS 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 1424) to 
repeal that provision in the act of March 2, 1917 (39 Stat. L. 
976), directing the making of allotments to Indians of the 
Mission Indian reservations, California, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Indian Affairs with amend- 
ments, on page 1, line 5, after the word “Large” and the 
comma, to strike out “authorizing and directing the Secretary 
of the Interior to cause” and to insert “relating to the making 
of”; after the word “severalty”, in line 6, to strike out to be 
made”; and at the end of the bill to insert a proviso, so as to 
make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the proviso in the act of March 2, 1917, 
appearing on page 976 of volume 39 of the United States Statutes 
at Large, relating to the making of allotments in severalty to the 
Indians belonging to and having tribal rights on the Mission 
Indian Reservations in the State of California be, and the same 
is hereby, repealed and, until otherwise provided by Congress, the 
Secretary of the Interior is hereby directed not to perfect or com- 

lete any allotments heretofore listed or scheduled to any of said 
dians which have not been approved by the Secretary of the 
Interior prior to the passage of this act: Provided, however, That 
nothing herein contained shall be construed to deprive any Indian 
Fr * if any, that may have vested prior to the approval of 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. FRAZIER tly said: Mr. President, during my 
absence Senate bill 1424 was passed without objection. I 
have received a telegram and a letter in regard to this bill 
from parties interested in it, objecting to it, and I ask unan- 
imous consent that the vote by which the bill was passed be 
reconsidered and the bill be restored to the calendar. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, I desire to 
make a very brief statement about the bill, and then of 
course I will have no objection to the vote being recon- 
sidered. 

Many years ago Congress enacted legislation providing for 
the allotment of what are known as the Palm Springs Mis- 
sion Indians, residing adjacent to and some of them in 
Palm Springs, Calif. 

After the allotment bill was passed an agent went to 
Palm Springs and looked over the ground, consulted the 
Indians, and made some tentative allotments. The allot- 
ments were never completed. The certificates of allotment 
and trust patents were never delivered. 

Recently the Indians who received these tentative allot- 
ments have gone into court and have attempted to enforce 
the delivery of trust patents on these lands. The Interior 
Department has decided that it is not good policy to issue 
patents to these Indians at Palm Springs, and has resisted 
the action in the court designed to bring about the delivery 
of trust patents to the Indians located in and adjacent to 
Palm Springs. 

Because of the request of the Interior Department, the 
bill now under discussion was introduced. The bill proposes 
to cancel the authority to allot these lands to these Indians. 
If the bill should be enacted and the court should hold that 
no allotments had been made, all these lands would revert to 
the tribal property of this band of Indians, now very few in 
number. Of course, if the bill shall not be enacted the case 
in court will be pending, and in time the court will render 
some decision. 

An amendment to the bill has been recommended, and 
even though the bill shall pass, any rights which may have 
accrued to the Indians involved will not be disturbed. 

I have no interest in the case, and, of course, have no 
objection to the vote being reconsidered, as requested by the 
Senator from North Dakota. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from North Dakota? The Chair 
hears none and the vote is reconsidered, and the bill will be 
restored to the calendar and passed over. 


PREVENTION OF THE SPREAD OF PULLORUM AND OTHER DISEASES 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2825) to 
enable the Department of Agriculture to prevent the spread 
of pullorum and other diseases of poultry and to cooperate 
with State official agencies in the administration of the na- 
tional poultry improvement plan, and for other purposes, 
which had been reported from the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry with an amendment, on page 2, line 19, 
after the words “complying with”, to strike out “all of”, so 
as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purpose of preventing the dis- 
semination of pullorum and other diseases of poultry from one 
State or Territory or District of the United States to any other 
State or Territory or District, the Secretary of Agriculture is au- 
thorized to cooperate with official State agencies in the various 
States in their administration of the national poultry improve- 
ment plan, as developed by poultry leaders, poultry breeders, and 
members of the breeder and commercial hatchery industry and 
approved by the Secretary of Agriculture, for the selection, testing, 
improvement, and identification, with respect to Taa, of poul- 
try breeding stock, hatching eggs, chicks, and poul 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of Agriculture is 9 to examine 
the regulations issued by any official State agency for its adminis- 
tration of the said national poultry improvement plan and to ap- 
prove the same, if found by him to be satisfactory for the intended 


purpose. 

Sec. 3. When the regulations issued by any official State agency 
for its administration of said national poultry improvement plan 
have been approved by the Secretary of Agriculture, as provided in 
the preceding section of this act, and, thereafter, it is certified 
to the said Secretary, by the said official State agency, that cer- 
tain named persons, firms, associations, or corporations, engaged 
in the poultry business in such State, are participating in, and 
complying with all the provisions of, the said national poultry 
improvement plan, the said Secretary is hereby authorized to 
permit such firms, associations, or corporations, so long 
as said participation and compliance continues, to use the national 
poultry improvement plan emblem, as devised and approved by 
the United States Department of Agriculture, and also the prefix 
U. S.,“ in connection with other terms, in describing, advertising, 
or selling hatching eggs, chicks, poults, or breeding stock through 
the medium of the United States mails or in interstate commerce. 

Sec. 4. Any person, firm, association, or corporation using the 
said national poultry improvement plan emblem or the prefix 
“U. S.,“ in describing, advertising, or selling, through the medium 
of the United States mails or in interstate commerce, any hatching 
eggs, chicks, poults, or breeding stcck, unless said person, firm, 
association, or corporation has been certified by the official State 
agency to the said Secretary of Agriculture and permitted by the 
said Secretary to use said emblem and the prefix U. S.,“ as pro- 
vided in section 3 of this act, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor 
and, on conviction thereof, shall be punished by a fine of not less 
than $50 nor more than $500. 


The amendment was agreed to. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


RESOLUTIONS AND BILLS PASSED OVER 


The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 141) to authorize the issu- 
ance to Sekizo Takahashi of a permit to reenter the United 
States was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be 
passed over. 

The resolution (S. Res. 177) requesting recommendations 
from the Tariff Commission concerning rates of duty on 
textile imports was announced as next in order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will be passed 
over. 

The bill (S. 3022) to amend the law relating to appoint- 
ment of postmasters was announced as next in order. 

Mr, OMAHONET. Let that bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 5812) to amend section 243 of the Penal 
Code of the United States, as amended by the act of June 15, 
1935 (49 Stat. 378), relating to the marking of packages 
containing wild animals and birds and parts thereof, was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Let that bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 
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WOOL AND OTHER AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3105) to 
amend the Commodity Exchange Act, as amended, to extend 
its provisions to wool and other agricultural commodities 
traded in for future delivery, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry with an amend- 
ment, on page 1, line 8, after “wool”, to strike out “and any 
other agricultural commodity traded in for future delivery” 
and to insert and wool tops“, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the third sentence of section 2 of the 
Commodity Exchange Act, as amended (U. S. C., 1934 edition, supp. 


II. title 7, sec. 2), is amended to read as follows: “The word 
‘commodity’ shall mean wheat, cotton, rice, corn, oats, barley, rye 


flaxseed, grain sorghums, mill feeds, butter, eggs, Solanum tu- 
berosum (Irish potatoes), wool, and wool tops.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I offer an amendment, 
which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 1, line 8, it is proposed to 
strike out “wool.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to amend the 
Commodity Exchange Act, as amended, to extend its pro- 
visions to wool tops.“ 


JOINT RESOLUTION PASSED OVER 


The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 229) directing the Federal 
Trade Commission to investigate the policies employed 
by manufacturers in distributing motor vehicles, and the 
policies of dealers in selling motor vehicles at retail, as these 
policies affect the public interest, was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. ‘Mr. President, I ask that the 
joint resolution be passed over until the Senator from Indi- 
ana (Mr. Minton] returns to the floor, when I will discuss it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be 
passed over. 

INVESTIGATION OF T. V. A. 


The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 239) authorizing the Federal 
Trade Commission to make an investigation of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority was announced as next in order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I suggest that the joint resolution be 
indefinitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, Senate 
Joint Resolution 239 will be indefinitely postponed. 


GOSHUTE AND OTHER INDIANS 


The bill (S. 2777) for the benefit of the Goshute and other 
Indians, and for other purposes, was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, House bill 8885, Order 
of Business 1597, is an identical bill, and I ask that it be sub- 
stituted for the Senate bill and that the Senate proceed to 
consider the House bill. 

There being no objection, the bill (H. R. 8885) for the 
benefit of the Goshute and other Indians, and for other pur- 
poses, was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, Senate 
bill 2777 will be indefinitely postponed. 


ADDITIONAL DISTRICT JUDGE, CALIFORNIA 


The bill (S. 3145) to provide for the appointment of an 
additional district judge for the southern district of Cali- 
fornia was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McADOO. Mr. President, this matter has been in- 
cluded in the general bill reported by the Committee on the 
Judiciary and passed by the Senate, and I think this bill 
should be indefinitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the bill 
will be indefinitely postponed. 
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BILL AND RESOLUTION PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 1443) to designate the month of February 
of each year as the month of American music was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let that go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The resolution (S. Res. 216) favoring governmental adjust- 
ment of the purchasing power of the dollar so as to attain 
1926 wholesale commodity price levels was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I will have to ask that the resolution go 
over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will be passed 
over. 

SAFEGUARDING THE PUBLIC HEALTH 


The bill (S. 3073) to safeguard the public health was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let us have an explanation of this bill. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, this bill relates to the 
sulfanilamide poison cases, and I think I shall be satisfied 
to let it go over, because the House is considering a general 
bill, which includes a provision affording protection against 
this poison. Otherwise I would ask that the bill be passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


COMMITTEE ON PURCHASE OF BLIND-MADE PRODUCTS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2819) to 
create a Committee on Purchases of Blind-Made Products, 
and for other purposes, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce with an amendment to 
strike out all after the enacting clause and to insert: 


That there is hereby created a committee to be known as the 
Committee on Purchases of Blind-Made Products (hereinafter re- 
ferred to as the committee“) to be composed of a private citizen 
conversant with the problems incident to the employment of the 
blind and a representative of each of the following Government 
departments: The Navy Department, the War Department, the 
‘Treasury Department, the Department of Agriculture, the Depart- 
ment of Commerce, and the Department of the Interior. The 
members of the committee shall be appointed by the President, 
shall serve without additional compensation, and shall designate 
one of their number to be chairman. 

Sec. 2. It shall be the duty of the committee to determine the 
fair market price of all brooms and mops and other suitable com- 
modities manufactured by the blind and offered for sale to the 
Federal Government by any non-profit-making agency for the 
blind organized under the laws of the United States or of any 
State, to revise such prices from time to time in accordance with 

market conditions, and to make such rules and regula- 
tions tions, time of delivery, authorization of a 
central non-profit-making agency to facilitate the distribution of 
orders among the agencies for the blind, and other relevant mat- 
ters of procedure as shall be necessary to carry out the purposes 
of this act: Provided, That no change in price shall become effec- 
tive prior to the expiration of 15 days from the date on which 
such change is made by the committee. 

Sec. 3. All brooms and mops and other suitable commodities 
hereafter procured in accordance with = ore specifica- 
tions by or for any Federal department or agency shall be 
from such non-profit-making agencies for the blind in all cases 
where such articles are available within the period specified at the 
price determined by the committee to be the fair market 
for the article or articles so procured: Provided, That this act shall 
not apply in any cases where brooms and mops are available for 
procurement from any Federal department or agency and procure- 
ment therefrom is required under the provisions of any law in 
effect on the date of enactment of this act, or in cases where 
brooms and mops are procured for use outside continental United 
States. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 
BILL PASSED OVER 
The bill (H. R. 6410) granting a pension to Mary Lord 
Harrison was announced as next in order. 


Mr. WALSH. I ask that the bill be passed over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


JOHN M. FULLER 
The bill (H. R. 4221) for the relief of John M. Fuller 


was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 
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ESTATE OF F. GRAY GRISWOLD 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 7104) 
for the relief of the estate of F. Gray Griswold, which had 
been reported from the Committee on Claims with an amend- 
ment, on page 1, line 9, after the numerals “$15,032”, to 
strike out “plus accrued earnings and interest thereon as 
provided by law”, so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding the provisions oi 
sections 25 (a) and 9 (m) of the Settlement of War Claims Act 
of 1928, the Attorney General of the United States, as successor 
to the Alien Custodian, and the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury are hereby authorized and directed to pay over to the estate 
of F. Gray Griswold, deceased, of New York City, the sum of 
$15,032, said funds having been paid over to the Allen Property 
Custodian by F. Gray Griswold and be now held by the Alien 
Property Bureau in an individual trust No. 47664 in the name of 
F. Gray Griswold. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 


FRANK CHRISTY AND OTHER DISBURSING AGENTS IN INDIAN SERVICE 


The bill (H. R. 6232) for the relief of Frank Christy and 
other disbursing agents in the Indian Service of the United 
States was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


COMPLETE MACHINERY & EQUIPMENT CO., INC., AND OTHERS 


The Senate proceded to consider the bill (H. R. 7676) for 
the relief of the Complete Machinery & Equipment Co., Inc., 
and others, which was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc, That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby 
authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
not otherwise appropriated, to the Complete Machinery & Equip- 

., of Long Island City, N. Y., the sum of 8108.35: to 
H. O. Penn Machinery Co., Inc, of New York ay the sum of 
oS to Sylvan Greenbaum, Inc., of Brooklyn, N. T., the sum 
of $384.60; to Edward Ehrbar, Inc., of Brooklyn, N. ¥., the sum of 
$369.02; and to Mahoney-Clarke, Inc., of New York City, the sum of 
$1,560.07; in all, $2,639.04, in full satisfaction of their claims against 
the United States for damages to pumps or loss of pump parts, 
which pumps were rented to the Works Administration 
and used constantly for the protection of life and property during 
the flood that covered the area of Wyoming Valley, Pa., in March 
and April 1936: Provided, That no part of the amount appropri- 
ated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or 
delivered to or received by any agent or attorney on account of 
services rendered in connection with these claims, and the same. 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be 
fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may we have an ex- 
planation of this bill? 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, the bill is recommended, as 
will be seen from the report, by the Works Progress Admin- 
istration, Mr. Gill signing the letter, in which he says: f 

The Works Progress Administration recommends the settlement 
of the claims in the amounts specified in the draft of the bill, 
which should, in all equity, be paid as soon as possible. 

There is a statement in the report about the bill. Is my 
statement satisfactory to the Senator? 

Mr. McKELLAR. The bill covers a number of claims, and 
the W. P. A. has recommended the payment of those claims? 

Mr. BAILEY. Yes.; on account of damage to the ma- 
chinery for which the W. P. A. admits responsibility. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the third 
reading and passage of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

BILL PASSED OVER 

The bill (S. 475) to establish a Court of Patent Appeals 
Was announced as next in order. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I ask that the bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

TIFFANY CONSTRUCTION CO. 


The bill (S. 2967) authorizing the Comptroller General to 
settle and adjust the claim of Tiffany Construction Co. was 
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considered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted etc., That the Comptroller General of the United 
States be, and he hereby is, authorized and directed to settle and 
adjust the claim of Tiffany Construction Co. for reimbursement 
of expenses incurred in repairing a trailer owned by the company 
which was damaged while loaned to the Bureau of Public Roads, 
Department of Agriculture, during September 1936, and to allow 
in full and final settlement of the claim the sum of not to 
exceed $174.50. There is hereby appropriated, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $174.50, 
or so much thereof as may be necessary, for the payment of the 
claim: Provided, That no part of the amount appropriated in 
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered 
to or received by any agent or attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim, and the same shall be 
unlawful, any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any per- 
son violating the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in 
any sum not exceeding $1,000. 

Mr. McKELLAR subsequently said: Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to recur to Senate bill 2967. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, what was the amount 
of the claim and why was it referred to the Comptroller 
General? 

Mr. BAILEY. On the ground that it was disallowed by 
the Comptroller General on a technicality, and later the 
Comptroller General recommended that legislation be en- 
acted because an equitable liability existed for the claim. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Was the claim a purely technical one? 

Mr. BAILEY. Let me read from the report: 

The record shows that on September 28, 1936, there developed 
a need for the removal by the Bureau of Public Roads, Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, of a Government-owned Allis-Chalmers 35 
tractor from the Deer Creek Meadows maintenance project located 
in the Lassen National Forest, Calif., to the Alamanor maintenance 
project located in the Plumas National Forest, a distance of 45 
miles, and that to have transported the tractor on its own power 
would have taken approximately 12 hours and caused considerable 
damage to the asphalt-treated pavement. 


They procured the transportation for this tractor. It did 
not appear to be within the law, and the Comptroller Gen- 
eral suspended the item under the provisions of the statute 
we have been discussing here for about 30 days. However, 
the service was performed, the Government received the ben- 
efit of it, and the Comptroller General’s office feels that the 
money should be paid. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Very well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senate bill 2967 having 
been passed, the clerk will state the next bill on the calendar. 


RESOLUTION AND BILL PASSED OVER 


The resolution (S. Res. 207) a resolution providing for an 
investigation of the National Labor Relations Act by the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board was announced as next in 
order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will be 
passed over. 

The bill (S. 2829) authorizing more complete development 
of that portion of Santa Rosa Island conveyed to the county 
of Escambia, State of Florida, by the Secretary of War, was 
announced as next in order. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


COMPULSORY BLOCK BOOKING 

The bill (S. 153) to prohibit and to prevent the trade 
practices known as “compulsory block-booking” and “blind 
selling” in the leasing of motion-picture films in interstate 
and foreign commerce was announced as next in order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask that the bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, it is manifest that unanimous 
consent cannot be obtained to pass or even take up this bill. 
Therefore, I now give notice that in the near future I shall 
move that the Senate proceed to the consideration of this 
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important measure in circumstances which will permit free- 
dom of debate. 


PORTLAND ELECTRIC POWER CO. 


The bill (H. R. 6467) for the relief of the Portland Elec- 
tric Power Co. was considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

MARY DOUGHERTY 


The bill (H. R. 6061) for the relief of Mary Dougherty 
was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 1249) for the relief of L. M. Crawford was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I notice that the War 
Department recommends that this bill be not passed. I ask 
that it go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 6479) for the relief of Guy Salisbury, alias 
John G. Bowman, alias Alva J. Zenner, was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I notice that the Depart- 
ment also recommends against the passage of this bill I 
ask that it go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2864) to correct the military record of Clayton 
R. Miller was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. There is an adverse report against the 
bill. Let the bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 4018) for the relief of Orville Ferguson was 
announced as next in order. ] 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask that the bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


ALBERT PINA AFONSO, A MINOR 


The bill (H. R. 3657) for the relief of Albert Pina Afonso, a 
minor, was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


ARTHUR T. MILLER 


The bill (S. 3379) for the relief of Arthur T. Miller was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
‘Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Arthur T. Miller, of Fayette- 
ville, Ark., the sum of $50 in full settlement of all claims against 
the United States for damages to him caused by the death of one 
purebred cow, known as abortion reactors, in connection with the 
Government’s efforts to eradicate Bang's disease from the dairy 
herds of Washington County, Ark.: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof 
shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or agents, 
attorney or attorneys, on account of services rendered in connec- 
tion with said claim. It shall be unlawful for any agent or agents, 
attorney or attorneys, to exact, collect, withhold, or receive any 
sum of the amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof on account of services rendered in connection with said 
claim, any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a 
misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any 
sum not exceeding $1,000, 


REESTABLISHMENT OF REGULAR ARMY RESERVE 


The bill (S. 3530) to amend the National Defense Act of 
June 3, 1916, as amended, by reestablishing the Regular Army 
Reserve, and for other purposes, was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. KING. I ask that that bill be passed over. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Utah withhold his objection to that bill and permit me to 
submit a brief explanation for the benefit of the Senate? 

Mr. KING. I withhold my objection. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. This bill is a part of the plan submitted 
by the President for the improvement of the national defense. 
The authorized enlisted strength of the Army is 280,000. 
This was the minimum force determined by Congress and 
the War Department, after careful and thorough study, to 
meet peacetime needs, such as garrisoning our overseas pos- 
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sessions, namely, Hawaii, Panama Canal Zone, Puerto Rico, 
Philippine Islands, and so forth, and garrisoning military 
posts in various parts of the United States and Alaska. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, will the Senator yield to 
me for a moment? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What would be the cost of this measure? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Something like $450,000 a year for the 
first year, increasing by a like amount for the next 3 years, 
and then stabilizing at $1,800,000 a year after that. It is a 
substitute that we have devised for increasing the regular 
enlisted strength of the Army by 75,000, an increase which 
would cost over $60,000,000 per annum, not including the 
cost of the additional housing that would be needed. We will 
save an immense amount of money by the passage of this 
bill. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. As I understand, these men will be in 
the Reserve, but subject to call for active duty at any time; 
but while they are in the Reserve we pay them a small fee. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. A small amount to pay them for the in- 
convenience and loss in separating themselves from regular 
business activities and rejoining the service. 

Mr. KING. I think the bill had better go over until we 
take up for our consideration the military bill and see how 
large an Army we are going to have and how many hundreds 
of millions of dollars are going to be expended. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Let me conclude my explanation, so 
that it may be in the RECORD. 

Mr. KING. I beg the Senator’s pardon. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I was enumerating the peacetime needs 
of the Regular Army, which would properly require a mini- 
mum enlisted strength of about 280,000. I had enumerated 
some of those needs. Other needs are the provision of the 
necessary nucleus for the expansion of the present force as 
rapidly as possible in the event of war, the training of com- 
Ponents such as the National Guard, Organized Reserves, 
R. O. T. C., and C. M. T. camps. This minimum force has 
never been provided. The War Department has devised a 
plan 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I make the point of order 
that the Senate is notin order. This information is of great 
value to the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator’s point of order 
is well taken. The Senate will be in order. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. The War Department has devised a 
plan by which it can barely get along in peacetime with 
240,000 enlisted men, but that number has never been pro- 
vided. We have today only about 165,000 enlisted men, a 
number inadequate even for peacetime purposes. To meet 
this deficiency—that is, the difference between 165,000 and 
240,000—by adding to the active enlisted strength of the 
Army would involve a minimum expense of approximately 
$60,000,000 a year, not including extra housing, as I have 
already stated. The alternative proposed by this bill would 
involve an expense of about $450,000 for the first year, in- 
creasing by a like amount each succeeding year until the 
expense is stabilized at $1,800,000 at the end of the fourth 
year, as I have before stated. 

To accomplish this, the present bill establishes what is 
known as the Regular Army Reserve. This Reserve will be 
composed of soldiers who have served in the Regular Army, 
who have received an honorable discharge, who are less 
than 36 years of age, and who have reenlisted for the Regu- 
lar Army Reserve under regulations prescribed by the 
President. 

Members of the Regular Army Reserve will be subject to 
call for active duty in case of an emergency declared by the 
President. They will be required periodically to supply offi- 
cials of the Army with accurate information as to their 
whereabouts and availability, and they must be ready and 
willing to report on short notice to the places they are as- 
signed to fill. For accepting these responsibilities and obli- 
gations by retaining their connection with the Regular Army, 
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provision is made in this bill that each soldier reenlisted for 
the Regular Army Reserve shall be entitled to receive, dur- 
ing each year of his service in the Regular Army Reserve, an 
enlistment allowance of $24 per annum, payable in install- 
ments, under such regulations and conditions as the Presi- 
dent may prescribe. The War Department contemplates a 
total Regular Army Reserve of 75,000 enlistees, obtained over 
& 4-year period in approximate yearly increments of 18,750. 

In, the event members of the Regular Army Reserve are 
ordered to active duty following an emergency declared by 
the President, the bill provides they shall be furnished trans- 
portation and subsistence allowances at Government expense 
from their homes within the continental United States or its 
possessions to points where ordered to report for active duty. 
Furthermore, provision is made to the effect that each man 
found qualified and accepted for active duty following such 
order shall receive a sum at the rate of $3 per month for each 
month he has been enlisted in the Regular Army Reserve, 
but not to exceed $150. The purpose of the proposed pay- 
ment is to reimburse the member of the Regular Army Re- 
serve for the expenses which might be occasioned him by 
his sudden severence from civil life. Except in an emer- 
gency, this phase of the measure will occasion the Govern- 
ment no expense. In the event of an emergency, if the total 
strength of 75,000 members of the Regular Army Reserve 
were ordered to active duty, the total cost of this provision of 
the bill would not exceed $5,000,000. The War Department 
advises that this amount would be about equal to the cost of 
recruiting and pay alone for 3 months of a like number of 
volunteers, but that the product of 3 months’ training would 
not be equal in combat value to the trained and experienced 
member of the Regular Army Reserve, and that, furthermore, 
the time factor would be vital. 

The bill specifically provides that service in the Regular 
Army Reserve not on active duty shall confer no right to 
pay, longevity pay, retirement, or retired pay; that members 
of the Reserve shall become entitled to pensions only due te 
disability incurred while on active duty in the service of the 
United States; that while on active duty members of the Re- 
serve shall have the same status and receive only the same 
pay and allowances provided by law for enlisted men of the 
active Regular Army of like grade and length of service; and 
that in computing length of service for pay purposes, time 
spent on active duty only will be counted. Provision is 
further made in the bill that within 6 months after the ter- 
mination of an emergency declared by the President, mem- 
bers of the Regular Army Reserve on active duty shall be 
placed on an inactive status or discharged, whichever is 
appropriate. It is also stipulated that members of the Regu- 
lar Army Reserve shall be subject to military law only from 
the date they are required to obey an order to report for 
active duty. 

Inasmuch as this measure contemplates the reenlistment 
of men under 36 years of age who have served one or more 
periods of enlistment in the Regular Army, the proposed 
Regular Army Reserve will consist of trained men, and, 
therefore, it will not be necessary to expend funds on annual 
training for them. In presenting this matter to the com- 
mittee the War Department pointed out that if the bill is 
enacted into law the Department will reenlist for the Regu- 
lar Army Reserve, for 4-year enlistment periods, as many 
men as possible at the time they complete an enlistment 
period in the Regular Army and are ready to return to 
civilian life, and that only those who are of good character, 
of standard efficiency, and of an age and domestic status 
permitting their immediate use in the field, will be reenlisted 
in the Regular Army Reserve. It was further submitted 
that since the Regular Army Reserve will consist only of 
men who have voluntarily reenlisted therein after comple- 
tion of enlistment with the Regular Army, it will be possible 
to fill the Reserve with young, unencumbered, and well- 
trained veterans of the Regular Army, who upon discharge 
are anxious to retain their connection for a few years with 
the comrades with whom they served, and that in this man- 
ner the United States will receive the full benefit of the 
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funds previously expended in training these men while on 
active duty with the Regular Army. 

The War Department submits further that the enactment 
of the bill into law, followed by appropriations sufficient to 
carry it into effect, will fill a long-felt need, that it will 
make our present efficient Regular units much better equipped 
for their responsibility of immediate readiness in time of 
emergency, that when the results which will accrue from 
such a Regular Army Reserve are considered the cost is 
worthwhile; and that the measure, in effect, is a conserva- 
tion undertaking in that it will save to the Nation a great 
reserve military force which is today being largely allowed 
to dissipate itself. 

After having carefully considered this proposal, the Sen- 
ate Committee on Military Affairs concurs in the recom- 
mendation that S. 3530 be enacted into law, believing the 
measure to be an economical, practical, and essential step 
in the interest of our national defense. 

At this point, Mr. President, I shall let the matter rest, 
at the request of the Senator from Utah. Let me say again 
that instead of asking for an increase in the active enlisted 
strength to the extent of 75,000 at a cost of about sixty 
millions a year, we think we can meet the situation by estab- 
lishing the Regular Army Reserve, at a final cost of about 
$1,800,000 a year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The bill will go over. 


RELIEF OF COMMUNITY INVESTMENT Co., INC. 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 945) for the 
relief of the Community Investment Co., Inc., which was 
read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to the Community 
Investment Co., Inc., a corporation organized under the laws of 
the State of California, the sum of $1,896.69. Such sum shall be 
in full settlement of its claim against the United States for a 
refund of income taxes for the year 1926, found by the Treasury 
Department to have been erroneously assessed, which claim was 
disallowed on the ground of failure to file within the statutory 
period of limitation: Provided, That no part of the amount appro- 
priated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or 
delivered to or received by any agent or agents, attorney or 
attorneys, on account of services rendered in connection with said 
claim. It shall be unlawful for any agent or agents, attorney 
or attorneys, to exact, collect, withhold, or receive any sum of 
the amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof 
on account of services rendered in connection with said claim, 
any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty of a mis- 
demeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000, 


Mr. KING. I find the Department has submitted an ad- 
verse report upon this bill. 

Mr. BONE. I do not know whether or not the Senator 
intends to object to it, but let me say that it is true that 
there was an adverse report upon the similar bills pending 
at various times in previous sessions of the Congress, but 
the bills previously contained an item of $125,000. The 
amount contained in the bill now before the Senate is only 
$1,896.69. The Government owes this money. It is not a 
question of the Government not owing the money. The 
Treasury Department still owes this amount of money, which 
represents an overcollection of income tax. It is only the 
simplest form of justice to return the money. Liens were 
filed on the basis of the erroneously assessed taxes, which 
forced the concern into receivership. Liens were filed on all 
their operating property in California, which caused the 
concern to collapse. 

Mr. KING. Does the Senator state there is no adverse re- 
port on this particular claim? 

Mr, BONE. No. 

Mr. KING. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 
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GEORGE RENDELL, ALICE RENDELL, AND MABEL RENDELL 


The bill (H. R. 6689) for the relief of George Rendell, 
Alice Rendell, and Mabel Rendell, was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

Mr, BAILEY. With reference to Calendar No. 1481, being 
House bill 6689, I move that the Senate reconsider the vote 
by which that bill was passed, and that it be held in 
abeyance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the vote 
is reconsidered. 

Mr. BAILEY. On that point, let me say that both House 
bill 6689 and the preceding bill, Senate bill 945, are tax 
claims, and the President, as I recall, for several years 
past has persisently vetoed bills undertaking to refund or 
make correction concerning taxes. 

Mr. KING. That is correct. 

Mr. BAILEY. Both bills are likely to meet the same fate 
if they are passed. 

Mr. KING. Which is the other bill? 

Mr. BAILEY. Senate bill 945. 

Mr. BURKE. Is the Senator from North Carolina refer- 
ring to Senate bill 945 and House bill 6689? 

Mr. BAILEY. Yes; they were both tax-refund bills. 

I did not ask for reconsideration of Senate bill 945. I 
simply called attention to the fact that the President has 
repeatedly vetoed tax-claim bills which we have passed, as 
the Senate knows. : 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, House bill 
6689 will be passed over. 


RELIEF OF T. T. EAST AND OTHERS 


The bill (H. R. 3776) for the relief of T. T. East and the 
Cassidy Southwestern Commission Co., citizens of the State 
of Texas, was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


CLIFFORD BELCHER 


The bill (H. R. 4229) for the relief of Clifford Belcher was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

LENA SUMTER 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 1464) for the 
relief of Lena Sumter, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Claims, with amendments, on page 1, in line 6, 
after the words “the sum of”, to strike out “$5,000” and to 
insert “$2,500”; and at the end of the bill, to add a proviso, 
so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay to Lena Sumter, widow 
of R. O. Sumter, deceased, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, the sum of $2,500 in full and final settle- 
ment of any and all claims against the Government on account of 
the death of her husband who was killed August 9, 1933, while in 
the performance of his duties as a United States deputy marshal 
for the eastern district of Oklahoma: Provided, That no part of 
the amount appropriated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof 
shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or attorney 
on account of services rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to the contrary notwith- 
standing. Any person violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall 
be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The amendments were agreed to. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


CLAIM OF A. C. MESSLER CO. 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3005) to 
confer jurisdiction on the Court of Claims to hear and de- 
termine the claim of the A. C. Messler Co., which was read, 
as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Court of Claims of the United States 
be, and hereby is, given jurisdiction to hear and determine the 
claim of the A. C. Messler Co., of Providence, R. I., notwithstanding 
lapse of time or any statute of limitations, and to award said 
company compensation for additional material furnished the Gov- 
ernment under contract dated April 17, 1918, for the manufacture 
and delivery of cartridge clips. 
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Mr. KING. Let the bill go over. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I also ask that the bill go over. 

Mr. LOGAN. Will the Senator from Tennessee with- 
hold his objection for a moment? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course. I made the objection on 
the basis of the following statement from Mr. J. A. Hull, 
vice chairman of the War Department Claims Board: 

This claim has been rejected consistently by all the various 
boards that have so far heard it. To sustain contention of claim- 
ant must do violence to the language used. I therefore recom- 
mend that relief be denied and claimant left to such redress as 
the Court of Claims may grant should the claimant desire to 
pursue the matter further. 

That is just what the bill does. I withdraw the objection. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the bill goes back to 1918. We 
set up a commission particularly charged with the duty of 
passing upon the claims of persons who had contracts with 
the Government during and growing out of the war. It 
seems to me that to revive claims which may not have been 
presented, or which, if presented, have been adversely acted 
upon by the Commission, is very unwise, and a very im- 
proper course. 

Mr. LOGAN. If there were no human erorrs, that would 
be very true. But let me say to the Senator from Utah— 
because I know that of all men, he wants to be fair 

Mr. KING. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. LOGAN. The concern involved actually had a valid 
and just claim. It wrestled with the various departments 
and bureaus for years, and the recommendation of the War 
Department was that the claimant take the course he has 
taken and obtain authority to go before the Court of Claims. 
The facts are just as clear as crystal. The Government 
agreed to furnish the contractor so many pounds of copper 
and so many pounds of spelter for each thousand cartridge 
clips to be manufactured. When accounts were made up, it 
was found that the Government had failed to furnish metal 
in the aggregate of 29,000 pounds, and the contractor had to 
pay for it. In some way or other the Government never 
has paid the contractor. So the recommendation of the 
War Department, as far back as Secretary Hurley, has been 
that the claimant should go to the Court of Claims. Upon 
the basis of that recommendation, the claimant changed its 
request for an appropriation, which could be set out in dol- 
lars and cents, and took the course suggested by the War 
Department. 

Mr. McKELLAR. At any rate, the Government will have 
an opportunity to present to the Court of Claims every de- 
fense which it has presented to the various boards. 

Mr. LOGAN. Absolutely. 

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, I should like to address a 
question to the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. BAILEY]. 
He referred to the attitude of the President toward a certain 
class of claims. 

Mr. LOGAN. Will the Senator withhold his remarks until 
we finish with the bill under consideration? 

Mr. BONE. Certainly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

PRESIDENTIAL ATTITUDE ON TAX-REFUND BILLS 


Mr. BONE. Mr. President, I invite the attention of the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Bamey] to Calendar No. 
1440, House bill 6467, which was passed a few moments ago. 
I wonder if he could advise us what the attitude of the 
President might be on a bill of that kind. 

Mr. BAILEY. I could not advise the Senator as to the 
attitude of the President on any bill. I was advising the 
Senator of a fact with which I take it he is familiar. Up to 
the present time the President has consistently vetoed bills 
coming out of the Claims Committee and passed by the Con- 
gress, relating to the refund of taxes for 4 or 5 or 6 years 
back. 

As I understand the policy to be, we have never sought to 
override the President’s veto of such a bill, and I should not 
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attempt to do so. I simply call attention of the Senate to 

the fact that it is against the policy of the President to 

approve acts of Congress, arising from the Claims Commit- 

tee in either House of Congress with reference to opening up 

tax matters that have been settled. I think there is a great 

ee of wisdom in his position and I am not complaining 
ut it. 

Mr. BONE. I undertook to ask the question because I do 
not like to see the Congress make fish of one and fowl of 
another. Here is a claim of $6,000 to be paid out of public 
funds to a power company in the State of Oregon, and, 
apparently, if the Senator’s theory be correct, the money 
will be paid back to the private company without any ques- 
tion being asked on the theory that it is perfectly just and 
proper to give it to them. I have no objection if it is. 

Mr. BAILEY. What is the number of the bill? 

Mr. BONE. It is Calendar No. 1440, House bill 6467. 

Mr. BAILEY. I will ask that the vote by which House 
bill 6467 was passed be reconsidered. 

Mr. BONE. I am not asking that it be reconsidered. 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit 
me let me say that while I did not report this bill, I am 
familiar with the facts. The claimant, who happens to be 
a power company in the West, paid the Government a sum 
of money for certain lands, Thereafter the matter was con- 
tested in the Supreme Court; for some reason the condem- 
nation proceeding was set aside, and the company was not 
permitted to take the land. The United States Government 
today has title to the land, and also has the $6,000 that was 
paid by the company which was going to purchase the land. 

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. HucHes] handled the 
claim. He will be here presently, and will be able to give a 
further explanation of the matter. I may say, however, 
that there would appear to me to be no reason why the bill 
providing for this claim should be reconsidered. 

Mr. BONE. Let me assure the Senator from Nebraska that 
I have no intention of asking for a reconsideration. I would 
be entirely willing and am entirely willing to accept the Sen- 
ator’s explanation that the money should be returned. The 
Government has no right illegally to keep any man’s money, 
and, by the same token and measured by the same standard 
of ethical conduct, the Government and its President ought 
not to repel a suggestion that the Government give back to a 
man the money which it took from him without just cause, 
as is the case in this tax item. I wish to say if it is going to 
be the policy to veto one class of bills and not another, I 
think it is the duty of some of us not to let one of these claims 
go through, because I do not want the Congress, as I say, to 
make fish of one and fowl of another. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I understood the Senator 
from Washington to say, in the first instance, that the bill 
to which he had reference was a tax-refund bill. I under- 
stand now from the Senator from Nebraska that it is not a 
tax-refund bill. I am perfectly willing to treat all such bills 
alike, and I will make a motion to reconsider any one that 
has been passed. I understand, however, as I have said, that 
this bill is not a tax-refund bill. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I may say that I acted as 
a subcommittee on the claims bill to which reference has 
been made. It is not a tax-refund bill. Several hundred 
acres of land were condemned, and the power company 
which had it condemned paid the amount fixed by the con- 
demnation proceedings. Later on it was decided that they 
could not hold the land. The court passed on the question 
and decided, for some reason, they could not hold it and 
could not take it, so it was turned over to the Government. 
The money therefor was held in a fund by the Government; 
the land was lost to a company which had deposited the 
money. The request was that the money be returned to the 
company that had put it up under the condemnation pro- 
ceedings. The only question raised before us was whether it 
should be paid out of the general funds of the Treasury or 
out of the special fund in which it had originally been placed. 
The bill was amended so that it would be paid out of that 
special fund. 
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Mr. BONE. Of course, the reason we are proposing to 
repay it is that it should be repaid; that it is the just, decent, 
and honorable thing to do; and it is the just, decent, and 
honorable thing for the Government to refund money which 
it has collected from a man when it had no right to collect 
from him. That is the point I am raising. It is merely a 
question of common decency and morality. I can yield very 
gracefully to everything the Senator from Delaware has said, 
and what the Senator from Nebraska has said, but I do not 
like to see a different sort of yardstick applied when it is a 
case of returning to a man money to which he is justly 
entitled. That is the point. 

Mr. HUGHES. I do not have in mind the case to which 
the Senator refers, but I think all should be treated alike, 
and the committee tries to treat all alike. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, let me undertake to make 
the matter clear. In all cases of taxes claimed to be 
illegally collected by the Government the taxpayer has a 
right to be heard before the tax unit, before the Board of 
Tax Appeals, and before the circuit court. If the Congress 
should go into the business of reviewing tax liabilities after 
several years have elapsed, the whole tax procedure would 
be destroyed. That is the position of the President. The 
claims with which the Claims Committee deals and which 
the Congress consider are claims with respect to which 
there is no remedy beyond the Congress itself. That is a 
distinction that we ought to keep in mind; but certainly 
if we are going to review tax liabilities we will open up 
the door to thousands and I should say hundreds of thou- 
sands of cases. 

Mr. BONE. One thought may be added to what the 
Senator from North Carolina has said. The Department 
does not question the amount of money that was due this 
man. The simple question involved is the statute of limi- 
tations. The claimant undertook to present his claim 
properly, but, somehow, because of misinformation, he did 
not make it in the right form. The Treasury admits that 
it owes him the money. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the next 
bill on the calender. 


COHEN, GOLDMAN & co., INC. 


The bill (S. 2833) conferring jurisdiction upon the Court 
of Claims to rehear and enter judgment upon the claim of 
Cohen, Goldman & Co., Inc., was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That jurisdiction is hereby conferred upon 
the Court of Claims to set aside its judgment in the case of 
Cohen, Goldman & Co., Inc., against United States No. 
L-244, decided May 29, 1933, and to rehear and enter judg- 
ment in the said case upon the record therein, or upon 
the record and such other evidence as the parties may desire to 
offer within such time as the court may specify, notwithstanding 
the lapse of time or any provision of law to the contrary: Pro- 
vided, That application for the reopening of said case shall be 
made by the plaintiff within 4 months after the approval of 
this Act. 


MRS. HENRY FRANCIS PARKS 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2933) to 
admit Mrs. Henry Francis Parks permanently to the 
United States, which had been reported from the Committee 
on Immigration with an amendment to strike out all after 
_the enacting clause and insert: 

Be it enacted, etc., That notwithstanding the provisions of sec- 
tion 13 (c) of the Immigration Act of 1924 (43 Stat. 153; U. S. C., 
title 8, sec. 2130) relating to the exclusion from the United States 
of aliens ineligible to citizenship, Mrs. Henry Francis Parks shall 
be granted an immigration visa and admitted into the United 
States if she applies for such visa and admission within 6 months 
from the date of the enactment of this Act and is found to be 
otherwise admissible under the immigration laws. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

REGULATION OF OVER-THE-COUNTER BROKERS AND DEALERS 


The bill (S. 3255) to provide for the establishment of a 
mechanism of regulations among over-the-counter brokers 
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and dealers operating in interstate and foreign commerce 
or through the mails, comparable to that provided by na- 
tional securities exchanges under the Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934, and for other purposes, was announced as next 
in order. : 

Mr. KING. I ask that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed 
over. 

CONTROL OF VENEREAL DISEASES 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3290) to im- 
pose additional duties upon the United States Public Health 
Service in connection with the investigation and control of 
the venereal diseases, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Commerce with amendments, on page 2, line 
11, to strike out “$6,000,000” and insert “$5,000,000”; at the 
beginning of line 13, to strike out “$12,000,000” and insert 
“$7,000,000”; in line 14, after the word “thereafter”, to strike 
out “the sum of $25,000,000” and insert “such sum as may 
be needed to carry out the purposes of this act”, and on 
paes 4, after line 5, to strike out sections 2, 3, and 4, as 

ollows: 


SEC. 2. The following portions of existing laws (secs. 3 and 4, ch. 
XV, 40 Stat. 886; U. S. C., title 42, secs. 24 and 25) are hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 3. That there is hereby established in the Bureau of the 
Public Health Service a Division of Venereal Diseases, to be under 
the charge of a commissioned medical officer of the United States 
Public Health Service detailed by the Surgeon General of the 
Public Health Service, which officer while thus serving shall be an 
assistant surgeon general of the Public Health Service, subject to 
the provisions of law applicable to assistant surgeons general in 
charge of administrative divisions in the District of Columbia of 
the Bureau of the Public Health Service. There shall be in such 
Division such assistants, clerks, investigators, and other employees 
as may be n for the performance of its duties and as may 
be provided for by law. 

“SEC. 4. That the duties of the Division of Venereal Diseases shall 
be in accordance with rules and regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary of the Treasury (1) to study and investigate the cause, 
treatment, and prevention of venereal diseases; (2) to cooperate 
with State boards or departments of health for the prevention and 
control of such diseases within the States; and (3) to control and 
prevent the spread of these diseases in interstate traffic: Provided, 
That nothing in this chapter shall be construed as limiting the 
functions and activities of other departments or bureaus in the 
prevention, control, and treatment of venereal diseases and in the 
expenditure of moneys therefor,” 


So as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the act approved July 9, 1918, is hereby 
amended by adding after section 4 of chapter XV (40 Stat. 886; 
U. S. C., title 42, sec. 25) sections 4a, 4b, 4c, 4d, and 4e, to read 
as follows: 

“(a) For the purpose of assisting States, counties, health dis- 
tricts, and other political subdivisions of the States in establishing 
and maintaining adequate measures for the prevention, treatment, 
and control of the venereal diseases; for the purpose of making 
studies, investigations, and demonstrations to develop more effective 
measures of prevention, treatment, and control of the venereal 
diseases, including the training of personnel; for the pay, allow- 
ances, and traveling expenses of commissioned officers and other 
personnel assigned to duties in carrying out the purpose of this 
act in the District of Columbia and elsewhere; and for the print- 
ing of reports, documents, and other material relating thereto, 
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1939, the sum of $3,000,000; for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1940, the sum of $5,000,000; for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1941, the sum of $7,000,000; and for each of the 
10 fiscal years thereafter such sum as may be needed to carry 
out the purposes of this act. 

“(b) Prior to the beginning of each fiscal year the Surgeon 
General of the Public Health Service shall determine, out of the 
appropriations made pursuant to section 4 (a), the sum to be 
allotted to the several States, including the District of Columbia, 
Alaska, and Hawaii. The Surgeon General shall then allot such 
sum to the several States upon the basis of (1) the population, 
(2) the extent of the venereal-disease problem, and (3) the finan- 
cial needs of the respective States. Upon making such allotments 
he shall certify the amounts thereof to the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury. The amount of an allotment to any State for any fiscal year 
remaining unpaid at the end of such fiscal year shall be available 
for allotment to the States for the succeeding fiscal year in addi- 
tion to the amount appropriated and available for such fiscal year. 

“(c) Prior to the beginning of each quarter of the fiscal year 
the Surgeon General of the Public Health Service shall determine 
the amount to be paid to each State for such quarter from the 
allotment to such State, and shall certify the amount so deter- 
mined to the Secretary of the Treasury. Upon receipt of such cer- 
tification the Secretary of the Treasury shall, through the Division 
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of Disbursement of the Treasury Department and prior to audit 
or settlement by the General Accounting Office, pay in accordance 
with such certification. The moneys so paid to any State shall be 
expended in carrying out the purposes specified in section 4 (a) 
and in accordance with plans presented by the health authority 
of such State and approved by the Surgeon General of the Public 
Health Service. 

“(d) With the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury and 
after consultation with a conference of State and Territorial 
health officers, the Surgeon General of the Public Health Service 
is authorized to prescribe the rules and regulations necessary to 
carry out the purposes of this act. 

“(e) This act shall not be construed as supe or limiting 
the functions under any other act of the Public Health Service 
relating to the prevention, treatment, and control of venereal dis- 
eases or the expenditure of money therefor.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, on page 2, line 20, 
after the name “Alaska” and the comma, I move to insert 
the name “Puerto Rico” and a comma. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Wisconsin. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE subsequently said: Mr. President, in 
connection with Order of Business 1518, Senate bill 3290, 
I ask unanimous consent that the report of the committee 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the report (No. 1456) was 
ordered to be printed in the Recor, as follows: 


The Committee on Commerce, to whom was referred the bill 
(S. 3290) to impose additional duties upon the United States 
Public Health Service in connection with the investigation and 
control of the venereal diseases, having considered the same, re- 
port thereon with amendments, and, as so amended, recommend 
that the bill do pass. 

The first amendment is to strike out the figures “$6,000,000” on 
line 11, page 2, and insert in lieu thereof the figures “$5,000,000.” 

The second amendment is to strike out the figures 812,000, 000“ 
8 12 and 13, page 2, and insert in lieu thereof the figures 
“$7,000,000.” 

The third amendment is to strike out the words “the sum of 
$25,000,000”, on lines 13 and 14, page 2, and insert in lieu thereof 
the words “such sum as may be needed to carry out the purposes 
of this act.” 

The fourth amendment is to strike out sections 2, 3, and 4 on 
pages 4 and 5. ’ 

The amendments are incorporated in the bill as reported. 

There is attached hereto the report of the subcommittee, which 
was made after listening to the testimony of 30 witnesses. The 
hearing covered a period of 2 days. 

It reads as follows: 

“To the Committee on Commerce, United States Senate: 

“There was referred to us as a subcommittee S. 3290. After 2 
days of hearings we return the measure to the full committee, rec- 
ommending that with an amendment the bill do pass. The 
amendment we propose is the deletion of line 4, page 4, and suc- 
ceeding lines to the end of the original bill. It is the opinion of 
the subcommittee and of the author of the bill that this lan- 
guage is unnecessary to the success of the measure when enacted 


into law. 
“VENEREAL DISEASES 

“This bill purposes to assist States, counties, health districts, and 
other political subdivisions of the States in establishing and main- 
taining adequate measures for the control of venereal diseases 
and to provide the United States Public Health Service with neces- 
sary funds for administration, research, demonstrations, consult- 
ing services, the training of personnel, and the dissemination of 
information pertaining thereto. To that end it authorized appro- 
priations of $3,000,000, $6,000,000, and $12,000,000 for the fiscal 
years ending June 30, 1939, 1940, and 1941, respectively, and an- 
nual appropriations of $25,000,000 for the succeeding 10 fiscal years. 
Provisions for administration and for allotment to the States fol- 
lows closely the existing laws which establish such Federal cooper- 
ation and which have proven so effective in the development of 
other State and local public-health facilities. 

“MOST PREVALENT OF DISEASES 


“The diseases against which the bill is directed are syphilis and 
gonorrhea. They are America’s two most prevalent serious com- 
municable diseases, deadly and costly to the Nation. Medical 
science and public health have at hand methods of proven effec- 
tiveness for the control of syphilis; with added research and 
demonstration there is genuine promise of similar progress in the 
control of gonorrhea. The scope of the problem, and the extent 
of facilities necessary for its control, require Federal aid if we are 
to combat these enemies successfully. 
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“ASTONISHING NUMBERS 


“From the testimony of the many expert witnesses, who pre- 
sented evidence at the h the committee presents to the 
Senate these facts in evidence of imminent need for this action: 

1. Each year 1,116,000 cases of syphilis come to the attention of 
the medical profession for the first time. More than half of these 
are advanced cases which never before came under the observation 
of qualified physicians. Each year 1,037,000 cases of gonorrhea 
report to physicians for treatment. It is estimated that another 
half million cases of syphilis and a larger but undetermined num- 
ber of cases of gonorrhea, experiment upon themselves with drug- 
store nostrums and quack treatments. Thousands of additional 
cases are not uncovered because doctors have been loath to suspect 
syphilis or do not have access to the necessary laboratory facilities 
to establish correct diagnosis; syphilis is a great imitator and such 
confusion is not at all astoni: i 

“2. Treatment facilities are not adequate. Cases which come to 
treatment do not continue under medical care long enough to 
render the patients noninfectious to the community or to achieve 
cures so that the patients and their dependents will not later 
become charges upon public funds. Adequate treatment for early 
syphilis requires 40 to 70 weeks of out-patient service—something 
which ordinary wage earners cannot afford. The average duration 
of treatment given today is only 7 or 8 weeks. Present venereal- 
disease treatment facilities, public and private, are adequate to 
handle, from infection until cure, less than 25 percent of known 
cases of syphilis. If devoted entirely to syphilis the load would so 
exhaust venereal-disease treatment facilities as to leave medical 
care almost unavailable for the victims of gonorrhea. 


“ALL CLASSES AND AGES MENACED 


“3. Since they are communicable diseases, syphilis and gonorrhea 
strike all population groups. They strike rural areas at practically 
the same rate as urban areas; official figures show a rural rate five- 
sixths as large, but the tendency of rural cases to leave the country 
for the city to procure treatment must be reckoned as a factor in 
the figures. Both strike the young. More than half of all infec- 
tions of these diseases are acquired before the age of 25, one-fifth 
before the age of 20. Nearly half of all infections with syphilis are 
acquired innocently, through chance infection, infection of wife by 
husband or husband by wife, or accidental infection of children 
by infected adults, and through infection of children before birth. 
Each victim is the focal point of an epidemic, passing the disease 
by chance and sexual contacts through all ages and conditions of 
the population. 

“4, Both syphilis and gonorrhea take a special toll of childhood. 
There are 60,000 children born each year with congenital syphilis. 
Syphilis is responsible for more than 25,000 stillbirths. Both 
gonorrhea and syphilis are the causes of thousands of abortions 
and es. Gonorrhea is estimated to be responsible for 
approximately 50 percent of all sterility both in the male and the 
female. In women 80 to 90 percent of all pelvic inflammatory 
disease, the cause of thousands of tragic and crippling operations, 
is due to gonorrhea. 

“MONEY COST OF NEGLECT 


“5. To end results of syphilis alone cost more each year than 
this bill proposes to authorize for control. Conservative estimates 
set the cost of care for those blind who owe their blindness to 
syphilis, at $10,000,000 each year, and the cost of care for the 
syphilitic insane at $31,400,000 each year. Syphilis accounts for 
one-eighth of all deaths from heart disease. Syphilis and gonor- 
rhea impair efficiency and produce disability during life. The 
victims and their dependents constitute major drains upon insur- 
ance, social security, and relief funds, for which, the Federal Gov- 
ernment has already assumed a large responsibility. 

“6. Modern medicine can deal with syphilis effectively. The 
blood tests for syphilis are among the most accurate diagnostic 
procedures known; but it takes well-equipped laboratories, well- 
trained technicians to make them so. The treatment for early 
syphilis is one of the best standardized and effective systems of 
treatment developed for any disease. Both have been brought to 
new perfection in recent years through studies conducted by the 
United States Public Health Service in cooperation with private 
clinics and laboratories, 

“7, It is through adequate and available treatment that the 
public is protected. After a few doses of arsphenamine and, so 
long as treatment is continued until cured, the patient is nonin- 
fectious. The drug sets up a “chemical quarantine.” That quar- 
antine is as effective as physical isolation is against other diseases. 


“FOREIGN EXPERIENCE 


“8. Methods of public-health administration have been developed 
which will find syphilis, bring it to treatment, and effectively 
reduce its incidence in the community. The most striking evi- 
dences of control are found abroad. Eighteen years ago Sweden, 
Denmark, and Great Britain had syphilis rates comparable with 
our own. Today our annual attack rate is 796 per hundred thou- 
sand of population, that of Great Britain 40, that of Denmark 20, 
and that of Sweden 7. The one or two well State pro- 
grams have shown that control measures can be effective in this 
country. But with a population that is mobile across State lines, 
aoe has produced results which would be possible upon a national 
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“9. Methods for the control of gonorrhea have so far produced 
less striking results. Treatment is less standardized, but recent 
American research has advanced it notably. There is a need for 
funds for research and demonstration. The techniques so far em- 
ployed indicate its control will be more expensive, though the con- 
trol of syphilis alone gives more than ample justification for the 
provisions of this bill. 


“FEDERAL AID ESSENTIAL 


“10. Federal aid is necessary to strengthen the Public Health 
Service in order that it may act as a central clearing house for 
information on the subject of venereal-disease control; to conduct 
research, investigations, and demonstrations, leading to the im- 
provement of this work; to interpret results; to act as scientific 
consultant; to exercise the leadership necessary to fuse State efforts 
into a national venereal-disease control program. 

“11. Only through Federal aid and a national program can there 
be sufficient hope of successful attack to justify broad State and 
local expenditures for this purpose. Sporadic, unconcerted, local 
action is a waste of funds. It cannot defeat syphilis in a mobile 
population such as ours. Such action could never keep it defeated. 
This war must be fought on 48 fronts. With the momentum of a 
national movement, localities will act. The evidence obtained 
from the use of other funds similarly administered by the United 
States Public Health Service indicates that this bill is the best 
sone of stimulating State and local expenditures to complete the 
lob. 

“12. During the next 15 years while these diseases are being 
reduced to readily controllable numbers, there is a need for Federal 
funds. Maximum possible State and local appropriations cannot 
meet the challenge. Indeed, the subcommittee is of the opinion 
that the $25,000,000 ceiling set in the bill is the minimum amount 
needed to win the war against these two scourges of mankind. 


“13. With adequate expenditures over the next decade and a half, 
syphilis in particular, and gonorrhea, in all probability, can be 
reduced to negligible proportions. At the end of that period the 
reduced appropriations necessary to keep these diseases in check can 
doubtless be handled by individual States and communities. It is 
to meet the emergency of a load which the States cannot that 
this authorization is requested for a limited period of time. The 
vigorous operation of such a national program is essential to the 
attainment of the objectives. 

“PUBLIC DEMAND FOR ACTION 

“14. There is a wide public demand for action, An impressive 
roll of National and State organizations devoted to medical, health, 
and civic problems endorse the campaign and stand ready to assist 
in education and in giving necessary measures local support. News- 
papers and magazines without exception, and without dissent from 
any reader, have warred upon this disease which once was sealed in 
a tight taboo. Repeated sampling of the electorate by the American 
Institute of Public Opinion shows public understanding of various 
phases of venereal-disease control and shows public support which 
consistently exceeds a ratio of 10 to 1. No witness a in the 
well-advertised and crowded subcommittee hearing to express oppo- 
sition to the bill, either in policy or detail. No adverse communi- 
cation was received. 

“CONCLUSION 

“The subcommittee concludes that this problem must be attacked, 
that the weapons of medicine and public health are adapted to 
make the attack, that the methods proposed in this bill are suit- 
able to the need, and that there is a public readiness for the under- 
taking. Only a sufficient armament is lacking and this bill will 
supply that armament. 

“We urge ays acer ath the bill. 

“Respectfully su! 

f “ROYAL S. COPELAND, 
“GERALD P. NYE, 
“Subcommittee. 
“FEĽRUARY 21, 1938.” 


Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, before we pass from this 
subject, I ask unanimous consent to have printed in the 
Record a Memorandum by Dr. E. Garrido Morales, commis- 
sioner of health of San Juan, P. R., relating to the subject 
matter of this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the memorandum was ordered 
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


MEMORANDUM ON THE PROBLEM OF SYPHILIS IN PUERTO RICO 


(By Dr. E. Garrido Morales, commissioner of public health of 
Puerto Rico) 

Studies performed by different workers in Puerto Rico have 
revealed that syphilis is an outstanding public-health problem in 
the island. 

In the report of the survey on prevalent conditions in Puerto 
Rico, carried out by the staff of the Brookings Institution (Puerto 
Rico and its problems, 1930, survey staff, Brookings Institution, 
Washington, D. C., p. 66) it is stated in regard to syphilis that: 
“Conditions are perhaps rather loosely reported to be similar to 
those in the British West Indian islands, where, according to a 
recent report, a very considerable percentage of the population 
is infected with hereditary or contracted syphilis.” 

Thomas Parran, Surgeon General of the United States Public 
Health Service, in his article “Control of Syphilis”, published in 
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Venereal Disease Information of July 1937, volume 18, No. 7, 
states: “In population groups with a high prevalence, such as 
Negroes, Mexicans, and Puerto Ricans, whole communities should 
have a blood test family by family. The Wassermann dragnet 
must be cast widely to find cases.” 

Due to very incomplete notification of syphilis on account of the 
failure of physicians to report cases of this disease, morbidity 
data on the prevalence of syphilis is very unsatisfactory. Even 
mortality statistics do not represent the exact rate of annual 
deaths from syphilis because of the fact that the disease when 
present is frequently unrecognized although playing an important 
part in the etiology of a great number of circulatory and many 
nervous conditions which are stated at the end as the only cause 
of death. To a great extent the same condition exists in con- 
tinental United States and we estimate that it is proper to com- 
pare the corresponding statistics from both places. 


Deaths and death rates per 100,000 population from syphilis in 
Puerto Rico and the United States, years 1931 to 1935 


Puerto Rico United States! 


Percent 
Deaths] Rates | to total 
deaths 


IIl — Ué—— 341 
932 


1 Vital statistics, special report, Bureau of the Census. 


The study of the above table seems to justify the assumption 
expressed at the beginning of this memorandum that syphilis is 
more prevalent in Puerto Rico than in continental United States, 
since we find that syphilis represents for the 5-year period under 
consideration an average percentage of 1.4 of the total number 
of deaths with an average death rate of 28.5 per 100,000 popula- 


tion in Puerto Rico against an average percentage of 0.8 of the 
total deaths and a rate of 9.0 per 100,000 population in continental 
United States. 

Data obtained from the Wassermann and Kahn reactions per- 
formed in the biological laboratory on the total number of samples 
sent to that institution from the whole island during the fiscal 
year July 1, 1936, to June 30, 1937, show the following results: 
Results of Wassermann tests performed at the biological labora- 

tories of the department of health for the fiscal year 1936-37 


Department of healtn . a 
Puerto Rico Reconstruction Administration 9, 060 


Results of comparative Kahn tests performed during the fiscal 
year 1936-37 


Total num-} Percentage 
ber positive 


Department of health 14.50 
Puerto R 6.39 


The study of the above table shows positive results in 15.22 
percent of the total number of 53,353 Wassermann reactions and 
15.5 percent of 27,777 Kahn reactions performed as complementary 
information of the same sample of blood. These blood samples 
were received mostly from municipalities with organized health 
units and in the majority of cases they were obtained from per- 
sore applying for health certificates from predominantly urban 


The same table shows that corresponding laboratory tests on 
9,060 blcod samples sent by the Puerto Rico Reconstruction Ad- 
ministration for examination gave positive results in 5.37 percent 
5 the Wassermann reactions and 6.39 percent of the Kahn reac- 
tions. 

Apparently the difference in positive reactions in the total 
number of samples received from the health units and those sent 
by the Puerto Rico Reconstruction Administration is explained by 
the fact that the first group belongs to persons chiefly from urban 
districts, while the latter pertains to persons from the rural zones 
of the island. 

Veeder, in 1915, in the examination of 531 soldiers in a Puerto 
Rican regiment, obtained 37.4 percent positive Wassermann reac- 
tions and estimated the incidence of probable syphilitics in the 
island as 45 percent. $ 

Costa Mandry in 1931, in an extensive survey on the prevalence 
of syphilis in Puerto Rico, as shown by the Wassermann reaction, 
found 16.04 percent positive results in a group of 17,530 unselected 
individuals applying for health certificates, 13.6 percent positive 
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Wassermann reactions out of 2,955 prenatal cases attending the 
dispensaries of the health department, and 5.03 percent in random 
samples selected from the rural zone. 

In a study made by Koppisch in 1934, in 61 cases of sudden death 
in Puerto Ricans, he found, from the point of view of the autopsy 
findings, that syphilis was the cause in 16 cases, or 26.2 percent, 
and arteriosclerosis in 9 cases, or 14.7 percent. This is a high inci- 
dence of syphilis as a cause of sudden death if we compare with 
statistics from the United States, where arteriosclerosis has a high 
incidence as a cause of sudden death. It might mean that arterio- 
sclerosis is less frequent in Puerto Rico, but it may also mean 
that syphilis goes unnoticed or insufficiently treated more often in 
Puerto Rico than in the United States. 

In a review of 940 autopsies performed at the School of Tropical 
Medicine of Puerto Rico 7.3 percent showed morphological tissue 
changes characteristic of syphilis. However, this rate does not 
include doubtful lesions of cases in which, although serological 
examination was positive, the tissues examined did not show any 
changes which were characteristic of syphilis. 

For the fiscal year 1987-38 the insular legislature appropriated 
$9,762 for the control of syphilis for the entire population of 
approximately 1,800,000 inhabitants. Of this amount $5,000 was 
appropriated for the purchase of salvarsan and the rest for the 
salaries of a physician, a nurse, and a “practicante.” 

The insular health department at the present time has public- 
health units, with full-time personnel covering the entire territory 
of the island. A considerable amount of work against syphilis 
could be accomplished if funds were available for the purchase of 
drugs and perhaps for additional specialized personnel, 

Since syphilis is a problem of such vital importance, and the 
present available funds are not sufficient to attack the problem 
properly, it is our opinion that additional funds should be 
requested from the Federal Government as there is a bill (H. R. 
8250, 75th Cong., Ist sess.) before Congress at the present time, “to 
provide for the health and general welfare of the people of the 
United States by aiding the several States and Territories in the 
control and eradication of syphilis.” 

SUMMARY 

(1) According to available mortality statistics syphilis is almost 
three times as prevalent in Puerto Rico as in continental United 
States. 

(2) The results of Wassermann and Kahn tests, performed 
among persons applying for health certificates and prenatal cases 
attending the dispensaries of the insular department of health, 
reveal that approximately 15 percent of the adult population is 
infected, 

(3) Syphilis was responsible for 26.2 percent of 61 cases of sud- 
den death investigated by the School of Tropical Medicine during 
the year 1934. 

(4) During the year 1937-38 the insular health department has 
an appropriation of $9,762 for the control of syphilis in the island 
of which $5,000 is to be used for the purchase of salvarsan and 
other antiluetic drugs. 

(5) A great deal of work could be accomplished by the insular 
department of health if funds were made available by Federal 
Government to combat this disease. The entire territory of the 
island is now served by public-health units under the direction of 
full-time health officers. 

A campaign to eradicate syphilis from continental United States 
would be incomplete unless it provided funds for the treatment of 
cases and its prevention among the American citizens of Puerto 
Rico, as there is always the possibility of the spread of the disease 
in the continent by persons from this island migrating to the 
United States. 


REGULATION OF OVER-THE-COUNTER BROKERS AND SEALERS 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, calendar No. 1517, being 
Senate bill 3255, was passed over a moment ago. It is an 
important measure and was reported unanimously by the 
Committee on Banking and Currency after very extensive 
hearings. The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. MALONEY], 
the author of the bill, is not in the Chamber at the moment, 
but there is no opposition to the measure. It sets up the 
mechanism by which over-the-counter transactions may be 
governed by the Securities and Exchange Commission, 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I objected to the consideration 
of the bill only because the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
Maroney], the author of the bill, was not in the Chamber, 
and I did not feel that we should take it up in his absence 
unless some other Senator was authorized to speak for him 
and desired its consideration. 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, I am not in charge of the 
bill, but I am chairman of the committee which reported 
the measure. It was reported by unanimous vote of the 
committee, and I think I may say that practically all those 
who will be affected by the bill are in favor of it in the form 
in which it has been reported to the Senate. I do not think 
there is objection from any quarter to the proposed legis- 
lation. 
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Mr. KING. The Senator can speak for the Senator from 
Connecticut, can he? 

Mr. WAGNER. Yes; Ican. As a matter of fact, he in- 
tended to seek today to have the bill considered, and he did 
not think there would be any controversy about it at all. 

Mr. KING. I have no objection. 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, I have received a great many 
protests against the bill from persons dealing in municipal 
bonds. 

Mr. WAGNER. The matter in which they are interested 
has been taken care of by entirely eliminating the provision 
from the bill. So they have been satisfied. 

Mr. BURKE. Very well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to consider 
the bill (S. 3255) to provide for the establishment of a 
mechanism of regulations among over-the-counter brokers 
and dealers operating in interstate and foreign commerce 
or through the mails, comparable to that provided by na- 
tional securities exchanges under the Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934, and for other purposes, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Banking and Currency with amend- 
ments. 

The amendments were, on page 2, line 14, after the word 
“bylaws”, to strike out “or” and insert “and”; in line 18, 
after the word “waiver”, to insert “by such association or 
any member thereof”; on page 5, line 2, after the word ex- 
change”, to strike out “or (C) is permanently or temporarily 
enjoined by order, judgment, or decree of any court of com- 
petent jurisdiction from engaging in or continuing any con- 
duct or practice in connection with the purchase or sale of 
any security” and insert or (C) by his conduct while em- 
ployed by, acting for, or directly or indirectly controlling or 
controlled by, a broker or dealer, was a cause of any suspen- 
sion, expulsion, or order of the character described in clause 
(A) or (B) which is in effect with respect to such broker 
or dealer”; line 14, after the word “of”, to strike out “the 
membership” and insert “its members”; in line 19, after the 
word “among”, to strike out “the membership” and insert 
“its members”; in line 23, after the word “trade”, to insert 
“to provide safeguards against unreasonable profits or un- 
reasonable rates of commissions or other charges,“; on page 
6, line 1, after the word “investors”, to insert and the public 
interest”; in line 4, after the word “to”, to strike out “re- 
quire or“; in line 5, after the word “dealers”, to strike out 
“nor”; in line 6, after the word “profits”, to strike out “or 
minimum rates of commission or other charges” and insert 
“to impose any schedule of prices, or to impose any schedule 
or fix minimum rates of commissions, allowances, discounts, 
or other charges”; on page 7, line 4, after the word “or”, to 
strike out “practice” and insert “practices”; in line 5, after 
the word “of”, to strike out “an” and insert “any”; on page 
9, line 8, after the word “are”, to strike out “met” and insert 
“satisfied”; in line 18, after the word “notice”, to strike out 
“and upon such terms and conditions relating to orderly 
liquidation”; in line 24, after the word “prescribe”, to insert 
“but such withdrawal shall be subject to such appropriate 
terms and conditions for the orderly liquidation of such as- 
sociation as the Commission may prescribe”; on page 10, line 
13, after the word “determine” and the period, to strike out 
“Application to the Commission for review, or the institu- 
tion of review by the Commission on its own motion, shall 
not operate as a stay of such action unless the Commission 
shall so order“ and insert “Application to the Commission for 
review, or the institution of review by the Commission on its 
own motion, shall operate as a stay of such action until an 
order is issued upon such review pursuant to subsection (h)”; 
on page 11, line 19, after the word such“, to insert “desig- 
nated”; in line 24, after the word “interest”, to strike out 
“and the established practice of such association and of other 
registered securities associations with respect to penalties”; 
on page 13, line 19, after “(a)” and the period, to strike out 
“No change in or addition to the rules of a registered securi- 
ties association shall take effect until 30 days after the filing 
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of a copy thereof with the Commission, or until such earlier 
date as the Commission may determine”, and insert “Any 
change in or addition to the rules of a registered securities 
association shall take effect upon the thirtieth day after the 
filing of a copy thereof with the Commission, or upon such 
earlier date as the Commission may determine, unless the 
Commission shall enter an order disapproving such change 
or addition; and the Commission shall enter such an order 
unless such change or addition appears to the Commission 
to be consistent with the requirements of subsection (b) and 
subsection (d).” On page 14, line 8, after the word “asso- 
ciation”, to strike out “or to prevent any rule from taking 
effect”; in line 11, after the word “abrogation”, to strike out 
“or prevention”; in line 13, after the word “of”, to strike out 
“the membership” and insert “its members”; in line 16, after 
the word “this”, to strike out “section” and insert “title”; on 
page 15, line 8, after the word “directors” and the semicolon, 
to insert “and”; in line 9, after the word “associations” to 
strike out the semicolon and “(5) the prevention of fictitious 
quotations; (6) the prevention of fraudulent or manipulative 
acts or practices; (7) safeguards against unreasonable 
profits or unreasonable rates of commissions or other 
charges: Provided, That nothing herein shall authorize the 
imposition of any schedule of minimum or maximum prices, 
discounts, commissions, allowances, or other charges; (8) 
safeguards against unfair discrimination between customers, 
or issuers, or brokers or dealers; (9) safeguards with respect 
to the financial responsibility of members and against the 
evasion of financial responsibility through the use of cor- 
porate forms, special partnerships, or other devices; (10) the 
manner, method, and place of soliciting business; (11) the 
time and the method of making settlements, payments, or 
deliveries; (12) the collection, recording, and dissemination 
of information relating to the over-the-counter markets; 
and (13) similar matters”; on page 16, line 3, after the word 
“investors”, to strike out “and” and insert or“; line 10, after 
the words title or“, to strike out “the rules and regulations” 
and insert “any rule or regulation”; in line 13, before the 
word “the”, to strike out “inconsistent with“ and insert 
“tending to defeat”; in line 19, after the word “finds”, to 
strike out “has violated any provision of the Securities Act 
of 1933, or of this title or the rules and regulations there- 
under, or has effected any transaction for any other person 
who, he had reason to believe, was violating in respect of 
such transaction any provision of the Securities Act of 1933, 
or of this title or the rules and regulations thereunder” and 
insert “(A) has violated any provision of this title or any 
rule or regulation thereunder, or has effected any transac- 
tion for any other person who, he had reason to believe, was 
violating with respect to such transaction any provision of 
this title or any rule or regulation thereunder, or (B) has 
willfully violated any provision of the Securities Act of 1933, 
as amended, or of any rule or regulation thereunder, or has 
effected any transaction for any other person who, he had 
reason to believe, was willfully violating with respect to such 
transaction any provision of such act or rule or regulation”; 
on page 17, line 14, after the word “has”, to insert “will- 
fully”; in line 15, after the word “has”, to insert “willfully”; 
after line 16, to insert: 


(m) Nothing in this section shall be construed to apply with 
ee any transaction by a broker or dealer in any exempted 
security. 


In line 20, before the word “If”, to strike out “(m)” and 
insert “(n)”; after line 23, to insert the following new 
section: 


Sec. 2. Subsection (c) of section 15 of such act, as amended, 
is amended to read as follows: 

“(c) No broker or dealer shall make use of the mails or of any 
means or instrumentality of interstate commerce to effect any 
transaction in, or to induce the purchase or sale of, any security 
(other than commercial paper, bankers’ acceptances, or commer- 
cial bills) otherwise than on a national securities exchange, in 
contravention of such rules and regulations as the Commission 
may prescribe as necessary or appropriate in the public interest 
or for the protection of investors (1) to prevent fraudulent, de- 
ceptive, or manipulative acts or practices; (2) to prevent fictitious 
quotations; (3) to provide safeguards with respect to the financial 
responsibility of brokers and dealers; (4) to regulate the manner, 
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method, and place of soliciting business; and (5) to regulate the 
time and method of settlements, payments, or deliveries: 
Provided, That nothing in clause (3), (4), or (5) of this subsec- 
tion shall be construed to apply with respect to any transaction by 
a broker or dealer in any exempted security.” 


On page 18, after line 18, to insert the following new 
section: 3 


Sec. 3. Subsection (b) of section 29 of such act is amended by 
inserting, before the period at the end thereof, a colon and the 
following: “Provided, That no contract shall be void by reason of 
this subsection because of any violation of any rule or regulation 
prescribed pursuant to clause (3), (4), or (5) of subsection (c) 
of section 15 of this title, except insofar as the Commission, hav- 
ing determined that such action is necessary or appropriate for 
the protection of investors, shall have expressly provided in such 
rule or regulation that the provisions of this subsection shall 
apply in the case of any violation thereof.” 


On page 19, after line 4, to insert the following new 
section: 


Src. 4. Section 32 of such act, as amended, is amended by add- 
ing at the end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(c) The provisions of this section shall not apply in the case 
of any violation of any rule or regulation prescribed pursuant to 
clause (3), (4), or (5) of subsection (c) of section 15 of this title, 
except a violation which consists of making, or causing to be 
made, any statement in any report or document required to be filed 
under any such rule or regulation, which statement was at the 
time and in the light of the circumstances under which it was 
made false or misleading with respect to any material fact.” 


And on page 19, after line 15, to insert the following new 
section: 


Sec. 5. Subsection (a) of section 17 of such act, as amended, is 
amended by inserting, immediately after the words “every broker 
or dealer who transacts a business in securities through the me- 
dium of any such member”, the words “every registered securi- 
ties association,”. 


So as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 
as amended, is amended by inserting after section 15 thereof the 
following new section: 

“Sec. 15A. (a) Any association of brokers or dealers may be reg- 
istered with the Commission as a national securities association 
pursuant to subsection (b), or as an affiliated securities association 
pursuant to subsection (d), under the terms and conditions here- 
inafter provided in this section, by filing with the Commission a 

tion statement in such form as the Commission may pre- 
scribe, setting forth the information, and accompanied by the 
documents, below specified: 

“(1) Such data as to its organization, membership, and rules 
of procedure, and such other information as the Commission may 
by rules and regulations require as necessary or appropriate in 
the public interest or for the protection of investors; and 

“(2) Copies of its constitution, charter, or articles of incorpora- 

tion or association, with all amendments thereto, and of its exist- 
ing bylaws, and of any rules or instruments corresponding to the 
foregoing, whatever the name, hereinafter in this title collectively 
referred to as the ‘rules of the association.’ 
“Such registration shall not be construed as a waiver by such 
association or any member thereof of any constitutional right or 
of any right to contest the validity of any rule or regulation of 
the Commission under this title. 

“(b) An applicant association shall not be registered as a na- 
ee securities assoclation unless it appears to the Commission 

“(1) by reason of the number of its members, the scope of their 
transactions, and the geographical distribution of its members such 
association will be able to comply with the provisions of this title 
and the rules and regulations thereunder and to carry out the 
purposes of this section; 

“(2) such association is so organized and is of such a character 
as to be able to comply with the provisions of this title and the 
rules and regulations thereunder, and to carry out the purposes of 
this section; 

“(3) the rules of the association provide that any broker or 
dealer who makes use of the mails or of any means or instru- 
mentality of interstate commerce to effect any transaction in, or 
to induce the purchase or sale of, any security otherwise than on a 
national securities exchange, may become a member of such asso- 
ciation, except such as are excluded pursuant to paragraph (4) of 
this subsection: Provided, That the rules of the association may 
restrict membership in such association on such specified geo- 
graphical basis, or on such specified basis relating to the type of 
business done by its members, or on such other specified and appro- 
priate basis, as appears to the Commission to be necessary or ap- 
propriate in the public interest or for the protection of investors 
and to carry out the purpose of this section; 

“(4) the rules of the association provide that, except with the 
approval or at the direction of the Commission in cases in which 
the Commission finds it appropriate in the public interest so to 
approve or direct, no broker or dealer shall be admitted to or 
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continued in membership in such association, if (1) such broker or 
dealer, whether prior or subsequent to becoming such, or (2) any 
partner, officer, director, or branch manager of such broker or 
dealer (or any person occupying a similar status or performing 
similar functions), or any person directly or indirectly controlling 
or controlled by such broker or dealer, whether prior or subse- 
quent to becoming such, (A) has been and is suspended or expelled 
from a registered securities association (whether national or af- 
filiated) or from a national securities exchange, for violation of 
any rule of such association or exchange which prohibits any act or 
transaction constituting conduct inconsistent with just and 
equitable principles of trade, or requires any act the omission of 
which constitutes conduct inconsistent with just and equitable 
principles of trade, or (B) is subject to an order of the Commis- 
sion denying or revoking his registration pursuant to section 15 of 
this title, or expelling or suspending him from membership in a 
registered securities association or a national securities exchange, 
or (C) by his conduct while employed by, acting for, or directly 
or indirectly controlling or controlled by, a broker or dealer, was a 
cause of any suspension, expulsion, or order of the character 
described in clause (A) or (B) which is in effect with respect to 
such broker or dealer; 

“(5) the rules of the association assure a fair representation 
of its members in the adoption of any rule of the association or 
amendment thereto, the selection of its officers and directors, and 
in all other phases of the administration of its affairs; 

“(6) the rules of the association provide for the equitable 
allocation of dues among its members, to defray reasonable ex- 
penses of administration; 

“(7) the rules of the association are designed to prevent frau- 
dulent and manipulative acts and practices, to promote just and 
equitable principles of trade, to provide safeguards against unrea- 
sonable profits or unreasonable rates of commissions or other 
charges, and, in general, to protect investors and the public 
interest, and to remove impediments to and perfect the mecha- 
nism of a free and open market; and are not designed to permit 
unfair discrimination between customers, or issuers, or brokers 
or dealers, to fix minimum profits, to impose any schedule of 
prices, or to impose any schedule or fix minimum rates of com- 
missions, allowances, discounts, or other charges; 

“(8) the rules of the association provide that its members shall 
be appropriately disciplined, by expulsion, suspension, fine, cen- 
sure, or any other fitting penalty, for any violation of its rules; 

“(9) the rules of the association provide a fair and orderly 
procedure with respect to the disciplining of members and the 
denial of membership to any broker or dealer seeking member- 
ship therein. In any proceeding to determine whether any mem- 
ber shall be disciplined, such rules shall require that specific 
charges be brought; that such member shall be notified of, and 
be given an opportunity to defend against, such charges; that a 
record shall be kept; and that the determination shall include 
(A) a statement setting forth any act or practice in which such 
member may be found to have engaged, or which such member 
may be found to have omitted, (B) a statement setting forth the 
specific rule or rules of the association of which any such act 
or practice, or omission to act, is deemed to be in violation, 
(O) a statement whether the acts or practices prohibited by 
such rule or rules, or the omission of any act required thereby, 
are deemed to constitute conduct inconsistent with just and 
equitable principles of trade, and (D) a statement setting forth 
the penalty imposed. In any proceeding to determine whether 
a broker or dealer shall be denied membership, such rules shall 
provide that the broker or dealer shall be notified of, and be 
given an opportunity to be heard upon, the specific grounds for 
denial which are under consideration; that a record shall be 
kept; and that the determination shall set forth the specific 
grounds upon which the denial is based; and 

“(10) the requirements of subsection (c), insofar as these may 
be applicable, are satisfied. 

“(c) The Commission may permit or require the rules of an 
association applying for registration pursuant to subsection (b), 
to provide for the admission of an association registered as an 
affiliated securities association pursuant to subsection (d), to 
‘participation in said applicant association as an affiliate thereof, 
under terms permitting such powers and responsibilities to such 
affiliate, and under such other appropriate terms and conditions, 
as may be provided by the rules of said applicant association, if 
such rules appear to the Commission to be necessary or ap- 
propriate in the public interest or for the protection of investors 
and to carry out the purposes of this section. The duties and 
powers of the Commission with respect to any national securities 
association or any affiliated securities association shall in no way 
be limited by reason of any such affiliation. 

“(d) An applicant association shall not be registered as an 
affiliated securities association unless it appears to the Commis- 
sion that— 

“(1) such association, notwithstanding that it does not satisfy 
the requirements set forth in paragraph (1) of subsection (b), 
will, forthwith upon the registration thereof, be admitted to 
affiliation with an association registered as a national securities 
association pursuant to said subsection (b), in the manner and 
under the terms and conditions provided by the rules of said 
national securities association in accordance with subsection (c); 
an 


d 

“(2) such association and its rules satisfy the requirements 
set forth in paragraphs (2) to (9), inclusive, of subsection (b); 
except that in the case of any such association any restri 
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upon membership therein of the type authorized by paragraph (3) 
of subsection (b) shall not be less stringent than in the case of the 
national securities association with which such association is to 
be affiliated. 

“(e) Upon the filing of an application for registration pursuant 
to subsection (b) or subsection (d), the Commission shall by 
order grant such registration if the requirements of this section 
are satisfied. If, after appropriate notice and opportunity for 
hearing, it appears to the Commission that any requirement of 
this section is not satisfied, the Commission shall by order deny 
such registration. If any association granted tion as an 
affiliated securities association pursuant to subsection (d) shall 
fail to be admitted promptly thereafter to affiliation with a regis- 
tered national securities association, the Commission shall revoke 
the registration of such affiliated securities association. 

“(f) A registered securities association (whether national or 
affiliated) may, upon such reasonable notice as the Commission 
may deem nec in the public interest or for the protection 
of investors, withdraw from registration by filing with the Com- 
mission a written notice of withdrawal in such form as the 
Commission may by rules and regulations prescribe, but such 
withdrawal shall be subject to such appropriate terms and con- 
ditions for the orderly liquidation of such association as the 
Commission may prescribe. Upon the withdrawal of a national 
securities association from registration, the registration of any 
association affiliated therewith shall automatically terminate. 

“(g) If any registered securities association (whether national 
or affiliated) shall take any disciplinary action against any mem- 
ber thereof, or shall deny admission to any broker or dealer 
seeking membership therein, such action shall be subject to 
review by the Commission, on its own motion, or upon application 
by any person aggrieved thereby filed within 60 days after such 
action has been taken or within such longer period as the Com- 
mission may determine. Application to the Commission for re- 
view, or the institution of review by the Commission on its own 
motion, shall operate as a stay of such action until an order 
is issued upon such review pursuant to subsection (h). 

“(h) (1) In a proceeding to review disciplinary action taken by 
a securities association against a member thereof, if 
the Commission, after appropriate notice and opportunity for 
hearing, upon consideration of the record before the association 
and such other evidence as it may deem relevant, shall (A) find 
that such member has engaged in such acts or practices, or has 
omitted such act, as the association has found him to have en- 
gaged in or omitted, and (B) shall determine that such acts or 
practices, or omission to act, are in violation of such rules of 
the association as have been designated in the determination of 
the association, the Commission shall by order dismiss the pro- 
ceeding, unless it appears to the Commission that such action 
should be modified in accordance with paragraph (2) of this sub- 
section. The Commission shall likewise determine whether the 
acts or practices prohibited, or the omission of any act required, 
by any such rule constitute conduct inconsistent with just and 
equitable principles of trade, and shall so declare. If it appears 
to the Commission that the evidence does not warrant the find- 
ing required in clause (A), or if the Commission shall determine 
that such acts or practices as are found to have been engaged 
in are not prohibited by the designated rule or rules of the 
association, or that such act as is found to have been omitted 
is not required by such designated rule or rules, the Commission 
shall by order set aside the action of the association. 

“(2) If, after appropriate notice and opportunity for hearing, the 
Commission finds that any penalty imposed upon a member is 
excessive or oppressive, having due regard to the public interest, 
the Commission shall by order cancel, reduce, or require the remis- 
sion of such penalty. 

“(3) In any proceeding to review the denial of membership in a 
registered securities association, if the Commission, after appropri- 
ate notice and hearing, and upon consideration of the record before 
the association and such other evidence as it may deem relevant, 
shall determine that the specific on which such denial is 
based exist in fact and are valid under this section, the Commission 
shall by order dismiss the proceedings, otherwise, the Commission 
shall by order set aside the action of the association and require it 
to admit the applicant broker or dealer to membership therein. 

“(i) (1) The rules of a registered securities association may pro- 
vide that no member thereof shall deal with any nonmember 
broker or dealer (as defined in paragraph (2) of this subsection) 
except at the same prices, for the same commissions or fees, and 
on the same terms and conditions as are by such member accorded 
to the general public. 

“(2) For the purposes of this subsection, the term ‘nonmember 
broker or dealer’ shall include any broker or dealer who makes use 
of the mails or of any means or instrumentality of interstate 
commerce to effect any transaction in, or to induce the purchase 
or sale of, any security otherwise than on a national securities 
exchange, who is not a member of any registered securities associa- 
tion, except a broker or dealer who deals exclusively in commercial 
paper, bankers’ acceptances, or commercial bills. 

“(3) Nothing in this subsection shall be so construed or applied 
as to prevent any member of a registered securities association 
from granting to any other member of any registered securities 
association any dealer’s discount, allowance, commission, or special 
terms. 


“q) Every registered securities association shall file with the 
ion in accordance with such rules and regulations as the 
Commission may prescribe as necessary or appropriate in the 
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public interest or for the protection of investors, copies of any 
changes in or additions to the rules of the association, and such 
other information and documents as the Commission may require 
to keep current or to supplement the registration statement and 
documents filed pursuant to subsection (a). Any change in or 
addition to the rules of a registered securities association shall 
take effect upon the thirtieth day after the filing of a copy thereof 
with the Commission, or upon such earlier date as the Commis- 
sion may determine, unless the Commission shall enter an order 
disapproving such change or addition; and the Commission shall 
enter such an order unless such change or addition appears to 
the Commission to be consistent with the requirements of sub- 
section (b) and subsection (d). 

“(k) (1) The Commission is authorized by order to abrogate 
any rule of a registered securities association, if after appropriate 
notice and opportunity for hearing, it appears to the Commission 
that such abrogation is necessary or appropriate to assure fair 

by the members of such association, to assure a fair 
representation of its members in the administration of its affairs 
or otherwise to protect investors or effectuate the purposes of 
this title. 

“(2) The Commission may in writing request any registered 
securities association to adopt any specified alteration of or sup- 
plement to its rules with respect to any of the matters herein- 
after enumerated. If such association fails to adopt such altera- 
tion or supplement within a reasonable time, the Commission is 
authorized by order to alter or supplement the rules of such 
association in the manner theretofore requested if, after appro- 
priate notice and opportunity for hearing, it appears to the Com- 
mission that such alteration or supplement is necessary or appro- 
priate in the public interest or for the protection of investors or 
to effectuate the purposes of this section, with respect to: (1) The 
basis for, and procedure in connection with, the denial of mem- 
bership or the disciplining of members; (2) the method for 
adoption of any change in or addition to the rules of the asso- 
ciation; (3) the method of choosing officers and directors; and 
(4) affiliation between registered securities associations. 

„) The Commission is authorized, if such action appears to it 
to be necessary or appropriate in the public interest or for the 

ion of investors or to carry out the purposes of this section— 

“(1) after appropriate notice and opportunity for hearing, by 
order to suspend for a period not exceeding 12 months or to revoke 
the registration of a securities association, if the Com- 
mission finds that such association has violated any provision of 
this title or any rule or regulation thereunder, or has failed to 
enforce compliance with its own rules, or has engaged in any other 
activity tending te defeat the purposes of this section; 

“(2) after appropriate notice and opportunity for hearing, by 
order to suspend for a period not exceeding 12 months or to expel 
from a registered securities association any member thereof who 
the Commission finds (A) has violated any provision of this 
title or any rule or regulation thereunder, or has effected any trans- 
action for any other person who, he had reason to believe, was vio- 
lating with respect to such transaction any provision of this title 
or any rule or regulation thereunder, or (B) has willfully violated 
ee of the Securities Act of 1933, as amended, or of any 

or regulation thereunder, or has effected any transaction for 
any other person who, he had reason to believe, was willfully vio- 
lating with respect to such transaction any provision of such act 
or rule or regulation; 

“(3) after appropriate notice and opportunity for hearing, by 
order to remove from office any officer or director of a registered 
securities association who, the Commission finds, has willfully failed 
to enforce the rules of the association, or has willfully abused his 
authority. 

“(m) Nothing in this section shall be construed to apply with 

to any transaction by a broker or dealer in any exempted 


security. 

“(n) If any provision of this section is in conflict with any pro- 
vision of any law of the United States in force on the date this 
section takes effect, the provision of this section shall prevail.” 

Src. 2. Subsection (e) of section 15 of such act, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(c) No broker or dealer shall make use of the mails or of any 
means or instrumentality of interstate commerce to effect any 
transaction in, or to induce the purchase or sale of, any security 
(other than commercial paper, bankers’ acceptances, or commercial 
bills) otherwise than on a national securities exchange, in contra- 
vention of such rules and regulations as the Commission may pre- 
scribe as necessary or appropriate in the public interest or for the 
protection of investors (1) to prevent fraudulent, deceptive, or 
manipulative acts or practices; (2) to prevent fictitious quotations; 
(3) to provide safeguards with respect to the financial responsibility 
of brokers and dealers; (4) to regulate the manner, method, and 
place of soliciting business; and (5) to regulate the time and method 
of making settlements, payments, or deliveries: Provided, That 
nothing in clause (3), (4), or (5) of this subsection shall be con- 
strued to apply with respect to any transaction by a broker or dealer 
in any exempted security.” 

Sec. 3. Subsection (b) of section 29 of such Act is amended by 
inserting before the period at the end thereof a colon and the 
following: “Provided, That no contract shall be void by reason of 
this subsection because of any violation of any rule or regulation 
prescribed pursuant to clause (3), (4), or (5) of subsection (c) 
of section 15 of this title, except insofar as the Commission, 
having determined that such action is necessary or appropriate 
for the protection of investors, shall have expressly provided in 
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such rule or regulation that the provisions of this subsection 
shall apply in the case of any violation thereof”. 

Sec. 4. Section 32 of such Act, as amended, is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(c) The provisions of this section shall not apply in the case 
of any violation of any rule or regulation prescribed pursuant to 
clause (3), (4), or (5) of subsection (c) of section 15 of this 
title, except a violation which consists of making, or causing to 
be made, any statement in any report or document required to be 
filed under any such rule or regulation, which statement was at 
the time and in the light of the circumstances under which it 
was made false or misleading with respect to any material fact.” 

Sec. 5. Subsection (a) of section 17 of such Act, as amended, is 
amended by inserting immediately after the words “every broker 
or dealer who transacts a business in securities through the 
medium of any such member,” the words “every registered securi- 
ties association,”. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, may I ask the Sen- 
ator from New York [Mr. Wacner] whether public hearings 
were held on this bill? 

Mr. WAGNER. Oh, yes; we had a number of hearings, 
covering a week, in which the industry was represented; and 
I think finally practically the entire industry was agreeable 
to the legislation, and, in fact, asked for it. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I have not in mind the basis of the 
complaints I have received about the bill, but I think they 
had something to do with Government securities. 

Mr. WAGNER. They had to do with municipal securities. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes. 

Mr. WAGNER. That provision was entirely eliminated 
from the bill. 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, reserving the right to ob- 
ject to the further consideration of the bill, I observe that 
the author of the bill, the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
Matoney], is present now; and I think we ought to have 
some explanation as to the need of this bill, and how it 
proposes to correct the existing condition. 

Mr. MALONEY. Mr. President, when the Securities Ex- 
change Act was originally drawn, the Securities and Ex- 
change Commission gave very serious thought to the neces- 
sity for regulation of the so-called over-the-counter business. 
Largely because of the fact that there seemed to be immedi- 
ate need for the main legislation, and because the Securities 
and Exchange Commission and others had not had a suffi- 
cient opportunity to make a study of the over-the-counter 
business, it was determined to defer an effort at legislation 
on that character of transactions until a study of the situa- 
tion could be made. 

Now, after the lapse of a few years, during which time 
members of the Securities and Exchange Commission have 
made a study of the over-the-counter business, it is felt, not 
only for the purpose of protecting the investing public but 
for the purpose of protecting the investment-banking busi- 
ness, and in fairness to the exchanges of the country, which 
are subject to the law and to the regulations of the Commis- 
sion, that the same sort of regulation should be imposed 
upon the over-the-counter business. 

There has been a long-time study by the Securities and 
Exchange Commission, during which there was a continuing 
consultation with representatives of the industry, repre- 
sented particularly by committees of the Investment Bank- 
ers’ Association and the Investment Bankers’ Conference. 
As a result of the study, made in part by representatives of 
the several thousand investment bankers of the country, a 
draft of legislation on the subject was prepared. After the 
original proposal was drafted committees of the Investment 
Bankers’ Conference and the Investment Bankers’ Associa- 
tion went over the draft with me as the sponsor of the pro- 
posed legislation, with members of the Securities and Ex- 
change Commission and its legal staff, and subsequently with 
the Banking and Currency Committee; so that altogether 
three drafts of the bill were before the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee. 

There was considerable agitation as a result of fears ex- 
pressed by the so-called municipal-securities dealers. Argu- 
ments which I doubt were well-founded were made that this 
proposal trespassed upon the rights of the municipalities and 
the States. I do not think the majority of the members of 
the Banking and Currency Committee entertained any such 
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fears; but because members of the committee felt that there 
was need for this character of legislation, not only for this 
particular industry but in fairness to a regulated exchange 
business, rather than delay the legislation, or perhaps be- 
cause there was some fear of endangering the passage of 
greatly needed legislation, the committee finally decided to 
eliminate the reference in the bill to the so-called munici- 
pal dealers. With the exclusion of the municipal dealers, 
and the adoption of a few additional recommendations and 
amendments submitted by the 1,700 or 1,800 members mak- 
ing up the Investment Bankers’ Conference, recommenda- 
tions made by the Investment Bankers’ Association, and 
recommendations of some smaller securities associations I 
think, as the chairman of the committee has said, that there 
was finally a unanimous agreement upon the bill by the 
members of the committee. 

The bill does not propose anything radical in the invest- 
ment banking field. It does for that business about what 
was done for the exchanges through the Securities Exchange 
Act. It is not entirely a measure of self-regulation, but it 
very clearly provides an opportunity for self-regulation. 
Actually, it is cooperative regulation. Under this bill the 
Federal Government, through the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, says to the investment bankers of the country, 
“You may create your own association or associations. You 
may provide your own rules and your own regulations. We 
want you to run your own business. We want a representa- 
tion, however. We want a right of review and supervision.” 
So, while some of us would like to call what is provided for 
self-regulations, it is in effect a cooperative regulation. 

For myself, I think it is a splendid step. I do not know 
for a certainty that it will work. Neither does the Securi- 
ties and Exchange Commission know for a certainty that it 
will work, but we know that it will provide an opportunity. 
It is purely voluntary. There is no need for the invest- 
ment banker to join unless he desires to do so. It grows 
from his desire. Every effort has been made by the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency, and I think the members 
of that committee will agree that every effort has been 
made by the Securities and Exchange Commission, to get 
a bill suitable to the industry. I have felt that it would be 
futile to write this legislation unless it had the absolute 
approval, or nearly the absolute approval, of the persons 
engaged in this business. If it does not work, no harm will 
be done. We shall be where we started. If the ideal of the 
legislation can be brought about, if it can be made to 
operate successfully, perhaps the investment-banking busi- 
ness will show the way to other industries of the country 
to provide a self-regulation, a cooperative regulation. The 
plan seems to meet with the approval, and in my opinion, 
to a considerable degree even the applause, of the invest- 
ment banking business. 

Mr. President, when the Banking and Currency Committee 
had finished its consideration of this proposal, at the sugges- 
tion of the chairman a very comprehensive report was 
prepared; and I took it upon myself personally to mail a 
copy of that report to each Member of the Senate. I think 
most of the Members are entirely familiar with the proposed 
legislation and with its purposes. I myself have no desire 
to trespass longer upon the time of the Senate. 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, in view of the very enlighten- 
ing statements made by the sponsor of the bill as well as by 
the chairman of the Banking and Currency Committee, I 
withdraw any objection I have to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to provide for 
the establishment of a mechanism of regulation among over- 
the-counter brokers and dealers operating in interstate and 
foreign commerce or through the mails, to prevent acts and 
practices inconsistent with just and equitable principles of 
trade, and for other purposes.” 
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BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION PASSED OVER 

The bill (H. R. 1543) to amend section 24 of the Immigra- 
tion Act of 1917, relating to the compensation of certain 
Immigration and Naturalization Service employees, and for 
other purposes, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let that bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1634) to provide for the education of all types 
of physically handicapped children, to make an appropria- 
tion of money therefor, and to regulate its expenditure, was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 973) for the relief of the city of Baltimore 
Was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 684) for the relief of the city of New York 
Was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 1291) for the relief of the State of Connecticut 
Was announced as next in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 21) directing the Comp- 
troller General to readjust the account between the United 
States and the State of Vermont was announced as next in 
order. 

Mr. KING. Let that joint resolution go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be 
passed over. 
PRIVILEGES TO OFFICIALS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE UNITED STATES 

COURT FOR CHINA 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2946) to ex- 
tend the privileges of the Navy post exchanges to officials 
and employees of the United States Court for China, which 
had been reported from the Committee on the Judiciary with 
an amendment, on page 2, line 9, after the word “men”, to 
strike out “to civilian employees of the Navy Department 
and to officers of the Foreign Service of the United States at 
naval stations beyond the continental limits of the United 
States and in Alaska; and to the officials and employees of, 
or connected with, the United States Court for China, under 
such regulations as the Secretary of the Navy may prescribe,” 
and to insert “and to civilian officers and employees of the 
United States at naval stations beyond the continental limits 
of the United States or in Alaska, under such regulations as 
the Secretary of the Navy may prescribe”, so as to make the 
bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That that part of the act.of March 3, 1909 


(ch. 255, 35 Stat. 768; U. S. O., title 34, sec. 583), as amended by 
the act of April 14, 1937 (Public, No. 29, 75th Cong.), which 
provides— 

“That hereafter such stores as the Secretary of the Navy may 
designate may be procured and sold to officers and enlisted men 
of the Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard; to the widows of 
such officers and enlisted men; to civilian employees of the Navy 
Department; and to officers of the Foreign Service of the United 
States at naval stations beyond the continental limits of the 
United States and in Alaska, under such regulations as the Secre- 
tary of the Navy may prescribe.”— 
is further amended to read as follows: 

“That hereafter such stores as the Secretary of the Navy may 
designate may be procured and sold to officers and enlisted men 
of the Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard; to the widows of 
such officers and enlisted men; and to civilian officers and em- 
ployees of the United States at naval stations beyond the conti- 
nental limits of the United States or in Alaska, under such regu- 
lations as the Secretary of the Navy may prescribe.” 


Mr. KING. I should like to have an explanation of the 
measure. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, the Senator from Utah will 
recall that this is a bill which went over the last time the 
calendar was called, and I think the Senator from Utah was 
convinced that inasmuch as these privileges are now ex- 
tended to some of the civilian employees of the Government, 
there is no good reason why they should not also be extended 
to the others. 
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Mr, KING. Mr. President, my position then was, and still 
is, that these privileges ought not to be extended to any of 
them, because we will soon become vendors of commodities 
to thousands of persons in civilian life, and the expenses of 
the Government in purchasing and transporting commodities 
to all parts of the world will be tremendously increased. 
Civilians are sent to China and elsewhere. They receive good 
salaries; they receive allowances for their expenses, and so 
on; and I am just wondering whether the obligation should 
rest upon the Government to do what is proposed because, 
of course, it has the expense occasioned by maintaining por- 
tions of the Army and Navy in foreign countries, 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I know that there is no Sen- 
ator who is more against discrimination than is the Senator 
from Utah, and there does exist discrimination against 
civilian employees in the city of Shanghai, China, for in- 
Stance, All the other civilian employees except those con- 
nected with the court are now allowed to make their pur- 
chases in the post exchange, and I am sure the Senator does 
not want to bar some and permit others to make their pur- 
chases there. What the Senator says is no doubt altogether 
true; but I suggest that we put them all on the same basis 
now, and then we can investigate the matter and perhaps 
withdraw the privilege from all; but, whatever we do, let us 
treat all alike. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the arguments of my friend 
the Senator from New Mexico are always persuasive and his 
argument today is persuasive. Nevertheless, it does not meet 
the argument that we are imposing upon the Federal Govern- 
ment an enormous burden for various civilian employees in 
all parts of the world. I agree with the Senator that we 
should not discriminate. What I fear is that pretty soon 
we will cover them all in, and then any attack upon the sys- 
tem would be unavailable. I withdraw the objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment reported by the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to amend an 
act entitled ‘An act making appropriations for the naval 
service for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1910, and for other 
purposes, approved March 3, 1909, as amended, so as to 
extend commissary privileges to civilian officers and em- 
ployees of the United States at naval stations beyond the 
continental limits of the United States or in Alaska.” 

BILLS PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 8099) to amend certain administrative pro- 
visions of the Tariff Act of 1930, and for other purposes, was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (S. 2565) authorizing the Comptroller General to 
settle and adjust the claim of List & Clark Construction Co. 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Let us have an explanation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MILLER in the chair). 
The bill will be passed over. 

The bill (H. R. 3389) for the relief of Benjamin Weisenberg 
was announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

COMMISSIONING OF ARMY BANDMASTERS 

The bill (S. 2369) to amend the act entitled “an act for 
making further and more effectual provision for the na- 
tional defense, and for other purposes,” approved June 3, 
1916, as amended, and for other purposes, was announced 
as next in order, 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let the bill go over. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, will not the Senator 
withhold his objection a moment? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I call attention to the fact that the 
Department recommends against the passage of the bill. 
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Mr. SHEPPARD. That is one reason why I desire to make 
a brief explanation. The junior Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Tuomas] reported the bill, but has been compelled to leave 
the Chamber, and requested that an explanation be made 
of the bill and its purposes. 

At the present time, Army bandmasters are warrant offi- 
cers and as such are without disciplinary authority over 
the men under them and likewise have no voice in the ad- 
ministration of their bands. The bill S. 2369 proposes to 
create a new rank of bandmaster in the United States Army 
and National Guard, who shall be appointed and commis- 
sioned by the President, by and with the advice and consent 
of the Senate. Bandmasters commissioned under this 
measure will be entitled to the same benefits in respect. to 
pay, allowances and retirements as are applicable to com- 
missioned officers, which pay, allowances, and retirements 
shall be as follows: Bandmasters will less than 5 years of 
service to rank with second lieutenants; from 5 to 10 years of 
service to rank with first lieutenants; and bandmasters with 
service of over 10 years to rank with captains. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the officers of the Army 
are ordinarily splendidly trained men. I believe more than 
half of them, or about that number, have been trained at 
West Point, and the remainder are well trained, both in the 
way of ordinary education and in military science. Unfortu- 
nately, the bandmasters are not so trained, and for that 
reason, according to my understanding, the War Depart- 
ment does not feel that they should be put in positions which 
would entitle them to the same pay and emoluments re- 
ceived by the Regular officers, who have given their whole 
lives to military pursuits, 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I am endeavoring to explain the matter. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I know, and I have no objection to the 
Senator explaining the bill, of course, but the War Depart- 
ment being opposed to the bill, and on such excellent 
grounds, I do not see why the bill should be passed by the 
Congress. When I say “excellent grounds” I do not mean 
to say one word against the bandmasters. They perform 
excellent service and are entitled to good pay, but I do not 
believe it would be wise to make them officers in the Army. 

Mr, SHEPPARD. Mr. President, doctors in the Medical 
Corps are commissioned, just as the rest of the officers of 
the Army are commissioned; dentists in the Dental Corps 
are commissioned just as other officers are commissioned, and 
the veterinarians receive commissions, Bandmasters man- 
age bands of about 30 men, and sometimes the bands are 
massed. It is proposed that they be given the smaller com- 
missions, the proposal being to make them second lieutenants, 
first lieutenants, and captains, with the chief bandmaster 
of the Army a major.. The chaplains are commissioned, 
their commissions running as high as colonel for Chief of 
Chaplains. 

Provision is made for one chief bandmaster, who shall be 
selected from among experienced Regular Army and Na- 
tional Guard bandmasters by the Secretary of War and who’ 
shall have the rank, pay, and allowances of a major while 
serving as chief bandmaster. The commissioning of the 
some 78 warrant-officer band leaders now in the Army 
would cost about $189,340 the first year with longevity in- 
creases thereafter. It is estimated that the commissioning 
of the same 218 National Guard bandmasters would cost 
about $11,200 per year. Similar legislation has been before 
Congress on previous occasions, and several hearings have 
been held by committees of both the Senate and the House. 
The War Department, as a matter of policy, reported ad- 
versely on S. 2369, submitting that band leaders do not exer- 
cise the functions of command, that musicians, as a class, are 
not accustomed to exercise the functions of command, that 
due to their musical duties band leaders have little or no 
time to devote to the acquirement of military knowledge 
necessary to the exercise of administrative and disciplinary 
control over an organization, and that should band leaders 
be given administrative and disciplinary control over Army 
bands, in addition to the duty of musical instruction they 
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already have, it is believed this would militate against the 
musical instruction of the bands. 

I want to be fair about the matter and I have given the 
War Department’s objection in their entirety as best I could. 
Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I yield. 

Mr. GILLETTE. What difference would this provision 
make in the retirement privileges of these men, if they were 
commissioned, as compared to those they now enjoy? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. They would have the retirement privi- 
leges which would attach to their commissions. At present, 
they are warrant officers with the retirement privileges of 
that grade. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I yield. 

Mr. WALSH. I inquire of the Senator whether there is 
in the Army a musical school where all persons who become 
associated and connected with the Army bands have regu- 
lar musical training in the school provided by the Army? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I do not think so, except as to band 
leaders, assistant band leaders, and certain especially quali- 
fied bandsmen. 

Mr. WALSH. I think that is so. It is so in the Navy. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. These same arguments would apply 
equally well to all the services of the Army, such as medi- 
cal, dental, and legal, and yet the doctors of the Medical 
Corps, the dentists of the Dental Corps, the lawyers of the 
Judge Advocate General’s Department, and the veterina- 
rians of the Veterinary Corps have all been commissioned 
long ago. After having considered the objections to this 
legislation offered by the War Department, as well as the 
arguments in favor of it, the committee has concluded that 
this measure is a deserving and meritorious one, that its 
enactment into law would enhance the morale of our Army 
and National Guard bands, that it would increase their 
efficiency, and that new opportunities would be opened up 
to those young men who choose the Army band service as a 
career. The committee has, therefore, reported the bill 
favorably and recommends its passage. 

Mr. President, some of the most inspiring instances in 
history have occurred in connection with the effect of battle 
music at the height of the battle, the effect of music on 
the morale of an army, even the music of the battle drum. 
Senators will remember the Battle of Marengo. The French 
were about to retreat. The day seemed to be lost. Napo- 
leon, the great Napoleon, ordered a drummer boy to beat 
a retreat, but the boy replied, “Sire, I cannot beat a 
retreat, but I can beat a charge. I can beat a charge that 
would make the very dead fall into line.“ The great com- 
mander caught the spirit of that drummer boy, commanded 
him to beat a charge, ordered his troops to advance, and 
almost inevitable defeat was transformed, as if by magic, 
into victory. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I yield. 

Mr. KING. Does the Senator remember reading of the 
occasion when five men with bagpipes, none of them gen- 
erals, nor even colonels, won several battles for Scotland 
when the Scotch were fighting the English? 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I do. 

Mr. KING. Those men did not need commissions to in- 
spire them to action which led to victory. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. That is true. However, the Senator’s 
illustration lends force to my argument as to the martial 
significance of music. Certainly the Senator from Utah 
should be especially fond of music, because in that remark- 
able journey, 4,000 miles in length, made by his ancestors 
across the desert, through the trackless forests, and over the 
lofty mountains—one of the most thrilling instances of hero- 
ism and endurance history affords—nothing was more help- 
ful nor inspiring to them than that wonderful song: 

Come, come ye saints, no toil nor labor fear. 


Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator from Texas does not mean 
that the Senator from Utah recalls that occasion? 
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Mr. SHEPPARD. No, not personally, but his ancestors 
were children in that memorable march. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is heard, and the 
bill will be passed over. 

BILL PASSED OVER 

The bill (S. 186) for the relief of Mike Chetkovich was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask that the bill be passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


EXPERIMENTAL AIR-MAIL SERVICES 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 7448) to 
provide for experimental air-mail services to further develop 
safety, efficiency, and economy, and for other purposes, 
which had been reported from the Committee on Post Offices 
and Post Roads with amendments. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, reserving the right to object, 
I should like to speak on the bill. On the desk of Senators 
today there will be found three amendments proposed to be 
made to this bill if and when it is taken up for consideration. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I have just read the 
amendments and I see no objection to them, so far as I am 
concerned. 

Mr. AUSTIN. If the amendments may be accepted I am 
perfectly willing that the bill shall be considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the first 
committee amendment. 

The first amendment of the committee was, in section 1, 
page 1, line 8, after the word “areas”, to insert “and including 
the utilization of articles and equipment, even though patents 
may have been issued thereon”, so as to make the section 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Postmaster General is authorized, 
under such appropriate rules and regulations as he may prescribe, 
to provide for and su experimental services in connection 
with the transportation of mail by air, including the transportation 
of mail by autogiro aircraft shuttle service between outlying air- 

and central city areas, and including the utilization of articles 
and equipment, even though patents may have been issued thereon, 
with the object of further developing safety, efficiency, and econ- 
omy in air-mail transportation, collection, and delivery. The Post- 
master General shall procure any such proposed service by contract 
with the lowest acceptable and responsible bidder. Such contracts 
and operations thereunder shall be subject to such requirements 
relating to safety, technical functions, qualifications of aircraft and 
airmen, and matters connected therewith as the Secretary of Com- 
merce shall prescribe in accordance with the authority vested in 
him under the Air Commerce Act of 1926, as amended. The pro- 
visions of section 13 (relating to pay and working conditions and 
relations of pilots and other employees) of the Air Mail Act of 1934, 
approved June 12, 1934, as amended, shall apply to all contracts 
awarded under this act. 


Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, before that amendment is 
agreed to, I ask that my first amendment, which relates to 
that committee amendment, be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Vermont to the committee amendment will be 
stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 1, lines 8 to 10, it is proposed 
to strike out “and including the utilization of articles and 
equipment, even though patents may have been issued. there- 
on” and to insert in lieu thereof “and including the utilization 
of patented articles and equipment upon payment of just 
compensation therefor.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 
amendment of the Senator from Vermont to the committee 
amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I withdraw the amendment relating to 
the articles and equipment on which patents have been 
issued, the second amendment, and would like to offer the 
last or third amendment adding a new section, section 5. 
We PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 

ted. 
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The CHIEF CLERK. On page 3, after line 21, it is proposed 
to insert the following new section: ' 


Src. 5. Subsection (d) of section 7 of the act entitled “An act 
to revise air-mail laws, and to establish a commission to make 
a report to the C recommending an aviation policy,” ap- 

ved June 12, 1934, as amended, is amended to read as follows: 

(d) No person shall be to enter upon the per- 
formance of, or thereafter to hold an air-mail contract, if it 
pays any officer, director, or regular employee compensation in 
any form, whether as salary, bonus, commission, or otherwise, 
at a rate exceeding $17,500 per year for full time: Provided, 
That it shall be unlawful for any officer or regular employee to 
draw a salary of more than $17,500 per year from any air-mail 
contractor, or a salary from any other company if such salary 
from any company makes his total compensation more than 
$17,500 per year.” i 


Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, before that amendment is 
accepted, I want the Rrecorp to show what that does to the 
old law, and I therefore ask to have inserted in the RECORD 
at this point my remarks before the vote is taken, the part 
of the section that is omitted, and that part I shall char- 
acterize by just one word to identify it, and all Senators 
will know what it is. It is the vindictive part of the law. 

There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


(d) No person shall be qualified to enter upon the performance 
of, or thereafter to hold an air-mail contract, (1) if at or after 
the time specified for the commencement of mail transportation 
under such contract, such person is (or, if a partnership, asso- 
. genial, managerial APAA SEEE ahaa: — 
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revent the making of any ‘or e x 5 
That whenever required by the Postmaster General the bidder 
shall submit an affidavit executed by the bidder, or by such of 
its officers, directors, or general managerial employees as the Post- 
master General may designate, sworn to before an officer author- 
ized and empowered to administer oaths, stating in such affidavit 
that the afflant has not entered nor proposed to enter into any 
combination to prevent the making of any bid for carrying the 
mails, nor made any agreement, or given or performed, or prom- 
ised to give or perform, any consideration whatever to induce 
any other person to bid or not to bid for any mail contract. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the Senator from Vermont on page 3. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the next 
committee amendment. 

The next committee amendment was, on page 2, after line 
22, to insert a new section 3, so as to make sections 2 and 3 
read as follows: 


Sec. 2. The Postmaster General shall report to Congress as soon 
as le the final results of experimental services con- 
ducted under this act, together with his recommendations for 
legislation to establish on a permanent basis any such services 
ascertained to be essential or useful in carrying out the object 
of this act. He may from time to time make preliminary reports 
and recommendations to whenever definite conclusions 
are reached in respect of any such service. 

Sec. 3. The first sentence of subsection (f) of section 3 of the 
act entitled “An act to revise air-mail laws, and to establish a 
commission to make a report to the Congress recommending an 
aviation policy,” approved June 12, 1934, as amended (U. S. C., 1934 
ed., Supp. II, title 39, sec. 469A (f), Public, No. 420, approved 
Jan. 14, 1938), is amended to read as follows: 

“(f) The General shall not award contracts for air- 
mail routes or extend such routes in excess of an aggregate of 
40,000 miles, and shall not pay for air-mail transportation on 
such routes and extensions in excess of an annual aggregate of 
60,000,000 airplane-miles.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next committee amendment was, on page 8, after line 
9, to insert a new section 4, as follows: 


Sec. 4 That subsection (c) of section 3 of the act entitled 
“An act to revise air-mail laws, and to establish a commission to 
make a report to the Congress recommending an aviation policy,” 
> pai June 12, 1934, as amended, is amended to read as 
‘ollows: 

“(v) If, in the opinion of the Postmaster General, the public 
interest requires it, he may grant extensions at any point of any 
route: Provided, That the aggregate mileage of all such exten- 
sions on any one route shall not exceed 250 miles, and that the 
rate of pay for such extensions shall not be in excess of the rate 
per mile fixed for the service thus extended.” 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, there is a clerical error in 
the bill on page 3, line 15. The letter (v) should be (c). 
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I offer the amendment to the committee amendment making 
that change. 

The amendment to the committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The committee amendment as amended was agreed to. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I offer an amendment to the bill which I 
ask to have stated. 


3 PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 


The Cuter CLERK. At the end of the bill it is proposed 
to add a new section, as follows: 


„That all laws and regulations not in conflict with this 
section fre star routes shall be applicable to contracts made 
under authority of this section: Provided further, That the 
base rate of pay which may be allowed in a such 
tracts shall not exceed 20 cents per airplane-mile for a load not 
exceeding 250 pounds of mail, and not exceeding 1 cent per air- 
plane-mile for each 20 pounds of mail carried in excess of the 250- 
pound limit, except that in the discretion of the Postmaster Gen- 
eral a higher base rate of pay may be aliowed in awarding contract 
for carrying mail over circuitous routes of less than 75 miles 

: And further, That the provisions of the act 
June 12, 1934 (48 Stat. 933), as amended by the act of August 14, 
1935 (49 Stat. 614), shall not apply to the transportation of mail 
under this section: And provided further, That the Postmaster 
General shall not award more than five contracts for the trans- 
portation of mail under the authority of this section. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I have just listened to 
the reading of the amendment. I am willing to take it to 
conference. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The amendment is word for word the 
text of a bill upon which I have a favorable report from 
the Postmaster General, except that at the end of the 
amendment there is a proviso that there may not be more 
than five of such air-mail star routes for experimental pur- 
poses. 

I ask leave to have printed in the Rrcorp the favorable 
report of the Post Office Department. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the re- 
port will be printed in the RECORD. 

The report is as follows: 


JUNE 28, 1937. 
Hon. KENNETH W. MCKELLAR, 


Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads, 

aie ae 123 States Senate. 

Dran SENATOR MCKELLAR: response to your request 
the 21st ultimo for a report on bill S. 2460, to authoring tans 
portation of mail by airplane upon star routes over difficult ter- 
rain, please be advised as follows: 

I desire to report favorably upon the above-mentioned bill for 
the following reasons: Under section 1806 of the Postal Laws and 
Regulations (43 Stat. 960; 39 U. S. C. 488, as amended by the act 
approved August 24, 1935, Public, No. 317), the Postmaster General 
is authorized, in his discretion, to contract, after advertisement 
in accordance with law, for the carriage of all classes of mail 
within the Territory of Alaska, by airplane, payment therefor to 
be made from the appropriation for star-route service in Alaska. 

Under this bill the same authority would be extended to in- 
clude territory in the rae sr where similar conditions prevail. 


account of snowdrifts. Frequently 

due to be transported are blocked for weeks at a time. 
are also post offices in the Great Lakes region which are ordinarily 
served by boats but which sometimes cannot be reached on 
account of ice. The proposed legislation would give the Post- 
master General authority to advertise such routes without restric- 
tion as to the method of conveyance to be 


present time, but in view of the law which fixes the rate of 

to be paid on mail by air at 6 cents per 
ounce or fraction thereof, there is some doubt as to the authority 
for transporting by air matter prepaid at a lesser rate. 

The proposed legislation would also be helpful in cases where 
post offices were isolated on account of floods or storms. I recall 
particularly the case at Key West, Fla., which was completely 
cut off on account of the destruction of a large portion of the 
Florida East Coast Railroad. During the emergency the mails 
were sent to Key West by plane, payment being made out of the 
appropriation for railroad pay. While the Comptroller General 
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agreed to this method in the emergency, there was some question 
as to its legality. 

Immediately following the floods in the Middle West last spring 
there were many offices which for days could not be reached by 
rail or public highway, and the only means available for getting 
F was by air express, which was used to a liberal 
extent. 

The bill is designed to cover such emergencies as these, and 
I am, therefore, in favor of its speedy enactment. 

It has been ascertained from the Bureau of the Budget that 
this report is in accord with the program of the President. 

Very truly yours, 
James A. FARLEY, 
Postmaster General, 


Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I have not had an oppor- 
tunity to examine the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN]. 

Mr. HAYDEN. There are some situations in the United 
States, particularly at the Grand Canyon in Arizona, in 
the mountains in Idaho, and a few other places, where there 
are passenger airplanes which stop along the way at very 
out-of-the-way places. This bill provides that there may be 
not more than five air-mail star routes, not over 200 miles 
in length, and fixes a rate of compensation below the ordi- 
nary rate paid for air mail. For example, in the Arizona 
case, about which I know, the airplane carries tourists regu- 
larly from the Grand Canyon to Boulder Dam. There are 
stops at two little settlements which now have mail service 
but once a week. The airplanes could drop down and give 
the people there a daily mail service as a star route. The 
service would be open to bidding, just as in the case of any 
other star-route contract. Star-route mail is now carried 
by automobile, by wagon, by dog team, by canoe, by pack 
train, and various other forms of transportation. The 
amendment which I have offered merely adds the airplane 
to other methods of conveyance, and limits such a star 
route to not more than 200 miles, and provides that there 
may not be more than five of them in the United States. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. How would it be possible to submit 
bids on such a contract? 

Mr. HAYDEN. The Department would advertise for bids 
for the air-mail star-route service, just as it would for any 
other star route. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The operation is an intermediate trip 
upon a scheduled line, if I understand the situation. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The airplane service that I have particu- 
larly in mind carries passengers who desire to fly above the 
Grand Canyon in Arizona. 

There is another situation in Idaho where the airplane 
is the only means of getting over the high mountains. 
There are three or four other cases of that kind, where the 
country is so rough that the people cannot get prompt mail 
service except by air. The Department desires to try out 
such a plan, and has favorably recommended the proposed 
legislation. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, it is obvious that the Sen- 
ator from Arizona has in his mind a picture which this 
amendment fits very nicely, but I think it comprehends 
much more than merely the transportation he mentions, 
I hope the amendment will not be enacted into law without 
very serious study. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I intend to have a report on the mat- 
ter made by the Department if the amendment is adopted, 
and when it goes to conference it can be worked out. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. HAYDEN]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the 
bill to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 

REIMBURSEMENT OF RAILROADS 


The bill (S. 3526) to provide for reimbursing certain rail- 
roads for sums paid into the Treasury of the United States 
under an unconstitutional act of Congress was considered, 
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ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in the not otherwise appropriated, to certain railroad 
companies, and trustees and receivers thereof, a sum not to exceed 
$139,000, said sums having been paid into the Treasury of the 
United States by order of the Railroad Retirement Board created 
by the act of of June 27, 1934, known as “Railroad Re- 
tirement Act,” and which act was on May 6, 1935, declared uncon- 
stitutional by the Supreme Court of the United States. 

Sec. 2. Any railroad which has made a payment into the Treas- 
ury of the United States by reason of the order mentioned in 
section 1 hereof may file its claim for reimbursement with the 
Secretary of the Treasury, and the Secretary shall examine the 
claim and if it is found to be correct shall issue his warrant there- 
for, all in accordance with such rules and regulations as the 
Secretary of the Treasury may adopt. 


MIKE CHETKOVICH 


Mr. SCHWARTZ. Mr. President, I should like to recur 
to Calendar No. 1585, being Senate bill 186, for the relief 
of Mike Chetkovich, if the Senator from Tennessee will 
consent. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Certainly, if the Senator desires to do 
so. What are the facts in the case? 

Mr. SCHWARTZ. The bill directs the Secretary of the 
Treasury to pay to Chetkovich the amount of his war-risk 
insurance. I should like to make a brief statement with 
regard to the bill. 

In the first place, there is an adverse report from the 
Veterans’ Administration. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is why I objected. May I say one 
other thing, so that the Senator may address his remarks 
to it? As the Senator knows, there is a law under which 
any one holding such a policy may go into court. 

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It is quite remarkable that this veteran 
did not go into court, but seeks to collect his insurance 
through a private bill. I should like to have an explanation 
of the circumstances. 

Mr. SCHWARTZ. The record indicates that the veteran 
appears to have exhausted all his remedies, and an adverse 
conclusion might be proper in the ordinary case. He did 
go to court. 

An identical bill was before the Seventy-fourth Congress, 
and the House committee reported favorably upon the bill, 
with the exception of three members who made some ad- 
verse comment, principally, I think, because the veteran ap- 
peared before the committee, and by reason of the vehe- 
mence with which he presented his case some of the com- 
mittee members did not consider that he had the aspect of 
a man who was totally and permanently disabled. 

The facts in the case are that Chetkovich, at the time 
he enlisted, was a young man who was working in the mines 
as a mucker and miner, and had been so employed for some 
time. He was in perfect health and weighed 190 pounds. 
On July 2, 1918, he was inducted into the military service. 
At that time he had a condition to which I shall refer later, 
which condition he had had from birth. On July 6, 1918, the 
veteran applied for his war-risk insurance and received it. 
A few weeks later, in the ordinary inspection made while 
the new troops were drilling, he was advised that he would 
have to undergo an operation by reason of a reducible hernia 
and an undescended left testicle. He objected to the opera- 
tion because the condition had existed all his life, and he 
had never at any time been in ill health. He objected to it 
after he got to the hospital, and they brought in some boys 
who said to him, “Mike, you are in the Army now, and you 
will have to do what they tell you.” So he submitted to the 
operation. He was told that the operation would be merely 
for the reduction of the hernia; but, as a matter of fact, 
the doctors not only operated on him for the hernia, but also 
removed the undescended testicle. ‘ 

Chetkovich was in the hospital from August 5 until 
October 30, I think; and his recovery, such as it was, was 
very slow, because of a chronic discharge of pus from a 
4-inch wound. He was sent to the infirmary, and he was 
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there for awhile. Finally he was sent to Camp Lewis, and 
there the officers in charge attempted to assign him to 
ordinary duty around the camp. He was discharged from 
the service a few months later, and his commanding officer 
stated that on his discharge he was unable to perform his 
duties by reason of his physical condition. 

Mr. McKELLAR. How long was he in the hospital? 

Mr. SCHWARTZ. He was in the hospital from August 
7 until October 30 for the operation. On October 31 he was 
sent to the infirmary for observation, by reason of an 
incomplete recovery. I do not recall exactly how long he 
was in the infirmary; but on November 25 he was trans- 
ferred to Camp Lewis, and he was sent to the hospital as 
sick on January 7, 1919. On April 30 he was honorably 
discharged from the service. 

The advisory board of appeals of the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration about that time declined to recommend him as being 
totally and permanently disabled, but he was given a rating 
of 40 percent. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Did he bring suit in court to recover? 

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Yes. The record is very voluminous. 
By reason of the various adverse and favorable reports, 
the subcommittee spent a great deal of time on the record, 
and I am following the chronological sequence as rapidly 
as I can. 

After Chetkovich left the service, some of the mine owners 
who had theretofore employed him sought to give him some 
sort of employment. For a time he was employed to sweep 
dust off the rails with a broom. The foreman states that he 
would attempt it, and then he would sit down and tremble, 
and could not do the work. 

I understand that the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Morray] knows something about the man, and I understand 
from those who are acquainted with him that at no time 
has he been able to perform labor of any kind. He is a 
laboring man. 

After Chetkovich had been denied payment of his insur- 
ance, he brought suit in the Federal court at Butte before 
Judge Borguin. At that time the Army record which was 
submitted was not complete, and it did not show that as a 
result of his operation and being confined to the hospital 
he had developed trouble with his throat and lungs, and that 
there was bloody sputum in the discharges. The result of 
the trial at Butte was adverse to Chetkovich, and he took 
an appeal to the circuit court of appeals, relying prin- 
cipally upon comments made by the judge to the jury as to 
whether or not he was testifying falsely by reason of the 
interest that he had in the result of the case. Of course, 
lawyers know that all that goes up on appeal is the language 
of the court. 

Mr.McKELLAR. Mr. President, I have great sympathy for 
a man who has suffered the troubles this man has suffered. 

Mr. SCHWARTZ. He is entitled to more than sympathy. 

Mr. McKELLAR. There are literally scores of thousands 
of men in such cases who have gone through the courts and 
have failed to obtain compensation. If we set the precedent 
that those who have failed to obtain compensation after 
going through the courts may come to Congress and receive 
compensation, the Senate and the House will be two very 
busy bodies. I ask to have the bill go over at this time, 
and I will talk to the Senator later about it. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I should like to state that 
I believe there has been a real miscarriage of justice n this 
case. I happen to know the man, and I have seen a great 
deal of him. I know that he is in a totally disabled condi- 
tion, and that in the trial of the case at Butte the case was 
rushed through by the judge and certain remarks were 
made which I think prejudiced the case. Since the case was 
tried it has also been brought out that there was evidence 
which was not presented to the jury. That is referred to 
in the record here. It seems to me that the decision in that 
case should not be conclusive; I do not understand that it 
is, and that, in view of the real facts in the case, it would be 
an utter injustice, a miscarriage of justice to this man to 
deprive him of the rights he had under his insurance policy. 
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Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I will get the record and 
go over it very carefully. I will be glad to have the bill con- 
sidered the next time the calendar comes up, but I ask that 
it go over now. 

Mr. SCHWARTZ. Mr. President, I should like to add 
one comment in view of an observation which has been 
made. I think that each case should be decided upon its 
particular merits. The fact that somebody else might come 
here at some other time because he has been unsuccess- 
ful in the courts does not preclude us from considering 
a case. 


Mr. McKELLAR. I have great sympathy with the situa- 
tion in which the claimant under this bill finds himself 
but I will ask that the bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

OUACHITA NATIONAL BANK, MONROE, LA., ET AL. 


The Senate proceded to consider the bill (S. 3188) for the 
relief of the Ouachita National Bank of Monroe, La.; the 
Milner-Fuller, Inc., Monroe, La.; estate of John C. Bass, of 
Lake Providence, La.; Richard Bell, of Lake Providence, 
La.; and Mrs. Cluren Surles, of Lake Providence, La., which 
had been reported from the Committee on Claims with an 
amendment, on page 1, line 8, after the words “sum of”, to 
strike out “$500” and insert “$100”, so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in 


of Monroe, La., the sum of $100; to the estate of John C. Bass, of 
Lake Providence, La., the sum of $170; to Richard Bell, of Lake 
Providence, La., the sum of $110, in full satisfaction of their claims 
against the United States for a refund of the value of 14 invalid 
postal money orders fraudulently issued from December 6, 1932, 
to December 22, 1932, by Harry G. Peek, former postmaster at 
Sondheimer, La., which sums have heretofore been paid to the 
United States: Provided, That the judgment against Mrs. Cluren 
Surles, of Lake Previdence, La., based upon two money orders issued 
on December 15, 1932, in the amount of $180 be, and it is hereby, 
canceled: Provided further, That no part of the amount appropri- 
ated in this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or 
delivered to or received by any agent or attorney on account of sery- 
ices rendered in connection with these claims, and the same shall 
be unlawful, any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any 
person violating the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in 
any sum not exceeding $1,000. 

Sec. 2. Nothing in this act shall be construed to prevent the 
recovery by the United States of funds embezzled by the said 
Harry G. Peek, or on money orders unlawfully issued by him, ex- 
cept those which are the subject of these claims. 


The amendment was agreed to. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


INVESTIGATION OF POLICIES IN DISTRIBUTION OF MOTOR 
VEHICLES, ETC. 


The joint resolution (H. J. Res, 594) directing the Fed- 
eral Trade Commission to investigate the policies employed 
by manufacturers in distributing motor vehicles, acces- 
sories, and parts, and the policies of dealers in selling motor 
vehicles at retail, as these policies affect the public interest 
was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed, as follows: 


Resolved, etc., That the Federal Trade Commission be, and is 
hereby, directed and authorized under the act entitled “An act 
to create a Federal Trade Commission, to define its powers and 
duties, and for other purposes,” approved September 26, 1914, 
to investigate the policies employed by manufacturers in dis- 
tributing motor vehicles, accessories, and parts, and the policies 
of dealers in selling motor vehicles at retail, as these policies 
affect the public interest. 

The purpose of this investigation shall be to determine— 

1. The extent of concentration of control and of monopoly in 
the manufacturing, warehousing, distribution, and sale of auto- 
mobiles, accessories, and parts, including methods and devices 
used by manufacturers for obtaining and maintaining their con- 
trol or monopoly of such manufacturing, warehousing, distribu- 
tion, and sale of such commodities, and the extent, if any, to 
which fraudulent, dishonest, unfair, and injurious methods are 
employed, including combinations, monopolies, price fixing, or 
unfair trade practices; 

2. The extent to which any of the antitrust laws of the United 
States are being violated; and 
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3. For the of the investigation hereby directed and 
authorized, the Federal Trade Commission is given all the powers 
conferred upon it by the Federal Trade Commission Act. 

Sec. 2. The Federal Trade Commission shall report its findings 
to the Congress of the United States within 1 year from date of 
enactment of this resolution, recommending whatever remedial 
legislation it deems necessary and proper. 

Sec. 3. The sum of $50,000 is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated to the Federal Trade Commission for the purpose of 
making this investigation. 

BILL PASSED OVER 

The bill (S. 3681) to amend section 35 of an act entitled 
“An act to promote the mining of coal, phosphate, oil, oil 
shale, gas, and sodium on the public domain,” approved 
February 25, 1920 (41 Stat. 437), as amended, and for other 
purposes, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. GILLETTE. Let that bill go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


CIVIL-SERVICE RETIREMENT FOR LEGISLATIVE EMPLOYEES 


The bill (S. 3525) to amend the act entitled “An act to 
extend the benefits of the Civil Service Retirement Act of 
May 29, 1930, as amended, to certain employees in the legis- 
lative and judicial branches of the Government,” approved 
July 13, 1937, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask that the bill go over. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, may I explain the purpose 
of this measure? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I withdraw for the time being the objec- 
tion. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I will state the effect of the 
bill. At the present time employees of the House of Repre- 
sentatives may immediately begin to pay into the reserve 
fund for their retirement. Under the law as now written 
employees of the Senate and of Senators have to remain in 
service for 15 years before they may commence to pay into 
the fund. This bill reduces the period to 7 years. That is 
the sum and substance of the bill, and it seems to me that it 
is a very desirable measure. It allows the clerks of Senators 
who have been reelected to a second term to pay into the 
reserve fund after the 7 years’ service and thereby take ad- 
vantage of the retirement law. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That (a) the last sentence of the first para- 
graph of section 2 of the act entitled “An act to extend the bene- 
fits of the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as amended, 
to certain employees in the legislative and judicial branches of the 
Government”, 9 July 13; 1937, is amended (1) by striking 
out “sixth” and inserting in lieu thereof “second”, and (2) by 
striking out the period at the end of such sentence and inserting 
in lieu of such period a colon and the following: “Provided, how- 
ever, That any such employee whose salary or any part thereof is 
paid by the disbursing Officer of the Senate and who has become 
totally disabled for useful and efficient service within the meaning 
of section 6 of such act of May 29, 1930, shall come under the 
provisions of such act of May 29, 1930, immediately upon the giving 


of such notice.” 

(b) The second paragraph of section 2 of such act of July 13, 
1937, is amended (1) by striking out “fifteen” where it first ap- 
pears in in Meu thereof “seven”, 
and (2) - 
should any such employee who shall have served for a total ‘period 
of not less than 5 years become totally disabled for useful and 
efficient service, within the meaning of section 6 of such act of 
May 29, 1930, before completing 15 years of service, he shall be 
entitled to the benefits provided by such section 6, upon deposit of 
the amount required to be deposited under the preceding proviso”. 

BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (H. R. 8202) to provide for the reorganization of 
agencies of the Government, to establish the Department of 
Welfare, and for other purposes was announced as next in 
order. 4 

Mr. McNARY. Let the bill go over. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 
RELEASE FROM LIENS OF CROPS NEEDED FOR SEEDING PURPOSES 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3174) to pro- 
vide that crops needed for seeding purposes during 1938 shall 
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be released from the liens required by the act providing for 
crop loans for the year 1937, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry with amend- 
ments, on line 3, after the words “of the”, to insert “seed of 
a”, and in line 4, after the word seeding“, to strike out 
“during the year 1938” and insert “the borrowers acreage”, 
so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That so much of the seed of a crop of any 
borrower as is needed for the purpose of seeding the borrower's 
acreage shall be released from the lien as security for 
loans by section 2 (b) of the act entitled “An act to provide for 
loans to farmers for crop production and harvesting paps | the 
year 1937, and for other purposes,” approved January 29, 1837. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to provide 
that crops needed for seeding purposes shall be released from 
the liens required by the act providing for crop loans for the 
year 1937.” 

BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 3548) to amend section 9, of the Civil Service 
Retirement Act, approved May 29, 1930, as amended, was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, let that bill go over until 
we may have an opportunity to look into it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


PAYMENTS TO AMERICAN WAR MOTHERS, INC. 


The bill (S. 3318) to authorize certain payments to the 
American War Mothers, Inc., was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to set aside as a 
fund in the Treasury the sum of $98,284.33, representing approxi- 
mately one-third of $294,852.97, the unexpended balance of the 
sum transferred, from the funds “Stars and Stripes” and “Other 
funds”, by the act of March 4, 1933 (47 Stat. 1573), to the fund 
entitled “Recreation fund, Army”, which latter fund was covered 
into the surplus fund of the Treasury by the Permanent Appro- 
priation Repeal Act, 1934 (48 Stat. 1229). 

Sec. 2. The special fund created pursuant to this act is hereby 
appropriated, and the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby author- 
ized and directed to pay said special fund to the American War 
Mothers, Inc. 

Sec. 3. Such corporation shall use the funds so received to aid 
and assist disabled veterans and needy mothers and fathers of 
World War veterans, and shall make a full and complete report 
to the Congress not later than the Ist day of January of each 
year of the amount so expended during the preceding fiscal year. 


Mr. COPELAND subsequently said: Mr. President, may I 
ask the Senator from Indiana was there not an appeal made 
to the committee by the Gold Star Mothers. What about 
the Gold Star Mothers? 

Mr. MINTON. There was no appeal made by them. 

Mr. COPELAND. I had such an appeal. May I ask if, 
the Senator would mind letting the bill go over today, and 
I will find out what the appeal was. 

Mr. MINTON. Very well. I understand the Senator 
refers to Calendar No. 1619, being the bill (S. 3318) which 
has been passed. 

Mr. COPELAND. Yes. I ask that the vote by which 
that bill was passed be reconsidered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the vote by which the bill was passed 
is reconsidered. 

PAYMENT TO VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS AND TO DISABLED 

AMERICAN VETERANS 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 3319) to 
authorize certain payments to the Veterans of Foreign Wars 
of the United States, Inc., and to the Disabled American 
Veterans of the World War, Inc., which was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is 5 authorized and directed to set aside as a special 
fund in the Treasury the sum of $196,568.64, representing nearly 
two-thirds of $294,852.97, the unexpended balance cf the sum 
transferred from the funds “Stars and Stripes” and “Other funds”, 
by the act of March 4, 1933 (47 Stat. 1573), to the fund entitled 
“Recreation fund, Army“, which latter fund was covered into the 
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surplus fund of the Treasury by the Permanent Appropriation 
Repeal Act, 1934 (48 Stat. 1229). 


appropriated, and the 
et ANA nperagelnlieash reggie mebachegelg bist oo reap pris 
and to pay one such part to the 

United States, Inc., and to the Disabled American Veterans of the 
World War, Inc. 


Sec. 3. Each such corporation shall use the funds so received 
to aid and assist disabled, destitute, or unemployed veterans, 
and/or their dependents; and shall make a full and complete 
report to the Congress not later than the Ist day of January of 
each year of the amount so expended during the preceding fiscal 
year. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, may we have an explanation 
of this bill? What does it provide? 

Mr. MINTON. The Senator will recall that during the 
World War there was a fund accumulated by the oper- 
ation by the soldiers of a newspaper which they owned, 
called the Stars and Stripes. The fund was supplemented 
by company funds. This fund was left over. This bill 
merely proposes to take what is left and divide it up be- 
tween the two organizations referred to. 

Mr. AUSTIN. I have no objection. I recall that. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


CREDIT FACILITIES FOR BUSINESS ENTERPRISES 


The bill (S. 3735) to amend section 5d of the Reconstruc- 
tion Finance Corporation Act, as amended, to authorize loans 
to public agencies, to provide credit facilities for business 
enterprises, and for other purposes, was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, Senate bill 
3735 is a most important measure. It proposes to make the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation a new and enlarged 
national bank to loan as much as a billion and a half dollars 
of the people’s credit. I believe the bill is entirely too im- 
portant to be considered under the 5-minute rule. I have no 
objection to the bill, but I have a desire to make some obser- 
vations on the subject matter when the bill comes before the 
Senate, and I cannot do that in 5 minutes. So I will have 
to object at this time. 

Mr. WAGNER. Of course, if the Senator insists upon the 
bill going over, it cannot be considered today. I, too, regard 
it as a very important measure, and I am sure, in view of 
the fact 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I will say to the Senator 
that as soon as the calendar is called it is desired that the 
Senate proceed at once to consider the bill on its merits. 

Mr. WAGNER. I was going to make that suggestion. I 
am glad the Senator has made the statement. Very well, let 
the bill go over for the time being. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


CIVILIAN CONSERVATION CORPS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 9415) to 
amend the act entitled “An act to establish a Civilian Con- 
servation Corps, and for other purposes,” approved June 28, 
1937, which was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 8 of the act entitled “An act 
to establish a Civilian Conservation Corps, and for other pur- 
poses”, approved June 28, 1937 (50 Stat. 319), is amended by 
adding after the words “three cooks,” wherever they appear in 
such section the following: “five project assistants,”. 

Src. 2. Section 8 of such act is further amended by striking out 
the period at the end thereof and inserting a colon and the fol- 
lowing: “Provided further, That any enrollee may be discharged 
for the convenience of the Government within 30 days prior, to 
the expiration of his period of enrollment.” 


Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I notice that that bill has 
been very recently, on March 29, reported from the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor. I am a member of that 
committee, but, unfortunately, I have not been able to attend 
the hearings on the bill, having been engaged in the Finance 
Committee. I should like to have an explanation of the bill 
from some member of the committee. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I am in the same sit- 
uation as is the Senator from Massachusetts; I was unable 
to be present because I was tied up in the Finance Com- 
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mittee; but the Senator from Utah [Mr. Txomas], who is 
chairman of the committee, and who had to attend a com- 
mittee meeting this afternoon, asked me to explain the bill. 
I think I can best do so, if the Senate will permit me, by 
reading a letter from Mr. Robert Fechner, Director of the 
Civilian Conservation Corps, which is contained in the report. 
Mr. Fechner says in his letter: 

There is attached hereto a draft of proposed amendments to 
section 8 of the act of June 28, 1937, entitled “An act to establish 
a Civilian Conservation Corps, and for other purposes” (Public, No. 
163, 75th Cong.). 

These amendments, first, deal with “five project assistants.” 
They are to be enrollees, experienced in the type of work being 
performed, to act as leaders; and if this amendment is passed they 


Will not be subject to the 2-year limitation, neither will they be 
restricted as to age. 

The other change is to amend the present act, which provides 
that the enrollment shall be for a period of 6 months, so that 
the enrollee may be discharged prior to the expiration of his 
enrollment period for the convenience of the Government. To 
illustrate, a group of 10 enrollees’ period of enrollment might 
expire at a certain time, when they would have to be sent home, 
whereas some 5 or 10 days previous a large shipment of enrollees 
might have been sent in the same direction. This amendment 
will permit all enrollees to be shipped together, even those who 
have not completed their full 6 months’ enrollment. 


Both of these proposed changes have been submitted to the 
Bureau of the Budget and have the approval of the Acting Di- 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, did the Senator say 
ee AR eee 
age 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Yes; so far as “five project assist- 
ants” are concerned. 

Mr. McKELLAR. But not as to all enrollees? 

Mr, LA FOLLETTE. Oh, no. One mess steward, three 
cooks, and one leader in each company have the same ex- 
emption that is proposed to provide for the five project 
assistants. 

Mr, WALSH. Mr. President, as I understand, none of 
these employees are under the civil service? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. No; none of them. 

Mr. WALSH. They are C. C. C. employees? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. As the Senator knows, much to my 
regret, as well as to his, despite all our efforts, we were not 
able to have the civil service applied. 

I will say to the Senator that the only information I have 
is contained in the report, because I was unable to attend 
the committee meeting. I have simply made this explana- 
tion as best I could, because the Senator from Utah had to 
be absent on very important committee business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the third 
reading and passage of the bill, 

The bill was ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. GILLETTE subsequently said: Mr. President, may I 
ask what disposition was made of Calendar No. 1622, House 
bill 9415, to amend the act entitled “An act to establish a 
Civilian Conservation Corps, and for other purposes,” ap- 
proved June 28, 1937? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was passed. : 

Mr. GILLETTE. In the confusion I did not hear the 
statement of the Chair. I ask unanimous consent that the 
vote by which the bill was passed be reconsidered and that it 
be restored to the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none. The votes by which the bill was ordered 
to a third reading and passed will be reconsidered, and the 
bill will be restored to the calendar. 

PREVENTION OF USE OF FEDERAL PATRONAGE IN ELECTIONS, ETC. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
recur to Calendar No. 263, being the bill (S. 847) to prevent 
the use of Federal official patronage in elections, and to 
prohibit Federal office holders from misuse of positions of 
public trust for private and partisan ends, in order that I 
may offer an amendment, and also make a brief explanation 
of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from New Mexico to return to Calen- 
dar No. 263, Senate bill 847? 
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Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, I originally entered an 
objection. I now will withdraw the objection. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, the bill to which I refer is 
designed to prohibit Federal officials from going as delegates 
to conventions at which Members of Congress, a Vice Presi- 
dent, or a President is to be nominated. 

The bill was reported by the Committee on the Judiciary 
more than a year ago. It has been on the calendar all that 
time. Each time the bill has been reached on the calendar, 
some Senator has objected to its consideration. I am con- 
vinced that those objections have been made because Sena- 
tors really do not understand the purpose and intention of 
the bill, and also because they have had some objections 
which I believe will be met by the amendment which I send 
to the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment offered by 
the Senator from New Mexico will be stated. 

The Cr CLERK. It is proposed to strike out all after 
the enacting clause, and in lieu thereof to insert the fol- 
lowing: 

That no officer or employee of the United States or of any 
department, independent establishment, or agency thereof (includ- 
ing Government-owned and Government-controlled corporations) 
shall be a delegate, representative, alternate delegate, or alternate 
representative of or to any precinct, county, State, or national 
political caucus, assembly, or convention having for its sole purpose 
or one of its purposes the nomination of any person for, or the 
election of any person to, the office of President, Vice President, or 
Member (including a Delegate or Resident Commissioner) of either 
House of Congress; and no such officer or employee shall act as an 
officer of or a delegate, representing, alternate delegate, or alter- 
nate representative to, any political convention having for its sole 
purpose or one of its purposes the nomination of any person for, 
or the election of any person to, the office of President, Vice Presi- 
dent, or Member (including a Delegate or Resident Commissioner) 
of either House of Congress. 

Sec. 2. The prohibitions imposed by the first section of this act 
shall not be applicable (1) to officers who are appointed by the 
President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, and 
who determine policies to be pursued by the United States in its 
relations with foreign powers or in the Nation-wide administration 
of Federal laws, or (2) to officers chosen at any special or general 
election. 

Sec. 3. Any person violating any provision of this act shall, upon 
conviction, be punished by a fine of not more than $1,000 and by 
removal from the office or position held by him, 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, inasmuch as this bill is of 
sufficient importance to justify more detailed discussion 
before its enactment, I shall have to object to its considera- 
tion on the call of the calendar. 

Mr. HATCH. May I finish my explanation? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; I shall be glad to have the Senator 
do so. 

Mr. HATCH. May the amendment be adopted? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Well, I do not know. The amendment 
may be worse than the bill. [Laughter.] 

Mr. HATCH. I suggest to the Senator from Kentucky 
that the amendment might be even better than the bill itself. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I was speaking facetiously when I said 
it might be worse. 

Mr. HATCH. I understand. 

Mr. BARKLEY. But it seems to me, as I heard the 
amendment read, that it undertakes to deny to anybody 
who happens to have been appointed to an office the same 
privileges as an American citizen that are enjoyed by those 
who are elected or those who are not either appointed or 
elected. 

Mr. HATCH. The amendment does not do that. The 
bill does that. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I myself do not see why the fact that 
a man is appointed to some position ought to deny him the 
right to go to a convention if he desires to do so. 

I am perfectly willing to have the Senator explain the 
bill, but after the explanation is made I shall object to 
its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will suggest that 
the adoption of the pending amendment in the form of a 
substitute would prevent the consideration of further 
amendments. 
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Mr. HATCH. I have no desire to do that. In view of the 
statement which has been made, I am perfectly willing to 
let the amendment go over; but I am very much in earnest 
about this measure, and I desire to say to the majority 
leader first that the bill is not directed against this admin- 
istration. I entertain no fears or distrust whatever against 
anybody in the present administration; but, when I look 
out over the country, and observe the vast, vast numbers of 
Federal employees who reach out and extend to every county 
and to every precinct in the United States, I realize that 
some other administration—one, perhaps, in which I would 
not have confidence—could absolutely control any political 
convention in which Representatives, Senators, or even a 
President were to be nominated; and I do not choose to 
have political employees controlling our conventions. 

I shall not delay the Senate by extended discussion; but 
I wish to say that I have been in conventions that were 
controlled by employees, and I know what that sort of 
thing means. That is the reason why I am so earnest about 
this measure. It has been on the calendar, as I have stated, 
for more than a year. If it cannot be passed by consent, 
I shall ask the majority leader at an early date to let a 
motion be made to take it up, and let Senators say by 
their votes whether or not they approve the measure. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I appreciate the earnest- 
ness of the Senator from New Mexico on this subject. He 
has advocated this legislation for a long time, and I honor 
him for the sincerity of his convictions. I appreciate the 
possibilities; and yet I do not recall that any man was ever 
nominated for President by Federal officers or Federal ap- 
pointees except in one case, and the people overwhelmingly 
defeated him for reelection. 

Mr. HATCH. The Senator is quite right. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I will say frankly to the Senator that I 
have been unable to convince myself that a man who is 
appointed to a Federal position, however humble that posi- 
tion may be, ought to be denied the same rights that are 
enjoyed by every other citizen. I myself do not see any 
reason why a man holding a Federal position by appoint- 
ment should not have the same rights that are enjoyed by a 
man who sits in the Senate, or the House of Representa- 
tives, or the Cabinet, or who holds any other position, with 
respect to his right to participate in the nomination of 
political candidates. 

Mr. HATCH. May I answer that statement? Then I will 
quit for the day. 

The man who sits in the United States Senate is elected 
by the people, and is answerable to the people, and must go 
to them and answer for his conduct, not only in the Senate 
but in political conventions as well. Not one of the em- 
ployees of the Federal Government is elected by the people, 
and they are not answerable to the people. So long as dele- 
gates are answerable to the people, I am willing to take my 
chances. 

Mr. BARKLEY. They may not be elected to the positions 
they are holding under the Government; but if they are sent 
as delegates to some convention, they are selected by the 
people who are responsible for the convention, and they are 
answerable to the people who selected them. 

Mr. HATCH. I am sure the Senator from Kentucky is 
in earnest in that statement; but if he had seen delegates 
to conventions selected as I have seen them selected, I be- 
lieve he would hesitate to say that they are chosen by the 
people. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I will say to the Senator in that con- 
nection that, of course, I am constitutionally, congenitally, 
and fundamentally opposed to conventions. I believe in the 
primary system of nomination; and yet we would not vote 
to deny any Federal officeholder the right to vote in a pri- 
mary which had as its object the nomination of some man 
for office. Whether or not we can ever bring about pri- 
mary elections on a Nation-wide scale for the nomination of 
candidates for President, I am not prepared to say; but in 
most of the States now primary elections are provided for 
in the selection of delegates 

Mr. McNARY (and other Senators). Regular order. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Muvron in the chair). 
The regular order is called for. The Senator from Kentucky 
objects to the consideration of the bill at this time, and the 
bill will be passed over. 

CHIPPEWA INDIAN LANDS BORDERING LAKE OF THE WOODS, 

MINN., ETC. 

The bill (H. R. 8432) to provide for a flowage easement on 
certain ceded Chippewa Indian lands bordering Lake of the 
Woods, Warroad River, and Rainy River, Minn., and for 
other purposes, was considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That completes the calendar. 


MEMORIAL TO GUGLIELMO MARCONI 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, from the Committee on 
the Library I report back favorably, without amendment, 
House Joint Resolution 499, and ask for its present con- 
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will be read. 

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 499) authorizing the erec- 
tion of a memorial to the late Guglielmo Marconi was read, 
considered by unanimous consent, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to grant permission to The Marconi 
Memorial Foundation, Inc., for the erection on public grounds of 
the United States in the District of Columbia, other than those of 
the Capitol, the Library of Congress, and the White House, of a 
memorial of simple and artistic form to the late Guglielmo Mar- 
coni, inventor of an apparatus for wireless telegraphy, by the 
American people: Provided, That the site chosen and the design 
of the memorial shall have the approval of the National Commis- 
sion of Fine Arts and that the United States shall be put to no 
expense in or by the erection of the said memorial: Provided 
furtker, That unless funds, which in the estimation of the Secre- 
tary of the Interior are sufficient to insure the completion of the 
memorial, are certified available, and the erection of this memorial 
begun within 5 years from and after the passage of this legislation, 
the authorization hereby granted is revoked. 


CREDIT FACILITIES FOR BUSINESS ENTERPRISES 


Mr. WAGNER. I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Senate bill 3735, to amend section 5d of the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation Act, as amended, to 
authorize loans to public agencies, to provide credit facilities 
for business enterprises, and for other purposes. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. A parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Is not this motion debatable? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is debatable. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, the bill the 
Senator asks to have taken up is a most important measure. 
I am not opposed to it, but I regret that the Committee on 
Banking and Currency did not report this bill or some sim- 
ilar bill earlier in the present recession. The recession has 
gone on now for a year. 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 

Mr. WAGNER. The bill was introduced only a few days 
ago, and the committee had a hearing on it, I am sure, 
within 3 or 4 days after its introduction. So the committee 
worked with as much alacrity as possible. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I wish to congratulate the 
committee for at last working on this proposition. 

Mr. President, only a handful of Senators are present, 
probably not more than one-third of the membership, and 
it is now 25 minutes past 4 o’clock. I have no disposition to 
delay the consideration of the bill, but there are numerous 
Senators not now present who desire to make observations 
on the present economic situation. It will not take long to 
do this, in my judgment, but I do want to occupy some time, 
and I should like to have present some of my colleagues who 
are interested in this particular subject. I do not desire to 
make a point of no quorum 

Mr. BARKI,EY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 

Mr. BARKLEY. There is a plan to have the Senate recess 
tomorrow until Tuesday. The tax bill will be ready for con- 
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sideration on Wednesday, and we have so completely cleared 
the calendar that in order that Senators may attend to other 
matters we had planned not to have a session on Saturday 
or Monday. Tomorrow we will resume consideration of the 
Burlew nomination in executive session, and I do not know 
how long that will take. It is important that this bill be 
enacted as soon as possible. In view of the situation, I had 
hoped we might proceed until the regular time for recessing 
in order that it might be possible to carry out the plan I 
have stated, not to have sessions on Saturday or Monday. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I send a telegram to the 
desk and ask to have it read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 


MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., March 30, 1938. 
Senator ELMER THOMAS, 


HONORABLE Sir: Isn't there any desire in Washington to stop this 
apparent ghoulish demoralization of all material values by this 
relentless and ruthless pounding down of security prices? Am I 
and all other employee classes to be separated from cur scant 
savings in securities loans from which we must live when unem- 
Ployed? Is there a concert of Wall Street action and Washington 
inaction to pauperize us? 


L. J. KLOCK, 
3110 Fourth Street SE., Minneapolis, Minn. 


Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, to my certain 
knowledge for some months there has been pending before 
the Committee on Banking and Currency a bill which has 
for its purpose, at least, affording some relief by way of 
checking the depression. No action has been taken on the 
bill, and I have heard of no intimation being made or desire 
expressed that action should be taken, even to the extent of 
a hearing. 

Tam as anxious as anyone can be to do something to check 
the depression. During the past week the price level fell a 
point, which meant that property values during the past week 
fell approximately $5,000,000,000. The people of the United 
States have sustained that loss. That has been going on 
Since March 1937. Since that time the price level has fallen 
from 88 to 79, and each time the price level goes down one 
point property values fall approximately $5,000,000,000. Sen- 
ators can make their own calculations and realize how greatly 
the country has suffered during the past 12 months from a 
cause which, if I have the time, I will state. 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 

Mr. WAGNER. Did the Senator from Oklahoma under- 
stand the chairman of the committee to inform him that 
no action would be taken? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. No; and I did not so state. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 

Mr. GLASS. Very likely the Senator is referring to a 
bill which he introduced sometime ago which was sent 
by me, as chairman of the subcommittee of the Banking 
and Currency Committee to which the bill was referred, 
to the various departments affected by the measure. I 
have upon my desk the answers of the Treasury and the 
Federal Reserve Board, and I had contemplated later in 
the session acquainting the Senator from Oklahoma with 
these answers, and asking him if he wanted a hearing on his 
bill. The fault, if any, is altogether mine, due largely to 
the fact that I have been quite ill during the whole session 
of Congress, and have not felt quite equal to the task of 
going into a complex problem of this sort. But I assure the 
Senator that as soon as I get a little stronger he may be 
heard on his bill, and I shall be very glad to present to him 
the comments of the various departments to which his bill 
was referred. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, substantially 
the same bill was introduced at the last session of Congress 
and was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. That committee appointed a subcommittee, and 
extensive hearings were held. The committee would, in my 
opinion, have added the bill to the farm bill which was 
recently reported and passed by this body, but the psy- 
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chology was such, and the importance of that bill was so 
great, that I did not care to take the responsibility of mak- 
ing the request. Instead, I asked the committee to report 
my bill back to the Senate, and recommend that it be sent 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency, which was 
done. 

Mr. President, the bill to which the Senator from New 
York refers affords no relief; it is no solution of our eco- 
nomic condition. The bill merely provides that the Recon- 
struction Finance Corporation shall have broader powers, 
shall use a billion and a half dollars, which it does not 
have, to make loans to States, cities, counties, and corpora- 
tions. I have no objection to that policy, but I certainly 
object to a limitation of our action to that policy. 

The condition of the country is getting worse every day. 
I do not know what the stock market did today. There was 
a severe sell-off yesterday. Wheat is going down daily, and 
is now selling at 75 cents in my State. Cotton is going 
down daily, selling for from five and a half to seven cents 
in my State. Everything else is going down, and until today 
no bill has been brought up that even suggested a plan or 
an opportunity to discuss the question. 

The responsibility is not wholly upon the President, it 
is not upon the Federal Reserve Board, or upon the Treas- 
ury Department, or upon any other department, to handle 
this situation. The Constitution very pointedly says that 
the Congress shall have power to coin money and regulate 
the value thereof, In 150 years the Congress has never 
made a serious attempt to vitalize that constitutional pro- 
vision. Now, when the country is in almost as bad a con- 
dition as it experienced in 1932, Congress still refuses to 
undertake to solve this problem. 

Mr. President, there is less money in circulation today 
than there was a year ago. There are less bank deposits 
today than there were a year ago. Yet we hear it said that 
the banks are full of money. Will any Senator upon this 
floor, of the 15 or 20 present, rise in his place and say that 
the banks are full of money? No one makes that conten- 
tion upon the Senate floor, for a sufficient reason. The 
banks are not full of money. If the banks were full of 
money, then why the necessity of this bill? All this bill 
proposes to do is to give the R. F. C. added powers, to 
create of the R. F. C. a giant national bank to make loans to 
institutions, States, cities, counties, and corporations which 
cannot get credit at other places. If they could get credit, 
there would be no occasion for this bill. 

Mr. President, there is no money to be loaned today. The 
banks are not to blame. The banks would like to make 
loans. They are not making much money. The only money 
the banks are making is from the coupon checks they re- 
ceive in payment of the coupons upon the bonds they hold. 
That is not all they are making, but that is their main 
revenue. 

Had it not been for the Federal checks which have gone 
out to the unemployed during the past few years, I hesitate 
to reflect what might be the status of the Nation today. 

Had it not been for the Federal checks which have gone 
out to the farmers of the country in the past few years, I 
hesitate to reflect what might be the condition of agricul- 
ture today, bad though it is even after the distribution of 
the checks. 

Had it not been for the Federal checks which have gone 
out to the 15,000 banks in the past few years, I hesitate to 
reflect what might be the condition of the banks throughout 
the country. The banks are on the dole; they are living on 
Federal checks, they are living on Government money. The 
worst feature of the situation is that the Government still 
has to borrow the money with which to pay the banks 
their doles. This bill offers no relief whatever. It may give 
what might be termed a “shot in the arm” to tide them 
over, but all the time the debt is becoming heavier. 

At this point, Mr. President, I offer for the RECORD an 
editorial appearing in today’s Wall Street Journal, and ask 
that it be read at the desk. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the clerk 
will read. 

The Chief Clerk read as follows: 

THEY WOULDN’T FOOL US 

Chairman Jones of the R. F. OC. tells a Senate committee that 
his e has $1,500,000,000 for making the loans which passage 
of the Glass bill—which now promises a nonstop flight through 
Congress in record time—would render available to all and sun- 
dry. He thinks a billion and a half is enough, at least until 
Congress meets again. 

No doubt it is. But this billion and a half is a billion and a 
half of—what? Money? Not Federal Reserve notes, certainly; 
not silver dollars or pesos; not even bank deposits to the credit 
of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. Mr. Jones, of course, 
understands perfectly that the billion and a half “available” 
exists mainly in the form of unused authorization to draw upon 
the United States Treasury. So far as the greater part of the 
billion and a half has physicial existence at all, it consists of 
the ink in which a clause or a paragraph of the law governing 
R. F. C. is printed. If, or rather when, the R. F. C. exercises 
its authority to draw upon the for the money with 
which to make more loans, the Treasury is very likely to have to 
go out and borrow it. In this one transaction ss will have 
“gone short” of the money market to the extent of $1,500,000,000 
and will expect Mr. Morgenthau to do the short-covering. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, that editorial 
correctly interprets this bill. Mr. Jones, as the head of the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation, does not have a penny 
in his bank. He never has had as much as one copper cent 
of money in his bank, although he has loaned upwards of 
$10,000,000,000. The Congress gave the R. F. C. the power 
to borrow money. The R. F. C. issues some sort of a deben- 
ture. The debenture is placed in one of the Federal Reserve 
banks. That is accepted for credit. Then the R. F. C., 
acting through its officials, draws checks upon that bank to 
use up that credit. While the R. F. C. has loaned these 
multiplied billions, the R. F. C. has never actually loaned a 
single copper cent, nor has it ever dealt with a single copper 
cent of money. It has dealt with nothing other than a bank 
deposit or credit and that is the people’s credit. 

This bill proposes to authorize the R. F. C. to use up the 
balance, or to a very large degree, the balance of its author- 
ization, to write more debentures, place those debentures in 
the Federal Reserve banks, as a Senator sometimes places 
his note in a bank, receives a notation on his bankbook for 
the amount of his note, and then begins to write checks 
against that credit. That is what is proposed to be done in 
this instance. It may be a favor to the cities and the States 
and the counties and the corporations to have this credit, 
but Mr. President, if the banks are full of money, why is it 
necessary to authorize the R. F. C. to loan a billion and 
one-half dollars? 

In the committee a few days ago one of the members made 
the statement that the banks were full of money. We read 
the statement in the public press and we hear everywhere 
that the banks are full of money. Mr. President, if the 
banks are full of money why are the banks not taking care 
of the demand for loans? 

The fact is, I repeat, that the banks are not full of money. 
Tonight when the banks of the Nation close, 15,500 of them, 
altogether they will have scarcely $1,000,000,000 of money. 
They will have in their vaults fountain-pen money or de- 
posit money, or credit money to the extent of some $53,000,- 
000,000, that is exclusive of interbank credits. If we add up 
the interbank credits, resulting, for example, from a little 
bank in my town, perhaps, making a deposit in the bank at 
the county seat, and the bank at the county seat redepositing 
that money with a bank at the State capital, and the bank 
at the State capital redepositing that money in a bank at 
Kansas City, and the Kansas City bank redepositing the 
money in a bank in Chicago, and the bank in Chicago rede- 
positing the money in a bank in New York—if we add those 
multiplied compounding deposits we find that we have $61,- 
000,000,000 on deposit tonight. Yet the banks altogether 
have scarcely $1,000,000,000 of real money, the kind we 
carry in our pockets, the kind we can spend with a stranger, 
the kind that my distinguished colleague on my right [Mr. 
GLAss] is now examining. 
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Mr. GLASS. Yes; I do not think the banks have any 
money, and I do not think anybody else has any money. 
That piece of paper is not money. That is a promise to 
pay, and it will be paid in another promise to pay just like 
the one I hold in my hand. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I agree with the Senator 
from Virginia about the banks not haying any money. 
Corporations do not have money. The States do not have 
money. 

Mr. GLASS. No one has any money, because anyone 
who had it would be sent to the penitentiary under the 
Federal law. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. ‘That brings up the question 
of the definition of money. The Senator from Virginia is 
an adherent of the school headed by a great New York 
banking house. That great New York banking house, speak- 
ing through its head a few years ago, said that gold is 
money, and nothing else is money. I do not agree with that. 
The only money we have now that is of any account is 
silver certificates. The Federal Reserve notes are not based 
upon gold. One cannot get gold for his Federal Reserve 
notes. All there is back of Federal Reserve notes is some 
liquid assets in the form of the notes of corporations or 
individuals; perhaps a herd of cattle, a flock of sheep, a 
drove of pigs, a few bushels of wheat, a bale of cotton, a 
stock of merchandise, or something like that. That is what 
is back of the Federal Reserve notes, and no one would cash 
in a Federal Reserve note for any of those commodities. 

Treasury notes, the second class of money we have in 
circulation, are backed by the credit of the country. 
‘Treasury notes are not redeemable except in some other 
Treasury notes, or some other form of paper money. 

Then, we have the third class of money called silver 
certificates. That is the only class of money we have 
that is immediately worth anything from a redemption 
standpoint. If one is so lucky as to have a silver certifi- 
cate, if he will examine the silver certificate he will find 
on its face that it says there has been deposited in the 
Treasury to redeem this certificate $1 in silver. That means, 
if the contract is good, that any citizen who is so lucky as 
to have a silver certificate for $1 may take that certificate 
to the Treasury, and on demand the Treasury will weigh 
out for him on its very exact scales one dollar’s worth of 
Silver. 

Two days ago the citizen would have gotten 2 ounces 
and one-half. In the last 2 days silver has fallen in value, 
so now the citizen would get more than 244 ounces of silver. 
But, nevertheless, he would get a dollar’s worth of silver. 

Silver certificates are the only form of currency which is 
redeemable in anything other than another paper dollar. 
To that extent silver money is pretty good money. I should 
like to see more silver certificates in circulation. However, 
the powers that be apparently are stopping the circulation 
of silver certificates. For a while we had them in circula- 
tion quite extensively, and they were being circulated more 
widely from day to day. Recently, however, the silver pur- 
chases have declined, until now I think we are about through 
with the expansion of our silver program, which means that 
we are about through with the expansion of the issuance 
of silver certificates. If that is the policy it is deflationary. 

If that is the policy, and the “wise boys” have discovered it, 
they are speculating in advance. That is one of the reasons 
why prices of all kinds have been falling so violently during 
the past few weeks and months. 

Mr, President, sometime ago I submitted a resolution pro- 
posing to express the sense of the Senate that the price level 
should be raised to approximately that of 1926. The reso- 
lution was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, and reported favorably by the committee, which 
submitted a report of some 15 pages explaining how the 
price level is raised and how the price level is lowered. That 
resolution is on the calendar, On a former occasion when 
the resolution was reached it was objected to by the dis- 
tinguished senior Senator from Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG]; 
so I must conclude that the senior Senator from Michigan 
is against higher prices. He may be in favor of keeping 
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prices where they are. If so, I should like to have him make 
that statement on the floor of the Senate. I am sorry he is 
not now present in the Chamber. 

On the day when the resolution was reached the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Vermont [Mr. AUSTIN], a very 
prominent Senator from a very prominent State, likewise 
objected to the resolution. I take it for granted that the 
senior Senator from Vermont is opposed to higher prices. 

The best times we have ever had came when we had higher 
Prices than we have today. The best times I have ever seen 
in my section of the country were the times when the highest 
prices prevailed, and the worst times I have ever seen, wher- 
ever I was, were the times when prices were lowest. Prices 
now are almost where they were in 1932. The party then 
in power refused to act and refused to let anyone else act. 
I made the statement one day from my place in the Senate 
that if the party in power did not act, or permit Someone to 
act, the time would soon come when there would be a vacuum 
on the other side of the Chamber. 


At that time we were on the gold standard. At that time 
all the money we had was based upon and redeemable in gold. 
I remember well when I made the statement that we could 
place all the gold in the world in the far corner of this Cham- 
ber. If all the monetary gold in all the countries of the 
world were melted into one block, it could be placed in one 
corner of this Chamber. More than 5 years ago I made the 
statement that if the party then in power did not do some- 
thing about the money question, the time would come when 
that block of gold could be placed in the far corner of this 
Chamber without the then majority party being discom- 
moded in the least. That time has arrived. There is only 
about twenty-one or twenty-two billion dollars’ worth of gold 
in the world, even at the new gold valuation. That quantity 
of gold would make a block about 31 feet square. 

If Senators can visualize such a block of gold being in the 
far corner of the Chamber, they may understand that 31 
feet from yonder corner would compass the space to just this 
side of the first door, not quite to the Presiding Officer’s desk. 
It would extend down the center aisle not quite as far as the 
seat of the distinguished senior Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Norris]. From there it would extend to the wall to the east, 
and back to the place of beginning. It would be 31 feet high. 
Of course, the scene from the gallery might be somewhat in- 
terfered with, but all the gold in the world could be placed, 
in a solid block, within the Senate Chamber and we should 
not be discommoded in the transaction of public business. 

Because of increased debts throughout the world and in- 
creased demands for money, that little block of gold was not 
big enough to sustain all the currencies of the world, and 
nations had to leave the gold standard. Today, not a single 
nation anywhere on the face of the globe has its money based 
upon and redeemable in gold; not even the United States, 
which has almost 13 billion dollars’ worth of gold buried in 
Kentucky. 

The United States, the States, the cities, and counties today 
are spending approximately $17,000,000,000 annually for gov- 
ernment. In spite of our best efforts, we can collect only 
about $12,000,000,000 from taxes. That means that last year 
the Nation and the States and cities went behind a total of 
approximately $5,000,000,000. We shall go behind this year. 

In today's Wall Street Journal I find a significant editorial, 
which I desire to read at this time: 


UP GOES THE DEBT 


It now appears certain that the 1939 Budget as submitted by the 
President early this year will be awry not by hundreds of millions 
merely but by well over a billion dollars. 

A deficit of approximately $115,000,000 was anticipated by the 
Chief Executive when he submitted the Budget. There is nothing 
which has taken place or in prospect to indicate that tax changes 
made by Congress will increase the revenue substantially from the 
figures contained in that estimate. There is, on the other hand, 
every evidence that revenue from three particularly vulnerable 
categories—income tax, alcoholic-beverage taxes, and manufactur- 
ers’ excise taxes—will be far below the earlier expectancy. Since 
these three levies were expected to produce $4,457,520,000, or 575 
percent of all revenue collected by the Treasury, it is obvious that 
drastic reductions from these sources would mean a bad disar- 
rangement of the Budget even if other taxes hold up to expectan- 
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cies. Actually there are certain to be reductions in other revenues, 
en customs levies. 


ngress, 8 clear arly £ any real reduction 

in expenses now. Private individuals, although impotent to change 

the immediate course of the Government's financial policy, can at 

least judge of the probabilities from the facts and draw their own 
conclusions, 

How long can the Nation, the States, the cities, and the 
towns and districts live if they continue to spend $17,000,- 
000,000 a year and can collect only twelve billions a year? 

We are going in the hole at the rate of $5,000,000,000 a 
year. We have done so for years. We are doing so this 
year. This bill increases the national debt another one and 
a half billion dollars. That fact is not reflected in public 
statements, but the national debt will be increased if the 
loans contemplated shall be made. It is hoped, of course, 
that the loans made to States, cities, and counties will be 
repaid, and that in the end the money loaned will come back 
with interest. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 

Mr. WHEELER. If the cities, counties, or States at the 
present time have good credit they will not have any trouble 
in borrowing money from the banks, will they? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Except for the reason that 
the banks have not any money to loan. 

Mr. WHEELER. But they have the same kind of money to 
loan that the Federal Government has to loan, in many 
instances. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Let me take up that matter. 

I exhibit to the Senate a copy of the Federal Reserve 
Bulletin for February 1938. On page 137 we find some 
tables showing the amount of deposits and the amount of 
loans and investments by all banks in the United States. 
We find on that page that the total amount of deposits in 
the banks of the United States on June 30, 1937, was 
$53,287,000,000. On the same page we find that the total 
loans and investments on the same date were $49,696,000,000. 
Subtract the amount of loans and investments from the 
total amount of deposits and it leaves a balance of $3,591,- 
000,000. That is all the money the banks have which is 
free. The banks have not any great amount of money to 
lend. When we divide the amount available by 15,500 
banks, what shape are the banks in when it comes to making 
loans? 

Replying to the question of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. WHEELER], as to why the banks are not making loans, 
let me say that if the banks can get good collateral they 
will make loans today. But what is good collateral? It is 
something that the banks can sell on a moment’s notice and 
get their money. United States bonds are good collateral. 
Some other forms of bonds are good collateral. Stocks, no 
doubt, are good collateral for a certain amount. When a 
citizen goes to a bank with what is admitted to be obviously 
gilt-edged security he can borrow money. 

But, Mr. President, what citizen having gilt-edged security 
will go to the bank today and ask to borrow money? None, 
for the obvious reason that men who have good security know 
that they cannot borrow money and invest it and make any 
money. So men who have credit are not using it, and men 
who have not credit, of course, cannot use what they do not 

have. Banks would like to make loans, and they would make 
loans if good borrowers would apply for money; but good 
borrowers are not applying, and good borrowers will not 
apply. The question is, why? 

Everyone wants to make money. Men who have money 
would like to make money. Men who have not money would 
like to have a chance to make money. There must be some 
good reason why those who have credit are not using it. 

The reason is plain. We have today, Mr. President, a price 
level so low that no one can make money by operating on that 
price level. Suppose a farmer goes to a bank to borrow 
money, with cotton selling at 5 or 6 cents a pound, and wheat 
selling now for 75 cents a bushel, and a new crop coming on 
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that probably will sell below 50 cents a bushel: Is any farmer 
in the Nation a good prospect for the bank, with prices on 
such a basis? The farmer would like to borrow money; but 
the banks, being headed by good businessmen, know that the 
farmer has no chance to make money to pay back a loan on 
the basis of those prices. Farmers have not any credit, and 
until the price level is raised the farm population of America 
will go along without credit. 

What is true of the farm population is true of the factory. 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 
Oklahoma yield to the Senator from New York? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I do. 

Mr. WAGNER. I think the Senator a moment ago stated 
that a businessman with good credit would have no diffi- 
culty in getting a loan at a bank; that the banks are anxious 
to make loans. The Senator knows that commercial banks 
will not make loans for any great length of time. They 
prefer to make loans running from 90 days to 6 months, 
and they rarely make loans extending beyond that time. 

As a matter of fact, I do not think commercial banks 
ought to make long-time loans. The businessman in diffi- 
culty wants money for capital investment, and therefore 
wants to have his obligation to run for a period of years— 
perhaps 10, 15, or 20 years. There are very few sources avail- 
able to him to secure a loan of that type. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, Let me ask the distinguished 
Senator from New York a question. As chairman of the 
Banking and Currency Committee; does the Senator wish 
to tell the Senate that this bill proposes to put the Recon- 
struction Finance Corporation in the investment banking 
business in such a way that it will make long-time loans 
running for as much as 10 or 15 years? 

Mr. GLASS rose. 

Mr. WAGNER. The sponsor of the bill, the Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. Glass], whom we all recognize as an authority 
upon that question, perhaps could answer that question 
better than T can. If I may undertake to answer it, however, 
I will say that I am very hopeful that a businessman who 
now has no credit available to him for capital investment— 
because, even if he issues bonds, a market is not available in 
which to sell those bonds—will be enabled to make that type 
of loan from the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, let me say 
again that I am not inveighing against this bill or its provi- 
sions. I am trying to point out the circumstances which 
make the passage of the bill possible and desirable under 
present conditions. There should be no occasion for the 
bill, and if the Congress of the United States would exercise 
its constitutional duty and recognize its constitutional obli- 
gation there would be no occasion for the bill. Conditions 
would be such that farmers who work hard, and who can 
produce, could get money. Conditions would be such that 
factories which are well managed could get money. Condi- 
tions would be such that cities and counties and States which 
are not overburdened with debt could get money: There is 
now no place for them to get money; and, because there is 
now no place for them to get money, their only resort, and 
their last resort, is to come to the Congress and ask the 
Congress to pass a bill creating a superbank to loan the 
people’s credit to States and cities and counties and corpo- 
rations that cannot obtain credit elsewhere. 

Mr. President, a moment ago I referred to taxes. We can 
collect only about $12,000,000,000 of taxes annually in this 
country, and yet we are spending each year $17,000,000,000 
for government. That is not all. All the people together 
are now in debt about $250,000,000,000. Add together the 
debts of all our people, all our corporations, all our units of 
government, from top to bottom, and we have $250,000,000,000 
of massed indebtedness resting upon the shoulders of 
130,000,000 people. It is estimated that a certain percentage 
of those debts is drawing interest, and that the interest bill 
on the portion bearing interest is something like $10,000,000,- 
000 annually. So this is the picture: 
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The people are now paying something like $12,000,000,000 
in taxes and are paying something like $10,000,000,000 in 
interest, if they are paying interest. Add the $12,000,000,000 
of taxes and the $10,000,000,000 of interest, and the total 
is $22,000,000,000 that the people of the Nation must earn 
and save each year with which to pay their taxes and to pay 
their interest in order to save their property from tax sale 
or from foreclosure. The national income is scarcely $60,- 
000,000,000. What percentage of $60,000,000,000, the total 
national income, is $22,000,000,000, which is the aggregate of 
the two items for taxes and interest alone? It is about 35 
percent. 

Mr. President, how can the Nation exist, how can the States 
exist, how can the cities and the counties and the corpora- 
tions and the people exist, when they are paying 35 percent 
of their average individual income for two items alone, taxes 
and interest? And yet we complain that the people cannot 
pay their taxes, and they cannot pay their interest. Con- 
gress is responsible for the condition, and Congress will be 
responsible for whatever happens to the country. Congress 
is responsible for the national debt having been increased 
from $16,000,000,000 in 1928 to almost $38,000,000,000 at the 
present time. No one but the Congress of the United States 
is responsible for that condition. 

The banks have no control over the value of the dollar. 
Who does have control over the value of the dollar? The 
Constitution says that the Congress shall regulate the value 
of money. The unit of our money is the dollar; so the Con- 
stitution says that the Congress shall regulate the value of 
the dollar. That means that whatever value the dollar has 
today has been fixed by the Congress. It has put the value 
of the dollar down or raised the value of the dollar up to its 
present point, whatever it may be. That the dollar today 
is so high that wheat in my State is selling for 75 cents a 
bushel, and cotton is selling for 5 or 6 cents a pound, is due 
to the fact that Congress has not regulated the value of the 
dollar at the present session. 

In 1933, after the opposition party had refused to do any- 
thing on the subject, the Congress under the present admin- 
istration decided to raise prices by cheapening the dollar. We 
passed certain legislation, and to the extent that the power 
conferred under that legislation was exercised the dollar was 
cheapened and prices were raised. We cheapened the value 
of the dollar from 167 cents in February 1933 to 112 cents 
last March. Even with all that we had done in devaluing the 
dollar, reducing the gold content of the dollar, putting silver 
certificates in circulation, and borrowing $20,000,000,000, we 
succeeded in reducing the value of the dollar only from 167 
cents in February 1933 to 112 cents last March. Even then 
the dollar had in it 12 cents of value more than it had in 
1926. It had 7 cents more in it than in 1929, when the 
depression broke upon this Nation. 

Last March someone somewhere became alarmed, thinking 
that money was going to become too cheap and prices were 
going too high, that the people were going to have too much 
prosperity, that we were going to balance the Budget, that 
everybody was to have employment, that the national income 
was to be increased. So the decline of the dollar was stopped 
and the increase in prices was stopped. Not only was the 
decline of the dollar stopped and the raising of prices 
stopped, but the trend was turned, and from last March until 
now the dollar has increased in value from 112 cents to over 
126 cents, and every time a citizen pays a dollar’s worth of 
taxes he must take to the market place 126 cents’ worth of 
goods—of cotton or wheat or hogs, or what not—and sell 
the 126 cents’ worth to get a single dollar with which to pay 
his taxes. Is that fair, is that honest, to the taxpayers of 
the United States? Yet Congress sits here supinely, and 
until today no attention has been given to this problem. It 
is still proposed that we continue to force the taxpayer to 
save 126 cents’ worth of value and exchange it for a dollar 
in order to liquidate a dollar’s worth of taxes. 

The same thing is true as to interest. In order that a 
citizen may pay his interest he must get dollars, and in my 
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State the farmers must raise 126 cents’ worth of corn, or 
cotton, or wheat, or hogs, or cattle and exchange 126 cents’ 
worth of commodities for a dollar in order to pay a dollar’s 
worth of interest. Is that fair; is that honest? 

Is it possible for the people to do that? It has not been 
possible the last 6 or 7 years, it is not possible now, and it 
will not be possible in the future. Yet Congress sits here, 
and all it proposes to do apparently is to authorize another 
billion and a half of loans, which may make the dollar go 
still higher and prices fall still lower. For the past year the 
dollar has been going up and prices have been falling, and all 
the time we have been borrowing money to pay our bills. 

Mr. President, every Senator who got his salary check to- 
day must realize that the money was borrowed yesterday to 
pay the salary checks for the Senators upon this floor today. 
How long can such a situation continue? How long will Sen- 
ators, who should be exercising their constitutional power to 
regulate the value of money, sit here and do nothing and see 
the price level slide lower and lower and lower? 

We must remember that while the price level is going lower 
and lower and the value of the dollar is getting higher and 
higher, some of our people are having a jubilee and picnic. 
There are two classes in this Republic; one, the class that 
has its money invested in fixed investments, bonds and mort- 
gages and notes, all fixed investments, perhaps in trust 
estates. That class of our citizenship which has its wealth 
invested in fixed investments has made at least 10 or 12 
percent on its money the past 12 months, in addition to the 
regular interest they collect by clipping their coupons. 

Let me illustrate. Suppose a citizen had $1,000,000 last 
March and he put that $1,000,000 in Government bonds, say, 
at par. Last March he would have had to pay $1.43 for 
wheat, so the money invested in bonds was worth only a 
sufficient amount of wheat at a price of $1.43 a bushel to 
make up the amount of the bond. So last March the man 
who had $1,000,000 worth of bonds was worth, in terms of 
wheat, only about 700,000 bushels. The same calculation 
may be made in terms of corn, in terms of cotton, or in 
terms of anything else. I merely use wheat for illustration. 

How about that citizen today? He still has his million 
dollars in bonds, but wheat is selling for 75 cents, so the 
citizen with a million dollars of bonds today is worth about 
1,300,000 bushels of wheat. His wealth has nearly doubled in 
terms of wheat. So the man who has his wealth invested in 
bonds during the past 12 months in some instances has 
doubled his money. On the average he has increased his 
wealth, in terms of property, approximately 12% percent. 
There is no complaint coming from that class. The past 12 
months represent an era of prosperity for those having fixed 
investments. 

Are these men entirely safe and secure? They object to 
cheapening the dollar. They would object to increasing 
the price level, because if that were done the value of their 
bonds in terms of property would be decreased, and they 
object to that. But what might happen if we should con- 
tinue on the course we have been following for the past 12 
months? We can borrow $5,000,000,000 this year and bal- 
ance the Budget. We may borrow $5,000,000,000 next year 
and keep the Budget in balance. We might do that the 
third or the fourth year. But there will be an end. Within 
the last 12 months some of the holders of fixed investments 
became alarmed and began to sell their bonds. I do not 
state it as official, but I am advised that the Treasury had 
to step into the bond market within the past 12 months and 
spend $71,000,000 in 1 day to check the decline in Govern- 
ment bonds. Any time the bonds fall a fraction of 1 per- 
cent, in steps the Treasury with a million, ten million, 
seventy-one million, to keep the class of people to whom I 
have been referring from losing. Yet during the past 12 
months the same Department has seen one-hundred-and 
thirty-odd million people—for the bondholding class is very 
small—lose property to the value of fifty or sixty billion dol- 
lars, and they have not made one recommendation to the 
Congress in an effort even to check the decline and the 
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further loss of property to the masses of the people of this 
Republic. That is what I am complaining of. 

Mr. President, I am not against the bill which the Senator 
from New York wants to have considered. The bill is of no 
benefit except to a certain class who find themselves tem- 
porarily embarrassed, as a State or a county or a city finds 
itself embarrassed. This will not help the unemployed, 
except to the extent that corporations may borrow money to 
give them jobs. But until the price level is raised corpora- 
tions are not going to borrow money. They might borrow 
money to keep the sheriff from the door, but they will not 
borrow money on the present price level to expand their 
operations and employ the unemployed, to make more goods, 
and take a chance on selling; at least, I do not think they 
will. 

This is a very practical proposition. There is nothing 
complex about the money question. It is too simple for some 
people to understand it; it is too simple for them even to 
comprehend it. 

In this morning’s issue of the American Banker I noted a 
short news story to the effect that a group of bankers have 
just returned from South America. The news story is under 
this headline: 

Returning bankers report prosperity in South America. 


This article merely states that these bankers found un- 
paralleled prosperity in South America. I would not say 
“unparalleled” with an accent, but they report prosperity, and 
when a banker reports prosperity it is unparalleled to some 
others who are not bankers. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the news article printed 
in the Recor in full. 

There being no objection, the article was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

RETURNING BANKERS REPORT PROSPERITY IN SOUTH AMERICA 
(By Intercity News, exclusive to the American Banker) 

Bankers returning to New York Thursday from South American 
cruises included John E. Osborne, chairman of the board of the 
Rawlins National Bank, Rawlins, Wyo., and former Governor of 
Wyoming, accompanied by Mrs. Osborne, and Herbert L. Pratt, 
director of the Bankers Trust Co. of New York and a trustee of the 
Pratt Institute in Brooklyn. 

Mr. Osborne, who returned aboard the Swedish American Liner 
Gripsholm from a 54-day cruise to the West Indies and around 
South America, said that he had been impressed by the friendly 
attitude with which South Americans regard President Roosevelt, 
“South American business people seem to feel that the new trade 
agreements with this country have been a decided factor in helping 
business conditions in the Latin American countries,” he said. 

Questioned concerning reports that German-manufactured prod- 
ucts are flooding the South American market, Mr. Osborne said 
that with the reciprocal-trade agreements in effect there will be 
less importing from Europe. The prominent Wyoming banker 
said that politically the South American scene seemed to be quiet. 

Mr. Pratt, who returned aboard the North German Lloyd liner 
Columbus, said that he was very much impressed with the appar- 
ently good business conditions in South America. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, why are the 
people in South America having prosperity? Let me call at- 
tention to just a few facts and figures which to my mind 
furnish an explanation as to why those countries are pros- 
perous. Take for example Argentina. Formerly the Argen- 
tine peso was worth 71 cents plus. Today the Argentine peso 
is worth 24 cents. In other words, Argentina has reduced 
the value of her unit of money from 71 cents to 24 cents, or 
approximately 5634 percent. 

We have reduced our dollar from 167 cents in terms of 
commodities to 126 cents. It is now worth 26 cents more 
than it was in 1926. If there is prosperity in Argentina, may 
it not be due to the fact that Argentina has reduced the value 
of her monetary unit and has thus raised her prices, so that 
the people may get the money with which to pay their taxes 
and interest and have some purchasing power? 

Let me call attention next to Brazil. When this depression 
broke Brazil had a monetary unit known as the milreis, 
which was worth 20 cents plus. Today the Brazilian milreis 
is worth 5.90 cents. 

Brazil has reduced the value of her monetary unit from 20 
cents plus to 5.90 cents, or cut the value of its monetary 
unit 75 percent. That is bound to be reflected in commodity 
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prices. It has reduced the debt in terms of property. Brazil 
is a prosperous country, so say the bankers returning from 
South America. 

Take, for example, Chile. At the beginning of the depres- 
sion the Chilean Government had a coin called a peso. 
That coin was worth the same amount as the Brazilian 
peso, 20.59 cents in gold. Today the Chilean peso is worth 
5.19 cents. It has fallen lower than the Brazilian peso. 
So the same conditions exist in Chile as exist in Brazil. The 
moneys. of both countries have gone down together, and 
prices have gone up together, and conditions are prosperous 
in South America. 

Take, for example, Colombia, When the depression struck 
Colombia it had a coin called the peso, worth $1.64 in Amer- 
ican gold. The Colombian Government has reduced the 
value of its gold peso from $1.64 to 55 cents plus, reducing 
it about 6634 percent, and Colombia is prosperous. 

Peru today has a piece of money called a sol. It was 
worth 47.40 cents in gold before the depression. Now it is 
worth only 24 cents, representing almost a 50-percent re- 
duction. 

When we in this country got down to a dollar and 12 cents 
last March we were getting along very well. The unemploy- 
ment situation had almost been cured. The banks were 
making loans again. We had visions that the Budget soon 
would be balanced. We had visions that this year there 
would be no occasion to borrow money to keep the employ- 
ables at work and to feed those in distress. But now the 
value of money is going up, prices are going down, and the 
depression still lingers upon the people of the United States. 

Take Uruguay, for example. That country has a piece of 
currency called the peso. Before the depression the Uru- 
guayan peso was worth $1.75 in gold. Today the Uruguayan 
ee cbc 45 cents. They cheapened their money about 

5 cents. 

Mr. President, I have not been to South America. I am 
not prepared definitely to say that the cheapening of the 
moneys in South America, which has raised prices, which 
had reduced the debt in terms of property; which has reduced 
the taxes in terms of property, which has reduced interest 
charges in terms of property, is the reason for the prosperity 
in South America. But the facts are plain. There is rea- 
sonably satisfactory prosperity in South America. They 
have cheapened money. There is a recession in the United 
States. It is growing deeper and deeper daily as the dollar 
continues to climb in value. 

Mr. President, I am not for cheap money. I have never 
been. There is no one on the floor of the Senate who is 
more strongly against inflation than is the senior Senator 
from Oklahoma. I have studied this question for 40 years. 
I have read the history of the world. I know what inflation 
means. Iam not for inflation. But what is inflation? In- 
flation is the printing and issuing and the circulation of 
irredeemable paper money. If we define inflation“ strictly, 
then we have had inflation since 1933, because we are issuing 
and have in circulation irredeemable paper money. No one 
claims that we have had inflation to date. I deny we have 
had inflation. We cannot have inflation until we issue more 
paper money than we have gold or silver which could be used 
to redeem it. v 

Today we have $13,000,000,000 of gold and $2,000,000,000 
of silver, making $15,000,000,000 of gold and silver, and 
scarcely $6,000,000,000 of all kinds of money issued against 
that $15,000,000,000 of gold and silver. So I contend there 
can now be no inflation in America. According to the dic- 
tionary definition we will not have inflation until we shall 
have issued so much paper money that the available gold 
and silver are not sufficient to redeem it. When we get 
beyond that point we may have inflation. I am not for 
that. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator has covered what I was 
going to call to his attention, and that was that there has 
been no inflation in the sense the word is popularly used 
in the United States, because for every paper dollar we have 
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outstanding we have practically two dollars in precious metal 
in the vaults of the United States. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. More than $2. 

Mr. CONNALLY. And while that metal is not payable on 
demand, in theory it is a security against every paper dollar 
that is outstanding. Is that not true? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. That is correct. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Personally I am not for inflation, but 
I think the United States could very safely issue two or three 
billion dollars more gold certificates against its gold, which 
would not result in anything approaching inflation. 

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me 
for a question? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 

Mr, BURKE. As I understand the position of the Senator 
from Oklahoma, it is that we could issue, not two or three 
billion dollars more paper money without inflation but nine 
billion dollars without there being anything resembling infla- 
tion in this country. 

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. Under the terms of the dic- 
tionary definition, the Senator is correct. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Does the Senator propose that that 
should be done? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. No, Mr. President. At no 
place in my speeches on the Senate floor can the Senator 
from Wyoming find that I have used a single sentence indi- 
cating that I am in favor of placing more money in circula- 
tion than is necessary to lower the value of the dollar and 
to increase prices for the benefit of. the people. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That inference might have been 
drawn from the question of the Senator from Nebraska. A 
number of us have been following with very close attention 
what the Senator from Oklahoma has been saying. I am 
quite sure that we would all appreciate a statement from the 
Senator as to what he thinks should be done specifically. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I shall be glad to do it. In 
1936 the chart shows that the price level was gradually going 
up, and everyone was happy. Everyone was making money. 
If they were not making money they were getting out of 
debt, and they had visions that sooner or later they would 
make some money. 

So long as the price level was gradually rising—not vio- 
lently rising but gradually rising—and so long as the dollar 
value was falling we had good times. In 1935 prices were 
going up and the value of the dollar was going down. In 1936 
the dollar was going down in value and prices were going up. 
We had good times. That situation continued until last 
March. Then someone somewhere who had authority 
stopped the fall of the dollar and checked the rise in prices, 
and the depression ensued. 

I made a speech on the floor of the Senate on the 25th of 
last March. At that time the depression was a month old. 
I do not know whether or not anybody read it, but my speech 
is in the Recorp. I stated what was being done at that time, 
and I stated what was going to happen. I do not claim to be 
a prophet. The point is clear to anyone who cares to read 
my speech. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, may I make an inquiry? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. In a moment I will yield. 

The dollar value is now, and always has been, a managed 
value. No Senator ever saw a team of horses on the road 
which was in order unless someone was driving the team. In 
the history of this Nation there has never been a time since 
we have had a dollar when there was not someone with lines 
on the dollar, driving the dollar. The value of the dollar was 
exactly where the driver wanted it to be. It was that way 
when we had the gold standard. It has been that way since 
we have gone off the gold standard. Even when we had a 
dollar redeemable in 25.8 grains of gold, nine-tenths fine, the 
dollar value fluctuated, which means that the gold content 
changed in value. 

In 1920 we were on the gold standard. We had the 
cheapest dollar we had ever seen, and the highest prices; 
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yet the dollar was redeemable in gold. The dollar was 
worth only 64 cents in terms of commodities. In 1933, 
while we were still on the gold standard, with the same 
size dollar, the dollar was worth not 64 cents, but 167 
cents in terms of commodities, which means that when 
the dollar was a gold dollar of 25.8 grains of gold, nine- 
tenths fine, the gold dollar fluctuated, in terms of property, 
102 cents in value in 12 years. Does any one deny that 
the dollar during all that time was a managed dollar? 

In 1920, when we had much money in circulation, the 
dollar was cheap, and prices were high. There was a na- 
tion Republican convention in Chicago, and the minority 
party said the Democrats were responsible for the high 
prices. They were responsible because they had depre- 
ciated the dollar 50 percent, and had done so by an over- 
expansion of currency and credit. 

The Republicans said to the people of America, “Turn out 
the wicked Democrats and elect us honest Republicans, and 
we will bring down the high cost of living. We will do it by 
a en eous and intelligent deflation of both currency and 
cr ae 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, will the Senator allow me to 
ask him a question? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. One more sentence. 

The minority party became the majority party, and did 
exactly what it said it would do. It took out of circulation 
$100,000,000 a month for 18 months, and reduced the total 
amount of money in circulation from approximately six and 
one-half billion dollars to a little over four billion dollars, 
and made money scarce. As money became more and more 
scarce, prices fell lower and lower. 

I now yield to the Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, the Senator said we were 
getting along very happily until about this time last year. 
He said it twice. Then he said someone, somewhere, in a 
very mysterious way, did something. Later, he said the Con- 
gress was responsible. I should like to know who that 
“someone, somewhere” was. I do not think we ought to be 
left in total darkness, because it is a serious matter. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, there are few 
Senators on the floor who know as much about the money 
question as does the distinguished Senator from North 
Carolina. He knows exactly what was done. He is asking 
me this question to get me to state what was done, when he 
himself knows. I made a statement on the first day of 
December of 1927. My speech is in the Recorp. I will state 
again 
wee BAILEY. I hope the Senator will tell us. I want to 

ow. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. We have a man at the head 
of the Federal Reserve System by the name of Mr. Eccles. 
Mr. Eccles became alarmed because the dollar was becom- 
ing too cheap and prices were becoming too high. Mr. 
Eccles became very active in checking the fall in the dollar 
value and the rise in commodity prices. He convinced some 
very important and influential gentlemen that he was cor- 
rect. About that time there were statements in the public 
press to the effect that prices were too high. All public 
officials were ordered out of the stock market. They should 
not buy any more copper or any more durable goods of 
other kinds, because prices were too high. 

The next concrete thing which was done was to increase 
the reserves, which meant that the several banks had to keep 
a larger amount of money on deposit with their Federal 
Reserve banks to protect their deposits. Some of the banks 
did not have the money with which to increase their re- 
serves, and they had to go into the open market and sell some 
of their securities so as to get the money with which to make 
good their reserves. That was deflation. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Let me answer the question. 

The next thing that was done was to sterilize incoming 
gold and all newly mined gold. In former years, when gold 
produced in the United States came to the Treasury, it was 
coined and the money given back to the producer. During 
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the past few years we have had free coinage of gold and free 
coinage of silver, in a way. The people could bring gold to 
the United States Treasury and obtain currency for their 
gold. 

Until recently, those who had silver could bring it to the 
Treasury and exchange it for silver certificates. That was 
free coinage of silver, not on the basis of the monetary value 
of the silver, but on the basis of its actual value. 

The Treasury Department said, “Money is becoming too 
plentiful and too cheap.” It occurred to me then that per- 
haps the idea was that money was too good for some of our 
people to have an opportunity to obtain it, though I do not 
think so. But someone, somewhere, said, We are about to 
have too much money. Gold is coming into the United 
States. We must kill that gold and destroy its monetary 
qualities.” That was done. 

Mr. BAILEY. To be specific, I gather that the Senator 
is telling us that those two great New Dealers and friends 
of the people Mr. Eccles, the Chairman of the Federal Reserve 
Board, appointed by the President, and Mr. Morgenthau, the 
Secretary of the Treasury, likewise appointed by the Presi- 
dent, are responsible for the terrible deflation which is now 
going on. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I shall be very glad to per- 
mit the Senator from North Carolina to draw his own 
conclusions. 

Mr. BAILEY. I am asking the Senator if what I have said 
is not exactly what he said, except that I mentioned the 
name of Mr. Morgenthau and the Senator did not. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, I have no 
quotation from the Secretary of the Treasury. I do have 
quotations from Mr. Eccles. The Treasury Department 
consists of many eminent gentlemen. 

Mr. BAILEY. Am I right in drawing the inference which 
I drew? If not, I myself do not wish to be responsible 
for it. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, let me answer 
the Senator. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
to me? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, Just a moment. The Sena- 
tor from North Carolina [Mr. Barry] is trying to pin me 
down and to fasten a statement on Mr. Morgenthau. Mr. 
Morgenthau is the agent of the Congress. We are respon- 
sible for whatever he does. So whatever he has done or 
whatever he has failed to do, the monkey is on our back, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. MAHONEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
to me? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I hope the Senator from Oklahoma 
will not permit himself to be diverted by the personal ques- 
tions posed by the Senator from North Carolina. The Sena- 
tor from Oklahoma is entering upon a very interesting and 
important discussion of an objective fact, and I hope he will 
continue to discuss that fact and will answer the question 
which I propounded a little while ago. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, let me now 
be so specific that even Senators cannot misunderstand. 
{Laughter.] 

In 1920 the Republican Party solemnly resolved to reduce 
prices. That year the Republican Party won the election. 
That year, 1920, the Federal Reserve System served notice on 
all the banks of the country that the banks should cease 
being so liberal in making loans. Today we are trying to put 
a little liberality in the banks, to cause them to make loans; 
but in 1920 the pep“ was put in the banks to give them an 
adverse reaction, so that they would not make any more 
loans, or would make as few as possible. 

As a result of that notice from the Federal Reserve 
System, the banks of the Nation curtailed the making 
of loans. They began to bring about a condition of 
stringency. At that time I was in business, and I know how 
I was affected by what was done. Instead of being able to 
have my loan extended—and I will speak figuratively—I 
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was told to come in and pay. When I told the bankers I 
could not pay all, they said, “Pay what you can.” What 
they told me, they told other people in business throughout 
the Nation; and, as a result of the policy not only of stop- 
ping making loans but commencing to collect outstanding 
loans, the people had to exchange their property for money 
with which to pay their interest and their loans. 

That created a demand for money. The banks had 
stopped loaning. The demand increased. The banks cur- 
tailed, and we had an irresistible force meeting an immov- 
able object. The depression of 1920-21 was the result. As 
the result of that restriction of credit and taking out of 
circulation $2,000,000,000 of real money, prices fell from 
what they were in 1919-20 to what they were in 1922, and 
the depression of that year was the result. 

Governor Strong, an able man, was then the head of the 
Federal Reserve Bank of New York. I do not say that 
prices were not too high in 1920-21. Nevertheless, Gov- 
ernor Strong took charge and managed affairs, brought 
prices down to the point where he thought they ought to 
be, stabilized prices at what he conceived to be the level 
where they should be, and kept them there during the re- 
mainder of his life until he died in 1928. Those were the 
years in which the opposition party thrived, and its Mem- 
bers delight in referring to the Coolidge era of prosperity. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield to the Senator from 
Nebraska. 

Mr. NORRIS. If the Senator has not finished his answer, 
I will not interrupt him. 

ME TEONA I had not finished, but I 
yield. 

Mr. NORRIS. The question I should like to ask is this: 
The Senator stated, I think, very truthfully, that up to last 
March prices were going up and the value of money was 
going down. Then somebody, somewhere, reversed the cur- 
rent and sent prices down and sent the value of money up. 
Just what was the operation by which that act was per- 
formed? ; 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I started to give that infor- 
mation specifically a moment ago. 

The first thing that was done was to serve notice on the 
country that prices were becoming too high, that we faced 
an uncontrolled boom, and that we probably were facing un- 
controlled inflation. People were ordered out of the stock 
market. I think that was good advice, but it was sufficient 
advice so the gamblers in money and the gamblers in 
commodities knew what it meant; and the gamblers con- 
verted their trend from the bull side to the bear side and 
began to sell. 

Everybody in the stock market who had sufficient judg- 
ment began to sell. Those who did not have good judgment 
were later on sold out. The smart boys got out. They rode 
the market down and made money on it. Mr. President, 
if last March a man who was on the inside had known what 
was going to happen—and some men did; I do not know 
who; I make no charge—he could have made all the money 
he wanted to make upon the basis of his ability to sell stocks. 
The country has lost $60,000,000,000. I do not claim that 
somebody has made the $60,000,000,000, but the country has 
lost $60,000,000,000 in value, and a man on the inside could 
have gotten his share if he had had the ability to sell stocks. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 
Oklahoma further yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I have not yet finished my 
answer. Now let me state the next step. 

After these notices were sent out to get the help of the 
gamblers to drive prices down and check the rise, the next 
thing was to circulate a story, not only here but abroad, 
that the Government was about to put more gold in the 
dollar, to reduce the price of gold below $35 an ounce; 
and even smart men in London and Paris and throughout 
the world, smart men in New York, even lawyers who should 
have known better, gave currency to the story that we were 
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going to cheapen gold in terms of dollars, to reduce the 
value of an ounce of gold perhaps from $35 to $30, and 
perhaps even go back to $20.67; and the world began to 
sell its holdings of our stocks and our commodities upon 
our markets. That helped to send the price down. 

Anyone who knew two lines of law, or knew enough to 
read the first reader, could take up the statute and see 
that the Government is without power to decrease the price 
of gold until the Congress enacts legislation authorizing a 
decrease in the value of gold. There is no man alive in 
America who has the power to cheapen gold below $35 an 
ounce until Congress gives him that authority. We can still 
further increase the price of gold by a very small amount. 
We can bid up the price of gold under the law to about 
$36 or $37 an ounce, or perhaps $38—I have not figured it 
exactly—but there is no power anywhere that can cheapen 
the dollar in terms of gold. 

What was done, in my opinion, was done designedly. It 
had its effect. But that was not all. As I said a moment 
ago, the Federal Reserve Board raised the reserve require- 
ments, forcing banks to carry more reserves in proportion 
to their deposits. 

Some of the banks did not have the necessary money, and 
they had to sell their securities in order to obtain the money. 
That was deflationary. When the reserves were increased, to 
the extent they were increased the same amount of money 
was denied the banks for loaning purposes. In other words, 
if a bank is forced to carry more money tied up in a safe- 
deposit box—that is what it means—just that much money 
the bank might otherwise loan is taken from it. That was 
deflationary. Then gold was sterilized. That was deflation- 
ary, and that was enough. 

This is the result: In 1920 we lowered prices by raising the 
value of money. In 1933 we raised prices by cheapening the 
dollar. In 1937 we lowered prices by raising the value of the 
dollar. 

There is only one salvation. If we want to see prices fall 
still farther and farther, let the present tendency continue. 
If the value of the dollar continues to go up prices will go 
down. Idonot want that tohappen. The time has come— 
so far as I am concerned it has been here for a long time, 
since last March—when the dollar should not become more 
valuable. Prices should not fall further; and Congress 
should immediately take steps to raise prices, to check the in- 
crease in the value of the dollar, and make the dollar slightly 
cheaper. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I am glad to yield to the 
Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. NORRIS. What action could the Congress now take to 
bring about that result? What action would the Senator 
suggest? In other words, what legislation could we enact 
that would increase prices and lower the value of the dollar? 

Let me ask another question in connection with the first 
one. Could that be done, in the Senator’s opinion, if addi- 
tional money were put in circulation? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, if the reso- 
lution should be passed which is now on the calendar, which 
has been objected to twice, most recently by the distin- 
guished Senator from Vermont [Mr. Austny]—who obviously 
does not want prices raised—if that resolution should be 
‘passed, expressing the sense of the Senate that prices should 
be increased, it is my judgment that the passage of the reso- 
lution would so react upon the responsible authorities who 
now have the power that they would act. 

We have three departments of Government which have 
control over money: First, the Federal Reserve Board; sec- 
ond, the President; third, the Treasury Department. I am 
not sure that these three agencies are all in accord. If they 
are not in accord, it is unfortunate. I think the control 
over money should be placed in one agency, and that that 
agency should be an agency of the Congress. It is now in 
agencies over which Congress has little control. We have 
enacted legislation and given them all the power they have 
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asked for, and these agencies have the power to fix the 
value of the dollar at any point. They can check the trend 
overnight. They can start prices up and the dollar down 
overnight by reversing the policies which were put into force 
last March; first, reduce the reserve requirement; second, 
desterilize some of our gold; third, use open market opera- 
tions. Provisions placed in the law by the author of the 
Federal Reserve System, my distinguished colleague, the 
senior Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass], must have been 
placed there for a purpose. 

They were placed there for a purpose. If prices become 
too high the agencies referred to can commence buying 
bonds, thus putting money into circulation, bringing the dol- 
lar down and raising prices. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, the second question I pro- 
pounded to the Senator I do not think he has fully answered. 

ee of Oklahoma, Will not the Senator re- 
pea 

Mr. NORRIS. Would the desired effect be brought about, 
namely, an increase in prices and a cheapening of the 
dollar, by an increase in circulation of money? I think 
the Senator partially answered the question. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. That brings up a problem 
which is hardly a money question, and I did not intend to 
go into it, but if the Senator will listen for just a moment, 
I will comment on it. 

Some of our friends contend that there is no difference, 
in the effect on prices, between putting real money into 
circulation, gold, silver, or paper, and putting credit money 
into circulation.. In other words, Mr. Eccles, for example, 
and others I might mention, contend that the policy of 
increasing bank deposits, signing notes and putting the notes 
in the bank, issuing bonds and putting the bonds in the 
bank, increasing bank deposits, has the same effect on 
prices as if we coined gold or silver into dollars, or printed 
paper dollars, and put those dollars in the bank. That is 
the heart of the money question, and until Senators and 
others interested study this point, there is no chance of 
coming to an agreement, because most people say, “What is 
the difference?” : 

Mr. President, I send to the desk and ask to have read 
two short excerpts from the New York Wall Street Journal 
which answer the question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the clerk 
will read. 

The legislative clerk read the articles, as follows: 

HEART OF THE MONEY QUESTION 


Our currency is no longer immediately and directly convertible 
into metallic money at the will of the holder. The essential thing 
involved in the issue of more currency is that it increases the 
supply of price-measuring money units. 

Therein lies the fundamental difference between currency and 
bank credit. Both function as media of exchange but only one 
kind measures prices. As the price- function is vastly 
the more important of the two, it is only by analogy that bank 
credit can be termed money“ at all and the analogy of course 
fails where the constitutional provision is concerned. There is no 
shred of law or reason to support the notion that the powers of 
Congress to coin money and regulate the value thereof have any 
reference whatever to bank deposits. 


It is important always to distinguish sharply between money (in 
the constitutional sense of coinage and issue) and bank credit. 
The dominant function of money is that of price measuring; its 
function of making exchanges of goods and services is quite sec- 
ondary. The sole function of bank credit is the making of ex- 
changes. Large additions of money to the circulation tend to 
act directly upon prices; changes in the volume of potential bank 
credit do not act upon prices at all, and changes in the volume of 
active bank credit follow price changes rather than cause them. 
Bank credit is in essence merely bookkeeping tempered by an 
automatic limitation furnished by compulsory minima of money 
reserves. 

Failure to observe this fundamental distinction is the main 
cause of the present confusion of thinking and talking on the 
whole subject of money. 


Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, those two 
extracts contain the whole gist of monetary science. It is 
contended by some that the increasing of bank deposits has 
the same effect upon prices, and results in the same in- 
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crease in the money supply as coining gold and silver and 
printing paper. This article says that that is not true. 
The article states that real money—gold, silver, and paper— 
are price-measuring units, and that credit money is not a 
price-measuring unit. 

Let me prove that, if I may, and give my reasoning. If 
the article is not correct, and if my statement is not correct, 
why do the holders of fixed investments oppose the adoption 
of a few price-fixing regulations, and why do they welcome 
the expansion of bank deposits by $30,000,000,000? Every 
time it is proposed to put some real money in circulation 
they charge inflation. They do not make that charge when 
anyone proposes to expand bank credits by the billions of 
dollars. 

Mr. President; what would have happened if we had coined 
$30,000,000,000 in gold and silver, or had printed $30,000,000,- 
000 in paper, and had used that to expand our bank deposits 
during the past 5 or 6 years? If that had been done, what 
would have been the value of the dollar tonight? I do not 
know, but I venture the suggestion that had we expanded the 
bank deposits in real money as we have expanded the bank 
deposits in credit money, the dollar tonight would not be 
worth 10 cents in comparison with its value today of a hun- 
dred cents. 

Mr. President, I have tried to make this clear upon the 
Senate floor for 10 years. I presume I should have despaired 
a long time ago. But there is no solution of the problem 
save the money solution. It has not been solved otherwise. 
It cannot be solved otherwise. Until someone, sometime, 
somewhere, decides to solve this problem, it will remain as 
it is, and it is easy to see what we are running into. If 
prices keep on falling, we are going to have to keep on 
borrowing, and before long the banks will say, “We have too 
many bonds in our portfolios. We are not safe. We will 
commence selling.” 

Who will buy the bonds? A year ago or less there was 
no one to buy the bonds, and the Treasury had to step into 
the market and take over $71,000,000 worth in 1 day. If 
another wave of selling should start, it might not be stopped 
by $71,000,000 of Treasury money. The Treasury might 
have to keep on buying the bonds. How much money has 
the Treasury? Not very much. It has $1,800,000,000 in the 
stabilization fund and a billion two hundred million dollars 
in the sterile fund, which makes $3,000,000,000. The Treas- 
ury might scrape around the trust funds and get another 
billion. That would make $4,000,000,000, and that is about 
all the money the Treasury has with which to redeem bonds 
offered by scared bankers. 

No one in the world is as scary as a banker. If they should 
start on a large scale to sell their bonds, there would be a 
depression. The Treasury would be the only buyer, and what 
would happen? The Treasury would spend the $4,000,- 
000,000, and the bankers would keep on selling, and per- 
haps, though I hope not, the Treasury would have to go down 
to the archives and begin to pull out the bales of Federal 
Reserve notes with which to redeem and retire the bonds. 
Then would come the inflation. There would be no alterna- 
tive except to redeem the bonds from scared bankers by 

greenbacks and Federal Reserve notes, and that would be 
inflation. The more the banks sell the more the Treasury 
must buy, and the more money comes into circulation the 
cheaper will become the dollar and the higher will go prices. 
That is what I foresee. That is what I have been trying to 
prevent. That is what I am trying to prevent tonight. 

I am entirely content to have had the opportunity to make 
this statement. There has been no chance for me to make 
it before. I have no objection to this bill except that as I 
said, it is only a palliative. It is no solution. In no sense 
is it a solution. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, if I understand cor- 
rectly the argument the Senator has been making, the bill 
before us proposes an additional credit through the Recon- 
struction Finance Corporation, and to the extent such credit 
is given it will, according to the Senator’s argument, not only 
increase the national debt, but it will also tend to promote 
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the sort of inflation of which certain persons have talked 
when approving inflation by means of bank deposits. 

There is on the calendar a resolution presented by the 
Senator from Oklahoma which calls upon those in charge of 
the monetary policy to do something to increase the value of 
commodities, but the Senator has not yet stated what, in 
his judgment, those persons ought to do or can do. That, 
of course, is the heart of the problem so far as we are 
concerned. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, I realize it is 
difficult to make one understand what I am trying to say. 
Moose O’MAHONEY. I think the Senator has been very 

ear. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Then I may have over- 
looked something. 

Mr. President, we can increase prices by the reversal of 
the process by which we decreased prices. We can increase 
prices by putting in reverse the policies that were put in 
forward motion last March. I have heretofore made the 
statement, first, that the powers that be, without any addi- 
tional legislation being enacted, can reduce the reserve re- 
quirements of the banks, and give the banks more money 
to loan to corporations, to States and political subdivisions 
and to the people generally. That is No. 1. 

Without any additional legislation the powers that be can 
desterilize $1,200,000,000 of gold that is now dead. They 
can bring that back to life, and use that money in any way 
they see fit. That would be helpful. 

The third power—and I think I have said it three times 
this afternoon—comes through open-market operations. A 
provision of the Federal Reserve law placed in the act of 
1913 by the author, the distinguished Senator from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. Guass], provides that the Federal Reserve banks, 
when money is scarce, may go into the open market and 
buy Government bonds, and pay for those bonds with Fed- 
eral Reserve notes. That puts money in circulation exactly 
as if we would print the money and put it out without any 
recompense, without any compensation. That makes money 
more plentiful, cheapens money, and raises prices. 

Those are three steps which it would be sufficient to take. 
It requires no legislation to permit them to be taken. It 
needs only the will to do on the part of those who have the 
power to do it. 

Mr. President, I am not advocating that Treasury notes 
be printed and put into circulation. I do not come from a 
silver State, but I have said frequently that the silver pro- 
gram has been of more benefit to the people of the Nation 
in bringing them out of this distressed condition than any 
other relief measure the Congress has passed in 5 years, be- 
cause through that program we have traded printed paper 
for silver; and when the miner brought us silver, or when 
some foreigner brought us silver, we gave him a sheaf of 
printed paper and accepted from him the silver, and put it in 
the Treasury. 

Over a billion dollars of such silver certificates are in cir- 
culation tonight because of the silver program we enacted in 
1934. Had it not been for those silver certificates we would 
have a billion dollars less money in circulation tonight than 
we have. If a billion dollars were taken out of circulation 
tonight one could not get a dollar tomorrow. Then there 
would not be a bank in America which would be solvent. 
There are too many of them tonight that are not any too 
solvent. 

Mr. President, I apologize for taking so much time. I have 
no objection to the bill. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I want to say that the 
Senator should not apologize. I think his discussion has 
been of very great interest, certainly to me and to all other 
Members present. The fact that there were only about 22 
Senators upon the floor when the Senator began speaking, 
and that none of those who were on the floor when he began 
have left, ought to be testimony to that fact. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, the distinguished Senator 
from Oklahoma referred to the Senator from Vermont and 
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assumed certain motives for his objecting to the Senate pro- 
ceeding to the consideration of the Senator’s resolution on 
the call of the Consent Calendar. He may be right and he 
may be wrong about the motives of the Senator from Ver- 
mont, but one motive alone is sufficient to mention to justify 
the objection, and that is that the subject of the Senator’s 
resolution is so important and so grave in its consequences 
that the Senator from Vermont thought that it ought not to 
be considered on the call of the Consent Calendar, and sin- 
cerely believed that it could not possibly be considered under 
the rules in the time permitted on the Consent Calendar. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, it seems to me that this 
bill is of such tremendous importance that the Senate should 
not, with so few Members present, consider passing the meas- 
ure, at least without an explanation from Senators repre- 
senting the Banking and Currency Committee. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I have no objection to the 
bill going over, but the motion to consider it might be adopted 
so that it might be taken up tomorrow. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, we have never had a simpler 
bill before the United States Senate. Under it we are merely 
restoring to the Reconstruction Finance Corporation powers 
that it once possessed and that subsequently were conferred 
upon the Public Works Administration. The Public Works 
Administration no longer makes these loans, and we are sim- 
ply reconferring the power on the R. F. C. with some exten- 
sions as to the time for which the loans might be made. No 
commercial bank ought to be permitted to make long-time 
loans, because when an exigency comes the bank is abso- 
lutely prohibited from paying its depositors and is obliged 
to go to the wall. 

As to the assertion that is made that the indebtedness of 
the country will be increased by the passage of this bill, let 
me say that, as a matter of fact, we will make money by it. 
The loans provided for are loans of the same nature that 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation has all along made, 
and as a result of which they have a surplus of profits of 

8195,000,000. 

This particular matter is confided to the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation, because of all the Government agencies 
in Washington the Reconstruction Finance Corporation is 

the only one that has made money, and if the authority to 
make loans to small-business men and small industries is 
| not left open we are to have soon a bill that will ruin the 
ı credit of this country. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I should like to ask the distinguished 
Senator from Virginia if it is not a fact that the Banking 
and Currency Committee within the past month or two re- 
ported, with its recommendation for passage, a bill canceling 
about a billion or a billion and a half or two billion dollars 
of the indebtedness of the Reconstruction Finance Corpora- 
tion? 

Mr. GLASS. No; it has not done anything of the kind. 

Mr. OMAHONET. What was the nature of the bill that 
; Was passed? 

Mr. GLASS. The nature of the bill was simply to change 
the method of keeping books. The Congress of the United 
States imposed upon the Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
certain obligations to the relief fund and to other kindred 
funds; and the Treasury carried those obligations as obliga- 
tions of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, when they 
were obligations which the Congress itself, including very 
likely the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. O’Manoney], im- 
Posed upon the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. No 

‘indebtedness at all was canceled. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. It was an obligation of the Recon- 
‘struction Finance Corporation which was canceled, was it 
not? 

Mr. GLASS. Yes; it was an obligation. 

Mr. OMaAHONENT. I was using the word “indebtedness” 
in the sense of an obligation. 

Mr. GLASS. An obligation imposed upon it by the Con- 
‘gress of the United States. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY, Every power and authority which the 
R. F. C. has exercised was conferred upon it by the Con- 
gress. 
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Mr. GLASS. The Senator implies that the R. F. C. has 
deliberately gone into debt, and that we relieved it of the 
indebtedness. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I did not even insinu- 
ate that the Reconstruction Finance Corporation had de- 
liberately gone into debt in the sense that there was any 
wanton assumption of debt; but I know, as the Senator 
knows, that the Reconstruction Finance Corporation has 
made loans and expenditures. When the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation was first established, it was the agency 
through which relief expenditures were provided. 

I am not altogether certain that on the record as it stands 
it is possible to say with strict accuracy that the Recon- 
struction Finance Corporation has made money. Certainly 
we cannot say the Reconstruction Finance Corporation has 
made money when, as a result of its expenditures, the Sen- 
ator has introduced a bill canceling one or two billion dol- 
lars of its obligations. 

Mr. GLASS. Obligations which the Senator helped to 
impose upon it. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I might have done so if I had been 
a Member of the Senate at the time; but I did not happen 
to be a Member of the Senate at the time the Reconstruc- 
tion Finance Corporation was organized, so there is noth- 
ing personal about the matter. 

Mr. GLASS. The Senator was a Member of the Senate. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Not at the time the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation was organized. 

Mr. GLASS. I am talking about the time when the Sena- 
tor voted to require the Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
to spend millions of dollars for relief and for other things 
which the Reconstruction Finance Corporation had never 
theretofore undertaken to do. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I should like to have the Senator point 
out when I voted for such a thing. 

Mr. GLASS. It is in the RECÒRD. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That is unimportant. We are dis- 
cussing an objective matter, and I see no reason why the 
mistakes of a Senator should be challenged. Even if I had 
made a mistake, it is of no importance. 

Mr. GLASS. If the Senator questions the statement that 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation has made $195,- 
000,000, which the Director says it has made, that is a dif- 
ferent proposition. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. GLASS. I yield. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The Senator has made some ref- 
erence to the fact that if this matter were left open, some: 
proposal would be made which would be very undesirable. 
What did the Senator have in mind? 

Mr. GLASS. I had in mind the fact that I know a bill! 
is in prospect which I think would be a very ruinous bill. 
I think the enactment of the bill under consideration will’ 
avert that disaster. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Does the Senator refer to a bill 
which has been introduced? 

Mr. GLASS. No; it has not been introduced. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? . 

Mr. GLASS. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. As I understand the Senator from 
Virginia, he means that we permitted the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation technically to charge off the items 
referred to so as to adjust its accounts with the Treasury, 
and that such items were not expenditures made by the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation within the scope of its 
original lending authority. 

Mr. GLASS. Not at all. 

Mr. CONNALLY. But they were for relief and other ex- 
penses; and the Government simply utilized the Recon- 
struction Finance Corporation as the agency for their dis- 
bursement. 

Mr. GLASS. Precisely so. It was only a readjustment of 
bookkeeping affairs. 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 


- Mr. GLASS. I yield. 
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Mr. BARKLEY. There has been no cancelation by the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation, by any authority of 
Congress, of any debt which anybody in the United States 
owed it by reason of any loan which was made. 

Mr. GLASS. Not at all. 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. GLASS. I yield. 

Mr. WAGNER. I think I have a clear recollection of the 
relief question involved. As the Senator remembers, in 1932 
when we passed the act, the Congress was not prepared to 
make absolute gifts to States for relief, to feed and shelter 
their hungry citizens. The Senate, therefore, inserted a 
technical provision that loans were to be made to Governors 
of States. The obligation was a technical one, which could 
not be enforced in any way. The following year, further 
appropriations were made as absolute gifts to the States. 
It is the technical debt, which really was not a debt, which 
was canceled by the enactment referred to. 

Mr. GLASS. Exactly. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. GLASS. I yield. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Will the Senator permit me to say that 
not long ago, having noticed in the public press some com- 
ment about the subject of a transfer or change in the 
accounting system of the Reconstruction Finance Corpora- 
tion, I wrote to Mr. Jesse Jones, the Chairman, trying to 
ascertain whether any loss had been suffered up to the 
time the present administration came into power. I re- 
ceived a reply from Mr. Jones which led me to believe that 
no such loss had occurred. 

Mr. GLASS. The Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
has a surplus of profits of $195,000, if Mr. Jones and his 
board of directors may be believed; and I think they may be. 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. GLASS. I yield. 

Mr. WAGNER. This may be repetition, but the Recon- 
struction Finance Corporation has made money up to date; 
and Mr. Jones testified before the Banking and Currency 
Committee that the securities which they accepted as col- 
lateral for the loans have since been sold to the public at 
a profit to the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. There 
is no doubt about that. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! 

Mr. WAGNER. I hope the Chair will be patient for just 
a moment. Nothing can be added to the clear explanation 
by the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass] of the simple 
provisions of the bill. However, a question has been raised 
by the Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER] and some 
others as to whether the words business enterprise” in the 
proposed bill might possibly authorize the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation to make loans to railroads without 
having first secured the approval of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, as the law now provides. Of course, as 
the Senator from Virginia will undoubtedly affirm, there 
was no such intention in the proposed legislation. It was 
not intended that loans should be permitted to be made by 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation to the railroads 
except as the law now provides, upon the approval of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. I do not think the 
words “business enterprise” could be so interpreted, but in 
order that there may be no question raised, or no appre- 
hension among any of those interested in railroad financing, 
I have prepared an amendment, which I am offering with 
the consent of the sponsor of the bill, which will clear up 
any doubt on that subject. 

I send to the desk the amendment which I offer, and ask 
that it be stated. 

Mr. GLASS. I have no objection to the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is not yet before 
the Senate for consideration. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I suggest that a vote be 
taken on the motion to consider the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The question is on agreeing 
to the motion of the Senator from New York [Mr. WAGNER] 
to proceed to the consideration of Senate bill 3735. 
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The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to 
consider the bill (S. 3735) to amend section 5d of the Re- 
construction Finance Corporation Act, as amended, to au- 
thorize loans to public agencies, to provide credit facilities 
for business enterprises, and for other purposes, which had 
been reported from the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency with an amendment, to strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert: 


That section 5d of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation Act 
approved January 22, 1932, as amended (U. S. C., title 15, ch. 14), 
is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 5d. For the purpose of maintaining and promoting the eco- 
nomic stability of the country or enco the employment of 
labor the Corporation is authorized and empowered, under such 
terms, conditions, and restrictions as the Corporation may deter- 
mine, to make loans to, or contracts with, States, municipalities, 
and political subdivisions of States, with public agencies and in- 
strumentalities of one or more States, municipalities, and political 
subdivisions of States, and with public corporations, boards, and 
commissions, to aid in financing projects authorized under Federal, 
State, or municipal law, such loans or contracts to be made through 
the purchase of their securities, or otherwise, and for such purpose 
the corporation is authorized to bid for such securities. The Cor- 
poration is further authorized and empowered to purchase the se- 
curities and obligations of, and to make loans to, any business 
enterprise when capital or credit, at prevailing rates for the char- 
acter of loan applied for, is not otherwise available; Provided, That 
all such purchases of securities and obligations and all such loans 
shall be, in the opinion of the board of directors, of such sound 
value, or so secured, as reasonably to assure retirement or repay- 
ment; may be made or effected either directly or in cooperation with 
banks or other lending institutions th agreements to partici- 
pate or by the purchase of participations, or otherwise; shall be 
made only when, in the opinion of the board of directors, the busi- 
ness enterprise is solvent; and shall be made under such terms, 
conditions, and restrictions as the Corporation may determine: 
Provided further, That in carrying out the provisions of this sec- 
tion, the Corporation may purchase securities and obligations, and 
may make loans, with such maturities as the Corporation may de- 
termine, notwithstanding any other provision of law. 

“The powers granted to the Corporation by this section shall 
terminate on June 30, 1939, or on such earlier date as the President 
shall determine; but no propinas of law terminating any of the 
functions of the Corporation shall be construed (1) to prohibit 
disbursement of funds on purchases of securities and obligations, 
on loans, or on commitments or agreements to make such pur- 
chases or loans, made under this section prior to the close of busi- 
ness on June 30, 1939, or such earlier date, or (2) to affect the 
validity or performance of any agreement to participate in any 
purchase or loan authorized by this section.” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment offered by 
the Senator from New York [Mr, Wacner] to the committee 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end of the bill it is pro- 
posed to insert: 

Nothing in this section shall be construed to authorize the 
Corporation (1) to purchase, or to make any commitment or 
agreement to purchase, any securities or obligations of any railroad 
engaged in interstate commerce the obligations of which may be 
purchased or guaranteed by the Corporation under section 5 of 
this act only with the approval of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission; or (2) to make any loan, or any commitment or agree- 
ment to make a loan, to any such railroad or to any receiver or 
trustee thereof. j 

Mr. GLASS. I have no objection to the amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agree- 
ing to the committee amendment, as amended. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, it is now 20 minutes after 
6, and there are fewer than 20 Senators present. It occurs 
to me that it would be unwise for us to pass the bill to- 
night. I think it is a matter which ought to go over until 
tomorrow. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I have waited here for 5 days 
to get this bill through, although admonished by my physi- 
cians to go away. I should like to see the bill disposed of 
tonight. The whole matter has been discussed at length 
on the front pages of all the daily newspapers, and every- 
body ought to be able to understand it. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, if a final vote is insisted 
upon tonight I shall be obliged to suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator withhold 
his request? 

Mr. AUSTIN. I withdraw the suggestion. 
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Mr. BARKLEY. There are more Senators present now 
than will probably be present when we convene tomorrow. 
However, I do not care to subject the Senate to a roll call 
at this time; so I consent that the matter may go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the bill 
will be temporarily laid aside. 

RECESS 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate take a recess 
until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 o’clock and 20 
minutes p. m.) the Senate took a recess until tomorrow, 
Friday, April 1, 1938, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate March 31 
(legislative day of January 5), 1938 
DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 
Howard K. Travers to be consul general of the United 
States of America. 
TO BE FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICERS, UNCLASSIFIED, VICE CONSULS 
OF CAREER, AND SECRETARIES IN THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE 
Philip W. Bonsal John Evarts Horner 
Norman L. Christianson Outerbridge Horsey 
Leon L. Cowles Randolph A. Kidder 
H. Francis Cunningham, Jr. William L. Krieg 
Richard H. Davis Robert W. Rinden 
Roger L. Heacock G. Lybrook West, Jr. , 
POSTMASTERS 
RHODE ISLAND 
John J. McCabe, Pontiac. 
TEXAS 
Leslie L. Cates, Ben Wheeler. 
William T. Burnett, Brownsville. 
Gilbert McGloin, Corpus Christi. 
Kathleen H. Corn, Crockett. 
David F. Stamps, Dime Box. 
Lonnie Childs, Fairfield. 
Imogene B. Dunn, Goldsmith. 
Arch A. Gary, Henderson. 
Samuel C. Rhinehart, Iraan, 
Esther L. Berry, Joinerville. 
Georgia C. Wolfe, Lefors. 
Harry S. Merts, McAllen. 
Evlyn M. Berry, Mesquite. 
Philpott Karner, Mexia. 
John A. Nicholson, Sanger. 
Paullin J. Fowler, South San Antonio. 
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THURSDAY, MARCH 31, 1938 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 

The Reverend Ralph William Loew, assistant pastor of 
the Lutheran Church of the Reformation, Washington, D. C., 
offered the following prayer: 


O God, our refuge and strength, we give Thee thanks for 
the blessings which surround us all. Thou art always with 
Thy people; we ask simply to be continually aware of Thy 
presence. Help us to be so certain of Thee that the prayers 
of our lips may become as well the prayers of our minds, our 
hearts, and our hands. 

Grant us strength, the strength to understand the puzzling 
problems of the oppressed, to share the burdens which beset 
so many individuals and weigh down their high purposes. 

Grant us wisdom, not in our strength but in Thy living 
presence; so shall we be enabled to meet with daring the 
problems of our age, encouraged to seek after truth and be 
empowered to gain it. 

Grant us the spirit of friendship, that our words, thoughts, 
and deeds may be tempered with love; that throughout our 
land there may be the healing balm of Thy grace, the sooth- 
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ing of embittered minds, the quiet strength of loving, under- 
standing hearts, keeping us in peace and blessed fellowship. 

In the spirit of the Savior we come to pray blessing and 
guidance at the beginning of this new day. For our Presi- 
dent, our Congress, and all those who assume the responsi- 
bilities of leading the state, we pray Thy continuing blessing 
and strength. Keep us all secure in Thy love and grace, we 
humbly pray. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Frazier, its legislative 
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed without amend- 
ment a bill of the House of the following title: 

H. R. 8826. An act to amend section 35 of the Criminal 
Code, as amended (U. S. C., title 18, sec. 82), relating to pur- 
loining, stealing, or injuring property of the United States. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed a 
bill of the following title, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 3691. An act to provide for the appointment of additional 
judges for certain United States district courts, circuit courts 
of appeals, and certain courts of the United States for the 
District of Columbia. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed, 
with amendments, in which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, a bill of the House of the following title: 

H. R. 8993. An act making appropriations for the Navy De- 
partment and the naval service for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1939, and for other purposes. - 

The message also announced that the Senate insists upon 
its amendments to the foregoing bill, requests a conference 
with the House thereon, and appoints Mr. BYRNES, Mr. COPE- 
LAND, Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, Mr. Wats, and Mr. HALE 
to be the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the Senate requests the 
House to return to the Senate the bill (S. 3096) entitled “An 
act to amend section 35 of the Criminal Code,” as amended 
(U. S. C., title 18, sec. 82), relating to purloining, stealing, or 
injuring property of the United States. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my own remarks in the Recorp, and include therein a 
memorandum prepared for me by Admiral W. G. DuBose, cer- 
tain extracts from his testimony before the Naval Affairs 
Committee as corrected and returned by him to the com- 
mittee, and comparative extracts from the hearings on the 
bill (H. R. 9218), as printed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks and include a radio speech I made 
on the subject of the Group Health Association. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include 
therein a talk made by myself on the one hundred and 
seventeenth anniversary of Greek independence. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

QUESTION OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Speaker, I rise to what I consider a 
matter of personal privilege. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his question of 
personal privilege. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Speaker, I hold in my hand a sheet from 
the Philadelphia Record, edited by my communistic friend, 
Davy Stern, in which he says, among other things, “The 
Philadelphia delegation, all of whom are understood to favor 
an effective reorganization bill.” I am against any kind of 
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reorganization bill until it is debated here in the House and 
I know what it is all about. 

The SPEAKER. Is that the question of privilege which 
the gentleman wishes to submit? 

Mr, STACK. Yes, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has very cleverly gained 
recognition to make a statement stating his attitude on the 
bill which is to come before the House, but the Chair is of 
the opinion the gentleman does not state a matter of per- 
sonal privilege. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous. consent 
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp by including a 
letter of disapproval of the reorganization bill by the Ameri- 
can Federation of Labor and the National Grange. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
on Thursday next, at the conclusion of the legislative busi- 
ness of the day, I may be permitted to address the House for 
30 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mr. THOM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
leave of absence for my colleague the gentleman from Ohio, 
Mr. McSweeney, who has been called out of town by reason 
of death in his family. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to address the House for 1 minute, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, a special Senate 
committee is holding hearings to investigate the causes of 
unemployment and to study the question of relief. : 

On the 19th of this month reference was made in these 
hearings to the general welfare bill (H. R. 4199) by Capt. 
Russell R. Hand and Dr. Francis E. Townsend, who testified 
before the committee. I desire to comment on their testi- 
mony, and, Mr. Speaker, I therefore ask unanimous consent 
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include certain 
quotations from the hearings. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I quote from the 
statements and testimony of Capt. Russell R. Hand and Dr. 
Francis E. Townsend, relating to the General Welfare Act, 
H. R. 4199, as follows, to wit: 

Fundamentally the Townsend plan teaches the virtue of the accel- 
eration of the velocity in beneficial use of the monetary mechanism 
to the purpose of improvement of general living standards. If a 
person has a dollar in his wallet and permits it to remain there for 
a month, he keeps it out of circulation, and it does absolutely no 
good service for himself nor anyone else. If, however, he spends the 
dollar quickly for something he wants, and the recipient, in his 
turn, spends the same dollar quickly for something he wants, and 
so on, such acceleration of the velocity of the dollar in question 
might conceivably in a month result in the transaction of $100 
worth of business, which would not have been transacted if the 
dollar had remained for a month in his wallet. 

The velocity theory is simple and easily understood. An eco- 
nomically legitimate method of putting the velocity theory to -a 
constructiyely to meet the problem of the prolonged depression 
not so simple. The principles of such a method have been drafted 
into a piece of proposed legislation, which is now before the Co 
of the United States as House bill No. 4199, the General W. 

Act, which, if enacted, should prove to be the economic life 
preserver for all of the people of the country. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


4473 


Most people who have not informed themselves thoroughly ‘hold 
the totally erroneous idea that the Townsend plan is a $200 per 
month old-age pension for all citizens 60 years of age or over who 
qualify to receive the grant from the Government. The truth is 
age and over who would qualify to 


any 
definite amount for distribution. Basically it proposes to put into 
operation a new principle of taxation and to employ the 
yield of the tax as a fund of active, liquid working capital, which is 
made readily available currently eee ck the ali 
hae enterprise, the entire 


terprise 

Mahe AORTADA PERA TS AMERA TIRUS e unatia 
problem of unemployment. 

The method of taxation proposed is termed a transactions tax, 
which becomes, as the bill is drafted, a monthly levy upon gross 
business income. The method is not new and untried in this coun- 
try. Similar tax Se ae public revenue purposes are in opera- 
tion in Indiana and in the Territory of Hawali. An article by the 
financial editor of the Illustrated News, Los Angeles, Calif., 
under date of December 24, 1937, eye us much food for thought. 
Some quotations from the article are as follows: “The 


tax by 
“Not only has it saved the Territory from bankrup 
simplified the revenue collection to such an extent tha’ 


gross-income tax went into effect July 
1, ag with a levy of 1 percent on all incomes except salaries 
The Territorial government was $1,259,000 in debt, had 


ting a gross-income tax 


No one believed it possible. At the end of 
coffers had taken in $6,116,000. * * 5 
orms 


e 


penny. The gross - income tax is 12 times as 2881195 as 
taxes are e once a year. Hawall gets its revenue every month, 
and the money is turned over 12 times a year. * * + with only 
a tiny levy you can get revenue figures that read like a lesson in 
astronomy. * * * 


y 
cash to play around with right away. 

There you have a brief report of the actual working out of the 
Townsend plan tax principle in revenue raising for the Territory of 
Hawaii. The Townsend plan proposes a 2-percent transactions or 
turn-over tax, which is equivalent to this Hawaiian gross-income 
tax, on all gross income. But the yield of the Townsend-plan tax 
is not used for general governmental purposes. The yield of our 
proposed tax is used, first, to cover the actual cost of administra- 
tion of the Géneral Welfare Act itself, and, after that need has 
been taken care of, the remainder of the yield is impelled into cir- 
culation through the channels of annuity payments to eligible 
citizens 60 years of age and over who will cease all gainful em- 
ployment or occupation—thus making many positions available 
for persons at present unemployed—and who will covenant with the 
Government to spend each month the entire amount of the an- 
nuity payment received, up to a maximum of $200 per month. The 
amount of the payment to the individual annuitant depends upon 
the amount of the yield of the tax. The amount in the fund, 
after the administrative expenses are provided for, is to be dis- 
tributed monthly pro rata to all those who have qualified as eligible, 
up to a maximum of $200 a month, and any surplus over and above 
the $200 monthly distribution to all eligible annuitants is applied 
to the reduction of the national debt. 

It will be very apparent, from the foregoing, that the Townsend 
plan, as incorporated in the General Welfare Act, H. R. 4199, now 

before the Ways and Means Committee of the House of 
Representatives, is a measure a great deal more important than 
merely an old-age pension. It is truly a pay-as-we-go national- 
recovery measure, which solves at once the problems of unemploy- 
ment, 2 rage ta relief, business stagnation, and three- 
fourths of crime. It will do all of these things through forcing 
idle, stagnated money and credit into beneficial use—an estimated 
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one and one-half billions of dollars monthly—evenly distributed 
throughout the country, as the aged beneficiaries are distributed, 
through the requirement that these beneficiaries must spend for 
goods and services—goods of American manufacture and services of 
American citizens—the full amount of each monthly Paymans 
within 30 days from its receipt. Not one cent of the money is to 
be raised by borrowing. Idle men will not go back to work until 
idle money goes to work in private, productive, and profitable 
enterprise. 
EXCERPTS FROM STATEMENT OF DR. FRANCIS E. TOWNSEND 

Senator Lopcr. Your 22 is based on a i ae Seb policy 
rather than on a policy of building up reserves, as under- 
stand it? 

Dr. TOWNSEND. Yes. 

Senator LopcE. Will you tell us why that system is superior to 
the reserve-fund system that is now in use under the Social 
Security Act? 

Dr. TowNsEenD. The reserve-fund system has to come directly out 
of a certain class of people—the 8 folks. We believe that 
that is not just. We believe that there is no need of a reserve 
system and that there is no need of borrowing whatsoever. We 
believe in a revised system of taxation through which the Govern- 
ment can acquire whatever it desires, whatever it needs for its 
purposes, directly from the people as they need it; and in this in- 
stance we propose to set up a system of taxation which will pro- 
vide employment, through the Government, of a class of people 
who are going to be unemployed in spite of everything—among 
those employed an emolument sufficient to have a very vital effect 
upon the markets of the country. 

It is estimated that there are some twenty-five or twenty-six 
million people on relief of one kind or another. That means that 
an army of people is accumulating which cannot help itself. Why 
should we not cure directly all of this difficulty by direct employ- 
ment; have the Government engage in employing the unemploy- 
able and not competing with industry by employing people who 
are able to go to work, but through employment of the aged. In 
other words, let us have a blanket insurance for everybody, every 
citizen, an annuity retirement insurance, payable when they reach 
the age when they are incapacitated. Then instead of accumulat- 
ae that payment to themselves, insist that it be disbursed again 

to the channels of trade. Then our tax system would imme- 
diately create wealth instead of destroying it, as our taxation 
system does today. Employment of the people through the dis- 
bursement of millions of dollars monthly would create, undoubt- 
Bert a great demand for goods and services. That is what we are 
after. So let us use intelligent methods of stopping this thing— 
strike at the root of it; compel the Government to assume the 
TEN of circulating money—and that is all that we need to do— 
through employment; and then those people who otherwise are 
going to be useless in the matter of creating wealth shall be able 
do so, indirectly, by spending the money that the Government 
pays them, for goods or services. 

Senator Loncr. You do not specify any way that they should 
spend it just so long as they spend it? 

Dr. TowWeysEND. Absolutely not. Why should we be concerned 
about that? We want as great a variety of things as we can pos- 
sibly have. Let us pay these people sufficiently so that they may 
indulge in some of the minor luxuries. Sixty percent of our trade 
is made up of luxuries. Let us not strangle that trade. Let us 
encourage it. Pay these people liberally. We propose to pay 
about $200 a month as a maximum, or whatever this tax will 
produce. Then let them disburse it at their will, but insist that 
they do that; that they spend their pay for goods or services. 

Senator Lopcr. We are very happy to have heard you here, Dr. 
Townsend, and I am glad to know that they are going to give you 
a hearing before the House committee, where this bill will have 
to originate. 

Dr. TownsENp. I am very glad to have had the opportunity of 
making this statement. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my own remarks in the Recorp and include therein a 
brief article on America’s defenses. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 

GOVERNMENT REORGANIZATION BILL 


Mr. PETTENGILL. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. PETTENGILL. Mr. Speaker, is it in order at the pres- 
ent time to make a point of order against the bill S. 3331, 
or should I wait until it is called up? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is of the opinion that a point 
of order would not lie at this juncture in the proceedings 
unless the gentleman desires to make some point of order 
affecting consideration of the bill. 

Mr. PETTENGILL. It goes to that point, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his point of 
order. 
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Mr. PETTENGILL. Mr. Speaker, I make a point of order 
against S. 3331, Union Calendar 739, Report 2033, reported 
March 30, 1938, from the Select Committee on Government 
Organization. 

The point of order is that the bill includes matters not privi- 
leged and the inclusion of such nonprivileged matters de- 
stroys the privilege of the whole, and for this reason the Se- 
lect Committee on Government Organization is not privileged 
to report the bill, and that the bill and its accompanying 
report cannot be received by the House as a privileged bill, 
and therefore said bill (S. 3331) is not properly before the 
House. 

I make a further point of order that, aside from the tech- 
nical question of privilege, the bill contains matter which it 
is not within the power of the Select Committee on Govern- 
ment Organization to report, and that said matter is matter 
which this House is without power to receive from said com- 
mittee or to take action upon, 

In explanation of these points of order it is necessary to 
make a brief historical statement. 

This House passed H. R. 7730 July 27, 1937, during the pres- 
ent Congress. The Recorp and the Journal of the House 
show that a motion was made to reconsider the vote by which 
the House passed H. R. 7730, and that said motion to recon- 
sider was laid upon the table. See CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
page 7702, of the Seventy-fifth Congress, first session. 
Thereupon H. R. 7730 was messaged over to the Senate. 

This action of the House finally disposed of the subject 
matter contained in H. R. 7730, and it is not within the 
power of the Select Committee on Government Organiza- 
tion, or any committee of the House, or of the House itself, 
to take any further action on said subject matter, at least 
until a conference shall have been asked between the House 
and the Senate. 

Despite this action finally disposing of the subject mat- 
ter of H. R. 7730, S. 3331, reported by the Select Committee 
on Government Organization yesterday, is again reported 
in haec verba in the form in which it passed the House on 
July 27, 1937, under title 2, section 201, of S. 3331. 

For this reason, title 2, section 201, is nonprivileged mat- 
ter, and the inclusion thereof under the rules of the House 
destroys the privilege of the whole of S. 3331 as reported. 

Similarly, the House on August 13, 1937, during the pres- 
ent Congress, passed H. R. 8202, and the Recorp and Journal 
of the House show that on August 13 last a motion was made 
to reconsider the vote by which said H. R. 8202 passed the 
House, and that said motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. See CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, page 8776, of the Seventy- 
fifth Congress, first session. H. R. 8202 was thereupon mes- 
saged over to the Senate. 

An examination of S. 3331 will show that despite this 
action taken by the House on August 13, 1937, the same 
subject matter as included in H. R. 8202 in haec verba is 
contained in S. 3331, under title 1, part 1, section 1; part 2, 
section 2; and part 3, sections 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8, as found 
on pages 43-46, S. 3331. 

The matter thus described in S. 3331 having heretofore 
been finally disposed of by the House, at least pending a 
conference with the Senate, it is not within the privilege 
of the Select Committee on Government Organization to 
include the same in S. 3331, and that the inclusion of the 
same destroys the privilege of all of S. 3331. 

For the reasons stated, I make the further point of order 
that it is not within the power of the House to receive as 
a privileged bill and privileged report S. 3331 and its accom- 
panying report, and that the same is not properly befcre 
this House for action. 

Putting aside, for the moment, the technical question of 
privilege, I make a further point of order that S. 3331 with 
reference to the matters therein set forth which I have 
above described contains matter which it is not within the 
power of the Select Committee on Government Organization, 
or any committee of the House, or any member thereof, or 
the House itself, to report or to receive or to take any com- 
mittee or legislative action thereon; and for this reason 
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S. 3331 is not properly before the House, nor can the House 
take action thereon in the form in which S. 3331 has now 
been reported from the Select Committee on Government 
Organization. For the reason as above stated, that by 
taking the action to which I have referred with reference 
to H. R. 7730 on July 27, 1937, and H. R. 8202 on August 
13, 1937, this House has divested itself of any further author- 
ity, at least at the present time, to take any legislative action 
whatsoever with respect to the subject matter therein set 
forth. 

On these points I call the attention of the Speaker to 
Hinds’ Precedents, volume 4, sections 4622, 4623, and 4633. 

It must be perfectly obvious, Mr. Speaker, that if the 
Chair were to overrule these points of order and thus in 
effect hold that S. 3331 is now in order before the House for 
legislative action, that under the rules of the House it would 
be permissible to proceed to again consider the subject mat- 
ter contained in H. R. 7730 and H. R. 8202, to amend the 
same, to strike out such subject matter in whole or in part, 
and thus take action on said subject matters, despite the 
final action of this House in the passing of said bills H. R. 
7730 and H. R. 8202, in considering a motion to reconsider 
and laying said motion to reconsider on the table. 

In a word, Mr. Speaker, I conclude by respectfully sub- 
mitting that either as a question of privilege or as a ques- 
tion of power it is not within the privilege or the power of 
the Select Committee on Government Organization to have 
taken any action whatever at this time with reference to the 
subject matters set forth in S. 3331, to which I have called 
the Chair’s attention, nor is it within the privilege or power, 
at this time, of the House of Representatives to take any 
action with respect to said subject matter except to refuse 
to receive from the Select Committee on Government Or- 
ganization S. 3331. 

It must be obvious, Mr. Speaker, if a committee, whether 
it has the privilege of bringing in a privileged bill or not, 
brings in a bill and the House passes it, and a motion to re- 
consider is laid on the table and the bill is messaged over 
to the Senate, and it is not now back on a conference report, 
and the same committee, disagreeing in part, we will say, 
with the action taken by the House in the first instance, can 
again bring the same bill before the House, then that the 
House is without power to bring to an end its legislative 
action with reference to any bill. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. PETTENGILL. Certainly. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Is not the question simply 
whether or not we are going to be asked to pass again two 
laws that we have already passed and upon which House 
action is concluded? 

Mr. PETTENGILL. That is it exactly—and which we do 
not have the power to pass upon in the meantime, under 
the present situation in the House. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to answer the gentle- 
man from Indiana (Mr. PETTENGILL] in just two sentences, 
if I may. As to the question of privilege, I call the Speaker’s 
attention to House Joint Resolution 81, and especially to 
House Resolution 60, conferring privilege upon the select 
committee to report upon the subject matter contained in 
the message of the President of the United States, January 
12, 1937. Ido not think that is even worthy of further argu- 
ment and discussion, Mr. Speaker. The resolution is clear- 
cut. 

As to the second point of order made by the gentleman 
from Indiana, that the House is precluded from again con- 
sidering title I and title II of the committee substitute amend- 
ment because it had passed upon them at another session of 
Congress, I call the attention of the Chair to the fact that 
we seek to bring in today not a House bill but the Senate bill, 
with all after the enacting clause stricken out, and to bring 
in these two titles formerly passed by the House as separate 
bills, as an amendment to the Senate bill. 

Further, I call the attention of the Speaker to the fact that 
these bills were passed at another session of the Seventy-fifth 
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Congress, to wit, the first session, while we are now in the 
third session, Just by way of illustration, if the argument of 
the gentleman from Indiana is sound, then the House would 
be absolutely precluded from considering at this session any 
form of wage and hour measure, because that measure was 
voted upon and the vote was reconsidered, while, of course, 
we all know that a wage and hour bill can again be con- 
sidered. 

Mr. PETTENGILL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WARREN. Yes. 

Mr. PETTENGILL. I insist that there is a distinction be- 
tween the wage and hour bill and the present situation. The 
House did not take final action on the wage and hour bill. 
It voted to recommit that bill to the committee. It did not 
pass the bill, or table it, and again, if a new wage and hour 
bill comes out in different form, containing new subject mat- 
ter or excluding matter in the previous bill, I would not 
contend it was not within the power of Congress to act, but 
here we are called upon to pass for a second time, and in 
the exact language of the previous bills subject to amend- 
ment, discussion, and repeal, two bills upon which the House 
has already acted. As illustration, take the six administra- 
tive assistants provided for in the bills which we have passed. 
If this bill is in order, despite the action taken last August, 
we can amend that by making the number 16 or 60 or any 
other number and thus pass on the subject matter after the 
House had finally divested itself of any authority to deal 
with it last August. Of course, Mr. Speaker, under the deci- 
sions and precedents of the House, the identical wage and 
hour bill could be considered again at this session of Con- 
gress if the Labor Committee again reports it or the House 
has taken no final action on it. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. The very same bill, the 
wage and hour bill, which is no analogy at all to this situa- 
tion, could be brought out, because it was recommitted to 
the committee, but that is not what happened in this case. 
We passed these two bills. The suggestion is now that we 
may have a second consideration of them. It is certainly 
an innovation of parliamentary procedure. 

Mr. WARREN. But we are doing it in the form of an 
amendment rather than a separate bill. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker if the gentleman will yield 
in that connection that was a point I intended to make. This 
is in no form a new bill, it is simply an amendment to a 
Senate bill. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is ready to rule on the points 
of order raised by the gentleman from Indiana, 

The gentleman from Indiana makes two points of order 
against the consideration of Senate bill 3331. The first point 
of order is based upon the ground that the select committee 
of the House of Representatives appointed to deal with this 
matter does not have authority to report a bill of this char- 
acter. Under these circumstances, in order that the whole 
situation may be presented to the House, in the opinion of the 
Chair, it is mecessary to incorporate in the ruling at least a 
part of House Resolution 60 specifically setting up this select 
committee and designating certain powers that it might have 
the right to exercise. The Chair quotes from that resolution 
the following language: 

Resolved, That the Speaker of the House of Representatives be, 
and he is hereby, authorized to appoint a select committee of 
seven Members of the House to be known as the Select Committee 
on Government Organization, for the purpose of considering and 
reporting upon the subject matter contained in the message of the 
President of the United States of January 12, 1937. All bills and 
resolutions introduced in the House proposing legislation concern- 
ing reorganization, coordination, consolidation, or abolition of, or 
reduction of personnel in, organizations or units in the Government 
shall be referred by the Speaker to the said Select Committee on 
Government tion. The said Select Committee on Govern- 
ment Organization is hereby authorized to report to the House 
at any time by bill or otherwise with recommendations upon any 
matters covered by this resolution; and any bill or resolution so 
os tela shall be placed upon the calendar and have a privileged 

us. 

In order further to clarify the powers bestowed upon that 
committee and the range of its jurisdiction as expressed in 
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the resolution itself, the Chair will quote the following extract 
from the message of the President of the United States re- 
ferred to in the resolution: 

Over a year ago it seemed to me that this problem of adminis- 
trative management of the executive branch of the Government 
should be a major order of business of this session of Congress. 
Accordingly after extended discussions and negotiations I appointed 
a committee on administrative management to examine the whole 
problem broadly and to suggest for my guidance and your consid- 
eration a comprehensive and balanced program for dealing with the 
Overhead organizaticn and management of the executive branch as 
it is established under the Constitution. 


So it appears clear to the Chair that under the special 
authority granted by the House itself to this select committee 
they were given the privilege to report at any time, either by 
bill or otherwise, any matters covered by the recommendations 
of the President of the United States in the message referred 
to in the resolution. While it is true that at a former session 
of the Seventy-fifth Congress two separate bills were passed 
by the House and sent over to the Senate for the considera- 
tion of that body, yet that, in the opinion of the Chair, is 
not the direct parliamentary problem here presented. 

Assuming, and the Chair thinks it is clear, that the com- 
mittee had the right to make any report that it saw fit upon 
these problems, the question here is whether or not the select 
committee had the right under this power delegated by the 
House and under general parliamentary practice in addition 
to these powers to report a bill passed by the Senate and to 
which the House committee has stricken out all after the 
enacting clause and submitted, as is the case here, an amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute for the Senate bill. The 
Chair is clearly of the opinion that the committee had that 
authority. Here is a bill sent over by the Senate and referred 
to this select committee, and under the jurisdiction conferred 
they have reported back to this House a Senate bill with 
one amendment. The whole action of the select committee 
constitutes an amendment and only one amendment to a 
Senate bill; and despite the fact that the House may have 
heretofore passed in a former session two bills touching upon 
certain phases of the President’s recommendation, the Chair 
is of the opinion that this would not prevent the select com- 
mittee from reporting an amendment to a Senate bill. 

Mr. PETTENGILL. May I make one observation? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will be glad to hear from the 
gentleman briefly. 

Mr. PETTENGILL. I think the Chair has stated the situ- 
ation very logically down to a certain point, and, referring 
back to the resolution, the House did grant this committee 
certain powers, but it is my contention that that power with 
reference to these subject matters was terminated by the 
action taken on the bills presented by that committee, with 
reference to the subject matter set forth in those bills. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is of the opinion this resolu- 
tion conferred power upon the committee to make reports 
at any time it saw fit to report on the subject matter com- 
mitted to it. That committee is here presenting a Senate 
bill with House amendments, covering not only two phases 
of the President’s recommendation, but other phases of a 
more comprehensive nature. 

The Chair’s attention has been called to the fact that the 
Senate bill now in controversy that passed the Senate was 
messaged to the House and referred by the Speaker to this 
select committee. Inasmuch as this bill was referred to the 
committee, the committee had jurisdiction of it and could 
report it back to the House with such recommendations as it 
saw fit. 

The Chair, therefore, is clearly of the opinion that this 
committee under the powers stated and under the construc- 
tion that the Chair has attempted to give to its jurisdiction, 
does have the power and right to present this amended bill. 

The Chair, therefore, overrules the points of order. 

GOVERNMENT REORGANIZATION 


Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re- 
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the consideration of the bill (S. 3331) 
to provide for reorganizing agencies of the Government, ex- 
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tending the classified civil service, establishing a general 
auditing office and a department of welfare, and for other 
Purposes; and pending that motion, Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that general debate be confined to the 
bill, to be equally divided and controlled by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Taser] and myself. 

Mr. WITHROW. Will the gentleman withhold that 
motion? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Yes. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Speaker, 7 years ago today a great 
American finished his tour of duty upon this earth when a 
plane, winging its way across the middle western prairies, 
crashed and Knute Rockne, the famous coach at Notre 
Dame, was killed. 

Knute Rockne was a Norwegian-American boy who went 
from the city of Chicago to receive his education at Notre 
Dame University in South Bend, Ind. While in college he 
Was an outstanding student and athlete, beloved for his 
ready wit and his unfailing courage to tackle any problem, 
either academic or athletic, and carry on to a winning con- 
clusion in a clean American way. 

I had the privilege of meeting Knute Rockne on a number 
of occasions, and the imprint of his personality will always 
remain one of my cherished memories. 

It has been my good fortune while in Washington to be- 
come acquainted with Arthur J. “Dutch” Bergman, athletic 
director at Catholic University, and his assistant, Forrest 
“Fod” Cotton, as well as my colleague and friend, the gentle- 
man who so ably represents his district in Iowa, Hon, VINCENT 
HARRINGTON. All of these men were pupils of Knute Rockne 
at Notre Dame. Through them I have learned more of the 
greatness of this fine man—how he understood and studied 
the problems of every boy with whom he came in contact; 
how he dreamed dreams of making American football the 
greatest of our national collegiate sports; and how he drove 
through to accomplish this very thing. 

Certainly all of America can take time out for just a mo- 
ment each year on this date to remember this great man. 

Perhaps no one in our lifetime has left a more definite im- 
pression upon the minds of the youth of America. Wor- 
shipped from afar, Knute Rockne was the idol of every boy 
who ever kicked a football. 

And so I am pleased to have the privilege of paying this 
short tribute to the scholar, the teacher, and the great foot- 
ball coach of Notre Dame University, Knute Rockne, who 
was killed 7 years ago today. 

GOVERNMENT REORGANIZATION 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I renew my motion and 
unanimous-consent request. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri moves that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of 
the bill S. 3331; and pending that motion asks unanimous 
consent that during general debate on the bill one-half of 
the time be controlled by himself and one-half by the gen- 
tleman from New York, and, further, that the debate be 
confined to the bill. Is there objection? 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, how can you figure one-half if you do not 
know what the whole is? One-half of what? 

Mr. COCHRAN. One-half of the time we are allowed 
to proceed. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Why does not the gentle- 
man try to fix the time? I think 3 days would be about the 
proper time. 

Mr. COCHRAN. We have tried to do that without success. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, a point of order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 
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Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, I make a point of order 
against the consideration of this bill at the present time. I 
grant, Mr. Speaker, that the committee has jurisdiction of 
the subject matter contained in the Senate bill. 

I make the point of order, however, that the resolution 
setting up this committee and giving the committee privi- 
leged status gave privileged status only to House bills and not 
to Senate bills, and therefore the bill cannot be brought up 
in this manner. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair just a few moments ago read 
into the Recorp the comprehensive powers of the select com- 
mittee. The Chair is of the opinion that the point of order 
is not well taken, and, therefore, overrules the point of order. 

Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. COCHRAN]? 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
how much time is to be allowed on this bill? 

The SPEAKER. Under the request stated by the gentle- 
man from Missouri, there was no limitation of the time. 

Mr. COCHRAN. We propose to go along and see if we 
can reach an agreement. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Further reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Speaker, from a practical standpoint, how are 
you going to figure one-half of the time when you do not 
have the whole? Suppose the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. Cocnran] uses an hour and the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Taser] uses 2 hours and then a motion is made 
to close debate. The gentleman may have in mind a mo- 
ment some hours hence when he will move to close debate. 
Why does he not try to fix the time? As I have stated, 3 or 4 
days should be allowed, and if the gentleman had come to 
the Committee on Rules that probably would have been the 
time he would have got on this bill. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I may say to the gentleman from New 
York we have no desire to go along for 3 or 4 days. We 
tried to reach an agreement and failed. 

Mr. MOTT. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
I will not consent to this unanimous-consent request unless 
some understanding is had in regard to the time. Many 
gentlemen want to talk upon this bill. I want to talk upon 
it myself. My constituents have asked me to speak on the 
bill and I have agreed to do so. I shall consent to no pro- 
cedure of this kind unless some sort of an understanding is 
to be had now as to the time to be consumed in debate. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield to me 
for a question? 

Mr. MOTT.. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. SNELL. I may say to the gentleman that very often 
at the start of the discussion of an important measure we 
let the debate go along for a day and then later on take up 
for definite consideration how much time we shall allow for 
debate. All the gentleman will be consenting to at the pres- 
ent time is that the debate may continue for the present, 
the time to be equally divided. 

Mr. MOTT. I may say I want to be sure I am not con- 
senting to a procedure whereby debate may be closed by a 
majority vote at the conclusion of today’s session. 

Mr. SNELL. Of course, I cannot answer as to that. The 
majority leader can answer it. 

Mr. MOTT. If I can get that assurance it will satisfy me. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 
object in order to make a parliamentary inquiry, if no unani- 
mous-consent agreement is entered into, the first Member 
who is recognized by the Chair will be recognized for how 
long? 

The SPEAKER. Under the general rules of the House he 
will be recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. MICHENER. And each Member recognized by the 
Chair will be recognized for 1 hour? 

The SPEAKER. Under the rules of the House any gen- 
tleman recognized by the Chair will be entitled to an hour. 

Mr. MICHENER. Pursuing that point further, under the 
decisions of the House as many Members as the Chair recog- 
nizes may have an hour each, and under the recent rulings 
each one of those Members will be permitted to yield time 
during his hour? 
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Mr. SNELL. If the gentleman will yield, I believe the 
gentleman has in mind a misinterpretation of the unani- 
mous-consent request. The time is to be equally divided 
and controlled by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. COCH- 
RAN], and the gentleman from New York [Mr. Taser]. 

Mr. MICHENER. The point I am making is that if there 
is not a unanimous-consent agreement and we go into the 
Committee of the Whole, every Member who is recognized 
by the Chair is recognized for 1 hour, and under the hold- 
ings of the Chair and the precedents within the last year, 
to which I have objected, each Member may yield portions 
of his time, so a condition may exist where 40 Members will 
have 40 hours to yield as they see fit. I am perfectly willing 
that they have the 40 hours. 

Mr, O’CONNOR of New York. Further reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Speaker, so there may be no misunderstand- 
ing about the statement of the gentleman from Michigan, 
there are not going to be any 40 hours, and there are not 
going to be any 435 hours, with 1 hour for each Member, 
because, after debate continues for some time in the Com- 
mittee of the Whole, undoubtedly a motion will be made that 
the Committee rise, and then in the House a motion will be 
made to limit debate or close debate. This is the situation 
you are going to run into, 

Mr. MICHENER. Yes; the gentleman is talking about 
what we are going to run into as a practical matter. I am 
calling the attention of the gentleman to the rules of the 
House, which I am sure are confirmed by the Speaker of the 
House. The purpose of this unanimous consent is to cut off 
debate. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
MiIcHENER] has submitted a parliamentary inquiry which the 
Chair thinks should be answered. 

Under the rules of the House, unless the control of the time 
is fixed before the House goes into Committee of the Whole, 
any Member obtaining recognition from the Chair would be 
entitled to 1 hour and would be entitled to yield a part of 
the time controlled by him during that hour, and he must 
conclude his time before any other Member can be recognized 
for 1 hour in the Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, further reserving the right 
to object, of course, the answer of the Speaker to the parlia- 
mentary inquiry of the gentleman from Michigan is what 
was expected. There is no disposition on this side of the 
House or on the part of those in control of this legislation 
not to be liberal in general debate or under the 5-minute 
rule, and therefore my appeal is that gentlemen who think 
they would be serving some purpose by objecting would be 
defeating the orderly and ordinary procedure of the House 
of Representatives. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes. 

Mr. MICHENER. Is it the purpose of the gentleman, the 
majority leader, to force a vote on this bill tomorrow or some 
time this week? 

Mr. RAYBURN. It is the purpose to reach a final vote 
on this bill this week, I will say to the gentleman, and we can 
do that, I think, and have very liberal debate with time 
yielded in the ordinary and orderly fashion. 

Mr. MICHENER. Does the gentleman think that, in view 
of the fact the committee has denied hearings and the 
American Federation of Labor, the Grange, and several other 
organizations, including the Dairymen’s Association and 
many others vitally interested in this bill, have asked this 
morning, that we be given time to consider the measure so 
that we may know what the people at home think about it? 

Mr. RAYBURN. We certainly intend to give liberal time 
for its consideration. 

Mr. MICHENER. In view of the weeks and weeks con- 
sumed in the Senate and in view of the fact that this is a 
measure that affects every home and every citizen in Amer- 
ica, does the gentleman consider today and tomorrow liberal 
time? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes, I do. 

Mr. MICHENER. And a measure that has been before the 
House for a year. 
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Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I call for the regular order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia demands 
the regular order. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ect 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I demand the regular 
order. 

Mr. STACK and Mr. RABAUT objected. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker 

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Kentucky rise? 

Mr. MAY. To submit a unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that debate on the 
pending Senate bill be confined to the bill and limited to 
16 hours. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Kentucky? 

Mr. RAYBURN. I object, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from Missouri that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill (S. 3331) to provide 
for reorganizing agencies of the Government, extending 
the classified civil service, establishing a general auditing 
office and a department of welfare, and for other purposes. 

Mr. STACK. A point of order, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Speaker, I object on the ground a 
quorum is not present, and make the point of order a quorum 
is not present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania makes 
the point of order a quorum is not present. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] Two hundred and fifty-three 
Members are present, a quorum. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded 
by Mr. RUTHERFORD) there were—ayes 135, noes 81. 

Mr. RABAUT, Mr. SHAFER of Michigan, and Mr. STACK 
demanded the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 202, nays 
143, not voting 84, as follows: 


[Roll No. 48] 
YEAS—202 
Aleshire Dies Jacobsen Norton 
Allen, Del Dingell Johnson,LutherA.O’Brien, III. 
Amlie Dixon Johnson, Lyndon O’Brien, Mich, 
Anderson, Mo. Dorsey Johnson, Okla. O'Connell, Mont. 
Arnold Doughton Johnson, W. Va. O'Connell, R. I. 
Atkinson Doxey Keller O'Day 
Barden Dunn Kelly, N. T O'Mall 
Barry Eicher Kennedy, N.Y. O'Toole 
Bigelow Evans Keogh ace 
Binderup Farley Kerr Patman 
Boland, Pa. Ferguson Kitchens Patterson 
Boren Fernandez Pearson 
Boyer Fitzgerald Kopplemann Peterson, Fla. 
Bradley Fitzpatrick Lambeth Pierce 
Brooks Flaherty Lanzetta Quinn 
Brown Flannery Larrabee Ramsay 
Buck Ford, Calif. Lea Randolph 
Bulwinkle Ford, Miss. Leavy Rayburn 
Burch Puller Lesinski Richards 
Byrne Fulmer Lewis, Colo. Rigney 
Cannon, Mo. Garrett Lewis, Md. Robertson 
Cannon, Wis. Gavagan Ludlow Robinson, Utah. 
Celler Gingery Luecke, Mich. Rogers, Okla. 
Chandler Goldsborough McAndrews Romjue 
Citron Gray, Ind. McCormack Sacks 
Clark, N. O. Greenwood McFarlane Sadowski 
Cochran Gregory McGehee Sanders 
Coffee, Wash. Griffith McGrath Satterfield 
Haines McGroarty Schaefer, Il. 
Colmer Hamilton McReynolds Schulte 
Connery Hancock, N. O. Magnuson Scott 
Cooley Harlan Mahon, S. OC Scrugham 
Cooper Harrington Mahon, Tex Secrest 
Cox Hart Maloney Shanley 
Cravens Havenner Mansfield Sheppard 
Creal Healey Martin, Colo. vi 
Crowe Hendricks e Smith, Va 
Cullen Hildebrandt May Smith, Wash. 
Hill Smith, W. Va. 
Curley Hobbs Mitchell, Til Snyder, Pa. 
Daly Honeyman Mouton South 
Delaney Hook Murdock, Ariz. Spence 
en Houston Murdock, Utah Starnes 
Nelson Sumuners, Tex. 
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Sutphin Thomas. Tex. Vinson, Fred M. West 
Swope Thomason, Tex. Voorhis Whelchel 
‘Tarver Tolan Waligren Whittington 
‘Taylor, Colo. Transue Walter Uliams 
Taylor, S. O. Turner Warren Woodrum 
Terry Wearin 
Thom Vincent, B. M Wene 
NAYS—143 
Allen, Til Eaton Kleberg Reed, III. 
Allen, Pa. Eberharter Knutson Reed, N. Y. 
Andresen. Minn. Eckert Kvale Rees, Kans. 
Andrews Edmiston Lambertson Reilly 
Arends Engel Lamneck Rich 
Ashbrook Englebright Robsion, Ky. 
Bacon Lemke Rockefeller 
Barton Fletcher Lord Rogers, 
Bates Forand Luce Rutherford 
Beiter Frey, Pa. Luckey, Nebr. Ryan 
Bell Fries, III. McClellan Sauthoff 
Bolleau Gamble. N. Y, McLaughlin Schneider, Wis, 
Burdick Gambrill, Md. T 
Carlson Gearhart Mapes Shafer, Mich. 
Carter Gehrmann Martin, Mass. Simpson 
Case, S. Dak. Gifford Mason Smith, Conn. 
Champion Gray, Pa Maverick Smith, Maine 
Chapman Greever Meeks Snell 
Ch Griswold Michener Stack 
Clark, Idaho Guyer Mills Stefan 
Clason Gwynne Moser, Pa. Taber 
1 Halleck Mott Thompson, II. 

Cluett Hancock, N. Y. O'Connor, N. Y. urston 
Coffee, Nebr. Hartley ONeill, N. J. Tinkham 
Cole, N. Y. Hoffman 0 Tobey 
Costello Holmes Parsons Towey 
Crawford Hope Patton Treadway 

Hull Peterson, Ga. Wigglesworth 
Dempsey Hunter Pettengill throw 
DeMuth Imhoff Phillips Wadsworth 
Dirksen Jarrett Plumley White, Ohio 
Ditter Jenkins, Ohio Polk Wolcott 
Dondero Jenks, N. H. Powers Wolfenden 
Dowell Johnson, Minn. Rabaut Wolverton 
Drew, Pa. Kennedy, Md 
Driver Reece, Tenn. 

NOT VOTING—84 

Allen, La. Disney Kocialkowski Rankin 
Beam Dockweiler Sabath 
Bernard Douglas Long Schuetz 
Biermann Drewry, Va. Lucas Shannon 
Bland Duncan McGranery Short 
Bloom Elliott ugh Smith, Okla. 
Boehne Somers, N. T. 
Boykin Flannagan McMillan Spar! 
Boylan, N. Y. Fleger McSweeney Steagall 
B r Gasque Merritt Sullivan 
Buckler, Minn. Gilchrist Mitchell, Tenn. Sweeney 
Buckley, N. Y. Gildea Mosier, Ohio Taylor, Tenn, 
Caldwell Green Nichols ‘eigan 
Cartwright Harter O'Connor, Mont. Thomas, N. J, 
Casey, Mass. Hennings Vinson, Ga. 
Colden Jarman O'Neal, Ky Weaver 
Cole, Md. Jenckes, Ind. Oliver Welch 
Crosby Jones White, Idaho 

Kee Patrick Wilcox 
Crowther Kelly, Til. Pfeifer Wood 
Deen Kirwan Poage 


So the motion was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
On this vote: 


Vinson of Georgia (for) with Mr. Fish (against). 
Flannagan (for) with Mr. Gilchrist (against). 

McMillan (for) with Mr. Douglas (against). 

Duncan (for) with Mr. Brewster (against). 

White of Idaho (for) with Mr. McLean (against). 
Biermann (for) with Mr. Short (against). 

Long (for) with Mr. Taylor of Tennessee (against). 

Cart ht (for) with Mr. Thomas of New Jersey (against). 
Sullivan (for) with Mr. Crowther (against). 

Boylan of New York (for) with Mr. Oliver (against). 

Mr. Bloom (for) with Mr. Buckler of Minnesota (against). 


General pairs: 


Rankin with Mr. Welch. 

Drewry of Virginia with Mr. Teigan. 

Somers of New York with Mr. Bernard. 

Steagall with Mr. Pfeifer. 

Jones with Mr. Harter. 

Sabath with Mr. Jarman. 

Weaver with Mr, Shannon. 

Mitchell of Tennessee with Mr. Allen of Louisiana. 
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Bland with Mr. Crosser. 

Schuetz with Mr. O Leary. 

Gildea with Mr. Kirwan. 

Merritt with Mr. Sparkman. 

Buckley of New York with Mr. Kramer. 
Beam with Mr. Kee. 

Hennings with Mr. Smith of Oklahoma. 
Colden with Mr. Mosier of Ohio, 
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Fleger with Mr. Zimmerman. 

Sweeney with Mr. Boykin. 

Kelly of Illinois with Mr. Caldwell. 
Crosby with Mr. McSweeney. 

Owen with Mr. Green. 

Poage with Mr. Kocialkowski. 

Wilcox with Mr. McKeogh. 

Casey of Massachusetts with Mr. Dockweller. 
Gasque with Mr. Patrick. 

O'Connor of Montana with Mr. Elliott. 
Deen with Mr, O'Neal of Kentucky. 
Nichols with Mr. Cole of Maryland. 
Mrs. Jenckes of Indiana with Mr. Lucas. 


The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill S. 3331, with Mr. McCormack in the 
chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the first reading of 
the bill will be dispensed with. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, I object. I ask for the 
reading of the bill. It is new, we have not had any hear- 
ings upon it, and I think it advisable that at least it be read. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the Senate bill. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., 
TITLE I—REORGANIZATION 
DECLARATION OF STANDARD 


Section 1. The President shall investigate the organization of 
the various agencies of the Government and shall determine what 
changes therein are necessary to accomplish any of the following 

urpcses: 
“i (a) To reduce expenditures to the fullest extent consistent with 
the efficient operation of the Government; 

(b) To increase the efficiency of the operations of the Govern- 
ment to the fullest extent practicable within the revenues; 

(c) To group, coordinate, consolidate, reorganize, and segregate 
agencies and functions of the Government, or any part thereof, 
as nearly as may be, according to major purposes; 

(d) To reduce the number of such agencies by regrouping or 
consolidating those having similar functions under a single head, 
and for such purpose to abolish such agencies as may not be 
necessary for the efficient conduct of the Government; and 

(e) To eliminate overlapping and duplication of effort. 


POWER OF PRESIDENT 


Sec. 2. (a) Whenever the President, after investigation, shall 
find and declare that any transfer, er, regrouping, coordi- 
nation, consolidation, reorganization, or segregation of the whole 
or any part of any agency, or the functions thereof, or that the 
abolition of any agency. is necessary to accomplish any of the 
p set forth in section 1 of this title, he may, by Executive 
order, subject to the limitations hereinafter provided: 

(1) Transfer or retransfer the whole or any part of any agency, 
or the functions thereof, to the jurisdiction and control of any 
other agency; or 

(2) Regroup, coordinate, consolidate, reorganize, or segregate 
the whole or any part of any agency, or the functions thereof; or 

(3) Abolish any agency whenever all of its functions are trans- 
ferred to the jurisdiction and control of any other agency or 
agencies; and 

(4) Prescribe the name and the functions of any agency affected 
by any such Executive order, and the title, powers, and duties of 
its executive head. 

(b) Nothing in subsection (a) shall be construed to authorize 
the President (1) to abolish any executive department or inde- 
pendent establishment, the municipal government of the District 
of Columbia, the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys- 
tem, or the General Auditing Office; (2) to transfer to any other 
agency all of the functions of any executive department; (3) to 
abolish or transfer to any other agency any of the functions of the 
municipal government of the District of Columbia, the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System, the General Auditing 
Office, or any independent establishment; (4) to regroup, coordi- 
nate, consolidate, reorganize, or segregate the whole or any part 
of the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, the Gen- 
eral Auditing Office, or any independent establishment, or the 
functions of any of them; (5) to abolish or transfer to any other 
agency any of the functions exercised by the Engineer Corps of 
the Army or the Mississippi River Commission in administering 
any laws relating to rivers and harbors or flood control; (6) to 
authorize any agency to exercise any functions which are not ex- 
pressly authorized by law in force on the date of enactment of 
this act; (7) to abolish or to transfer to any other agency the 
functions of audit and settlement vested in the Bureau of the 
Budget by section 301 of this act; or (8) to abolish any function 
transferred to any agency or agencies. 

(c) Any Executive order issued by the President under this title 
shall make provision for the transfer or other disposition of the 
records, property (including office equipment), and personnel of 
the agency or agencies affected by such Executive order. In any 
case of a transfer under this title, the Executive order issued by 
the President shall also make provision for the transfer of such 
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unexpended balances of appropriations available for use in con- 
nection with the agency or function transferred as he deems neces- 
sary by reason of the transfer, but such unexpended balances so 
transferred shall be used only for the purposes for which such 
appropriation was originally made. The appropriations or por- 
tions of appropriations not so transferred shall not be used for any 
purpose but shall be impounded and returned to the Treasury. 

(d) In the case of the abolition of any agency pursuant to this 
title, the Executive order providing for such abolition shall also 
make provision for winding up the affairs of the agency abolished. 

(e) The President is authorized to make such rules and regula- 
2 as may be necessary to carry out his functions under this 

e. 

(f) Any transfer of under this title or under titles I, 
III, or IV shall be without change in classification or compensa- 
tion, except that this requirement shall not operate after the end 
of the fiscal year during which the transfer is made to prevent the 
adjustment of classification or compensation to conform to the 
duties to which such transferred personnel may be assigned. 

(g8) Whenever the employment of any person is terminated by a 
reduction of personnel as a result of an order of the President 
under the authority of this title or title III, such person shall 
thereafter be given preference, where qualified, whenever an ap- 
pointment is made in any agency; but such preference shall not 
be in force for a period longer than 12 months from the date the 
employment of such person is terminated as a result of such order. 

SAVING PROVISIONS 

Sec. 3. (a) All orders, rules, regulations, permits, or other privi- 
leges made, issued, or granted by or in respect of any agency or 
function transferred to any other agency under the provisions of 
this act, and in effect at the time of the transfer, shall continue 
in effect to the same extent as if such transfer had not occurred, 
until modified, superseded, or repealed. 

(b) No suit, action, or other proceeding lawfully commenced by 
or against the head of any agency or other officer of the United 
States, in his official capacity or in relation to the discharge of his 
Cfficial duties, shall abate by reason of any transfer of functions 
from one officer or agency to another under the provisions of this 
act, but the court, on motion or supplemental petition filed at any 
time within 12 months after such transfer takes effect, showing a 
necessity for a survival of such suit, action, or other proceeding to 
obtain a settlement of the questions involved, may allow the same 
to be maintained by or against the head of the agency or other 
officer of the United States to whom the functions are transferred. 

(e) All laws relating to any agency or function transferred to any 
other agency under the provisions of this act shall, insofar as such 
laws are not inapplicable, remain in full force and effect, and shall 
F000 
is made. 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF EXECUTIVE ORDER 

Sec. 4. (a) Whenever the President issues an Executive order 
under the provisions of this title, such Executive order shall be 
submitted to the Congress while in session and shall not become 
effective until after the expiration of 60 calendar days after such 
transmission, unless Congress shall by law provide for an earlier 
effective date of such Executive order: Provided, That if Congress 
shall adjourn before the expiration of 60 calendar days from the 
date of such transmission such Executive order shall not become 
effective until after the expiration of 60 calendar days from the 
opening day of the next succeeding regular or special session. 

(b) No Executive order issued by the President under the pro- 
visions of this title shall become effective unless transmitted to the 
Congress within 2 years from the date of the enactment of this 
act 


(c) The Secretary of State is authorized and directed to include 
in the United States Statutes at Large all Executive orders issued 
under this title which have become effective. 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec. 5. When used in this act, unless the context otherwise 
requires 

(1) The term “agency” means any executive department, inde- 
pendent establishment, independent agency, commission, board, 
bureau, service, office, administration, authority, division, or activity 
in the executive branch of the Government, whether in the 
District of Columbia or elsewhere, and shall include the municipal 
government of the District of Columbia, and any corporation a 
majority of the stock of which is owned by the United States 
and any nonstock, nonprofit corporation organized by the United 
States or any agency thereof, of which no member of the board of 
directors is elected or appointed by private interests. 

(2) The term “independent establishment” means the legislative 
courts and the Board of Tax Appeals, the Federal Communications 
Commission, the Federal Power Commission, the Federal Trade 
Commission, the Interstate Commerce Commission, the National 
Bituminous Coal Commission, the National Labor Relations Board, 
the Securities and Exchange Commission, and the United States 
Maritime Commission. 

TITLE II— CVI SERVICE AND CLASSIFICATION 
CIVIL SERVICE ADMINISTRATION 

Sec. 201. (a) There is hereby established in the executive branch 
of the Government an organization to be known as the Civil 
Service Administration (hereinafter referred to as the “‘Adminis- 
tration”), at the head of which shall be a Civil Service Adminis- 
trator (hereinafter referred to as the Administrator“), who shall 


be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and consent 
of the Senate, for a term of 15 years and shall receive a salary at 
the rate of $10,000 per annum. The Administrator shall be selected 
without regard to any political affiliations, shall be a person 
specially qualified for the office of Administrator by reason of his 
executive and administrative op aaa with particular refer- 
ence to his actual experience in, or his knowledge of, accepted 
practices in respect to the functions vested in that office by law. 

(b) The Administrator shall appoint a Deputy Civil Service 
Administrator, subject to the civil-service laws, and his salary 
shall be fixed in accordance with the Classification Act of 1923, 
as amended. The Deputy Civil Service Administrator shall per- 
form such functions as the Administrator may prescribe, and shall 
act as Administrator in the absence of the Administrator or in the 
event of a vacancy in that office. 

(c) The United States Civil Service Commission and the offices 
of Civil Service Commissioners are abolished, and all functions 
vested in such Commission are hereby vested in the Administra- 
tion. The records, property (including office equipment), per- 
sonnel, and unexpended balances of appropriations of such 
Commission are hereby transferred to the Administration. 

(d) The Administrator is authorized to delegate to any officer or 
employee of the Administration any functions vested in the Ad- 
ministrator or the Administration by law, and to make such 
rules and regulations as may be necessary to carry out any of such 
functions; but any rules and regulations so made which would 
require the approval of the President if they were made by the 
United States Civil Service Commission shall be submitted to the 
President for approval and shall not become effective until ap- 
proved by him. 

(e) The Administrator shall cause a seal of office to be made 
for the Administration, of such device as the President shall ap- 
prove, and judicial notice shall be taken of such seal. 

Src. 202. (a) In addition to the functions vested in the Admin- 
istrator by section 201 of this title the Administrator shall pre- 
pare and recommend to the President plans for the development 
and maintenance of a career service in the Federal Government. 

(b) The Administrator is further authorized to— 

(1) Cooperate with or assist the agencies of the Government in 
the planning, establishment, or coordination of employee-training 
programs, and plan and establish, but not require attendance at, 
central employee-training programs; 

(2) Obtain information, through the Administration, or in co- 
operation with other agencies, organizations, or groups, relating to 
personnel standards, practices, or policies in other governmental 
jurisdictions or in private industry, and make such information 
available to the various agencies of the Government; 

(3) Cooperate with the public personnel agencies of States, 
Territories, and possessions of the United States (including the 
Philippine Islands), and political subdivisions thereof, and the 
District of Columbia, in the adoption, development, or extension 
of the merit system in their respective jurisdictions, and upon the 
request of any such agency render advisory or consultative per- 
sonnel service or establish eligible registers for such agency or 
establish or assist in the establishment of joint eligible registers; 

(4) At the direction of the President, or upon the request of the 
head of any agency of the Government, cooperate or assist in the 
installation or development of personnel standards, practices, or 
policies for any agency of the Government, or review and investi- 
gate personnel standards, practices, or policies of such agency, and 
report thereon to the President or the officer making the request. 
Any agency receiving any cooperation or assistance under this or 
the preceding paragraph may be required to reimburse the Admin- 
istration for all necessary expenses incurred in connection there- 
with, and the payments representing such reimbursements shall 
be deposited as refunds to the appropriations from which such 
expenses were originally paid, instead of being covered into the 
‘Treasury as miscellaneous receipts; 

(5) Request persons not in the service of the Federal Govern- 
ment who are experts in some aspect of personnel administration 
to attend conferences with representatives of the Administration 
or to consult or advise with them, in the District of Columbia or 
elsewhere, and reimburse such experts for their subsistence and 
other expenses at a rate of not to exceed $25 per day for time 
spent in attending and traveling to and from such conferences, or 
in 8 or panene with such representatives, plus the actual 

of transportation; 

re) Purchase 83 from private persons, corporations, or 

other organizations, or meet the costs of special studies made by 
them, at the request of, or in cooperation with, the Administra- 
tion; and 

(7) Pay in advance membership fees or dues in personnel asso- 
ciations, or in o ions which issue publications to members 
only or to members at a lower price than to others. 

CIVIL SERVICE ADVISORY BOARD 


Src. 203. (a) There is hereby established in the Administration 
a Civil Service Advisory Board (hereinafter referred to as the 
Board“) to be composed of seven members to be appointed by the 
President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. Not 
more than four of the members of the Board shall be members of 
the same political party, and in making appointments members of 
different political parties shall be appointed alternately as nearly 
as may be practicable. 

(b) The terms of office of the members of the Board first taking 
office shall expire, as designated by the President at the time of 
nomination, one at the end of each of the first 7 years after the 
date of enactment of this act. The term of office of a successor to 
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any such member shall expire 7 years from the date of the expira- 
tion of the term for which his predecessor was appointed, except 
that any member appointed to fill a vacancy occurring prior to the 
expiration of the term for which his predecessor was appointed 
shall be appointed for the remainder of such term. 

(c) The President shall annually designate one of the members 
of the Board as Chairman and one as Vice Chairman of the Board. 
The Vice Chairman shall act as Chairman in case of the absence 
or disability of the Chairman. A majority of the members of the 
Board in office shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of 
business, but the Board may function notwithstanding vacancies. 

(d) The members of the Board shall be compensated at the rate 
of $50 per day for time spent in attending and traveling to and 
from meetings, or in otherwise exercising the functions of the 
Board, plus the actual cost of transportation: Provided, That in no 
case shall a member be entitled to receive in any calendar year an 
amount in excess of $1,500 in addition to costs of transportation. 

(e) The Board shall determine the rules of its own proceedings, 
and the meetings of the Board shall be held at least four times 
each year upon the call of the Chairman. In addition to such 
meetings, other meetings shall be called by the Chairman upon the 
request of any four members of the Board. 

Sec. 204. (a) The Board is authorized to assist the Administrator 
in an advisory capacity in connection with matters relating to per- 
sonnel administration in the various agencies of the Government; 
to confer with the Administrator and make recommendations with 
respect to personnel standards, practices, or policies for any such 
agency; and to make recommendations to the President and the 
Congress with respect to the development, improvement, and 
extension of the merit system and the laws relating to personnel 
administration. 

(b) The Board is further authorized to make such investigations 
and reports with respect to personnel administration as it may 
initiate or as the President or the Congress may and the 
Board shall make an annual report to the President and the Con- 
gress concerning its activities during the year for which such 
report is made. 

(c) The Board is further authorized, subject to the civil-service 
laws, to appoint a secretary and such other officers and employees 
as the Board deems necessary to enable it to exercise the functions 
vested in it by law; and the compensation of the secretary and all 
such officers and employees shall be fixed in accordance with the 
Classification Act of 1923, as amended. 


EXTENSION OF CLASSIFIED CIVIL SERVICE 


Sec. 206. (a) In addition to the authority vested in the Presi- 
dent by the civil-service laws, the President is authorized to cover 
into the classified civil service any offices or positions in any 
agency of the Government, except offices or positions to which 
appointments are required to be made by the President by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate: „That in the 
case of any such agency which is a corporation o under 
the laws of any State, Territory, or possession of the United States 
(including the Philippine Islands), or the District of Columbia, 
the President is authorized to direct that such action be taken as 
will require appointments to such offices or positions in such cor- 
poration to be made in accordance with the civil-service laws, but 
such action shall not be inconsistent with the laws under which 
such corporation was organized or with the charter or articles of 
incorporation of such corporation. 

(b) The provisions of this title relating to the covering into the 
classified civil service of offices and positions shall, in addition to 
being applicable to any office or position authorized by existing law, 
be applicable to any office or position authorized by this act, or 
by any subsequent act unless the Congress specifically provides 
otherwise. 


Sec. 207. The incumbent of any office or position which is cov- 
ered into the classified civil service under the provisions of this 
title, or who does not have a classified civil-service status on the 
date his office or position is transferred under this act to the Civil 
Service Administration, the General Auditing Office, the Bureau of 
the Budget, the National Resources Planning Board or any other 
agency, shall not thereby acquire a classified civil-service status, 
except (1) upon recommendation by the head of the agency con- 
cerned within 1 year after such office or position has been covered 
into the classified civil service or so transferred, and certification 
within such period by such head to the Administrator that such 
incumbent has served with merit for not less than 6 months prior 
to the date such office or position was covered into the classified 
civil service or so transferred, and (2) upon passing such suitable 
noncompetitive examination as the Administrator may prescribe. 


EXTENSION OF CLASSIFICATION ACT 


Src. 208. (a) Subject to the limitations hereinafter provided, 
whenever the President, after such classification and compensation 
surveys or investigations as he may direct the Administrator to 
undertake, and after consideration of the Administrator's resulting 
reports and recommendations, shall find that an extension of the 
provisions of the Classification Act of 1923, as amended, to any 
Office or position not at the time subject to such provisions in any 
agency of the Government is necessary to the more efficient opera- 
tion of the Government, he may by Executive order extend the 


States (including the Philippine Islands), or the District of Co- 
lumbia shall not be inconsistent with the laws under which such 
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corporation was organized or with the charter or articles of in- 
corporation of such corporation. 

(b) Whenever the President, upon report and recommendation 
by the Administrator, shall find that the rates of the compensa- 
tion schedule of such act are inadequate for any office or posi- 
tion which is located at a station that is isolated, remote, or 
inaccessible when compared with stations at which offices or posi- 
tions of the same character are usually located, or which involves 
physical hardships or hazards that are excessive when compared 
with those usually involved in offices or positions of the same 
character, or which is located outside the States of the United 
States and the District of Columbia, he may by Executive order 
establish necessary schedules of differentials in the rates prescribed 
in such compensation schedules, but the differential in the com- 
pensation of any such office or position shall not exceed 25 percent 
of the minimum rate of the grade to which such office or position 
is allocated under such compensation schedules: Provided, That 
if the Administrator finds that the factor of isolation, hardship, 
hazard, or foreign service is uniformly applicable to each office or 
position in any given class of offices or positions, the differential 
provided for in this subsection shall not apply to any office or 
position in such class. 

(c) Except as Congress may otherwise provide by law, the power 
granted to the President by this section shall not apply to the 
following— 

(1) Offices or positions in the Postal Service the compensation 
of which is fixed under the act of Congress approved February 28, 
1925 (43 Stat. 1033), as amended; 

(2) Offices or positions of teachers, librarians, school-attendance 
officers, and employees of the community-center department under 
the Board of Education of the District of Columbia, the compen- 
sation of which is fixed under the act of Congress approved June 4, 
1924 (43 Stat. 367), as amended; 

(3) Offices or positions in the Metropolitan Police, in the fire 
department of the District of Columbia, and in the United States 
Park Police, the compensation of which is fixed under the act of 
Congress approved July 1, 1930 (46 Stat. 839); 

(4) Commissioned officers and enlisted personnel in the military 
and naval services and the Coast Guard, and commissioned officers 
in the Public Health Service and the Coast and Geodetic Survey, 
the compensation of which is fixed under the act of Congress 
approved June 10, 1922 (42 Stat. 625), as amended; 

(5) Offices or positions in the Government Printing Office the 
compensation of which is fixed under the act of Congress approved 
June 7, 1924 (43 Stat. 658); 

(6) Offices or positions of Foreign Service officers in the Foreign 
Service of the United States the compensation of which is fixed 
under the act of Congress approved May 24, 1924 (43 Stat. 140), as 
amended; 

(7) Offices or positions of clerks in the Foreign Service of the 
United States the compensation of which is fixed under the act of 
Congress approved February 23, 1931 (46 Stat. 1207); 

(8) Offices or positions of commercial attachés, assistant com- 
mercial attachés, trade commissioners, assistant trade commission- 
ers, and clerks and other assistants to officers, including clerical and 
subclerical assistants, in the Foreign Commerce Service of the 
Department of Commerce, the compensation of which is fixed under 
the act of Congress approved March 3, 1927 (44 Stat. 1394), as 
amended; 

(9) Offices or positions of verifier-openers-packers, clerks, guards, 
inspectors, station inspectors, and laborers, in the Customs Service 
of the Treasury Department, the compensation of which is fixed 
under the act of Congress approved May 29, 1928 (45 Stat. 955), as 
amended; 

(10) Offices or positions of inspectors in the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service of the Department of Labor the compensa- 
tion of which is fixed under the act of Congress approved May 29, 
1928 (45 Stat. 954), as amended; 

(11) Offices or positions the duties of which are to serve as an 
officer or member of the crew of a vessel; and 

(12) Offices or positions the duties of which are to perform the 
work of an apprentice, helper, or journeyman in a recognized trade 
or craft, or other skilled mechanical craft, or the work of an 
unskilled, semiskilled, or skilled laborer; except that whenever such 
offices or positions involve work in the regular custody, operation, 
or maintenance of a Government building, or other Government 
property, or work which is subordinate, incidental, or preparatory to 
work of a professional, scientific, or technical character, the Presi- 
dent, upon a finding that the characteristics and working conditions 
of such offices or positions render them substantially the same as 
comparable offices or positions in the District of Columbia included 
within the Classification Act of 1923, as amended, may by Executive 
order extend the provisions of such act to include them. 

Sec. 209. The President is authorized, after suitable investigation 
by the Administrator, which shall include consultation with repre- 
sentatives of the heads of the executive departments, independent 
establishments, or independent agencies in or under the jurisdiction 
of which the offices or positions hereinafter designated are located, 
and upon finding that such action is necessary to the more efficient 
operation of the Government, to exclude, by Executive order, from 
the provisions of the Classification Act of 1923, as amended and 
extended 

(1) Offices or positions the work of which is financed jointly by 
the United States and a State, Territory, or possession of the United 
States (including the Philippine Islands), or political subdivision 
thereof, or cooperating persons or organizations outside the service 
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of the Federal Government, the pay of which is fixed under a 
cooperative agreement with the United States; 

(2) Offices or positions none or only part of the compensation of 
which is paid from funds of the United States; 

(3) Offices or positions filled by inmates, patients, students, or 
beneficiaries in Government institutions; 

(4) Offices or positions outside the States of the United States 
and the District of Columbia filled by natives of Territories or pos- 
sessions of the United States (including the Philippine Islands) or 
foreign nationals; 

(5) Emergency or seasonal offices or positions in the field service, 
or other field offices or positions the duties of which are of purely 
temporary duration or which are required only for brief periods at 
intervals; and 

(6) Offices or positions filled by persons employed locally on a 
fee, contract, or plecework basis who may lawfully perform their 
duties concurrently with their private profession, business, or other 
employment, and whose duties require only a portion of their 
time, where it is impracticable to ascertain or anticipate the 
proportion of time devoted to the service of the Federal Govern- 
ment, 

Sec. 210. Whenever an extension of the Classification Act of 
1923, as amended, becomes effective under this title with respect 
to any office or position 

(1) The allocation of such office or position to the appropriate 
service, grade, and class shall be made as provided in section 4 
of such act and in accordance with a uniform procedure to be 
prescribed by the Administrator; and 

(2) The initial compensation of the incumbent of such office 
or position shall be fixed in accordance with section 6 of such 
act; except that if such incumbent is receiving compensation 
in excess of the maximum rate prescribed for the appropriate 
grade, no change shall be made in his compensation so long 
as he continues to occupy the same office or position, but the 
office or position shall be correctly allocated and whenever it be- 
comes vacant the compensation attached thereto shall be brought 
within the proper compensation schedule. 

Serc. 211. Nothing herein contained shall be construed to prevent 
the promotion of an officer or employee from an office or position 
in one class to a vacant office or position in a higher class at any 
time in accordance with civil-service laws, and when so promoted 
the officer or employee shall receive compensation according to the 
schedule established for the class to which he is promoted. Nor 
shall anything in this act be construed to prevent the application 
of the existing veteran preference provisions in civil-service laws, 
Executive orders, and rulings. . 

Src. 212. Section 9 of the Classification Act of 1923, as amended 
(42 Stat. 1490; U. S. C., 1931 ed., title 5, sec. 669), is hereby further 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following paragraph: 

“Under such regulations as may be prescribed by the Civil Serv- 
ice Administrator with the approval of the President— 

“There shall be established in each Department one or more 
Boards of Review, each of which shall be composed of three or more 
members, the chairman to be designated by the Civil Service Ad- 
ministrator and the other members to be designated by the head 


_of the Department concerned. The Boards of Review shall meet at 


the call of their respective chairman for the purpose of consider- 
ing the passing upon the merits of such efficiency ratings assigned 
to employees as may be submitted to such Boards of Review as 
hereinafter provided. Any employee shall, upon written request to 
the chairman of the appropriate Board of Review of his Depart- 
ment, be entitled, as a matter of right, to a hearing and a review 
by such Board of Review of his efficiency rating. After any such 
hearing, the Board of Review may make such adjustments in any 
such efficiency rating as it may find to be proper.” 

'TITLE III. ACCOUNTING AND AUDITING 

TRANSFER OF ACCOUNTING FUNCTIONS 


Sec. 301. (a) The General Accounting Office and the offices of 
Comptroller General and Assistant Comptroller General are hereby 
abolished, and all functions relating to any agency of the Govern- 
ment vested in the General Accounting Office, the Comptroller Gen- 
eral, and the Assistant Comptroller General by law in force on the 
date of enactment of this act (including the function of determining 
the availability of appropriations), except functions vested in the 
General Auditing Office by this act, are hereby vested in the Bureau 
of the Budget and the Director of such Bureau. Nothing in this 
section shall be construed to authorize the Bureau of the Budget 
to exercise any functions vested in the General Auditing Office by 
this ei to direct the manner in which such functions shall be 
exerc 8 

(b) The Attorney General of the United States shall render an 
opinion with respect to the jurisdiction of the Director of the Bu- 
reau of the Budget in connection with the settlement of any public 
account or any claim or demand against the United States, upon 
request therefor, within 60 days after receipt of notice of such set- 
tlemen, by the said Director or the head of the executive depart- 
ment, independent establishment, or independent agency concerned, 
and any such opinion of the Attorney General shall be final and 
conclusive upon the said Director and all other officers and agencies 
of the Government. 

(c) The records, property (including office equipment), person- 
nel, and unexpended balances of appropriations of the General Ac- 
counting Office shall be transferred to the General Auditing Office 
and the Bureau of the Budget upon the effective date of this section 
as the President shall prescribe by Executive order. 
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(d) The Director of the Bureau of the Budget, with the approval 
of the President, shall make such rules and regulations as may be 
necessary to carry out the functions vested in him by this section. 

(e) Section 2 of the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921 (U. S. O., 
1934 ed., title 31, sec. 2), is amended by inserting after the word 
“including” the words “any independent establishment as defined 
im section 5 of the Reorganization Act of 1937 and.” 

(f) The first two sentences of section 207 of the Budget and 
Accounting Act, 1921 (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 31, sec. 16), are 
amended to read as follows: “There is hereby created an independ- 
ent agency to be known as the Bureau of the Budget. There shall 
be in the Bureau a Director and an Assistant Director. The Direc- 
tor shall be appointed by the President, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, and shall receive a salary at the rate of 
$10,000 a year. The Director shall appoint the Assistant Director, 
subject to the civil-service laws, and his salary shall be fixed in 
accordance with the Classification Act of 1923, as amended.” 


GENERAL AUDITING OFFICE 


Sec. 302. (a) There is hereby established a General Auditing 
Office which shall be an agency of the Congress and independent 
of the executive branch of the Government and shall be under the 
direction and control of an Auditor General. The powers granted 
to the Auditor General and the General Auditing Office by this act 
shall be exercised for the purpose of aiding the in ob- 
taining information to be used as a basis for legislation, or for 
such other action as the Congress may deem necessary and proper. 

(b) The Auditor General and an Assistant Auditor General shall 
be appointed by the Joint Committee on Public Accounts estab- 
lished by section 307 of this act. The Auditor General shall 
receive a salary at the rate of $10,000 per annum, and the salary 
of the Assistant Auditor General shall be fixed in accordance with 
the Classification Act of 1923, as amended. The Assistant Auditor 
General shall perform such functions as the Auditor General may 
prescribe, and shall act as Auditor General in the absence of the 
Auditor General or in the event of a vacancy in that office. 

(c) Except as hereinafter provided in this subsection, the Auditor 
General and the Assistant Auditor General shall hold office for 15 
years. The Auditor General shall not be eligible for reappoint- 
ment. The Auditor General or the Assistant Auditor General may 
be removed at any time by concurrent resolution of the Congress 
after notice and hearing, when, in the Judgment of the Congress, 
the Auditor General or the Assistant Auditor General has become 
permanently incapacitated or has been inefficient, or guilty of 
neglect of duty, or of malfeasance in office, or of any felony or 
conduct involving moral turpitude. Any Auditor General or Assist- 
ant Auditor General removed in the manner herein provided shall 
be ineligible for reappointment to that office. When an Auditor 
General or Assistant Auditor General attains the age of 70 years 
he shall be retired from his office. 

Sec. 303. (a) The Auditor General shall make an audit of the 
receipts, expenditures, money, securities, and funds of the Gov- 
ernment (including any corporation a majority of the stock of 
which is owned by the United States and any nonstock, nonprofit 
corporation organized by the United States or any agency thereof, 
of which no member of the board of directors is elected or ap- 
pointed by private interests), and shall make a complete annual 
report to the Congress not later than March 1 of each year with 

to such audit made during the preceding fiscal year. Such 
report shall be made as nearly as practicable in accordance with 
accepted principles of auditing, and shall contain all necessary 
memoranda and tables, together with an appropriate certificate of 
audit and such comments as may be pertinent to the subject 
matter of the audit. 

(b) Claims and demands against the United States shall be 
audited by the General Auditing Office promptly after payment, 
but prior to final settlement of the disbursing officers’ accounts. 
Each such audit shall be conducted as nearly as practicable in the 
vicinity of disbursing offices of the United States in the District 
of Columbia and elsewhere. 

(c) Claims which the Director of the Bureau of the Budget is 
authorized by law to adjust and settle prior to payment shall be 
audited by the General Auditing Office after payment, and the 
certificates of settlement in such cases shall be accompanied by a 
certificate of the administrative officer, if any, having jurisdiction 
over the appropriation involved in the settlement, setting forth 
his recommendations thereon. 

(d) The disbursing officers of agencies of the Government shall 
transmit daily to the General Auditing Office copies of all checks, 
and the vouchers, pay rolls, and other documents, relating to ex- 
penditures made by them, but in any case in which such daily 
transmission is not practicable then transmission shali be made 
at such time or times as the Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
shall prescribe. Whenever the General Auditing Office takes ex- 
ception to any item of disbursement, notice thereof shall be im- 
mediately given by the General Auditing Office to the disbursing 
officer concerned and to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, 
together with a statement of the reasons for such exception, and 
a report concerning such exception may, in the discretion of the 
Auditor General, be made to the Congress. All such exceptions 
shall be taken into consideration by the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget in settling the accounts of disbursing officers. At 
the time such notice is given to the disbursing officer, or im- 
mediately after audit when no exceptions are taken, the General 
Auditing Office shall return the original documents transmitted 
to it by the disbursing officer. 
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(e) On and after the effective date of this section, the periodic 
accounts which disbursing and collecting officers of agencies of 
the Government are required by law to render shall be transmitted 
by them to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget for settle- 
ment, and the periodic accounts which disbursing and collecting 
Officers within the legislative branch of the Government and of 
the United States Su Court are required by law to render 
shall be transmitted to the Auditor General for settlement. 

(f) The Director of the Bureau of the Budget is authorized to 
transmit the accounts of disbursing and collecting officers to the 
agency concerned for administrative examination upon a showing 
by such agency, satisfactory to the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget, that the public interest requires such an examination, and 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget may provide by regula- 
— for such examination in the District of 
where. 

(g) The Director of the Bureau of the B t shall furnish 
promptly to the General Auditing Office copies of all certificates 
issued by him in settlement of accountable officers’ accounts, and 
the General Auditing Office shall examine the copies of such cer- 
tificates of settlement. The Auditor General shall report promptly 
to the said Director and to the Congress all public accounts 
deemed by him to have been improperly settled by the said Direc- 
tor; but no such report shall be made to the Congress with respect 
to any disagreement between the General Auditing Office and 
the said Director until the expiration of 30 days after the said 
Director has been notified of such 
report shall be made to the revises 
ame ee 

ice. 

(h) The Auditor General shall also report to the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget and to the any of the following 
matters which come to his attention in the course of his audit: 
(1) Any expenditure of public funds which he deems to have been 
unwisely or improvidently made by or under the authority of the 
head of any agency of the Government, and (2) any procedures 
ee he deems to be inadequate for full protection against loss 

revenue. 

(i) The Auditor General shall make such investigations and 
reports as shall be requested by either House of Congress, or by 
the Joint Committee on Public Accounts, or by any other com- 
mittee of either House having jurisdiction over expenditures, ap- 
propriations, or revenue; and the Auditor General shall furnish 
any such committee such aid and information as it may request. 

(j) All reports required by this section to be made to the Con- 
gress shall be made to the Joint Committee on Public Accounts 
when the Congress is not in session. 

(k) The Auditor General shall have authority to prescribe the 
manner in which public accounts and information accompanying 
such public accounts shall be submitted to him for audit. 

Sec. 304. The Auditor General, or any officer or employee of the 
General Auditing Office when duly authorized by him, shall, to 
the extent necessary to perform the functions vested in the Gen- 
eral Auditing Office, have access to and the right to examine any 
books, documents, papers, or records of the Bureau of the Budget 
or of any other agency of the Government; but nothing in this 
section shall be construed to repeal or modify the provisions of 
section 291 of the Revised Statutes (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 31, sec. 
107), or any other provisions of law expressly restricting the audit 
of expenditures or receipts. 

Src. 305. (a) The Auditor General is authorized, subject to the 
civil-service laws, to appoint such officers and employees as he 
deems n to enable the General Auditing Office to exercise 
the functions vested in it by law; and the compensation of all 
such officers and employees shall be fixed in accordance with the 
Classification Act of 1923, as amended. 

(b) The Auditor General is authorized to delegate to any officer 
or employee of the General Auditing Office any functions vested 
in the General Auditing Office by law. 

(c) The Auditor General is authorized to adopt an official seal 
for the General Auditing Office, and judicial notice shall be taken 
of such seal. 

(d) The Auditor General is authorized to prescribe such rules 
and regulations as may be necessary to carry out the functions 
vested in the General Auditing Office by this title. 

Sec. 306. The General Auditing Office shall not exercise any 
functions except those vested in it by this title, and nothing con- 
tained in this title shall be construed to authorize the General 
Auditing Office to revise the settlements of public accounts made 
by the Bureau of the Budget, or to direct the manner in which 
the functions vested in the Bureau of the Budget by this title 
shall be exercised. 

JOINT COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ACCOUNTS 

Sec. 307. (a) There is hereby established a joint congressional 
committee to be known as the Joint Committee on Public Ac- 
counts (hereinafter referred to as the “Joint Committee”), to be 
composed of seven Senators, not more than five members to be 
of the same political party, to be appointed by the President of 
the Senate, and seven Members of the House of Representatives, 
not more than five members to be of the same political party, to 
be appointed by the Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

(b) Any member of the joint committee who has been reelected 
to the House of Representatives may continue to serve as a mem- 
2 — of the joint committee notwithstanding the expiration of the 

ngress, 
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(c) A vacancy in the joint committee shall not affect the power 
of the remaining members to execute the functions of the joint 
wea vere ttee and shall be filled in the same manner as the original 
selection. 

(d) The joint committee shall elect a chairman and a vice chair- 
man from among the members of the joint committee, and shall 
have the power to appoint and fix the compensation of a clerk 
and such experts and clerical stenographic, and other assistants, 
as it deems advisable. 

(e) The members of the joint committee shall serve without 
compensation in addition to that received for their services as 
Members of Congress; but they shall be reimbursed for travel, 
subsistence, and other necessary expenses incurred by them in the 
exercise of the functions vested in the joint committee, other than 
expenses in connection with meetings of the joint committee held 
oe eee of Columbia during such times as the Congress is 

session. 

(f) It shall be the duty of said joint committee to examine and 
study the public debt and the statutes authorizing the borrowing 
of money by the United States Government; and to submit from 
55 to time recommendations for the orderly reduction of the 

ebt. 

(g) It shall be the duty of the joint committee to examine and 
study all reports submitted to the Congress and to the joint com- 
mittee by the Auditor General as provided in section 303. The 
joint committee shall submit to the Senate and the House as 
promptly as possible such findings and recommendations with 
respect to any such reports as the joint committee deems 
advisable. 

(h) The joint committee, or any subcommittee. thereof, shall 
have power to hold hearings and to sit and act at such places and 
times, to require by subpena or otherwise the attendance of such 
witnesses and the production of such books, papers, and documents, 
to administer such oaths, to take such testimony, to have such 
printing and binding done, and to make such expenditures, as it 
deems advisable. Subpenas shall be issued under the signature of 
the chairman of said joint committee, and shall be served by any 
person designated by him. The provisions of sections 102 to 104, 
inclusive, of the Revised Statutes (relating to examination and 
testimony of witnesses) shall apply with respect to any person who 
is summoned as a witness under authority of this subsection. 

(i) Amounts appropriated for the expenses of the joint com- 
mittee shall be disbursed one-half by the Secretary of the Senate 
and one-half by the Clerk of the House of Representatives, 


TITLE IV—DEPARTMENT OF WELFARE AND NATIONAL RESOURCES 
PLANNING BOARD 


DEPARTMENT OF WELFARE 


Sec. 401. (a) There shall be at the seat of government an execu- 
tive department to be known as the Department of Welfare, and a 
Secretary of Welfare, who shall be the head thereof, and shall be 
appointed by the President, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate, and shall have a tenure of office and salary like those 
of the heads of the other executive departments. Section 158 of 
the Revised Statutes, as amended (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 5. 
sec. 1), is amended to include such department, and the pro- 
visions of title IV of the Revised Statutes, including all acts 
amendatory and supplementary thereto, shall be applicable to such 
department. 

(b) There shall be in the Department of Welfare an Under- 
secretary of Welfare and two Assistant Secretaries of Welfare, who 
shall be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, and a Solicitor, who shall be appointed by 
the Secretary of Welfare, all of whom shall exercise such functions 
as may be prescribed by the Secretary of Welfare or required by 
law. The Undersecretary and the Solicitor shall each receive a 
salary of $10,000 per annum, and the compensation of the Assistant 
Secretaries shall be fixed in accordance with the Classification Act 
of 1923, as amended. 

(c) The Secretary of Welfare shall administer the laws relating 
to any agency or function transferred to or brought within the 
jurisdiction and control of the Department of Welfare pursuant 
to law which relate to public health and sanitation, the protec- 
tion of the consumer, education, the relief of unemployment and of 
the hardship and suffering caused thereby, the relief of the needy 
and distressed, the assistance of the aged, and the relief and 
vocational rehabilitation of the physically disabled: Provided, That 
nothing in this section shall be construed to authorize the con- 
tinuation of any temporary agency or function beyond the period 
authorized by law. 

(d) The Secretary of Welfare shall cause a seal of office to be 
made for the Department of Welfare, of such device as the Presi- 
dent shall approve, and judicial notice shall be taken of such seal. 

(e) The Secretary of Welfare shall annually, at the close of each 
fiscal year, make a report in writing to the Congress giving an 
account of all money received and expended by the Department 
of Welfare and describing the work done by that Department. He 
shall also from time to time make such special investigations and 
reports as he may deem necessary or as he may be required to make 
by the President or by either House of Congress. 

NATIONAL RESOURCES PLANNING BOARD 


Sec. 402. (a) There is hereby established in the executive branch 
of the Government a National Resources Planning Board (herein- 
after referred to as the Board“) which shall be composed of five 
members to be appointed by the President, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. At least two of the members of the 
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Board shall be citizens and residents of States west of the Missis- 
sippi River. One of the members of the Board shall be designated 
by the President as chairman, and one of such members shall be 
designated by the President as vice chairman. The vice chairman 
shall act as chairman in the absence of the chairman or in the 
event of a vacancy in that office. The members of the Board shall 
be compensated at the rate of $50 per day for time spent in attend- 
ing and traveling to and from meetings, or in otherwise exercising 
the functions of the Board, plus the actual cost of transportation: 
Provided, That in no case shall a member be entitled to receive 
n for more than 30 days’ services in any 2 consecutive 
months, 

(b) The Board shall cause a seal of office to be made for such 
Board, of such device as the President shall approve, and judicial 
notice shall be taken of such seal. 

(c) The Board shall determine the rules of its own proceedings, 
and a majority of its members in office shall constitute a quorum 
for the transaction of business, but the Board may function not- 
withstanding vacancies. 

Sec. 403. The Board is authorized to— 

(1) Investigate, examine, study, analyze, assemble, and coordi- 
nate and periodically to review basic information and materials 
appropriate to plans or planning policies for the development and 
utilization of the natural resources of the Nation; 

(2) To obtain data and reports from, and to consult with, any 
agencies of the Federal Government and of any State, Territory, 
or possession of the United States (including the Philippine 
Islands), or political subdivisions thereof, with their consent as 
well as any public planning or research agencies and institutions; 
and 

(3) Prepare and submit studies, reports, and recommendations 
upon matters within its jurisdiction under this act for presenta- 
tion to the President and the Congress or upon the request of the 
President or the Congress, 

Sec. 404. (a) The Board is authorized, without regard to the civil- 
service laws, to appoint a director, and, subject to the civil-service 
laws, to appoint such other officers and employees as may be neces- 
sary to carry out its functions. The compensation of the director 
and such other officers and employees shall be fixed in accordance 
with the Classification Act of 1923, as amended. 

(b) The Board shall prepare and submit annually to the Presi- 
dent and to the Congress a report setting forth and summarizing 
its work during the preceding year, and shall include therein such 
information, data, and recommendations concerning matters within 
its jurisdiction as the Board may deem advisable. 

(c) The Board is authorized to prescribe such rules and regula- 
tions as may be necessary to carry out its functions. 

Sec. 405. The National Resources Committee, established by 
Executive Order No. 7065 of June 7, 1935, is hereby abolished, and 
the records, property (including office equipment), and personnel 
of such Committee, and the unexpended balances of funds avail- 
able for expenditure by such Committee shall be transferred to the 


Board. 
TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS 


Src. 501. The President is authorized to appoint six administra- 
tive assistants without regard to the provisions of other laws ap- 
plicable to the employment of officers and employees of the United 
States, and to fix the compensation of each of them at not to 
exceed $10,000 per annum. Said administrative assistants shall 
perform such duties as the President may prescribe. 

Sec. 502. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of 
any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums 
as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this act. 

Sec, 503. If any provision of this act, or the application thereof 
to any person or circumstance, is held invalid, the remainder of 
the act, and the application of such provision to other persons or 
circumstances, shall not be affected thereby. 

Src. 504. (a) Subsection (c) of section 201 shall become effective 
when the first Civil Service Administrator appointed under section 
201 takes office. 

(b) Sections 301 to 306, inclusive, and section 401 shall become 
effective upon the expiration of 180 days after the date of enact- 
ment of this act unless the President shall by Executive order 
provide for an earlier effective date. 

(c) Section 405 shall become effective when a majority of the 
members of the National Resources Planning Board first appointed 
under the provisions of section 402 take office. 

Sec. 505. This act may be cited as the “Reorganization Act of 
1938.” 


During the reading of the bill the following occurred: 

Mr. DIES (interrupting the reading). Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the further reading of ‘the bill 
be dispensed with. 

Mr. HOFFMAN (and several other Members). I object. 

Mr. THURSTON. Mr. Chairman, I desire to make a point 
of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. THURSTON. Mr. Chairman, I have been a Member 
of this body for a good many years. I never before have 
raised the question of a point of order because of the 
absence of a quorum, but I make that point of order now. 
I make the point of order that there is no quorum present. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa makes the 
point of order that there is no quorum present. The Chair 
will count. [After counting.] One hundred and forty-two 
Members present, a quorum. The Clerk will continue with 
the reading. 

Mr. FORD of California (interrupting the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that the further reading 
of the bill be dispensed with. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chairman, I object. 

Mr. FORD of California, Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. FORD of California. Is it proper that gentlemen who 
ask for the reading of the bill should leave the Chamber 
while it is being read? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is not a subject of parliamentary 
inquiry, and the Chair has no knowledge that such a thing 
has happened. 

Mr. FORD of California. Mr. Chairman, is it a parlia- 
mentary inquiry then to ask that the bill be reprinted in 
words of one syllable so that the Republicans can under- 
stand it? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I demand that those words 
be taken down. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that the gentleman from California is filibustering. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is not the subject of a point of 
order. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I demand that the words 
be taken down. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman indicate what 
words he wishes taken down? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. The words of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia to the effect that the bill be reprinted in words of one 
syllable so that we could understand it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman from Michigan in- 
form the Chair wherein such a statement violates any rule 
of the House? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Yes. That is an intimation that on the 
Republican side we do not understand the bill, that we do 
not get the import of it. We think we do, in view of the 
statement of the President last night, when he got the re- 
porters out of bed at 1 o’clock in the morning to tell them 
he did not want to be a dictator. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is prepared to rule. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I respectfully submit that 
it is up to the Speaker to rule on a question of whether words 
should be stricken from the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan raised 
the point of order, but he did not move that words should 
be stricken from the RECORD. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I demand that the words 
be taken down, and that the Speaker pass upon them. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman desire the words to 
be taken down? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Yes. 

Mr. DOWELL. The words should be taken down and then 
submitted to the Speaker of the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman is correct. 
gentleman from Michigan insist upon it? 

Mr: HOFFMAN. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the words. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Forp of California. Is it a parliamentary to ask that 
the bill be printed in words of one syllable so that the Republicans 
can understand it? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will rise. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Will not the gentleman from Michigan 
withdraw his request? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Is the gentleman going to insist on a vote 
on the bill today? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Oh, no, no. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. When is the vote going to come on it? 

Mr, COCHRAN. Not until Friday or Saturday. 


Does the 
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Mr. HOFFMAN. Not until Saturday? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Certainly not before Friday night. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Mis- 
souri tells me we are not going to vote on this bill before 
Friday night or Saturday. If it is not to be until Saturday, 
I do not feel as bad as I did a moment ago. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Michigan 
insist upon his request that the words be taken down? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. BULWINKELE. Regular order, Mr. Chairman. No 
business may be transacted until this matter is disposed of, 
and the gentleman from Michigan should know that. 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 
from New Jersey rise? 

Mr. POWERS. To submit a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. POWERS. Now that the proceedings of the commit- 
tee are so delightfully informal, may I ask the reason for 
the delay? 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Regular order, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. SNELL. The regular order is, what is the reason for 
the delay? 

The CHAIRMAN. Pending the arrival of the Speaker, the 
Chair will feel constrained not to recognize any Member 
until the demand of the gentleman from Michigan that 
the words be taken down is acted upon. 

Does the gentleman from Michigan insist upon his 
demand? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. I certainly do. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will rise. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. McCormack, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re- 
ported that that Committee, having had under consideration 
the bill S. 3331, the reorganization bill, certain words used 
in debate were objected to and on request were taken down 
and read at the Clerk’s desk, and that he herewith reported 
the same to the House. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the words ob- 
jected to. 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Speaker, a point of order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentieman will state it. 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 

Mr. SNELL (interrupting the count). Mr. Speaker, I 
make a point of order against Members coming in on the 
other side and saying “two more” or “three more.” 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I was not counted. 

Mr. SNELL. I did not have reference to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I understand. 

Mr. SNELL. I have reference to that crowd right over 
there. 

Mr. FORD of California. Mr. Speaker, is the word “crowd,” 
when used to designate a number of Members of the House, 
a parliamentary word? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair cannot recognize any Member 
when a question of no quorum is pending. The Chair is in 
doubt as to whether a quorum is present. The Chair will 
recount. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK (interrupting the count). 
going out on the other side. 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. They are coming in over 
there, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Two hundred and sixteen Members are 
present, a quorum. 

The Clerk will report the words taken down. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Forn of California. Is it a parliamentary inquiry to ask that 
the bill be printed in words of one syllable so that the Republicans 
can understand it? 


Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker 


They are 
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The SPEAKER. The Chair has read the words that were 
requested to be taken down, in the following language: 

Is it a parliamentary inquiry to ask that the bill be printed in 
words of one syllable so that the Republicans can understand it? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, may I be heard? 

The SPEAKER. This is a matter for the Chair to deter- 
mine. 

The Chair is clearly of the opinion that the language used 
is not objectionable under the rule. 

The Committee will resume its sitting. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill S. 3331, the reorganization bill, with 
Mr. McCormacx in the chair. 

The Clerk resumed the reading of the bill. 

Mr. KNUTSON (interrupting the reading of the bill). 
Where is the Clerk reading? 

The CHAIRMAN. Page 7, line 16, for the information of 
the Committee. 

The Clerk continued the reading of the bill. 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan (interrupting the reading of 
the bill). Mr. Chairman 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I demand the regular 
order, which is the reading of the bill. 

Mr. SHAFER, of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani- 
mous consent that further reading of the bill may be dis- 
pensed with. 

Mr. POWERS and Mr. CHURCH objected. 

The Clerk continued the reading of the bill. 

Mr. LORD (interrupting the reading of the bill). Mr. 
Chairman, will the Chair inform me where the Clerk is 
reading? 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Driver). Page 20, line 3, 

The Clerk concluded the reading of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. McCormack). Under the rules, the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Cocuran] is recognized. 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
CocHRAN] yield? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I refuse to yield. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri is recog- 
nized for 1 hour. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I refuse to yield during 
the statement which I am about to make. 

Mr. PARSONS. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman declines to yield for a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, last year your Select 
Committee on Executive Organization reported four bills. 
Two of the bills passed the House. One bill was debated all 
afternoon, then passed with practically no opposition. There 
was not even a record vote. The second bill was the general 
reorganization bill, debated at length, and any number of 
amendments were offered. There was a record vote on the 
general reorganization bill and it passed the House by a vote 
of 283 to 75. 

On August 18 and 19 the committee reported two addi- 
tional bills, one having to do with the civil service and the 
other with the Comptroller General and General Accounting 
Office. The two bills the House passed went to the Senate 
and were referred to the select committee in the Senate, 
which reported a Senate bill containing all four subjects. 
You know what happened the last few weeks in the Senate, 

When an attempt was made to substitute the language in 
the Senate bill by striking out all after the enacting clause 
in the House bill and adding it to that House bill, objection 
was made and the Senate bill was messaged to this House. 
Under the rules it was referred to your select committee. 

That committee brings in today as an amendment to the 
Senate bill the four identical bills reported to the House last 
year by the committee. There are four titles now included 
to the Senate bill. First, the general reorganization bill. 
Title II provides for six additional assistants for the Presi- 
dent. Title III covers the Comptroller General and General 
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Accounting Office feature. Title IV deals with the civil 
service. 

Mr. Chairman, everyone knows it is the duty of the Congress 
of the United States to reorganize the executive branch of 
the Government and everyone knows that every attempt 
made by the Congress to reorganize the executive branch of 
the Government for 50 years or more has failed. President 
after President, Republican and Democrat alike, appealed to 
the Congress for authority to reorganize the executive branch 
of the Government. 

In 1932 I was a member of the select committee which 
brought to the floor of the House a bill granting to a Re- 
publican President power to reorganize the executive branch 
of the Government. That bill went much farther than the 
provisions found in title I of the pending bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I not only joined the Republicans in giving 
this power to Mr. Hoover, but I came down in the well of the 
House and urged the membership of the House, Democrats 
and Republicans, to give him the power. 

In 1933 far greater power was given Mr. Roosevelt than is 
provided by title I of this bill to reorganize the executive 
branch of the Government. 

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COCHRAN. I refuse to yield at this moment, as I 
desire to complete my statement. 

Mr. Chairman, was there any cry of dictatorship when we 
granted such authority in 1932 and 1933? Was there any cry 
of dictatorship last August when the reorganization bill 
passed this House by a vote of 283 to 75. You know as well 
as I know dictatorship was never mentioned one time during 
the debate. 

If we could give Mr. Hoover this power in 1932 and Mr. 
Roosevelt this power in 1933 which he could not exercise, due 
to the situation which confronted him when he took charge 
of the White House, why should we refuse to give him less 
power now? Do the Democrats who voted for the reorgani- 
zation bill August 13, 1937, have less confidence in the Presi- 
dent now than they had then? 

Mr. Chairman, there will be read to the House by the gen- 

tleman from North Carolina [Mr. Warren], who will follow 
me, a letter written by the President last night. When I se- 
cured a copy of the President’s letter this morning I per- 
sonally had it mimeographed and sent a copy to the office of 
every Member of the House. I hope you will read it care- 
fully. 
As I said a moment ago, this amendment is divided into 
four titles. The purpose of it is in the main to stop duplica- 
tion of effort. I certainly do not want in this debate to have 
questions asked of me that will be later asked of the chair- 
men of the subcommittees, who will explain the various titles. 
There is not a question you can ask me that I cannot answer. 
I understand the amendment from the first page to the last, 
but I am going to leave the explanation of various titles to 
the chairmen of the subcommittees as they appear on the 
floor. 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COCHRAN. I cannot yield to my friend at this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe in the right of petition. I wel- 
come expressions of views from my constituents. However, 
there is a vast difference between the opinion of an individ- 
ual or a group and inspired or organized propaganda. 
Chambers of commerce, boards of trade, and businessmen 
from all over the country have been complaining for years 
about the inefficient set-up of the executive branch of this 
Government. They have been complaining that when they 
come to Washington it takes days to locate the man it is 
necessary for them to see in order to transact their business. 
The purpose of this legislation is to simplify Government 
procedure and make it more efficient. We are doing exactly 
what organizations of businessmen and individual business- 
men have been requesting. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I wish to set aside just one fear that 
some Members of this House have, and then I am going to 
conclude. I feel I violate no confidence when I make this 
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statement. A large number of the Members of this House 
fear we are going to destroy the Comptroller General's office 
and the General Accounting Office. The Senate bill pro- 
, vides for a great deal of the work in these offices to be trans- 
ferred to the Bureau of the Budget and the Treasury Depart- 
ment. The nine men who compose this select. committee, 
your servants, will never at any time agree to transfer the 
activities of the offices mentioned to the Treasury Depart- 
ment, the spending agency, or to the Bureau of the Budget 
as long as it is under the Treasury Department. [Applause.] 
Of this you can be assured. If I am in error, I will yield to 
any member of the select committee to correct me. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COCHRAN. I regret I cannot yield. 

Mr. Chairman, we have wasted a lot of time today, and I 
am not going to consume any more, because what I might 
say now would be duplicated by other speakers, members of 
the select committee. Title I of the bill deals with the 
general reorganization plan and authority granted the Presi- 
dent. Therefore, I yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Warren] who is chair- 
man of the subcommittee. [Applause.] 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Chairman, I should like to get some- 
what into my statement before being interrupted, and later 
on I will be pleased to yield in accordance with the time I 
may have remaining. 

Mr. Chairman, it is apparent on account of things that 
have transpired in another body that the wisdom of the 
House committee in handling this question of Government 
reorganization has been demonstrated. As the gentleman 
from Missouri has stated, we originally planned this meas- 
ure as four separate bills. As the House knows, two of those 
bills were passed last August, and the other two have been 
on the calendar, with the reports on them, since that time. 
I may say to the committee that had this bill gone to con- 
ference the majority members of the select committee had 
agreed far in advance that when the bill came back on a 
conference report there should be full discussion and a sepa- 
rate yote on every extraneous matter the Senate had added. 
I again assure you there is one matter the Senate has added 
which we have not incorporated in this bill, and this is the 
creation of a National Resources Board. If this measure 
should go to conference, and if we come back here from con- 
ference with an agreed-upon measure, I am prepared now to 
assure the House there will be full opportunity for discussion 
and a separate vote upon that measure. 

We are opposed in toto to the Senate bill. We have 
brought in this bill without undotting an “i” or uncrossing 
a “t,” according to the way two of the bills were passed in 
August and according to the way the other two measures 
were reported out of the committee. Why, may I ask, has 
this great change come over some even here in the House of 
Representatives? On August 13 we had debate on title I of 
this bill, which, according to the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. Taser], in his own language, was sufficient. 

Amendment after amendment was offered, and not a sin- 
gle one was adopted. When it came time to vote on title I 
there were 283 for it, with its delegation of power, and 75 
against it. We were joined in that vote by all the Progres- 

' sives and Farmer-Labor Members except one, and we wel- 
comed the support of 15 outstanding Republicans in this 
House, including such men as the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. Mapes]. We did not make it a partisan issue. We 
did not propose it for that purpose. But now the lines have 
been drawn. The Republicans, in spite of their past votes, 
make it an issue. The whole thing is now clear-cut. The 
, Democratic majority in this House is willing to take the 
responsibility for proper and sufficient legislation to reor- 
ganize the Government of the United States. [Applause.] 

What did we do? We could have considered this matter 

i from now until doomsday and we would inevitably have come 
back to one simple proposition. We did not bring in here 
the so-called Brownlow report. We junked that report 
| practically in toto. We brought in here a bill which is title 
I of this bill, giving to the President of the United States 
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in practically the identical language far less power than 
the Congress had given to Mr. Hoover or had given to Mr. 
Roosevelt during the first 2 years of his administration. 

I am now going to make a statement that has not been 
made in debate in either branch during the discussion of this 
bill. I challenge you to answer it. I defy you, before a vote 
comes on this measure, to answer it, if you can. 

The Congress of the United States in 1932, with a Demo- 
cratic House by a majority of four and a Republican Senate, 
placed on the books permanent legislation and gave it to 
Mr. Hoover, not for Mr. Hoover alone but for every President 
that might follow him; and not only did we do this, but we 
gave Mr. Hoover the right to transfer all of the functions 
of any agency to another one. Under that he could have 
transferred from the Interstate Commerce Commission every 
single, solitary one of its functions and placed them under 
the Department of Commerce. He could have wiped out 
overnight by transferring the functions of the Federal Trade 
Commission. In the same manner he could have wiped out 
overnight the functions of every quasi-legislative body that 
exists in this Government today, and who voted for it? 
Heading the list was my friend the distinguished minority 
leader, the gentleman from New York, Mr. SNELL. Who else 
voted for it? The gentleman from New York, Mr. Taser, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr. GIFFORD, and prac- 
tically every one of you that was here in 1932 who is here 
today. Oh, when I look over that list I see our distinguished 
constitutionalist on the Democratic side, the gentleman from 
Indiana, Mr. PETTENGILL. Yes; he voted for it. [Laughter.] 
He voted to give Mr. Hoover the right to transfer from every 
agency of this Government any of its functions and put them 
under some other department, 

Mr, SNELL. _Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WARREN. I yield. 

Mr. SNELL. If I recall correctly in connection with the 
authority given to Mr. Hoover, a resolution of either House 
of Congress would set it aside. Is not that correct? 

Mr. WARREN. Of course it is, 

Mr. SNELL. Is there any such provision in your bill? 

Mr. WARREN. Of course, there is not, and I will tell the 
gentleman why there is not. 
ene SNELL. The gentleman said it was exactly the same 

g. 

Mr. WARREN. All right; I am going to answer that. 

Mr. SNELL. This is an entirely different proposition. If 
you put that same proposition in this bill, we will consider 
it from a different angle. 

Mr. WARREN. Let me answer the gentleman.. Yes; there 
was written into the so-called Hoover power a proposition 
that either House by resolution could stop the effective date 
of an order. What happened? The Attorney General of 
the United States, a Republican Attorney General, if you 
Please, Mr. Mitchell, promptly advised Mr. Hoover that such 
a provision was not worth the paper it was written on and 
that it was clearly unconstitutional [applause], and that 
Same Congress, not another Congress but that same Con- 
gress, realizing the soundness of Attorney General Mitchell’s 
opinion, struck it out of the law in an amendment signed 
by Mr. Hoover himself. [Applause.] 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for 
à question? 

Mr. WARREN. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. TABER. It is generally understood, however, that a 
provision in a bill which would postpone the effective date of 
an order of that kind until Congress by a concurrent resolu- 
tion should approve it would be valid. 

Mr. WARREN. I want now to ask the gentleman from 
New York if he would support this bill if there is a pro- 
vision in it which would authorize the Congress to disap- 
prove an Executive order by concurrent resolution within the 
60-day period? 

Mr. TABER. I would for that part of it, but not for the 
Department of Public Welfare. 

Mr. WARREN. It is my purpose to offer an amendment 
for the Executive orders to be submitted to Congress 60 days 
before adjournment. 
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Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
for a question? 

Mr. WARREN. In just a minute. 

Mr. Chairman, I hold in my hand a letter written by the 
President of the United States and given out by him today. 

Oh, I know that this question of a concurrent resolution is 
going to be raised. We desire no better legal opinion than 
that rendered by the last Republican Attorney General as to 
its invalidity, and that would be the opinion of any lawyer 
in this House who would study it; but the President of the 
United States in this letter makes this statement, and I ask 
you, after hearing it, could we expect any President to go 
further than he has in this letter? 


Warm Sprincs, March 29, 1938. 

My Dran : Many thanks for your letter telling me that you 
are concerned over the charges in several newspapers that the 
reorganization bill now before the Congress would make me a 
dictator. 

(1) As you well know I am as much opposed to American dic- 
tatorship as you are, for three simple reasons. 

(A) I have no inclination to be a dictator. 

(B) I have none of the qualifications which would make me a 
successful dictator. 

(C) I have too much historical background and too much knowl- 
edge of existing dictatorships to make me desire any form of 
dictatorship for a democracy like the United States of America. 

(2) The reorganization bill now before the Congress is the 
culmination of an effort starting over 40 years ago to make the 
business end—i e., the executive branch—of the Federal Govern- 
ment more businesslike and more efficient. Seven or eight of my 
immediate predecessors in the Presidency have recommended simi- 
lar reorganization measures. 

There are two methods of effecting a business-like reorganiza- 
tion. It can be done by complex and detailed legislation by the 
Congress going into every one of the hundreds of bureaus in the 
executive departments and other agencies. 

Or it can be done by giving to the President as Chief Executive 
authority to make certain adjustments and reorganizations by 
Executive order, subject to overriding of these Executive orders by 
the Congress itself. 

I would have been wholly willing to go along with the first 
method, but attempts at detailed reorganization by the Congress 
itself have failed many times in the past, and every responsible 
Member of the Senate or the House is in t that detailed 
reorganization by the Congress is a practicable impossibility. 

We come then to second alternative—reorganization by Execu- 
tive order subject to overriding by the Congress. 

(3) m any reorganization you will realize, I am sure, that if 
it changes existing administrative set-ups, consolidates Jobs, or 
makes other kinds of savings either from the point of view of cost 
or from the point of view of bureaucratic authority, such changes 
are bitterly fought by those who stand to lose some authority and 
by those who are so wedded to existing practices that they go to 
any length to prevent the slightest change which seeks greater 
efficiency. 

Several States have put into effect reorganizations of their de- 
partments. The changes have resulted in some economy. But 
chiefly these reorganizations in State governments have increased 
the efficiency of these State governments to a very marked extent. 

That result is what we seek in the bill now before the Congress. 

(4) You know that when over a year ago I recommended a 
reorganization to the Congress, all parties and all factions agreed 
on the need for such a measure. You know, too, that a year later 
a carefully manufactured partisan and political opposition to any 
reorganization has created a political issue—created it deliberately 
of whole cloth. 


(5) The opposition has planted bogies under every bed. It 
was said, for example, that the work of the Army engineers was to 
be abolished in spite of the fact that the Congress, and the Con- 
gress alone, can determine who will do river and harbor dredging 
and build flood-control levees. It is charged that the splendid 
work of the Forestry Service is to be hamstrung—hamstrung I 
suppose by the best friend forestry ever had in the United States. 
It is charged that the extremely efficient Veterans’ Bureau or the 
excellent Railroad Mediation Board is to be damaged beyond re- 
pair. I cite these merely as example of a score of equally silly 
nightmares conjured up at the instigation either of those who 
would restore the Government to those who owned it between 
1921 and 1933, or those who for one reason or another seek delib- 
erately to wreck the present administration of the Government of 
the United States. 

(6) One point remains: 

“There are those who honestly believe that every minor change, 
every minor detail of conducting the business of the administra- 
tive branch of the Government, should receive in effect a positive 
congressional approval before such changes go into effect. The 
bill in its present form makes the Executive orders relating to such 
changes—and most of them are minor—subject to disapproval by 
the Congress within 60 days by joint resolution. Let me state to 
you categorically that if such a joint resolution were passed by 

Congress disapproving an order, I would, in the overwhelm- 
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ing majority of cases, go along with carefully considered congres- 
sional action. 

I can think of no cases where the President would not gladly 
yield to a clear expression of congressional opinion. 

But there are two cogent reasons why the bill should go 
through as it is now drawn. The first is the constitutional ques- 
tion involved in the passage of a concurrent resolution, which is 
only an expression of congressional sentiment. Such a resolu- 
tion cannot repeal Executive action taken in pursuance of a law. 
The second is the very remote possibility that some legislative 
situation might possibly arise in the future where the President 
would feel obligated to veto a joint resolution of the Congress and 
properly require a two-thirds yote to override his veto. I repeat 
that I visualize no such possibility between n and 1940, when 
the authority given is to end. Thus you see that charges 
of dictatorship are made out of whole cloth—even if I wanted to 
be a dictator, which Heaven knows, I do not. 

With every good wish, always sincerely, 


[Applause.] 

Can any reasonable-minded man, can any Democrat, de- 
sire more from the President of his party than that clear- 
cut and simple statement? 

Neuß EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 

Mr. WARREN. Les. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. When the President wrote that let- 
ter he was referring of course in the main to the Senate 
bill which entirely abolishes the office of the Comptroller 
General. Is not that so? 

Mr. WARREN. The President was referring in that let- 
ter to the House bill, and the question asked by the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania has no connection whatever, be- 
cause the Comptroller General provisions are carried in title 
3, while this letter deals only with orders under title 1. 

Mr, EBERHARTER. Will the gentleman yield further? 
Then, in effect, that letter does not approve of the action 
of the Senate in abolishing the Comptroller’s office, and 
approves of the House bill? 

Mr. WARREN. I state to the gentleman that that letter 
has nothing whatever to do with title 3, affecting the Comp- 
troller General. Mr. Chairman, what have we done in this 
bill? I have told the committee what we did for Mr. Hoover. 
I have told them what we did during the first 2 years of the 
Roosevelt administration, but we bring in this bill, and 
exempt from any form of reorganization the regulatory or 
so-called quasi legislative agencies of the Government. Every 
one of them is specifically exempt under the terms of the 
House bill. 

E McREYNOLDS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 

Mr. WARREN. In just a minute. But we did one thing to 
those exempted agencies. Do gentlemen know that under 
the decision in the Humphrey case they contend that they 
are in the legislative branch and are exempt from Budget 
control? We brought them under budgetary control, as they 
ought to be. So far as their other functions are concerned, 
so far as transferring one single solitary feature of any of 
them, they cannot be touched under the express provisions of 
this bill. Something else we brought under this bill. We 
have brought, for the purposes of reorganization, corporations 
owned or controlled by the United States. Mr. Hoover 
thought he had the power over them and Mr. Roosevelt 
thought he had power over them under the 2-year provisions 
we gave him in 1933. Under the advice of two Attorneys Gen- 
erals we have found that they were not included. Is there 
anything wrong about that? We know that there are about 
130 overlapping and duplicating agencies in the Government. 
How much longer are we going on creating these bureaus and 
independent organizations, many of them having almost 
identical functions or overlapping functions? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WARREN. Yes. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Of course, it is not my usual practice to 
participate in debate in the Committee of the Whole, but I 
regard this as a very important measure. On the question of 
the attitude of the Republicans in the House, when this mat- 
ter of conferring power upon President Roosevelt was under 
consideration I am wondering if the gentleman from North 
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Carolina [Mr. Warren] would care to read in that connection 
the statement made by Mr. Hoover in connection with the 
powers that he, a Republican President, thought ought to be 
conferred upon the Executive with reference to the reorgani- 
zation of the Government? 

Mr. WARREN. Yes, Mr. Chairman; I have the same clip- 
ping that has just been handed to me by you. Here is what 
Mr. Hoover said in signing the act of March 3, 1933: 

Either Congress must keep its hands off now, or they must give 
to my successor much larger powers of independent action than 
given to any President if there is every to be reorganization; and 
that authority, to be effective, should be free of the limitations in 
the law passed last year which gives Congress the veto power, pre- 
vents the abolition of functions, and prevents the rearrangement 
of major departments. Otherwise it will, as is now being demon- 
strated in the present law, again be merely make-believe. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. WARREN. Yes. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. The gentleman stated that all these 
certain departments were exempted, such as the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, the Federal Trade Commission, and 
so forth, the Engineer Corps of the Army of the United States. 
In the Senate bill I find there is set up a National Resources 
Planning Board, which has been stricken out in this House 
bill. I presume the gentleman thinks by that that he has 
gotten rid of it. I am asking for information. The amend- 
ment to the section which the gentleman refers to here as 
I understand it, is the section under which the President has 
set up already a National Resources Planning Board. The 
Senate provided that it shall be made up from certain sec- 
tions of the country, but the present Planning Board has no 
member on it from below the Ohio River or west of the Mis- 
sissippi. The gentleman says that that is cut out. I call 
the attention of the gentleman to the language on page 43, 
line 16: 

But shall not include, except as to the function of preparing 
estimates of appropriations, the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
the Federal Trade Commission, the Federal Power Commission, the 
Securities and Exchange Commission, the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission, the National Labor Relations Board the Na- 
tional Bituminous Coal Commission, the United States Maritime 
Commission, the Engineer Corps of the United States Army, the 
Coast Guard, the General Accounting Office, and the United States 
Tariff Commission. 

I understood the gentleman to say that this merely refers 
to the Budget Bureau but as I get this it would also go to the 
Planning Board for the function of preparing estimates of 
appropriations. Take the Engineering Corps of the United 
States Army. It is their duty to make estimates and submit 
them to the Secretary of War and they are then passed on 
to the President and to the Budget Bureau. 

Mr. WARREN. That is true as to the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Would not this Board pass on it in 
that way also? 

Mr. WARREN. I assure the gentleman from Tennessee 
that the present National Resources Planning Board was set 
up under Executive order. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS.. I know that, but does not have the 
effect of law. 

Mr. WARREN. As the gentleman also knows, contained in 
the Senate bill is a provision to make it a law which, I will 
assure the House, if it is agreed to in conference, will come 
back here for a final vote; and there is upon the calendar 
today a bill reported out by the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors, introduced by our friend the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. MansFietp] for practically the same purpose. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. But will not that Commission pass 
on the estimates? 

‘Mr. WARREN. This bill does not in any way affect the 


present Board about which the gentleman has been talking. 


Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WARREN. I yield. 

Mr. GIFFORD. I want merely to complete the statement 
about the granting of power to Mr. Hoover in 1932. We did, 
and on December 9, 1932, a very important message was 
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reported to the Congress telling us what we ought to do, and 
then we did not do something for Mr. Hoover; we did some- 
thing to him by refusing, by the 60-day limit, to allow him to 
proceed. That was done by a Democratic Congress in 1932. 

Mr. WARREN. Let me again make it clear that this was 
the challenge I issued sometime ago: We made the Hoover 
legislation permanent legislation. I do not mean to convey 
that we gave Mr. Hoover the power to abolish functions or 
agencies; no, that was not given him; but by a peculiar quirk 
in the law he was given the power to transfer all functions 
of every single agency of this Government and leave the 
agency from which he transferred the functions a mere shell 
with nothing in the world but a name. That is what the 
gentleman voted to give him; that is what the House voted 
to give him; and that is infinitely more and greater power 
than we now propose to give the present President of the 
United States. [Applause.] 

Mr. GIFFORD. If the gentleman will yield further, an- 
swer what you did to Mr. Hoover in December when you 
made the report? What did you do to him and tell him? 
Certainly it was no wonder that he wrote the letter he did, 
saying that if you did not keep hands off you would have 
to give greater power to his successor. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Hoover had been advised by his own 
Attorney General, Mr. Mitchell, that the section requiring a 
resolution by either House was not worth the paper it was 
written on; and I repeat that that is so. 

We do something else in title I—we create a department 
of public welfare, and the standards for setting up this 
department are clearly defined in this bill. Did you know 
that there are 26 different welfare agencies today in the 
United States Government? President Harding recom- 
mended and demanded a department of public welfare; a 
commission appointed by President Coolidge likewise strongly 
recommended it; and every committee, and every board, and 
every investigation that has been made into this subject has 
recommended the establishment of such a department. 
Now, all of this on title I, Mr. Chairman, is just a rehash 
of what took place here on August 13, 1937. Do we favor 
a reorganization of the Government? We say that we do. 
Every board and every agency down the street here says 
that they believe in reorganization, but say, “For the Lord’s 
sake, don’t touch us.” Congress can try from now until 
eternity—and they have tried time after time—but we shall 
never make even a dent in the bureaucracy that exists in 
Washington today. It can be done only by one man. If 
you lack confidence in that man; if you distrust him; if you 
are not willing to take his word that he will do a careful 
and thoroughgoing job; if you are not willing to accept his 
statement contained in the letter today that if it is the will 
of Congress by joint resolution that an order issued by him 
should not become law he will not veto the joint resolution, 
then you ought to vote against this bill. [Applause.] 

Here is the list, Mr. Chairman, of those Democrats and 
Republicans who are now Members of Congress who voted 
to give President Hoover such extraordinary powers on May 
3, 1932: 

YEAS—106 

Democrats, 68: Bankhead, Alabama; Bland, Virginia; Cannon, 
Missouri; Celler, New York; Clark, North Carolina; Cochran, Mis- 
souri; Cole, Maryland; Collins, Mississippi; Cooper, Tennessee; Cox, 
Georgia; DeRouen, Louisiana; Dies, Texas; Disney, Oklahoma; 
Doughton, North Carolina; Doxey, Mississippi; Drewry, V. 
Driver, Arkansas; Fernandez, Louisiana; Flannagan, Virginia; Ful- 
ler, Arkansas; Fulmer, South Carolina; Gambrill, Maryland; 
Gasque, South Carolina; ` Goldsborough, Maryland; Greenwood, 
Indiana; Haines, Pennsylvania; Harlan, Ohio; Hill, Lister, Alabama; 
Johnson, Jed, Oklahoma; Johnson, Luther, Texas; Jones, Texas; 
Kniffin, Ohio; Lambeth, North Carolina; Lanham, Texas; Me- 
Millan, South Carolina; McReynolds, Tennessee; Maloney, Lou- 
isiana; Mansfield, Texas; May, Kentucky; Miller, Arkansas; 
Mitchell, Tennessee; Nelson, Missouri; Palmisano, Maryland; Par- 
sons, Illinois; Patman, Texas; Pettengill, Indiana; Polk, Ohio; 
Ramspeck, Georgia; Rankin, Mississippi; Rayburn, Texas; Reilly, 
Wisconsin; Romjue, Missouri; Sanders, Texas; Shannon, Missouri: 
Smith, Joe L., West Virginia; Spence, Kentucky; Steagall, Ala- 
bama; Sumners, Texas; Tarver, Georgia; Taylor, Colorado; Thoma- 
son, Texas; Vinson, Carl, Georgia; Vinson, Fred M.. Kentucky; 
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Warren, North Carolina; Weaver, North Carolina; Whittington, 
Mississippi; Williams, Missouri; 

Republicans, g Andrews, New York; 
Crowther, New York; Culkin, 'New York; Dowell, Iowa; Eaton, New 
Jersey; Englebright, California; Fish, New York; ‘Gifford, Massachu- 
setts; Gilchrist, Iowa; Goodwin, New York; Guyer, Kansas; Han- 
cock, New York; Holmes, Massachusetts; Hope, Kansas; Jenkins, 
Ohio; Kinzer, Pennsylvania; Lambertson, Kansas; Luce, Massachu- 
setts; Mapes, Michigan; Martin, Massachusetts; Michener, Michi- 
gan; Millard, New York; Reed, Daniel A., New York; Rich, Pennsyl- 
vania; Rogers, Massachusetts; Seger, New Jersey; Snell, New York; 
Taber, New York; Taylor, Tennessee; Thurston, Iowa; Tinkham, 
Massachusetts; Treadway, Massachusetts; Wigglesworth, Massachu- 
setts; Wolcott, Michigan; Wolfenden, Pennsylvania; Wolverton, 
New Jersey; Woodruff, Michigan. 


And here, Mr. Chairman, is the list of those Democrats, 
Republicans, Progressives, and Farm-Labor Members of the 
present Congress who on August 13, 1937, voted for the 
identical provisions of title I of the bill we are now con- 
sidering: 

Yeas—283: Aleshire, Allen, Pa., Amlie, Anderson, Mo., Andrews, 
Arends, Arnold, Ashbrook, Atkinson, Bacon, Barden, Barry, Beam, 
Beiter, Bell, Bernard, Biermann, Bigelow, Bland, Bloom, Boehne, 
Boileau, Boland, Pa., Boren, Boykin, Boylan, N. Y., Bradley, Brooks, 
Brown, Buck, Buckler, Minn., Burch, Burdick, Byrne, Caldwell, 
Cartwright, Case, S. Dak., Casey, Mass., Celler, Champion, Chandler, 
Citron, Claypool, Cochran, Coffee, Wash., Colden, Cole, N. Y., Col- 
lins, Colmer, Cooley, Cooper, Costello, Cox, Cravens, Creal, Crosser, 
Crowe, Curley, Daly, Deen, Delaney, Dempsey, DeMuth, DeRouen, 
Dies, Dingell, Dixon, Dockweiler, Dorsey, Doughton, Drew, Pa., 
Driver, Duncan, Dunn, Eberharter, Eckert, Edmiston, Eicher, El- 
liott, Engel, Englebright, Farley, Ferguson, Fitzgerald, Flannagan, 
Flannery, Fleger, Fletcher, Forand, Ford, Calif., Frey, Pa., Fries, 
III., Fuller, Garrett, Gearhart, Gehrmann, Gildea, Gingery, Golds- 
borough, Green, Greenwood, Greever, Gregory, Griffith, Haines, 
Halleck, Hamilton, Hancock, N. C., Harlan, Harrington, Havenner, 
Healey, Hendricks, Hennings, Hildebrandt, Hill, Okla., Hill, Wash., 
Honeyman, Hook, Hope, Houston, Hunter, Imhoff, Izac, Jacobsen, 
Jarman, Jenckes, Ind., Johnson, Luther A., Johnson, Lyndon, John- 
son, Minn., Johnson, Okla., Johnson, W. Va., Jones, Kee, Keller, 
Kelly, III., Kelly, N. T., Kennedy, Md., Kennedy, N. Y., Kenney, 
Keogh, Kerr, Kirwan, Kitchens, Kloeb, Kniffin, Kocialkowski, Kop- 
plemann, Lanzetta, Larrabee, Lea, Leavy, Lesinski, Lewis, Colo., 
Long, Lucas, Luecke, Mich., McAndrews, McCormack, McFarlane, 
McGehee, McGranery, McGrath, McReynolds, McSweeney, Mag- 
nuson, Mahon, S. C., Mahon, Tex., Maloney, Mapes, Martin, Colo., 
Massingale, Maverick, Mead, Merritt, Miller, Mills, Mitchell, Il., 
Mitchell, Tenn., Moser, Pa., Mosier, Ohio, Mouton, Murdock, Ariz., 
Murdock, Utah, Nelson, Nichols, Norton, O’Brien, Nl., O'Brien, 
Mich., O'Connell, Mont., O'Connell, R. I., O'Connor, Mont., O’Con- 
nor, N. Y., O'Day, O'Leary, O'Malley, O'Neill, N. J., O'Toole, Oliver, 
Pace, Parsons, Patman, Patrick, Patterson, Patton, Pearson, Petten- 
gill, Pierce, Poage, Polk, Rabaut, Ramsay, Randolph, Rankin, Ray- 
burn, Reece, Tenn., Reilly, Richards, Rigney, Robertson, Robinson, 
Utah, Rogers, Okla., Romjue, Ryan, Sabath, "Sacks, Sadowski, San- 
ders, Sauthoff, Schaefer, III., Schneider, Wis., Schuetze, Schulte, 
Scott, Scrugham, Secrest, Seger, Shanley, Shannon, Sheppard, 
Smith, Conn., Smith, Va., Smith, Wash., Snyder, Pa., South, Spark- 
man, Spence, Stack, Starnes, Steagall, Stefan, Sumners, Tex., Sutphin, 
Sweeney, Swope, Teigan, Terry, Thom, Thomas, Tex., Thomason, 
Tex., Thompson, III., Tolan, Transue, Turner, Vincent, B. M., Vin- 
son, Fred M., Voorhis, Wallgren, Walter, Warren, Wearin, Weaver, 
Welch, Wene, West, Whelchel, Whittington, Wilcox, Williams, Wol- 
verton, Wood, Wocdrum, Zimmerman. 

Paired for: Withrow, Boyer, Mansfield, Kramer, Meeks, Cullen, 
Vinson, Ga. 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Carolina 
has now consumed 30 minutes. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. JOHNSON]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, judging 
from the violent opposition that has been heard in both 
Houses of the Congress for the past several weeks, one might 
reasonably come to the conclusion that the pending re- 
organization bill has suddenly emanated from the minds of 
one of President Roosevelt’s alleged “brain trusters.” But 
the facts are, as set forth very clearly in the remarks this 
afternoon by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. COCHRAN] 
and also by the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. War- 
REN] that there is nothing new and startling about the 
pending proposal. It has been advocated by many Presi- 
dents, both Democrats and Republicans, as well as many 
economists and leading Members of Congress for the past 
half a century. 

If Members will take the time to inform themselves upon 
this important legislation, they will find that after many 
years of debate a serious effort was made by Congress to 
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reorganize and regroup what was thought then to be en- 
tirely too many boards and bureaus back in the year of 
1894. At that time Congress attempted to solve the problem 
and a committee known as the Dockery committee was ap- 
pointed. After much investigation, the effort failed, not 
only because of opposition from the various departments of 
government affected but because some leading Members of 
Congress, then as now, were afraid it might mean the elimi- 
nation of political jobs in the districts they represented in 
Congress. 

It might be interesting to know that every President from 
the time of Theodore Roosevelt down to and including the 
sad and sorrowful days of the Hoover regime openly and 
enthusiastically advocated governmental reorganization. 

The Recorp will show that when the late President Taft 
demanded that Congress give him power to eliminate over- 
lapping boards and bureaus no one stood on the Republican 
side of this aisle and charged him with being a dictator or 
desiring dictatorial powers. But the enemies of reorganiza- 
tion then, as now, in order to defeat the proposal suggested 
that a committee be appointed to make a survey. I have 
noticed, Mr. Chairman, in the comparatively few years that 
I have served in this Congress that the most common prac- 
tice of those who would defeat a proposal to which they are 
violently opposed is to offer the suggestion that a survey be 
made to ascertain the facts, and so forth, and report back 
to Congress. That is what happened to President Taft's pro- 
posal. The Recorp shows that a committee was appointed to 
make the survey and that it took 10 years for that committee 
to even make its report of its findings to the Congress of 
the United States. Since that time committee after com- 
mittee has been appointed, survey after survey has been 
made, but no actual legislation was enacted until President 
Hoover demanded of a Democratic Congress a bill similar 
to the pending legislation. 

I see before me today many Members of this Congress who 
were here in 1932, and who, as Members of this House, voted 
to give President Hoover more power by far than is even 
contemplated under the terms of the pending bill. There 
are a few Democrats and many Republicans on this floor 
today who supported the Hoover reorganization bill but who 
are violently opposed to less drastic legislation as recom- 
mended by Franklin D. Roosevelt. Let me say to Members 
frankly that it is possible to understand how some of the 
minority Members of this House, blinded by vicious partisan- 
ship, might work themselves into a frenzy and be so incon- 
sistent as to vote against giving the present national admin- 
istration the same authority to reorganize the many over- 
lapping boards and bureaus that they gave their patron 
saint, the great engineer. But how any Democrat who has 
any regard for consistency can justify a vote against the 
present measure after having voted to give a Republican 
President much more far-reaching power is, I must confess, 
beyond my understanding. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, may I state that I have for many years 
felt the urgent necessity for the regrouping of the all too 
many and constantly growing departments, commissions, 
boards, and bureaus. The longer I serve in this House the 
more and more I have become convinced that if we are ever 
to have a real efficient government that functions properly 
we must pass legislation similar to that now pending before 
this body. I have also become more convinced year after 
year that as a practical matter it is absolutely impossible for 
any select committee from Congress to actually reorganize 
and properly regroup the many overlapping governmental 
functions. 

As a member of the independent offices subcommittee on 
appropriations, it has fallen my lot to question many of 
those in authority representing the various and sundry 
independent offices of the Government of the United States. 
Many of them are functioning in a splendid efficient man- 
ner. Such boards and bureaus should not and I feel con- 
fident will not be seriously disturbed. Moreover, I have 
found by experience that almost. without exception the 
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heads of the various boards, bureaus, and commissions 
admit that this legislation is right in principle and yet 
almost without exception they point out that their particu- 
lar board or bureau should be exempt from the bill. Don't 
touch me,” has become a byword of many of the heads of 
countless boards and commissions, some of whom I regret 
to say have been spending a lot of time in the corridors 
of this Capitol, in the offices of Members of Congress and 
on the telephone lobbying against this legislation. 

They usually start in by saying they are for the President, 
but. Many assure you over and over they are for 
the objectives of the President’s reorganization bill, 
but * * Most of them agree that we cannot go on 
indefinitely with the constantly mounting expenses of goy- 
ernment and especially the many boards, bureaus, and com- 
missions that are admittedly overlapping, but I 
it were not for that word “but,” a sane, sensible, and prac- 
tical reorganization bill would have been enacted into law 
long before now. We simply have too many “butters” 
here, in and out of Congress, as well as in the one-hundred- 
and-thirty-odd boards and bureaus here in the National 
Capital. [Applause.] 

One of the most common objections raised against this 
proposal is that it would replace from three to seven mem- 
bers of a board with one director and to those who have 
been successful in securing some of these high powered 
jobs there might be some objection strictly from a selfish 
standpoint. But as a practical proposition, it has been 
demonstrated over and over that one responsible and effi- 
cient director is much more satisfactory from every pos- 
sible standpoint of efficient government than a three-, five-, 
or seven-man board. I have observed also without calling 
names or being specific, that as a rule the larger a board 
is, the more difficult it is for members to get together on any 
kind of a policy or to function efficiently. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.) 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 3 
additional minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, I have 
stated that for many years I have been a consistent and 
enthusiastic advocate of governmental reorganization and 
that the more I come in contact with governmental agencies, 
the more I have been forced to realize the dire necessity 
of this legislation. Speaking on this floor January 6 last, 
I said, in part: 

I stand ready to reduce all governmental department functions 
and set-ups 10 percent or more. Economies can and must be 
effected in every department of government. We have too many 
overlapping bureaus of government; we have been hoping and 


raying for a reorganization bill that would correct a very em- 
* situation. The members of the committee know that 


for years and years the suggestion of having experts to go into 
the various departments to make investigations and suggest econ- 
omies has been discussed. But that is as far as we seem to get. 
As one who has made considerable study of government, its many 
departments and functions, I say to this body deliberately that if 
each subcommittee of the Appropriations Committee were given 
an expert to go into each one of the departments and make 

per investigations that Congress could undoubtedly save mil- 
Tous of dollars annually and improve the efficiency of government. 

Mr. HOUSTON. Is it not a fact that under this bill 
Congress has more power than it ever had? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Replying to the sugges- 
tion of the distinguished gentleman from Kansas, I will 
say that he is absolutely correct, in that this bill will give 
Congress considerable additional authority which it does not 
have at the present time. For example, the Comptroller 
General under the present set-up is actually not responsible 
to Congress and under the system that has grown up he is 
not required to make any reports to anyone. Although the 
Comptroller General’s office is supposed to be nonpolitical, it 
is well known that pressure has come from that office on 
Members of Congress against the President’s reorganization 
bill. [Applause.] 

{Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. GRISWOLD]. 
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Mr. GRISWOLD. Mr. Chairman, the present bill on page 
43 exempts various independent agencies of the Government, 
but it leaves out an exemption for what some of us believe 
is a very important agency that should be exempt. I refer 
to the Veterans’ Administration. At the proper time an 
amendment will be offered to add the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion to the organizations exempted. 

Mr. Chairman, on August 9, 1921, when the old Veterans’ 
Bureau was established, the Congress, by legislative enact- 
ment after a careful study, established that Bureau through 
a consolidation and merger of the old Rehabilitation Serv- 
ice, the Vocational Service, and certain parts of the Health 
Service. After further study later on July 3, 1930, the Con- 
gress again effected a consolidation by legislative enactment 
for that Bureau. They changed the name to the Veterans’ 
Administration and at that time the Congress transferred 
from the Interior Department the old Pension Bureau in 
order to bring all legislative matters and veterans’ claims 
and allowances under the jurisdiction of the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration. At that time were also transferred to the 
Administration the National Military Homes which had been 
operated by an independent agency. Again in the Economy 
Act the Congress granted power by legislative enactment to 
transfer certain divisions out of the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion that did not belong there. Litigation in reference to 
war-risk insurance claims was transferred from this Ad- 
ministration to the Department of Justice and certain civil- 
service retirement matters were transferred to the Treasury 
Department. In every instance this has been done by legis- 
lative enactment until we have effected a merger of all 
veterans’ affairs to function under one head efficiently and 
well so that the care of the veterans, the primary purpose 
of the Veterans’ Administration, will be accomplished. 

We are establishing under this bill a department of 
welfare. Who knows but at some future time the Veterans’ 
Administration may be transferred over to that depart- 
ment unless it is specifically exempted? We have in the 
past transferred from the Department of Public Health to 
the Veterans’ Administration certain functions. We have 
insofar as the litigation end is concerned in our war-risk- 
insurance cases made such transfer. Under the wide au- 
thority in this bill the veterans might easily find themselves 
subject to the will and whim of Mr. Hopkins in the newly 
created welfare department or the Department of Public 
Health. Such a transfer would be almost criminal when 
the welfare of the veteran is considered. 

Mr. WARREN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I yield to the gentleman from North 
Carolina. 

Mr. WARREN. I may say to the gentleman this au- 
thority only extends for 2 years, and if he will read all of 
the President’s letter, a portion of which I read today, he 
will see that the President mentions the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration. Of course, if the Veterans’ Administration should 
be exempted from the bill, you might as well exempt every 
other board, agency, and bureau in the Government, because 
you are over the floodgate. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I may say in answer to the gentle- 
man’s statement that the Veterans’ Administration looks 
after these paralyzed men I have seen in hospitals. Are 
they not entitled to be assured of the care they are now 
getting? Are they not as much entitled to that assurance 
as the Federal Trade Commission, the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, or the other agencies that deal with merely 
monetary matters are entitled to the assurance that they 
will not be interfered with? The Veterans’ Administration 
makes as many or more decisions than any one of the 
agencies you have exempted—decisions on both the law 
and the evidence—decisions that mean almost life and 
death to thousand of disabled veterans. Each individual 
case calls for the presentation of evidence and an indi- 
vidual decision. Every Member who ever filed a claim for 
a veteran knows it. 

Mr. WARREN. No; because they are quasi-legislative 
agencies, 
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Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I yield to the gentlewoman from Massa- 
chusetts. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Is it not true that every 
veteran in the committee wants the Veterans’ Administration 
kept independent, as it is? There was perfect chaos in vet- 
erans’ activities before they were consolidated into the Vet- 
erans’ Administration. I happened to be working with the 
veterans at that time, as many of you were, and we know 
when these activities were in different departments the men 
did not get prompt care. Their cases are much facilitated 
now. We are not yet satisfied, but conditions are better than 
they were. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. The gentlewoman is correct. I cannot 
speak for all the veterans of the country but certainly the 
veterans’ organizations of the country want the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration exempted. I think, had all the veterans been 
contacted, they would think so too. We have the word of 
their official representatives of their veterans’ organizations 
that it should be exempted. ‘Those officials are emphatic in 
saying so. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Imay say to the gentleman from Indiana 
that only yesterday General Hines sent word to me that if 
anyone stated he was speaking for the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion and said the Administration was opposed to this legisla- 
tion, he was speaking without authority. General Hines 
wanted me to know and to tell the committee that he as well 
as the other officials of the Veterans’ Administration are 100 
percent for this legislation. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. Ihave not at any time, and I have not 
heard anyone else make the statement that the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration was opposed to this legislation. I presume Gen- 
eral Hines is not opposed to it, but the veterans of the coun- 
try, of whom General Hines is merely a representative, are 
opposed to it. [Applause.] The question is not, does Gen- 
eral Hines want it, but do the veterans want it? 

Mr. COCHRAN. The gentleman knows the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration was created as an independent agency and 
helped me to create it, as I did. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I do know it was created as an inde- 
pendent agency, and I want to keep it independent as it 
was created and intended to be when the legislation was 
enacted. I do not want to destroy its independence and 
make it subject to interdepartment jealousy and the envious 
grasping of some other department that desires to assume 
its functions. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I believe if there is any one thing in 
the world I can assure the gentleman, it is if there is one 
agency that will not be disturbed it is the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration. Please read the letter written and made public 
this morning by the President. There is your assurance. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I am pleased to hear the gentleman 
say that. I hope if it is not the intent to interfere with 
it that he will accept my amendment. That will make cer- 
tain there will be no interference. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. Does the gentleman know 
that under the Code of 1934, as shown on page 1356, the 
President has always had this power to reorganize? I will 
read the law to the gentleman: 

DETAILED STUDY OF DEPARTMENTS AND ESTABLISHMENTS BY BUREAU 


The Bureau, when directed by the President, shall make a 
detailed study of the departments and establishments for the 
purpose of enabling the President to determine what changes 
(with a view of securing greater economy and efficiency in the 
conduct of the public service) should be made in (1) the existing 
organization, activities, and methods of business of such depart- 
ments or establishments. 


Under that law has not the President the same power, 
and has he not had the same power to reorganize? 
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Mr. GRISWOLD. I do not know about the law, but I 
may say that if the President has had the power which he 
did have under the act reported out of the Committee on 
Expenditures in the Executive Departments, and passed 
in 1932—— 

Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. I will explain further if 
the gentleman will yield. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I regret that I cannot yield further to 
the gentleman from Missouri. My time is very limited, as 
the gentleman is aware. 

If the President did have the power, he has never exerted 
it except in one instance, and that was the transfer from 
the Veterans’ Administration to the Department of Justice 
of the litigation end of the war-risk insurance cases. This 
transfer was made under authority granted by legislative 
enactment in the Economy Act. Congress granted to the 
President the authority to act in that specific regard. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the Committee will adopt this 
amendment. It will at least put one of the biggest admin- 
istrative agencies of the Government, with vast govern- 
mental functions, among the agencies you exempt. I hope 
you will give this agency the same consideration you give 
all these other agencies. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRISWOLD. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. SHORT. May I reiterate what I said on this floor 
2 or 3 years ago, that assurances are not worth a con- 
tinental when they come from men who care no more for 
their word than a tomcat cares for a marriage license in 
a back alley on a dark night. What the American people 
want is a government of laws and not of men. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. We are not dealing with tomcats. I 
would like to convince the gentleman, if it is possible, that 
we are dealing with human beings in the particular depart- 
ment I am trying to save from the operation of this act. 

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Cocuran] has stated 
that General Hines has authorized him to state that neither 
the general, nor any other officer of the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration, is opposed to bringing the Administration under the 
terms of the act. With the Veterans’ Administration acting 
as an independent agency responsible to the Congress, there 
has been built up a system of hospitals wherein the disabled 
veteran gets hospital care as good or better than in any 
public hospital in the Nation. We want that care and treat- 
ment to continue. We know it will so long as we hold the 
reins and know that it will function as an independent 
agency. We do not know what will happen if it becomes 
a subservient agency in some other department of govern- 
ment. For 17 years Congress has by study of the problem 
and legislative enactment placing in effect the result of the 
information obtained steadily progressed toward an ideal. 
Why should we now, with one stroke of the pen, wipe out 
all the progress we have made? If, as we are assured by 
the committee members, there is no disposition on the part 
of the President, the committee, or anyone else to make any 
changes in the Veterans’ Administration, then there is no 
excuse for not exempting it from the act. There is no excuse 
for a grant of power that we are told there is no intent to 
use. Is Congress being asked to insert in a written statute 
something that is unnecessary and useless? If so, why? 

If the amendment to be offered is adopted, then we can be 
sure that we are not going to grant a dormant power. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. LAMNECK]. 

Mr. LAMNECK. Mr. Chairman, we are today considering, 
as I see it, very serious business. I want you not to let 
political considerations determine your decision on this 
matter, because we might not make the right decision. In 
considering this bill, I also want you to consider what the 
original intent of this reorganization program was. I hold 
in my hand a certified photostatic copy of the original bill 
prepared by the sponsors of this legislation. This was never 
introduced as a bill, but I had it inserted in the RECORD 
yesterday. If you will open the Recorp to page 4376, I call 
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your attention to one paragraph which shows what the 
sponsors of this legislation really intended and wanted when 
they sponsored this legislation. This is paragraph (d) under 
the heading of “Power of the President”: 

Abolish the whole or any part of any agency, or the functions 
thereof, and this shall include the liquidation and dissolution of 
any federally owned and controlled corporation in accordance with 
the laws of the United States. 

There are a lot of other sections in there. 

Then, I want you to turn over to page 4382 and read 
under title V what the term “agency” means and what they 
intended it to mean. 

What they intended it to mean was that the term 
“agency” means the President or any executive department, 
independent establishment, commission, legislative court, 
board, bureau, service, administration, authority, Federal 
owned or controlled corporations, or any office, and so 
forth. 

Mr, WARREN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAMNECK. I decline to yield, as I will not have 
time. 

Now, I claim that under that bill, if it had been passed, the 
President of the United States would have had the power 
under the legislation to abolish the office of President. He 
would have had the power to abolish the office of any mem- 
ber of his Cabinet. He would have had the power under 
that bill to abolish the job of a Congressman or a Senator 
or anything else he wanted. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
The gentleman is talking about a bill that was never intro- 
duced. 

Mr. LAMNECK. I understand that, but I want to call 
again to the attention of the country and of this House 
what the real intent was of these words back there when 
they proposed the legislation. [Applause.] 

On March 24 I stood here and warned the House of a 
secret plan of Senate administration leaders to substitute 
its reorganization bill for a minor House measure and send 
the amended bill immediately to conference. This trick, 
designed to defeat full and free discussion of reorganization 
on the floor of this House, was attempted as predicted. 
Fortunately, the alertness and wisdom of Senator CLARK, 
of Missouri, who, as House Parliamentarian, obtained the 
basis of his profound knowledge of congressional procedure, 
thwarted this subtle effort to choke off expression by the 
people’s representatives. Failure of the cleverly conceived 
Senate plan is the only reason for the bill now being up for 
debate here. If the Senate program had worked out as 
planned, House Members would be sitting here helplessly 
waiting for a report from our conference representatives. 

Prompt action of the House committee in charge of the 
proposed legislation in reporting the bill to the floor is 
gratifying, but do not be misled into thinking that the Senate 
leaders, upon whom the executive department is depending 
to pass this legislation despite the overwhelming public 
sentiment against it, have played their last card. Rather, 
they are merely permitting the House to indulge in debate. 
Regardless of what kind of a bill is passed in the House, if 
one is passed, Senate leaders intend to use every means in 
their power to force adoption of the Senate measure by the 
conference committee. Because the leadership of this House 
is fayorable to this proposed legislation, unquestionably if 
a bill is passed, a conference committee composed chiefiy of 
House Members favorable to the Senate bill will be ap- 
pointed. The only possible way to prevent the Senate bill in 
substantial form from becoming law is for the House to 
defeat the entire measure that its committee has reported. 
My purpose in addressing you today is to point out some 
of the most vicious features of this proposed bill and to 
urge you with all possible force to vote against passage of 
it in any form. Any other action by the House will mean 
a total disregard of the wishes of a majority of the voters 
of this country. 

I am opposed to the entire reorganization scheme, both as 
embraced in the Senate and the House bill. I regard this 
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proposed legislation as a plan not only to strip Congress of 
powers which the people want exercised by it, but to enor- 
mously increase the cost of government, wreck the civil- 
service system, and saddle upon the country a malodorous 
bureaucratic one-man control of education, food distribu- 
tion, public health, and relief. 

Sponsors of this program now are seeking to leave the im- 
pression that it really is just an innocent little plan for re- 
vising Government charts. Do not let them kid you for a 
minute in this respect. This scheme is the culmination of 
the administration’s paramount dream, that of carrying out 
its enormous social-welfare and vote-getting program. This 
would be accomplished first by perpetuating the Nation-wide 
political-welfare machine and insuring its continuance by 
wrecking the civil service and obtaining control of the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office so that jobs and money can be pro- 
vided. 

This is the scheme in a nutshell. If Congress votes ap- 
proval of this reorganization in any form thus far suggested, 
it is going to awaken very soon to find that what I say is a 
fact. Incidentally, that awakening will be hastened by the 
constantly increasing volume of protest from the voters of 
this country. Whether the Members of Congress realize it 
or not, the citizens of the United States are keenly aware of 
the basic purpose of this legislation. The flood of protesting 
telegrams and letters which are coming to Congress are not 
being inspired. I know, because I and other Members are 
getting them from our friends and neighbors. They are in 
no sense form messages. Any assertion that these protests 
spring from any other cause than a real conviction that this 
is bad legislation is clear proof that the facts are not known 
to those who make the charges. 

I cannot emphasize too strongly the importance of the 
tremendous possible cost of this measure. One of the out- 
standing arguments in other Congresses in behalf of reorgan- 
ization has been the economy to be effected. In the consid- 
eration of the present bill, however, the question of cost has 
been carefully avoided. The reason for this side-stepping is 
that the carrying out of the program suggested by this meas- 
ure would result in greatly increased spending. Nobody has 
the temerity to say that any saving could be effected under 
this bill. Its sponsors know why. Under this bill, with 
expert spenders in the saddle and the restraining influence of 
the Comptroller General removed, the spending of the past 
would fade into insignificance. 

At a time when all thinking men are endeavoring to en- 
courage business by cost reductions it is a brutal thing to 
attempt to unload on the taxpayers such enormous and un- 
controlled additional costs as enactment of this measure 
would produce. 

I especially desire to call attention to the possible cost of 
maintaining the so-called welfare department. This innoc- 
uous-appearing plan, which passed this House as a separate 
bill, will, if enacted, prove one of the most dangerous and 
expensive measures ever written into the statutes of our 
country. 

Here is the realization of the dreams of the leading dream- 
ers of the New Deal inner circle. Here is the culmination of 
a political welfare program operating under the cloak of 
humanitarianism that has been years in the making. Enact- 
ment of this measure into law would guarantee perpetuation 
of the octopuslike relief machine which Harry Hopkins has 
been building. Made a permanent part of the Government, 
with Hopkins at its head, and given the money and power 
to carry on, this machine would be the most potent force in 
the United States for many years to come.. Who knows, 
say the members of the Hopkins “tub-thumpers,” it might 
make Harry President; and the possibility of returning relief 
work to States and communities, where it belongs, would be 
gone forever. 

Make no mistake about Harry Hopkins being chosen as 
the head of this department if Congress should vote approval 
of it. He is the fair-haired boy of this administration. What 
he wants he gets. The reason is, he thinks right. He also 
spends right—and left. His life has been devoted to giving 
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away other people’s money. His frequently expressed con- 
viction is that persons who have been provident enough to 
keep themselves solvent must support improvident persons in 
perpetuity. He also has that desirable ability to make votes 
in the name of Federal relief. There is no question but that 
he is the man whom the administration would like to see 
the next President of the United States. Hence what could 
be more fitting than that he be given unlimited power and 
limitless tax money to carry out the joint social and political 
ambitions of himself and administration heads? 

I would not object so violently to the creation of this so- 
called welfare department if it were not so far reaching in 
its control. Heaven knows that if Congress were to incor- 
porate only the present Hopkins machine into a permanent 
part of government, that would be bad and expensive enough, 
but the proposed bill goes much further. Under it Hopkins 
would be charged—and I quote from the bill—with the pro- 
motion of public health, safety, and sanitation; the protec- 
tion of the consumer; the cause of education; the relief of 
unemployment and the hardship and suffering caused thereby, 
the relief of the needy and distressed; the assistance and 
benefits of the aged, and the relief and vocational rehabili- 
tation of the physically disabled; and, in general, shall coor- 
dinate and promote education and welfare activities. 

Under this bill Harry would do everything for the worthy 
voters except wash their faces and comb their hair. 

I desire to call the attention of the House to the plan to 
put Hopkins in charge of education. You know and I know 
of the battles which we have had for years in Congress to 
prevent the education of our children from being taken over 
by the Federal Government. There has not been a time in 
decades when in the offing there was not a bill bearing a sub- 
stantial appropriation to put the control of education into 
the hands of some Washington bureaucrat. The last bill 
that we had before us proposed an initial appropriation of 
$500,000,000 for this work. This was a large amount, but 
it was proposed by a mere amateur in the expenditure of 
the taxpayers’ money. With an expert spender like Hopkins 
in control, this initial appropriation might easily start at a 
billion. Our past experience with him shows that he is in- 
capable of thinking in terms of less than billions. The 
amount involved, however, in this case is a minor matter. I 
am opposed to the Federal Government controlling education 
in any way, and I am particularly opposed to the control 
of education being put in the hands of a man without teach- 
ing experience and whose outstanding desire seems to be to 
encourage permanent poverty. 

That mild-appearing provision in the welfare department 
section which says the secretary of welfare shall promote 
“the protection of the consumer” would set up another 
means of having bureaucrats interfere with business. The 
inevitable result of arming Hopkins and the nosey kind of 
people he employs with this authority would be to unleash 
a swarm of jobholders on the producers and sellers of food- 
stuffs. What would follow would be interference on a na- 
tional scale. Hundreds of callow theorists of the Hopkins 
type would go poking about retail food stores and farms 
seeking information to help substantiate their theories that 
something was crooked and wrong with the way foods were 
being raised and retailed. Naturally, legislation to provide 
some sort of Federal licensing and further inspection by 
more Hopkins employees would follow. The net result of 
the whole activity would be more Federal jobs, a great deal 
of interference for the raiser and seller of foodstuffs. The 
only effect on the consumer would be a higher tax bill to 
pay the salaries of this new crowd of snoopers. 

The Public Health Bureau of the Government has always 
done a good job. It is filled with conscientious workers. I 
never have heard it criticized. One thing that has made it 
popular, I think, is that it has had capable employees who 
knew their business and were not filled with fantastic 
theories, They got at the facts, presented them and went 
on about their work. Nobody familiar with the type of 
uplifters employed by Hopkins would ever think for a minute 
that his group could follow such a common-sense program. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


4493 


Given health to toy with, his jobholders would have a grand 
field day. Health, either good or bad, is everywhere. Think 
of the jobs that could be created in the name of health! 

There is another neat provision in this bill. It calls for 
the assistance and benefits of the aged. Of course, you all 
know why we are not paying old-age pensions now. The 
Constitution does not permit it. Nevertheless I feel certain 
that armed with such a law as now is proposed a keen mind 
like Hopkins’ could easily vault a minor hurdle like the 
Constitution. This matter would be taken care of; of 
course, with the naming of a proper number of assistants. 

The final provision in this section of the measure is all- 
inclusive. It says that the secretary of welfare, who will 
be Hopkins, in general shall coordinate and promote public 
health, education, and welfare activities.” If that is not an 
assignment that would take more than a standing army to 
carry out, I cannot conceive of one. Have no fear of its 
failure, however. Hopkins could man such an army. He is 
convinced and has demonstrated his conviction by action 
that the financial resources of the solvent persons of this 
country are limitless. All he would have to do to carry out 
this program would be to levy some more taxes and employ 
some more persons. 

In passing from this section of the bill I merely want to 
point out that Hopkins is a man without any practical busi- 
ness experience. And, so far as the records show, no expe- 
rience in the promotion of either health or education. Yet 
this measure would put an inexperienced tyro like him in 
charge of consumer food problems, education, and health. 
This is just one of the features this apparently harmless bill, 
which its friends say looks to the changing of a few Govern- 
ment charts. 

The most indefensible feature of this whole reorganization 
plot is that designed to wreck the civil-service system. As 
a Democrat I always have been proud that it was a great 
Democrat, Grover Cleveland, who really put the civil service 
on its feet in the Federal Government. I cannot say that I 
regard the civil-service reorganization provision of the pres- 
ent bill as adding anything to my pride in our party's accom- 
plishments. It looks to me as though enactment of this 
measure would mean the crucifixion of the merit system in 
civil service. 

My most diligent efforts to determine a sound reason for 
abandoning the bipartisan control system in the Civil Service 
Commission have brought no results. Nobody, so far as I 
can learn, has successfully charged that either the system 
or the Commissioners occupying office under it has any fault. 
Perhaps the best answer to this situation may be found in 
the fact that Senator Wacner, of New York, one of the Presi- 
dent’s most ardent supporters, refused to vote for the Senate 
bill because of the civil-seryice wrecking provision. 

Of course you understand that there is no intention in 
substituting one commissioner for the three now in office to 
make the single appointment a political one. If you will 
read the bill carefully, you will find that the President is 
empowered to choose a commissioner “without regard to 
any political qualification.” When and if this administrator 
is chosen, I am sure that the scene to be enacted in the 
executive offices will be one to warm the hearts and inspire 
confidence in every true believer in the civil-service system. 
Undoubtedly, the Chief Executive will call in my good friend, 
Jim Farley, from the Post Office Department, who is ac- 
quainted with a great many politicians in the United States, 
and get his counsel and advice on the selection of the ad- 
ministrator. Emphasis undoubtedly will be placed on the 
fact that this administrator shall not have any political 
qualifications because the sanctity of the civil service must 
be maintained at all cost. Of course, a man without any 
political qualifications then will be selected. This will be a 
prens improvement on the present bipartisan system now in 

orce. 

The civil-service provision of the plan also has some other 
protections for persons who wish to devote their lives to the 
service. Civil-service status may be acquired easily. It may 
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be by the recommendation of the head of the agency after 
a year of service; upon certification by the head that the in- 
cumbent has served with merit and by passing a noncom- 
petitive examination prescribed by the administrator. These 
are splendid improvements on competitive examinations. 
Especially if the aspirant has a drag with his boss. The 
President also may except from or cover into the classified 
civil service any office or position with an agency of the 
Government, with minor exceptions. It is calculated, ac- 
cording to authorities, that some 275,000 mew civil service 
places thus will be provided. So, you see, the rights of civil- 
service. employees are made more secure, the standing of 
the service is enhanced and, just in passing, a few hundred 
thousand more jobs are made. When and if this law is 
enacted, it will be a sorry day, indeed, for the civil service. 

Equally repugnant is the proposal to abolish the office of 
the Comptroller General. I have always classified this office 
as one of the safeguards of government. It has been espe- 
cially helpful in recent years when at times it seemed that 
the Comptroller General was the only man who had the 
same regard for the taxpayer’s dollar as the taxpayer had 
himself. The House committee has done some tinkering 
with this phase of the bill, but at best it is only a switching 
about of authority. There is not any question that the 
control of expenditures should be made a legislative function 
and it would be a mighty fine thing if the Comptroller Gen- 
eral’s office were left just as it is. At least, it would help 
inspire confidence in the taxpayers back home and a lot of 
us fellows who are going back to campaign shortly will find 
need for much of this type of confidence. The fact that 
the Comptroller General’s office always has seemed to be 
functioning in behalf of the taxpayer and that it was un- 
popular with the executive department of the Government 
is the answer of the average taxpayer to the value of the 
office. If Congress insists on joining the Executive in a 
plan to eliminate a man who has tried to prevent dollars 
from being tossed out the window, then Congress will have 
to share the blame for his demise equally with the executive 
department. 

Although I did not vote for the House bill designed to give 
the President six additional assistants, I have no serious ob- 
jection to it. The fact is I think he needs a few more mes- 
sengers. With the number of telephone calls and personal 
visits that the White House staff has had to make to the Hill 
in recent years in order to tell Congress how to vote, I do not 
see how such a small staff as is now at the Executive Mansion 
could get all this work done. If Congress continues to take 
orders from the White House as in the past, I should say that 
six additional assistants will not be enough. We probably 
will be asked for more at the next session of Congress. 

A great deal of opposition to the reorganization plan has 
sprung from the ranks of labor. To me this has been a 
matter of the utmost significance. Workers generally are 
more familiar with their rights under government than any 
other class of persons.. Hence the intelligent workers of the 
United States know that anything looking toward dictator- 
ship, such as this bill proposes, is a step toward the abroga- 
tion of their rights. In Russia, Italy, and Germany, where 
one-man control is dominant today, workers have virtually 
no rights. For instance, in all three of these countries the 
right to general freedom, to combine in unions, and to strike 
are absolutely denied. In all of them, too, the right to bar- 
gain collectively is ineffectual. These restrictions have come 
about through the centralization of power in one man. 

Briefly, this bill would give the President as much power as 
64 Senators and 290 Representatives. That is too much 
power for any one man. The Nation was pleased this 
morning to read a statement from the President saying that 
he had no desire to be a dictator. The way for him to escape 
the unpleasant consequences of dictatorship is clear. All he 
has to do is to join practically every other person in the 
United States in indicating his disapproval of the pending 
reorganization measure. One word from him to this effect 
and the bill will be thrown on the trash pile where it belongs. 
LApplause.] 
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To my mind, the most serious phase of this whole situation 
is not the immediate result of centralizing more power in the 
hands of the Executive, but, rather, in the ambitions for more 
power which it may cause. I am, for instance, very fearful, 
indeed, that the creation of an economic council for the con- 
trol of the business affairs of the United States may not be 
very far in the offing. This proposal, designed to break up 
the United States into nine sections and place nine puppets 
under the control of the Executive in charge of them, has 
been toyed with seriously by some of the new dealers for a 
matter of 2 years. If such a scheme ever is adopted, the State 
governments had just as well lock up shop and go fishing. 
At present, of course, it is improbable that any such a thing 
could come to pass; but do not forget the steps I have out- 
lined in my previous remarks are excused by the rabid new 
dealers as just the changing of a few charts. 

It is about time Congress quit delegating blanket authority 
to other departments. We have been delegating it almost 
without stint. Under the neutrality bill, the President can 
do about whatever he pleases in matters relating to war. 
Under the May bill, looking to universal service, the Executive 
again is given far-reaching powers. The State Department 
has unlimited rights under the Reciprocal Trade Act. The 
Secretary of Agriculture held kingly sway when it came to 
levying processing taxes. The way Congress has permitted 
control of relief money to slip out of its hands and seen it 
squandered on such projects as the Florida Canal, tide control 
in Maine, and other projects is little short of an outrage. I 
think it is about time that Congress insisted upon its right to 
pass only specific bills and quit granting blanket authority to 
others to carry on its business. If it does not do that pretty 
soon, there will not be any use for Congress. Members, for 
all practical purposes, might just as well stay at home and 
endorse Executive desires by mail. I do not believe the voters 
of this country want Congress to reduce itself to quite such 
an impotent state as that. Whether it will or not depends 
entirely upon the independence of Congress itself, 

This reorganization measure in any form is a bad piece of 
proposed legislation. Nothing that has been before Congress 
since I arrived here has aroused such widespread protest. 
Taxpayers are against it because they know it is going to 
involve new and unnecessary costs. Businessmen are opposed 
because they see in it just an increase in bureaucratic control. 
Labor fears it because it is a definite move toward dictator- 
ship. Parents of children who want to control the educa- 
tional destinies of their offspring oppose it because they see 
a scheme to regiment their children, Friends of civil service 
are opposed to if because they see in it a wholly unwarranted 
assault on the merit system. Everyone who is interested in 
Government economy is opposed because of the obvious in- 
tention to remove control of spending from the hands of 
Congress, About the only persons so far that I have found 
that have not expressed their opposition to the bill are the 
Senators who dutifully voted for the measure. Here is an 
unusual opportunity for the House, which is supposed to rep- 
resent the wishes of the majority of the people of this coun- 
try, to get in step with the folks back home. The way to get 
in step is to defeat this bill in its entirety. I hope you will 
join with me in voting against the measure. [Applause.] 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WOODRUFF]. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Chairman, I wish every liberty- 
loving citizen of this country could have heard the address 
of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Lamnecx], who has just 
preceded me. There would be no question of the result of 
the vote on this bill. 

As the bill before us, if passed, must go to conference, both 
the House bill and the Senate bill are in reality now under 
consideration. I shall discuss three provisions included in 
these two Government reorganization bills, 

When, like a thunderclap, a proposal was presented to the 
Congress to empower the President to pack the Supreme 
Court and to impress his will upon the Federal judiciary, the 
time had arrived for plain talk—and there was plain talk, 
The country in positive terms voiced its opposition to that 
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proposal. The Members of the Congress expressed emphati- 
cally their opposition to that proposal. The final result of 
that plain talk was the refusal of the Congress to jeopardize 
constitutional democracy in America by granting such dicta- 
torial power to the President as he sought in that measure. 

The reorganization bill, as it was sent to Capitol Hill, was 
a companion measure to the Court-packing bill. It was 
designed for the same purposes—to vest the Chief Executive 
with broader powers than, as someone has said, a good man 
would want or a bad man should have. It was all-inclusive. 
Nothing even approaching it in vicious implications has been 
submitted to Congress by any predecessor of the present 
occupant of the White House, the statement of the Presi- 
dent at his press conference at 2 o’clock this morning to the 
contrary notwithstanding. 

While it is true that some of the dangerous proposals con- 
tained in the original bill have been eliminated, it is also true 
that, in spite of the most intense lobbying, the most brazen 
exercise of patronage, pet projects, punishment, and persua- 
sion on the part of the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment ever witnessed in this Capitol, there still remain at least 
three proposals in the measure which should be stricken out. 
Every Member here who prizes liberty, who loves constitu- 
tional government, who actually desires efficiency in gov- 
ernment should vote to eliminate these three dangerous 
proposals. 

I said a moment ago that it is time for plain talk, as it was 
when the Court-packing proposal was up. I mean by that 
statement that we face again an occasion when all this false 
sense of empty courtesy to rank needs to be stripped away 
because free government is at stake here. Free government 
is more important to the world, it is more important to the 
men, women, and children of these United States, it is more 
important to posterity, and it is more important to us here 
than empty gestures to a false courtesy that would seal the 
lips of the people’s representatives in this Chamber, and 
repress into silence truths which should for the sake of lib- 
erty, free government, and constitutional democracy be 
frankly voiced. 

Mr. Chairman, there is a widespread fear throughout this 
Nation that we are moving toward a dictatorship under a 
political autocracy. 

That fear has been fed by one incident after another in 
almost unbroken procession for the past 5 years. That fear 
was brought to an outburst of vocal protest when the Court- 
packing proposal was being fought out in this Congress. 

That fear was further heightened by the original proposals 
in this Government reorganization bill. That fear is still 
abroad in this land. It is not confined to any political party. 
It is not limited to any special class of citizens; to any par- 
ticular locality or to any special group of individuals. 
Whether it is well-founded or unfounded it is there—and it 
is that fear that today is operating to hold us in the depres- 
sion; that is preventing capital from venturing into invest- 
ment; that is causing people to spend cautiously; to refuse 
to embark in business; to have the confidence that is neces- 
sary if we are to face conditions courageously and fight our 
way out of this depression. 

I want it clearly understood, Mr. Chairman, that I am not 
charging any individual in this country with harboring an 
ambition to become a dictator over the people of the United 
States. I am simply stating the fact when I say that the 
fear is abroad in this land that we are moving in the direc- 
tion of a dictatorship under a political autocracy. It makes 
little difference in the effects upon the Nation whether such 
a fear is well-founded or unfounded. It is the fear that does 
the damage, and anything and everything that feeds this 
fear, that seems to justify or to confirm it, is as dangerous 
as though the fear were well-founded. The Court-packing 
proposal went far, indeed, to feed and to confirm that fear. 
The recent incident surrounding the attempted removal of 
the Chairman of the T. V. A. has fed that fear. Three propo- 
sitions in this bill feed that fear. 

Until it is set at rest there will be no emergence from the 
depression because that fear is causing a depression of men’s 
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spirits, of men’s hopes, of men’s confidence in the future of 
this Nation, and in their own future. 

I repeat I do not charge any individual or any group of 
individuals with either the desire or the intention to set up 
& dictatorship under a political autocracy in this country; 
but I do say, Mr. Chairman, if any individual or any group 
of individuals did desire or intend to set up such a dictator- 
ship in this country, one of the things they would do would 
be just what was sought to be done under the Court-packing 
proposal. I say that if any individual or any group of indi- 
viduals did desire and intend to set up a political autocratic 
dictatorship in this country there are three proposals em- 
braced in this bill that they would want enacted. 

The first of those proposals is that the Chief Executive 
shall be clothed with power to reorganize the boards and 
bureaus of the Government, and if the Congress of the 
United States shall object to anything the Chief Executive 
may do, it shall require a two-thirds vote of Congress to 
prevent him from doing it. 

Who has been more insistefl® I ask you, who has been 
louder in his demands for “democracy and more democracy,” 
for “rule by the majority,” than Mr. Roosevelt and his 
advisers? Yet, when it is proposed that a majority of this 
Congress retain its constitutional right and function of 
passing upon the wisdom of any act of the Chief Executive 
in the vastly important business of reorganization in gov- 
ernment, Mr. Roosevelt abandons his “democracy and more 
democracy,” he rejects his “rule of the majority,” and he 
demands rule by a minority one-third of this Congress. 

It is all well and good for the Congress to pass billions 
of dollars of appropriations by a majority vote. Had the 
Congress by a bare majority of one in each House passed 
the President’s Court-packing bill we would have heard no 
complaint from him about that. He would have accepted 
it and would have counted it a great victory won. But 
when Members of this Congress demand that the legislative 
branch retain its right and its function of disapproving any 
of the President’s Government reorganization acts by a 
majority, he exclaims, “Ah, no; I want the veto power, so 
you will have to muster a two-thirds vote of the Congress 
to overrule me.” 

In all the debate, in all the thousands upon thousands 
of words spoken and printed about this bill, Mr. Chairman, 
there has not been a single sentence of valid argument of- 
fered as to why this Congress should not by a majority vote 
be able to prevent the Chief Executive from doing some act 
in reorganizing the Government that the Congress might 
regard as unwise. 

Has this legislative branch of the Government became so 
deficient in honor, integrity, and intelligence that a majority 
of its members cannot continue to be trusted with the 
power, now theirs, to prevent an act of one man, the Chief 
Executive? If that is so, then it is time to abolish the Con- 
gress and frankly embrace the doctrine of one-man gov- 
ernment. I for one am not ready to do that and this coun- 
try is not ready to do it. 

I say that in all the millions of written and spoken words 
concerning this proposal not one single sentence of valid 
reason has been expressed as to why a majority of the 
Congress should not have the power to estop the President 
from some act the majority of the Congress might think 
unwise. I go further and say that there cannot be shown 
any valid reason why the Congress should not retain the 
power to reject, by a majority vote, without submitting its 
action to a veto power of the President, any action of his it 
may believe unwise. And I warn this House that if the 
Congress yields to the pressure of the White House and 
passes this measure with this provision giving the President 
the power of veto, it will further confirm the fear rampant in 
this Nation that we are traveling toward a political auto- 
cratic dictatorship. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, there is another proposition in this 
measure that cannot by any logic or any reason be excused, 
condoned, or supported. It is the proposal to abolish the 
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Civil Service Commission and to replace it with a one-man 
commission—a single commissioner. 

It has been claimed that this single commissioner would 
be independent of the Executive will; that he would be wiser 
than the three-man Commission as now constituted. It has 
been claimed that he would be able to better conduct the 
vastly important merit system in government. Does any- 
body believe that? Does anybody believe that this lone 
commissioner would be independent of the Executive will? 
If so, let them ponder the Humphrey case. Let them study 
the implications in the more recent case of Dr. Arthur Mor- 
gan, Chairman of the T. V. A. Board. Does anybody believe 
that if this bill passes and this change is made in the Civil 
Service Commission that the Executive will not personally 
control? Let them study the condition of the civil service 
and its trend during the last 5 years. Does anybody believe 
that the merit service will not be made a political pie counter 
and that the efforts of Republican and Democratic Presi- 
dents and Congresses alike for the past 50 years to build up 
the civil service will not beg§rustrated and ruined within the 
next 3 years? If so, let them study the percentage tables 
which have recently been placed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp by the distinguished Member from Massachusetts, 
Congresswoman EprrH Nourse Rocers, showing what has 
happened to the civil service under Mr. Roosevelt's admin- 
istration. The story is there. The prophecy is there. 

If anybody believes that the merit service will not be 
prostituted to political ends if this change, as proposed in 
this bill, is made, let them ponder the prostitution of the 
purposes and the funds of the various relief agencies to 
political ends. 

If this measure passes with this provision making possible 
the destruction of all that has been accomplished over half 
a century of strenuous effort in the interest of good govern- 
ment and a sound merit system in administration, the people 
will be further justified in their fear that we are tending 
toward a political autocratic dictatorship in this country. 

Oh, I know, Mr. Chairman, it has been declared and again 
declared that the President would not use or abuse the 
power placed in his hands by these provisions. My answer 
to that is that if he does not intend to use the power, then 
there is no need for him to have the power, and if he does 
intend to use it, then he ought not to have the chance to 
use it. 

There has been a widespread protest from organizations 
and citizens of every class against these dangerous and ob- 
jectionable provisions of this bill. This is not a partisan 
matter. The protest has not been a partisan or a sectional 
protest. It has been general; it has been emphatic; it has 
been plain and unmistakable; and its volume is rising. I do 
not hesitate to say that if this measure had continued under 
debate for another week in the Senate the protest of the 
people would have grown to such volume that it would never 
have passed that body; that the power of persuasion, pa- 
tronage, projects, and punishment would have failed exactly 
as it failed in the Court-packing attempt. 

The third objectionable feature of this proposal, and the 
worst, perhaps, of the three, is the proposed abolition of the 
Comptroller General’s office and its replacement by an 
Auditor General, whose function will be a post audit after 
the funds are spent. He will be under the control of the 
spending agency, the executive department. His tenure of 
office will depend upon the will of the Executive. Does any- 
body believe that he will be a brave, independent official 
who will defy the heads of the executive branch and boldly 
disclose their financial mistakes or misdeeds? 

What is the objection to the Comptroller General’s office? 
Why, Mr. Chairman, the objection has been that the Comp- 
troller General was beyond the reach of the President’s 
power of dismissal or control, and that he was able to enforce 
the laws passed by the Congress governing the expenditures 
of the people’s money. It was because the Comptroller Gen- 
eral enforced the law that the administration objected to 
him. The Comptroller General did not make the laws. 
Congress made them. He enforced them; he executed them 
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as he was expected to do and as he took a solemn oath to do: 
and because he did his duty the President objected to him 
and his independent power to enforce the statutes. That is 
the only objection to him. Nobody has ever charged that 
the Comptroller General’s department ever broke the law. 
Nobody has ever charged that it made or attempted to make 
any laws. Nobody has ever charged that it attempted to 
legislate by regulation. Ah, no, Mr. Chairman; the objection 
is that the Comptroller General enforced the statutes passed 
by the Congress. 

Mr. Roosevelt and his advisers successfully insisted that 
several spending agencies of the Government under the New 
Deal should be exempt from the authority of the Comptroller 
General’s department; that their records and their acts 
should not be subject to the scrutiny of that department. 
And in many of those agencies today there are ugly rumors 
of waste, corruption, and political manipulation of funds. 

What could the proposed Auditor General do even if he 
had the moral courage to face probable dismissal? He could 
not prevent misapplication of Government funds. He could 
not even lock the stable after the horse was stolen. He 
could only tell Congress after it was too late that the horse 
had been stolen. Such an accounting agency would be a 
farce. So far as effective administration and safeguarding 
of the Treasury are concerned you might just as well write 
into this bill a provision that Congress shall merely appro- 
priate a lump sum to be spent by the President as he sees fit, 
and let it go at that. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, if we want to take this Nation a long 
step nearer to the possibility of a political autocratic dicta- 
torship then pass this bill with these three objectionable fea- 
tures in it. If we want to convince this country that we are 
not concerned about its fear of a political autocracy then 
pass this bill with these provisions in it. If we want to con- 
vince the people that in spite of their most earnest protests 
we are willing to make it easier for a political autocratic 
dictatorship to operate in this country then pass this bill 
with these three dangerous provisions in it. 

But remember, Mr. Chairman, the people will speak next 
November at the polls. They will then have a chance to 
register their protests in an effective manner. They will not 
then be able to change this act, but they will be able to make 
their protest felt just the same. 

And a great and wise President of these United States once 
said: 

You can fool all of the people part of the time, and part of the 
people all of the time, but you cannot fool all of the people all 
of the time. 

[Applause.] 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of my 
time to the gentleman from New York [Mr. WADSWORTH]. 

Mr, WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, obviously, it is quite 
impossible to discuss the various features of this bill or its 
implications in a 14% -minute period. I shall not attempt 
to do so. Rather I shall confine my remarks largely to a 
discussion of that feature of the bill which has been very, 
very lightly touched upon by those who have thus far ad- 
dressed the Committee in support of the measure. 

The only direct reference to the title of the bill that I 
want to discuss has just been made by the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. Wooprurr] and I concur in what he has said 
upon this. I would like to enlarge upon it a little, if I may. 

In the defense of this measure made by the gentleman 
from North Carolina and the gentleman from Missouri, 
constant reference was made to the powers sought by pre- 
vious occupants of the White House starting, as I recall, 
with Mr. Harding and going on down through Mr. Coolidge 
and Mr. Hoover, and up to the present time when the 
present occupant seeks this bill or its equivalent; and great 
emphasis was laid by these gentlemen upon the fact that 
the Congress of those days, of a different political com- 
plexion, sought to grant powers to the President in excess 
of those carried in this bill. I was not a Member of the 
Congress during those days, during the Hoover Adminis- 
tration, when those measures were before the House and 
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the Senate. So I am not familiar with them, but I venture 
the suggestion that in none of them was it suggested or 
proposed that the Congress should give up its control over 
the purse, 

True, proposals were made that the President should have 
authority to transfer functions and agencies from one de- 
partment to another, but I do not recollect that it was ever 
proposed that we should write into substantive law the aboli- 
tion of that machinery established by the Congress in the 
Budget Act of 1921, and which is the most effective weapon 
which Congress possesses in its attempt—not always success- 
ful—to control the purse. The act of 1921, generally known 
as the Budget and Accounting Act, was supported when it 
passed this House by all but three Members, if my recollec- 
tion is correct. I was a Member of the Senate at the time, 
and remember that the vote in this House was overwhelming. 
An essential element of that Budget Act of 1921 was the 
establishment of the office of Comptroller General and the 
General Accounting Office. That act definitely placed in the 
Comptroller General responsibility of seeing to it that appro- 
priations made by the Congress should be expended in 
accordance with the intent of the Congress, and clothed him 
with power, with the aid of the General Accounting Office, 
either directly or indirectly, to prevent and forbid an ex- 
penditure deemed by him contrary to the wishes of the 
Congress. For 16 years the Government has gone along 
with the office of Comptroller General undisturbed. It is not 
at all surprising that from time to time during those 16 years 
Officials of departments or bureaus have complained against 
decisions of the Comptroller General. If there had not been 
such complaint, if there had not been from time to time 
evidences of friction between him and the bureaucracy, I 
would begin to suspect that the Comptroller General was not 
doing his duty. 

It is inevitable that with an officer of that kind established 
as a part of the Government, someone is going to complain; 
and yet when we look back over the 16 years, we cannot 
reach the conclusion that the complaints even in the aggre- 
gate are today of serious account or dimensions. Yet it is 
proposed in this House bill, as well as in the Senate bill, to 
take away from the office of Comptroller General the power 
to settle accounts in the name of the Congress, the power to 
readjust and settle claims as the agent of the Congress, the 
power to issue advance decisions, if you please, in the name 
of the Congress; because under the House bill now before us 
the Comptroller General is no longer to be the agent of the 
Congress and responsible to the Congress, as he is under 
existing law, but is to be appointed by the President for an 
indefinite term and may be removed by the President at any 
time. No provision is laid down in this bill governing, con- 
trolling, or limiting the power of the President to remove 
the Comptroller General. Under this bill he is to be the 
servant, the subordinate of the President; and the instant we 
do that, the instant we consent to do that, then the Congress 
no longer has control over the making of the rules by which 
the appropriations shall be spent. 

Mr, PETTENGILL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Les. 

Mr. PETTENGILL. The gentleman is aware of the fact 
that if the Senate bill or the House bill passes and there is 
an illegal expenditure of public money, which is O. K.’d by 
the Bureau of the Budget, thereafter it would be impossible 
for the Government of the United States to recover against 
the disbursing officer, or his bondsmen, or the person that 
received the money. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That is my understanding. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I have only a very short time. This 
bill, apparently in an effort -to conciliate and reassure those 
who are nervous about this loss of control of the purse, 
establishes a new office, the auditor general, and with a 
generous gesture which is made to assure us all, provides 
that officer, the new auditor general, shall be appointed 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


4497 


for a 15-year term, and shall be removable only by a con- 
current resolution of the Congress. That sounds perfectly 
splendid, but what are the functions of this auditor gen- 
eral? Is he to have any control whatsoever in the initial 
stages and in the initial accounting and responsibility with 
respect to spending money? Not at all. All he can do, to 
put it generally, is to call upon the disbursing or accounting 
officers of the department, including the Comptroller Gen- 
eral, and all of them are subjects of the President, to send 
to him the records, statements, and documents supporting 
the expenditures already made, and then audit them. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. It is not a question of his call- 
ing on them. The bill requires them to be submitted to him, 
and he will report to Congress any illegal or improvident 
use, and I say to my friend that under existing law no such 
report has ever been made to the Congress by the Comp- 
troller General. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Of course not, because the Comp- 
troller General stopped the wasteful expenditure. What the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Warren] said is true, 
that this bill does say that all these departments shall 
send their statements and accounts to the auditor general, 
but when. do they do it? They do it after all the money is 
spent. The control of the Congress is cut in two. Make no 
mistake about that. We will no longer have a Comptroller 
General as we have known him for 16 years. 

This lovely generous gesture made in this bill means that 
the Auditor General may sit with the Appropriations Com- 
mittee of the House and the Finance Committee of the 
Senate and discuss with them how the money was spent 
after it was spent. [Laughter.] That is where your control 
passes, and it is intended that it shall pass. There has been 
a movement in this Government and I dare say in some 
quarters, it started before the Roosevelt administration, a 
movement started in the bureaucracy that, step by sep, has 
been trying to break this control. There will always be a 
battle between bureaucracy and accounting; always. We 
shall never be without bureaucracy. It seems to be an 
element that accompanies and characterizes every kind of 
government. In recent years, and I do not confine my re- 
marks to the last 5 years although during the last 5 years 
bureaucracy has grown at a rate never known before, but 
in former years bureaucracy grew step by step until now it 
almost has the Government by the throat. This title in 
this bill, in my humble judgment, ends the journey, for by 
the adoption of this title the Congress will have given up 
in practice and effect its essential element of control over 
the purse. 

Members of this House know how exceedingly difficult it 
is for a committee of the House to delve into the murky 
recesses. of a department; and this has been true for years. 
Members of veteran experience in this House have tried it 
over and over again, but only by chance from time to time 
do they succeed in reaching clear down to the bottom and 
finding out just what has transpired. It was with this 
thought in mind that in 1921 Congress decided to have its 
own agent watch the bureaucracy. That provision in the 
original bill was supported in the debate in the House of 
that day by the distinguished present Speaker of this House. 

It was supported in debate by the distinguished present 
majority leader of this House. It was supported in the de- 
bate by the present distinguished Vice President of the United 
States. Mind you, a Republican administration was in power 
under Mr. Harding, yet Republicans and Democrats alike, 
with the exception, as I recollect, of only three Members, 
voted to insert this element into the Budget system in order 
to assure that Congresses of the future and for all time to 
come should have and exercise the last element of control of 
the purse. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield. 
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Mr. FRED M. VINSON. The Budget and accounting sys- 
tem was started under the Wilson administration, was it not? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It was. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. And it was a veto message of the 
President that killed that bill, the message being based on 
the constitutional question of control. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. True enough; I am not denying that. 
The Congress first passed a Budget Act under the Wilson 
administration, and Wilson vetoed it, I think, on the ground 
that, as he believed, the creation of the office of Comptroller 
General was not justified under the Constitution. Congress 
reconsidered that whole matter in the next Congress, and 
Republicans and Democrats on the committee studied the 
thing from A to Z, rewriting it, and passed the act in its 
revised form. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. But my friend will admit that the 
main fault with it was that they wanted an independent 
audit, and that has never been given to them under the 
Budget Act of 1921. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. With that I cannot agree. We have 
had an independent audit on many, many occasions. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. But never submitted to the Con- 
gress. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. And it cannot be denied from the 
practical standpoint that the Comptroller General of the 
United States has saved the taxpayers of this country millions 
and millions of dollars in these 16 years. [Applause.] 

Here the gavel fell.) 

Mr. ROBINSON of Utah. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup- 
port of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Utah is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Utah. Mr. Chairman, it is not my 
purpose to take more than a few minutes myself. I shall 
then yield to those more expert on some phases of this bill 
than I. 

Mr. Chairman, this committee was organized for the pur- 
pose of studying a report by a special committee appointed 
by the President for the purpose of reorganizing Government 
functions. This committee studied the matter for some time 
and made its report. The House committee was appointed 
and we decided that instead of bringing the matter before 
the House in one bill, as was done in the Senate, we would 
divide it into four bills. As has been stated, two of these 
bills have passed the House. Four subcommittees were ap- 
pointed by the House committee—the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. Vinson] was appointed as chairman of one, the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Warren] chairman of 
a second, the gentleman from New York [Mr. Map! chair- 
man of the third, and I as chairman of the fourth. For this 
reason I appear before you now in behalf of a bill that you 
have already passed, the bill that was considered by the sub- 
committee of which I had the honor to be chairman. That 
bill was passed by this House on a record vote of 260 to 88. 

It seems to me there should be no politics in this bill. 
The purpose of this bill is simply to give the President of the 
United States adequate help to conduct his office as it should 
be conducted. I was very glad to hear the gentleman from 
Ohio say that in his opinion there should be no objection to 
this particular part of the bill. The Committee on Reor- 
ganization that was appointed by the President made this 
statement in its report, and for fear some of you will not 
read our report, I think you should know what this commit- 
tee said about this particular matter: 

In this broad program of administrative reorganization the 
White House itself is involved. The President needs help. His 
immediste staff assistance is entirely inadequate. He should be 
given a small number of executive assistants who would be his 
direct aides in dealing with the managerial agencies and admin- 
istrative departments of the Goyernment. These assistants, prob- 
ably not exceeding six in number, would be in addition to his 


present secretaries, who deal with the public, with the Congress, 
and with the press and the radio. 


The President, in his statement to the Congress, stated as 
follows: 


The committee has not spared me. They say what has been 
common knowledge for 20 years, that the President cannot ade- 
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quately handle his responsibilities, that he 1s overworked, that it 
is humanly impossible, under the system which we have, for him 
to fully carry out his constitutional duty as Chief Executive, be- 
cause he is overwhelmed with minor details and needless contacts 
arising directly from the bad organization and equipment of the 
Government. I can testify to this. With my predecessors who 
have said the same thing over and over again, I plead guilty. 

As there are 120 different governmental bureaus and activi- 
ties all reporting to the President, it is necessary that there 
be a sufficient executive force to contact these governmental 
activities and to act as a go-between so far as those activities 
and the President are concerned. 

What this committee is trying to do is to streamline the 
Government activities, so far as the White House is con- 
cerned, and in order to do this it is necessary to give the 
President more help. These men who will be appointed 
must be men who are expert in their various lines. They 
will contact the various Government departments and report 
from those departments back to the President. It seems to 
me that when the President comes to the Congress and asks 
for additional help, in order to conduct his office in a man- 
ner that he thinks it should be conducted, we should not 
hesitate to grant his request. 

We know he is already overworked and that every Presi- 
dent has been overworked. The President has had far 
more work to do than any previous President. I feel, there- 
fore, that there can be no objection voiced to this par- 
ticular part of the bill. I may say that this kind of a request 
has never been denied any President, so far as I know. 

Mr. Chairman, may I say a few words generally with refer- 
ence to this bill? It seems to me an unusual thing that when 
we start consideration of a bill such as this, a bill similar to 
which has been passed time and time again by the Con- 
gress, both under Republican administrations and under 
Democratic administrations, that the cry of “dictatorship” 
should immediately go up. I was especially pleased, and I 
know that my Republican friends must have been pleased, 
when former President Hoover arrived from Europe the other 
day and was interviewed on this particular bill. He made 
the statement that he could not see that the bill contained 
any suggestion of dictatorship. He himself, he stated, always 
had favored reorganization of the departments. Even Presi- 
dent Hoover at the present time comes out and tells the 
people of the United States that there is no question of 
dictatorship involved in the present bill. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Utah. I yield to the gentleman from 
New Jersey. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. As I understand it, according 
to the gentleman’s statement, ex-President Hoover made this 
statement just as soon as he arrived back in this country. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Utah. On March 29. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Does the gentleman think 
that any man, including ex-President Hoover, could have 
read this bill at that time? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Utah. Yes; 
Hoover had read the Senate bill. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Does the gentleman think 
Mr. Hoover had read the bill we are today considering, or 
the Senate bill? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Utah. I think he read this bill and 
the Senate bill and knew what he was talking about. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. If he was in Europe or 
on the way over here, how could Mr. Hoover have read the 
Senate bill? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Utah. The bill we are now presenting 
to the Congress has been pending in the House of Repre- 
sentatives for several months. It has been before the coun- 
try a number of months. The Senate bill has been debated 
over in the Senate for nearly a month. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. It is the gentleman’s opin- 
ion Mr. Hoover read the bill either over in Europe or on 
board ship? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Utah. He must have read it. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. I do not think he ever 
read it. 

Mr. STACK. Will the gentleman yield? 


and I think that Mr. 
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Mr. ROBINSON of Utah. I yield to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. STACK. Does not the gentleman believe on account 
of the length of time Mr. Hoover has been in Europe that he 
has a dictatorship complex? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Utah. No; I do not think he has a dic- 
tatorship complex, This dictator proposition is nothing more 
or less than a mere camouflage or a smoke screen. That is 
all it is. We have the same people hollering dictatorship to- 
day who a few months ago were howling against the tax bill 
and excess profits. Now that they have that taken care of 
they are hollering against dictatorship. 

Mr. WARREN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Utah. I yield to the gentleman from 
North Carolina. 

Mr. WARREN. I just heard the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. Stack] ask about a dictatorship complex. May 
I call the attention of the gentleman to the fact that on 
August 13, 1937, the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Strack], who now howls dictatorship, voted for title I verba- 
tim, just as it is. 

Mr. TABER and Mr. STACK rose. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Utah. I yield to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. TABER]. 

Mr. TABER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Strack] probably knows more about the bill now than he did 
then. 

Mr. STACK. May I say Ido not think anybody knows any- 
thing about the bill. We have not had a chance to learn 
anything about it. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Utah. In answer, may I say to the gen- 
tlemen that the committee appointed by the Speaker of the 
House has spent months on this bill and has carefully an- 
alyzed it. 

I do not believe there are here matters pertaining to the 
Government about which you need to be worried, because 
vou will hear on the question of the Comptroller General 
the finest expert in Congress or that question, the gentle- 
man from Kentucky [Mr. FRED M. Vinson]. You will hear 
on the question of the civil service the finest expert and 
almost the greatest exponent in Congress of the cause of the 
workingman, the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mean]. 
These gentlemen have given months of study to the bill and 
I believe they know what they are talking about. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Utah. I yield to the gentleman from 
Indiana. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. May I ask the gentleman if his inter- 
pretation of subtitle (b) on page 60 of the bill, relating to 
the civil-service regulations, is that this provision will pre- 
vent any interference with the present veterans’ preference? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Utah. It is my understanding it will. 

Mr. GRISWOLD. This provision will not interfere in 
any way with the present veterans’ preference? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Utah. No; it will not. 

May I say just a word to the Progressives, because I 
notice on some of the votes today some of our supposedly 
outstanding Progressives are apparently against this bill. I 
cannot understand their attitude. In order to let them 
know what other people are thinking, I quote an editorial 
from the Washington Times of March 30. As I understand, 
the Times is a Hearst paper: 

Monday witnesses the long awaited Senate show-down on the 
President's Government reorganization bill. The President won, 
49-42. The bill is now in the House for final action. 

This Armageddon is strictly the hooey. It is not a real Arma- 
geddon. President after President has begged Congress to give him 
enough power to streamline the Federal Government by m 
overlapping bureaus and killing off a few useless political jobs. 
Much the same thing as La Guardia has been able to do for his 
city government. This is just another of those bills. As always 
the reactionaries, who are forever saying government should do 
next to nothing because government is inherently inefficient, are 

any measure to make government more efficient. 

They are particularly bitter against this bill because it is a 
Roosevelt bill. Any club will do to beat a dog with, and these 
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gents consider Roosevelt a dog. If they can still beat this bill, they 
will make Roosevelt look impotent to influence Congress; and that 
will make it easier to beat other bills more menacing to the power 
of organized capital. This is the true inwardness of this “last- 
ditch battle to stave off dictatorship,” with the phony flood of 

telegrams and all the rest of the hokum. 
One thing that convinces us of the bill’s true liberalism is that 
Senators GEORGE W. Norris (Republican), Nebraska, and ROBERT M. 
3 for it. It is an old 


55 how these two statesmen and Pro- 
88 Be at it. 

Mr, Chairman, this bill has nothing to do with dictatorship, 
That charge is just a camouflage and a smoke screen. Do 
not let the reactionaries deceive you on that. The Pro- 
gressives are for this bill. This is a progressive, forward- 
looking bill, and is something the President wants. I for one 
am perfectly willing to stand by the President and I believe 
the Democratic Members of the House should be willing to 
follow his leadership. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Utah. I yield to the gentleman from 
Washington. 

Mr. HILL. The gentleman mentioned Mr. Hoover. Does 
not the gentleman believe that since ex-President Hoover 
has been in Europe and seen some of the dictatorships over 
there he realizes a dictatorship is not possible under any 
circumstances in a democracy like America? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Utah. I believe that to be true. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time, and yield 
30 minutes to the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mean]. 

Mr. MEAD, Mr. Chairman, the civil-service section of 
this bill has been my. problem child for the past 6 months. 
I have held numerous conferences with representatives of the 
civil-service groups in perfecting and presenting amend- 
ments, all of which save one have been accepted by the 
committee and will be presented during the consideration of 
the bill under the 5-minute rule tomorrow. 

There is considerable opposition to this section of the bill. 
In most part this opposition hinges on the abolishment of 
the Civil Service Commission as such and the creation of 
the new set-up, which includes a civil-service administrator 
and a monitor board. Those who are opposed to the bill 
on these grounds in most part really believe a board or a 
commission is superior in its effectiveness to an administra- 
tor or a single head of an agency. There are others who 
hinge their opposition to this section on the fear that always 
permeates the conservative mind, that a change in any 
direction may bring ruin. It is the pioneering view, the 
view of the youthful in spirit, that welcomes a change and 
sees in it opportunity for perfection. This view stands 
against the conservative and the reactionary and welcomes 
an opportunity to follow the trend which investigation and 
research indicate is the direction of progress. 

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MEAD, Iam sorry, but I shall have to withhold yield- 
ing until I have completed my statement. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, what is the trend? What is happen- 
ing in America and in the world in regard to the administra- 
tion of our civil-service laws? Last year several investiga- 
tions were made by a number of our leading authorities, 
among them Brookings Institution, and every one of those in- 
vestigating bodies recommended a single-headed personnel 
office. In the last few years 12 States investigated the sub- 
ject and the score stood 12 to 0 for the abolishment of the 
Commission. But there are those who still rebel against any 
change and who embrace the old order for fear something 
new might present weaknesses. 

Then we want concrete information and experience; we 
want the operation of the theory; and so we find in the rec- 
ord of five States a change in policy which brought about the 
elimination of the board and the institution of a single head 
or a single personnel officer. 

We have critics who occasionally point with pride to the 
various innovations made in other governments in the field 
of personnel jurisdiction and in the field of social and po- 
litical activities. Every civil-service authority of note points 
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to the civil-service administration in vogue in England and 
holds it up as a leader among the nations of the world. Yet 
in England for over 20 years, with authority of law to ap- 
point a commission, they have nullified the law and ap- 
pointed only a chairman and not a commission, so that they 
have the single-headed commission over there. 

Now, what is there to this bill that should create the oppo- 
sition that is, shall I say partisan or shall I say timely, and 
in accordance with the, shall I say propaganda or the indi- 
vidual sentiments of so many thousands of people who sent 
the same kind of letters and telegrams to the Members of 
Congress? 

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. MEAD. As soon as I complete my general statement. 

I want the men on the Democratic side to know that that 
propaganda is not effective enough to recommend itself 
highly to the Republican leaders of the country, leaders who 
are recognized because of their knowledge of civil service 
and their experience in handling patronage matters, and 
who know the difficulties that beset the present adminis- 
tration. 

Let me summon a witness whose loyalty to the party and 
devotion to the cause will be questioned by no Republican. 
This is a statement by Will Hays, former Postmaster Gen- 
eral, overlord of patronage and dispenser of all the good 
things when his party was in power. He worked both ends 
of it. He was both the target of the ingrate who wanted 
ten times more than he got and the recipient of the grati- 
tude of those to whom he doled out his favors. Only re- 
cently he said: 

As a man who has been on both ends of the patronage problem, 
who has suffered from it and benefited by it, I believe— 

This sounds as though it were coming from my distin- 
guished colleague, a member of the committee from Massa- 
chusetts, who I know will follow the example and the 
instructions of Will Hays, who said: 

I believe the President’s civil-service program is going to reform 


the old system and not only add efficiency in government but 
diminish the embarrassment of many in public life. 


So much for a witness who, in my judgment, would qualify 
in any court in the world as an expert on this particular 
subject. 

And now for another witness, one who will solidify Repub- 
lican support and bring more than the lip service that was 
given to us when the original “dictator bill” received such 
an overwhelming vote only last August. My next witness, 
with his mind refreshed by all the cruelties, all the suffering, 
and all the grief associated with unbearable dictatorships, 
landed in free America only the other day, and hardly had 
he gotten off the boat when he made a statement so succinct 
and so terse that I know the Republican leaders will not dare 
to challenge it. Mr. Hoover said to those who really want 
to improve government, according to a quotation in the 
paper, that he could not see that the bill contained any sug- 
gestion of dictatorship. He himself, he said, had always 
favored reorganization of Government departments. 

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MEAD. I might be misquoting him. I see the gentle- 
man from Kansas (Mr. Lamsertson], whose great leader 
only recently joined hands with the President of the United 
States in advocacy of another of the Presidential ideas, and 
whose leadership I think my distinguished and beloved friend 
should follow for the benefit of the Republic and for the 
well-being of its people 
Mr. LAMBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MEAD. As soon asI finish. I have some more wit- 
nesses. Lest I misquote Mr. Hoover—and I do not care to 
misquote anybody—let me bring to your attention the states- 
manlike, unbiased, and nonpartisan speech he made some- 
time ago. It may have been a message, it may have been a 
statement, but it came from his heart. Listen to Mr. Hoover 
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and then stand by him. If you cannot stand by Landon, 
stand by Hoover. When the House threw out Mr. Hoover’s 
reorganization program, Mr. Hoover’s protest was as follows: 
Either Congress must keep its hands off now, or they must give 
to my successor— 
And he knew who his successor was to be— 


much larger powers of independent action than given to any Presi- 
dent, if there is ever to be reorganization; and that authority, to 
be effective, should be free from limitations in the law passed last 
year which gives Congress the veto power, prevents the abolition 
of oe and prevents the rearrangement of major depart- 
men 

Gentlemen, remember that when this bill is under the 
5-minute rule, and rise to heights of statesmanship to the 
lasting good through the simplification and efficiency of gov- 
ernment, 

Mr. Hoover completed his statement as follows: 

Otherwise it will, as is now being demonstrated in the present 
law, again be merely make-believe. 

In the name of that experienced leader I ask you gentlemen 
to pass a law that will not be make-believe. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, is the gentleman going to 
yield at that point? 

Mr. MEAD. At the end of my statement. 

Mr. GIFFORD. How soon will that be? 

Mr. MEAD. I hope the gentleman will remain patiently 
and enjoy it even until the end comes. 

There are a great many civil-service employee organiza- 
tions who are vitally interested in this bill, and I yield to no 
man in my interest and concern for the welfare and well- 
being of the employees, be they in the Postal Service or in 
any other service of the Government. There are some who 
believe that most of the employees of the Federal Govern- 
ment are in opposition to this bill. Nothing could be fur- 
ther from the truth. I had one conference after another 
with almost every representative of the large organizations, 
and I accepted every amendment they offered, and I had 
our committee accept every amendment except one. Those 
amendments will be presented under the 5-minute rule, and 
I believe they will greatly improve the bill. 

There are, as you gentlemen know, a number of representa- 
tive groups. Some are affiliated with the American Federa- 
tion of Labor. Others are associated with the National 
Federation of Employees. Still others are in the newer 
group, associated with the C. I. O. Then there is another 
group of non-civil-service employees who are unafiiliated. 

The non-civil-service association, through their president, 
inform me that they are enthusiastically in support of the 
bill. I understand, and I shall make it official by inquiry, 
that the C. I. O. group favor the bill. I can say now, be- 
cause I have the front page of a magazine issued by the 
Federal employees, that they are sincerely in favor of this 
bill. Also, nearly every organization of the A. F. of L., and 
of the National Federation of Federal.Employees in the field, 
which I have had opportunity to contact, is in favor of the 
civil-service bill, and there is a telegram that indicates the 
attitude of those field organizations. This is not in answer 
to any inquiry of mine, but came unsolicited, addressed to 
me: 

Strongly urge passage of administration reorganization bill as 
amended, with civil service reform measures. National president 
of our organization in recent radio address urging defeat of the 
measure did not represent the membership of our p. We feel 
that the bill is meritorious, will result in great ts to the 
administration of Government agencies, and will eliminate ex- 
travagance, waste, and overlapping of departments. 

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES, BUFFALO LopcE No. 391. 


I have a number of similar endorsements, but that is 
sufficient for the time being. 

I want to say something to you about the bill. First of all, 
I would have you know that if there is any civil-service law 
now in operation for the benefit of the postal worker, in the 
interest of the veteran, of concern to the Federal department 
employees, it will still be the law after this bill is passed unless 
it is specifically mentioned in this bill. In a word, this bill 
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adds to existing law and takes no preference from the veteran 
or the lay employee. It merely supplements existing law and 
supersedes it only where existing law is in conflict. 

I now want to make some predictions for this bill. Every 
organization interested in the merit system and concerned 
with its extension favors the principle contained in this meas- 
ure. We have heard in the past, since this civil-service pro- 
posal has been under study, from the Junior Chamber of 
Commerce, from the League of Women Voters, from the 
National Civil Service Reform League, all supplementing the 
evidence of these several groups in favor of the expansion of 
the merit system as contained in this bill. 

What does the bill do for those who are outside of the 
civil service? The bill gives to the President of the United 
States for a period of 2 years the authority of the Congress 
to extend the civil service to the rank and file of the perma- 
nent agencies of the Government unless they are otherwise 
exempted by the language of the bill. It not only extends 
the merit system, but it utterly destroys the spoils system. 
It not only extends the merit system to the field offices that 
are permanent agencies, but it likewise extends the Classifi- 
cation Act, and in that connection it will do justice to a large 
number of Federal employees whose salary is now set as a 
result of influence, favoritism, or discrimination. Not only 
will it extend the Classification Act, but in addition to that, 
it will cover this group of worthy employees with all of the 
benefits of the retirement system. I have in mind the em- 
ployees of the veterans’ hospitals, employees who are not 
now covered by the Classification Act, and who are without 
the benefits of the Retirement Act. I have a group of them 
in a hospital in my district. They will not only be given 
the benefit of the Classification Act, but they will likewise 
be covered by the retirement law and its benefits. The bill 
extends the merit system, it improves the personnel of the 
Government, and it confers more benefits on our civil-service 
and non-civil-service employees than has been done in 
recent years. 

I firmly believe that if we pass this bill we shall be doing 
more than the friends of the civil service hoped to have 
accomplished in a 10-year period. 

When the bill is read under the 5-minute rule I shall offer 
a number of amendments which will make good the state- 
ments I have just made. These amendments will strengthen 
the law and bring the vast majority of the Federal employees 
to the support of this measure. I hope that I have your 
support when these amendments are presented. 

The object of this particular section of the bill is to give 
to the employees of the Federal Government not only the 
benefit of civil service where it is not now applicable, not 
only to confer upon those outside of the Classification Act 
the benefits of that law, not only to give the benefit of the 
Retirement Act to employees that now do not enjoy them, 
but it also has for its object the improvement of the civil 
service by the creation of an advisory board of 7 men, a 
board whose duty it is to study, to investigate, and to recom- 
mend constant improvements in the civil service to the 
Congress and to the President. 

Let me remind you that the former Governor of Arizona 
who was Mr. Hoover’s chairman of the Civil Service Com- 
mission ardently advocates this bill. Not only did he make 
a statement when he was chairman of the Commission, but 
he made a statement very recently when this particular bill 
was before our Commission. I want you to know that Mr. 
White, a former Republican member of the Civil Service 
Commission, advocates this same measure. Above all, except 
for fear in the mind of the man who opposes change, this 
bill will result only in benefits to the civil-service employees 
of the Nation. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MEAD. I yield. 

Mr. DINGELL. The gentleman, of course, is familiar with 
my efforts in behalf of the special-delivery messengers, and 
my attempt to bring them under the classified civil service. 
Can the gentleman say, for the information of the Committee, 
whether under the terms of this bill it may be possible with- 
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out further legislation to bring under the classified civil 
service and the Retirement Act these special-delivery mes- 
sengers of the Postal Service? 

Mr. MEAD. The special-delivery messengers, under ex- 
isting conditions, are paid under a peculiar system. 

Mr. DINGELL. I appreciate that. 

Mr. MEAD. They are under a fee system as the 
gentleman knows. 

The President could now, I understand, cover them into 
civil service. That would give them a permanent status, 
but it would not affect their hours and pay. That would 
have to be by law. 

In my judgment the passage of the gentleman’s bill would 
be the better way to take care of these particular em- 
ployees. 

In view of the peculiar pay status of the special-delivery 
messengers, I would request the gentleman to redouble his 
efforts to secure approval of that bill by the other body 
rather than to depend entirely upon this measure. The 
bill authorizes the President to cover into the civil service 
the rank and file of those who are regular employees of the 
Federal Government, except those who are in policy-mak- 
ing positions and except those who require confirmation of 
the Senate. 

The special-delivery messengers are employees of the 
Postmaster. 

Mr. DINGELL. I appreciate the gentleman’s advice and 
shall follow it. 

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MEAD. I yield to the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. LAMBERTSON. It is very evident who the gentle- 
man’s hero is when he states “my friend.” He said a good 
deal about Mr. Hoover. 

Mr. MEAD. I shall make it plural, if the gentleman will 
aes to the correction and include both my hero and his 

ero. 

Mr. LAMBERTSON. A good deal was said about Mr. 
Hoover. One of the arguments used against his reelection 
was the fact he was a bureaucrat, so it was stated. It was 
charged that he had never run for any office except that of 
President in his life. His political judgment was so bad in 
the end that he nearly ruined the Republican Party. The 
gentleman quotes him as an authority and basis for this 
bill. May I say further this is the first time Lewis and 
Green have been able to get together on anything? The 
gentleman is a very fine exponent of the principles of labor. 
How can he justify being for labor now when labor is united 
against this bill? 

In reference to Mr. Landon, may I say he joined Mr. Hoover 
at the water’s edge on the Ludlow resolution, and the next 
day the Kansas delegation, Democrats and Republicans, voted 
the other way? 

Mr. MEAD. Evidently the gentleman has just found these 
two men out. 

Mr. VOORHIS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MEAD. I yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. VOORHIS. I would like to ask the gentleman what 
his interpretation is of the language on page 67, line 11, of 
the bill, where it says: 

The President is authorized by Executive order to except from, 
or cover into, the classified civil service any office or position— 
and so forth. I do not understand those words “to except 
from.” 

Mr. MEAD. That is existing law, and I intend to offer an 
amendment which will limit authority to the words “to 
cover in.” 

Mr. VOORHIS. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MEAD. I yield to the gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I cannot agree with the gentleman that 
a single administrator is preferable to the present nonpar- 
tisan three-member Commission. I do believe, however, in 
the extension of the merit system. In connection with the 
amendments which the gentleman proposes to offer tomor- 
row, may I ask if he is going to place them in the RECORD 
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this evening so we can look at them prior to the time they 
are offered? I think they might be very helpful to those who 
are interested in this particular phase of the bill. 

Mr. MEAD. I will do that. I may say that they probably 
will not be helpful unless they are associated with the rest of 
the paragraph or section in some instances; nevertheless, I 
shall include them in my remarks of today. 

Brief explanation of bill H. R. 8277—civil service. 

TITLE I 

Section 1: Gives short title of bill. 

Section 2-a: Establishes a Civil Service Administrator, ap- 
pointed by the President, confirmed by the Senate, without 
term, at a salary of $10,000 per annum. 

Section 2-b: Creates office of Deputy Administrator, ap- 
pointed by the Administrator, subject to civil-service laws, 
salary fixed by Classification Act. 

Section 3: Abolishes the present Civil Service Commission. 

Section 3-b: Makes the bill supplementary, not superseding 
present civil-service law. Limits authority of President to 
cover into or exempt from the civil service. 

Section 4: Gives Administrator additional functions in or- 
der to build up a merit system for Government employees. 

Section 5: General administrative provisions—delegation 
of Administrator’s powers; supervision of work of Board upon 
request, furnishing Board with help; and adoption of official 
seal. 

TITLE N 

Section 201: Establishes Civil Service Board of seven 
members. 

Section 202: Board to be appointed by President and con- 
firmed by Senate; President to designate chairman and vice 
cha‘rm..n. 

Section 203: Prescribes terms of office of Board members. 

Section 204: Subsistence allowance to Board members— 
$50 per day plus transportation, but not more than $1,500 
per annum, exclusive of transportation. 

Sections 204 b and c: Covers the conducting. of meetings 
of the Board. 

Section 205: Functions of Board. Oversees the adminis- 
tration and cooperates; proposes plans and procedures to 
President. President or head of any executive department 
or agency to appoint boards to study employment problems. 

Section 206: Board to adopt official seal. 

TITLE II. EXTENSION OF CIVIL-SERVICE LAWS 

Section 301: Gives President continuing authority to cover 
into or exempt from civil service. Presidential appointments 
confirmed by the Senate do not come under this power. 

Section 302: Requirements for acquiring a classified civil- 
service status under a position covered into the civil service. 

Section 303: Extends provisions of this title to existing and 
future positions and incumbents, 

TITLE IV. EXTENSION OF CLASSIFICATION ACT 

Section 401: Extends Classification Act, when President 
deems it desirable, to positions outside civil service in Gov- 
ernment agencies. Administrator to report to President on 
such matters in advance after investigations. 

Section 401-b: When such positions cannot be placed 
under existing classification services as prescribed in the 
Classification Act, President may name additional services 
and fix the salary within the limits of the Classification Act. 

Section 401-c: President may increase compensation for 
civil-service positions, not exceeding 25 percent of the mini- 
mum rate for the grade, upon recommendation of the Ad- 
ministrator. This authority limited to remote stations or 
jobs involving physical hardship. 

Section 401-d: Excepts certain positions from powers 
granted President. 

Section 402: Authorizes President to except certain posi- 
tions from the Classification Act, due to certain character- 
istics. 

Section 403: Positions covered into civil service to come in 
under a uniform procedure and in accordance with pro- 
visions of the Classification Act. Provides for initial salary, 
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but at the same time safeguards incumbent’s salary upon 
being covered into civil service. 

Section 404: Nothing in the act shall prevent promotion of 
an officer or employee. 

TITLE V. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

Section 501: President, Administrator, and Board to make 
necessary rules and regulations. 

Section 502: Personnel and property of Commission to be 
transferred to the Administrator. Provides for covering 
personnel into classified service. 

Section 503: Transfer of unexpended balances to adminis- 
tration. 
woe 504: Saving provision with regard to existing laws, 


Section 506: Saving provision with respect to suits or 
actions. 

Section 507: Employment of experts and consultants, au- 
thorized. 

Section 508: Defines terms used in the bill. 

Section 509: Authorizes appropriations necessary to carry 
out the bill. 

Section 510: Separability clause. 
aa 511: Effective date—90 days after enactment of 

e bill. 

Amendments which I shall offer to the bill: 

AMENDMENTS TO H. R. 8277 

Page 6, strike out lines 9 to 14, inclusive. 

Page 6, line 15, strike out “(c)” and insert in lieu thereof 
é (b) oe 

Page 8, after line 4, insert new section 205, reading as 
follows: 

Sec. 205. The Board is further authorized, subject; ee, 
service laws, to appoint a secretary and such other officers and 
employees as the Board deems necessary to enable it to exercise the 
functions vested in it by law; and the compensation of the secre- 
tary and all such officers and employees shall be fixed in accordance 
with the Classification Act of 1923, as amended. 

Page 8, line 5, strike out “Sec. 205” and insert in lieu thereof 
“Sec. 206.” 

Page 10, line 9, strike out “Src. 206” and insert in lieu 
thereof “Src. 207.” 

Page 10, at the end of line 14, insert the following 
amendment: 
for a period of 2 years after the effective date of this act. 


Page 11, following the word “except” in line 9, strike out 
everything to and including “(b)” in line 17. 

Page 20, following line 11, insert a new section 405, reading 
as follows: 


Sec. 405. Section 9 of the Classification Act of 1923, as amended 
(42 Stat. 1490; U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 5, sec. 669), is hereby further 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following paragraph: 

“Under such regulations as may be prescribed by the Civil Service 
Administrator with the approval of the President, there shall be 
established in each department one or more boards of review, each 
of which shall be composed of three or more members, the chair- 
man to be designated by the Civil Service Administrator and the 
other members to be designated by the head of the department con- 
cerned. The boards of review shall meet at the call of their re- 
spective chairmen for the purpose of considering the passing upon 
the merits of such efficiency ratings assigned to employees as may 
be submitted to such boards of review as hereinafter provided. 
Any employee shall, upon written request to the chairman of the 
appropriate board of review of his department, be entitled. as a 
matter of right, to a hearing and a review by such board of review 
of his efficiency rating. After any such hearing, the board of re- 
view may make such adjustments in any such efficiency rating as it 
may find to be proper.” 

(Here the gavel fell.) 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Utah [Mr. 
Rostnson] yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania to pro- 
pound a parliamentary inquiry? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Utah. Mr. Chairman, I yield the bal- 
ance of my time to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HARLAN]. 

Mr. STACK. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARLAN. I cannot yield. I have only 14 minutes. 

Mr. STACK. I have not a minute. 
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Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Chairman, my remarks this afternoon 
will be a very slight elaboration of a radio broadcast which 
I just gave over the Columbia Broadcasting System. 

The bill we are considering is designed to reduce expendi- 
tures, increase efficiency, regroup offices, reduce the number 
of agencies, and eliminate overlapping. To argue against 
the purpose of this bill would be very much like arguing 
against the Ten Commandments; yet, Mr. Chairman, the 
lobbyists are here again to save the Constitution and to save 
the people of the United States from the dictatorial ambi- 
tions of our Chief Executive. 

In the short time at my disposal I shall reply to only four 
of the arguments: First, that the bill is unconstitutional in 
delegating power; second, that it gives dictatorial powers 
over expenditures; third, that it destroys our civil service; 
and fourth, it needs more study. 

Before going into the discussion, let us review history for 
a moment. The Constitution says that executive powers 
shall be vested in the President and that he shall take care 
to see that the laws are properly executed. In the early 
days there was no question about the power of the Presi- 
dent to control the personnel and arrangements of his own 
agencies. They were all under members of his own Cabinet. 

If John Adams or Madison could observe now and hear 
that delegation of power to the President to control the dis- 
tribution and operation of executive agencies is being chal- 
lenged, their very bones would rattle with mirth. 

This question never rose until Monroe’s administration, 
at which time the Patent Office was created as an independ- 
ent agency. President Monroe called the attention of Con- 
gress to the fact that they were at that time usurping his 
power. He said: 

I have always thought that every institution, of what nature 
soever it might be, ought to be comprised within some one of the 
Departments of Government, the chief of which only should 
be responsible to the Chief Executive Magistrate of the Nation. 
The establishment of inferior inde: t agp g r the heads 
of which are not, and ought not to be, members of the administra- 
tion, appears to me to be liable to many serious objections, which 
„ occur to you (2 American State Papers, Misc., p. 

From that day to this, independent agencies, commissions, 
and bureaus have been created without rhyme or reason 
until at the present time there are 130 of them in Wash- 
ington and I doubt if the President knows where they are. 
Yet it is his responsibility to see that the laws are properly 
executed. 

These agencies frequently exercise executive power with- 
out responsibility, legislative power without supervision or 
check, and judicial power not only without practical review, 
but frequently combine in one man the judge, prosecuting 
witness, and counsel. 

They tell us that such delegation of power will create too 
much efficiency, and that a democracy does not need effi- 
ciency, that there is a danger in efficiency because dictator- 
ships are efficient. One might just as well say that he does 
not believe in good health because prize fighter Joe Louis has 
good health and that the prize-fighting business is not 
desirable. 

Governmental efficiency is not the road to destruction for 
democracy, but instead it is the road to salvation. Germany 
and Italy did not cease to be free governments because they 
were too efficient. They became dictatorships when their 
free government ceased to be sufficiently competent to handle 
the problems of modern industrial civilization. Democracies 
cannot compete in this world with dictatorial governments 
unless democratic governmental machinery is remodeled to 
twentieth-century needs. 

The Federal district court of New York has ruled that this 
delegation of power is constitutional. The Supreme Court 
has refused to review this decision. Two Attorneys General 
have said it is, if anything further is needed. 

Mr. Chairman, we are told that the change in the Comp- 
troller General’s office is going to give despotic power over 
our finances. When the Comptroller General and Budget 
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bill was pending before the Congress, the statement of Mr. 
Good, who introduced that bill, made very clear what the in- 
tention of the Congress was. That intention was not, as the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. WapswortH] stated, to give 
Congress control over expenditures. It was expressly stated 
in that argument, and I will include it in my remarks, that 
the Comptroller General was merely to audit these expendi- 
tures, state when he thought they were being misapplied, 
and report back to the Congress, a wonderful ideal, but woe- 
fully unachieved. 

Mr. Goop. Now, we propose by this plan to have an accounting 
department for the final audit of all accounts, and that office shall 
have charge, not of the administrative audits, because in each 
department there is already an administrative examination and 
audit, but the auditing force that makes the final audit, and is 
separate and distinct from the administrative audit force, is trans- 
ferred to the Sree department. 

* * * * 0 s 


No; it does 8 mean that he can direct the application. He 
reports whether it was applied efficiently, whether it was wisely 
spent. He has no power to direct expenditures. (67th Cong., ist 
sess., May 3, 1921, p. 982.) 

What is the present situation? The Comptroller General 
has assumed from the wording of that act certain powers 
that were never intended to be conferred. I refer to the 
power to control disbursements. 

He has become an executive officer to that extent. He still 
has the power to audit, and to that extent he is a legislative 
officer, He sits in judgment on claims and compromises 
claims. He sits as a court from which there is really no 
appeal, and he is a judicial officer: These powers that the 
Comptroller General has assumed have so bogged down his 
office that the preaudit for which his office was originally 
created is effective in connection with less than 4 percent of 
the Government disbursements. It is this farce of a pre- 
audit the gentleman from New York [Mr. WapsworrTH] said 
we must retain if we are to retain legislative control. 

The fact is that the preaudit of the Comptroller General 
has almost completely confined itself to disbursements which 
the disbursing officer himself has some question about and 
he desires the approval of the Comptroller General before 
he makes the disbursement. In cases where the disbursing 
officer has no such doubts, or if the situation should arise 
in cases where the disbursing officer knows he is wrong and 
intends to proceed anyway, it is just an accident that the 
Comptroller General makes any preaudit at all. This class 
of cases, Mr. Chairman, is the very class of cases for which 
a Comptroller General was created and the pending bill will 
definitely and clearly confer that duty and obligation upat 
the auditor general. 

e nit cls thina OAA 
the disbursing officer has some doubts but more especially, 
in those cases where the disbursing officer is willfully at- 
tempting to violate the law. By dividing up the functions 
of the Comptroller General, giving the executive functions 
to one man and the legislative functions to another, in this 
way and this way alone can this House have the real audit 
to which it is entitled. By act of this very Congress that 
created the Comptroller General, 19 Government agencies 
have been taken from under the General Accounting Office, 
because that office cannot handle their accounts fast enough. 
The clearings of the different disbursing offices are from 
1% to 4 years behind, because the Comptroller General, ex- 
ercising legislative, judicial, and executive functions, has got 
into a muddle that any auditor would say is utterly non- 
sensical. No man can disburse money and then audit his 
own disbursements, 

This bill merely brings our Comptroller General’s office 
and system in line with the British system of disbursing 
money and auditing accounts. The British have divided 
those functions as this bill divides them. Mr. Chairman, 
when we attempt to do anything better than John Bull, 
when it comes to handling money, we must step out in fast 
society. The people of the British Empire do not complain 
that by using modern methods of handling their finances 
they have lost any of their liberty. 


4504 


Mr. FRED M. VINSON. This is really ordinary business 

sense. 
Mr. HARLAN. That is all it is, just common sense. This 
was approved even by the Chamber of Commerce of the 
United States, and when I say that I cannot go any further 
for conservation. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. 1.833 % to 137%, in 1934. 

Mr. HARLAN. Absolutely, that was their referendum 
vote. 

At the present time the President appoints three members 
of the Civil Service Board. The only limitation on this is 
that no more than two of those members shall be of the 
same party. The President can remove the members of the 
Board at will. He can appoint a real political opponent or 
he can appoint a figurehead, at will. If the minority repre- 
sentative gets obstreperous, he can rub him out like a pencil 
mark. No Civil Service Board appointed on that basis is 
any more nonpartisan than the President of the United 
States. 

What have we done in this bill? We have divided the 
two functions of the Civil Service Commission. One func- 
tion is executive, to see to the operation of the machinery, 
and the other is advisory or quasi judicial, to pass on rules 
and regulations, propose improvements, and report to the 
Congress and the Executive anything that is out of the way. 
We have divided up the functions of the Board under two 
separate entities. One is a nonpartisan board of seven mem- 
bers, no more than one of whom will be retired in any one 
year. They cannot be removed by the President and it will 
require 7 years for a complete change in the Board. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARLAN. I wish I could, but I cannot yield at this 
time. 

No more than four of the members can be of the same 
political party. This Board will supervise and watch over 
the administration, and will look at it with a real nonparti- 
san interest, preserving nonpartisanism in our civil service. 
Thus we will have functioning a truly nonpartisan civil- 
service machine, something we have never had before. It 
has worked well because our Presidents have been honorable; 
not because of the perfection of the system. 

The opponents of this measure say, “Oh, we need a little 
more study.” Mr. Chairman, this matter has been before 
the Congress for almost 50 years. The evil has been here 
longer than that, but its cure has been studied almost 50 
years. President Cleveland is the one who started the move 
to give us reform in this direction, but we attempted this 
reform every time either through the Congress or by ap- 
pointing a committee of Congress, and we never got any 
place. 

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Mapes] served on the 
last committee, that really did good work, but what good 
did it do? It did no good, because whenever any measure 
of that kind comes before the Congress the people who are 
benefiting by the conditions as they exist always come here 
to save the Constitution and stop dictatorship. May I read 
what President Hoover said about that from his sad ex- 
perience: 

Not only do different factions of the Government fear such 

tion, but many associations and agencies throughout 
the country will be alarmed that the particular function to which 
they are devoted may in some fashion be curtailed. Proposals to 
the Congress of detailed plans for the reorganization of the many 
different bureaus and independent agencies have always proved 
in the past to be a signal for the mobilization of opposition from 
on A aia which has destroyed the possibility of constructive 
a 0 

President Hoover might not have been so much of an 
Executive but he was a fine student and a more wonderful 
prophet, because he has told us just what we have here today. 

Commenting upon these agencies that are trying to pre- 
vent our President from carrying out the duty the election 
mandate gave him, let me read to you an excerpt from a 
radio broadcast of Earl Godwin the other morning, and 
nobody in Washington will question Earl Godwin's truth- 
fulness. He is almost a lifelong Washingtonian, free of 
Political prejudices, a former president of the National Press 
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Club, and now on the editorial staff of the Washington 
Times. 

The assault on an attempt to bring administration of Govern- 
ment back to the Constitution and introduce an efficient organ- 
ization has produced so much newspaper misstatement under 
orders of certain publishers that I warn you the freedom of the 
press is assailed from within. Continued publication of deliberate 
untruths will some day end in disaster. I have read news ac- 
counts of debates in the Senate on this reorganization which 
were completely distorted. I know of a chain of newspapers 
which received orders to print a certain editorial. One editor 
refused on the ground that the editorial was completely inac- 
curate, and received the reply, “Print or resign.” A free prees 
is a bulwark of freedom, but a press which lies on the order of 
its owners is already in chains. 
ae let me quote you Mr. Arthur Krock in the New York 

es: 

If the opposition to the Byrnes bill had been kept within bounds 
of truth and reason Wail Street and other interests would have 
paid only ordinary attention to the legislation. The powers it 
delegates to the President do not bear on anything that is dis- 
turbing confidence in this country or depressing business. 

If this is such a commendable measure, Mr. Chairman, if 
the saving of the Constitution or the prevention of a dictator 
in the White House is such a worthy cause, why do they have 
to lie and bring in this high-powered lobby with telegrams 
by the bushel to defeat this measure? Truth does not need 
all of that. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARLAN. I wish I could. I cannot yield and I do 
not yield. 

I was very much disappointed at some of the remarks of 
my good personal friend, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Lamneck] who talked here a moment ago. He would lead 
us to believe that because we are having this new executive 
department created that there is going to be some great up- 
heaval in our educational system in this country. I appeal 
to you, Mr. Chairman, that such arguments are unfair. 
When we touch our children and the prejudices that surround 
the home, everyone knows they do not have to argue very 
much. All you have to do is to hint or insinuate a trespass 
on parental prerogatives, and that is all the gentleman from 
Ohio did. The bill that is now pending before this House 
states that we cannot change existing law. We cannot grant 
powers that are not now set forth in a statute, and if there 
is anything going to happen to affect the education of your 
children and mine, it has got to be done by a subsequent in- 
dependent act of the Congress. [Applause.] 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I move that the Committee 
do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. McCormack, Chairman of the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re- 
ported that that Committee, having had under consideration 
the bill (S. 3331) to provide for reorganizing agencies of the 
Government, extending the classified civil service, establish- 
ing a General Auditing Office and a Department of Welfare, 
and for other purposes, had come to no resolution thereon. 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A further message from the Senate, by Mr. Frazier, its 
legislative clerk, announced that the Senate agrees to the 
report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amendment of the Senate 
to the bill (H. R. 9915) entitled An act to amend the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938, and for other purposes.” 

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to the 
amendments of the House to a joint resolution of the Senate 
of the following title: 

S. J. Res. 277. Joint resolution creating a special joint con- 
gressional committee to make an investigation of the Tennes- 
see Valley Authority. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend the remarks I made this afternoon by including cer- 
tain roll calls in the House of Representatives. 


1938 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that when the House adjourns tonight it adjourn to meet at 
11 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

Mr. SWEENEY. I object, Mr, Speaker. 

AMENDMENT OF AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1938 

Mr. JONES submitted a conference report and statement on 
the bill (H. R. 9915) to amend the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, and for other purposes. 

RECALL OF A BILL 


The SPEAKER laid before the House the following com- 
munication from the Senate: 
In THE SENATE OF THE UNITED Stra’ 


TES, 
January 5 (calendar day, March 30), 1938. 


Ordered, That the Secretary be directed to request the House 


of Representatives to return to the Senate the bill (S. 3096), 
entitled “An act to amend section 35 of the Criminal 8 
amended (U. S. C., title 18, sec. 82), pon o purloining, steal 
ing, or injuring property of the United States. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection the request of the 
Senate will be granted. 

There was no objection. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. MEAD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my remarks made today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PETTENGILL, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to extend my remarks in memory of Knute Rockne, 
concerning whom the gentleman from Wisconsin spoke 
this morning. Mr. Rockne was a constituent of mine at the 
time of his death. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Recorp, and to include therein 
a telegram I received today regarding the reorganization bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks by inserting in the RECORD a speech 
delivered by the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. Boren]. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks made today on the reorganization bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO PRINT 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that all Members may have 5 legislative days within which 
to extend their remarks on the reorganization bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp at this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

THE PRESIDENT OUGHT TO KNOW—IS OUR PRESIDENT GROWING 
MODEST? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, Franklin D. Roosevelt’s 
statement, made March 29 at Warm Springs, Ga., when re- 
ferring to the vote on the reorganization bill, he said 

It proves that the Senate cannot be purchased by organized 
telegrams based on direct misrepresentations— 

Should be given careful consideration. 

It comes from one who should know whereof he speaks. No 
man in our day and age should know more than the President 
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himself of what can be done through coercion, intimidation, 
and the inculcation of fear, through cajolery, insidious prop- 
aganda, skillful use of public funds, and distribution of pat- 
ronage by those who use the power and distribute the favors of 
this administration. 

It may be that in stating that the Senate could not be pur- 
chased the President had in mind his failure to jam through 
that body his Court-packing scheme. Or does he mean that 
those who wire and write their Senators and their Congress- 
men, the men employed by them to represent them here and 
express their views, are offering bribes? 

Does he mean that if citizen John Doe, meeting Richard 
Roe, after discussion, decides that each would like to wire his 
Senator his views on the reorganization plan and Roe lacks 
the price of a telegram, which Doe pays for, that Doe has 
committed a crime? 

The President’s statement discloses the workings of his 
mind, his attitude heretofore so frequently demonstrated, but 
never before so plainly disclosed by him. That attitude is 
this: All those who agree with him are intelligent, loyal 
patriotic citizens; those who disagree in the slightest particu- 
lar are the opposite. 

The statement discloses an attitude which no one should 
mistake. It is the same as that exhibited by the butcher 
of Russia, by Hitler, and Mussolini. The difference between 
his present situation and that of the three named is that, 
as yet, he does not possess the power to try for treason and 
to execute those who oppose him, although he did, Russian 
fashion, demand a confession and resignation from Arthur 
E. Morgan. 

His statement to reporters this morning that he has no 
desire to be a dictator may be accepted at its face value. The 
fact still remains that he wishes to exercise the powers of 
one. As he himself said, “A man’s sincerity is to be judged 
rather by his acts than his words.” 

Is he at last making an effort to follow in the footsteps of 
the Father of His Country, and, although none has yet been 
offered him, refusing, like Washington, to accept the crown 
of a king? 

Or is there perhaps, on the majority side, some orators 
from the southland, the land of “barrens,” where the “futile 
system” now prevails, who will today arise and, like Mark 
Antony, say: 

You all did see that on the Lupercal I thrice presented him a 
kingly crown, which he did thrice refuse? Was this ambition? 

Simple-minded, indeed, must the President believe the 
American people to be if he thinks that any of those who 
pay the slightest attention to the methods of his adminis- 
tration do not know how, by purchase, distribution of public 
money and political favor, threat, and almost every means of 
coercion except the application of physical force, the New 
Deal has influenced the voter, Congressmen, and Senators. 

No one in this House is unaware of the fact that the lash 
of the administration’s disapproval, the threat of political 
reprisal and political death, has been used against Members 
of this body to influence the course of legislation. 

Time and time again, men have arisen on the floor of the 
House and, in place of argument and reason, have made the 
statements, “This is an administration measure; the Presi- 
dent wants this.” True, in one sense, those statements were 
proper, as indicating to the members of his party the Presi- 
dent’s desires. At other times they have carried with them 
the intimation that Representatives should follow his wish 
“or else.” 

Senator Grass said that “the last election was carried by 
people who were getting favors from the Government.” We 
all know that legislation has been obtained in like manner. 

The President likes to be considered a good sportsman. He 
should exhibit some of the characteristics of one instead of 
demonstrating that he is a poor loser. 

Mr. President, you are right when you say that the Senate 
cannot be purchased, nor can Congressmen, especially around 
election time and after they have heard in no unmistakable 
terms from the folks at home. 
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Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my remarks and to include several letters 
and telegrams received on the pending bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks at this point in the 
Record and to include therein a prayer which was carried 
by the United Press and which was made by a little refugee 
16 years old who appreciates this country and who, I know, 
wants to keep it free, as do all of us. I trust my colleagues 
will vote to kill the reorganization bill which we had under 
discussion today, and which weakens their power and vir- 
tually gives the control of Government to the Chief Execu- 
tive, making him a dictator. The people of America want 
the protection of our present form of government in order 
that we may be free. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The prayer is as follows: 


New York, March 30.— Martin Marden, red-haired, 16 years old, 
and Jewish, fled to America from Nazi persecution in Germany 3 
years ago, joining his mother, who had escaped from Hitler’s 
domain a year before. Today he revealed his new prayer, which 
was recommended by Superintendent of Schools Harold G. Camp- 
bell for reading by every American. 

His prayer: 

“One day in the year should be reserved for prayers of thanksgiv- 
ing in which we give thanks for something that has been granted 
us; for having been saved from some great destruction caused by 
Nature or man. 

“I am thankful that I have been given an opportunity to be edu- 
cated in the United States of America. 

“I am thankful that I live in a land where, regardless of race, 
everyone may take part in national ceremonies. 

“I am thankful that I live in a land where a person may sing 
the national anthem without having someone tell him that he 
may not because of his race. 

“I am thankful that I live in a country governed by democracy 
rather than force. 

“I am thankful that I live in a land where one is not per- 
secuted. 

“I am thankful that I live in a land where there are people who 
have real sympathy for refugees from European countries who 
have gone through horrible experiences, 

“I am thankful that I have been given the opportunity to enjoy 
the p many privileges that are unheard of in European countries. 

am thankful that I shall be able to realize zay; ambitions, 
iach would have been impossible had I remained in my native 
land. 

“I am thankful that I live in a land where the future seems 
i and hopeful, rather than dark and hopeless 

‘I am thankful that I live in a land where the youth of all races 
have a tomorrow, rather than in my native land, where the youth 
of the race is without a tomorrow. 

“I am thankful that I have been permitted to tell you of the 
troubles in European lands in order that you may develop a real 
sympathy for the oppressed of the earth. 

“I am thankful that I am happy and free.” 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I also ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks in the RECORD at 
this point by including an article by Mr. Arthur Krock in 
today’s New York Times. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 


In THE NaTION—EFFECTS OF THE PRESIDENT’s REMARK ABOUT 
“PURCHASE” 
(By Arthur Krock) 

WASHINGTON, March 30.—It was difficult to find anyone here 
today among the friends of the President who did not deplore his 
comment at Warm Springs yesterday on the Senate’s passage of 
the Federal reorganization bill: “It proves that the Senate can- 
not be purchased by organized telegrams based on direct misrep- 
resentation.” And, observing that the phrasing was deliberate and 
giving Mr. Roosevelt full marks for realizing how resentful it 
would make certain Senators, some of his intimates fear he is 
epoiling for another real fight with Congress. 

In the opinion of these friends, the President is having trouble 
enough with Congress already, and the economic and world situ- 
ations call for as much intragovernmental peace as reasonable 
give-and-take can procure. They agree that many of the tele- 
grams sent to the Senate were organized; that they contained 
either misrepresentation or misunderstanding of the Byrnes bill 
in many instances; and in this the President's friends are bi 
right. They are sympathetic with Mr. Roosevelt's natural irrita- 
tion over the admission implicit in the Senate Finance Committee's 
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tax draft that the administration’s pet levies have been bad blun- 
ders, extremely hurtful to business. And they are not surprised 
that he should be irritable over political and industrial set-backs. 

If the President had congratulated the Senate because a ma- 
jority was not “swayed by organized telegrams based on direct mis- 
representation,” these friends of his who were shaking their heads 
gloomily today would not be shaking them. After all, that would 
be a statement of fact. And the President was entitled to make 
what capital he could of a Senate action which was not really 
his victory in essence but was made to appear so by the exaggera- 
tions of some of those who fought the Byrnes bill. Mr. Roosevelt is 
a politician. He would have been declared politically dead by the 
more zealous or partisan opponents of the bill if the Senate had 
rejected it. Therefore it is natural he should use the occasion to 
indicate he isn't even politically sick. 

RESENTMENT WAS CERTAIN 


But the backfire on that word purchased“ and it started to- 
day—was a certainty. Any tyro in politics could have foreseen it. 
Even Assistant White House Secretary McIntyre, who is no part 
of a political seer, was impressed by its unwisdom as soon as the 
President uttered it and vainly tried to get him to use another 
expression. But Mr. Roosevelt proved once more, as noted last 
week, that, in the words of the late Louis McHenry Howe, “his 
Dutch is up”; and once more, as suggested last week, that when it 
is up his judgment is likely to be affected. 

From any angle, as neutral observers viewed the remark today, 
it is sure to damage Mr. Roosevelt and embarrass his friends. 
They find it inconceivable that he—the master of phrase and 
keen judge of group reactions—could have doubted that his com- 
ment would be offensive to all those who voted in favor of the 
Walsh motion to recommit the Byrnes bill. Therefore they are 
at a loss to understand what the President thought could be 
gained by making it. 

Among Senators who voted to recommit are the following who, 
while they have not supported all administration programs, have 
been sympathetic with many of the President's aims: Apams, 
ANDREWS, Brown of Michigan, BuLKLEY, Burow, CAPPER, CONNALLY, 
JOHNSON of Colorado, LONERGAN, LUNDEEN, MALONEY, and MILLER. 
All of them except Mr. BULKLEY voted also against the bill on 
final passage. Were they “purchased” by the organized telegrams 
based on misrepresentation? Since obviously they would not be 
touched by the remark if they had cast their ballots the other 
way, the President seems to have said they were “purchased.” 
Others who voted to recommit include these unflinching New 
Dealers who, unlike many in the list above, even stood by the 
Supreme Court bill: Bone, PITTMAN, and WaGner. Were they 
“purchased” by the telegrams? By implication they must also be 
the targets of the Warm Springs comment, for they, too, voted 
against the bill on final passage. 

POLITICAL EFFECTS 

Examining these names, and realizing how greatly the Presi- 
dent needs to maintain good personal relations with their bearers, 
neutral observers find themselves unable to comprehend why the 
President deliberately gave such cause for resentment. Medita- 
tions of this sort are apt to impress a group of congressional 
politicians with the suspicion that the President’s touch is not 
as sure as it was, and that will not help him for the remainder 
of. his term in his dealings with the group. Even when they 
have disagreed with the President's acts or words or have thought 
them too bold, they have usually seen good logic and good tactics, 
in them. During the last stages of the Supreme Court bill, 
fight this view began to decline, and the Warm Springs comment 
did not bolster it by any means. 

As the remark was further analyzed today it seemed highly 
and obviously vulnerable in another respect. The town has been 
full of reports of administration pressure on Senators to vote 
in favor of the Byrnes bill. Some actually mentioned specific 
promises in announcing support. This type of pressure is not 
wholly miscalled “purchase,” and it came from authorized admin- 
istration agents. A boomerang is heading back to Warm Springs. 


Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my own remarks at this point and to include a 
letter sent to me by the American Federation of Labor in 
opposition to the reorganization bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection, 

The letter referred to is as follows: 


AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR, 
Washington, D. C., March 30, 1938. 
Hon. MARTIN L. SWEENEY. 


House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sm: I wish to call your attention to S. 3331, which was 
passed in the Senate last Monday in a form very objectionable 
to the American Federation of Labor and its entire membership. 

During the present Congress, the American Federation of Labor 
and its affiliated organizations have consistently been denied the 
opportunity of being heard on any of the reorganization bills by 
the House Committee. We are, therefore, calling upon the Mem- 
bers of the House of Representatives to insist that full and com- 


plete debate with every opportunity for amendments be provided 
on the floor. 


In our opinion the Civil Service Commission and the United 
States Employee's m Commission should be retained 
as independent 


1938 


We are of the further opinion and request that the House pro- 
vide that any Executive order issued by the President under this 
bill which consolidates, abolishes, or transfers any bureau or de- 
partment, or any of their functions, should not be effective until 
approved by a majority of both Houses. 

We object. most to the sweeping delegation of con- 
gressional authority to the executive branch of the Government, 
and we cannot un how anyone interested in main 
5 or vote for it, as, in our 

inion, e Congress 
thority in conformity with principles of democratic 
democratic government, and that said power ought to be broad- 
ened and extended instead of being curtailed or surrendered. 

The American Federation of Labor, its affiliated organizations, 
and its entire membership are greatly alarmed over the serious 
implications involved in this legislation. 

sincerely and earnestly appeal to you to incorporate in the 
bill amendments along the lines above suggested. If this is not 
done, we will be compelled to request recommittal. 
Yours very truly, 
FRANK MORRISON, 
Secretary-Treasurer, American Federation of Labor. 
ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BOILEAU. To ask the gentleman from Missouri how 
much time we will have for general debate tomorrow, whether 
it is the intention to run all day tomorrow with general de- 
bate or start the reading of the bill early in the day? 

Mr, COCHRAN. I am unable to answer the question. I 
have repeatedly tried to get an agreement as to time but I 
have not succeeded in doing so. Under the present procedure 
I understand that the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr 
GIFFORD] will ask for an hour tomorrow, and that the gentle- 
man from Kentucky I[Mr. Fren M. Vinson] will ask for an 
hour following the gentleman from Massachusetts. I hope 
in the meantime we will be able to reach some agreement. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, sometime to- 
morrow I intend to ask for an hour also. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I appreciate the fact that members of 
the committee should be given priority in having these hours’ 
time, but it seems to me that other Members of the House 
who are desirous of having some time on the bill should be 
given opportunity. I am wondering if the majority leader 
could not at this time, sensing the feeling of Members of the 
House from the debate already. had, give us some idea as to 
how long we will continue with general debate. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I cannot state to the gentleman how 
long. I have always been in favor of generous general debate, 
and also liberality in the consideration under the 5-minute 
rule, but I cannot give the gentleman any assurance of what 
may be asked for tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Wis- 
consin has expired. 
Mr.. BOILEAU. 

minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Does the gentleman intend to have gen- 
eral debate all day tomorrow or to start the reading of the 
bill tomorrow? 

Mr. RAYBURN. It is the intention to start reading the 
bill some time tomorrow. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as 
follows: 

To Mr. Vinson of Georgia, for the remainder of the week, 
on account of important business. 

To Mr. JARMAN, on account bereavement. 

To Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana, for 10 days, on account of 
death in family. 


Mr. Speaker, I ask for an additional 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my remarks and to include therein four 
letters with reference to the pending bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
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DEBATE ON THE BILL 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to proceed for half a minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, during all of the gen- 
eral debate today I endeavored to get a few minutes’ time 
in which to express my position with relation to the bill 
pending before the House but, like many other Members of 
the House, I was unsuccessful in obtaining recognition. I 
do not think it is quite the proper thing for those in charge 
of this bill to try to pass it without giving all Members 
time in which to express their opinion, inasmuch as this is 
a very important measure, and I think it is wrong on the 
part of the leaders in charge of the bill to attempt to cut 
off general debate any time tomorrow afternoon. 

Mr. STACK rose. 

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. STACK] rise? 

Mr. STACK. I rise to second the remarks of my dis- 
tinguished colleague from Pennsylvania [Mr. EseRHARTER]. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that that committee had examined and found truly 
enrolled bills of the House of the following titles, which 
were thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 8826. An act to amend section 35 of the Criminal 
Code, as amended (U. S. C., title 18, sec. 82), relating to 
purloining, stealing, or injuring property of the United 
States; and 

H. R. 9181. An act making appropriations for the gov- 
ernment of the District of Columbia and other activities 
chargeable in whole or in part against the revenues of such 
District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for 
other purposes. 

The SPEAKER announced his signature to an enrolled 
joint resolution of the Senate of the following title: 

S. J. Res. 277. Joint resolution creating a special joint con- 
gressional committee to make an investigation of the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 


Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that that committee did on this day present to the 
President, for his approval, bills and joint resolutions of the 
House of the following titles: 

H.R.520. An act for the relief of the estate of Nick 
Gruyich; 

H. R. 592. An act for the relief of E. A. Caylor; 

H. R. 726. An act for the relief of the estate of Dessie 
Masterson; 

H. R. 734. An act for the relief of Joseph Pethersky; 

H. R. 842. An act for the relief of Theodore Bedard, Jr.; 

H. R. 1233. An act for the relief of employees of the Indian 
Service for destruction by fire of personally owned property 
in Government quarters at the Pierre Indian School, South 
Dakota; 

H. R. 1547. An act to amend section 42 of the act of Con- 
gress entitled “An act to provide compensation for em- 
ployees of the United States suffering injuries while in the 
performance of their duties, and for other purposes”, ap- 
proved September 7, 1916, as amended; 

H. R. 1691. An act for the relief of Mary A. Maher; 

H. R. 2225. An act for the relief of Paul Burress; 

H. R. 2316. An act for the relief of Paul Brinza; 

H. R. 2841. An act for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. Virgil O. 
Powell and William Powell, a minor; 

H. R. 3204. An act for the relief of F. E. Booth Co.; 

H. R. 3253. An act for the relief of John Fitzgerald and 
J. R. Harper; 

H. R. 3703. An act for the relief of Carl J. Scheier; 

H. R. 3706. An act for the relief of Ella Goodwin: 

H. R. 3723. An act for the relief of Milton S. Merrill; 

H. R. 3757. An act for the relief of Rellie Dodgen and Anah 
Webb Lavery; 
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H. R. 3786. An act providing for the allocation of net reve- 
nues of the Shoshone power plant of the Shoshone reclama- 
tion project in Wyoming; 

H. R. 4020. An act for the relief of William R. Herrick; 

H. R. 4138. An act for the relief of George Miller, Jr., a 
minor; 

H. R. 4201. An act to create a board of inspectors, Bureau 
of Marine Inspection and Navigation, at Port Arthur, Tex.; 

H. R. 4370. An act for the relief of Tule Finkelstein; 

H. R. 4427. An act for the relief of Merritt Rea; 

H. R. 4493. An act for the relief of Charles N. Robinson; 

H. R. 4921. An act for the relief of Hugh Ray; 

H. R. 5104. An act for the relief of the Acme Wire & Iron 
Works; 

H. R. 5149. An act for the relief of John M. Fraley; 

H.R.5195. An act for the relief of G. F. Flanders and 
J. W. Talbert; 

H. R. 5249. An act for the relief of Lydia M. White; 

H. R. 5431. An act for the relief of Cyrus M. Lasher; 

H. R. 5449. An act for the relief of Harold Jacobson; 

H. R. 5562. An act for the relief of James Scherer, a minor; 

H. R. 5603. An act for the relief of Peter Sietsma; 

H. R. 5608. An act for the relief of Edward F. Cassidy; 

H.R.5753. An act to authorize advance of the amounts 
due on delinquent homestead entries on certain Indian res- 
ervations; 

H. R. 5905. An act for the relief of Doris A. Reese; 

H. R. 5921. An act for the relief of the Board of County 
Commissioners of St. Johns County, Fla.; 

H. R. 6238. An act for the relief of J. C. Prosser; 

H. R. 6257. An act for the relief of Dr. G. A. Neal; 

H. R. 6397. An act for the relief of John W. Watson; 

H. R. 6471. An act for the relief of Ralph J. Neikirk; 

H. R. 6473. An act for the relief of Paul H. Brinson; 

H. R. 6574. An act for the relief of E. W. Ross; 

H. R. 6647. An act for the relief of B. W. Goodenough and 
wife, Katherine F. Goodenough, and son, Charles Good- 
enough; 

H. R. 6648. An act for the relief of J. H. Yelton; 

H. R. 6668. An act for the relief of Robert Landeau, a 


H. R. 6826. An act for the relief of Robert McCoy, a minor; 

H.R. 6844. An act for the relief of Mattie L. Carver; 

H. R. 6889. An act for the relief of Lynn E. Barker; 

H. R. 6981. An act for the relief of Frank M. Gilbert; 

H. R. 6993. An act for the relief of L. H. Dicke; 

H. R. 6999. An act for the relief of Artemisia Grant; 

H. R. 7173. An act for the relief of G. D. Thornhill and 
James T. Rogers; 

H. R. 7245. An act for the relief of J. C. Jones: 

H. R. 7266. An act authorizing the State of Rhode Island, 
acting by and through the Jamestown Bridge Commission 
as an agency of the State, to construct, maintain, and op- 
erate a toll bridge across the west passage of Narragansett 
Bay between the towns of Jamestown and North Kingstown; 

H. R.7277. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to 
refer the claim of the Menominee Tribe of Indians to the 
Court of Claims with the absolute right of appeal to the 
Supreme Court of the United States,” approved September 
3, 1935; 

H. R. 7678. An act for the relief of Carl Dement Weaver 
and Donald W. Supernois; 

H. R. 7679. An act for the relief of Livvie V. Rowe; 

H. R. 7948. An act providing for the promotion of em- 
ployees in the customs field service; 

H. R. 8021. An act for the relief of Mrs. George Orr; 

H. R. 8236. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to exchange sites at Miami Beach, Dade County, Fla., for 
Coast Guard purposes; 

H. R. 8409. An act authorizing the State Highway Depart- 
ments of North Dakota and Minnesota, and the Boards of 
County Commissioners of Traill County, N. Dak., and Nor- 
man County, Minn., to construct, maintain, and operate a 
free highway bridge across the Red River of the North be- 
tween Caledonia, N. Dak., and Shelly, Minn.: 
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H. R. 8460. An act to authorize the city of Vancouver, 
Wash., to construct, and maintain a historical memorial on 
the Vancouver Barracks Military Reservation, Wash.; 

H.R. 8524. An act authorizing the completion of the exist- 
ing project for the protection of the sea wall at Galveston 
Harbor, Tex.; A 

H. R. 8623. An act authorizing the State Highway Depart- 
ments of North Dakota and Minnesota and the Boards of 
County Commissioners of Traill County, N. Dak., and Polk 
County, Minn., to construct, maintain, and operate a free 
highway bridge across the Red River of the North westerly 
of Nielsville, Minn.; 

H. R. 8817. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to au- 
thorize the construction of a Federal reclamation project to 
furnish a water supply for the lands of the Arch Hurley Con- 
servancy District in New Mexico,” approved August 2, 1937 
(Public, No. 241); 

H. R. 8826. An act to amend section 35 of the Criminal 
Code, as amended (U. S. C., title 18, sec. 82), relating to pur- 
loining, stealing, or injuring property of the United States; 

H. R. 8982. An act to amend Public Law No. 282, Seventy- 
fifth Congress, relative to the fisheries of Alaska; 

H. R. 9100. An act limiting the duties of the Chief Clerk 
and Chief Inspector of the Health Department of the District 
of Columbia; 

H. R. 9181. An act making appropriations for the govern- 
ment of the District of Columbia and other activities charge- 
able in whole or in part against the revenues of such District 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for other pur- 
poses; 

H. J. Res. 504. Joint resolution to authorize compacts or 
agreements between the States bordering on the Great Lakes 
with respect to fishing in the waters of the Great Lakes, and 
for other purposes; and 

H. J. Res. 567. Joint resolution to authorize and request the 
President of the United States to invite the International 
Seed Testing Association to hold its ninth congress in the. 
United States in 1940 and to invite foreign countries to par- 
ticipate in that congress; and also to provide for participa- 
tion by the United States in that congress. 

ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 
48 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until tomorrow, Fri- 
day, April 1, 1938, at 12 o’clock noon. 


COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m. Friday, April 1, 1938. Business 
to be considered: Continuation of hearings on H. R. 9738, 
civil aeronautics. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. MaLoney’s subcommittee of 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 10 
a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Continuation of hearing on S. 1261—through routes. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. BULWINKLE’s subcommittee 
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 
10 a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Hearings on H. R. 9073—to extend services of the Cape Fear 
River. 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m. Tuesday, April 12, 1938. Busi- 
ness to be considered: Hearing on H. R. 9047—control of 
venereal diseases, and other kindred bills. 

COMMITTEE ON FLOOD CONTROL 

The Committee on Flood Control will continue hearings on 
Friday, April 1, 1938, at 10 a. m. 

COMMITTEE ON THE PUBLIC LANDS 


There will be a meeting of the Committee on the Public 
Lands on Friday, April 1, 1938, at 10 a. m. in room 328, 
House Office Building, to consider various bills. 
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COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS 

There will be a meeting of the full open committee, Naval 
Affairs, at 10:30 a. m. Monday, April 4, 1938; continuation of 
consideration of H. R. 9315, to regulate the distribution, pro- 
motion, and retirement of officers of the line of the Navy, and 
for other purposes. 

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 

The Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee will hold 
hearings at 10 a. m. in room 219, House Office Building, 
on the following bills on the dates indicated: 

Tuesday, April 5, 1938: 

S. 2580. To amend existing laws so as to promote safety at 
sea by requiring the proper design, construction, mainte- 
nance, inspection, and operation of ships; to give effect to 
the Convention for Promoting Safety of Life at Sea, 1929; 
and for other purposes. 

Tuesday, April 12, 1938: 

H. R. 6797. To provide for the establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more fish-cultural stations in 
each of the States of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. 

H. R. 8956. To provide for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary investi- 
gations, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking opera- 
tions for these purposes. 

S. 2307. To provide for the conservation of the fishery re- 
sources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary investi- 
gations, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking opera- 
tions for these purposes. 

Thursday, April 14, 1938: 

H. R. 8533. To amend section 4370 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 46, sec. 316). 

Tuesday, April 19, 1938: 

H. R. 5629. To exempt motorboats less than 21 feet in 
length not carrying passengers for hire from the act of 
June 9, 1910, regulating the equipment of motorboats. 

H. R. 7089. To require examinations for issuance of mo- 
torboat operators’ license. 

H.R.8839. To amend laws for preventing collisions of 
vessels, to regulate equipment of motorboats on the navi- 
gable waters of the United States, to regulate inspection and 
manning of certain motorboats which are not used exclu- 
sively for pleasure and those which are not engaged ex- 
clusively in the fisheries on inland waters of the United 
States, and for other purposes. 

COMMITTEE ON RIVERS AND HARBORS 

The Committee on Rivers and Harbors will meet Tuesday, 
April 5, 1938, at 10:30 a. m., to hold hearings on the project 
for the improvement of the Delaware River between 
Philadelphia and the sea. 

COMMITTEE ON THE POST OFFICE AND POST ROADS 

There will be a hearing before Subcommittee No. 1 of the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads at 10 a. m. 
Wednesday, April 6, 1938, on bills in behalf of custodial 
employees in the Postal Service. Room 213, House Office 
Building. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communica- 
tions were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as 
follows: 

1201. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated March 15, 1938, submitting a report, together with 
accompanying papers and illustrations, on a preliminary 
examination and survey of channel from Palacios, Tex., 
and Camp John A. Hulen to the Intracoastal Waterway, 
authorized by the River and Harbor Act approved August 
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26, 1937 (H. Doc. No. 564); to the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors and ordered to be printed, with two illustrations. 

1202. A letter from the Secretary of the Navy, transmit- 
ting a draft of a bill awarding a Navy Cross to Hector 
Mercado; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

1203. A letter from the Acting Secretary of War, trans- 
mitting a report dated March 21, 1938, from the Chief of 
Engineers, United States Army, on reexamination of Co- 
lumbia River, between the mouth of Willamette River, Oreg., 
and a point 1 mile above the city of Vancouver, Wash.; to 
the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

1204. A letter from the comptroller, Near East Relief trans- 
mitting a report of the Near East Relief for the period ending 
December 31, 1937; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1205. A letter from the past adjutant general, Grand 
Army of the Republic, transmitting the journal of the pro- 
ceedings of the seventy-first national encampment, held at 
Madison, Wis., September 5-10, 1937 (H. Doc. No. 565); to 
the Committee on Military Affairs and ordered to be printed, 
with illustrations. 

1206. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
copy of the letter signed by the Secretary to the President 
of the Philippines, with its enclosure, consisting of a copy of 
a resolution passed by the Provincial Board of the Province 
of Ilocos Norte, P. I., relative to Philippine independence; to 
the Committee on Insular Affairs. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS . 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, 

Mr. ELLIOTT: Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. H. R. 9816. A bill to amend the act entitled 
“An act to provide for the disposition, control, and use of 
surplus real property acquired by Federal agencies, and for 
other purposes”, approved August 27, 1935 (Public, No. 351, 
74th Cong.), and for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 2069). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. MAY: Committee on Military Affairs. S. 3304. An 
act to promote air commerce by providing for the closing 
of Military Road; without amendment (Rept. No. 2070). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, 

Mr. LESINSKI: Committee on Immigration and Naturali- 
zation. H. R. 5345. A bill for the relief of Corrado Arancio; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2063). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. LESINSKI: Committee on Immigration and Naturali- 
zation. H. R. 5868. A bill for the relief of Carlo Resta; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2064). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. LESINSKI: Committee on Immigration and Naturali- 
zation. H. R. 6729. A bill for the relief of Paolo Vito 
Scarola; without amendment (Rept. No. 2065). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. GILDEA: Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. H. R. 7119. A bill for the relief of Victoria Maghee; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2066). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. GILDEA: Committee on Immigration and Naturali- 
zation. H. R. 9400. A bill for the relief of Adolph Arendt; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2067). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. GILDEA: Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. H. R. 5220. A bill for the relief of Anthony Natalizio; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2068). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. 
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1 PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BUCK: A bill (H. R. 10111) to authorize a pre- 
liminary examination and survey of Napa River and its 
tributaries in the State of California, for flood control, for 
run-off and water-flow retardation, and for soil-erosion 
prevention; to the Committee on Flood Control. 

By Mr. FERNANDEZ: A bill (H. R. 10112) to authorize 
the Federal Savings & Loan Insurance Corporation to expend 
certain of its funds to acquaint the public with insurance 
benefits afforded by it; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. BOREN: A bill (H. R. 10113) to prevent discrimi- 
nation in Federal income taxes, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GRISWOLD: A bill (H. R. 10114) to adjust the 
salaries of rural letter carriers, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10115) to adjust the salaries of rural 
letter carriers; to the Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads. 
` By Mr. EDMISTON: A bill (H. R. 10116) to authorize the 
Secretary of War to convey to the American Legion, 
Kanawha Valley Post, No. 58, at Montgomery, W. Va., all 
right, title, and interest of the United States in and to cer- 
tain lands in Kanawha County, W. Va.; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

By Mr. BACON: A bill (H. R. 10117) granting the consent 
of Congress to construct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge, 
known as the Smith Point Bridge, across navigable waters 
at or near Mastic, southerly to Fire Island, Suffolk County, 
N. Y.; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10118) granting the consent of Congress 
to construct, maintain, and operate toll bridges, known as 
the Long Island Loop Bridges, across navigable waters at or 
near East Marion to Shelter Island, and Shelter Island to 
North Haven, Suffolk County, N. Y.; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. LANZETTA: A bill (H. R. 10119) to amend sec- 
tion 15 of the act of June 29, 1906, as amended (U. S. C., 
title 8, sec. 405); to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

By Mr. SCRUGHAM: A bill (H. R. 10120) to amend sec- 
tion 35 of an act entitled “An act to promote the mining of 
coal, phosphate, oil, oil shale, gas, and sodium on the public 
domain,” approved February 25, 1920 (41 Stat. 437), as 
amended, and for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Public Lands. 

By Mr. TOWEY: Resolution (H. Res. 456) proposing the 
naming of a battleship the “New Jersey”; to the Committee 
on Naval Affairs. 


MEMORIALS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials were presented 
and referred as follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of New Jersey, memorializing the President and the 
Congress of the United States to provide for Federal aid 
for airports similar to that granted harbors and highways 
in any aviation legislation adopted; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CASE of South Dakota: A bill (H. R. 10121) for 
the relief of W. O. Courtis; to the Committee on the Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. KING: A bill (H. R. 10122) for the relief of Anna 
Elizabeth Watrous; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. KNIFFIN: A bill (H. R. 10123) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Samantha Snyder; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 
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PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were 
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

4707. By Mr. BIGELOW: Memorial of the House of Rep- 
resentatives of the State of Ohio, memorializing the Presi- 
dent and the Congress of the United States to continue 
Works Progress Administration in Ohio as a means of af-, 
fording relief to those unemployed who are able to work on 
public projects; to the Committee on Appropriations, 

4708. By Mr. COFFEE of Washington: Resolution of 
Washington State Sportsmen’s Council at Seattle, Wash., 
Ken McLecd, secretary, pointing out that the United States 
Government annually appropriates a half or three-quarters 
of a million for the purpose of conducting a national train- 
ing school and competitive matches in the use of pistol and 
rifle; showing that pistol and revolver teams wishing to par- 
ticipate in training school and matches have to do so at 
their own expense, and therefore urging that a sufficient 
portion of the sum appropriated be earmarked to provide 
expenses for pistol and revolver teams in addition to 
the expenses of the rifle teams; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

4709. Also, resolution of Washington State Sportsmen’s 
Council at Seattle, Wash., Ken McLeod, secretary, urging 
that the 18-acre privately owned tract known as Longmire 
Mineral Springs property within Rainier National Park con- 
stitutes a menace to quiet, undisturbed enjoyment of the 
beauties of the national park as long as it is privately owned 
because of the immediate danger of concessions being granted 
by private owners to merry-go-rounds, hot-dog stands; bally- 
hoo artists, and circuses, carnivals, etc., and therefore urging 
that the above-mentioned parcel of land be purchased by 
the Federal Government forthwith and be added to the 
Rainier National Park, which now surrounds it, so as to 
protect the public in perpetuity; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

4710. Also, resolutions of the Building Trades Council, 
Bremerton, Wash., and letter of Building and Construction 
Trades Section of Seattle, Wash., of the Washington State 
Federation of Labor, affiliated with the American Federation 
of Labor, deploring the purchase of construction equipment 
by the Works Progress Administration, thus facilitating 
greater competition between legitimate craftsmen and 
Works Progress Administration workers, and thereby de- 
priving the skilled tradesmen of potential employment; and 
further showing wherein the Works Progress Administration , 
worker is paid considerably less than is the skilled craftsman 
and that the Government subsidy of this kind of competitive’ 
employment is unfair competition with both business, in- 
dustry, and organized labor; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

4711. Also, resolution, in the nature of a letter, from Local 
38, International Woodworkers of America, Gust Olafson, 
secretary, protesting as unwarranted the attitude of Senate 
committee investigating the maritime unions on the ground 
that unfair treatment was accorded the national maritime 
unions; to the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 

4712. By Mr. CURLEY: Petition of the Legislature of the 
State of New York, urging Congress to disapprove House 
bill 8327, to promote interstate and foreign commerce and to 
improve the navigability of the Lakes-to-the-Gulf waterway,’ 
as said bill would impair the rights of the people not only of | 
the State of New York but all others in the Great Lakes re- 
gion; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. à 

4713. By Mr. DIXON: Petition of the Ohio House of 
Representatives, memorializing President Roosevelt and Con- 
gress to continue the Works Progress. Administration in 
Ohio; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

4714. By Mr. ENGEL: Petition of H. J. De Vette, Albert 
Boes, F. G. McCann, Pat Fjapkes, Martin De Vries, Frank 
Wierda,.and others, of Muskegon and Muskegon Heights, 
Mich., protesting against the levying of any excise or proc- 
essing taxes on primary food products; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 
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4715. By Mr. IZAC; Joint letter from the Townsend Club, 
No. 33, San Diego, Calif., signed by the club secretary, H. F. 
Higgins, San Diego, Calif., urging the enactment of House 
bill 4199, the General Welfare Act; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

4716. By Mr. KENNEDY of New York: Petition of the 
Conservation Department of the State of New York, Albany, 
urging an additional $50,000,000 for the Civilian Conserva- 
tion Corps during the 1939 fiscal year; to the Committee on 
Labor. 

4717. Also, petition of the Brooklyn Society for Ethical 
Culture, Brooklyn, N. Y., relating to the May bill (H. R. 
9391); to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

4718. Also, petition of Sperry Products, Inc., Brooklyn, 
N. Y., relating to the Borah-O’Mahoney Federal licensing 
bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

4719. By Mr. KEOGH: Petition of the Assembly, Legisla- 
ture of the State of New York, opposing the passage of House 
bill 8327; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

4720. Also, petition of the National Can Corporation, New 
York City, concerning House bill 6323, to prevent the use of 
the words “U. S.,” “United States,” “National,” and “Fed- 
eral,” or either of them, in trade names or private business; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

4721. By Mr. MERRITT: Resolution of the Assembly of 
the State of New York (concurred in by the senate), me- 
morializing the Congress of the United States to disapprove 
House bill 8327, which was referred to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors; to the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors. 

4722. By Mr. O'CONNOR of New York: Resolution of the 
Assembly of the State of New York; to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 


SENATE 
FRIDAY, APRIL 1, 1938 
(Legislative day of Wednesday, January 5, 1938) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration 

of the recess, 
THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent, 
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar 
day Thursday, March 31, 1938, was dispensed with, and the 
Journal was approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Cal- 
loway, one of its reading clerks, returned to the Senate, in 
compliance with its request, the bill (S. 3096) to amend sec- 
tion 35 of the Criminal Code, as amended (U. S. C., title 18, 
sec, 82), relating to purjolning, stealing, or injuring ‘property 
of the United States, 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 

The message also announced that the Speaker had affixed 
his signature to the enrolled joint resolution (S. J. Res. 
277) creating a special joint congressional committee to 
make an investigation of the Tennessee Valley Authority, 
and it was signed by the Vice President. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. BARKLEY. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Adams Bulow Ellender Herring 
Andrews Burke Frazier Hill 

Byrd George Hitchcock 
Austin Byrnes Gerry Holt 
Bailey Capper Gibson Hughes 
Bankhead Caraway Gillette Johnson, Calif 
Barkley Clark Glass Johnson, Colo. 
Bilbo Connally Green King 
Bone Copeland Hale Lodge 
Borah Davis Harrison 
Brown, Mich Donahey Hatch Lonergan 
Bulkley Duffy Hayden 
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McAdoo Murray Reynolds Thomas, Utah 
McCarran Neely Russell ‘Townsend 

La Follette Norris Schwartz Truman 
McGill O'Mahoney Schwellenbach Tydings 
McKellar Overton Sheppard Vandenberg 
McNary Pittman Shipstead Wagner 
Maloney Pope Smathers Walsh 

Miller Radcliffe Smith Wheeler 
Minton Reames Thomas, Okla. 


Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Tennes- 
see [Mr. Berry] is detained from the Senate because of ill- 
ness in his family. 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Brown], the Sena- 
tor from New Mexico [Mr. Cuavez], the Senators from Illinois 
(Mr. DIETERICH and Mr. Lewis], the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. Gurrrey], the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. LEE], 
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. MILTON], the Senator from 
Florida (Mr. Pepper], and the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
Van Nuys] are detained on important public business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-three Senators have an- 
swered to their names. A quorum is present. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter in 
the nature of a memorial from Mr. and Mrs. J. B. Thompson. 
of Wabaunsee, Kans., remonstrating against the enactment 
of the bill (S. 25) to prevent profiteering in time of war and 
to equalize the burdens of war and thus provide for the na- 
tional defense, and promote peace, which was referred to the 
Committee on Finance. f 

Mr. CAPPER presented resolutions adopted by the Coffey- . 
ville (Kans.) Central Labor Union, condemning the admin- 
istration of the National Labor Relations Board and request- 
ing a congressional investigation of the Board, which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

THE WASHINGTON AIRPORT 

Mr. GIBSON. Mr. President, for over 12 years there has 
been an effort made to secure an adequate airport for the city 
of Washington. During this period there have been more 
than 30 hearings by various committees of the House and 
Senate and by two congressional commissions, So far 
nothing constructive has resulted. 

Over 3 years ago I introduced a bill providing for a perma- 
nent airport at Gravelly Point and making provisions for the 
leasing of an additional or auxiliary port if and when needed. 
A short time after this bill was introduced a number of local 
organizations endorsed it; among these were the Washington 
Board of Trade, Federation of Citizens’ Associations, Mer- 
chants’ and Manufacturers’ Association, Aero Club of Wash- 
ington, and the National Capital Park and Planning Com- 
mission. 

During the present Congress two bills have passed the 
Senate upon which no hearings have been held. Neither of 
these bills were acceptable to the Bureau of the Budget or 
had the approval of the President. If either of these bills 
pass the House, it can be reasonably anticipated that they 
will be vetoed. 

If anything constructive is to be done with airport legisla- 
tion during this session, it is imperative that action be taken 
immediately. I believe that my bill is in accordance with 
the wishes of the President. 

I ask unanimous consent that in connection with these re- 
marks there be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL Record the 
opinion of Gen. Hugh S. Johnson which appeared in the 
Washington Daily News March 22, a statement accredited to 
Ambassador William C. Bullitt which appeared in the Wash- 
ington Herald on March 28, and an editorial appearing in 
the Washington Post March 27, 1938. 

I further ask that the opinion, statement, and editorial be 
referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

There being no objection, the opinion, statement, and edi- 
torial were referred to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia and ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as 
follows: 

[From the Washington Herald of March 28, 1938] 
BULLITT, HERE, CALLS AIRPORT A “DISGRACE” 


Silent, on national and international affairs but voluble about 
the deficiencies of Washington's airport, Ambassador William “Bill” 


4512 


pallies, United States envoy to France, passed through the city last 
ght. 


He was en route by air from Warm Springs, Ga., where he con- 
_ ferred with the President, to New York. 


AIRPORT DISGRACE 


As his Eastern Airlines plane swept in from the southland there 
was a shift in the wind, the pilot turned back and started for 
Bolling Field, then the wind shifted again and back came the air- 
liner to W. -Hoover Airport, late. 

With his big hands thrust in the pockets of his smart double- 
breasted gray spring suit, the Ambassador said: 

“Washington Airport is a national disgrace. 

“I am amazed that something hasn’t been done about it.” 


[From the Washington Daily News of March 22, 1938] 
ONE MAn’s OPINION 
(By Hugh S. Johnson) 

Here is something from a letter written to me by a distinguished 
and public-spirited aviator about what he calls “that stinking situa- 
tion in the B. A. C.“ B. A. C. means “Bureau of Air Commerce.” 
My fan letter was about a column I wrote panning that Bureau for 
too much bureaucracy and not enough common sense in supervising 
the construction of airplanes, 

This is a crack from another angle: 

“And while you are about it, please very much say something 
about that frightful Washington Airport mess. Every time I fly 
over it I thank God I’m a military pilot and may land at Bolling 
instead of risking my life at the other place. But I also wonder 
that our democracy doesn't stand on its hind legs and for pride's 
sake do something about it. It is things like that from which 
dictators get their arguments. Hitler might well sneer a disdainful 
sneer as he compares—or contrasts rather—Tempelhof Airdrome 
with the landing patch which serves the Capital of the greatest 
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“And of course it all goes back to the B. A. C. If that organiza- 
tion were headed up by executives and doers instead of parlor 
politicos (an epithet, alas, which applied to our Vidal) and lawyers, 
a real plan would have been put to Congress long years ago and 
pushed and pushed and pushed by the B. A. C. until something 
was done. But the whole job has been left apathetically in the 
lap of Congress, and that body being made up entirely of Congress- 
men, and not airmen, is still ‘making surveys,’ according to 
latest dispatches, over 12 long years after the problem was first 
recognized.” 

The Washington Airport is wrong every way—too small, badly lo- 
cated and designed, intersected by an arterial highway, treacherous, 
and, above all, dangerous. I think the very hazard of take-offs and 
landings there has something to do with the fact that there have 
not been more accidents. Greater precautions have to be taken 
than at a decent field, and the fact that there is more danger 
keeps everyone alert, But that is no proper consideration for 
maintaining a potential death trap at the aerial front door of our 
Capital City. It is a matter of national and not merely local pride 
and concern. 

What the letter says is right. There are at least two other excel- 
lent sites. Everybody admits and nobody challenges these criti- 
cisms of the present terminal. Politics and private interests keep the 
move for change stopped. It is an official lethargy that will prob- 
ably only be broken by some frightful disaster. When that comes 
there will be no place to put the blame except on the shoulders of 
the people responsible for not removing a risk recognized by 
everybody. 

Traffic at this port is heavy—too heavy for its facilities. It will 
increase as Federal functions increase. Some of it is official and 
necessitous—men flying in public service, not because they want 
to but because they must. This isn’t to say that there is any 
more reason to care for their safety than of that of the flying 
public everywhere and all the time—but certainly there is no less 
reason. 

Finally, the point in the letter is good that there ought to be 
some element of pride in providing airport facilities at the National 
Capital at least fit to serve as front yard for a dog house. 

No airport in the country is entirely satisfactory. Aircraft are 
developing in size and speed faster than the development of fields 
adequate for their reception. But of all the important airports I 
have seen—and I think I have seen them all—the Washington Air- 
port is by long odds the worst. That consideration alone should 
be enough to get something done about this dangerous and dis- 
graceful condition. 


[From the Washington Post of March 27, 1938] 
REAL AIRPORT EMERGENCY 


Little enthusiasm will be aroused by passage of the Senate bill 
to close that portion of Military Road which bisects Washington 
Airport. Last year the President vetoed a similar measure. 
Whether or not the present bill is permitted to become law, it 
will leave the airport problem of the Nation’s Capital stil un- 
solved, 

The bill vetoed last September would have permitted the addi- 
tion of 53 acres of the Arlington Experimental Farm to the air- 
port and the filling of the nearby lagoon. Even with those im- 
provements, however, the President concluded that it would re- 
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main ope of the “poorest fields in the entire Nation for large 
Planes carrying passengers and mail.” Without those additions, 
the saene ciosg of Military Road would leave the field utterly 
inadequate. 

One hazard would be eliminated by the rerouting of traffic in this 
neighborhood. But what the city needs most is an entirely new 
landing field. Last year the Senate passed a bill authorizing con- 
struction of a national airport at Camp Springs, Md. But since 
it has developed that this project would necessitate the scrapping 
of the Navy’s nearby radio receiving station on which $800,000 had 
been spent some time ago, that would seem to eliminate Camp 
Springs from further consideration. 

President Roosevelt gave a strong endorsement to the Gravelly 
Point site. But the Bureau of Public Roads is building an experi- 
mental plant so near this site on the south side of the Potomac 
as to impair its usefulness as a landing field. Wallace 
has refused to stop the work, although only minor sums have been 
spent thus far, unless there is some positive action on Capitol 
Hill. But the House Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds 
seems to be just letting the matter drift. 

Another bill before the committee proposes develo; 
airport on the Suitland site about 2 miles closer to 
Camp Springs. But attempts to investigate this area seem to 
have bogged down also. Washington is in danger of having all 
the best sites for a landing field ruined for that purpose before 
Congress decides to act. 

The need for some solution of the dilemma is so urgent that a 
special message from the President seems to be called for. At 
least President Roosevelt might instruct Secretary Wallace to 
withhold further construction work in the vicinity of Gravelly 
Point until the issue can be settled. Here is an even 
emergency than the continued use of Military Road. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

Mr. COPELAND, from the Committee on Commerce, to 
which were referred the following bills and joint resolutions, 
reported them severally without amendment and submitted 
reports thereon: 

S. 3540. A bill for the relief of Esmerald Goodman, boat- 
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. Swain’s mate, first class (lifesaving); Raymond H. Wilson, 


boatswain’s mate, first class (lifesaving); Louis J. Burns, 
motor machinist’s mate, first class (lifesaving); Silvie S. 
Langton, surfman; Eudorus J. Brown, surfman; Kenneth G. 
Sherwood, surfman; Alvin Combs, surfman; William E. 
Knight, surfman; Olaaf E. Staar, surfman; and Einer E. 
Jensen, surfman (Rept. No. 1554); 

S. 3654. A bill to improve the efficiency of the Lighthouse 
Service, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 1555); 

S. 3734. A bill for the relief of certain officers and enlisted 
men of the United States Coast Guard (Rept. No. 1556) ; 

H. R. 8715. A bill to authorize the Secretary of Com- 
merce of the United States to grant and convey to the State 
of Delaware fee title to certain lands of the United States in 
Kent County, Del., for highway purposes (Rept. No. 1557); 

H. R. 9526. A bill to amend the act of May 27, 1908, 
authorizing settlement of accounts of deceased officers and 
enlisted men of the Navy and Marine Corps (Rept. No. 
1558); 

H. J. Res. 463. Joint resolution to permit the transporta- 
tion of passengers by Canadian passenger vessels between 
the port of Rochester, N. Y., and the port of Alexandria 
Bay, N. Y., on Lake Ontario and the St. Lawrence River 
(Rept. No. 1559); and 

H. J. Res. 573. Joint resolution to amend the joint reso- 
lution entitled “Joint resolution authorizing Federal partici- 
pation in the New York World’s Fair, 1939” (Rept. No. 
1560). 

Mr. SHEPPARD, from the Committee on Commerce, to 
which was referred the bill (H. R. 8714) authorizing the 
State of Maryland, by and through its State Roads Com- 
mission or the successors of said commission, to construct, 
maintain, and operate certain bridges across streams, rivers, 
and navigable waters which are wholly or partly within the 
State, reported it without amendment and submitted a re- 
port (No. 1561) thereon. ; 

Mr. CONNALLY, from the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds, to which were referred the following bills, re- 
ported them each without amendment and submitted reports 
thereon: i 

H. R. 8654. A bill to amend the act entitled “An act au- 
thorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to convey to the 
city of Wilmington, N. C., Marine Hospital Reservation,” 
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being chapter 93, United States Statutes at Large, volume 42, 
part 1, page 1260, approved February 17, 1923 (Rept. No. 
1562); and 

H. R. 9418. A bill to amend an act entitled “An act au- 
thorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to convey to the 
Board of Education of New Hanover County, N. C., portion 
of marine hospital reservation not needed for marine 
hospital purposes,” approved July 10, 1912 (37 Stat. 191) 
(Rept. No. 1563). 

Mr. McGILL, from the Committee on Pensions, to which 
was referred the bill (H. R. 5030) granting pensions and in- 
creases of pensions to certain soldiers, sailors, and nurses of 
the War with Spain, the Philippine Insurrection, or the 
China Relief Expedition, and for other purposes, reported it 
without amendment and submitted a report (No. 1564) 
thereon. 


ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED 


Mrs. CARAWAY, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that on today, April 1, 1938, that committee pre- 
sented to the President of the United States the enrolled 
joint resolution (S. J. Res. 277) creating a special joint con- 
gressional committee to make an investigation of the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority. 


ADMINISTRATION AND OPERATION OF CIVIL-SERVICE LAWS 


Mr. BYRNES. From the Committee to Audit and Control 
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate I report back favor- 
ably with an additional amendment the resolution (S. Res. 
198) and ask unanimous consent for its immediate consid- 
eration. 

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to consider 
the resolution, which had been submitted by Mr. ELLENDER on 
November 18, 1937. 

The resolution had been reported from the Committee on 
Civil Service on the calendar day January 24, 1938, with 
amendments on page 1, line 1, before the word “Senators”, 
to strike out “three” and insert “five”; and on page 2, line 15, 
to insert “$10,000.” 

The amendment reported by the Committee to Audit and 
Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate was, on page 
2, line 15, to strike out “$10,000” and insert “$2,500”, so as 
to make the resolution read: 

Resolved, That a special committee of five Senators, to be 
appointed by the President of the Senate, is authorized and di- 
rected to make a full and complete investigation of the admin- 
istration and operation of the civil-service laws and the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1923, as amended, with a view to determining, among 
other things, (1) the extent to which discrimination is practiced by 
appointing and supervisory officials with respect to appointments, 
promotions, transfers, reinstatements, disciplinary action, and al- 
location of positions in the Government service; and (2) the ade- 
quacy of the opportunity for impartial hearing given to employees 
who are discriminated against with regard to such matters. The 
committee so appointed shall report to the Senate, at the earliest 
practicable date, the results of its investigation, together with its 
recommendations. 

For the purposes of this resolution the committee, or any duly 
authorized subcommittee thereof, is authorized to hold such 
hearings, to sit and act at such times and places during the sessions, 
recesses, and adjourned periods of the Senate in the Seventy-fifth 
and succeeding Congresses, to employ such clerical and other 
assistants, to require by subpena or otherwise the attendance of 
such witnesses and the production of such books, papers, and docu- 
ments, to administer such oaths, to take such testimony, and to 
make such expenditures as it deems advisable. The cost of 
stenographic services to report such hearings shall not be in excess 
of 25 cents per hundred words. The expenses of the committee, 
which shall not exceed $2,500, shall be paid from the contingent 
fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved by the chairman, 


The amendments were agreed to. 
The resolution, as amended, was agreed to, 
ROSALIE HOOPER 


Mr. BYRNES. From the Committee to Audit and Control 
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate I report back favor- 
ably, without amendment, Senate Resolution 245 and ask 
unanimous consent for its immediate consideration. 

There being no objection, the resolution (S. Res. 245) sub- 
mitted by Mr. Copetanp on March 22 instant was considered 
and agreed to, as follows: 


Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate hereby is authorized 
and directed to pay from the contingent fund of the Senate to 
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Rosalie Hooper, sister of Virgil M. Healy, late a private of the 
Capitol Police under supervision of the Sergeant at Arms a sum 
equal to 6 months’ compensation at the rate he was receiving by 
law at the time of his death, said sum to be considered inclusive 
of funeral expenses and all other allowances. 


ALICE WILKINSON OLDFIELD 

Mr. BYRNES. From the Committee to Audit and Control 
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate I report back favor- 
ably, without amendment, Senate Resolution 257 and ask 
unanimous consent for its immediate consideration. 

There being no objection, the resolution (S. Res. 257) 
submitted by Mr. Typrycs on March 25 instant, was consid- 
ered and agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate hereby is authorized 
and directed to pay from the contingent fund of the Senate to 
Alice Wilkinson Oldfield, widow of Edmund L. Oldfield, late an 
employee of the Senate, a sum equal to 6 months’ compensation 
at the rate he was receiving by law at the time of his death, said 


sum to be considered inclusive of funeral expenses and all other 
allowances, 


AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES ON APPROPRIATIONS AND FINANCE 
TO SUBMIT REPORTS DURING RECESS 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that during any recess of the Senate the Committee on Ap- 
propriations and the Committee on Finance be authorized 
to make any report on any measure which they may have 
ready to report to the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani- 
mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. DAVIS: 

A bill (S. 3771) for the relief of the National Forge & 
Ordnance Co.; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. WHEELER, (for himself and Mr. WAGNER) : 

A bill (S. 3772) to regulate interstate commerce by estab- 
lishing an unemployment insurance system for individuals 
employed by certain employers engaged in interstate com- 
merce, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Inter- 
state Commerce. 

By Mr. WAGNER: 

A bill (S. 3773) to amend the act approved June 13, 1934, 
conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims of the 
United States to hear, consider, and render judgment on 
certain claims of George A. Carden and Anderson T. Herd 
against the United States; to the Committee on Claims. 

A bill (S. 3774) to authorize cooperation between the 
United States and the State of New York in the protection 
of the public interest and welfare inherent in certain forest 
lands in said State through provision for the acquisition and 
management of said lands; to the Committee on Public 
Lands and Surveys. 

By Mr. BONE: 

A bill (S. 3775) granting an increase of pension to Charles 
L. Shaeffer; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BAILEY: 

A bill (S. 3776) for the relief of Mary C. Isaacs (with 
an accompanying paper); to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. DUFFY: 

A bill (S. 3777) to correct the naval record of Edward 
Joseph Metiver; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

AMENDMENT TO WAR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL 


Mr. SHEPPARD submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 9995) making appropria- 
tions for the Military Establishment for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, which was referred to 
the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed, 
as follows: 

On page 27, line 3, after the figures “$350,000", to insert “at 
Kelly Field, Tex., $2,495,300.” 

NOTICE OF MOTION TO SUSPEND THE RULES—APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
: THE INTERIOR DEPARTMENT 
Mr. HAYDEN submitted the following notice in writing: 


In accordance with rule XL of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
I hereby give notice in writing of my intention hereafter to move 


to h 4 of rule XVI for the purpose of proposing 
to the bill (H. R. 9621) making appropriations for the De 

ment of the In or for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and 
for other following amendments, viz: At the proper 


the 
place in the bill to insert the following amendments: 
(1) At the proper place insert the following: “investigating ofi- 
matters under the control of the Department of the Interior; 


(2) After 1934 and before the period, insert: Provided fur- 
ther, That title may be Rigas tap 3 to a reservation of the 
oll, gas, and minerals to lands yet to be acquired through pur- 
chase or exchange under authority contained in this paragraph or 
in the act of June 14, 1934.” 

(8) After the word reservations“, insert the following: “: Pro- 
vided further, That in addition to the amount herein appropriated 
the Secretary of the Interior may also incur obligations, and enter 
into contracts for the acquisition of additional land, not exceeding 
a total of $250,000, and his action in so doing shall be deemed a 
contractual obligation of the Federal Government for the payment 
of the cost thereof, and appropriations hereafter made for the 
acquisition of land pursuant to the authorization contained in the 
act of June 18, 1934, shall be available for the purpose of dis- 

: Provided further, 


the discretion of the Secretary of the Interior: Provided her, 
That except for the Navajo Indians in Arizona and New Mexico not 


their land until paid: 

That not to exceed $15,000 may be advanced to 
worthy Indian youths to enable them to take educational courses, 
including courses in nursing, home economics, forestry, and other 
industrial subjects in colleges, universities, or other institutions, 
and advances so made shall be reimbursed in not to exceed 8 years, 
under such rules and regulations as the Secretary of the Interior 
may prescribe.” 

(5) “San Carlos project (Pima Reservation), Arizona: The Secre- 
tary of the Interior is hereby authorized to enter into a contract 
or contracts prior to July 1, 1939, for the development of addi- 
tional power, San Carlos project (Pima Reservation), Arizona, at 
a total cost of not to exceed $300,000, reimbursable. 

(6) “Reindeer industry, Alaska: To carry out the provisions of 
the act of September 1, 1937 (50 Stat. 900), entitled ‘An act to 
provide subsistence for the Eskimos and other natives of Alaska 
by establishing for them a permanent and self-sustaining econ- 
omy; to encourage and develop native activity in all branches 
of the reindeer industry; and for other p including not 
to exceed $5,000 for personal services in the District of Columbia, 
purchase, rental, erection, and repair of range cabins, purchase 
and maintenance of communication and other equipment neces- 
sary to fulfill the purposes of said act, $25,000: Provided, That in 
addition to the amount herein appropriated the Secretary of the 
Interior may also incur obligations, and enter into contracts for 
the purchase of reindeer and range equipment from nonnative 
owners, not exceeding a total of $500,000, and his action in 80 
doing shall be deemed a contractual obligation of the Federal 
Government for the payment of the cost thereof, and appropria- 
tions hereafter made for the purchase of reindeer pursuant to the 
authorization contained in the act of September 1, 1937, shall be 
available for the purpose of discharging the obligation or obliga- 
tions so created: Provided further, That before purchasing rein- 
deer or equipment of nonnative owners of reindeer an ap- 
praisal of such reindeer or range equipment shall be made by a 
committee consisting of a representative of the Department of 
the Interior, a representative of the Department of Agriculture, 
and a third person not an employee of any agency of the Govern- 
ment to be selected jointly by the Secretaries of Interior and 
Agriculture: wil without regard to civil-service laws, rules, and regula- 
tions and the Classification Act of 1923 as amended, and this 
898 may be used for the salaries and expenses of such 

committee: Provided further, 11 conned 
herein made or the amount authorized to be co 
for shall be available for the purchase, rental, or eee of 
abbatoirs, cold storage plants, packing plants, and other facilities 
for the slaughter or shipment of reindeer meat.” 

(7) “Expense of tribal councils or committees thereof (tribal 
funds): For traveling and other expenses of members of tribal 
councils, business committees, or other tribal organizations, when 
engaged on business of the tribes, including supplies and equip- 
ment, not to exceed $5 per diem in lieu of subsistence, and not to 
exceed 5 cents per mile for use of personally owned automobiles, 
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and including not more than $25,000 for visits to Washington, 
D. C., when duly authorized or approved in advance by the Com- 
missioner of Indian Affairs, $100,000, payable from funds on deposit 
to the credit of the particular tribe interested: Provided, That, 
except for the Navajo Tribe, not more than $5,000 shall be expended 
from the funds of any one tribe or band of Indians for the purposes 
herein specified: Provided further, That no part of this appropria- 
tion shall be available for expenses of members of tribal councils, 
business committees, or other tribal organizations, when in Wash- 
ington, for more than a 30-day period, unless the Secretary of the 
Interior shall in writing approve a longer period: Provided further, 
That hereafter tribal funds shall be available for appropriation by 
Congress for traveling and other expenses, including supplies and 
equipment, of members of tribal councils, business committees, or 
other tribal organizations, when engaged on business of the tribes,” 

(8) Increase in the reclamation fund: That section 85 of an 
act entitled “An act to promote the mining of coal, phosphate, 
oil, oil shale, gas, and sodium on the public domain”, as amended, 
is amended by striking the proviso at the end thereof and inserting 

a period in place of the colon following the word “direct”, and 
by ety Se following ph: 

“Fifty-two and one- percent of all moneys which may accrue 
to the United States after June 30, 1938, from lands within the 
naval petroleum reserves, except those in Alaska, shall be cov- 
ered into the reclamation fund, and the remainder shall be paid 
into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 

“The Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
transfer to the credit of the reclamation fund, created by the act 
of June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 388), a sum equal to the difference be- 
ae (1) 62% ia. percent of the moneys which the of 

e Treasury shall determine to have accrued to the United States 
Sok lands within the naval petroleum reserves, except those in 
Alaska, from February 25, 1920, to June 30, 1938, inclusive, and 
(2) the total of all sums advanced to the reclamation fund under 
the provisions of the act entitled ‘An act to authorize advances 
to the reclamation fund, and for the issue and disposal of certifi- 
cates of indebtedness in reimbursement therefor, and for other 
pupone, approved June 25, 1910 (36 Stat. 835), as amended, and 

the provisions of the act entitled ‘An act to authorize ad- 

vane to the reclamation fund, and for other purposes”, ap- 

proved March 8, 1931 (46 Stat. 1507), as amended, and not reim- 

bursed by transfer from the reclamation fund to the funds 

in the Treasury. The transaction provided for in this section 

shall be deemed to have effected a complete reimbursement to the 

funds in the Treasury of all sums advanced to the reclama- 

tion fund under the provisions of such acts of June 25, 1910, and 
March 3, 1931, as amended. 

“All moneys received by the United States in connection with 
any irrigation projects, including the incidental power features 
thereof, constructed by the Secretary of the Interior through the 
Bureau of Reclamation, and financed in whole or in part with 
moneys heretofore or hereafter appropriated or allocated therefor 
by the Federal Government, be covered into the reclama- 
tion fund: Provided, That after the net revenues derived from 
the sale of power developed in connection with any of said proj- 
ects shall have repaid those construction costs of such project 
allocated to power to be repaid by power revenues therefrom and 
shall no longer be required to meet the contractual obligations 
of the United States, then said net revenues derived from the 
sale of power developed in connection with such project shall, 
after the close of each fiscal year, be transferred to and coveréd 
into the General Treasury as ‘miscellaneous receipts’: Provided 
further, That nothing in this section shall be construed to amend 
the Boulder Canyon Project Act (45 Stat. 1057), as amended, or 
to apply to irrigation projects of the Office of Indian Affairs.” 

(9) “For cooperative 8 including investigations in 
the so-called ‘dust bowl,’ in cooperation with the Corps of En- 
gineers, the Farm Security Administration, and other Federal 

mcies, of irrigation, flood control and resettlement possibilities 

proposed projects, $200,000, of which $25,000 shall be available 
for the proposed Altus project, Oklahoma; said funds to be avail- 
able for expenditure by the Secretary of the Interior, and by the 
Corps of Engineers, the Farm Security Administration, and other 
Federal agencies, upon transfer pursuant to agreement between 
the said Secretary and any of the said agencies.” 

(10) “The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to furnish 
water for the use of the Arizona State Experiment Farm, embrac- 
ing the W. % SW. % of section 28, T. 9 S.. R. 23 W., Gila and 
Salt River meridian, together with such areas as may be added 
thereto, the cost, not exceeding $750 annually, to be paid from 
the appropriations for the Gila project.” 

(11) After line —, insert as a new paragraph: 

“The last line of section 10 of the act of April 1, 1932 (47 Stat. 
75), as amended by the act of March 3, 1933 (47 Stat. 1427), and 
by the act of June 22, 1936 (49 Stat. 1757), is hereby further 
amended by substituting 1940 for ‘1938’.” 


THE PROBLEMS OF AGRICULTURE 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I hold in my hand a maga- 
zine, which I have not seen before, called Ken, which was 
handed to me by a Senator this morning. In turning 
through the pages I notice an article on the farm problem. 
As a member of the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
I was particularly interested in the article. There are so 
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many unusual phases discussed in it that I venture to call 
the article to the attention of the Senate and to suggest 
that Senators read it in order that they may get some ideas 
which have not been suggested from other sources. 

There are some very gripping and striking phrases con- 
tained in the article. I wish to read one that appears in 
this language: |a 
FARMING IS A WAY OF DEATH 

All over the world the sun shines and seeds sprout but poverty 
sits in the green fields. International agriculture collapsed along 
with world trade and today the farmer’s yell for help is uni- 
versal. Every nation answers with aid, not for love of farmer 
but for fear of famine in event of war. Regimes hell bent on 
national strength and glory enlist the plowshare as a sword to 
prepare for the planned blood bath. Thus farming, long a way of 
life and once a way of profit, becomes in a double sense a way of 
death, as farmers at starvation wages work for war. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that the entire 
article may be printed in the Appendix of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article was ordered to be 
printed in the Appendix. 

FEDERAL AID TO EDUCATION—-ADDRESS BY SENATOR THOMAS OF 
UTAH 

Mr. Harrison asked and obtained leave to have printed 
in the Recorp a radio address delivered by Senator THOMAS 
of Utah on the subject of Federal Aid to Education, on 
April 1, 1938, which appears in the Appendix.] 

COLUMBIA RIVER AND ITS RESOURCES—ARTICLE FROM PORTLAND 
OREGONIAN 

(Mr. Lonercan asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Recorp an article on the Columbia River and its re- 
sources, published in the Portland Oregonian’s special an- 
nual edition, which appears in the Appendix.] 

TRUTH ABOUT WAR IN SPAIN—ARTICLE FROM BOSTON POST 

[Mr. WatsH asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Record an article entitled Truth About War in Spain,” 
by John Bantry, published in the Boston Sunday Post of 
March 27, 1938, which appears in the Appendix.] 

A REFUGEE’S PRAYER 

[Mr. Davis asked and obtained leave to have printed in 
the Appendix of the Recorp an article appearing in the 
Washington (D. C.) Herald of Thursday, March 31, 1938, 
entitled “A Refugee’s Prayer,” which appears in the Ap- 


pendix.] 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. 
Chaffee, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House 
had disagreed to the amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 9544) making appropriations for the Departments of 
State and Justice and for the judiciary, and for the Depart- 
ments of Commerce and Labor, for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, agreed to the confer- 
ence asked by the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon, and that Mr. McMILLAN, Mr. Tarver, Mr. 
McAnprews, Mr. RABAUT, Mr. CALDWELL, Mr. Bacon, and Mr. 
CarTER were appointed managers on the part of the House at 
the conference. 

CREDIT FACILITIES FOR BUSINESS ENTERPRISES 

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 3735) 
to amend section 5d of the Reconstruction Finance Corpora- 
tion Act, as amended, to authorize loans to public agencies, to 
provide credit facilities for business enterprises, and for other 
purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. When the Senate adjourned last 
evening, the pending question on the unfinished business, 
Senate bill 3735, was on agreeing to the committee amend- 
ment, as amended, and that is the question now before the 
Senate. 

The committee amendment, as amended, was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the engross- 
ment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
and was read the third time. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is, Shall the bill pass? 
The bill was passed. 
EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceded to 
the consideration of executive business. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE 

Mr. COPELAND, from the Committee on Commerce, re- 
ported favorably the nomination of Leo Otis Colbert, of Mas- 
sachusetts to be director of the United States Coast and 
Geodetic Survey for a term of 4 years, vice Raymond S. 
Patton, deceased. 

He also, from the same committee, reported favorably the 
nominations of sundry officers in the Coast Guard of the 
United States. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The reports will be placed on 
the Executive Calendar, 

If there be no further reports of committees, the question 
is on the confirmation of the nomination of Mr. Burlew. 
DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE AND POSTMASTERS 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, there are on the calen- 
dar a number of Army nominations and nominations of 
postmasters. I ask unanimous consent that those nomina- 
tions be confirmed en bloc. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the nom- 
inations referred to by the Senator from Kentucky are 
confirmed en bloc. 

EBERT K. BURLEW 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The question now is, Will the 
Senate advise and consent to the nomination of Ebert K. 
Burlew to be First Assistant Secretary of the Interior? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I have conferred with the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. Prrrman] with respect to this 
nomination, in the hope that we might vote on it today. I 
have heretofore announced that it is our plan to recess until 
Tuesday next. The Senator from Nevada is unable to agree 
to vote today, but, after conferring with him, I am going to 
ask unanimous consent that at an hour not later than 12 
o’clock and 15 minutes p. m., on Tuesday next, in executive 
session, the Senate shall vote on the question of the con- 
firmation of the nomination of Mr. Burlew to the position 
to which he has been appointed. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from Kentucky, 

Mr, PITTMAN. Mr. President, I suggest that the time be 
fixed at the exact hour of 12 o’clock and 15 minutes p. m. so 
that Senators who desire to be here to vote on the question 
may know the hour. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is entirely satisfactory, but the 
usual form is “not later than.” However, I ask unanimous 
consent that the hour of voting on the question of the con- 
firmation of the nomination be fixed precisely at 12 o’clock 
and 15 minutes p. m. on Tuesday next. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, on yesterday I discussed 
what was called the power case as affecting the qualifications 
of Mr. Burlew. A considerable portion of my remarks con- 
sisted of reading evidence that was taken in the courts in the 
District of Columbia and introduced in the hearings with 
regard to that matter. I think the evidence which I read 
into the Record yesterday clearly discloses that it was Mr. 
Burlew who was the “head and front” of the conspiracy to 
conceal what were called the undeleted reports,” which were 
the cause of a great deal of controversy in committees and in 
the Senate. 

It is impossible, of course, for Senators, who are busy in 
committees and with other matters, to give attention to the 
reading of long quotations from the evidence. I felt it my 
duty, however, to place that evidence in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp, so that any Senator who is interested in the matter 
might have opportunity to read it between now and Monday. 
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I am now going to take up what is called the Stitely case. 

I know that there has been some ridicule of the Stitely case. 
I think it discloses a deplorable condition, both in the audit- 
ing and financial sections of the Park Service and probably 
in other bureaus of the Interior Department. It seems incom- 
prehensible that over a period of 442 years a pay clerk could 
continue to steal money without it being found out. 

The investigators of the Interior Department found that 
there was not an audit of the books of the Park Service for 
7 years. They found that there was no attempt whatever to 
reconcile the vouchers with the pay rolls passing out of the 
Park Service to the disbursing bureau of the Army. ‘These 
vouchers were prepared and certified in the Park Service, and 
then went to the disbursing department of the Army, and the 
chécks were issued by the Army in accordance with the 
certified pay roll. 

Mr. Stitely took up the regular C. C. C. pay rolls, and 
in addition he had a “fake” pay roll, not dealing with the 
C. C. C. camps, but dealing with ordinary relief work in 
the park. They were all properly certified. The disburs- 
ing department of the Army paid not only the legal vouchers 
but the fraudulent vouchers. Under the regulations, the 
officer of the Department of the Interior who delivered 
the vouchers to the disbursing officer of the Army received 
back copies of the vouchers from the disbursing officer, and 
was supposed to take them back to the auditing department 
of the Park Service. He received copies of both kinds of 
vouchers, the legal ones and the fraudulent ones. He took 
back the legal ones and destroyed the copies of the fraudu- 
lent ones. If the Park Service had reconciled the disburse- 
ments in this particular park with the pay rolls that they 
gave to the disbursing officer, they would have instantly 
discovered that more men were being paid by the disburs- 
ing officer than were on the pay-roll vouchers that they had 
in their department; but they never attempted to reconcile 
the disbursements at all. 

In 1936 the Park Service did ask the disbursing officers 
for their pay vouchers, and they were sent in; but unfor- 
tunately they were never reconciled, even in 1936, when 
they were sent in. They were there, and if you look at them 
today you can see exactly what happened—that more men 
were being paid than the vouchers in the Park Service 
showed. They had the fraudulent: vouchers through the 
disbursing office, but they were not in the auditor’s office. 
The Park Service even neglected in 1936, when they re- 
ceived the pay vouchers of the disbursing officer of the 
Army, to reconcile and compare them with their own 
vouchers. 

Never before has such a situation existed; and the in- 
vestigators of the Interior Department state that it will 
take six auditors a year to find out how many frauds have 
been committed in these departments, and what the total 
loss will amount to. 

The investigators said that it is incomprehensible that 
any department would allow the pay clerk who prepares 
the pay-roll vouchers to take the vouchers to the disburs- 
ing officer and have returned to him by the disbursing 
officer copies of the vouchers, and also the checks at the 
same time. This man Stitely was introduced to the dis- 
bursing officer, both in writing and verbally, by the proper 
man of the Department, as the officer of the Park Service 
who was to deliver the vouchers and collect the checks. I 
now read the authorization: 

FINANCE DEPARTMENT, 


FINANCE OFFICE, UNITED STATES ARMY, 
Washington, D. C., May 1, 4934. 


MEMORANDUM 


1. The undersigned has been designated disbursing officer of the 
Finance Office, United States Army, Washington, D. C., effective 
this date, vice Maj. W. O. Rawls, Finance Department, relieved. 

2. Pay rolls, youchers, and other money pa) showing the 
name of the disbursing officer should 8 the name 
of the undersigned in lieu of Major Rawls. 

3. In the future no checks will be delivered to any individual 
unless written authorization to do so is on file in this office 
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bearing the signature of the certifying officer or other responsible 
Official. The following form of authorization should be submitted: 

I hereby authorize Reno E. Stitely to receive checks from the 
Finance = ee United States Army, Washington, D. C., for de- 


livery in person to those named on any pay roll or voucher 
submitted which bears my signature as certifying officer. This 
authorization to remain in effect until 8 by me. 
(Sga) J. STRAWSER, 
Acting Deputy 7 — Director. 
E. C. MORTON, 


Major, Finance Department. 
(Sgd.) RENO E. STITELY, 
(Signature of person authorized to receive checks) 
OCTOBER 9, 1936. 


Consequently, he went up there with these two sets of 
vouchers, the regular ones and the fake ones, and he re- 
ceived checks for both of them. The fake vouchers he 
destroyed. The checks for the fake vouchers he deposited 
in one bank in Washington City until he had deposited 
$84,000 there over a period of 4½ years. 

I know it will be said that Mr. Burlew had nothing to 
do with this. I am going to show by his classification state- 
ment, approved by three Secretaries—first by Dr. Work, 
then by Dr. Wilbur, and then by Secretary Ickes—that it 
was Mr. Burlew’s especial duty to supervise the operations 
of these bureaus, to look after their efficiency and the in- 
tegrity of these men; and he never did his duty in that 
capacity at all. He neglected it. 

Now let me, just for one moment, read a part of the 
report on the Stitely case. I shall read only a part of it, 
and then I shall place the rest of it in the Recorp, so that 
those who desire to read it may do so. 

In the first place, let me read the comments, found on 
page 133 of the hearings. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, what is the Senator about 
to read from? 


Mr. PITTMAN. This is the report of the investigators of 
the Interior Department, Mr. Ickes’ own investigators. He 
had three investigators at work on the matter for 3 months. 

COMMENTS 


The principal reason these defalcations were permitted to con- 
tinue for such a long period of time (nearly 5 years) can be 
ohne to the following: 

. Failure to reconcile accounts payable. 

2. Failure of approving officers to examine the monthly state- 
ments of costs and expenditures for any improper charges made 
against their funds. 

There were at least two methods which would have disclosed 
any irregularities, namely: 

(a) A reconciliation with the general ledger, which could have 
been effected by adding to the unencumbered balance the un- 
erates encumbrances and unpaid vouchers. (Accounts 
payabie 
Lee E AER gira ape ean ka ee RR FBS 
ledgers 

If the above methods had been followed, there remained but one 
possibility to pass an illegal voucher, namely: Negligence on the 
part of the approving officer to examine the monthly statement of 
costs and expenditures. 

HANDWRITING 


Dr. Wilmer Souder, handwriting expert f ara National Bureau 
of Standards, has examined 566 ecks bearing Stitely’s 
endorsement and is convinced that 388 oft these checks bear 
endorsement of the payees in the handwriting of Reno E. Stitely; 
that 166 other checks have been forged, probably by Stitely, and 
the remaning 12 cannot be proved definitely to have been forged 
by Stitely. 

Dr. Souder has also examined 97 pay-roll vouchers, of which he 
states 5 were forged by Stitely. The remaining 92 vouchers bear 
traced signatures of various approving officers. However, all checks 
were cashed by Stitely. 


CONCLUSION 


The submission of numerous fictitious vouchers by Stitely would 
have been fruitless unless he on of the checks. 

It is inconceivable that the National Park Service would au- 
thorize any person connected with the voucher unit engaged in 
the preparation of pay-roll vouchers to receive checks from the dis- 
bursing officers for delivery to the persons named on said pay- 
roll vouchers. 

The records in the Washington office of the National Park Service 
have not been audited in several years. Neither has a proper 
audit of E. C. W. funds been made, either in the Washington 
office of the National Park Service or its numerous field stations, 

It would require at this time at least six auditors the better 

of a year’s time to make a proper check of E. C, W. funds paid 
or the Department of the Interior. 
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Unless this check is made, it will be impossible to ascertain the 
number of persons who have taken advantage of the opportunity 
to unjustly enrich themselves. 


It was the E. C. W. account in the Park Service that was 
looted by Mr. Stitely. 


SUGGESTIONS 


It is suggested that— 

1. The system of authorizing persons engaged in the prepara- 
tion of vouchers to receive checks from the Treasury Department 
for delivery to persons named on said vouchers be abolished. 

2. Request be made to the chief disbursing officer, Mr. G. F. 
Allen, to submit separate accounts current covering the following: 

(a) Transactions of the National Park Service, Washington office 
accounts. 

(b) Transactions of the National Park Service, field Office 
accounts, 

3. The accounts section, National Park Service, be required to 
prepare and submit monthly a statement of control covering all 
transactions relative to the accounts maintained in the Wash- 
ington office. 


Under the unanimous agreement, I here insert full re- 
port. 
The report referred to is as follows: 


(United States Department of the Interior, Division of Investi- 
gations, Washington) 
v 
(Region—Division—District) 


Date of report, August 5, 1937. Serial number; previous cor- 
respondence; nature of report (favorable or adverse); name of 
special agent (Interior, Oil Enforcement, or P. W. A.). I. D. 1310- 
A, D. I. 0547-A. Origin: Oral instructions from the Director, 
Division of Investigations, April 12, 1937. 

Period of investigation, April 12, 1937, to July 27, 1937. Robert 
C. McCarthy and Cecil G. Miles, special agents, Department of 
the Interior. 

BRIEF: ANALYSIS OF THE ACCOUNTING PROCEDURE USED IN THE ACCOUNTS 

SECTION, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, TO DETERMINE AND TO ASCERTAIN 

WHETHER THERE WAS NEGLIGENCE IN THE ADMINISTRATION THEREOF 


This investigation is based on the alleged activities of Reno E. 
Stitely, chief of the voucher unit, National Park Service, Depart- 
ment of the Interior, in connection with the preparation, falsifica- 
tion, and submission of pay-roll vouchers and the conversion to his 
own use of United States Government checks issued thereon 
amounting to $84,880.03. 

This investigation discloses that— 

1. Certifying officers approved vouchers signed by persons whose 
signatures were not known to said certifying officers. 

2. Certifying officers were not furnished pay-roll data, such as 
memorandums of employment or time slips. This information was 
deo in the office of the approving officer after he had signed 
voucher. 

8. Voucher was presumed to be authentic when it was initialed 
by Reno E. Stitely. 

4, Clerks engaged in the preparation of pay-roll vouchers were 
authorized to secure checks from the Treasury Department for 
delivery to persons named therein, 

5. No effective reconciliation of E. C. W. funds paid by the War 
Department for the Department of the Interior could be made from 
1933 to July 1936. War Department officials state that their ac- 
counting system could have been arranged to provide almost any 
information had the Department of the Interior requested it. 

6. No reconciliation of accounts payable for the Washington office 
(National Park Service) has been made since 1933. 

7. Approving officers failed to examine monthly statements of 
costs and expenditures, examination of which would have detected 
unauthorized vouchers which had been posted. 

Ctrl. G. Mres, Special Agent. 

RCM:LE, 


Special agent, R. C. McCarthy. 
Approved: Charles Hurley. 
Confidential: Not for 1 inspection. 


— — R „ 
hoo TTT for appropriate action. 
Please advise Division of Investigations of action taken. 
DIRECTOR OF INVESTIGATIONS. 
United States Government Printing Office, 16-4946. 
BASIS FOR INVESTIGATION 

This investigation was predicated on information furnished the 
Director of the Division of Investigations on April 12, 1937, relative 
to certain pay-roll vouchers which did not appear to be authentic. 

The original and supplemental criminal reports covering the 
investigation have been submitted (I. D. 1310). 

This investigation is made for the purpose of analyzing the 
accounting procedure used in the accounts section of the National 
Park Service and to determine the sufficiency of the accounting 
system employed relative to the prevention of irregularities and 
frauds against the Government. 

HISTORY OF THE CASE 

On or about April 1, 1937, a representative from the Chief Dis- 

bursing Office of the Treasury Department informed the accounts 
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section that the balance remaining in the appropriation 1441 
44-0699 (4-OW 671.1 old number) Working Fund, Interior, National 
Park Service (Emergency Relief, Surplus Relief, National Industrial 
Recovery)” was nearly exhausted, there being less than 8300 
unexpended; whereas the allotment ledger for this appropriation 
showed an unexpended balance of about $7,000. 

In reconciling the differences, it was found that five pay-roll 
vouchers totaling $6,855.60 had been passed for payment during the 
period April to August 1936, and had not been posted to the allot- 
ment ledgers. Copies of these vouchers could not be located. 
Accordingly, a request was sent by the National Park Service to the 
General Accounting Office for photostats. 

Information had reached the Director of the Division of Investi- 
gations in connection with this matter, and a request was for- 
warded to the General Accounting Office for photostats of the 
missing vouchers and checks applicable thereto. 

Under date of April 19, 1937, the photostats were received, which 
disclosed that 54 checks bore the second endorsement of Reno E. 
Stitely, chief of the voucher unit, accounts section, National Park 
Service, and had been cashed at the Washington Loan & Trust Co., 
west end branch, Washington, D. C. 

Investigation of the accounts at the Washington Loan & Trust 
Co. disclosed that Reno E. Stitely had made numerous large 
deposits to several savings and checking accounts which he had 
opened at that bank; that in one or two accounts, as many as six 
Government checks had been deposited at regular intervals of 2 
weeks over a period of several months. 


Stitely also purchased a new dwelling 
in May 1935 at a cost of $12,000, paying down the sum of $500, 
and executed notes totaling $5,000, due as follows: $1,000 payable 
June 1, 1935; $1,000 payable July 1, 1935; $2,000 payable January 
1, 1936; $1,000 payable July 31, 1936. 

The rema $6,500 was represented by a first trust. The 
$5,500 payments by Stitely were made over a period of 13 months, 
which was nearly two and one-half times his salary of $2,300 as 
chief of the voucher unit, accounts section, National Park Service. 

Investigation further disclosed that for the past few years 
Stitely purchased a new automobile each year, and sometimes more 
frequently. The last automobile which he purchased was a Pack- 
ard 120 convertible sedan. Stitely spent money very lavishly; as 
the records at the Ambassador Hotel, Washington, D. C., show, 
on occasion he spent more than $100 for a wedding anniversary 
party and $275 for a 4-day drinking party in February 1936 when 
he had reported to the National Park Service that he was ill. 

Stitely, upon learning that photostats of the missing vouchers 
had been requested by the National Park Service, began at once 
to liquidate his bank and brokerage accounts and remained away 
from the office, claiming illness. He was arrested on April 27, 
3 pee is under bond of $10,000 awaiting action by the Federal 
grand jury, 

Interrogation of the officials and clerks employed in the National 
Park Service evinced the same information to the effect that, 
despite Stitely’s lavish spending, no suspicion of him was ever 
considered; that they believed he had made large profits from 
speculations in the stock market, or that he had inherited a large 
amount of money. 

Investigation further disclosed that Stitely had falsified a total 
of 134 pay-roll vouchers, comprising 1,116 checks, totaling 
$84,880.03, shown as follows: 


Appropriation symbol 


42/3400 National Park Service, 1932-33 
(4-420 Great Smoky Mountains Na- 
tional Park). 


$1, 013. 01 


a 19, 1932, to 
“eb. 28, 1933. 


42/3400 National Park Service, 1932-33 | Oct. 1, 1932, to 144.00 
(4-440 Colonial Monument and Mar. 31, 1935. 
4-439, George Washington’s Birth- 
stan Weeden ad Trails ‘ational | Nov. 16, 1932, to 
9 ani Vov. 16, 1932, 015, 98 
Parks, Gatlinburg, Tenn. 1933. 4 
4X436 Roads and Trails, National 5, 182. 20 
Park Service, Washington, D. C. 
F D 570 P1-0110 ASSI5N (Emergency 57, 512. 64 
Conservation Funds), 
4-03/7640.14 N. I. R., Interior, National 1, 274. 00 
Parks, 1933-37 (F. P. 672). 
14-44-4629 N. I. R., Interior, National 2, 467. 50 
Parks, Roudi, and Trails, act June 
14-1130 Roads and Trails, National 415.10 
Parks, Emergency Construction. > 
40W671.1 Wor! Fund, Interior, Na- 6, 855. 60 
tional Park vice (E. ency 
Hel, derte, Relat NEES 
Total. 84, 880. 03 
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EMERGENCY CONSERVATION FUNDS 


It will be noted that the greatest number of falsifications related 
to the Emergency Conservation Works funds and covered a period 
of nearly 4 years. 

The finance officer for the War Department (Washington district) 
required a letter from officials in charge of preparing and submit- 
ting pay-roll vouchers authorizing any individual to receive checks 
for delivery in person to those named on any pay roll or youcher 
which bore the signature of said official as certifying officer. The 
1 was to remain in effect until canceled by said certify- 

g officer. 

Stitely submitted a letter bearing the traced signature of J. R. 
Lassiter, superintendent of Shenandoah National Park, to the 
finance officer, United States Army, Washington, D. C., who was 
one of the finance officers disbursing E. C. W. funds for the Na- 
tional Park Service. After submitting two pay rolls in July 1933 
purporting to be for appointed personnel, Stitely submitted a dif- 
ferent set of names beginning with August 15, 1933, also purporting 
to be for appointed personnel. He continued with these same 
names every 2 weeks (with the exception of one period, September 
1 to September 15, 1933) until March 31, 1937. 

Agents interviewed Lt. Col. E. C. Morton, finance officer, United 
States Army, for the Washington field office, and Mr. Spencer Bur- 
roughs, chief clerk under Lieutenant Colonel Morton, Lieutenant 
Colonel Morton stated that since the authorization submitted by 
Stitely appeared to be authentic, he felt obliged to pay these 
vouchers and to deliver the checks to him so long as they appeared 
to be certified by the proper certifying officer, J. R. Lassiter. 

Mr. Burroughs informed agents that although the six camps at 
Shenandoah National Park sent their pay rolls through the usual 
channels for payment, he was not suspicious of Stitely when the 
latter told him that a representative from Shenandoah National 
Park was coming to Washington every pay day on official business 
and would take the checks back with him. 

Mr. Burroughs further stated that Stitely brought along the 
original and two copies of said pay-roll youchers; that upon de- 
livery of said checks, the original was sent to the General Account- 
ing Office, one copy retained for the War Department files, and 
one copy given back to Stitely for the National Park Service files. 
Superintendent Lassiter stated that since the fall of 1934 the War 
Department required him to submit the addresses of all persons 
on the E. C. W. pay rolls; that since that time all checks were 
mailed directly to these employees. 

The fact that none of these vouchers were ever to the 
E. G. W. allotment ledgers, either at the W. Office, 
National Park Service, or at Shenandoah National Park, indicates 
ee Stitely never turned these vouchers over to the bookkeeping 


Stitely appeared to have no difficulty in cashing the checks or 
accounts 


rocedure agreed y 
Finance Office and the other departments of the Government han- 
dling E. C. W. work. Mr. E 
accountant for the National Park Service (now field supervisor, 
E. C. W. for Territory of Hawaii), represented the Department of 
the Interior. An t was reached whereby the Army Fl- 
nance Office would allocate the E. C. W. vouchers submitted by 
the artment of the Interior into the following groups, namely: 
State ‘ks, National Parks, General Land Office, Reclamation 
Service. Later, a further allocation was made of E. C. W. vouchers 
r 
wail National Park. The symbol FD 570 was designated for 
National Parks and FD 580 for State Parks. The accounts section, 
National Park Service, found this allocation practically valueless 
for the reason that the War Department did not show the field 
station issuing the vouchers. 

After 3 years had elapsed, the National Park Service requested 
the Chief of Finance, War De t, to furnish information 
showing payments for each field station. Accordingly, beginning 
with July 1936, the Chief of Finance submitted monthly statements 

payments made by subprocurement authorities. 

Example: Acadia National Park was assigned No. 5501P; Crater 
Lake National Park 5502P, etc., to 5599; State Parks began with 


showed a procurement code symbol (purpose 
number), voucher number, date paid, amount paid, and other 
pertinent information. ’ 


arranged their 
cation had the National Park Service made such request. 
July 1936, up to the date of this investigation, the tabulations 
furnished by the office of the Chief of Finance, United States 
Army, had not been audited by the National Park Service, Wash- 
ington office, nor by the Field Audit Division, National Park 
Service. The latter division has several auditors assigned to 
checking the field stations. However, the vouchers paid by the 
ithance officers of the United States Army were never verified with 
the National Park Service ficld-station allotment ledgers. 

Stitely wasted no time in taking advantage of the situation, for 
ne began drawing on the E. C. W. funds in July 1933 just as soon 
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as they were available. He could feel reasonably certain to escape 
detection just so long as the above-mentioned reconciliation was 
not effected, 

VOUCHERS OTHER THAN E. c. w. 


The same principle applied to vouchers other than E. C. W., 
except that Stitely had to secure an authentic certification of a 
duly authorized certifying officer before he could pass these spu- 
rious vouchers for payment. The certifying officer did not obtain 
signature cards from the approving officers, as he relied on Stitely 
to determine the correctness and authenticity of the vouchers; 
consequently, no difficulty was encountsred in securing the cer- 
eee of any voucher, provided it bore the initials of Reno E. 

y. 

Prior to 1934, when the National Park Service was disbursing its 
own funds, the disbursing officer, R. L. Lassly, acting chief dis- 
bursing clerk, relied on the approval of R. M. Holmes, chief clerk, 
National Park Service, before paying a voucher. Mr. Holmes, in a 
great many instances, did not know the signature of the person 
signing the voucher, but relied on its authenticity and correctness 
because it was initialed by Reno E. Stitely. 

In the files which Mr. Oliver G. Taylor submitted to agents, there 
was found a copy of a pay roll for the period June 1, 1933, to June 
30, 1933, appropriation 4X436, Roads and Trails, National Parks, 
bearing the name of Patrick W. Ickes, employed as a senior laborer. 
The amount paid Ickes was $17. The pay roll which was passed 
through for payment had the same name and amount on the first 
line. However, seven names were added thereto. The paid voucher 
amounted to $724, less economy deductions of $108.60, or a net 
total of $615.40. The latter amount was posted to the allotment 
ledgers and a monthly statement furnished Mr. Taylor. Had this 
monthly statement of costs and expenditures been checked by Mr. 
Taylor, the error would have been located. The same sort of error 
could have been found as early as November 1932, when a copy of 
pay-roll voucher on file in Mr. Taylor's office for the October 
1 to October 15, 1932, showed the amount of $47.67, whereas the 
voucher paid amounted to $99. 

With respect to the June 1933 voucher, referred to above, Mr. 
Taylor stated in a memorandum, which is incorporated in the 
supplemental criminal report (exhibit 3), that the 


thereon appears to be his genuine signature; that he never signed 
any pay roll carrying any of the names appearing on it except that 


of Patrick W. Ickes. 

Since Mr. Taylor does not claim that his name was forged to this 
voucher and since the amount of the paid voucher does not agree 
with the copy in his files, it appears reasonable to presume that 
Mr. Taylor signed the original voucher before the amounts were 


inserted thereon, 


ACCOUNTING PROCEDURE (WASHINGTON OFFICE) 


Submitted herewith is a memorandum from Mr. D. Ed- 
wards, acting chief of the accounts section, National Park Service, 
dated May 13, 1937, which describes the accounting system in use 
in the accounts section of the National Park Service, Washington 
office. On page 2, paragraph 2, of this memorandum, the state- 
ment is made that the accounts payable have not been reconciled 
since June 1933, and the field allotment ledgers have not been 
audited for 4 or 5 months. Furthermore, the control accounts 
have not been posted since December 1936., nor has a statement 
of balances been prepared since December 1936. 

The edure for “checking out” is set forth in detail by Mr, 
F. W. Watson, chief, audit division, accounts section, National 
Park Service, in memorandums dated May 20 and May 28, 1937— 
exhibits B and B-1, respectively. 

Both Mr. Watson and Mr. Edwards believe that after the paid 
schedules of disbursements were returned by the chief 
officer and were checked the daily summaries of disburse- 
ments, Stitely withdrew the vouchers and the paid schedules be- 
fore they could be checked against the allotment ledgers to ascer- 
tain if properly posted. Both of these officials admit that the 
work has been far in arrears for the past several years. The 
checking out does not appear to have been done systematically. 
If the clerks had caught up with the current work, they would 
have spent a little time on the work in arrears. It is the opinion 
of agents that the clerks assigned to this work did not make a 
complete audit; otherwise, some of these spurious vouchers would 
have been detected. 

COMMENTS 


The cipal reason these defalcations were permitted to con- 
tinue for such a long period of time (nearly 5 years) can be 
attributed to the following: 

1. Failure to reconcile accounts R 

2. Failure of approving officers examine the monthly state- 
ments of costs and expenditures for any improper charges made 
against their funds. 

There were at least two methods which would have disclosed 
any irregularities, namely: 

(a) A reconciliation with the general ledger, which could have 
been effected by adding to the unencumbered balance the un- 
liquidated encumbrances and unpaid vouchers. (Accounts pay- 
able.) 

(b) Ascertain that all vouchers were posted to the allotment 
ledgers. 

If the above methods had been followed, there remained but 
one possibility to pass an illegal voucher, namely: Negligence on 
the part of the approving officer to examine the monthly state- 
ment of costs and expenditures. 
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HANDWRITING 


Dr. Wilmer Souder, handwriting expert for the National Bureau 
of Standards, has examined 566 Treasury checks bearing Stitely's 
endorsement and is convinced that 388 of these checks bear the 
endorsement of the payees in the handwriting of Reno E. Stitely; 
that 166 other checks have been forged, probably by Stitely, and 
ag lore 12 cannot be proved definitely to have been forged 

itely. 

Dr. Souder has also examined 97 pay-roll vouchers of which he 
states 5 were forged by Stitely. The remaining 92 vouchers bear 
traced signatures of various approving officers. However, all checks 
were cashed by Stitely. 


CONCLUSION 


The submission of numerous fictitious vouchers by Stitely would 
have been fruitless unless he secured possession of the checks. 

It is inconceivable that the National Park Service would author- 
ize any person connected with the voucher unit engaged in the 
ee of pay-roll vouchers to receive checks from the dis- 

bursing officers for delivery to the persons named on said pay-roll 
vouchers. 

The records in the Washington office of the National Park Serv- 
ice have not been audited in several years. Neither has a proper 
audit of E. C. W. funds been made, either in the Washington office 
of the National Park Service or its numerous fleld stations. 

It would require at this time at least six auditors the better part 
of a year's time to make a proper check of E. C. W. funds paid 
for the Department of the Interior. 

Unless this check is made, it will be impossible to ascertain the 
number of persons who have taken advantage of the opportunity 
to unjustly enrich themselves. 


SUGGESTIONS 


It is suggested that— 

1. The system of authorizing persons engaged in the prepara- 
tion of vouchers to receive checks from the Treasury Department 
for delivery to persons named on said vouchers be abolished. 

2, Request be made to the chief disbursing officer, Mr. G. F. 
Allen, to submit separate accounts current covering the following: 

(a) Transactions of the National Park Service, Washington office 
accounts. 

(b) Transactions of the National Park Service field office ac- 
counts. 

3. The Accounts Section, National Park Service, be required to 
prepare and submit monthly a statement of control covering all 
transactions relative to the accounts maintained in the Washing- 
ton office. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I now read from page 261 of the hear- 
ings: 

Senator Prrrman. Let me call attention to the testimony of the 
Inspector General of the Army, General Reed. He stated that the 
way that Stitely was exposed was through the fact that he had for 
years brought up two pay rolls, the long pay roll and the short 
pay roll, and that when he did not bring them up on one 
occasion, being sick, or for some other reason, another messenger 
brought up the long pay roll, and the young lady who generally 
delivered the checks asked where the short pay roll was, and this 
messenger brought the news back, and there was no short pay 
roll. So that testimony would indicate, at least, that the practice 
of the Disbursing Department of the Army was to receive all 
the time these two vouchers and to deliver copies of these 
vouchers, together with checks, to Stitely. 

Mr. Epwarps. That is correct, I believe, Senator. When Mr. 
Stitely failed to take this fictitious pay roll down it was for the 
reason that the fictitious pay rolls had been uncovered and he 
reported sick and, of course, never returned to the office. 


Mr. President, that condition is deplorable. As is stated 


by these investigators, it is inconceivable. Mr. Burlew testi- 
fied that they have now changed that system, and he is 
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very proud of having changed it. However, during a period 
of practically 5 years it was permitted to exist. 

Now let us see whether or not Mr. Burlew is responsible 
in this matter. I know it is constantly stated that this thing 
is all terrible, that Mr. Burlew is not responsible. I want 
to see whether he is not responsible. 

Every time there is a reclassification of anyone in the 
civil service, as Mr. Burlew is and has been for a long time, 
the head of his department must certify to the Civil Service 
Classification Board what his duties and obligations are so 
that they may fix the class in which he will fall, and thereby 
fix his salary. Let us see what Mr. Ickes said Mr. Burlew’s 
duties were. I shall place in the Recorp, of course, this 
whole classification report, but I desire to read from the 
statement of the duties laid down by Secretary Ickes as to 
Mr. Burlew. This is what he says: 

As administrative assistant to execute such special assignments 
as may be directed by the Secretary, requiring organization ability, 
discretion, and administrative Judgment; to give attention to busi- 
ness methods of bureaus and institutions to bring about uni- 
formity of practice and simplified procedure; to exercise general 
supervision of the work and personnel of the divisions and other 
units of the Secretary's office; to handle administratively matters 
of personnel, housing, etc., involved in the reorganization by trans- 
fer and consolidation of activities in the Interior Department by 
recent Executive order, which has materially increased the scope 
of the Department's functions. The work requires an intimate 
knowledge of the organization, activities, and business of the 
bureaus, institutions, and offices of the Interior Department, and 
familiarity with policies laid down by the Secretary. 

Designated by the Secretary of the Interior in connection with 
his office as Federal Administrator of Public Works to act as per- 
sonnel director of that organization, to have supervision over the 
selection of employees, to interview applicants sent to the Secre- 
tary, and to be the contact officer with Senators and Congressmen 
and others interested; to coordinate business between the Public 
Works Administration and the Administrator's office; to give atten- 
tion to new organization; to review correspondence prepared in 
the Public Works office for the Administrator's signature; and to 
perform such other administrative duties in connection with the 
carrying out of the public-works program as the Administrator 
may direct. Also designated to represent the Department in the 
ezoa to standardize personnel and wages in the emergencies 

cies. 

As budget officer of the Department, to have responsibility for the 
proper preparation and presentation of estimates of appropriations 
and justifications therefor covering the office of the Secretary and 
all bureaus and institutions under the Department of the Interior; 
to explain and defend estimates at hearings before the Bureau of 
the Budget and congressional committees; approve waivers of 
apportionment; and review legislation affecting the Department. 


If that does not include the broadest duties that cquld be 
imposed upon a man with regard to the Park Service and 
other bureaus, I cannot understand the English language. 
It was his duty to look after the organization of the Park 
Service, to look after the efficiency of its bureaus, to look 
after the integrity and capability of its personnel. 

I shall not read any more of this. Practically the same 
designation was made by Dr. Work when he was Secretary 
of the Interior and practically the same designation of duties 
and responsibilities was made by Dr. Wilbur with regard to 
Mr. Burlew. But I will place this whole matter in the 
RECORD. 

The statement referred to is as follows: 


P. C. No. CAF 16-9. 
Bureau Sheet No. 199. 
P. C. B. Sheet No 


Personnel Classification Board classification sheet 


Classification grade 


Symbol Cheek 1 Give following information for item checked 
Initials 
Service | Grade | Class | Task 
RaconinreriGded Wy Diet ee =. v Naa . kansas etm uate seus. 
i Oams and P. C. B. No. of former incumbent) 
Allocation by head of Department CAF.... 15 . sa H. L. I. Change in duties x | New position, in lieu of one in CAF-14. 
. pa P. C. B. No. of person formerly performing 
uties. 
Do not use this space CAF 15 9 O Other change Enlargement of scope of duties 


(Explain reason for submission of sheet. ) 
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1. Name: Burlew, Ebert K. 

2. P. C. B. No. of last sheet for this employee: CAF 14-6. 

3. Department: Interior. 

4. Bureau: Office of the Secretary. 

5. Division: Secretary's immediate office. 

onen . sree — 

7. Present annual salary rate: $7,000. 

8. Allowances in addition to base salary_....-.----.---------.. 

(Character and value) 

9. Title of position: Administrative Assistant and Budget Officer. 

(Customary office title) 

10. Description of work: (Describe work performed, in your own 
words, giving all pertinent facts and approximate percent of time 
spent on each major operation, but confine Seacoast to space 
provided. Do not copy the act or class specifications.) 

As administrative assistant to execute such special assignments 
as may be directed by the Secretary, requiring organization ability, 
discretion, and administrative judgment; to give attention to 
business methods of bureaus and institutions to bring about uni- 
formity of practice and simplified procedure; to exercise general 
supervision of the work and personnel of the divisions and other 
units of the Secretary’s office; to handle administratively matters 
of personnel, housing, etc., involved in the reorganization by 
transfer and consolidation of activities in the Interior Depart- 
ment by recent Executive order, which has materially increased 
the scope of the Department’s functions. The work requires an 
intimate knowledge of the organization, activities, and business of 
the bureaus, institutions, and offices of the Interior Department, 
and familiarity with policies laid down by the Secretary. 

Designated by the Secretary of the Interior in connection with 
his office as Federal Administrator of Public Works to act as per- 
sonnel director of that organization, to have supervision over the 
selection of employees, to interview applicants sent to the Secre- 
tary, and to be the contact officer with Senators and Congressmen 
and others interested; to coordinate business between the Public 
Works Administration and the Administrator’s office; to give at- 
tention to new organization; to review correspondence prepared 
in the Public Works office for the Administrator’s signature; and 
to perform such other administrative duties in connection with 
the carrying out of the public-works program as the Administra- 
tor may direct. Also designated to represent the Department in 
the efforts to standardize personnel and wages in the emergencies 
agencies. 

As Budget officer of the Department, to have responsibility for 
the proper preparation and presentation of estimates of appro- 
priations and justifications therefor covering the office of the Sec- 
retary and all bureaus and institutions under the Department of 
the Interior; to explain and defend estimates at hearings before 
the Bureau of the Budget and congressional committees; approve 
waivers of apportionment; and review legislation affecting the 
Department. 

II. Give actual qualifications of incumbent: (Education, train- 
ing, experience, etc.). 
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EDUCATIONAL TRAINING 


[This information required only for positions in the Naa gre 
and subprofessional services and for those positions in the CAF 
service allocated to grades 4 to 14, inclusive.] 

Indicate by an “X” the highest grade or year. 


tae. £9) 0. 778 
Elementary school g 9 9 7 22 828 
A ees ooo 8 

1 2 3 4 
e Sas o nn cota eee 8 8 
Name: Washington College of Law, LL. B. 
Technical or post graduate: Kind and extent — 


—— — — ä — — —ĩ4 a —— —ä—ͤ —— 2 


EXPERIENCE AND OTHER SPECIAL QUALIFICATIONS 
Pennsylvania Railroad Co. 3 years (offices of trainmaster at Sun- 
bury and Williamsport, Pa., and General Manager Atterbury, Phila- 
delphia). A. N. Chandler & Co. (investment bankers), Philadelphia 
and New York offices, 1 year. Baldwin detectives, Philadelphia and 


Roanoke, Va., 2 years. tary to president, Grit Pub Co., 
Williamsport, Pa., 1% years. P. F. Collier & Sons, Phil phia. 
Office of Adjutant General, War Department, 3 years. Post Office 


Department, 10 years; 5 years as secretary to Third Assistant Post- 
master General Dockery, 1 year confidential clerk to Postmaster 
General Work. Interior Department since 1923 as administrative 
assistant. Member district of Columbia bar and admitted to prac- 
tice before United States Supreme Court. 

12. Does employee work under immediate on general supervision, 
or to a large extent upon own responsibility? 
VNS oiii fully, setting forth to what perl his work is reviewed, 

To large extent on own responsibility. 

13. Does employee supervise work of others? ae 

If so, give number of employees in each grade: 8 directly; others 
indirectly; 1, CAF-11; 1, CAF-10; 3, CAF-4; 1, CAF-3; 2, CAF-2. 

(Stamped) : $ t of the Interior. Received August 18, 
1933. Supervisor of Classification. 

14. Date when employee entered upon duties described above 

HAROLD L. Ickss, e of the Interior. 
Date, August 17, 1933. 

n ot 2 officer. j 

te, August 30, 1933. 

For the position described the Personnel Classification Board has 
approved the following allocation: Service: CAF; grade, 15; refer- 
ence symbol 

(Stamped): Department of the Interior. Received August 30, 
1933. Supervisor of Classification. 

ISMAR BARUCH, 
Chief, Personnel Classification Division. 


Mr. PITTMAN. I also insert full classification report made 
by Secretary Wilbur. 
The report referred to is as follows: 
[Received May 28, 1930. Personnel Classification Board] 
P. C. B. No. CAF15, 4 


Bureau Sheet No- 
P. C. B. Sheet No 


Personnel Classtfication Board classification sheet 


Check to indicate whether 
sheet is for— 


Give following information for item checked 


e ae ee ey 

(Name and P. O. B. No. of former incumbent.) 

Additional duties and responsibilities. 

1 55 — ond P. C. B. No. of person formerly performing 
u 


“(Explain reason for submission of sheet, ) 


1. Name: Burlew, Ebert K. 

2. P. C. B. No. of last sheet for this employee: CAF 14-4. 

3. Department: Interior. 

4. Bureau: Secretary’s Office. 

Ep et ̃̃ —— —— — 

1 —T—T—T—T———. E a — 

7. Present annual salary rate, $7,500. 
_ 8. Allowances in addition to base s 

(Character and value) 

9. Title of position: Administrative Assistant to the Secretary 
and Budget Officer. (Customary office title.) 

10. Description of work: (Describe work performed, in your own 
' words, giving all pertinent facts and approximate percent of time 
spent on each major operation, but confine description to space 
provided. Do not copy the act or class specifications.) 


As budget officer of the Department, to have responsibility for 
the proper preparation and presentation of all regular, supple- 
mental, and deficiency estimates of appropriations and justifica- 
tions therefor covering the office of the Secretary and all bureaus 
and institutions under the Interior Department; issue instructions 
to and confer and advise with heads of bureaus and institutions 
in relation to estimates and budget matters of every nature; con- 
sider estimates submitted with reference to questions of policy, 
character, and scope of activities, required appropriations and 
legislative authority; coordinate estimates as between bureaus; 
make or direct revisions of amounts and language of specific 
items and general text; explain and defend estimates at hearings 
before the Bureau of the Budget and congressional committees; 
confer and advise with administrative officials regarding new and 
amended legislation, additional funds required, etc.; contact offi- 
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cials of the Bureau of the Budget, Senators, Congressmen, and 
members of congressional committees on matters relating to 
appropriations and other legislative needs of the Department; 
approves waivers of apportionment; reviews all legislation affect- 
ing the Department. 

As administrative assistant, to examine or supervise the exam- 
ination of all matters requiring the Secretary’s consideration and 
action; initiate procedure affecting all branches of the Depart- 
ment; confer and advise with Department and bureau officials 
and the public on affairs of the Department of every character, 
including many major problems; give attention to business meth- 
ods of bureaus and institutions to bring about uniformity of 
practice and simplified procedure; give final review to correspond- 
ence, documents, and other papers submitted for the Secretary’s 


signature; advise with the Secretary and Assistant Secretaries on | 


matters of administrative policy and execute special assignments 
requiring organization ability, discretion, and administrative judg- 
ment; exercise general supervision of the work and personnel of 
the several divisions and other units of the Secretary's office. The 
work requires an intimate knowledge of the organization, activi- 
ties, and business of all bureaus, institutions, and offices of the 
Interior Department, and thorough familiarity with the policies 
of the Secretary. 

11. Give actual qualifications of incumbent: (Education, train- 
ing, experience, etc.) 

EDUCATIONAL TRAINING 

This information required only for positions in the professional 
and subprofessional services and for those positions in the CAF 
service allocated to grades 4 to 14, inclusive. 
Indicate by an “X” the highest grade or year. 


1234667 8 

Elementary school J 9 P 7 2 
th ch.. . CLES 
oe 1 2.3 4 

College... ..... — o0 o A Name 

Washington College of Law, LL, B. Technical or post graduate 


Kind and ernten. „„ „„ — 


EXPERIENCE AND OTHER SPECIAL QUALIFICATIONS 


Pennsylvania Railroad Co., 3 years (offices of trainmaster at 
Sunbury and Willi Pa., and General Manager Atterbury, 
Philadelphia). A. N. Chandler & Co. (investment bankers), Phila- 
delphia and New York offices, 1 year. Baldwin detectives, Phila- 
delphia and Roanoke, Va., 2 years; secretary to president, Grit 
Publishing Co., Williamsport, Pa., 14% years. P. F. Collier & Sons, 
Philadelphia. Office of Adjutant General, War Department, 3 
years. Post Office Department, 10 years; 5 as secretary to Third 
Assistant Postmaster General Dockery; 1 year confidential clerk to 
Postmaster General Hays; and 1 year private secretary to Posty 
master General Work. Member of District of Columbia bar and 
admitted to practice before the United States Supreme Court. 
In present position since March 1923. 

1. Does employee work under immediate or general supervision, 
or to a large extent upon own responsibility? 


(Describe fully, setting forth to Ree extent his work is reviewed, 
etc.) 


On his own responsibility. 
18. Does employee supervise work of others? Yes. 
If so, give number =e oe in each grade. 


1 CAF 12 
3 CAF 11 1 Cu-3 
1 CAF 10 
1 CAF 7 
1 CAF 5 
2 CAF 3 
14. Date when employee entered upon duties described above. 
March 14, 1929. 


Ray LYMAN WILBUR, Secretary. 


(Signature of preparing officer) 
SEN SS aie ee JUNE 20, 1930. 
(Signature of reviewing officer) 
For the position described the Personnel Classification Board 
has approved the following allocation: 


Service, CAF; grade, 15; reference symbol 


Mr. PITTMAN. Let me read now what is stated in this 
classification notice as to Mr. Burlew’s experience: 


EXPERIENCE AND OTHER SPECIAL QUALIFICATIONS 


Pennsylvania Railroad Co., 3 years. (Offices of trainmaster at 
Sunbury and Williamsport, Pa., and General Manager Atterbury, 
Philadelphia.) A. N. Chandler & Co. (investment bankers) 
Philadelphia and New York offices, 1 year. Baldwin detectives, 
Philadelphia and Roanoke, Va., 2 years; secretary to president, 
Grit Publishing Co., Willi Pa., 1 P. F. Collier 
& Sons, Philadelphia. Office of Adjutant General, War Depart- 
ment, 3 years. Post Office Department, 10 years; 5 as secretary 
to Third Assistant Postmaster General Dockery; 1 year confiden- 
tial clerk to Postmaster General Hays; and 1 year private secretary 
to Postmaster Work. Member of District of Columbia 
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biring admitted to practice before the United States Supreme 
2 e 

That is signed by Harold L. Ickes, and is dated August 17, 
1933. As I have said, a similar report was made by Dr. 
Work when he was Secretary of the Interior with regard 
to Mr. Burlew, and a similar statement was made by Dr. 
Wilbur when he was Secretary, plainly showing that Mr. 
Burlew’s duties were to protect the Park Service, the E. C. 
W. funds, and other Government funds there against loss 
through negligence, inefficiency, or dishonesty. There is no 
one else in the Department upon whom that duty is im- 
posed. It is imposed only on Burlew. Yet his friends will 
say, “That was the Secretary’s fault. The Secretary had 
transferred that work to him.” It had been transferred to 
him by three Secretaries, and he knew those were his duties, 
and of course when his carelessness and negligence were 
called to his attention by the thievery in the Department, 
he proceeded then to make regulations in the Department 
which he says will now make it impossible for that kind of 
thievery to take place again. I say that during all the 
period he has been in the service in the Interior Department 
from 1923 he has neglected his duties all the time. 

The same thing will be found with regard to an embezzle- 
ment in the Yellowstone National Park in 1935. A man 
named Watson was pay clerk out there. According to the 
testimony of Mr. Burlew, which I have here, Mr. Watson re- 
ceived all cash taken in and received all checks, and de- 
posited the cash and deposited the checks. A check for 
$795.88 was taken in from a contractor, and it was deposited 
by Mr. Watson. It is shown to have been deposited by Mr. 
Watson, because his handwriting is on the deposit slip. I 
will, perhaps, read it. If not, I will put it in the RECORD. 
So he deposited the check at the same time he deposited 
cash; a great deal of cash comes in at the gates and en- 
trances of that park. But no entry was made of that check 
on the books. 

Later on, when they went to the contractor for this money, 
he showed the check which had been paid. Therefore there 
was only one way to make the books balance, and that was, 
according to the testimony of the auditors and investigators, 
through someone taking out of the cash the exact amount 
of the check, $795.88. That was the Watson matter. 

This same fellow Watson turned up here, and for 6 weeks 
he was certifying officer, certifying these bogus pay rolls of 
Stitely. Watson’s signature as certifying officer was not 
forged. Other signatures were forged, but not Watson’s. 
He as the certifying officer of the Park Service certified to 
those fake pay rolls. 

The following occurred when I was questioning Mr. Miles, 
special agent of the Department of the Interior: 

Senator Pirrman. Take the signature “F. W. Watson, Acting 
Chief Accountant.” That is not a forgery, is it? 

Mr. Mıues. No, sir; that is authentic. 

Here was this same man Watson who had this shortage in 
his accounts out there, who became certifying officer, and 
was certifying officer for 6 weeks at least during the time of 
the embezzlement by Stitely. 

Watson was authorized to “certify all classes of National 
Park Service vouchers,” with the approval of Mr. Burlew, as 
will be shown by the following quotation from page 230 of the 
hearings: 

Senator Prrrman. It is initialed by the First Assistant Secretary, 
by Mr. Slattery, and by you? 

Mr. BunLxwW. Yes. You will notice there that it was not con- 
sidered an appointment matter. It did not go through the regular 
appointment division, like status changes or appointments do. It 
is just a designation. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is, if a man is in the service and is assigned 
to some duty, then you arrange for his personne] status? 

Mr. Burtew. That is right, You understand, we knew nothing 
against this man. We did not know anything about the Stitely 
case. That procedure is the most common procedure we have. 

Senator Pirrmaan. This memorandum is headed Department of 
the Interior, National Park Service, Washington, January 27, 1936,” 
and reads as follows [reading]: 

“Memorandum for the Secretary. 

“Pursuant to the provisions of section 4 of Executive Order No. 

6166, of June 10, 1933, it is recommended that Mr. F. W. Watson, 
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Acting Chief, Accounts Division, National Park Service, be author- 
ized to certify all classes of National Park Service vouchers for pay- 
ment by the Chief Disbursing Officer, Division of Disbursement, 
Treasury Department. 


De: 
“(Sgd.) A. E. Demarey, 


71 Acting Director. 
“In duplicate—Approved: February 1, 1936, 
“(Sed.) HAROLD L. Ickes, 
“Secretary of the Interior.” 
930 Burl d Slattery. 
ew an a 
Senator Prrrman. There is another marking on here, also, which 
I ought to read [reading]: 
“Department of the Interior. Received January 28, 1936. 
“Secretary's office, mail and files.” 
So that you did know on January 28, 1936, when you initialed 
certifying officer, 


and approved ae appointment of the that he 
was appointed 

Mr. are ee omot, That is 
not an appointment. 

Senator PITTMAN. It speaks for itself. 


Mr. Burtew. That is January 1936? 

Senator Prrrman. Yes. I thought a while ago you did not know 

Shige about his being appointed. 
pE C C 
Tik here, or, rather, assigned to duty in Washington withou 
our knowledge. 

It is contended that there was nothing known with regard 
to the shortage in the Yellowstone National Park at that 
particular time, and perhaps that is true; but as personnel 
officer in charge of all the personnel in that department 
Burlew should have known something about Watson. Fur- 
thermore, he should have known something about Stitely. 

The following occurred during my examination of one of 
the investigators of the Department of the Interior who in- 
vestigated the Stitely case: 

Senator Prrrman. You did not investigate the habits of this 
man, did you? 

Mr. McCaRTHY. As much as we could. We found out that he 
threw parties in various hotels here, some costing $275; another 
one, a wedding anniversary, had cost over $100. 

The CHAIRMAN. You don’t think that $100 dinners are extrava- 
gant, do you? 

Mr. MCCARTHY. It all depends on whether it is food or liquor. He 
had his car shipped down to Florida and back by train. 

Senator Prrtman. What time was that? 

Mr. McCartuy. About February, a year ago. 

Senator Prrrman. When did he commence his extravagant life? 

Mr. McCartuy. I would say, from his reputation, he had always 
had it. 

Senator Prrrman. What did you say his salary was? 

Mr. McCartHy. Twenty-three hundred dollars. 

Senator Prrrman. Did you find out whether or not he had any 
means on the outside? 

Mr. McCartuy. He did not. 

Senator PITTMAN. He did not have? 

Mr. McCartHy. No, sir. 

Senator Prrrman. Does it occur to you as an investigator that a 
$2,300 clerk who was living that kind of a life would be worth 
investigating? 

Mr. McCarTuy. It would. 

Senator Prrrman. You would nc ig if you were in the in- 
vestigating department, would you? 

Mr. McCartTHy. I would. 

I have already presented evidence to show that there is no 
one in the Interior Department but Mr. Burlew who is au- 
thorized to have supervision over the divisions and bureaus 
in the Interior Department. It is set forth in his classifica- 
tion statement, signed by the Secretary, that these bureaus 
and divisions are put under Mr. Burlew’s supervision for the 
purpose of bringing about better systems of management, 
arriving at greater efficiency, and seeing to the integrity of 
the personnel. I have read that into the Recorp. A similar 
statement was made by Dr. Work, and a similar statement 
was made by Dr. Wilbur. If Burlew is not responsible for 
the efficiency of these bureaus and for the integrity of their 
personnel, then no one is responsible. 

I call the Senate’s attention to the fact that Mr. Burlew 
has been the personnel officer of the Department of the Inte- 
rior under three Secretaries. He is the man who controls the 
disciplinary measures that are taken. He is the one who 
in the first place investigates the recommendations that are 
made. At one time there were 600 detectives in the Interior 
Department under Mr. Glavis. It would certainly seem that 
600 detectives could discover the extravagances of a $2,300 
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clerk who from the beginning of his service in the Depart- 
ment was notorious for his extravagant expenditures, 

Burlew stopped Glavis from investigating Department per- 
sonnel without order from the Secretary—I read, page 18: 

Mr. Buritew. Yes. That is all he investigated, within the De- 
partment; the contractors who dealt with the Department, or 
people of that sort. I mean the Public Works. 

Senator McCarran. He went into the field, however? 

Mr. BURLEW. Yes; and he had full authority to make investiga- 
tions in the field except personnel investigations. There were cases 
which he would investigate and reinvestigate. At one time I told 
the Secretary that if he were to continue that method I did not 
want to stay in the Department; and then the issued an 
order which required him to get his approval before he could make 
a ren investigation of any officer or employee of the Depart- 
ment. 

Mr. Burlew says that the chief clerk of the department is 
responsible for investigating such a matter. That may be 
true, but does not the responsibility rest on Mr. Burlew even 
though he has a deputy personnel officer? 

Here is a man who for 4½ years—nearly 5 years—carried 
on a systematic embezzlement. Over that period of time 
he deposited Government checks in one bank in Washington 
to the amount of $84,000. Any investigating officer could 
discover that situation. But Mr. Burlew saw nothing of it. 

Mr. President, the condition in the Department is indeed 
deplorable, when Secretary Ickes’ own employed investiga- 
tors report to him in confidence such things as I have just 
read to the Senate, stating that it will take at least six audi- 
tors a year to find out how much has been embezzled from 
the Government. 

That is not the whole situation, Mr. President, Mr. Burlew 
was not only put in charge of these bureaus and responsible 
for their efficiency, he was not only the personnel officer, but 
he was the Budget officer. Under the rules of the Depart- 
ment, when the Budget is being prepared for the Department 
of the Interior, every one of the bureaus estimates how much 
it will need for the ensuing year, and then those estimates 
are all brought to the Budget officer of the Interior Depart- 
ment, who is Mr. Burlew, and he looks over the estimates to 
see what the total will be, and to see whether one bureau is 
trying to get too much and the other bureau will not get 
enough. After he has gone through all these estimates in 
detail he presents them to the Secretary for his approval, and 
then the Secretary—this is Mr. Burlew’s testimony—present 
them to the Director of the Budget. 

Under the duties laid down by the Department, Mr. 
Burlew is required to go before the Director of the Budget 
for the purpose of sustaining those estimates, if possible. 
Not only that, but the regulations governing the Depart- 
ment require the Budget officer to determine if any unex- 
pended money is left in any particular account in any 
bureau, and if so, how much. 

I say to the Senate that it is physically impossible for 
a Budget officer to carry out those rules and not discover 
that the money allocated to the Park Service was $84,000 
short. I say that is impossible. The evidence discloses that 
they have never attempted to find out what the balance 
was in any of these accounts that were allocated. Yet 
under the certification to the Classification Board of the 
Civil Service three secretaries have certified that it was Mr. 
Burlew’s duty to do that. 

This whole matter is treated very cavalierly. It is con- 
sidered that it is a very sad affair that the Government 
should be robbed of $84,000, and that the Department should 
not have a knowledge of how much it has been robbed of. 
It is considered to be very unfortunate, but that Mr. Bur- 
lew had nothing to do with it. Why, no; Mr. Burlew is just 
the secretary to the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. President, I cannot say that I have any great admira- 
tion for the executive ability of the Secretary of the 
Interior, but nevertheless I think it would be very unjust 
to him to say that he is responsible for the inefficiency in 
the Department, when he has certified over his signature to 
the Civil Service Commission that it is Mr. Burlew’s duty 
to have knowledge of the things I have referred to. 
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I do not think that the Secretary of the Interior is re- 
sponsible for allowing a little petty crook to stay in that 
Department for 4% years, when it is Mr. Burlew’s duty, as 
personnel officer, to supervise the personnel. I cannot at- 
tack the Secretary on that ground. He is not entitled to 
an attack on that ground. 

When the Secretary testified before the Committee on 
Public Lands and Surveys I really felt sorry for him. I 
wish to read a portion of his testimony. His testimony 
showed me that the man did not have time to do very much 
work in the Department. 

A bill was sent to the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys providing for allowing Mr. Burlew to sign anything 
that he, Ickes, was authorized by law to sign.. Anything the 
Secretary was allowed to sign, such as patents and con- 
veyances, Burlew was to sign, under the provisions of that 
bill. Even the friendly members of the Committee on Public 
Lands and Surveys could not go that far. They thought 
there ought to be some responsible man to sign patents and 
matters of that kind, so they did not approve that bill. 
We took up that matter in the committee to find out why 
the Secretary wanted to give such an enormous authority 
to Mr. Burlew. In other words, the bill provided for giving 
to his secretary the final authority held by the Secretary 
of the Interior himself. The Secretary would not have to 
do anything after that bill was passed. I will read from 
Secretary Ickes’ testimony: 

Senator PITTMAN. Mr. , what I am about to say may 
be a little out of the record here, but we have this bill before us. 
Do you not think that that involves an extraordinary power to 
grant to an assistant to the Secretary? 

Secretary Ickes. It depends upon the assistant. May I give a 
little background here? 

Senator Prrrman. Certainly. 

Secretary Ickes. I came to Washington expecting to be Secre- 
tary of the Interior. Then the following June I was made Ad- 
ministrator of Public Works. Shortly thereafter I was made Oil 
Administrator. I do not think that any heavier responsibilities 
had ever been placed upon a Cabinet officer. I was very anxious 
to make good, not only on my own account, but I realized that 
mismanagement, especially of public works, graft, and corruption 


might even ruin the administration. I had very broad powers 
for at least the first 3 . Now, remember, Public Works is 
distinct from Interior. Nobody in Interior could sign anything 
for Public Works. I got to the office at 8 o'clock every morning. 
I did not stop for lunch—in fact, I did not eat luncbh—I worked 
through until dinnertime, and went home for an hour. I went 
back to the office and stayed until half past 10 or 11 every night. 
I worked every Sunday and every holiday, included. I 
signed all of the Public Works contracts myself. I must have 
signed, at first, at least 5,000, each one in triplicate. My desk 
used to be piled so high with stuff for signature that it was 
appalling. I was working beyond human endurance. And now 
the question is asked whether, in order to ease that burden, I am 
not reposing too much confidence in someone. After all, as be- 
tween someone of my own selection, with whom I had worked 
for 5 years and in whom I had confidence and trust, and some- 
body who was handed to me that I never heard of, I think I 
would do just like any Senator on this committee: I would take 
the man I had tried out and in whom I had trust and confidence, 


So when the Secretary went into office he certified to the 
Civil Service Commission that which I have read to the 
Senate, particularly giving Mr. Burlew exclusive supervision 
over all the bureaus in his department, enjoining him to 
look to their organization, to see if he could improve it if 
possible, and to see to the efficiency of the systems adopted 
by the bureaus and the integrity of the personnel. 

Not another officer in the Interior Department has such 
authority and jurisdiction. The Secretary, of course, with 
the great burden placed upon him, as he testified, did not 
have time to look after his administrative duties, and Bur- 
lew fell down on the job. 

I have read to you only a part of the report made by the 
confidential investigators of Mr. Ickes; but it is sufficient 
to show that in the National Park Service there was a total 
disregard of the money of the people of the country. There 
was no effort to keep an accounting of it. I am taking the 
language in the official report made by Secretary Ickes’ con- 
fidential investigators. That report was not made public. 
It was dragged out of the Department. I doubt very much 
whether Mr. Burlew would ever have allowed that report to 
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come to the light of day, any more than he would have 
allowed the undeleted report with regard to the Power 
Commission to come to the light of day, if he could have 
prevented it. 

Let me read from the report in the Watson case. I have 
read part of the report. The report of the investigating 
committee will be published in the Recorp in full. Mr. 
Watson was the man who was certifying officer for 6 weeks, 
and whose signature was not forged, but who certified the 
false and forged certificates gotten out by Stitely. 

The report on Watson is very short. In my opinion, the 
case should have been referred to the Department of Justice 
for prosecution, instead of the man being protected. Even 
after the report of Watson’s conduct came out, he was not 
removed from the Park Service. Oh, no! He was taken 
away as certifying officer, because that was too dangerous 
a place for a crook. He was moved next door, in the audit- 
ing department, so that he could slip up to the other office 
at any future time. 

Watson was the man who signed some of these things. 
When Mr. Burlew was bragging about causing Watson to 
be demoted after he had certified the bogus pay rolls for 6 
weeks, I asked if it was not true that what Burlew did 
was to remove Watson from a dangerous place and put him 
in a less dangerous place. Burlew said, “That is exactly it.” 

It will be found that that was exactly the situation with 
respect to the two crooks in the “hot oil” case. Burlew made 
it impossible for the man who discovered the frauds to 
stay in the service, because it was proposed that he be 
transferred out into the Wyoming desert, or somewhere 
else. I do not mind the desert; but this man was a southern 
man, and he preferred to live in the South with his wife 
and family. He was offered a job out in the desert after 
he had discovered the frauds; but the two crooks were 
whitewashed. Guillory pleaded guilty. After that, it was 
rather difficult to keep the man who had discovered the 
frauds in Washington or in Texas any longer, so they offered 
him a job out in Wyoming. 

Let me read from the report on Watson: 


APPARENT SHORTAGE OF $795.88 IN THE YELLOWSTONE NATIONAL PARK 
ACCOUNTS, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Frank B. contractor for the erection of the apartment 
house in Yellowstone National Park, received crushed rock from 
the park during May and June 1935. Reimbursement was to be 
made on the basis of the actual cost of the rock. On 
June 21, 1935, C. A. Lord, park engineer, prepared a memorandum 
to B. A. Hundley, chief clerk, which showed the cost of crushing 
the rock for Anderson to be $795.88. The original of this memo- 
randum has not been located. During February 1936, while data 
for the final estimate to be paid the contractor was being pre- 
pared, he was asked about the payment for the crushed rock. 
Several days later Anderson produced a canceled check dated July 
9, 1935, in the amount of $795.88 made payable to “Special Dis- 


bursing Agent, N. P. S.,"— 
That is Watson— 


which he claimed to be in payment of the rock crushing. No 
record could be found to indicate that a bill had been rendered to 
Anderson for the cost of crushing the rock or that payment had 
been received for it by the park. 

The investigation disclosed that Anderson’s check for $795.88 
dated July 9, 1935, was included in the deposit of F. W. Watson, 
disbursing clerk, Yellowstone National Park, dated July 11, 1935, 
on certificate of deposit No. 4. The schedule of collections, itemiz- 
ing the credits in the deposit, contains no credit for Mr. Anderson 
nor does it contain a credit in this amount. The Helena Reserve 
Bank submitted a photostatic copy of the adding-machine tape 
that accompanied the deposit, which bears Watson’s handwriting, 
but Watson cannot explain how Anderson’s check was included in 
the deposit. In order that the deposit would balance with Ander- 
son's check included therein it was necessary that a like amount 
of cash be removed. It was disclosed further that only three per- 
sons could have made this substitution in the ordinary course 
of business, namely Keith Neilson, senior clerk; B. A. Hundley, 
chief clerk; and F. W. Watson, disbursing clerk. Watson, the 
accountable officer, eliminates Neilson entirely and Hundley par- 
tially. Watson handled all money and prepared the checks for 
deposit, personally. When prepared for deposit the checks are 
enclosed in an envelope with the total of them typed on the 
envelope, which is then sealed. 

Watson claims that the only way Anderson's check could have 
been in the deposit without his knowledge was for someone to 
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have opened the envelope containing the cheeks after he had 
sealed it and after adding Anderson's check thereto, prepare a new 
envelope bearing the increased amount. He stated that if the 
deposit were completed within several hours of the time he sealed 
the envelope containing the checks, the possibility of someone 
e Mut CUPRA without his detecting it would be mini- 


Agents have been unable to obtain evidence to indicate who 
made the substitution. Watson admits his accountability but 
denies using Anderson’s check, with knowledge, to balance his 
a ne Duly: Lh 1935. 

It is recommended that (1) the contractor, Frank B. Anderson, 
P 
tract; (2) be given to requiring F. W. Watson, 
disbursing ellowstone Park, 

7... ĩ⸗- v 
of Anderson’s check between July 9 and 11, 1935. 
Witson 


W. F. HUTTON, 


Approved: 
Lovis J. RAUBER, 
Special Agent in Charge. 

In that situation only three men could have been guilty. 
One of them was absolutely exonerated by Watson, and an- 
other was partially exonerated. But we have Watson’s 
handwriting on the deposit slip by which the check was 
deposited in the bank, so he did deposit the check in. the 
bank. He prepared to deposit it, because his own hand- 
writing is on the slip. If somebody else had possession of 
the check, how would the other person know that the 
amount of the check was $795.88? That exact amount had 
to be taken out of the cash. The testimony is undisputed 
that all the cash and all the checks went into Watson’s 
hands. 

Mr. Burlew testified as follows: 

Mr. Bunzxw. Lou asked why they knew how much cash to take. 
They took the amount of cash that was stated on the check. 
That is how they knew how much cash to take. 

Senator Prrrman. The report here shows that the machine that 
showed the deposit of the check had handwriting by Watson who 
deposited the check. 

Mr. Burtew. That is right. 

Senator Prrrman. There is no question about that? 


I read from the testimony of Hillory A. Tolson, Assistant 
Director, Branch of Operations, National Park Service: 
Senator Prrrman. And the cash was turned over to Mr. Watson? 
Mr. Tor sor. Yes. 
Prrrman. Cash and checks? 
Mr. Torso. Yes. 
Senator Prrrman. He would deposit it? 


Mr. ToLson. Yes. 
Senator Prrrman. He deposited the check, mised aia 
and pero, Was an 


Mr. TOLSON. 1 
Senator Prrrman. He deposited the 2 


Senator HATCH. Did the investigation disclose that? 
. Totson. The 98 disclosed that, Senator, because 


various entry gates and concessions. A part of it in checks 
comes in to him. He is required to deposit every day, and 
he does deposit every day. He received this check, and 
the check was for the right amount due for the crushing of 
the rocks, as shown by the engineer. He got the check, 
and it is shown that he deposited it on that day, because 
his handwriting is on the deposit slip. No one else could 
get at the cash. If any other person could get at the cash, 
how would he know the exact amount of cash to take out 
in order to balance the check which was deposited? 

In my effort, Mr. President, to hasten this matter I am 
simply preparing the Recorp for Senators who may desire 
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to read it between now and Monday. I ask unanimous con- 
sent to place in the Recor more completely the matters 
to which I refer and such other matters or extracts from 
the testimony taken from the hearings as I may think are 
relevant. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Apams in the chair). 
Will the Senator designate the matters he desires printed 
in the Recorp? 

Mr. PITTMAN. Yes; I will designate them. It will enable 
me to save the time of the Senate and save me reading 
them into the Recorp. They will all be taken, of course, 
from the hearings. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, permis- 
sion is granted. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Now, Mr: President, I wish to touch 
briefly on what is called the “hot oil” case. 

There was an effort made by the State of Texas to restrict 
the production of oil. Congress passed an act known as the 
Connally Act to aid the States in that work. Of course, the 
Connally Act dealt with the attempted shipment of illegal 
oil in interstate and foreign commerce. There was a pe- 
troleum oil administrator, of course, who had already been 
created. As Mr. Ickes has testified, the petroleum oil admin- 
tration became one of his great burdens. That was his 
business solely; no one else had anything to do with it. It 
will be disclosed in the hearings and from the correspondence 
found therein that he again put his administrative assistant 
practically in charge of that matter. At this point I quote 
from a memorandum of Mr. Kelliher, which was written 
immediately following an interview with Mr. Burlew: 

He then brought up the question of Behrens and Buthod. He 
stated that the first imformation they had received was a bunch 
of statements from employees, with a covering memorandum from 
Mr. Glavis. Mr. Glavis had stated that these statements were 
affidavits, whereas they were not. They had been given to an 
attorney, who spent days going over the same, and then Mr. 
Glavis presented the criminal case that I had prepared. This pro- 
cedure necessitated an additional 2 weeks’ work by two attorneys 
and the subsequent by Mr. Latimer; that the consensus 
of opinions of all of these men was that the facts did not sub- 
ee yore the charges. He then asked me if I had any objection 

to their reinstatement if they were sent to Wyoming or some 
other such place for a short time. I informed Mr. Burlew that 
I would never consent to their being reinstated, inasmuch as they 
were only crooks, and that I had informed the Secretary yesterday 
of several instances which confirmed my suspicions, the evidence 


which I obtained subsequent to the submission of the 


concerning 
report. I also advised him that I had not submitted the evidence 
to the Secretary, as I would probably again be accused of framing 
somebody. 


There were, of course, many “hot oil” shipments there. 
In other words, it was similar to bootlegging in pivhibition 
days. A board of examiners was established in Texas and 
also an administrative board. The administrative board— 
the Federal Petroleum Agency, as I believe it was called— 
was supposed to give licenses to those who were allowed to 
ship in interstate commerce, having proved the oil was legal. 
The Department had examiners and investigators in the 
nature of detectives. for the purpose of uncovering any 
attempted fraud. 

There was a man named T. E. Guillory in the east Texas 
oil field who leased some ground and two shallow wells 
which produced, according to the testimony, three or four 
barrels of oil a day; but, on that little production, he shipped 
something like 2,000 barrels of oil in interstate commerce 
before he was caught. Two men were sent down there who 
were supposed to look after the situation. One of them was 
Walter H. Behrens and the other was Victor J. Buthod. 
They were sent into that section and were stationed at the 
place where the Guillory wells were located, as detectives 
and examiners, to report on the applications and determine 
whether or not they were legal. 

Each one of these two examiners bought a third interest 
in these two wells and obtained a deed of conveyance from 
Guillory for a third interest. They retained that third 
interest for quite a while, until Glavis sent down a man 
named Kelliher, who turned out to be a very fine investiga- 
tor and a man of high honor, as testified to by both the 
Interior Department and Glavis. He uncovered this fraud, 
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made his report, and recommended that Behrens and 
Buthod be discharged from the service. 

The Secretary, instead of doing that, had two attorneys 
in his Department review the case. They reviewed the case 
and found that there was nothing wrong with these two 
detectives or investigators having a third interest each in 
this fake oil well which was the basis of the charge of fraud. 
But the Secretary was not satisfied with that even, and 
desired that the characters of these men should be entirely 
cleared. So he got a Mr. Latimer, a lawyer friend of his 
from Chicago, to go down there and spend 3 or 4 days 
and have another hearing to ascertain whether or not Mr. 
Behrens and Mr. Buthod were guilty of such conduct as to 
justify their discharge from the service. Mr. Latimer white- 
washed them, and, although they had been suspended pend- 
ing that investigation, when Mr. Latimer’s report came in 
they were both reinstated in the service. They were not, 
however, left down there in that field. They were sent out 
to the oil fields in Wyoming. 

What happened to Mr. Kelliher? Mr. Kelliher, who had 
performed magnificent service, was brought to Washington 
and had a conversation with Mr. Burlew. Mr. Burlew 
wanted to know if he would not withdraw his objections to 
these two men being retained in the service. Mr. Kelliher 
said, “No; I will not; they are crooks.” Mr. Burlew asked 
Kelliher, if he, Kelliher, would not go out to St. Louis or 
somewhere in the West and stay in the service there. They 
did not want him any longer in the “hot oil” field, where he 
was stirring up trouble. That was the act of Mr. Burlew, 
not Mr. Ickes; the correspondence and the conversations 
were all with Mr. Burlew. 

Let me read from the reports in this matter. They are 
sufficient, if Senators will read them. I am going to be very 
brief in what I shall read, for I am going to put more of it 
in the Recorp for those who may desire to read it, although 
I do not think many desire to read it. 

It will be read in the country, however, with great in- 
terest; not here in the Senate. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
DIVISION OF INVESTIGATIONS, 
Washington, 


Region, Henderson; division, Texas; district, VII 


Date of Report: September 6, 1935. 

Serial: Texas 03088-OE. 

Subject: T. E. Guillory Co., Wabash Refining Co., T. E. Guillory, 
R. W. Porter, Walter S. Behrens, and Victor J. Buthod. 

Reported by: Special Agents Jack Peterson, J. R. Lewis, and John 
D. Glass. 


Brief: 

On September 2, 1935, confidential informant advised that he 
had received information that T. E. Guillory had about January 
1935 acquired an oil lease at Van, Tex., and since that time has 
secured State tenders for the allowable fixed for these wells; that 
the wells would not make the allowable and produce very little 
or no oil; and that Guillory was selling “hot” east Texas crude 
under the State tenders or was selling the State tenders to some 
“hot oil” refinery in east Texas. Upon receipt of this advice in- 
vestigation was commenced by this office on September 3, 1935, to 
determine whether there was any basis for the information fur- 
nished by this informant. The investigation has been conducted 
as confidentially as possible. 

The investigation reveals evidence that the T. E. Guillory Co. 
purchased in December 1934 a marginal shallow oil lease at Van, 
Tex. The lease at that time had on it one well drilled about 
2 years ago which was then inactive. In February 1935 a new 
well was drilled and in about April 1935 the company started 
pumping the 2-year-old wells. Allowables for these wells were 
fixed at about 21 barrels per day each. From February to May 
7, 1935, this company secured State tenders for the amount of 
the allowable production from these two wells, and reported it 
actually produced the amount of the allowable from these two 
wells and delivered it to the Phoenix Refining Co., Dallas, Tex. 
That since May 7, 1935, the T. E. Guillory Co. has secured State 
tenders for the amount of then allowable and it actually 
produced this amount of oil and delivered it to the Wabash 
Refining Co. at Gladewater, Tex., in the east Texas field. Since 
May 7, 1935, the Wabash refinery has shipped large quantities of 
products interstate on Federal tenders, part of which were based 
upon the above State tenders. 

The principal owner of the Wabash Refining Co. is R. W. Porter, 
R. W. Porter and the Wabash Refinery have had notorious “hot 
oil" reputations in the past. 

T. E. Guillory was formerly a special agent of the Division of 
Investigations, Department of the Interior, and was discharged about 
May 1, 1934, for cause. 
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Considerable information and evidence supported by deed records 
indicate that Walter S. Behrens and Victor J. Buthod, senior exami- 
ners of the Federal Petroleum Agency, Kilgore, Tex., are partners 
of T. E. Guillory in the production of the oil lease at Van, Tex.; 
that Guillory owned one-third interest, Behrens one-third interest, 
and Buthod one-third interest. 

Considerable information and some evidence has been secured 
to the effect that two wells on the lease will not produce the 
allowable, and actually produce only a few barrels of oil per day; 
that the oil actually produced is sold in the vicinity of Van, 
Tex., without tenders for use as fuel oil in drilling oil wells and 
for the p ; that little or none of the oil actually produced has 
been delivered to the Phoenix Refining or the Wabash Refinery; and 
that the State tenders secured for the allowable production of 
these wells have been used to handle “hot” east Texas crude oil 
and for the purposes of securing Federal tenders for such “hot oil.” 


J. R. LEWIS, 
JohN D. GLASS, 
Special Agents. 
Jack PETERSON, 
Acting Special Agent in Charge. 


The other report was made on the 30th of September 
1935: 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
DIVISION OF INVESTIGATIONS, 


Washington. 
Date of report: September 30, 1935. 
Period of investigation: September 13 to 26, 1936. 
Serial: Texas-03088-O. E. 
Subject: T. E. Guillory Co., Wabash Refining Co., T. E. Guillory, 
R. W. Porter, Walter S. Behrens, Victor J. Buthod, Gilliland 
— Co., Ralph Gilliland, Marimac Oil Co., and H. J. Mc- 


aes me reports by same agents dated September 6 

an $ 8 

Reported by: John D. Glass, J. R. Lewis, special agents, O. E. 

Brief: The purpose of this report is to outline all evidence col - 
lected to date in this matter. 


Evidence reported herein establishes conclusively that two oil 
wells of the Van oil pool, known as T. E. Guillory Co., wells No. 1 
and No. 2, produced only a few barrels per day. The allowable 
for these wells was fix by the Texas Railroad Commission at 
about 1,300 barrels of oil per month. State tenders were issued 
to cover that amount, whereas the wells 1 only about 60 
to 150 barrels per month. From March 11 to May 6, 1935, nine 
tank cars (about 2,000 barrels) of contraband east Texas field 
crude were illegally shipped from Mineola, Tex., interstate under 
State tenders issued to cover amount of the allowable Van 
pool oil fixed for the T. B. Guillory Co. wells Nos. 1 and 2, in 
violation of the Connally Act and Federal tender regulations. 
This east Texas crude was furnished by the Gilliland Refining 
Co., Gladewater, Tex. From May 7 to September 12, 1935, Federal 
tenders were granted to the Wabash Refining Co., Gladewater, Tex., 
for refined products upon false representations that the products 
originated from Van pool oil produced from the T. E. Guillory 
Co. wells Nos. 1 and 2, and contraband products of east Texas 
field crude were shipped interstate under these Federal tenders, 
in violation of the Connally Act. 

That on December 11, 1934, Walter S. Behrens and Victor J. 
Buthod, senior examiners of the Federal Petroleum Agency No. 1, 
who were at that time senior examiners of the Federal Tender 
Board, acquired one-third interest each in the T. E. Guillory 
Co, well No. 1 from T. E. Guillory, who retained the other one- 
third interest. Evidence is also conclusive that Behrens and 
Buthod held such one-third interest each in this well until May 
15, 1935; and the evidence tends to show that they have retained 
these interests from May 15 to date, although this is denied by 
them and there is recorded an assignment deed executed by them 
under date of May 15, 1935, purporting to convey their interests. 

There is substantial evidence that Behrens and Buthod, as senior 
examiners of the Federal Tender Board and the Federal Petroleum 
Agency No. 1. had guilty knowledge of these violations of the 
2 * e eres from the Board and 

‘orestall vestigations by that t have dis- 
4 eda agency migh 

The evidence indicates that Behrens, Buthod, Guillory, Wabash 
Refining Co. (a corporation), R. W. Porter, Gilliland Re Co, 
(a corporation), Ralph Gilliland, and the Marimac Oil Co. (a 
corporation) conspired to violate and violated the Connally Act 
and regulations issued thereunder. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


It is recommended that Walter S. Behrens and Victor J. Buthod 
be discharged with prejudice from their present positions in this 
Department. It is also recommended that this case be referred 
to the Department of Justice for prosecution, if, after due con- 
sideration, such action is deemed consistent with the best interests 
of the Government. 

JOHN D. Grass, 
LEWIS, 


J. R. 1 
Special Agents. 
Approved: 


T. O. KELLIHER, 
Special Agent in Charge. 


DIRECTOR or INVESTIGATIONS, 
Washington September 25, 1935. 
Memorandum for the Secretary. 

I am in receipt of the following telegram from Thomas J. Kelli- 
her, special agent in charge at Henderson, Tex.: 

“Investigation to date discloses evidence that in December 1934, 
Victor J. Buthod and Walter S. Behrens, of Federal Petroleum 
Agency, acquired interest with T. E. Guillory in oil well in Van 
field. The alleged allowable used for interstate and foreign ship- 
ments totaled approximately 2,000 barrels up to May 15, 1935, when 
deed records show Behrens and Buthod released their interest to 
Neil Powers ‘hot oil’ attorney of Tyler. Evidence further shows 
that ofl shi was not from the Van field but actually was hot 
east Texas from Ralph Gilliland, a ‘hot oil’ operator of Glade- 
water. ‘These shipments were made in violation of the Connally 
Act, 


“Have further evidence to show that Behrens, Buthod, Gilliland, 
and Guillory were partners in rations. Violations continued 
after May 15, in connection with Wabash refinery at Gladewater, 
inyolving interstate shipments of several thousand barrels ‘hot oil.’ 
Testimony of employees of agency show that Walter Behrens 
stopped their investigation, and additional evidence acquired in- 
dicates the partnership continued after May 15. For names of 
witnesses, see my memorandum forwarded you Saturday. We now 
have additional evidence not in memorandum. 

A Assistant Attorney General Hill advises in his opinion 
the facts warrant criminal prosecution against all parties. I rec- 
ommend immediate suspension Behrens and Buthi I will arrive 
Washington not later than Monday morning to submit complete 

* 


I concur in the recommendation of Mr. Kelliher that Behrens 
and Buthod be suspended immediately. Telegrams to Mr. Behrens 
and Mr. Buthod notifying them of their suspension are attached 


for your signature. 
A Lovis R. GLAvIs, Director. 


Here is Mr. Latimer’s report. I think it is perfectly fair 
in this matter that that also should be published in full. 
Let me state, in support of the report, that there will be 
found in the hearings the evidence taken both by the in- 
vestigators and by Mr. Latimer, if anyone desires to look 
at it. There is in the record the testimony of a great num- 
ber of witnesses in both hearings. I shall not attempt to put 
that testimony in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 

Mr. Latimer, a friend of Secretary Ickes and a lawyer of 
Chicago, was sent down to Texas on this matter to make a 
separate investigation. I am now about to read from Mr. 
Latimer’s report. I feel that I should put in the entire 
report, of course; but I am about to read the part of Mr. 
Latimer’s report which I think justifies the removal of 
Behrens and Buthod from the service, the part of the report 
that I think confirms the report made by Kelliher and other 


investigators. 
I read this excerpt: 
Mr. Latimer goes on to say: 
In reviewing the testimony, I must conclude that the accused— 


That is, Buthod and Behrens— 


have not been entirely frank in their testimony their 
of the amount which they advanced to and received 
Buthod in his first statement states the amount 
him as about $300 and the amount received $425. 

y he fixes the amount received as between $275 
and $285. No detailed statement was made by either of the accused 
regarding the dates when the advancements were made or the 
amount of same. Neither has stated the exact amount advanced or 
received. When the claims were placed for collection with Attorney 
Powers, it was to advise him the amounts of 


respecti compromise 
effected, this again involved mutual agreement between all the 
parties as to the amounts to be paid. While the amounts advanced 
were small, they were not negligible when compared with the yearly 
income of the accused. From the cir ces surrounding the 
settlement, it would seem that one or both the parties should have 
a definite recollection of the respective claims and the amount 
received. € 

The evidence indicates that the parties themselves had only 
vaguely defined their respective rights and obligations, and that 
they relied chiefly for such definition upon their particular con- 
struction of the written assignment. The evidence also indicates 
that, irrespective of the claim or claims of the accused to a share 
in the profits, the transaction was primarily an advancement of 
money secured by a transfer of the interest in said oil-producing 
property. 
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There is certain evidence in the record which it might be argued 
would show acts of omission by the accused in reference to an 
investigation of the Guillory wells, but, unsupported by other facts, 
this evidence has little or no probative value. 

. * 


0 . * . * 


laws regulating the operation of such property tends to bring the 
law-enforcing agency in disrepute should be condemned, 


the operation of the property and furnishes to those anxious ta 
discredit the agency a basis for inference of corrupt motives. 


That is taken from Mr, Latimer’s report. Is it conceivable 
that a great department of this Government would retain 
such men in the service, particularly as examiners, investi- 
gators, and detectives, charged with the duty of protecting 
against crime, even on the report of Mr. Latimer? Mr. 
Latimer says the conduct should be condemned, that their 
acquisition of a third interest each in a fake oil well, used 
for the purpose of obtaining tenders from the State of Texas, 


upon which to base fraudulent and illegal sales of oil, should 
be condemned. 


A great deal of Mr. Latimer’s report is taken up in a 
discussion of the legal effect of those two conveyances, , 
whether or not they constituted a joint interest or an inter- 
est in common or a partnership or a mortgage. Although 
Buthod testified before Mr. Latimer that he expected his 
part of the profits of that transaction, Mr. Latimer says 
he is not convinced but that it was simply a conveyance to 
secure advancements to Guillory. Why should men who are 
drawing small salaries want to lend money? The several 
hundred dollars which Behrens and Buthod let Guillory 
have, Mr. Latimer says, were no small sums in comparison 
with their salaries, Yet he holds that all these two men 
were doing was lending money. They do not know how 
much they advanced, according to the report, they do not 
know what they received back; but they were not frank with 
him. Mr. Latimer knew well enough that he was sent down 
there for the purpose of whitewashing these two men, and 
he did the best he could. There is no question about that. 


Under the permission granted I insert at this point the 
Latimer report. 


The report referred to is as follows: 


In RE CHARGES AGAINST WALTER S. BEHRENS AND VICTOR J. Bur kon, 
AS EMPLOYEES OF THE FEDERAL TENDER BOARD AND FEDERAL PETRO- 
LEUM AGENCY No. 1.—ReEport or JONATHAN G. LATIMER, SPECIAL 
ATTORNEY FOR PETROLEUM ADMINISTRATOR 


charges, 
tercharges have reference to the character of the investigation 

upon which the original charges were based. It is developed at the 
first hearing that the proponents had not been formally served with 
a copy of the countercharges and had not been required to file any 
answer thereto. 

I then ruled (see p. 9 of transcript) that Mr: Behrens and 
Mr. Buthod could file countercharges and that such coun! 
after an answer had been filed, would be included within the scope 
of the hearing. Such countercharges, however, were not filed, so! 
that the hearing was limited to the charges set forth in the letter: 
dated October 1, 1935. Identical charges were preferred against: 
both of the accused, and the charges as set forth in the letter to 
Victor J. Buthod were as follows: i 

“That during a period from December 11, 1934, to May 15, 1935, 
you acquired, owned, and held, and still do own and hoid, an in- 
terest in the certain oil-producing property in Van Zandt County, 
State of Texas; that the interest so acquired, owned, and held by 
you in said property was and is a partnership interest, namely, a 
one-third interest, with one Walter S. Behrens, senior examiner for 
Federal Petroleum Agency No. 1, at Kilgore, Tex., and one T. E. 
Guillory; that between December 11, 1934, and September 15, 1935, 
you and the said Walter S. Behrens and the said T. E. Guillory 
acquired and shipped, or caused to be shipped, in interstate com- 
merce a large quantity of crude petroleum in violation of the act 
of February 22, 1935 (Public, No. 14), known as, and commonly 
called, the Connally Act; that your personal relations with persons 
notoriously reputed to be engaged in oil operations in violation 
of said Connally Act reflects upon and discredits the Federal Petro- 
leum Agency No. 1.” 
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In order to clarify the issues and to make specific findings of fact, 
I have summarized these charges as follows: 

(1) That during the period from December 11, 1934, to May 15, 
1935, Behrens and Buthod acquired, owned, and held an interest 
in certain oil-producing property in Van Zandt County, Tex. 

(2) That Behrens and Buthod still do own and hold an interest 
in said certain property. 

(3) That said interest was and is a partnership interest. 

(4) That between December 11, 1934, and September 15, 1935, 
Behrens, Buthod, and Guillory acquired and shipped, or caused to 
be shipped, in interstate commerce a large quantity of crude petro- 
leum, in violation of the Connally Act. 

(5) That the relations of Behrens and Buthod with 
persons notoriously reputed to be engaged in oil operations, in 
violation of said Connally Act, reflect upon and discredit the Federal 
Petroleum Agency No. 1. 

The proponents of the charges introduced, to substatntiate such 
charges, the file designated as serial Texas-0308-O. B., which file 
contained the evidence submitted to the Administrator, and rested 
their case. This file contains a summary of the evidence and 
conclusions therefrom, 23 exhibits, consisting of 
affidavits and documentary evidence, and has been marked “Exhibit 
1.“ The accused introduced as part of the record their reply to the 
charges, consisting of a statement of facts in the form of an a- 
davit by the accused, certain other affidavits, and letters having 
reference to the character of the accused. 

At the hearing I took the evidence of the following witnesses: 

Neal Powers, Dan T. Parker, G. W. Van Fleet, Joseph Gilbert, 
Warren Moore, John M. Stephens, John D. Glass, Walter S. Behrens, 
Victor J. Buthod, and B. T. Fitzhugh. 

The affidavits of John F. Davis and C, H. Wilson were also made 
a part of the record. The accused requested that all Department 
of the Interior agents whose evidence was used to substantiate the 
charges be present at the hearing for the purpose of cross-examina- 
tion. In order to comply with this request, a number of such 
agents were recalled to Tyler from various points, and all of such 
agents whose evidence was required by the attorney for the accused 
were produced at the hearing. 

A copy of the file introduced by the proponents of the charges 
was forwarded to Houston, Tex., where the attorney for the accused 
resided, so that he could have ready access to such file. A request 
was made by the attorney for the accused that Mr. Davis, Mr. 
Shaughnessy, and Mr. Meyers, all of whom were at one time con- 
nected with the administration of the oil industry in Texas in an 
official capacity, but who now reside in Washington, be sent down 
from Washington to appear and testify at the hearing. In re- 
sponse to this request I stated (see p. 5 of transcript) that the 
accused had not and would not be denied the benefit of their 
testimony; that their testimony could be taken in Washington at 
any time, and that they would be relieved from their duties for 
the purpose of giving testimony; and that, as a matter of fact, if 
it should develop that their testimony is relevant, I should insist 
upon such testimony being taken. At the conclusion of the hear- 
ings, in order to expedite the matter and to save the accused the 
expense of a trip to Washington, I ruled that the evidence of any 
witness residing in Washington could be taken on interrogatories 
and cross-interrogatories, and that the materiality of such evidence 
would be passed on by me at the time the tions were sub- 
mitted. The parties were also permitted, at ir suggestion, to 
submit written arguments, and every opportunity was given both 
parties to submit any evidence which was material. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
(1) That during the period from December 11, 1934, to May 15, 
935, Behrens and Buthod acquired, owned, and held an interest 
in certain oil-producing proj in Van Zandt County, Tex. 

The accused admit, and the evidence is conclusive, that Victor 
J. Buthod and Walter S. Behrens acquired an interest in an oil 
lease on approximately 6 acres in the Van field in Van Zandt 
County, Tex.; that such interest by each of them was a 
one-third interest in the said lease by virtue of assignments exe- 
cuted by T. E. Guillory on December 11, 1934, and recorded, respec- 
tively, on January 25, 1935, and February 15, 1935; that on May 15, 
1935, said Buthod and Behrens 8 their respective inter- 
ests to Neal Powers, and that on May 20, 1935, Neal Powers assigned 
the said two-thirds interest so acquired by him to T. E. Guillory. 

(2) That Behrens and Buthod still do own and hold an interest 

said 


certain property. 

The following evidence is contained in the file of the proponents 
in reference to this charge: 

(a) The affidavits of Boyd Hallman Delos: Thrash and Charles 
H. Wilson, each of whom quotes statements by Guillory to the 
effect that the accused had assigned and relinguished their in- 
terest in said property in the spring of 1935. 

(b) Copies of assignments executed by the accused dated May 
15, 1935, quitclaiming their said respective interests to Neal 
Powers; copy of ent of said interest executed by Powers 
to Guillory, dated May 20, 1935, both of said instruments being 
recorded on May 20, 1935; and also copy of assignment of said 
property by T. Guillory to John M. Stephens, as trustee, to 
secure a loan of $1,200 to Guillory, which instrument was recorded 
on May 20, 1935. 

(c) Evidence by affidavits of various witnesses that Behrens 
and Buthod did not visit the well after a date several weeks prior 
to May 1, 1935, nor in any way participate in the management of 
the property, or the marketing of oil produced from the well. 0 
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(d) The affidavits of Buthod, Behrens, and Guillory to the 
effect that Behrens and Buthod relinquished their interest in the 
property on May 20, 1935. 

(e) The verbal statements of Sam Greer, president of the 
Peoples National Bank and of McMurray, to the effect that Guil- 
lory did consummate a loan on or about May 18, 1935, in order 
to settle with Behrens and Buthod. 

In the record submitted by the proponents the statement is 
made, “The evidence tends to show that they have retained their 
interest from May 15 to date.” The proponents have not, how- 
ever, either in their argument submitted, the written summary, 
or the record of the hearing, attempted to explain how the evi- 
dence tends to prove such continued ownership. The evidence 
submitted by them is positive in character to the effect that 
Behrens and Buthod assigned and relinquished their interest in 
the property on or about May 15 or 20, 1935. Such evidence was 
corroborated at the by the testimony of Neal Powers, 
John M. Stephens, and B. T. Fitzhugh. 

I find that Victor J. Buthod and Walter S. Behrens do not now 
own an interest in said oil-producing property but that said in- 
terest was assigned and relinquished by them on or about May 
20, 1935. I further find that the evidence submitted by the pro- 
ponents did not warrant the conclusion that ownership of said 
interest by the accused continued to the present time but sup- 

a contrary finding. 

(3) That said interest was and is a partnership interest. 

Evidence was introduced at the hearing in regard to conflicting 
decisions by Texas courts as to whether the t of an 
interest in an oil lease created a certain form of limited partner- 
ship between the assignor and the assignee. I do not think for the 
purpose of this hearing that any decision of this question is neces- 
sary. Evidence was submitted also establishing that the Texas 
statutes do not provide for securing an indebtedness by transfer- 
ring property to the mortgagee, and that it is customary to make 
such a transfer to a third party, as trustee. In a small percentage 
of such transactions where a small amount is involved the prop- 
erty is conveyed direct to the mortgagee and results in a deed in 
1 nature of 5 mere. tea by 

e pertinen ence submi proponents regarding the 
existence of a partnership is— 4 

(a) The visits of Behrens and Buthod to the well while it was 
being drilled and several times thereafter. 

(b) Several payments by Buthod of workmen’s wages and 
material bills. 

(c) Statement by Hallman, workman at the well, that Guillory 
told him Behrens and Buthod were his partners, and Buthod on 
one occasion directed him to close down the well. 

(d) Buthod's statement that no partnership agreement was 
entered into with Guillory and no agreement made for division of 
profits, but that he considered the assignment had the effect of 
entitling the assignees to their respective one-third of the profits, 
which position he maintained by his evidence at the hearings. 

The acts of Behrens and Buthod mentioned in items (a) and (b) 
are entirely consistent with their interests as lenders of money 
in the hope of reimbursement from production. As to item (c), 
Hallman made a later affidavit to the effect that neither of the 
accused ever gave him any instructions or had anything to do with 
any marketing or transportation of oil. Moreover, it should be 
noted that in Hallman’s original affidavit no mention is made of 
Guillory’s declaration. 

It is somewhat significant that under the terms of the original 
assignments Behrens and Buthod could not assign their interest 
without the consent of the other parties, while no such limitation 
was imposed on Guillory. It is fair to assume that the parties 
did not contemplate that Guillory would assign his interest and 
thereby relinquish the control over the property which he actually 
exercised and that his interest differed in its nature from the other 
parties. Guillory and Behrens consistently maintained the posi- 
tion that the assignments were merely security for loans. This is 
corroborated by Neal Powers, who testified that he so advised the 
parties regarding the nature of the transaction, and is further 
corroborated to a certain extent by the testimony of Fitzhugh. 
The latter witness was the attorney who drafted the original as- 
signments and gave the impression of a disinterested witness. He 
testified (see p. 156 of transcript) that Guillory was concerned as 
to what relationship would be created by Guillory’s assignment 
of an interest in the lease, and that he (Fitzhugh) advised him 
that a mining partnership would result, but that the assignees 
could not involve him 2 they had a contract and had it re- 
corded. It is evident that Guillory did not contemplate and 
desired to avoid a general partnership relationship. 

The most important tests for determining whether a general 
partnership exists are the sharing of profits and losses, community 
of power of management, and the presence of a reciprocal princi- 
pal and agency relationship in the conduct of a business. The 
only one of the elements proven to be present relates to the 
sharing of profits, which Buthod claims he became entitled to 
by virtue of the mt. ‘The facts surrounding the transac- 
tion are not persuasive that the parties contemplated a general 
partnership agreement. The well was a marginal one, to be drilled 
only to the first sand, whose productivity was known, and the 
chances of substantial profits were limited. 

In reviewing the testimony, I must conclude that the accused 
have not been entirely frank in their testimony regarding their 
knowledge of the amount which they advanced to and received 
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from Guillory. Buthod, in his first statement, states the amount 
advanced by him as about $300, and the amount received $425. 
In his oral testimony he fixes the amount received as between 
$275 and $285. No detailed statement was made by either of the 
accused regarding the dates when the advancements were made, 
or the amount of same. Neither has stated the exact amount ad- 
vanced or received. When the claims were placed for collection 
with Attorney Powers, it was necessary to advise him the respective 
amounts of the claims before he could enforce a settlement. It 
would also be necessary for Buthod and Behrens to reach an agree- 
ment as to the respective amounts advanced. If a compromise 
settlement was effected, this again involved mutual agreement 
between all the parties as to the amounts to be paid. While the 
amounts advanced were small, they were not negligible when com- 
pared with the yearly income of the accused. From the circum- 
stances surrounding the settlement, it would seem that one or 
both the parties should have a definite recollection of the respec- 
tive claims and the amount received. 

The evidence indicates that the parties themselves had only 
vaguely defined their respective rights and obligations, and that 
they relied chiefly for such definition upon their particular con- 
struction of the written assignment. The evidence also indicates 
that irrespective of the claim or claims of the accused to a share 
in the profits, the transaction was primarily an advancement of 
money secured by a transfer of the interest in said oil-producing 

roperty. 

z I find that the interest of Walter S. Behrens and Victor J. Buthod 
in said property was not a general partnership interest, nor was 
it the intention of the parties to create such a partnership, but 
that Victor J. Buthod understood and asserts that by virtue of 
the assignment to him of a one-third interest in the lease, he 
became entitled to one-third of the profits resulting from the 
transaction. 

(4) That between December 11, 1934, and September 15, 1935, 
Behrens, Buthod, and Guillory acquired and shipped, or caused 
to be shipped, in interstate commerce, a large quantity of crude 
petroleum in violation of the Connally Act: 

was amplified at the hearing to include a charge of 
ing the United States statute relating to criminal conspiracy 
(see p. 21 of the transcript). While this charge is not within the 
scope of this hearing, it will be included in the comment on the 


fic charge. 

It has been held that the mere knowledge or approval of an act, 
without cooperation or agreement to cooperate, is not enough to 
constitute one a party to a conspiracy. There must be an intended 
participation in the transaction with a view to the furtherance 
of the common design and purpose. 

The proponents have not indicated the unlawful or criminal act 
which was the object to be accomplished by the conspiracy, other 
than indicating such act was one violating the Connally Act, and 
no date has been given as to when the agreement was made. The 
first (yellow) sheet of exhibit 1 named some eight parties as con- 

tors. There is no proof of concerted action by the alleged 
conspirators, and the proof is wholly lacking to substantiate such 


charge. 

The Connally Act prohibits the shipment in interstate commerce 
of contraband oil, and provides a penalty for those knowingly vio- 
lating its provisions. 

The allowable production for each well is fixed by a State com- 
mission, and there is evidence that the minimum allowance of 20 
barrels per day is granted more or less automatically, in the first 
instance, upon application. The Guillory No. 1 well was completed 
early in February, and the allowable was fixed for that month at 
250 barrels and later at 20 barrels per day. There is conflicting, 
but substantial, evidence that the well in question did not produce 
the allowable of 20 barrels. There is also substantial, but con- 
flicting, evidence to the effect that commencing March 11, 1935, 
Guillory used State tenders authorizing the transport of oil pro- 
duced from these two wells to support the transport of oil not so 


roduced. 

Proonfining comment in the first instance to the period 

May 15, 1935, there is no evidence that the accused actually par- 
ticipated in the management of the property, other than the affi- 
davit of Hallman, which stated that Buthod at one time told him 
to close down the well, which statement was denied in a later 


Guillory making 
the presence of the accused) to the effect that the accused 
his partners or had an interest in the well. Such statements were 
later denied by Guillory and by at least one of the witnesses and 
are not competent to prove a partnership and are entitled to little 
or no weight. 

Considerable difficulty was experienced in clearing out the well, 
and for a period, apparently, no accurate test of the well's capacity 
was possible. The evidence does not show that the accused had 
knowledge of the well’s capacity, and only by inference could such 
knowledge be imputed to them. The evidence also falls to disclose 
that they had knowledge of Guillory’s marketing operations pre- 
ceding May 15, 1935. 

The evidence shows that Guillory was a former associate of the 
accused in Government service, and presumably a man of good 
repute; that they had no interest in the No. 2 well; that within a 
month or so after the well was completed, they became insistent 
for a settlement of their claims; that no Federal tenders were 
issued prior to June 3, 1935, and that the Van field is not pri- 
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marily within the jurisdiction of the Federal Tender Board; that 
no attempt was made to conceal their interest in the well; and 
that finally the claim was placed in an attorney’s hands with the 
possible result that litigation might follow and all facts made a 
matter of court record. These surrounding circumstances tend 
strongly to negative the charge that the accused knowingly par- 
ticipated in unlawful operations by Guillory. 

In reference to the period after May 15, 1935, I have found that 
the accused relinquished their interest in the property on or 
about that date. There is no relevant evidence to show associa- 
tion by the accused with Guillory after that date, or any active 
participation by them in Guillory’s activities. 

There is certain evidence in the record which it might be argued 
would show acts of omission by the accused in reference to an 
investigation of the Guillory wells, but unsupported by other 
facts, this evidence has little or no probative value. 

The first Federal tender was issued to Guillory on June 4, 1935. 
Warren Moore made an investigation in reference to the Guillory 
wells under Mr. Davis’ instructions in July, and his written report 
is in the proponents’ file as exhibit 16. It does not disclose facts 
which would call for further investigation. He states that he told 
Behrens that he did not believe the Guillory wells would make 
their allowable, and that Behrens told him there was no need of 
further investigation. If Moore deemed the matter of importance, 
his duty Plage to NR Sremo to same in his written 
report. ar as the evidence shows, the ure 
was followed in reference to the issuance of 9 
ing the transactions in question. Mr. Davis, in his affidavit, states 
that he worked intimately with the accused; that at no time was 
any suggestion made to him of wrongdoing on their part in con- 
nection with tenders issued to the Wabash oil and Guililand, and 
that as a practical matter, it would have been difficult for the 
accused to deceive the Board members. It must also be remem- 
bered, as shown by the evidence, that Guillory was a small oper- 


| ator. The Van field was not primarily within the jurisdiction of 


the Federal Tender Board, and the enforcing agencies during this 
period were busy investigating “hot oil” operations of much 
greater magnitude than the ones in question. In my opinion, 
the evidence does not support the charge that the accused know- 
ingly participated with Guillory in violating the Connally Act. 

I find, therefore, that the evidence does not sustain the charge 
that between December 11, 1934, and September 15, 1935, Behrens, 
Buthod, and Guillory acquired and shipped, or caused to be 
shipped, in interstate commerce, a large quantity of crude petro- 
leum, in violation of the Connally Act. 

(5) That the personal relations of Behrens and Buthod with 
persons notoriously reputed to be engaged in oil operations in 
violation of said Connally Act reflect upon and discredit the Fed- 
eral Petroleum Agency No. 1: 

This charge is more definitely set forth in the statements made 
by Mr. Kelliher for the record. (See p. 17 of transcript.) He 
there names Ralph Gilliland and T. E. Guillory as the men 
notoriously reputed to be engaged in “hot oil” operations, with 
whom the accused associated. The charge might have been used 
to amplify the first charge and stated as follows: 

“That the accused associated themselves with Guillory in the 
ownership of oil-producing property; that one of the conse- 
quences which might be anticipated as resulting from such an 
association would be the linking of their reputations in the public 
mind with the reputation of Guillory, both past and future.” G 

It stands as a separate charge, and must be so treated, but in 
making my findings in reference thereto, I do not intend to be 
understood as justifying the propriety of the ownership of oil 
property by the accused. It is obvious that any Government 
agent might associate with a man of excellent reputation in the 
community, who might afterward prove to be a scoundrel. If 
such association was terminated as soon as the facts were known, 
the agent would not be subject to censure. This charge in reality 
involves the question of whether the accused in their association 
with these men, acted as reasonably prudent men would have 
acted in view of the position which they held and their duty to 
maintain the good repute of the law-enforcing agency. 

First, as to Guillory. So far as the evidence shows, he was a man 
of good repute at the time the assignments were executed. He was, 
certainly not known as a “hot oil” operator. His first alleged 
operation in “hot oil” was on March 11, 1935. There is no evi- 
dence that the accused had knowledge of Guillory's marketing 
operations prior to May 15, 1935. Commencing in April, they were 
endeavoring to terminate their association with Guillory, and 
from that time their relations were unfriendly. The record is 
silent as to the publicity given to Guillory’s activities prior to 
May 15. During this period, his oil (a comparatively small 
amount) was moved on State tenders, and it would take con- 
siderable imagination to justify classifying him as a notorious 
“hot oil” operator. Subsequent to May 15, there is no com- 
petent evidence that there was any association between the ac- 


. cused and Guillory, which would furnish any basis for the charge. 


As to Gilliland: There is no evidence which shows that the 
accused personally associated with Gilliland. The affidavit of 
Robert Wilson which stated that Gilliland was at the well on 
several occasions at the same time as the accused is contradicted 
by his later affidavit. His connection with the accused is en- 
tirely too remote to support the charge. I therefore find that 
the personal relations of the accused with Ralph Gilliland and 
T. E. Guillory were not such as to reflect upon and discredit the 
Federal Petroleum Agency No. 1. 


1938 


CONCLUSION AND SUMMARY 


I have found that Victor J. Buthod and Walter S. Behrens 
an interest in oil-producing property in the Van field 
in Van Zandt County, Tex., by virtue of assignments executed 
by T. E. Guillory on December 11, 1934, and recorded, respectively, 
on January 25, 1935, and February 15, 1935; that on May 15, 1935, 
said Buthod and Behrens quitclaimed their interest to Neal 
Powers, and that on May 20, 1935, Neal Powers assigned the two- 
thirds interest so acquired by him to T. E. Guillory. 

I have also found that the interest of Walter S. Behrens and 
Victor J. Buthod in said property was not a general partnersh! 
interest, nor was it the intention of the parties to create suc 
partnership, but that Victor J. Buthod understood and asserts 
that by virtue of the assignment to him of a one-third interest 
in the lease, he became entitled to one-third of the profits result- 
ing from the transaction. 

Regardless of Buthod's statement, the failure of the accused in 
their testimony to indicate the dates or the amounts when ad- 
vancements were made; the fact that neither of the accused has 
stated the exact amount advanced or received; the absence of any 
documentary memoranda evidencing the transaction; the conflict- 
ing statements by Buthod of the amount received by him, and 
the failure of the bank accounts of the accused to reflect the 
transaction, are circumstances cumulative in their nature which 
would justify the inference that there was a variation between the 
amount advanced and the amount received, and that both of the 
accused expected and demanded a share in the profits or a bonus 
of some kind. 

I further found that the evidence did not sustain the other 
three charges. 

In my opinion the conclusions reached by the proponents in 
reference to two of the charges, which conclusions are based on the 
evidence submitted by them, are unwarranted by such evidence, 
and indicate a reckless, ignorant, or willful disregard of the pro- 
bative value of such evidence. 

A letter was made a part of the record (see p. 169 of the tran- 
script) which indicates that In January 1935 the services of a 
special agent for oil enforcement were terminated without preju- 
dice because he was a holder of an interest in an oil lease. 
is not within my province to determine what regulations, if any, 
of the Department have been violated, or what action, if any, the 
Administrator of the petroleum industry should take in reference 
to these charges and the facts which have been determined. 

However, ess of intent, and regardless of the effect in this 
particular case of the holding by the accused of oil-producing 
property, it is obvious that the ownership, either legal or equitable, 
of oil-producing property, by men charged with the enforcement 
of laws regulating the operation of such property, tends to bring 
the law-enforcing agency in disrepute and should be condemned. 
Such ownership supplies a motive for inferences of favoritism in 
the operation of the property and furnishes to those anxious to 
discredit the agency, a basis for inference of corrupt motives. 

In connection with the above comment, it is proper to note 
the existence of extenuating circumstances. Guillory was a former 
associate of the accused in Government service, and so far as 
the record discloses, he was a man of good repute at the time 
the transaction took place. There was no attempt by the accused 
to conceal the transaction, but on the contrary, the assignments 
were recorded, their visits to the well were in the daytime, and 
ultimately, the claims were placed with an attorney. 

The Van field where the well was located was not primarily 
within the jurisdiction of the Government agency. The interest 
was relinquished on May 20, 1935, and for some time previous to 
that date, the were attempting to divest themselves of 
interest in the property. There are also certain letters made a 
part of the record and attached to the answer of the accused 
which attest to their good character and the quality of their 
service, and are entitled to weight. 

I am transmitting herewith two copies of this report, together 
with the documents comprising the record upon which my findings 
of fact were predicated, which documents are as follows: 

1. ments’ file, designated as Serial: Texas 03088 —0. E.“ 
2. Re of Buthod and Behrens to the charges, together with 
exhibits. 

3. Transcript of the evidence taken at the hearings in Tyler. 

4. Additional record containing affidavit of John Davis, and 
affidavits of Buthod and Behrens. 

5. Brief submitted on behalf of the accused. 

6. Brief submitted on behalf of the proponents of the charges. 

7. Reply brief submitted on behalf of the accused. 

JONATHAN G. LATIMER, 
Special Attorney for Petroleum Administrator. 


Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. Glavis received from an examiner- 
reviewer of the Division of Investigations a memorandum 
made to him that a man named Shannon a year or two be- 
fore had considerable information with regard to these same 
men, Behrens and Buthod, at the time they were in the Pro- 
hibition Enforcement Service. 

I insert the memorandum in the Recorp at this point. 

The memorandum is as follows: 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
DIVISION OF INVESTIGATIONS, 
Washington, December 4, 1934. 


[Confidential] 


Memorandum to Mr. Glavis. 

While interviewing Mr. Clem A. Harkey, an applicant for a posi- 
tion as special agent, oil enforcement, he advised me that he was 
well acquainted with former Special Agents Buthod and Behrens, 
Harkey indicated that Buthod and Behrens were not the type of 
men that could be trusted in any investigative position. He also 
stated that a Mr. Lee Shannon, an employee of the Department of 
Justice located in New York City, had considerable information 
concerning Buthod and Behrens, and that Mr. Shannon could be 
located at the Vanderbilt Hotel in New York. 

In connection with the suggestion that one of Mr. Bailey’s men 
interview Mr. Shannon, it occurs to me that this would be unneces- 
sary at the present time, inasmuch as Buthod and Behrens are no 
longer employed in this Division, and you might be considerably 
embarrassed in any adverse recommendation regarding 
these two men, inasmuch as they have recently been employed in 
this Division. 

I recommend that the above information be placed in a con- 
fidential file for use in the event any evidence of irregularity on 
behalf of Buthod or Behrens is disclosed while they are employed 
by the Federal Tender Board, 

G. H. BUTLER, 


Eraminer- Reviewer. 


Lee Shannon's letter of July 15, 1936, to Secretary Ickes 
charged them with being crooks and criminals, and when 
that memorandum came into the hands of Mr. Burlew he 
wrote to Mr. Holland, Director, Petroleum Conservation Divi- 
sion, and told him that the report is sufficient to justify us 
in refusing to reemploy them.” 

I ask to have inserted in the Record at this point the letter 
addressed to Secretary Ickes by Mr. Shannon and also a 
memorandum addressed to Mr. Holland by Mr. Burlew. 

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
‘TAXES AND PENALTIES UNIT, 
July 15, 1936. 
Hon. Harorp L. Ickes, 
of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 
(Attention Mr. Baldwin.) 

Sm: Complying with your investigator’s, Mr. W. Hunter Bald- 
win's, request in our conversation on this date, I am furnishing 
you with the following information and dates which deal with vio- 
lations of the Federal statute committed by Walter S. Behrens 
and Victor J. Buthod, according to court records and statements 
made by creditable persons. In submitting this report to you, may 
I say frankly that I do not wish to become involved in the matter 
as Buthod and Behrens, according to my investigation, are con- 
nected with one of the worst criminal rings that has ever existed 1 
the State of Texas. 

1. On Saturday, August 18, 1928, while serving as a Federal 
prohibition agent stationed in Houston, Tex., with office in the 
Marine National Bank Building, operated under the supervision of 
Victor J. Buthod, then acting deputy prohibition administrator, I 
was furnished with the information that a truckload of whisky 
was to leave 1206 Boulevard Street, Galveston, Tex., about midnight 
on this date, that the truck would be driven by one A. N. (Arch) 
Pressler, who resided in the suburbs of Houston near the telephone 
road leading from Houston to Galveston, Tex. Soon after I was 
furnished with this information, Mr. R. N. Irvin, Mr. R. E. Thomp- 
son, Mr. J. A. Leathedd, and Mr. E. C. Walters, customs tors, 
came into the office and requested the services of two prohibition 
agents. Mr. F. P. Keeley and myself were the only two agents 
available. We assisted the above inspectors, operating under a 
customs search warrant issued for the premises of A. N. Pressler. 
At about 2 a. m., Mr. Pressler drove. into his premises with the 
truck loaded with bonded liquor. It was then discovered that the 
search warrant read daytime and not nighttime. Therefore, same 
could not be executed until after daylight. On Sunday morning, 
August 19, after the sun had risen, that there could be no ques- 
tion as to the legality as to the execution of the search warrant, 
same was executed and a large quantity of bonded liquor was 
seized. At the time of the seizure, Mr. Pressler made the follow- 
ing statement: That Keeley and myself knew better than to direct 
the customs officers to seize the liquor in question; that I knew 
that the liquor was being transported from 1206 Boulevard Street, 
Galveston, Tex., to Fort Worth, Tex., under the supervision and di- 
rection of Victor J. Buthod and Walter S. Behrens. Complaint was 
filed against Pressler on Sunday, August 19, 1928, before United 
States Commissioner Winston McMahon, and the whisky stored in 
the Government warehouse in Houston, Tex. Within a few days, 
the exact date I cannot quote, the same truck and the same whisky 
was seized by the police department in Fort Worth, Tex., notwith- 
standing the fact thatit wasstored in the warehouse to be held for 
evidence in the case against Pressler, and that the warehouse was 
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under the specific supervision of Victor J. Buthod. These records 
can be obtained from the United States commissioner, both in 
Houston and in Fort Worth, Tex. 

2. It can be verified that during the latter part of July or the 
first part of August 1928, the exact date I do not remember, Victor 
J. Buthod, through the assistance of Frank Jackson, had Daisy 
Robinson transferred from Ardmore, Okla., to 1206 Boulevard 
Street, Galveston, Tex., for immoral purposes, where he kept her 
in the premises occupied by Thomas G. Campbell and rented by 
Buthod and Behrens, the same place where the liquor was being 
transported from on the date of August 18, as referred to above. 

3. That on or about July 1, 1930, Thomas G. Campbell made an 
affidavit before Lee R. Smith, United States commissioner, Dallas, 
Tex., that he had purchased whisky from an unknown person in a 
particular described residence in Dallas, Tex., and that a search 
Warrant was issued for these premises and placed in the hands of 
Walter S. Behrens, a prohibition agent, for execution; that several 
days thereafter Behrens returned the search warrant to the United 
States commissioner, with his return thereon, stating that the 
search warrant was not executed because of the fact that the 
premises had been vacated between the date of the purchase and 
the date of the attempted execution of the search warrant. An 
investigation was made of these premises and it was found that a 
Methodist preacher owned same and that he had resided there 
continuously for the past 18 years. It was then discovered that 
Behrens had caused Thomas G. Campbell to make false affidavits 
of numerous purchases of liquor under similar circumstances as 
above shown. By making these false affidavits and securing tory 
fake search warrants, receipts were issued by Campbell in favor of 
Walter H. Behrens covering various sums of money which was 
carried in Behrens’ expense account and was paid by the Govern- 
Ment. Under these operations, Behrens and his associates did 
defraud the Government out of these various sums of money. 

4. That on or about July 1, 1930, one Thomas G. Campbell was 
apprehended by Mr. Bill Dancer, constable of Oakcliff Dallas, Dal- 
las County, Tex., for violation of the internal-reyvenue law while 
operating an automobile owned by Walter S. Behrens, In this 
transaction the record of the United States commissioner’s office 
will show that Mr. Dancer seized from Campbell 1814 gallons of 
whisky, various pieces of copper for whisky stills, and that Camp- 
bell objected to his apprehension, stating to Mr. Dancer, according 
to my information, that the whisky, car, and other property 
belonged to Walter S. Behrens, a Federal prohibition officer. This 
arrest and seizure caused considerable disturbance and soon 
thereafter Behrens was dropped from the prohibition service with- 
out prosecution. All of the above can be verified from court 
records. 

5. It was discovered while an investigation was being conducted 
of the above charges that Buthod and Behrens sent Thomas G. 
Campbell into the State of Oklahoma, where they hid him to pre- 
vent Federal agents from interrogating Campbell concerning their 
operations. The exact date of this transaction I do not have in 
my possession, but same should be found in a report made by 
Prank W. Lohn, who now resides in Dallas, Tex. 

6. That Victor J. Buthod and Walter S. Behrens had Thomas G. 
Campbell to transport $1,000 from Houston, Tex., to Wink, Tex., 
which was delivered to one A. D. (Mike) Michael as a bribe to keep 
him from divulging valuable evidence in the assassination of one 
W. L. Edwards in Houston, Tex. The record from this case will 
show that D. R. (Dick) Cheatham, an associate of Walter H. 
Behrens, and a Federal prohibition agent, was convicted and sent 
to the State penitentiary. The purpose of the expenditure of the 
$1,000 was to protect Cheatham and others who were, according 
to reliable investigators, responsible for the death of W. L. Ed- 
wards, Keggy Jones and his wife, and Johnny Charis. Mr. F. P. 
Keeley, who has an office in the Wilson Building, Dallas, Tex., can, 
and no doubt will, if properly interviewed, give first-hand infor- 
peon concerning the transportation of the $1,000 above men- 
tioned. 

In submitting the above information, may it be remembered that 
I have furnished same at the request of your representative, Mr. 
Baldwin, and your attention is especially called to the fact that 
there may be a verification to some extent in the correct dates 
since these violations occurred several years prior to this date. 
I prefer that you do not take this statement as true and correct, 
that you make an investigation and determine from your own 
investigation what the true facts are. The above was extracted 
from ay external records that I have shown your investigator 
on this 


Respectfully, 
(Signed) LEE SHANNON. 
Subscribed and sworn to before me this 15th day of July 1936. 
Lro CoHEN, Notary Public. 


The memorandum is as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, July 24, 1936. 
Memorandum for Mr. Holland. 

I have discussed the report of Lee Shannon regarding Walter 8. 
Behrens and Victor J. Buthod with Secretary Ickes. 

After reading the report, the Secretary concluded that we have 
no occasion to make an investigation to verify Mr. Shannon’s state- 
ments in view of the fact that Mr. Behrens and Mr. Buthod are 
now out of the service. The report in itself, however, is sufficient 
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to justify us in refusing to reemploy them and the Secretary 

thought we should notify the agency with which one of these 

men is negotiating for a position. I do not recall the name of the 

agency which you mentioned, but I will leave it to you to get in 
touch with the proper official and notify him of this record. 
E. K. BURLEW, 

Administrative Assistant. 
(Rubber stamp:) “U. S. Department of the Interior, Petroleum 
Conservation Division. Noted. July 28, 1936. Holland, Director.” 


Mr. PITTMAN, I will also put the memoranda of Special 
Agent A. W. DeBirny in the Recorp, because they show that 
some of this information was in the possession of Mr. Glavis 
in 1934, and it goes in under the general agreement, I 
understand. 

The memoranda are as follows: 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
DIVISION OF INVESTIGATI 


ONS, 
Washington, January 22, 1934. 
Memorandum for Mr. Glavis. 


This is with reference to Victor J. Buthod. 

In compliance with your request for an investigation of personnel 
in the Tyler, Tex., office, you are advised that I examined the 
records of the Prohibition Bureau in Washington and found that 
Mr. Buthod was appointed to the Bureau of Prohibition on Feb- 
ruary 21, 1922, and continued with that organization until it was 
closed out on July 31, 1933. During this time Mr. Buthod rose 
from a clerical capacity to that of deputy administrator in Texas. 
However, during the closing years with the Prohibition Bureau he 
was demoted from the latter position for the reason that there did 
not appear to be a sufficiently vigorous enforcement in his area. 
He was credited with display of considerable ability as an in- 
vestigator in solving a very brutal murder in Mississippi which 
was connected with prohibition enforcement. 

On November 9, 1921, as a result of certain charges made against 
a group of ae agents, an investigation was ordered from 

Washington. asked Mr. Buthod to make a state- 
aE E Oai A OET U same which he refused to do, and 


e charge affecting Buthod was that he was receiving a 
month from certain bootleggers, but it was very evident to the 
investigator that Buthod was not spending any money in excess of 
his salary, nor did he appear to have any money, while the person 
making the was proven to be a perjurer in other matters. 
‘The investigator did discover that Mr. Buthod's conduct morally 
with a Mrs. Daisy Robinson was indiscreet. 

From my observation of Mr. Buthod, I do not think he has very 
high moral ideals. He is a man with iron-gray hair and is about 
45 years of age. He also has spent much time in the National 
Guard, in the Army, and he and Behrens made many raids and 
have been constantly associated together for the past 10 years. 
Buthod is taken into their confidence, apparently, by a number of 
the people in the Tyler office, while Behrens has been placed in 
charge of the local unit of the Tyler division, which is split into 
units at Kilgore, Tyler, Joinerville, and Gladewater. I do not be- 
leve that these men are the best qualified for the position of 
agent in charge of the local division. 

A. W. DeBrany, Special Agent. 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
DIVISION or INVESTIGATIONS, 
Washington, January 22, 1934. 
Memorandum for Mr. Glavis. 


This is with reference to Walter H. Behrens. 

In compliance with your request for an investigation of the 
personnel at Tyler, Tex., you are advised that moa records of the 
Prohibition Department at Washington disclose that Mr. Behrens 
was appointed in that Bureau on December 6, 1924, 2 a salary of 
$1,680 and was retained in the service until April 10, 1931, when 

The charges which were made 
against him and sustained were that he made false returns on 
two search warrants and secured the release of a prisoner from 
jail before he made bond. 

I examined the innumerable charges which were made against 
Mr. Behrens and the evidence on which he was deemed guilty, 
and must say that the evidence did not appear at all conclusive. 
The false returns consisted in reporting that two houses on which 
search warrants had been issued were vacant when, in fact, they 
were occupied. There seems to have been considerable confusion 
as to whether the warrants were for the number of the house next 
door or not. Regarding the release of the prisoner from jail 
before making bond, another agent who was with Agent Behrens 
claimed that he was responsible. However, at a previous time 
and earlier in the investigation this other agent claimed that 
Behrens had asked him to release the prisoner. So far as the 
records show, no harm was done materially by the prisoner being 
released an hour earlier than he would have been anyhow. There 
had been, however, considerable investigation prior to this time 
and especially in 1928 and 1929 because Behrens was said to be 
protecting bootleggers. However, the Prohibition Bureau was 
frequently supplied with such charges, and the charges in them- 
selves were not sustained; but at the time of the investigation 
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Behrens refused to comply with the instructions of the investigat- 
ing officer, and he, together with his superior, V. J. Buthod, also 
connected with our Tyler office, were suspended without pay for 
30 days. In 1928 Federal Judge Wilson, at Fort Worth, demanded 
an investigation of the conduct of Behrens and certain other 
prohibition agents, because a bootlegger had told Judge Wilson 
that he had been paying these men money for protection. An 
exhaustive investigation failed to sustain these charges. Buthod 
and Behrens, I observed while in- Texas, are very close to each 
other, and the last I saw of them were going down the street 
together. The records of the prohibition department show that 
Behrens refused a promotion of $400 in order to retain his posi- 
tion directly under Buthod. č 

As a result of this trouble, the Militia Bureau of the War De- 
partment refused to grand Federal recognition to Agent Behrens. 
Agent Behrens was recommended by politictans for his job with 
the Prohibition Bureau. He made a very fine Army record d 
the war, going in as a private and coming out as a first lieutenant. 
He is one of the very best shots in Texas, and is of considerable 
assistance to the officers, because when he accompanies any of 
the agents onto oil property there is very little danger that trouble 
will arise, because he is as one who is a most dangerous 
shot and probably able to get his gun into action quicker than 
anyone else in this section. I do not think that he should be 
assigned to duties with Agent Buthod, nor do I feel that he 
should have been employed. However, there does not appear to 


Buthod are not of the highest moral caliber. Behrens is in 
charge or known as the keyman of the Tyler division. 
A. W. DEBENY, Special Agent. 


Mr. PITTMAN. The following memorandum of Mr. 
Glavis to Secretary Ickes relates to the misconduct of 
Behrens at a “President’s ball,” held at Tyler, Tex., in 
January 1936: 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, DIRECTOR OF INVESTIGATIONS, 
Washington, February 3, 1936. 
Memorandum for the Secretary. 


Iam in of a report from Special Agent in Charge Kelli- 
her which emphasizes the unfitness of Senior Examiner 
Wales pehrens. 8 1 

“I wish report you a very disgusting inciden‘ 
ast A so-called President's Ball’ was held in 


did f 
was talking to two employees of the agency about me, Special 
my wife, at which time Behrens gave 


“It was quite apparent that Behrens deliberately came there in 
an attempt to provoke a fight. I, personally, believe that at some 
time in the future when this entire affair is settled, I shall de- 
mand an apology from him, and in saying this I voice the senti- 
ment of practically the entire office force who were present at 


the ball.” 
(Signed) Lovis R. Guavis, Director, 


Beginning on page 583, I call the attention of the Senate 
to the following colloquy and memorandum of Mr. Kelliher, 
which, under the permission granted, I insert in the RECORD 
at this point. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 


Senator Prrrman. Here is a memorandum prepared by you on 
March 11, 1936, with reference to certain conversations which you 
had in regard to this matter. Was this memorandum made im- 
mediately after the conversations referred to? 

Mr. KELLIHER. Which memorandum was it, Senator? 

Senator Prrrman. I will hand it to you. It came from your files 
[handing a paper to the witness]. 

Mr. KELLŁIHER. Yes, sir; this was made immediately after my con- 
versation with the Secretary. 

Senator Pirrman. Are the facts therein stated true? 

Mr. KELLIHER. To the best of my knowledge and belief; yes. 

Senator Prrrman. Will you read it, please? 

cma That is a memorandum you made for your own 
use 

Mr. KELLIHER. Yes, sir. 
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The CHamman. Not sent or delivered to anybody? 
2 KELLIHER. Yes; a copy of this, Senator, was delivered to Mr. 

avis. 

The CHAIRMAN. Personally? 

Mr. KELLIHER. Personally, while I was in Washington. It ts 
dated at Washington, D. C., Wednesday, March 11, 1936, and reads 
as follows [reading]: 


“MEMORANDUM 


“At 3:15 p. m. this afternoon, while in the office of Mr. George 
W. Holland, chairman of the Petroleum Administrative Board, I 
was notified by Miss Gorman, receptionist in Mr. Glavis’ office, that 
the Secretary desired to see me immediately. I went to the Sec- 
retary’s office, and after the regular introduction, I sat down at 
ie Secretary’s request, and he then stated, in substance, as fol- 

ws: 


began a campaign to frame 
Mr. Van Fleet in finding Behrens and Buthod, and setting out to 
frame them; that I had submitted a report and arriving at certain 
conclusions wholly unsupported by the evidence contained in the 


Department and av 

Sioa Selena Ge here Men TAEAE, SEONG: elven DA DAA rare 
for some 30 years and knew to be competent, impartial, and 
a fair attorney; that because of his inherent dislike to do anything 
prejudicial to any man he had had Mr, Latimer conduct a hear- 
ing as to Behrens and Buthod. 

“He stated that the men had been suspended while he was 
absent from thé city on a cruise with the President; that had 
he been present in Washington the action taken would not have 


impartial judges had been unanimous in their opinion that the 
facts contained in the report did not substantiate the conclusions 
arrived at; that the men had merely loaned the money and 
although, perhaps, their conduct was not tactful, there did not 
appear to be anything wrong with it and that had the facts been 
called to his attention prior to their suspension, he would have 
advised them to get rid of their interests in the property, and 
would have taken no further action. He stated that subsequent 
to this time he appointed Mr. Freer by naval radio from the 
steamship Houston, That he had then appointed Mr. Waterbury, 
who was one of Mr. Glavis’ men, hoping that past conduct and 
difficulties might thereby be settled. But he then went on to 
say that I was not satisfied with this but still being greedy for 
power I continued to harass the Tender Board and to attempt to 
usurp all the authority delegated to the Tender Board; that when 
new orders were drawn up in accordance with his wishes and 
desires that I had deliberately objected to such orders knowing 
that he wished to have them personally put into effect; that I had 
even gone so far as to persuade the Attorney General of the 
United States, through Mr. Hill, to protest to the President con- 
cerning these orders and regulations. He stated that if I should 
ask him if he could prove those statements he would say “no,” 
but that he was certain that I was responsible for it. He stated 
that when the orders which had first been referred to the Attorney 
General by the President that he had gone over to see the At- 
torney General and at that time explained his motives and desires 
in promulgating such orders. That the Attorney General had 
agreed with him and stated that he thought his purpose and 
desires were quite correct. However, subsequently the Attorney 
General repudiated his previous statements and wrote a long letter 
to the President protesting against the orders; that he, the Secre- 
tary, knew that such ted with Hill and that of 
necessity, because of my close relationship with Hill, I must have 
been responsible for it. That he considered such conduct highly 
disloyal; that I did not have the betterment of the service in my 
mind at any time but was merely trying to push my own greedy 
desire for power for personal motives. 

“I then told the Secretary that in the very beginning I had gone 
to east Texas in October 1934 at the request of Mr. Glavis, for the 
sole purpose of handling cases investigated by the Division of 
Investigations with the Department of Justice. Mr. Glavis had 
gone down there with Mr. Martineau pursuant to some arrange- 
ment or other made between Mr. Martineau and/or the Attorney 
General and the Secretary. That I knew nothing about such agree- 
ment, but that I expected at the time I went down there to remain 
only a few months. That my family remained in Washington and 
I expected to return to Washington. That because of some develop- 
ments down there, and the necessity for replacing the special agent 
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in charge, Mr. Christenson, Mr. Glavis asked me to continue down 
there in charge of the office and in Mr. Christenson's place, which 
I did. That at the time the Federal Tender Board came into ex- 
istence, I knew absolutely nothing about the members of the 
Board; that I did not know any of them personally; and knew 
nothing about the prior antagonisms or dislikes, or any friction 
that might have previously existed. That I continued in the posi- 
tion as special agent in charge until January 1935, when the 
petroleum code was more or less abolished by reason of the United 
States Supreme Court’s decision in the Panama-Amazon case; that, 
subsequently, after the passage of the Connally Act, I remained 
in east Texas in charge of the field office of the Division in accord- 
ance with direct instructions from the Secretary. I further stated 
— the Secretary, as he recalled, sometime in April of 1935 I came 

Washington and in response to the question put to me person- 
aly by the Secretary as to what 1 was doing in east Teras, I told 
the Secretary that I was doing n 

“The Secretary stated to me ‘het he recalled that conversation 
n making the statement at the time. 
and remained there until August of 
1935, at which time I advised Mr. Glavis that I had informed the 
Secretary that I had returned to Washington and was desirous of 
resigning. I told the Secretary that Mr. Glavis told me to go home 
and take my vacation and then come back. That ‘I did so and 
spent my vacation at home and in Canada. Upon my return to 
east Texas I found that certain facts had come to light concerning 
the activities of Behrens and Buthod; that I returned to east Texas 

and supervised that investigation. That, although I did not con- 
duct all of the interviews personally, I felt that from all the facts 
and circumstances in the case that the evidence obtained showed 
conclusively that the men were dishonest; that I felt so at the 
time and still felt so, regardless of whether the Secretary, Mr. 
Latimer, or any of his attorneys felt that the facts did not warrant 
such conclusions. Furthermore, I stated that since the time of 
that investigation I had been notified by F. W. Fisher, attorney 
for the several “hot oil” operators in east Texas, that on the night 
of January 16, 1935, Dick Duncan, of the Tyreco Refining Co., had 

d $3,000 in the office of Jerry Saedler—$1,000 of which was taken 

Saedler, $1,000 by Captain Stanley, of the Texas Railroad Com- 
mission, and $1,000 by Behrens. That I further checked up on this 
and found that at the time there was approved by the Federal 
Tender Board, or shortly thereafter, tenders for 176,000 barrels of 
oil allegedly stored in pipes by the Tyreco Re Co.; that it 
was a well-known fact throughout the east Texas field that such 
oil never was, in fact, in such pipes; that it was further worthy of 
note that the tender hearing at which such applications for tenders 
were aproved was conducted by Victor Buthod himself in the ab- 
sence of both Norman Meyers and John Davis. 

“The Secretary thereupon asked why I had not reported this to 
him previously. I told the Secretary the matter had not been 
reported to him because it appeared to be a rather useless thing 
and would subject me to criticisms and that I again tried to frame 
somebody. I then told the Secretary that, relative to his 
that I was responsible for the resignation of John Davis I would 
defy him or anybody else in the Interior Department to prove 
that I at any time forwarded any information or reports deroga- 
tory to John Davis, and that I would further defy him to furnish 
me with any facts that John Davis had made derogatory state- 
ments about my character; that his assertion that John Davis 
and I were unable to get along was false; that although we had 
differences of opinion as to policy they were based on honest 
conviction and that we were always able to thrash things out 
over the table. The Secretary admitted that John Davis had 
never said anything derogatory about me. 

“Relative to the charge that I was responsible for the resigna- 
tion of Norman Meyers, I told the Secretary that in my opinion 
Meyers was, is, and always will be a skunk—and that if I was re- 
sponsible in any way for his resignation I should be given a 
vote of appreciation and commendation. In proof thereof I told 
the Secretary that shortly after Meyers had submitted a memo- 
randum to me, charging me with investigating Judge Bryant and 
that I had accepted a thirty-five thousand dollar bribe; that I had 
been in Washington and Meyers requested a conference with me; 
that pursuant to this request, with the consent of Mr. Glavis, 
I joined Mr. Meyers at the Powhatan cocktail room; that I had 
taken Special Agent George Hurley with me as a witness, as I 
would not under any consideration talk to Meyers alone; that at 
the time, in to a question put to me, Meyers admitted 
that he had deliberately lied to the Secretary concerning my 
investigation of the judge and concerning the charge that I had 
taken a bribe. When asked for his motive, he explained that 
he had had some personal difficulty with Glavis, which difficulty 
was the sole reason for his forwarding to the Secretary false 
statements about me. The Secretary then interjected and stated 
that he recalled the incident about Judge Bryant, and knowing 
the Division, he did not think it improbable that I was actually 
investigating the Federal judge. He stated he did not recall the 
incident about the bribe and that it apparently had not been 
called to his attention. I informed the Secretary that it had 
been called to his attention and that I could prove it; he stated 
it would not be necessary, inasmuch as he did not believe it 
anyway, and that he realized that Meyers did not act properly; 
that he, himself, had bitterly rebuked Meyers for his activities 
e the Federal Tender 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


APRIL 1 


“In connection with the Secretary's claim that I was greedy 
for power and tried to run everybody, I informed him that at 
the time Mr. Freer had resigned, he had made the public state- 
ment, prior to his going to east Texas, that he had been informed 
by the Secretary to watch out for me or I would soon be run- 
ning him. The Secretary was very much that I had 
been told this. He admitted that he had made such a statement 
to Mr. Freer, but said that he considered Mr. Freer a damn fool 


hope to learn; that he was not, however, an attorney; that each 
tender application in itself presents a legal problem of greater or 
lesser degree; tha 


realized quite well that Mr. Van Fleet was of no use 

his only reason for continuing him down there was because I 
had tried to frame him; and because of such action on my part, 
he felt that Mr. Van Fleet was worthy of some compensation 
and appointed him as a member of the Federal Tender Board for 
that reason. I then went on to state 2 

bers on the Board the only legal a 

of his recent appointees, Mr. Fitzgerald, 1 
adviser to the Board; that Mr. Fi a 
80 years of age, suffering from what appeared to 
unable to attend to any duties and, as a matter of 
been in the office once since the date hj his appointment. 
I understood from good authority, and 


CoNNALLY’s campaign manager; that he had always been associated 
with the Citizens National with Gus Taylor, a local politi- 
cian; that this man had gotten rid of him because of his age and 
inefficiency; had caused Judge Bryant to appoint him a referee 
in bankruptcy; that he was unable to fulfill these duties and 
was fired by Judge Bryant, and Judge Bullock and Gus Taylor 
were desirous of obtaining him a position, and petitioned Senator 
CONNALLY to help him. 

“It was their desire to obtain him a position as a file clerk or 
some such similar position where he could sit at a desk and per- 
form light duties. However, that Senator CONNALLY, not knowing 
the circumstances, had recommended him for the position of 
legal adviser when he was informed that such a position was open. 
The Secretary then interposed and stated that that situation was 
true and that he had also been recommended by the local Con- 
gressman. He said, however, that he was very much surprised at 
such a situation and was very glad that I had informed him and 
that he would take immediate steps to see that something was 
done about the matter. 

“I then asked the Secretary that with that situation existing in 
east Texas if I didn’t do the work, who in God’s name was going 
to do it? I stated that it seemed rather ridiculous to me and 
a rather foolish charge to be made by anyone; that I was to be 
condemned because I had done a good job. The Secretary ad- 
mitted that I had done a good job. He then brought the 
subject of the Attorney General by asking me what steps 
taken to inform Hill of the proposed order. I told the Secretary 
that I did not recall who actually formulated the first proposed 
orders as submitted to him but I did recall that I had been in- 
strumental in them but did not actually draw up the orders. He 
then stated that they had been submitted by Mr. Glavis. I then 
advised him that subsequent to submission of these orders for 
approval that I had heard nothing about the matter until some- 
time around the ist of December when I received a letter from 
Mr. Glavis transmitting a copy of the proposed orders as amended, 
with the request that I comment on them. I then replied to 
Mr. Glavis by letter in which I set out my objections to Mr. 
and stated that I had discussed the matter with Mr. Hill, and that 
Mr. Hill agreed with my objections. 

“I then stated to the that I still objected to these 
orders and that I considered it my duty to express my objections 
whether he liked to hear them or not. The Secretary then told me 
that I had been most disloyal in discussing a departmental mat- 
ter with a member of another department. I then told the Secre- 
tary, granting I had acted unwisely in the matter, I had done so in 
good faith and had reported to him. The Secretary denied that 
I had. Some little argument followed, at which time I told the 
Secretary he was lying about the matter. He told me I was lying 
to him and asked me if I could prove it, at which time I informed 
him I could. I said there was a memorandum in Mr. Glavis’ file 
showing that he transmitted this information to him. I then 
went to Mr. Glavis’ office, obtained a copy of the memorandum, 
and returned with it to the Secretary. The Secretary read the 
memorandum, stated that he had not seen it before, and evidently 
he was in error but that he was glad to find that he was in error 
and that I had actually acted in good faith in the matter. I then 
informed the Secretary that inasmuch as he was so anxious to find 
out why Mr. Hill objected to the matter, that by making a little 
inquiry he could possibly ascertain that the Attorney General 
had sent a copy of the proposed orders to Mr. Hill for Mr. Hill's 
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opinion. The Secretary asked how the Attorney General got hold 
of the orders and I told him that evidently the President gave 
them to him. I then asked the Secretary, in summing up, whether 
he desired me to resign, whether he desired to fire me, or whether 
he wished me to return to east Texas. He said that he desired 
that things remain as they were. I then told the Secretary that 
I would return to east Texas. I then told him that I would return 
to east Texas on Friday night unless he had objections to such 
procedure. He stated that he would see me before that time, and 
the interview was at an end, 

“After the conversation wirn the Attorney General, referred to 
above, the Secretary had gone to see the President and that the 
Secretary had expressed the opinion in the last few days that he 
did not desire the Attorney General or anybody else to tell him how 
to run his business, that he was capable of running his own 
business without assistance from outside departments. 

“During the early part of the conversation the Secretary told me 
he had been over to see the President about these regulations 


that the President had forwarded such orders to the A 
General for his consideration. That after the conversation wi 
the Attorney General regarding 

to see the President and that the Secretary had expressed the 
opinion in the last few days that he did not know whether or not 
an Executive order was necessary; that the Secretary did not desire 
the Attorney General, Hill, or anybody else to tell him how to run 
his business; that if he was not capable of pis 7 5 11 5 

e W 


cases submitted by the Division of Investigation on which he was 
asked to take action. 


Secretary that it had always been my und 
in themselves were not worth an; as evidence, but in the event 
it became necessary subsequently to introduce the evidence ob- 
tained in affidavits it would, of course, be for the person 
making the dffidavit to testify as to its contents; that an affidavit 
was merely informative as to what a witness would testify when 
called.” 


Mr. PITTMAN. I now read from page 597 of the hear- 
ings: 


Senator Prrrman. I have here a memorandum that you handed 
me from your files that I went through a while ago, which were 
brought in under a subpena duces tecum, dated Washington, 
D. C., March 18, 1936, again dealing with some conversations with 
Mr. Burlew. Was this memorandum made immediately after the 
conversations referred to? 

Mr. KELLIHER. All of those memoranda were, Senator. 

Senator Prrrman. Are the facts therein stated true? 

Mr. KELLIHER. To the best of my knowledge and belief; yes. 

Senator Prrrman. I wish you would read that one [handing the 
paper writing in question to Mr. Kelliher]. 

Mr. KELLIHER (reading): 

“WASHINGTON, D. C., March 18, 1936. 

“At 9:30 a. m. I was advised by Mr. Burlew that Mr. Demaray 
was at his office and desired to see me. Upon arrival at Mr. 
Demaray’s office, I found that he had suddenly been called to the 
Capitol and had asked Mr. Tolson to talk to me. 

“I talked with Mr. Tolson relative to the proposed offer of a 
position in the National Park Service. At that time Mr. Tolson 
told me that they contemplated filling the positions of regional 
directors from Park Service superintendents who had been in the 
Service some length of time; that he felt it was necessary for an 
appointee in that branch of the Service to be fully familiar with 
the general park history and routine. Mr. Tolson then suggested 
that I consider the advisability of accepting a position in the 
Jefferson National Expansion Memorial in St. Louis, Mo. 

“After talking with Mr. Tolson some 25 minutes concerning the 
general routine of the proposed position in the National Park 
Service, I returned to Mr. Burlew’s office and advised him relative 
to my talk with Mr. Tolson. He then told me that he believed I 
should talk with Mr. Demaray; that he was not wholly in accord 
with Mr. Tolson’s views with the necessity of experience in the 
National Park Service and the conditions precedent to ap- 
pointment. 

“At 12:15 p. m., Mr. Burlew again called me on the telephone 
and advised me what Mr. Demaray was in his office. I went to Mr. 
Demaray's office and he told me that he had just returned from 
the Capitol, where he and Mr. Cammerer had been subjected to a 
2-hour tirade by Senator McKELLAR, who was objecting to the 
retention of a man in the Park Service in Tennessee, Among 
other things, he stated that McKELLAR threatened them with a 
senatorial investigation unless they acceded with his wishes and 
dismissed the man. After explaining the general nature of the 
Park Service, Mr. Demaray stated that he believed that only one 
position was open in which I would be interested, and that was 
the position as assistant regional director in Richmond, Va. He 
then furnished me with a chart of the set-up on the Jefferson 
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National Expansion Memorial in St. Louis, and the ad- 
visability of accepting the position of real-estate officer at a salary 
of $4,600. He also advised me that Mr. Burlew’s brother-in-law 
was to be chief clerk in the Jefferson National Expansion Me- 
morial in St. Louis. 

“I then returned to Mr. Burlew’s office about 2 o'clock and 
informed him of my talk with Mr. Demaray. He then told me 
that I could have either one of the two positions I desired, but 
he stated that he had already had my record searched and found 
that I could be reinstated in civil service, and that in the event 
I desired to enter into the Government service as a career it 
would probably be more desirable to accept the position in the 
Park Service. I then asked him to put both of the offers in 
writing, which he agreed to do. He furnished me with a written 
memorandum to that effect this afternoon. 

“I then told him that I was interested in the outcome of the 
division in east Texas, inasmuch as I felt that I could have 
several of the men placed in the event they contemplated dis- 
missals. He told me that inasmuch as it was impossible to 
obtain the President's signatures on the proposed orders it would 
be necessary for the Federal Petroleum Agency to continue and 
for the division to go out, and consequently it would be either 
necessary for the division agents to be transferred to the agency 
or dismissed from the service. 2 

“I then asked him what he contemplated doing relative to 
Behrens and Buthod, inasmuch as I desired to be informed þe- 
ble reflection on me following their reinstate- 
that they intended to reinstate these men, but 
to offer them positions outside of the State of Texas, and that 
he did not know whether they would accept. I told him that 
of necessity their reinstatement might be a reflection on me 
and that I desired to know in addition what press statement 
they contemplated giving out. He said that no press statement 
would be given out until I either accepted or rejected one of 
the positions offered me; that in the event of acceptance the 
statement would be given out that inasmuch as the division 
was no longer existent in east Texas I was primarily connected 
with the division that it would be necessary for them to appoint 
@ permanent head of the agency and that they had promoted 
me because of my past efficiency to a position in the Park Service 
or „ Memorial, depending upon which position I 
accepted, 

“He then told me that, of course, there was no objection to 
my accepting another position with Mr. Glavis in the division, but 
that he believed it would be much better for me to accept one 
of the other positions, 

“He also advised me that the desired that I return 
to east Texas immediately, but that I not return to the office 
for duty; that he felt that I should be allowed to return to 
east Texas to settle up my personal affairs, but that was all. 
I asked him who my successor was to be. He stated that no 
definite decision had been reached, and that, as a matter of 
fact, the matter had not been discussed a great deal. He then 
told me that he thought I had better see the Secretary before 
I returned; that the Secretary was in a Cabinet meeting this 
afternoon and probably would return to the Interior Department 
about 4 o’clock, and that as soon as he could arrange a conference 
ves yr the Secretary and myself he would call me on the 

lephone.“ 


The following memorandum was made by Mr. Kelliher at 
Tyler, Tex., on March 26, 1936, immediately following a 
long-distance telephone conversation with Mr. Burlew: 


Mr. Burlew called about 4 p. m. this afternoon and advised me 
that they had received several complaints from the White House, 
from Congress, and other sources relative to the proposed changes 
down here, and wanted to know whether I had made any decisions 
as to which of the offers they had made me I intended to accept. 
I advised Mr. Burlew that I had considered the entire matter and 
had sent in my resignation air mail this morning and he asked me 
how soon I had asked that it become effective. I told him I had 
asked it to become effective April 1, and he then asked me if I 
would be willing to stay on after that time, at least until a suc- 
cessor could be appointed. I told him I would stay on a few days 
but not longer than that, He then told me that he thought I was 
missing a very promising career in Government service, and I in 
turn advised him that after all my experience in the Government 
service, I had come to the conclusion that it was not what it was 
cracked up to be. He then told me that I ought to realize that I 
had been in some very difficult offices, and I told him I realized it 
only too well. 

Mr. Burlew then asked me if I knew where all the complaints 
were originating, and I told him that to the best of my knowledge 
the oil industry in this section was completely disgusted with 
the administration. 

I told him that the newspapers here had carried considerable 
information concerning the proposed changes and it was my under- 
standing that Mr. Steele had talked with several independents, 
including Wirt on last Saturday „ and had ad- 
vised them that it was his intention to cut out this dime novel 
detective stuff, discontinue field investigations and conduct the 
Tender Board on an accounting basis only. He then told me that 
that was not so. I told him that I knew nothing about that, but 
was merely repeating to him what Mr. Steele had said. 
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He then told me that the White House had received numerous 
telegrams from Wheelock, Collins, and Gus Taylor, and other inde- 
pendent organizations in the east Texas field. I then told him 
that if he desired me to continue on for any time after April 1, to 
put it in writing and he said that they would advise me as soon 
as they received my letter. 

I then also told him that in answer to numerous questions here 
I had advised the general public that I was still acting director 
of the agency and that it was not my desire to embarrass him, the 
Secretary, or the administration; that I desired to leave the organ- 
ization on friendly terms so that if at any time in the future I 
desired to ask any of them for a job, I wanted to be able to do so, 
and he stated that I could have his assurance that at any time I 
might care to ask for a position, I could most assuredly have it. 

I told him the oil industry is completely disgusted with the 
reinstatement of Behrens and Buthod. 

T. G. KELLIHER. 


The next witness from whose testimony I desire to quote 
is Mr. Thomas G. Kelliher. I have already referred to Mr. 
Kelliher as signing certain reports recommending the sus- 
pension of Behrens and Buthod. I shall read the intro- 
ductory page to show who Mr. Kelliher is: 


Senator Prrrman. Will you please state your name for the 
record? 

Mr. KELLIHER. Thomas G. Kelliher. 

Senator Prrrman. And your occupation? 

Mr. KELLIHER. I am a landman employed by an oil company. 
My home address is 616 American Bank Building, New Orleans, La. 

Senator Prrrman. Mr. Kelliher, you were in the service of the 
Interior Department at one time as an investigator, were you not? 

Mr. KELLIHER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Prrrman. During what period of time was that? 

Mr. KELLIHER. From approximately February of 1934 until the 
4th of April 1936. 

Senator Pirrman. Were you ever in the Petroleum Admimistra- 
tion or any department of it? 

Mr. KELLIHER. I was in the Division of Investigations of the 
Interior Department, engaged in oil enforcement work. 

Senator Prrrman. Where was that? 

Mr. KELLIHER. Both in Washington and in east Texas. 

Senator Prrrman. You had something to do, did you not, with 
a report relative to the Guillory “hot oil” case? 

Mr. KELLIHER. Yes, sir. 

Senator PirrMan. In your investigations into that matter did 
there come under your notice and your investigation anything 
relative to a Mr. Behrens and a Mr. Buthod? 

Mr. KELLIHER. Yes, sir. 

Senator Prrrman. What positions were they occupying at the 
time you started your investigation? 

Mr. KELLIHER. I might state there, Senator, that the investiga- 
tion was not started by me. At the time the investigation was 
started they were senior examiners with the Petroleum Adminis- 
trative Board in east Texas. 

Senator Prrrman. At what place were they stationed? 

Mr. KELLIHER. At Tyler and Kilgore, Tex. 

Senator Prrrman. During your service down there to what towns 
or places did you go? 

Mr. KELLIHER. Tyler and Kilgore and also Henderson. 

Senator O'Manoney. You state that you did not start the inves- 
tigation. Who did? 

Mr. KELLIHER. It was started by an assistant of mine while I was 
on my vacation. 

Senator O’Manoney. What was his name? 

Mr. KELLIHER. John D. Glass. 

Senator Prrrman. You made reports with regard to your inves- 
tigation there, did you not? 

Mr. KELLIHER. Yes, sir; I did, Senator. 

Senator Prrrman. Do you know how many reports were made? 

Mr. KELLIHER. No; I could not tell you exactly, Senator. That is 
a matter of record, I believe, with the Interior Department. 

Senator Prrrman. Yes. It is in evidence now in this matter. 
Possibly it would save time if you would just tell the story of 

service in this matter. In the first place, did you ever have 
any conversations with Mr. Burlew relative to these various mat- 
ters that you attended to down there? 

Mr. KELLIHER. My only conversations with Mr. Burlew took place 
in March of 1936, just a short time before I left the service. 

Senator Prrrman. Did they relate in any way to Behrens and 
Buthod? 

Mr. KELLIHER. I believe their names were mentioned. Yes; they 
were, Senator. 

Senator Prrrman. They also related, did they not, to the entire 
investigation of the parties in relation to those matters down 
there? 

Mr. KELLIHER. They related to a lot of administrative policies; 


8. 
Ne Prrrman. You were requested in a subpena to bring 
with you such written memoranda, letters, and copies of letters 
and other matters connected with this that you had. Have you 
done so? 

Mr. KELLIHER. Yes. 


I read the following communication from Mr. Kelliher to 
Mr. Glavis, which is in the record: 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
DIVISION OF INVESTIGATIONS, 
Tyler, Tez., October 14, 1935. 
Texas—03088-0. E. 
Confidential. 
Mr. Lovis R. GLAVIS, 
Director, Division of Investigations, 

Department of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Gravis: Reference is made to previous correspondence 
relative to prosecutive action in the above-entitled matter. Mr. 
Hill advised me today that after further consideration of this case 
and the resultant publicity it will undoubtedly cause, it is his 
desire that after departmental action is taken against Behrens and 
Buthod you take the matter up personally with the Department of 
Justice in Washington. It is his desire that the necessary criminal 
complaints be prepared there and forwarded to him for filing. 

Mr. Hill has not in any way changed his opinion relative to prose- 
cution and still desires to institute such action immediately after 
departmental action is taken. However, because of the possible 
far-reaching effects and the importance of the case he is desirous 
that the Department of Justice be fully informed prior to institu- 
tion of prosecutive action. I would suggest that immediately after 
Behrens and Buthod are discharged you take the matter up with 
the Department in Washington and have such complaints drawn 
as expeditiously as possible. In the meantime, in accordance with 
your previous instructions, I am transmitting a copy of the report 
in this case to Mr. Hill. 


Yours very truly, 
1 2 t in Charge 
K/L. pe. gen ge. 

Mr. Hill was the Assistant Attorney General in that field 
for the prosecution of the “hot oil” cases and he did prose- 
cute Guillory, with whom Behrens and Buthod were con- 
nected in connection with two oil wells. The charges were 
based upon the report of Kelliher against Guillory, and 
Guillory pleaded guilty to the charges. Mr. Kelliher states 
that after Behrens and Buthod were discharged he intended 
to bring suit against them. As a matter of fact, they were 
not discharged. They were suspended. A report was made: 
by Mr. Latimer, from which I have read. Latimer said they 
should be condemned for having an interest in the property. 
but not discharged. They were reinstated and sent out to 
Wyoming. 

Mr. Kelliher was called to Washington to discuss all these 
matters with the Secretary and with Mr. Burlew. Immedi- 
ately after his discussion with the Secretary, Kelliher went 
into Mr. Glavis’ office and made a full memorandum of the 
entire conversation between the Secretary and himself. It 
was a very interesting conversation. It seems that Mr. 
Kelliher was just about as high tempered as the Secretary. 
They called each other liars. I think both of them after- 
ward withdrew their remarks; but it is an interesting con- 
versation to read. 

There is also a memorandum in the record of Mr. Kelli- 
her’s conversation with Mr. Burlew, which is entirely accu- 
rate, because immediately after Mr. Kelliher had finished 
testifying, I put Mr. Burlew on the stand and asked him if 
he had heard all the testimony by Mr. Kelliher. He said 
he had. I asked him if he had anything to say with regard 
to it, or any criticism to make of it. This is what he said, 
in part: 


I should say generally that they are correct, although ‘there 
are some statements in them that I do not recall. The mean- 
ing—the purport—of them is correct, 


I think Senators would enjoy reading over the weekend 
the conversations which took place between Mr. Kelliher 
and the Secretary, and between Mr. Kelliher and Mr. Bur- 
lew. Mr. Burlew admits that everything stated by Mr. 
Kelliher in his memorandum, which I have read, is substan- 
tially correct. 

So far as the Secretary is concerned, the Secretary had 
access to the daily reports; and if he saw fit to deny any- 
thing Mr. Kelliher said in the matter, he had an opportunity 
to do so. 

I wish to read a few excerpts from Mr. Kelliher’s testi- 
mony. First I shall read a memorandum prepared by Mr. 
Kelliher immediately after leaving Mr. Burlew’s office: 

I was called to the Secretary’s office at about 10:15 a.m. Upon 
arrival there, the Secretary, after the regular salutation, stated 
that he desired to have me talk to Mr. Burlew and he would 
appreciate it if I would be as frank with Mr. Burlew as I had 
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been with him yesterday. He called Mr. Burlew in the office, and 
I accompanied Mr, Burlew to his office. 

Mr. Burlew advised me that he had talked with the Secretary 
after my conversation with the Secretary, and that he had been 
informed of the high points of my conversation. He stated that 
he, as well as the Secretary, realized that the Federal Tender 
Board had not been in the past what it should be; that Mr. 
Steele would be very good and would cooperate to the fullest 
extent. 

He stated that he believed that Waterbury could probably con- 
tinue to hold his own, although he had heard various reports to 
the effect that he was not respected very highly in east Texas 
because of debts he owed, and so forth. I told Mr. Burlew that 
I thought his information was erroneous. He stated that, regard- 
ing Mr. Van Fleet, they expected the future to take care of that. 
The only reason they kept Van Fleet there was to save his 
reputation. 

He then brought up the question of Behrens and Buthod. He 
stated that the first information they had received was a bunch 
of statements from employees, with a covering memorandum from 
Mr. Glavis. Mr. Glavis had stated that these statements were 
affidavits, whereas they were not. They had been given to an 
attorney, who spent days going over the same, and then Mr. 
Glavis presented the criminal case that I had prepared. This 
procedure necessitated an additional two weeks’ work by two 
attorneys and the subsequent hearing by Mr. Latimer; that the 
concensus of opinions of all of these men was that the facts did 
not substantiate the charges. He then asked me if I had any 
objection to their reinstatement if they were sent to Wyoming or 
some other such place for a short time. I informed Mr. Burlew 
that I would never consent to their being reinstated, inasmuch as 
they were only crooks, and that I had informed the Secretary yes- 
terday of several instances which confirmed my suspicions, the 
evidence concerning which I obtained subsequent to the submis- 
sion of the report. I also advised him that I had not submitted 
the evidence to the Secretary as I would probably again be ac- 
cused of framing somebody. 


Continuing with Mr. Kelliher’s testimony: 


Senator O’Manoney. Who is this Mr. Steele? 

Mr. KELLIHER. He has subsequently been appointed chairman of 
the Federal Tender Board. I believe he is still there; I do not 
know. 


I continue to read from the same memorandum: 


Mr. Burlew stated that I should have reported it, or, if I did not 
report it, I should say nothing about it now. In further answer 
to his question as to whether I would object to the reinstatement 
of Behrens and Buthod, I told him it was his business and the 
business of the Secretary and that my objection would make no 
difference anyway. I told him that if they were reinstated he and 
the Secretary could be responsible for the consequences and not 
me 


He then asked me what objection I had to the proposed orders, 
as rewritten. I explained to him that I objected to them because 
they placed the duty of determining whether or not criminal prose- 
cution could be made on a judicial body which also passed on 
tender applications. He then read to me an excerpt from a pro- 
posed letter, in which it was stated that investigations should be 
made by the Division of Investigations, but prior to the submission 
tothe Department of Justice they should be approved by the Tender 
Board, and, in the event the Tender Board disagreed with the Divi- 
sion of Investigations, the question of submitting the case to the 
Department of Justice should be referred to the Secretary for 


Investigations refer a criminal case to the Department of Justice 
concerning the same tenders. I then told Mr. Burlew that this 
bad evor happened and, as a matter of fact, would not happen, 
an 

advisers in east Texas. 

He then stated that he felt that the members of the Tender 
Board should be as well acquainted with the situation in the field 
him that I quite agreed with him, and that I did 

him quite consistent in blaming me for their failure to 
acquainted. I told him that I personally did not care 
they put the orders into effect or not. My objection 
stood where it always had stood, and I had put myself on record 
as being opposed to such orders and that he had in his possession 
copy of my memorandum concerning this. I told him that any- 
e could say would not change my opinion, but that, after 
tary was the boss and that if he cared to put the 

orders as revised into effect, that was his business. 
He then brought up the question of the Department of Justice. 


E 


cently he had always placed implicit confidence in Mr. Glavis’ 
reports. As far as he was concerned, such reports were as sacred 
as the Bible, but that, however, recently that situation had 
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changed. I then told him that that was a question to talk over 
with Mr. Glavis and I did not care to discuss it. 

He then brought up the question of the so-called “gumshoeing” 
activities in east Texas field. I told him that the only “gumshoe- 
ing” person I knew down there was a friend of the Secretary, Mr. 
Harwood, and that Mr. Harwood, shortly after his arrival had gone 
around asking all kinds of questions and that I received several 
complaints concerning his activities, and finally called him in and 
told him that if he was conducting a personnel investigation for 
the Secretary all well and good, but if he wasn’t he should stop 
the snooping around because he would undoubtedly be ostracized 
by all the members of the staff. As a result of this conversation, 
I advised Mr. Burlew, I was severely criticized by the Secretary, 
inasmuch as Harwood reported that I had intimidated him. Mr. 
Burlew said the Secretary had never told Mr. Harwood to conduct 
personne! investigations. I then told him he undoubtedly received 
additional information of that kind from Van Fleet. He denied 
that he had and stated that wasn't what he had in mind when he 
spoke of “gumshoeing” activities. 


Proceeding further with the same matter: 


He said he rather meant that the agents, when conducting inves- 
tigations in the field, were wont to play the part of "i T 
detectives. He said that he couldn't see the necessity of such 
procedure, inasmuch as he used to be a detective in West 
Virginia. I told him that was the trouble with the situation in 
Washington. There were a bunch of people sitting up here in 
swivel chairs not knowing the situation in east Texas, attempting 
to tell us there on the ground floor how to conduct investigations, 

I then asked him how he expected to ascertain whether or not 
certain specific wells were producing or not. Apparently, in his 
opinion, the procedure should be to go ask the crook if he were 

ucing the well or not and accept his word. 

Mr. Burlew then asked me if I didn’t have several agents and 
examiners in my employ who were perhaps not so good. I told 
him, “Yes; that situation is probably true“; that I had been un- 
able to get any good men because I hesitated to attempt to em- 
ploy anyone, not knowing whether or not they would be fired in 
2 months. He then asked me about the qualifications of Warren 
Moore. I told him I considered Warren honest and dependable, 
lacking in executive ability. I told him I had recently recom- 
mended an increase in salary for Moore, following Senator Con- 
NALLY’s inquiry, but I had not made the recommendation because 
of Senator ConNaLLy’s inquiry, but rather because I thought 
Moore worthy of an increase. He then asked me whether Moore 
would be capable of holding the position of director of the agency, 
I told him I didn’t think so. He then asked if I would be willing 
to set up a new agency in Rodessa and take charge of it; that he 
had sent Lindsley down to make an investigation concerning the 
advisability of setting up a tender board in Rodessa. I then told 
Mr. Burlew I had met Lindsley and furnished him with a copy of 
my report, and Lindsley then told me he saw no necessity of making 
any further investigation and would merely take my report and 
submit it as his. Mr. Burlew called Mr. Holland and asked if he 
had heard any word from Lindsley. Holland advised him that 
Lindsley had intimated from a preliminary review of the situation 
that he believed the tender board = 

Mr. Burlew asked me about the qualifications of Lones. I told 
him that as a matter of fact I didn’t believe anyone capable of 
handling the position; that I had been unable to get good men 
because of the procrastination in his division relative to employees. 
I cited as an example the instance where I requested two stenog- 
raphers immediately in order to lighten the burden of work down 
there and do away with the necessity of o 
working frequently until midnight. 
went into a big hullabullo about the matter, and it took me 2 
months to get a stenographer. He then called Mrs. Maulding and 
asked her about that particular situation, and she stated that 
Mr. Puryear had handled it. 

The Secretary then rang for Mr. Burlew to attend a staff meeting, 
and he told me he would like to talk further with me this after- 
noon, At 11:25 a. m. the Secretary's messenger telephoned and 
advised me that Mr. Burlew desired me to have lunch with him 
at a quarter to twelve. 

In addition to the above statements, Mr. Burlew, in answer to 
a statement of mine that I considered it rather funny that I was 
accused of running things when I had to do all the work and yet 
was the lowest paid man in the district, stated that he realized, 
and the Se also realized, that I was competent, well in- 
formed, and efficient, and that the only reason I had not received 
an increase in was because of the controversy over the new 
orders. He also stated that both he and the Secretary realized 
that I had done a good job in east Texas. z 

In addition to the above conversation this morning, Mr. Burlew 
also advised me that the order signed by Acting West, 
in the absence of the Secretary, authorizing me to deal directly 
with the Department of Justice, was wholly out of order and im- 
proper. Incidentally, Mr. Burlew also advised me that he had in 
his file the original of the memorandum which I showed to the 
Secretary yesterday. This memorandum had to do with my criti- 
cism of the order and contained the insertion that I had discussed 
with Mr. Hill. 

At 11:55 a. m. I went to lunch with Mr. Burlew at Allies Inn. 
Most of the conversation d the lunch hour consisted of 
generalities concerning the weather and living conditions in Texas. 
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At the termination of lunch Mr. Burlew asked me if I had read 
Don Kirkley’s letter of March 7. He said that this letter published 
by Kirkley had contained full and complete information concern- 
ing all this matter about the orders, the controversy between the 
Secretary and the Attorney General, and the entire story about 
Hill. He agreed to show me this letter later on in the afternoon. 
He stated that both he and the Secretary were very much worried 
about Kirkley’s source of information; that the information con- 
tained in his letter was information which could not have, under 
any circumstances, been known to the Petroleum Administrative 
Board, and that could only have been known to Mr. Glavis, Mr. 
McLaughlin, and possibly one or two others in the Division of 
Investigations, in addition to himself and the Secretary; that he 
realized very well that I furnished no information to Kirkley 
because all of the information emanated from Washington, and 
that he further realized that no one in the Division advised 
Kirkley because Kirkley could not even put his nose in the Divi- 
sion any place. He further advised that he personally had always 
considered Kirkley a rat and that they were bitter enemies. I 
then jocosely remarked that at least that was one thing that both 
he and Mr. Glavis agreed upon. 

He laughed and said that there were many things he and Mr. 
Glavis agreed upon if Mr. Glavis only knew it; that his only objec- 
tion to Mr. Glavis’ attitude was that you either had to agree with 
him entirely or not at all. 

He then went on to state that when he was associated with Sec- 
retary Wilbur that Kirkley had Wilbur’s ear; that he double- 
crossed Wilbur, however, and broke a premature story on pending 
oll compacts in California, and from that time on he was hated 
by Wilbur; that Kirkley was also responsible for the publication 
of a pack of lies relative to certain allegations against Mr. Burlew 
and Wilbur jointly. 

returning from lunch, Mr. Burlew advised me that I had 


F. H. Martin, a brother of the secretary to Congressman rs 
CoLDEN, who is seeking reinstatement in the division of employ- 
ment in the east Texas area. After looking at the file, I told Mr. 
Burlew that I knew about him. 

I then asked Mr. Burlew as to when we might expect the situa- 
tion to be cleared up in east Texas. He advised me that he 
thought it was wholly unfair to me to continue in east Texas at 
my present salary, and he thought an immediate salary increase 
was necessary. He thought it expedient and entirely necessary 
that the entire situation be adjusted and that he confidently ex- 
pected that the entire matter would be straightened out prior to 
my return to east Texas tomorrow night, and that both he and the 
Secretary agreed that they probably made an error in not calling 
me to Washington several months previous. 

Upon returning from lunch, and when talking about Mr. Meyers, 
I made the statement to Mr. Burlew that I heartily disliked any- 


one who lied. He laughingly replied that we lie around the De- 


partment all the time and no one thinks anything about it. 

That is all I desire to read into the Rrecorp, under the 
understanding I have that I may place any part of the hear- 
ings in the Recorp that I may desire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jonnson of Colorado in 
the chair). The present occupant of the chair understands 
permission has been granted to the Senator to insert in the 
Recorp the matters which he desires to have printed. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I wish to add a few words in 
reference to the matters which have been discussed by the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. Prrrman]. I wish, first, to com- 
ment on the phase of the matter which has to do with the 
Stitely case. 

There is no question, of course, as to the Stitely embezzle- 
ment and no question as to the forgeries. The only question 
involved in the Stitely case, so far as it is here before us, is 
whether or not the nominee of the President, Mr. Burlew, is 
in any way chargeable with fault. 

Mr. Stitely came to the service as a certifying officer or as 
an employee preparing pay rolls upon the recommendation 
of Representative Bianp of Virginia, and of Mr. Albright, 
Director of the National Park Service. He brought very high 
Tecommendations which appear on pages 248 to 249 of the 
printed record. Representative Brann, who was the secre- 
tary of the Yorktown Sesquicentennial, said, writing to Hon. 
Ray Lyman Wilbur, then the Secretary of the Interior: 

My Dran Mr. Srenrranr: The United States Yorktown Sesqui- 
centennial Commission wishes to record its sincere appreciation 
for the assistance rendered to the Yorktown Sesquicentennial 
celebration by Mr. R. F. Stitely, of the National Park Service. 

Mr. Stitely has given most excellent service to the Commission in 
assisting to keep its financial accounts, and has given on many 


occasions most excellent advice and counsel. We particularly de- 
sire to commend him to you for the high order of his services. 
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Then Mr. Horace M. Albright, the Director of the National 
Park Service, sent a memorandum to the Secretary in refer- 
ence to Stitely, in which he said: 

Mr. Stitely has rendered exceptionally meritorious service since 
his appointment to the Colonial National Monument, and with 
the experience gained there and his previous experience in the 
Washington office, he will make a valuable asset to the Accounting 
Division of this Service. 

It was following those recommendations that Mr. Stitely, 
who was a civil-service employee, was put into the service in 
a capacity which gave him the opportunity to perpetrate the 
frauds. 

The disbursing functions of the funds upon which the 
fraud was perpetrated were in the hands of the War Depart- 
ment. An Executive order made by the President on the 
10th of April, 1933, being Executive Order 6106-A, provided, 
after the preliminary parts: 

(1) The Chief of Finance of the Army is designated, powered, 
and directed to receive, expend, and comes for all funds pertain- 
ing to and expended for the relief of unemployment through the 
performance of useful public work under the direction of the 
Director of the Civilian Conservation work. 

(2) Funds authorized by the President for the operation of this 
conservation activity will be transferred by the Treasury Depart- 
ment to the credit of the War Department and shall be with- 


drawn by requisition from the Chief of Finance, United States 
Army, for disbursement. 


(3) All expenditures from the emergency conservation fund 
will be made and accounted for by the Finance Department under 
Army Account of Advances so as to show separately all the pur- 
poses for which funds are expended for unemployment relief work 
and all adjustments of expended funds will be made in accordance 
with existing law, regulations, and procedure. Pursuant to in- 
structions from the President, the determination by the heads of 
the respective departments concerned as to the necessity for 
expenditures from the emergency conservation fund shall be final 
and conclusive upon all officers of the Government. 

Mr. Stitely was in a place where he received, from the 
field offices, lists of the pay rolls. He made up a genuine 
pay roll which was known as the long pay roll. He made up 
for his own benefit a short pay roll upon which he put, I 
think, in each instance, eight fictitious names. These were 
presented to the finance officer of the War Department. 
Mr. Stitely secured the genuine signature of one certifying 
officer by having previously forged the signature of another 
certifying officer, so that when he came to the War Depart- 
ment officer he presented his vouchers O. K.’d by himself, 
and with the genuine signature of one certifying officer and 
the forged signature of another. 

The War Department never verified the signatures. Not- 
withstanding the regulations of the Treasury Department 
that signature cards should be obtained and signatures veri- 
fied, the War Department, acting as a disbursing agent for 
the ‘Treasury, never provided themselves with signature 
cards. They simply took it for granted that the signatures 
were genuine. Had they checked the signatures, no fraud 
would have been perpetrated. 

Remember, the Interior Department, so far as Mr. Bur- 
lew was concerned, had nothing to do with the establishment 
of the funds, nothing to do with the disbursement of the 
funds, and no obligation to account for them. The fraud 
was perpetrated only by reason of the fact that the dis- 
bursing officer turned over to Mr. Stitely the individual 
checks. It would have done Mr. Stitely no good to turn in 
& fictitious pay roll if the individual checks had then been 
delivered or sent to the payees of the checks. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr, PITTMAN. Did not the proper officer of the Interior 
Department authorize the disbursing officer by letter to turn 
the checks over to Stitely? ' 

Mr. ADAMS. That is correct; and that is a thing with 
which Mr. Burlew had nothing to do. 

Mr. PITTMAN. That is the question. 

Mr. ADAMS. I shall have to qualify that statement in 
this way: The first letter authorizing the turning over of the 
checks was a forged letter. Mr. Lassiter’s signature was 
forged. Subsequently two other letters came with genuine 
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signatures. The War Department did a very curious thing. 
They issued a regulation, away back in the beginning, in ref- 
erence to these checks. They recognized the impropriety of 
delivering checks to others than the payees; and by an order 
made May 1, 1934, they provided that— 

In the future no checks will be delivered to any individual unless 
written authorization to do so is on file in this office bearing the 
signature of the certifying officer or other responsible official. 
The following form of authorization should be submitted. 

And one of the curious things is that in the form which 
the War Department ‘submitted they filled in the name of 
Stitely. This direction and this form were prepared by the 
War Department, and they prescribed this as the form: 

I hereby authorize Reno E. Stitely to receive checks from the 
Finance Office, United States Army, Washington, D. C., for delivery 
in person to those named on any pay roll or voucher submitted 
which bears my signature as certifying officer. This authorization 
to remain in effect until canceled by me. 

J. E. STRAUSER, 


Acting Deputy Assistant Director. 


That is, the War Department recognized the impropriety 
of delivering individual checks except where there was proper 
authorization. They did not, even in this order, authorize 
the return to Mr. Stitely of the vouchers. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Sena- 
tor there? 

Mr. ADAMS. Certainly. 

Mr. PITTMAN. They did not have to authorize the re- 
turn of the youchers, because the regulation governing the 
disbursing officers requires that they shall make three copies 
of the vouchers handed in, keep one, and return one to the 
Department submitting the vouchers. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Stitely was not the one to whom the 
vouchers should have been returned. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I differ with the Senator. I shall have 
to put in the evidence on that point. The regulation says 
one copy shall be returned to the party delivering the 
voucher. That is the substance of the language. I will 
read the language. 

Mr. ADAMS. That is not my recollection. 

Mr. PITTMAN subsequently said: Mr. President, the lan- 
guage to which I referred in a colloquy with the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. Apams] was as follows. I read from page 211 
of the Record: 

Senator Prrrman. Let me read that last sentence about the 
return of these papers—from Finance Bulletin No. 40, which has 
been placed in the record: 

“In such cases the disbursing officer will complete the extra or 
tissue copy as required by paragraph 12%, A. R. 35-1040, as added 
by paragraph 2, section V, circular No. 17, War Department, 1933, 
and return it to the office from which received.” 

He received it from the certifying officer, through his messenger 
or designee, Mr. Stitely. It was natural to return the voucher the 


same way, which he did, according to the evidence, 

General REED. That is the practice that has been in the Army 
for some time. 

Senator Pirrman. Well, the word is “return.” He received the 
voucher from a messenger who seemed to be authorized, and he 
returned the copy by the same messenger. 

Colonel Morton. That is the answer. 

Senator Prrrman. He did not need any authority such as is found 
in this authorization with regard to checks, because the regula- 
tions required it, outside of that, to obtain checks you have to 
have that special authority, which you had. The regulations of the 
Department required the Finance Department to return a copy of 
the voucher. 

The CHAIRMAN. The voucher came, in these particular cases, 
from Mr. Lassiter’s office, who is stationed in the Shenandoah 
National Park? 

Colonel Morron. Who is supposed to have been stationed there. 

General REED. No, sir; it came through the Interior Department. 
Lassiter sent his vouchers to the Interior Department, who sent 
them to Morton, by Stitely, to have the checks prepared. 


Mr. ADAMS. To return to the regulations governing the 
fiscal transactions of the camps, this is a part of the longer 
regulation, Finance Bulletin No. 35, issued April 21, 1933, 
section 2: 

Fiscal officer: Under the provisions of Executive Order No. 6106, 
dated April 10, 1933, the Chief of Finance of the Army is desig- 
nated, empowered, and directed to receive, expend, and account 
for all funds pertaining to and expended for the relief of unem- 


ployment through the performance of useful public work under the 
direction of the Director of Emergency Conservation Work. 
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Then subsection 9 provides: 


Pay rolls: Pay and allowances of civilian employees who are em- 
ployed specifically for this work will be paid on vouchers prepared 
and certified in accordance with the regulations of the department 
concerned by the Army finance officer, who regularly pays the ac- 
counts of the office or camp in which such civilian employees are 
located. 


Mr. Stitely, through the medium of his forged letters, se- 
cured the delivery to himself of the checks. That was the 
basis of the fraud. It matters not whether the fault be in 
the accounting system of the Army or the accounting system 
of the Interior Department; our inquiry here is solely as to 
the responsibility of Mr. Burlew. His duties had nothing 
whatever to do with these functions. It seems to me a study 
of the record will show that the major fault was on the part 
of the War Department; that the imposition, the fraud, and 
the forgery were perpetrated upon the War Department. 
However, it is known to everyone who has studied problems, 
of the integrity of accounts that no system has been devised, . 
and no system can be devised, which does not in its ultimate 
end rest upon the integrity of some individual. A system | 
cannot be devised for the security of money or accounts 
which may not be broken down by a dishonest man in the 
chain, A system cannot be devised which does not ultimately 
depend upon the integrity of one or more individuals, So if 
a dishonest man is in a responsible place there will be cor- 
ruption, and it cannot be avoided. The great banks of the 
country, the great corporations of the country, spending un- 
told sums in trying to protect their accounts, are from time 
to time confronted with forgeries and peculations and thefts, 
and no system can stop it. This is an instance of that sort 
of thing—a rare instance, fortunately. The Department of 
the Interior, during the period covered by these Stitely mat- 
ters, expended some $4,000,000,000. There were losses or: 
thefts of $84,000. 


Mr. President, the General Accounting Office had occasion | 
to pass upon this matter, and at page 192 of the printed! 
record is a letter directed to Mr. Lassly, of the Division of 
Disbursements of the Treasury Department. It was from him, 
that allocations of these funds were made. I read part of the 
letter: 


Investigation by the Department of the Interior and this Office 
disclosed that one Reno E. Stitely, former chief of the voucher’ 
section in the Washington Office of the National Park Service, 
prepared the pay rolls, forged the names of the certifying officers 
thereon, and after securing the checks from the disbursing officer 
formed the names of the persons named as payees, endorsed his 
mame as second endorser, and either deposited the proceeds thereof 
in his bank account or received the proceeds in cash. 

Many of the fraudulent Fark rolls cover services p ng to have 
been rendered outside of W. m area and bore on the face 
thereof instructions for mailing the checks. You, the disbursing 
officer, were on notice that checks should not have been delivered to 
Mr. Stitely. However, since you chose to make delivery of the checks 
to some party other than the purported payees, such person to 
whom deliveries were made, in this case, Reno E. Stitely, became 
your agent, and you were responsible for the proper delivery of the 
checks in payment of youchers and pay rolls presented for payment. 
Had you properly performed your duty in either mailing, as per 
instructions contained on the pay rolls, or making personal delivery 
of the checks, the fraudulent action would have been detected at 
its inception. 

Many of the vouchers bore on the face thereof the forged signa- 
tures of the certifying officers, the signature of the same certifying 
officer in many instances being entirely dissimilar. This was par- 
ticularly true in the cases of the signatures of J. R. Lassiter and 
Robert P. White, associate engineers, National Park Service. It 
would thus appear that you had sufficient notice that the pay rolls 
were irregular and should have been questioned before payment. 

It has been told repeatedly by this office that a disbursing officer 
is accountable for the improper delivery of checks issued by him; 
also that he will not be relieved of responsibility for erroneous pay- 
ments made by him upon fraudulent vouchers certified to him for 
payment, although he may be innocent of participation in, or 
knowledge of, the fraud (1 Comp. Gen. 739). The decision (A-7576, 
4 Comp. Gen. 991) quoted by you is inapplicable in this instance. 

Accordingly, the disallowances made in your account of the 
involved payments must be sustained. 


In other words, the General Accounting Office held the dis- 
bursing officer responsible for these frauds, so that in fact 
the Government will recover the amount of the Stitely short- 
age, and it lays the blame upon the disbursing officer. 
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I am merely pointing out these rather key items in this 
case because they bring out the story of the Stitely frauds, 
and nowhere in the chain is there any evidence of responsi- 
bility of Mr. Burlew or any connection with Mr. Burlew or 
any contact with Mr. Burlew. As a matter of fact, Mr. 
Stitely was introduced to the War Department by a Mr. 
Tillett, chief accountant of the National Park Service. It 
was Mr. Tillett who represented the Interior Department in 
making the arrangements with the War Department and the 
Treasury Department as to the method of disbursing these 
funds. So that, notwithstanding the very able presentation 
which has been made, it seems to me that the Stitely case 
presents nothing in any way reflecting upon the integrity 
of Mr. Burlew, nothing reflecting upon his capacity as a 


public official, nothing showing negligence on his part, or 


anything which should in any way bar his continued public 
service. 

The second feature I desire to mention is the Power Com- 
mission report. Let us remember that this Power Commis- 
sion report was made by the Power Commission. Mr. Bur- 
lew was not on the Power Commission, Mr. Burlew was not 
connected with it, except in a very indirect way because he 
was the administrative assistant to the Secretary of the In- 
terior while the Secretary of the Interior was a member of 
the Commission. Mr. Bonner was apparently the executive 
secretary of the Commission, 

The Commission made a report. It saw fit, rightly or 
wrongly, which is immaterial, to make changes in the report. 
The Hearst newspapers charged Messrs. Bonner and Griffith 
with having for improper purposes concealed the original 
report. Mr. Burlew had nothing whatever to do with mak- 
ing the original report and had nothing to do with modifying 
the report, and was not so charged in any way. 

Then Messrs. Bonner and Griffith sued the Hearst news- 
papers for libel. Mr. Burlew did not appear in the charges 
or the defense, but the Hearst newspapers issued a subpena 
in 1932 to Mr. Burlew, asking him to produce a copy of what 
has been referred to as the original report before deletion. 
In 1932 Mr. Burlew replied that he did not have and was not 
able to produce the report. 

In March 1933 Mr. Wilbur was leaving the service after the 
change in administration, and these reports were discovered 
by him in a portion of the safe in his office exclusively 
reserved for his personal use. Following that, Mr. Burlew, 
upon a further subpena, handed in to the court the reports. 

The report was a thing in which Mr. Burlew was not 
interested. He had no concern with the libel suit, which was 
a purely private transaction. The only charges, apparently, 
against Mr. Burlew were that Mr. Burlew, through the course 
of the transactions in the Interior Department, must have 
known where the reports were. His statement is that he did 
not produce them. In any event, the case in court was a 
private lawsuit. Mr. Burlew was not acting in any way in 
@ public capacity. He was subpenaed, because he was sup- 
posed to have custody of or access to the reports. 

The report had been made public, as I gather from the 
record, during some House hearings. The purpose in get- 
ting the report was apparent, when it was finally produced, 
because it appeared that upon the report was some endorse- 
ment by Mr. Griffith. I do not know the connection, but 
it showed that Mr. Griffith had some contact with it. It 
also had on it the name of Mr. Wilbur, the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

Mr. Burlew had no connection whatever with the transac- 
tion, and had no interest in it. It is said that he was re- 
sponsible for a misstatement to the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. La FOLLETTE]. It seems that the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin in 1929—and it must be recalled that the report was 
made in 1928—had asked Mr. Bonner to send him a copy of 
the report. Bonner was not a witness before our committee, 
but a portion of a statement of Bonner made somewhere 
else in some other hearing recited that he had asked Mr. 
Burlew as to whether or not he should send the original re- 
port, and Burlew had told him to send the amended report. 
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Mr. Burlew stated that that was not so, that the letter which 
was written was a deceptive letter, and he would not be a 
party to it. Mr. Bonner was interested in the lawsuit, he 
was a plaintiff in the lawsuit, and Mr. Burlew had no 
interest in it. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. ADAMS. I yield. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Everything from which I have read is in 
the record of our hearings. Bonner testified in court here, 
but the testimony from which I have read was made a part 
of the Glavis report to the Secretary of the Interior, and 
we find it in this record in Mr. Glavis’ report. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, the matter of the lost re- 
ports was investigated after Secretary Ickes came into 
office. An investigation was made, and obviously nothing 
was found in any way discrediting Mr. Burlew, because at 
that time Mr. Burlew was not in good standing with the 
Secretary. The Secretary said that when he came into 
office, knowing that Mr. Burlew had been there under pre- 
vious administrations, he would rather have displaced him 
from authority, He made an investigation, and in his frame 
of mind at that time, had he found anything out of the 
way he would not have continued Mr. Burlew in the service. 

I repeat, in the record as I have read it, and in the testi- 
mony I have read, there is nothing reflecting on Mr. Burlew. 

Some other matters in this case will be discussed by the 
senior Senator from Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY]. 

Mr. President, I have two letters which I should like to 
have printed as a part of my remarks, one from the junior 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. NYE], who is a member 
of the committee, but is unable to be present, the other 
from former Senator Steiwer, who was a member of the 
committee at the time of his resignation from the Senate. 

There being no objection, the letters were ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
March 29, 1938. 

Dran SENATOR ApAmMs: I am so sorry to have to be away at the 
time wħen the Burlew appointment is moving to the concluding 
stage after all these weeks of delay. I wanted to say a word in 
support of Mr. Burlew's appointment when his nomination was 
taken to the floor. 

It is my thought that few servants of the Government have a 
greater right to high efficiency rating than Mr. Burlew. His serv- 
ice has been of an order making him outstanding, distinctly a 


ugh the extended hearings of late weeks into such 
charges as had been brought against him, it so frequently occurred 
to me that it was amazing that after all his years of service in a 
department so active as has been the Interior Department there 

to anything in the way of charges more 
serious than those which we have had under consideration. As 
to those particular charges I have not been able to see anything 
that approximates a serious reflection upon his record, reputation, 
and efficiency as a public servant. He is eminently qualified for 
the post to which he has been appointed, and the Senate ought 
to be glad to afford an emphatic endorsement in the way of 
confirmation. 

For a little more than 13 years of membership on the Public 
Lands Committee of the Senate, part of which were in the capacity 
of chairman, I have seen and heard many charges, some of them 
most serious, brought against the Interior Department and persons 
within it. Often Mr. Burlew appeared to be in the center of the 
picture involved in the charges. But never once did investigation 
leave any stain upon him. 

I do hope the Senate will heed your leadership in this present 
presentation of the majority views of the committee. I am only 
sorry that I cannot be present to lend you a hand, however slight 
it might be. If there seems to be any reason for doing so, you are, 
of course, at liberty to quote my views as expressed herein. 

Sincerely yours, 
GERALD P. Nxx. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
January 31, 1938. 
Hon. Atva B. ADAMS, 
United States Senator, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR ADAMS: Inasmuch as my service as Senator 
will terminate tonight, and I will not have opportunity to partici- 
pate further in the matter of the confirmation of Ebert K. Burlew, 
I feel that I ought to submit for the committee’s record the con- 
clusions which I have reached. 
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The testimony taken discloses administration practices which I 
believe are fairly subject to criticism. The testimony which relates 
to Mr. Burlew's activities does not, in my opinion, disclose that 
he has been guilty of serious error. If it be a fault to be utterly 
loyal to superior authority, then Mr. Burlew has been wrong. 
cannot conclude, however, that he should be condemned for his 
loyalty. The records disclose that he is efficient and industrious 
and has devoted his entire strength to the service of the Dej 
ment of the Interior. It is my conclusion on the whole that his 
nomination ought to be confirmed. If I were permitted to vote on 
this issue, I would vote in favor of confirmation. 


Yours sincerely, 
FREDERICK STEIWER. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
January 31, 1938, 
Hon. Atva B. ApAMs, 
United States Senator, a og lg D. C. 

My Dran SENATOR If you think the enclosed letter 
will be helpful in the record, you have my authority to make 
use of it. 


F. S. 
THE “HOT OIL” CASE 

Mr. OMAHONEY. Mr. President, it is not my intention 
to go in detail into all evidence that was adduced at the 
hearings, but I should like to make a few comments upon 
two of the four cases which have been cited in the minority 
report. The purpose of my comment will be merely to give 
point to the conclusion which I have reached, that no 
responsibility of any kind attaches to Mr. Burlew in any 
of the cases which have been raised, and that in each in- 
stance, when called upon to act, he did all that could be 
required of him and did that well. 

For example, let us consider the so-called “hot oil” case 
It is acknowledged that a man by the name of Guillory was 
arrested and punished for running “hot oil.” He was not 
an employee of the Department of the Interior, there is 
absolutely no connection in the record between Mr. Guil- 
lory and Mr. Burlew, and the latter never had the slightest 
responsibility toward anything Guillory ever did. The evi- 
dence does show that two employees of the Department 
entered into some sort of a contract or agreement with 
Guillory. The nature of that agreement was a matter of 
controversy, but Mr. Burlew had nothing to do with it. 
These were the persons named Behrens and Buthod. They 
were employees of that agency under the Secretary of the 
Interior which was charged with responsibility for admin- 
istering the Connally “hot oil” law. Their story was that 
they had loaned money to Guillory and had received as 
security therefor an interest in an oil well. The significant 
thing to me in the hearing was that the instrument by 
which this interest was conveyed was filed as a public 
record. If the two agents of the Department of the Interior 
had been conscious of any wrongdoing, if they had received 
that interest in the that oil well as a bribe, it certainly 
would have been most unlikely that they would go to the 
courthouse to file the papers as a public record. 

On page 486 of the hearings is to be found the following 
colloquy as the Senator from Nevada was reading into the 
record the report of a special investigator appointed by the 
Secretary of the Interior: 

Senator O’MaHoner. Senator PITTMAN, does it appear from your 
reading of this record that certain deeds or contracts attempting 
to convey the interest in the oil property were formally recorded 
in the county in which the property lay? 

Senator PITTMAN. Yes. 
hence ai O’Manoney. The date of the recording was some time in 

Senator PITTMAN. Yes. 

Senator O’MaHonry. Were Buthod and the other man, Behrens, 
both of them at that time employed by the Government? 

Senator PITTMAN. Yes. 

Senator O’Manoney. So that while they were on the pay roll 


they made public record of this transaction? 
Senator Pirrman. That is right. 


It seemed to me, Mr. President, that this circumstance 
was a very strong indication that Behrens and Buthod 


were conscious of no wrongdoing and tended to establish 
that they had not entered into a conspiracy with Guillory. 
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NO INFERENCE AGAINST BURLEW 


Whatever may have been the facts with respect to these 
men, however—and I have no judgment whatsoever with 
respect to them—Burlew had nothing in the world to do 
with that matter. When the charges were made by Mr. 
Kelliher that there was some wrongdoing, Secretary Ickes 
did not commit the investigation to Mr. Burlew. He com- 
mitted the investigation to a personal friend of his, an attor- 
ney in Chicago. He selected Mr. Latimer, and Mr. Latimer, 
at the direction of Secretary Ickes, went into Texas, investi- 
gated the case, and made a report in which he stated in 
effect that while the action was one which tended to cast 
reflection upon Government employees, he saw no evidence 
of wrongdoing. 

Mr. Latimer made this very significant finding (hearings, 
p. 493): 


However, regardless of intent, and regardless of the effect in 
this particular case of the holding by the accused of oil-producing 
property, it is obvious that the 8 either legal or equitable, 
of oil-producing property, by men charged with the enforcement 
of laws regulating the operation of such property, tends to bring 
the law-enforcing agency in disrepute and should be condemned. 
Such ownership supplies a motive for inferences of favoritism in 
the operation of the property and furnishes to those anxious to 
discredit the agency, a basis for inference of corrupt motives. 


Let me repeat, of the incident, Mr. Latimer said that to 
those who were anxious to discredit the agency it furnishes 
“a basis for inference of corrupt motives.” 

Why indulge an inference against Mr. Burlew? Why 
hold him responsible for a matter which was not within 
his jurisdiction? 

Toward the close of the hearing, when Mr. Kelliher, who 
was responsible for the report upon which the whole “hot 
oil” case was based, was concluding his testimony, I directed 
a few inquiries toward him. He was testifying with respect 
to a memorandum which he had written concerning a con- 
ference he had had with Mr. Burlew. The memorandum 
concluded with this statement: 


Mr. Burlew then asked me if I knew where all the complaints 
were originating, and I told him that to the best of my knowledge 
that the oil industry in this section was completely disgusted 
with the administration. 


Whereupon the following occurred: 


Senator O’MAHONEY. When you used the word “administration” 
in that memorandum, what did you mean? 

Mr. KELLIHER. I meant the oil administration as applied to 
east Texas. 

Senator O’MaHONEY. Did you mean the administration with re- 
spect to its personnel down there or with respect to its mode 
of activity? 

Mr. KLEE n. Well, I meant its mode of activity. 

Senator O’MAHONEY. That is to say, it was your opinion when 
you wrote this memorandum that the oil industry in east Texas 
was not satisfied with the way in which the Connally Act was 
being administered? 

Mr. KELLIKER. Well, I might qualify that, Senator, and say 
that they were disgusted with the continual turmoil and changes 
that were taking place down there; I don't think they had any 

ar objection to the administration of the Connally Act. 

Senator O’Manoney. Then, their had to do primarily or 
almost wholly with these pathos bickerings? 

Mr. KELLIHER. That is correct; yes. 

Bennie O’Manoney. It was not with respect to any substantial 
act on the part of the officials who were administering the law? 

Mr. KELLIHER, I think that is right, Senator. 

Senator Prrrman. These bona fide operators desired to see the 
Connally Act enforced and the stopping of the sale of the hot 
oil—illegal oil—did they not? 

Mr. KeELLIHER. That is correct. 

Senator Prrrman. They were opposed also, were they not, to 
placing the investigation department under the tender board? 

Mr, KELLIHER. I would say some of them were. I don’t know 
as they were entirely, Senator, because I don’t believe they knew 
enough about it—the administrative organization down there—to 
voice an objection of that kind. 

Senator Prrrman. The legitimate oil companies in that section 
were opposed to so much hot oil being disposed of? 

Mr. KELLIHER. Oh, yes. 

Senator O’MaHONEY. Do you think the Connally Act operated to 
restrain the production and shipment of hot oil? 

Mr. KELLIHER. I do not think there is any question but what 
it did, Senator. 

Senator O'MAHoNEY. Do you think that the tender board and 
other officials having to do with the administration of that act 
sincerely and honestly tried to enforce it? 
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Mr. KELLIFER, I think there is no doubt about it, Senator. 

Senator O’Manoney. That was true before you left? 

Mr. KELLIHER. That is correct. 

Senator O’MaHoNEY. Was it true after you left, to your knowl- 

? 
a KLLT Kn. Well, I do not think hot ofl has ever been a 
dominant factor in east Texas since that time. 

Senator O’MaHoney. So far as your experience goes, the Con- 
nally Act was reasonably well enforced in Texas both before and 
after your resignation? 

Mr, KELLIHER. In the light of all the circumstances, I would 
say yes. 

1 O’Manoner. In other words, you do not want this 
committee to infer that you are making any criticism of the 
manner in which the Connally Act was administered by the 
Interior Department or by the tender board? 

Mr. KELLIHER. That is correct. 


Again on page 596 is to be found the following: 

Senator Prrrman. Do you want to ask some questions, Mr. Bur- 
lew? 

Mr. Burtew. I want to ask Mr. Kelliher if he does not recall 
that at that time there was a dispute between the Petroleum 
Administrative Board and the Division of Investigations which 
caused the memoranda to be written by you? In other words, 
they were at loggerheads over these situations, which Senator 
Prrrman placed in the record? 

Mr. KELLIHER. That is correct. The dispute had arisen over 
these proposed orders. That is the reason I was in Washington. 

Mr. Burtew. It was between the Petroleum Administrative 
Board and the Division of Investigations and not necessarily me; 
I was representing the Secretary, who was in the middle, be- 
tween the two warring agencies, you might say. 

Mr. KELLIHER. I think that is stating it exactly, Mr. Burlew. 


In other words, this principal witness, who was brought 
here to testify, as it were, against Mr. Burlew, out of his own 
mouth acknowledged before the committee that the Connally 
Act was being well enforced, acknowledged that the oil in- 
dustry was satisfied with the manner in which it was being 
administered, and acknowledged that the whole issue boils 
down to a petty question of personal bickerings with respect 
to personnel. As I said a moment ago, with respect to 
these two men, the responsibility for their retention in the 
service rests absolutely upon Mr. Latimer, a lawyer from 
Chicago, who was selected by Secretary Ickes, and sent down 
to Texas to make the investigation. If there is any criti- 
cism to be made—and I think none is to be made properly— 
the criticism should be directed against Mr. Latimer and 
against the Secretary, who approved his report. Burlew is 
beyond reproach. 

Personally, from my examination of the record, I am sat- 
isfied that there was good ground for the decision of the 
Secretary to accept the report of Latimer, and to permit the 
two persons to be transferred. 


MR. BURLEW AND THE WATSON CASE 


Just another word, this about the Watson case. In this 
instance the official concerned was employed in the Yellow- 
stone National Park. There was a shortage in his accounts 
of something over $700. Mr. Burlew was not charged with 
the responsibility of examining the accounts of a receiving 
Official in Yellowstone Park. The matter came to him on 
a question of a promotion for Mr. Watson. 

Let me read just a few extracts from the record on that 
point: 


Senator Prrrman. You had in your files a letter from Mr. 
Cammerer to Watson. And, by the way, I did not see Watson’s 
reply to that letter. That was in 1936. Yet this man Watson 
has been an auditor in the Department here at Washington 
ever since and is now in the Department with your approval. 

Mr. Burtew. Well, I think the words “with my approval“ are 
a little bit direct. It is the approval of everybody concerned. 
There are quite a number of people 

Senator Prrrman (interposing). I only took your evidence for it. 

Mr. Burtew. I want to say this, again, that the record shows 
that I have been a stop-gap on this Watson case throughout. 
There is not enough evidence to ruin the man, and I am not going 
to ruin him in that way. We do not do that kind of thing. 
But we have taken every precaution to safeguard the Govern- 
ment. 

Senator O’Manoney. Did anybody recommend his removal? 

Mr. Burtew. Nobody. 

Senator O'MAHONEY. The investigators? 

Mr. Buritew. Not even the investigators; they did not. They 
said we should give consideration to the fact that he did not 
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py a responsible position, and I took every precaution to see 
that he did not. 

Senator O'MAHONEY. And the responsible officials of the Park 
Service under you recommended his retention? 
> eee eee aa Not only that, they recommended his promotion, 

nator. 

Senator O'MAHONEY. But let us get that first. They recom- 
mended his retention? 

Mr. Burtew. Yes. 

Senator O’MaHoNEY. You agreed to that? 

Mr. Burtew. Absolutely. 

Senator O’MaHoney. And they recommended his promotion and 
you disagreed to that? 

Mr. BURLEW. Yes. 

Senator O'MAHONEY. But have no desire to ruin the man, 
whatever anybody else might desire? 

Mr. Buntzxw. I have not; and I refused to be a party to it, and 
I went into that case carefully, We have many disciplinary 
cases. 


So the upshot of this case was that investigators were 
appointed who examined into the case, and they were un- 
Willing to say from the evidence which they were able to 
secure that Watson was criminally responsible. The cir- 
cumstances were altogether consonant with the possibility 
that somebody else had taken the money; and when the 
matter came to Burlew upon a recommendation for the pro- 
motion of Watson he was careful enough not to permit the 
promotion, even though the proper officials in the National 
Park Service had recommended it. 

I ask that there may be inserted in the Recorp at this 
point, without reading, the letter written by Mr. Watson 
to the Director under date of September 30, 1936, which 
appears on pages 250 and 251 of the hearings. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it may be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The letter is as follows: 


SEPTEMBER 30, 1936. 


DIRECTOR, 
National Park Service, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mn. DIRECTOR: This is in reply to your letter of September 
26 relating to the report of the Division of Investigations cover- 
ing the shortage of $795.88 in the July 1935 accounts of Yellow- 
stone National Park while I was functioning as agent-cashier at 
that place. 

Without going into too much detail, I should like to stress sey- 
eral phases of the matter which may or may not be regarded as 
important at this time. 

It was exceedingly difficult for me to go back approximately 1 
year and attempt to reconstruct for the investigating officers a 
situation which obtained at a particular time and to which I then 
had no reason to attach special significance. 

As collecting officer my duties were prescribed and supervised 
by the Chief Clerk who was responsible for the accounting work 
of the park and for the enforcement of laws, rules, and regulations 
applicable to fiscal matters. The facilities for my work and for 
the protection of Government funds were those made available 
to me by the park administrative officers. 

The shortage was not detected until nearly 8 months had elapsed 
and then only through a question raised by the contractor. The 
delay in, and cause of, the disclosure indicate something radically 
wrong either with the present accounting system or the fiscal 
procedure followed by the Yellowstone office, or both. 

In Yellowstone and elsewhere in the Service the receiving officer 
is also the billing officer—a condition which affords no detailed 
internal check on accounts receivable and collections. The situa- 
tion in this is akin to one in which the dis 
officer would pay vouchers and pay rolls prepared by 4 
I strongly feel that a receiving officer is entitled to the protection 
of an independent routine check by other employees but I never 
had the benefit of such a check except on infrequent examinations 
by auditors from various establishments in Washington. 

I have not seen any part of the investigative report other than 
my own affidavits which I presume are included, and I have no 
knowledge of the scope of the investigation other than that portion 
which extended to me. 

On March 31 I addressed two memoranda to Mr. Tolson—one in 
answer to 16 specific questions propounded by him, and on the 
same date I sent to Mr. Je an informal memorandum sug- 
gesting certain lines of investigation which might be pursued 
profitably by the Service accountants. I kept no copies of the 
memoranda but in the one to Mr. Jennings I believe I suggested 
that the contractor must have had some reason for having issued 
a check in the amount of the shortage and I felt that he might 
be able to clarify the matter. 

The mechanics of the receipt and deposit of Mr. Anderson's 
check are obvious but it does seem that the salient point lay in 
the receipt of Mr. Lord’s original memorandum by someone and 
the conveyance to Mr. Anderson by someone of some reputedly 
authentic document or information sufficient to cause him to 
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direct the issuance of such a substantial check. As stated previ- 
ously, my knowledge of the extent of the investigation is limited 
but I presume this important angle of the case was thoroughly 
investigated. 

Whatever my personal shortcomings while at Yellowstone may 
have been determined to have been, the attached copies of a 
letter of November 11, 1935, to you from former Superintendent 
Toll and one dated January 30 to me from former Chief Clerk 
Hundley bear no indication of anything other than a willingness 
to accept my return to my former work at the park. 

My detail to the Washington office has lasted nearly 11 months 
and has been very expensive to me as well as uncertain. The 
unfortunate trend of events during the detail has embarrassed 
the Service and has been embarrassing to me officially, socially, 
and financially. Your letter instructs me to reimburse the Serv- 
ice in the amount of $795.88. In compliance with your instruc- 
tions, in order to relieve the Service of any embarrassment and 
to clear my record as accountable officer, I am enclosing Treas- 
urer’s Check No. 21999 of the West End Office, Washington Loan 
& Trust Co., dated September 30, 1936, payable to the Treasurer 
of the United States in the amount of $795.88. 

In transmitting the enclosed check I reiterate my sworn state- 
ment that I have never seen either Mr. Anderson’s check for 
$795.88 or the original memorandum to Mr. Hundley from Mr. 
Lord regarding the amount to be billed against Mr. Anderson. 

I shall be glad to continue in the Service at my present salary 
in any assignment you may desire to give me. 

An acknowledgment of the receipt of this letter and the check 
is. Bing 2 sates | requested. 

incere: 0 
N Francis W. WATSON, 
Disbursing Clerk, Yellowstone National Park. 

Mr. OMAHONEN. Without burdening the Senate further 
with a discussion of the details, let me merely repeat what 
I have already said. The responsibility for any errors, for 
any defalcations, for any crimes which may have occurred 
in the “hot oil” case, in the Watson case, or in the Stitely 
case—and, so far as I know, in the Federal power case— 
does not rest upon Mr. Burlew. He was not remotely con- 
nected with anything that was done by Behrens or Buthod 
in the Texas case. If they were protected when they should 
have been punished—a conclusion which I think is not war- 
ranted—it was not he who protected them. He would not 
ruin Watson when there was no proof against him, and in 
that Mr. Burlew deserves approval. And as the able Sen- 
ator from Colorado [Mr. ApamMs] has demonstrated, he is 
beyond criticism in the Stitely case as well as in the power 
case. 

Mr. President, after careful attention to everything that 
transpired in the hearings I am satisfied that it can be 
said with perfect truth that Mr. Burlew has demonstrated 
that he is an efficient and careful administrator, and one 
who is entitled to have his nomination confirmed by the 
Senate. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate resumed legis- 
lative session. 


BRIDGES OVER NAVIGABLE WATERS IN MARYLAND 


Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, because the Maryland 
Roads Commission are awaiting authority to commence con- 
struction of bridges and many plans have to be drawn, I 
am going to transgress just for a moment to ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate permit at this time a bill granting 
official permission for the building of certain bridges to be 
considered and acted upon, so that the work may be started 
at the earliest possible moment. I ask unanimous consent 
for the immediate consideration of House bill 8714. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from Maryland for the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. R. 8714) authorizing 
the State of Maryland, by and through its State Roads Com- 
mission, or the successors of said. commission, to construct, 
maintain, and operate certain bridges across streams, rivers, 
and navigable waters which are wholly or partly within the 
State was considered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
-third time, and passed. 
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HIGHWAY ACCIDENTS 


Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, during the first regular ses- 
sion of the Seventy-fifth Congress I took occasion to call the 
attention of the Senate to the appalling loss of life and in- 
juries resulting during the year just passed from highway 
accidents in the United States, a large part of these accidents 
being preventable. 

Mr. President, carelessness kills. Carelessness is more 
deadly than the sword, the rifle, the machine gun. War is 
a terrible thing; we are shocked at the callous disregard for 
human life that war engenders, but, as a matter of fact and 
as a matter of record, preventable accidents cause far more 
deaths and injuries than war ever has brought to the Ameri- 
can people. 

In more than 150 years the United States has engaged in 
six major wars. In these the total loss of life from 
weapons—killed in action and died from wounds received in 
action—has been less than one-quarter of a million—244,977, 
I believe the records show. And that loss of life was scat- 
tered over six wars and a century and a half of time. On 
the other hand, in the past 15 years—only one-tenth as 
much time—motor-vehicle accidents alone have killed some 
416,000 men, women, and children in the United States. 

Facts and statistics compiled by the National Safety Coun- 
cil, which is taking the lead in what I regard as a great work 
for humanity, show that during last year more than 110,000 
men, women, and children met death in accidents in the 
United States; more than 10,000,000 were more or less se- 
riously injured, including 400,000 permanently disabled. The 
estimated financial loss from accidents in the United States 
in 1936, most of them preventable, amounted to $3,700,000,- 
000, one-tenth the amount of the national debt, which causes 
us so much disturbance. 

I repeat, Mr. President, carelessness kills. Carelessness 
kills in the home, on the streets, on the highways, in the 
shops, in the offices, kills at work, kills at play, kills at rest. 

I need only call attention to the fact that of the 110,000 
fatalities from accidents in 1936, 38,500 took place in the 
homes of our people, that 18,000 were occupational fatalities, 
that 37,800 resulted from motor-vehicle crashes, and that 
another 20,000 occurred in other public places, chiefly in 
recreational pursuits. Let me again emphasize that every 
family, over any period of just a few short years, will have 
some of its members in this annual casualty list. Last year 
in automobile accidents alone 1 family out of every 30 in 
our whole country, on the average, had at least one of its 
members either killed or injured. 

Mr. President, I have brought these facts to the attention 
of the Senate once more for two reasons. I want to report 
something of the progress that is being made toward the 
eventual control of this accident problem and I want to out- 
line some of the ways in which Members of Congress, as 
public spirited and privately interested citizens, can be of 
vital assistance in promoting and speeding up this desper- 
ately needed control. 

Mr. President, one chief place in which this control is so 
desperately needed today is in the field of street and high- 
way traffic safety. We know, of course, that motor-vehicle 
accidents are increasing. In 1936, 1,500 more persons died 
in these accidents than in 1935; and the records for the 
year 1937 indicate that the total of these casualties exceeds 
all other years. 

The number of persons who lost their lives in motor- 
vehicle accidents in the first 10 months of 1937 was 31,950, 
compared with 29,560 in a corresponding period in 1936. 
The total number of fatalities for the entire year of 1937 
exceeded 40,000. 

Mr. President, the first month of 1938 closed with a total 
of 2,710 traffic deaths—an appreciable reduction below the 
closing month of 1937—the National Safety Council reported. 

The council said January fatalities represented a drop of 
30 percent below last December and 17 percent below the first 
month of 1937. It was the third successive month to show 
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a sizable reduction in traffic deaths from the corresponding 
month of the previous year, the council reported. 

Out of 36 States reporting for January, 22 showed reduc- 
tions in fatalities, the council declared. They ranged from 
a 46-percent improvement in Maryland, where there were 
16 deaths last month compared to 67 a year ago, to 6 percent 
in Iowa and Kansas. 

Two groups that furnish the highest percentage of acci- 
dents, according to a recent study made in Connecticut, are 
drivers under 21 years of age and drivers with previous acci- 
dent record. This report was made the other day to the 
highway research board of the National Research Council by 
H. M. Johnson, associated with the board. His conclusions 
came after an examination of the accident histories of 29,531 
Connecticut drivers with records going back 6 years. 

Almost twice as many motorists under 21 were involved in 
fatal highway accidents, Mr. Johnson reports, and the ratio 
for nonfatal accidents as one and one-half times the average, 
for this group of drivers under 21. 

“If these relations are Nation-wide,” says Mr. Johnson, 
“we could have saved about 3,100 lives in 1937 by bringing 
the fatal accident rate of persons under 21 to the average of 
their elders.” i 

Also there are drivers with what might be called the “acci- 
dent habit,” according to the Connecticut records. Mr. 
Johnson reports that in the nearly 30,000 records checked, 
those with three or more accidents before the 6-year period, 
checked, had from seven to nine times as many accidents 
during the test period as those who had not had any acci- 
dents prior to the 6-year period. 

. Ultimately we are going to have to take this kind of driver 
off the highways. They constitute too great a hazard to 
others. 

The casual observer might conclude that efforts toward 
the control of accidents, therefore, are a failure; that all the 
energies spent by Government, by the accident-prevention 
agencies, and by numberless other organizations and indi- 
viduals to stop this slaughter are of little avail. But this is 
far from the truth. 

Mr. President, before I point out some of the activities 
of certain divisions of our Federal Government which are 
cooperating strongly in the drive to control accidents, espe- 
cially on the highways of the Nation; let me first sketch 
briefly some of the facts leading up to the present intensive 
organization of all available forces in our country in this 
safety movement. 

Two outstanding examples of success in reducing accident 
losses are found in the experience of industry and the Ameri- 
can railroads. Industrial fatalities are today less than half 
of what they were 25 years ago, when the larger factories 
and workshops began to organize for safety. It is estimated 
by the National Safety Council that since 1913 not-less than 
270,000 lives of workers have been saved and injury to more 
than 27,000,000 workers prevented. 

Since 1913 also fatalities on the steam railroads have been 
cut in half and reductions in passenger and employee fatali- 
ties have been even greater. 

Mr. President, I mention these two examples particularly 
because the experience of industry and of the railroads has 
taught us how accidents can be prevented. The same 
methods used with success in preventing accidents to workers 
are today being adapted for the control of accidents on the 
streets and highways. 

If we had made broad use of these methods years ago, if 
the country as a whole had awakened to the menace of 
traffic accidents before our streets and highways became 
cluttered with millions of motor vehicles, it is certain that 
many thousands of lives would have been saved. 

But have we, then, started too late in this fight to save 
lives? Not at all. We have a big handicap to overcome, 
but we do know how to prevent accidents; and with the 
determined cooperation of Government, the accident-preven- 

_ tion agencies, and other forces for safety in our country, we 
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shall eventually establish safe conditions for all of our 
people. 

Motor-vehicle deaths and injuries are increasing in our 
country today only because of the increasing use of the auto- 
mobile. Each year there are more motorcars, more drivers, 
more and better roads, and so vastly more mileage. There 
are also more people each year in our country who are 
exposed to motor-vehicle accidents. 

The 1936 motor-vehicle death total of 37,800 was an all- 
time high, but the increase of 4 percent over 1935 was sub- 
stantially less than the advance in travel, as measured by 
an 11-percent increase in gasoline consumption. The in- 
crease in motor-vehicle registrations also exceeded the 
increase in deaths—8 percent as against 4 percent. 

The 1936 rate of 29.4 deaths per 100,000 population was 55 
percent greater than the 1925 rate of 19.0. Yet it is encour- 
aging that the increases in motor-vehicle registrations and 
gasoline consumption have paralleled and even exceeded the 
mounting death totals. From 1925 to 1936, while motor ve- 
hicle deaths increased 78 percent, gasoline consumption. ad- 
vanced 174 percent and car registrations increased 42 percent. 

Converted into rates, this means that the 1936 data show 
21.0 deaths per 10,000,000 gallons of gasoline consumption as 
compared with a rate of 25.5 in 1925. The 1936 rate, when 
compared with 1934, shows a reduction of about 10 percent 
in 2 years. f 

These are quite general facts and cover the recent acci- 
dent experience of the whole country. They do not give a 
true picture because they include those communities, cities, 
and States where little or no efforts are being made to reduce 
accident losses, as well as those communities, cities, and States 
where an outstanding job of accident prevention is being 
done. Our real encouragement for the eventual control of 
accidents comes from the States and cities that have organ- 
ized intensively to stop accidents and that, therefore, have 
made quite satisfactory records of lives saved. 

For example, 16 States and 116 cities (each of over 10,000 
population) not in those States, the whole representing nearly 
55,000,000 people, reduced motor-vehicle deaths in 1936, in 
spite of the increased car usage. Thus, roughly, nearly one- 
half of all the people in our country have demonstrated that 
such accidents can be prevented. 

How was this done? Briefly, it was by organization of all 
available forces of government, the police, the courts, and by 
the cooperation of accident-prevention agencies, other public- 
spirited organizations, and of the people themselves. The 
State legislatures passed drivers’ license laws, and fostered 
the safety organization of counties and communities. The 
cities enlisted all municipal authorities, kept accurate acci- 
dent records, employed safety engineering in the better pro- 
tection of streets, intersections, and all dangerous locations, 
and carried on persistent campaign of education through the 
newspapers, the radio, and other publicity sources. The ac- 
cident-prevention agencies supplied safety plans, accident ex- 
perience of other cities and communities, and provided ex- 
pert counsel and direction. The cooperating organizations 
were sincerely cooperative, and helped with funds and influ- 
ence. And the people themselves, having been taught the 
hazards and realizing the danger to themselves and their 
families, became truly safety conscious in all their actions. 

Of course, Mr. President, no one who takes an intelligent 
interest in the prevention of accidents will consider for a 
moment that the results I have sketched are enough. Sena- 
tors will remember that I said, that in 1936 roughly one-half 
of the whole people in our country were successful in reduc- 
ing motor-vehicle accident losses. What one community, 
city, or State can accomplish, all others can and should ac- 
complish. This fight for the lives of our people is only well 
begun, and I conceive that our Federal Government, and each 
one of the Senators who have listened to me here today, can 
have an important part in accident prevention. 

I am happy to say that our Federal governmental depart- 
ments, each year, are taking a deeper and more effective in- 
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terest in safety organization work. Among the most force- 
ful weapons employed by the States today are the provisions 
of the uniform vehicle code, and especially the mode] drivers’ 
license law, which were forged under the leadership of our 
Federal Government. But many of our governmental de- 
partments are actively cooperating in general safety work 
as well as conducting their department affairs along the most 
approved and standard safety lines. Some of these depart- 
ments might be mentioned, as follows: 

The Bureau of Public Roads, through its State highway 
planning surveys, is collecting a most valuable fund of in- 
formation on accidents and accident hazards by means of 
traffic counts, engineering surveys, and inspections. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission, under the Motor 
Vehicle Carrier Act, has promulgated for motor vehicles and 
drivers a standard system for the reporting of all accidents, 
as well as standard rules for drivers and vehicles; and these 
regulations have been generally accepted by the States, and 
have stimulated uniformity in highway accident reporting 
and control. 

The Census Bureau, the Bureau of Standards, and other 
bureaus in the Department of Commerce have continued 
their several active safety functions. 

Practically all Government departments operating motor 
vehicles, the C. C. C., the War and Navy Departments, the 
Department of Agriculture, the Department of the Interior, 
and others, have taken steps toward the prevention of ac- 
cidents to their own vehicles as well as accidents to their 
employees. 

The Department of Labor has been engaging in active 
safety organization work as well as continuing its helpful 
cooperation with State safety departments. j 

The Works Progress Administration has succeeded in 
bringing about a still further reduction in accident rates 
among the unemployed who are on relief. 

Mr, President, I wish to point out that many of these Fed- 
eral departments are also very actively cooperating with the 
work of the National Safety Council, which for sọ many 
years has been the active leader among the country’s acci- 
dent prevention agencies. This organization has been of out- 
standing help in coordinating the safety work carried on 
by States, cities, and communities all-over the country. All 
the experience and tested safety methods of the council 
bave been wholly at the service of any community, State or 
other organization, which has desired to carry on intensive 
accident-prevention work. 

It is noteworthy that the council today has a special 
group of committees at work studying certain safety prob- 
Jems that must prove of great value in our struggle against 
accidents. These special committees are composed of emi- 
nent engineers, Government officials, and others who have 
special knowledge of the problems involved. Merely to name 
these committees indicates the fundamental character of the 
work undertaken: The committee on speeds and accidents, 
the committee on tests for driver intoxication, the committee 
on the pedestrian problem, the committee on the night-ac- 
cident problem, the committee on accident records, the com- 
mittee on traffic violations, and so forth. 

I strongly believe that the motor-vehicle problem can best 
be handled through State control. Undoubtedly the States 
are in the best position to exert the necessary organization, 
education of the people, and also coercion as this may be 
applied. We have many. oustanding examples of the success 
with which certain States have reduced their traffic acci- 
dent losses and are still carrying on this vital battle. My 
own State of Kansas has made an exceptionally good record 
in this respect, with the lowest automobile death rate of 
any of the 15 Midwest States. 

There is, nevertheless, an important part of safety work 
that may be undertaken by the Federal Government. I 
conceive that our Government may become the great teacher 
and the great leader in accident-prevention effort. It can 
extend to the States and to thousands of communities an 
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encouraging and a helping hand in all of their efforts to save 
lives. It can exert an incalculable and a tremendous influ- 
ence throughout the whole of our country by means of well- 
planned safety educational campaigns. 

It can stimulate all Government departments and their 
many employees to increase their safety activities. We have 
the example of some Government departments organized 
within themselves for safety, and some are already reaching 
outside to cooperate with State and other organized 
activities. 

The Accident Prevention Conference, which was organized 
more than a year ago by Secretary Roper, at the request of 
the President, has been doing effective work. Despite a 
wholly inadequate appropriation, the conference is planning 
during the coming year to wage energetic campaigns, within 
the limits of its funds, throughout the country. Primarily, 
it will direct its attention again to States which do not have 
drivers’ license laws. During the last State legislative ses- 
sions, thanks largely to the untiring efforts of State and 
local organizations cooperating with the conference, drivers’ 
license laws were adopted in six States, and existing laws 
strengthened in many others. Six other States do not now 
have drivers’ license laws, and it is in them that campaigns 
will be made during the coming legislative year. 

The Harvard University bureau for street traffic research 
investigation showed specific education of 500 accident re- 
peaters with scientific driving tests reduced accidents by 
about 90 percent. : 

Generalized safety education, the bureau said, resulted in 
only a 60-percent reduction of accidents. 

The significant factor in its investigation so far, the bureau 
reported, appeared to be the indication that a program of 
scientifically planned tests and education was 50 percent 
more efficient than general attempts. 

There is a growing demand that the Federal Government 
step into the traffic-control picture, and enact and enforce 
traffic regulations, including the issuance of drivers’ licenses 
under high standard requirements, for the entire Nation. 

I do not believe that is the solution of the problem. The 
States, in my judgment, are clearly competent to deal with 
the problem, and should do so; but traffic regulations ought 
to be generally uniform over the entire Nation. License re- 
quirements should be approximately the same, and also regu- 
lations for crossing intersections and turning at intersections, 
as well as signals for stopping and changes of direction. 

It is gratifying to know that progress is being made along 
these lines, During the present year 10 States brought their 
license requirements into conformity with the “uniform 
operators’ and chauffeurs’ license act,” bringing the total to 
31. This good work should be continued until all the States 
have not only drivers’ license laws but uniform laws. 

In addition to campaigning for drivers’ license laws, the 
conference has done constructive work in the schools. It 
has prepared and distributed to 33,000 public schools posters 
urging students to learn to swim—there are 7,500 accidental 
drownings in the United States every year—and also a com- 
prehensive booklet on the prevention of home accidents. At 
present, the conference is in the process of distributing half 
a million booklets on farm accidents, which is one of the most 
important publications on this subject that has been pub- 
lished. These farm safety booklets are going to rural 
schools, county agents, Red Cross centers, and to other chan- 
nels that feed directly into farm homes. 

The outstanding feature of the work of the Accident Pre- 
vention Conference has been the telling of the absolute truth 
about the causes of accidents without regard to the selfish 
interests affected. There is a continuing need for such an 
independent organization in this country. The accident sit- 
uation will never be solved until it is attacked on a united 
front by fearless safety workers who are interested only in 
saving human lives, 

The six-point program offered by the Bureau of Public 
Roads is so altogether sensible that it should be everywhere 
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accepted. It begins with the requirement that all States 
make stringent examination of motor-vehicle operators. To- 
day several States allow any man, woman, or child to drive 
as he pleases; more require only a perfunctory demonstration 
of driving ability; all but a few renew licenses indefinitely 
without reexamination. A standard licensing procedure 
would avoid much of the dangerous incompetence tolerated 
at present. 

Human failings having been minimized, the program would 
next attack mechanical defects. Compulsory inspection of 
motor vehicles would be ordered in every State. The effec- 
tiveness of this requirement has already been demonstrated 
in several areas and there is no reason why it should not be 
applied nationally. The same argument holds for two other 
recommendations: Mandatory reports for all accidents and 
the establishment of highway police patrols in every State. 

There has been much talk about the last two points in 
the program, but very little action. Uniform road rules and 
traffic regulations are urged for the entire Nation. A left 
turn, for instance, is indicated by extending the left arm 
horizontally in 27 States, pointing ta the left in 6 States, 
upward in 1 State, and downward in another. Wide dif- 
ferences in the penalties for traffic violations are likewise 
unsatisfactory. A drunken driver may be punished in dif- 
ferent States by sentences ranging from 30 days to 20 years 
in prison. 

Even if all these proposals take effect, however, the traffic 
problem will not be entirely solved. The District of Colum- 
bia, for instance, must solve its own problems of pedestrian 
control, parking restrictions, and taxi regulation if its annual 
toll of more than 100 lives is to be appreciably reduced. 

I suggest also that each of my fellow Senators may have 
his own important part in the Nation’s accident-prevention 
efforts. This battle against loss of life and the prevention of 
crippling injury is one where the personal influence of the 
individual is all-powerful. There is not one of my colleagues 
who is not a member of numerous clubs, societies, and organ- 
izations. One of the most powerful motivating factors in the 
success of cities and States in reducing their accident losses 
has been the collective influence exerted upon public officials 
and upon individuals by the business, professional, fraternal, 
and other societies active within those commonwealths. 
Safety in those States and cities has really become popular. 

Mr, President, I want to call attention to one other phase 
of the accident situation, and one in which my fellow Sen- 
ators may be helpful. I refer particularly to the farm ac- 
cident problem. Of the whole number of occupational fatali- 
ties aggregating 18,000 in 1936, about 4,500 resulted from 
agricultural accidents. Our farm population is particularly 
susceptible to those injuries which result from machinery, 
from the use of hand tools, from falls, and from the manage- 
ment of farm animals. To these should be added an exces- 
sive number of deaths from heat in unusually hot summers. 

Detailed information about agricultural accidents is limited 
because there have been few organized efforts made to secure 
it. I can conceive of no more laudable way to employ a 
moderate fund each year than in the kind of survey and 
systematized records that might result from a study of farm 
injuries. Certainly a complete knowledge of why and how 
men and women on the farms are killed or injured should 
lead to methods of instruction and safe practices that would 
eventually save many of these lives. 

My fellow Senators will not fail to see in this suggestion, 
perhaps, a personal opportunity to benefit a large body of 
their constituents, and thus to contribute something more 
toward the control of those accidents which, in every walk 
of life, are striking down their thousands and tens of thou- 
sands every year. 

The control of accidents, with all their misery and suffer- 
ing and money losses, is entirely within the power of our 
people if they will only determine to exert that control. We 
can make all the people safe by a thorough cooperation in 
effort on the part of Government, the States, the cities, the 
industries, miscellaneous organizations, and the people them- 
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selves. Safe homes, safe work places, safe streets and high- 
Ways are well within our grasp. Let us take them. 

Mr. President, I do not approve of dealing in generalities 
when considering a specific problem, even though the prob- 
lem is as big as that of preventable accidents. I say it is 
our duty, as a Congress and as a people, to lay out a definite 
program and then carry that into effect. 

There is no one panacea for all accidents. There is not 
even one panacea for all home accidents, or for all industrial 
accidents, or for all traffic accidents. The street- and high- 
way-accident problem of our Nation will be solved only when 
we understand that there are three phases of the problem, 
and that we must concentrate upon all three of them if we 
would stop the accident slaughter. These three phases may 
be epitomized in three words—engineering, education, and 
enforcement. 

In our accident-prevention program we should set down 
certain definite and important steps which we should take 
under each of these activities. 

ENGINEERING 

First. Build wider, safer highways, eliminating steep hills 
and sharp turns, banking the wide curves, providing center 
divisions, safety islands, and under or overpasses where traffic 
is heaviest. 

Second. Carry out a system of uniform traffic signs and 
signals for the entire Nation, with signs of standard size, 
shape, and color; similar traffic signal lights; and adequate 
warning lights, gates, and underpasses for all railroad 
crossings. 

Third. Provide under or overpasses at intersections and 
special rural walks alongside highways for the pedestrian. 

Fourth. Establish uniform road and driving regulations as 
to turns, speeds, stops, and all other driver-control activities. 

Fifth. Continue the efforts to build safer motor vehicles 
equipped with every possible appliance and device to make 
them more easily controlled and safe in operation for the 
average driver. 

Sixth. Promote the uniform reporting, investigation, re- 
cording, and study of all accidents as a basis for intelligent 
control and the removal of accident. causes. 

EDUCATION 

First. Organize a country-wide continuous campaign of 
safety education sponsored by the National Government in 
cooperation with the accident-prevention agencies, State and 
municipal authorities, and other organizations. 

Second. Direct these educational activities toward teach- 
ing individual responsibility for accidents to the driver, the 
motor-vehicle owner, and the pedestrian. 

Third. Aid and participate in the studies being made by 
organized general committees seeking to determine the most 
effective ways of controlling all street and highway accidents. 

Fourth. Encourage the public schools and all other schools 
and colleges in the teaching of safety to children and other 
students. 

Fifth. Teach the motor-car driver the critical importance 
of keeping his motor vehicle in mechanical repair and main- 
taining in good condition all safety features and appliances. 

Sixth. Encourage the widest possible publicity for safety 
information through all metropolitan and rural newspapers, 
through the magazines, the radio, and all other sources of 
publicity. 

ENFORCEMENT 

First. Uniform enforcement of all traffic laws and ordi- 
nances without favoritism and with a strict interpretation 
of individual responsibility for accident causation. 

Second. Adequate examination of new drivers, passage in 
every State of the standard drivers’ license law, with strict 
interpretation of its license suspension and revoking pro- 
visions. 

Third. Expansion and improvement of the police and court 
divisions in each State and community for the detection, 
arrest, and prompt discipline of all offenders alike, regard- 
less of social standing. Drunken driving and reckless speed- 
ing should be severely dealt with. 
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Fourth. Periodic inspection of the mechanical condition of 
motor vehicles under State safety requirements, and the bar- 
ring from the highways of all vehicles which are not main- 
tained at standard. 

Fifth. Concentration upon the pedestrian, as well as the 
driver, to teach him his own responsibilities and compel his 
obedience to reasonable regulations covering his activities. 

Sixth. Continual improvement and perfection of the 
methods of control to secure the highest possible degree of 
cooperation between all law-enforcement agencies. 

AMENDMENT OF TARIFF ACT OF 1930 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I move that the Senate pro- 
ceed to the consideration of House bill 8099, being a bill to 
amend certain administrative provisions of the Tariff Act 
of 1930, and for other purposes. j 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the mo- 
tion of the Senator from Massachusetts. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to 
consider the bill (H. R. 8099) to amend certain administra- 
tive provisions of the Tariff Act of 1930, and for other pur- 
poses, which had been reported from the Committee on 
Finance, with amendments. 

Mr. WALSH. I ask unanimous consent that the formal 
reading of the bill be dispensed with, and that the bill be 
read for amendment, the amendments of the committee to 
be first considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 5 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following 
Senators answered to their names: 


Adams Davis Johnson, Colo. Pope 
Andrews Donahey Radcliffe 
Ashurst Duffy La Follette 

Austin Ellender Reynolds 
Batley Frazier Russell 
Bankhead George Lonergan Schwartz 
Barkley Gerry Lundeen Schwellenbach 
Bilbo Gibson McAdoo Sheppard 
Bone Gillette McCarran Shipstead 
Borah Glass McGill Smathers 
Brown, Mich Green McKellar Smith 
Bulkley Hale McNary Thomas, Okla 
Bulow Harrison Maloney Thomas, Utah 
Burke Hatch Miller Townsend 
Byrd Hayden Minton 

Byrnes Herring Murray dings 
Capper Neely Vandenberg 
Caraway Hitchcock Norris Wagner 
Clark Holt O'Mahoney Walsh 
Connally Hughes Overton Wheeler 
Copeland Johnson, Calif. Pittman 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-three Senators have 
answered to their names. A quorum is present. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I desire to make a 
brief statement regarding the pending bill. I am obliged 
to leave the Chamber shortly because of another engage- 
ment. I served with the able senior Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. WatsH] on the subcommittee in the prepara- 
tion of the bill; and, for whatever it is worth, I wish to 
state my complete agreement with the bill as reported. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, the bill is an administra- 
tive bill. It proposes to correct errors and remove difficul- 
ties which now exist in the administration of the customs 
law. 

The bill passed the House during the closing days of the 
session last August. Hearings were held by a subcommittee 
of the Committee on Finance, of which subcommittee I 
was chairman. The other members were the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. CLARK], the Senator from Texas [Mr. CON- 
NALLY], the Senator from Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG], and 
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA FOLLETTE]. 

I am happy to state that the bill has been subjected to 
the analysis, scrutiny, and study of all the importers of the 
country and all the customs lawyers of the country—cus- 
toms lawyers being a group of attorneys who specialize in 
the practice and interpretation of customs law before the 
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customs courts. There is virtually a unanimity of opinion 
in favor of practically every provision of the bill, It is 
rather extraordinary that a bill of this kind should meet 
with such unanimity of opinion from all the varying 
interests. 

I am happy to say also that though there were originally 
differences of opinion, there has been much cooperation. 
Conferences were held between the Treasury officials and 
different groups especially interested in the administration 
of the customs law, and the difficulties have been ironed out 
to the satisfaction of all the interests concerned. 

I desire to compliment the Treasury Department for pre- 
senting to us a bill of this character. It is purely an admin- 
istrative bill. It does not deal with tariff rates or duties. As 
I understand, it follows the English custom of separating the 
administrative law from the laws which impose tariff duties. 
Therefore the bill, when enacted into law, will be a very 
valuable textbook of the law for all those interested in the 
administration of our customs laws. 

When the amendments are considered I shall be glad to 
ee VD ee ee ee ve mee Bee 

on. 

Mr. OMAHONEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WALSH. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I understood the Senator to say that 
the bill is purely an administrative bill, and does not affect 
any duties. 

Mr. WALSH. That is correct. Perhaps I ought to modify 
that statement. There are three sections of the bill which 
relate to duties, but they are confined entirely to the correc- 
tion of duties levied in the original tariff law where there 
has been a customs court decision. It seemed to all mem- 
bers of the committee and to practicaly everyone who ap- 
peared before the committee to be contrary to the intent 
of Congress. 

There are four such commodities dealt with—blankets, 
felt hats, rugs, and dates. The principle adhered to by the 
committee was to make absolutely no change in any tariff 
duty except upon positive evidence that there had been a 
ruling by the customs court that seemed to be clearly in 
contradiction of the intent of Congress in the original tariff 
law. We will discuss each of these later. 

Mr. OMAHONEY. Would it be convenient if I should now 
invite the Senator’s attention to the particular point I have 
in mind? 

Mr. WALSH. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. OMAHONET. Iam advised that the tariff aw levies 
a rate of 23 cents a pound on wools which are imported and 
used in the manufacture of clothing. By reason of a Treas- 
ury regulation, and without any authority of law or any au- 
thority of Congress in the fixing of rates, the duty upon noils 
for carpets which are also used in the manufacture of cloth- 
ing has been reduced to something like 14 cents. I am told 
that one of the provisions of the pending bill will have the 
effect of giving legislative sanction to what now has only the 
support of a Treasury regulation. 

Mr. WALSH. I will be pleased at this point to reply to 
the Senator from Wyoming and to give him the information 
that came to me as a member of the committee. 

Under the existing tariff law wool to be used in the manu- 
facture of carpets is imported free of duty. In the process 
of manufacture wool waste becomes a byproduct. The wool 
waste is resold by the manufacturers of carpets and is used 
for three different purposes. The higher grade of the wool 
waste is known as noils and when sold under regulations 
of the Treasury Department is subjected to a duty of 14 
cents per pound. 

Another use of such wool waste is for fertilizer, and the 
wool waste used for such purpose is not subject to duty. I 
may say, parenthetically, that the larger part of such waste 
is used for fertilizer purposes. 

The third use for this waste is by the railroads in packing 
the boxes on the axles of the railroad cars. We have all 
noticed the trainmen or the yard employees of the railroads 
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placing waste in the boxes at the end of the axles of the 
railroad wheels in order to prevent friction. Such waste is 
not subjected to any duty. 

The duty of 14 cents a pound which is levied upon waste 
resold, which is a superior waste and which is classified as 
noils, was fixed at 14 cents per pound by an involved and 
algebraic formula of the Treasury Department in an effort 
to determine how much of that waste relates to the original 
wool imported. That rate has been in operation for 16 years. 
We were surprised to learn that the wool interests had no 
information of the fact that there was a duty levied upon 
wool waste that appeared to have some value in wool manu- 
facture of cheap clothing. 

There have been some instances—I do not think they are 
numerous—of carpet wool coming into the country and being 
put through a certain machine that produces waste that may 
be sold as noils. The Treasury Department, on discovering 
that abuse, levied the regular wool rate of duty on it. 

The question we have before us is, Should we change the 
14 cents’ duty on noils? If we should do so, there would be 
a very difficult problem of administration, because the duty 
on waste wool, I understand, ranges from 8 cents to 37 cents. 

One of the proposals made before the committee, which 
did not seem to be sound, provided for a duty on all waste. 
That would be imposing a duty upon the farmer who uses the 
wool waste for fertilizing purposes and also on waste that is 
useless. According to the evidence before the committee, 
if any change were made or any attempt to levy a duty upon 
such waste the manufacturers would simply burn the waste 
and not use it at all. 

The Senate will be interested in the amount. The total 
amount of carpet wool imported into this country in 1936 
was 136,000,000 pounds. Only 136,000 pounds in that year 
were found to be converted into noils, the 136,000 pounds 
representing one-tenth of 1 percent of all the imported carpet 
wool. 

An amendment to change that duty of 14 cents to whatever 
might be the regular duty, ranging between 8 cents and 
37 cents, would impose a very laborious and very difficult 
burden upon the Department. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President—— 

Mr. WALSH. I will yield to the Senatorin a moment. The 
point I wish to impress upon the Senator is that, first of all, 
we are dealing with an exceedingly small fraction of the wool 
which finally takes the form of waste. 

Mr. OMAHONENT. I appreciate that, but sometimes the 
camel gets his nose under the tent. My understanding is that 
paragraph 1105 of the Tariff Act imposes a rate of 30 cents 
per pound upon noils if carbonized and 23 cents if not car- 
bonized. The Senator tells me that some of these wastes 
from carpet wools which are admitted duty free have been 
found susceptible of being turned into noils, and therefore 
may be used in the manufacture of clothing. The purpose of 
the act, of course, was to levy a duty of not less than 23 cents 
a pound upon such wools. The Treasury by regulation im- 
poses not 23 cents but 14 cents. How does the Treasury reach 
that figure and what administrative difficulty would there be 
in collecting 23 cents instead of 14 cents? 

Mr. WALSH. The information that comes to me is that 
the actuaries of the Treasury Department had to be con- 
sulted, and after a long and involved study there was worked 
out a formula which proved to their satisfaction that an 
average fair rate was 14 cents. Not to have an average 
fair rate would require a Government inspector to inspect 
all wool waste and determine whether the rate of duty 
should be 8 cents or 10 cents or 20 cents or more; and that 
would be an extremely difficult administrative problem and 
be expensive to the Government, as the amount of money 
raised from this tax is very small. 

That formula involves determining the volume of waste 
compared with the total imports of wool for carpet manu- 
facture. The Department asserts that it has been a most 
difficult problem, but they think they have handled the 
matter to the satisfaction of all concerned until this bill 
was taken up. The rate of 14 cents has been in effect for 
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16 it and the Department alleges that no question was 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I appreciate the study 
which the Senator from Massachusetts has given to the sub- 
ject, and the very full information he is now affording us 
in response to my inquiry; but the Senator will also recall 
that when the bill was before the Finance Committee I 
requested of the committee that representatives of the wool 
industry be permitted to appear before the committee and 
discuss this matter. For reasons which were satisfactory to 
the committee, it was found impossible to grant the hearing 
at that time; so, if I understand correctly, they were not 
heard. Am I right in that? 

Mr. WALSH. They were heard. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Later on? 

Mr. WALSH. Yes. A subcommittee of the Finance Com- 
mittee was named to conduct hearings. I was named chair- 
man of the subcommitiee. That is why I am in charge of 
the bill. We conducted very extensive hearings for about 
10 days; and Mr. Marshall, of the National Wool Growers’ 
Association, and Mr. Fawcett, of the Wool Distributors’ As- 
sociation, were heard. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I was about to ask the Senator 
whether it would be agreeable to him to accept, at least for 
the purpose of allowing it to go to conference, an amend- 
ment which I shall propose, in order that I may have an 
5 of going over the hearings and developing the 

Mr. WALSH. I shall be pleased to accept such an amend- 
ment to go to conference, and confer with the Senator after- 
ward; and if any improvement can be made over what the 
committee has reported, I shall be pleased to have it made. 

Mr. O"MAHONEY. I shall offer the amendment a little 
bit later. 

Mr. WALSH. I feel that it is not the function of a Sen- 
ator reporting a bill to stand on the floor of the Senate and 
resist eyery amendment offered on the floor. I do not be- 
lieve in that. I believe it is the function of the Senator 
reporting a bill to accept the views of other Senators who 
have amendments to offer, and to try to find merit in them 
if he can. That is the attitude I take. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I am very grateful to the Senator. I 
shall offer the amendment later. 

Mr. WALSH. I trust the Senator’s amendment will not 
include the wastes that are used for fertilizers, and so forth. 

Mr. O"MAHONEY. My purpose would be to confine the 
amendment to wastes which are used for clothing. 

Mr. WALSH. I see at this time no objection to an amend- 
ment of that kind. 

Now, Mr. President, I ask to have the committee amend- 
ments acted on. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Reames in the chair). 
The clerk will state the amendments reported by the com- 
mittee, 

The first amendment of the Committee on Finance was, 
on page 1, line 4, after the word “of”, to strike out “1937” and 
insert “1938”, so as to read: 

Be it enacted, etc, That this act may be cited as the “Customs 
Administrative Act of 1938.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 1, line 5, after “(k)”, 
to strike out “and 557” and insert “557, and 562”; in line 7, 
after “(k)”, to strike out “and 1557” and insert “1557, and 
1562”; in line 9, after the word “edition”, to strike out “Supp. 
Il” and insert “Supp. IIT”; and on page 2, line 2, before the 
word “wherever”, to insert “and before the words ‘or the 
island of Guam’”, so as to make the section read: 

Src. 2. Sections 1, 201, 401 (k), 557, and 562 of the Tariff Act of 
1930 (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 19, secs. 1001, 1201, 1401 (k), 1557, 
and 1562) and section 401 (a) of the Anti-Smuggling Act (U. S. O., 
1934 ed., Supp. III, title 19, sec. 1709 (a)] are hereby amended 
by inserting Wake Island, Midway Islands, Kingman Reef,” before 
the words “and the island of Guam” and before the words “or the 
island of Guam” wherever such words appear in each such section. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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The next amendment was, on page 2, line 16, after the 
word “article” and the period, to strike out The“ and insert 
“Except when the method of marking an article is specifically 
provided in this act, the”, so as to read: 

“(a) Marking of articles: Except as hereinafter provided, every 
article of foreign origin (or its container, as provided in subsection 
(b) hereof) imported into the United States shall be marked in a 
conspicuous place as legibly, indelibly, and permanently as the 
nature of the article (or container) will permit in such manner as 
to indicate to an ultimate purchaser in the United States the 
English name of the country of origin of the article. Except when 
the method of marking an article is specifically provided in this 
act, the Secretary of the Treasury may by regulations— 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 2, line 22, after the 
word “prescribe”, to strike out “the” and insert “any reason- 
able”; in line 25, after the word “other”, to insert “reason- 
able”; in the same line, after the word “method”, to strike 
out “whatsoever”; in the same line, after the word “and”, to 
strike out “the” and insert “a reasonably conspicuous”; and 
on page 3, line 2, after the word “the”, to strike out “mark” 
and insert “marking”; so as to read: 

(1) Determine the character of words and phrases or abbrevia- 
tions thereof which shall be acceptable as indicating the country 
of origin and prescribe any reasonable method of marking, whether 
by printing, stenciling, stamping, branding, labeling, or by any 
other reasonable method, and a reasonably conspicuous place on 
the article (or container) where the marking shall appear. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 4, line 23, after the word 
“origin”, to insert a colon and the following proviso: “Pro- 
vided, That this subdivision (J) shall not apply to sawed 
lumber and timbers, telephone, trolley, electric-light, and 
telegraph poles of wood, and bundles of shingles”; so as to 
read: 


(J) Such article is of a class or kind with respect to which the 
Secretary of the Treasury has given notice by publication in the 
weekly Treasury Decisions within 2 years after July 1, 1937, that 
articles of such class or kind were imported in substantial quanti- 
ties during the 5-year period immediately preceding January 1, 
1937, and were not required during such period to be marked to 
indicate their origin: Provided, That this subdivision (J) shall not 
apply to sawed lumber and timbers, telephone, trolley, electric- 
light, and telegraph poles of wood, and bundles of shingles. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 5, line 17, after the 
word “section” and the period to insert “Usual containers 
in use as such at the time of importation shall in no case 
be required to be marked to show the country of their own 
origin”, so as to read: l 


(b) Marking of containers: Whenever an article is excepted 
under subdivision (3) of subsection (a) of this section from the 
requirements of marking, the immediate container, if any, of such 
article, or such other container or containers of such article as 
may be prescribed by the Secretary of the Treasury, shall be 
marked in such manner as to indicate to an ultimate purchaser 
in the United States the English name of the country of origin 
of such article, subject to all provisions of this section, including 
the same exceptions as are applicable to articles under subdiyision 
(3) of subsection (a). If articles are excepted from marking re- 
quirements under clause (E), (F), (G), or (H) of subdivision 
(3) of subsection (a) of this section, their usual containers shall 
not be subject to the marking requirements of this section. 
Usual containers in use as such at the time of importation shall 
in no case be required to be marked to show the country of their 
own origin. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 7, line 1, after the 
word “section” to insert “or until the amount of duty esti- 
mated to be payable under subsection (c) of this section 
has been deposited”, so as to read: 

(d) Delivery withheld until marked: No imported article 
held in customs custody for inspection, examination, or appraise- 
ment shall be delivered until such article and every other article 
of the importation (or their containers), whether or not released 
from customs custody, shall have been marked in accordance with 
the requirements of this section or until the amount of duty 
estimated to be payable under subsection (c) of this section has 
been deposited. Nothing in this section shall be construed as 
excepting any article (or its container) from the particular re- 
quirements of marking provided for in any other provision of law. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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The next amendment was, on page 7, line 22, after the 
word “craft”, to strike out “teams and saddle” and insert 
“and”; in line 25, before the word “for”, to insert “(A)”; on 
page 8, line 1, before the word for“, to insert “(B)”; in 
line 10, after the word “of”, to insert horses,“; in line 15, 
after the word “such”, to insert “horses,”; in line 16, after 
the word “to”, to insert “horses,”; in line 18, after the word 
“such”, to insert horse,“; and in line 20, after the word 
“such”, where it occurs the second time, to insert “horse,”, 
so as to make the section read: 


Sec. 4. Subdivisions (1), (5), and (6) of section 308 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 19, sec. 1808) are hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

“(1) Articles to be repaired, altered, or otherwise changed in 
condition by processes which do not result in articles manufac- 
tured or produced in the United States; 

“(5) Automobiles, motorcycles, bicycles, airplanes, airships, bal- 
loons, boats, racing shells, and similar vehicles and craft, and 
horses, and the usual equipment of the foregoing; all the fore- 
going which are brought temporarily into the United States by 
nonresidents (A) for the purpose of taking part in races or other 
specific contests, or (B) for the transportation of such nonresi- 
dents, their families and guests, and such incidental carriage of 
articles as may be necessary and appropriate to the purposes of 
the journey, but not to be used for the transportation of persons 
or articles for hire nor in any case primarily for the carriage of 
articles (but nothing in this act shall be construed as altering 
the customary exceptions of vehicles and other instruments of 
international traffic from the application of the customs laws); 
and in the case of horses, vehicles, and craft entered under this 
subdivision collectors of customs may, under such regulations as 
the Secretary of the Treasury may prescribe, defer the exaction of 
a bond for not to exceed 90 days (or 6 months in the case of such 
horses, vehicles, and craft from a country which accords a similar 
privilege to horses, vehicles, and craft from the United States) 
after the date of importation, but unless such horse, vehicle, or 
craft is exported or the bond is given within the period of such 
32 such horse, vehicle, or craft shall be subject to for- 

eiture; 

“(6) Locomotives and other raflroad equipment brought tempo- 
rarily into the United States for use in clearing obstructions, 
fighting fires, or making emergency repairs on railroads within 
the United States, or for use in tion otherwise than in 
international traffic when the Secretary of the finds that 
the temporary use of foreign railroad equipment is necessary to 
meet an emergency:“. 
and the period at the end of subdivision (8) is changed to a 
semicolon and a new subdivision is added at the end of such 
section 308 to read as follows: 

“(9) Professional equipment, tools of trade, and camping equip- 
ment imported for their own use by nonresidents sojourning tem- 
porarily in the United States, and articles of special design for 
temporary use exclusively in connection with the manufacture or 
production of articles for export.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 9, after line 13, to 
insert a new section, as follows: 


Sec. 5. (a) Section 309 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (U. S. O., 1934 
ed., title 19, sec. 1309) is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 309. Supplies for certain vessels and aircraft, 

“(a) Exemption from customs duties and internal-revenue tax: 
Articles of foreign or domestic manufacture or production may, 
under such regulations as the Secretary of the Treasury may pre- 
scribe, be withdrawn from bonded warehouses or bonded manu- 
facturing warehouses free of duty or internal-revenue tax for sup- 
plies (not including equipment) of vessels of war, in ports of the 
United States, of any nation which may reciprocate such privilege 
toward the vessels of war of the United States in its ports, or for 
supplies (not including equipment) of vessels employed in the 
fisheries or in the whaling business, or actually engaged in foreign 
trade or trade between the Atlantic and Pacific ports of the United 
States or between the United States and any of its possessions, or 
for supplies (not including equipment) of aircraft registered in the 
United States and actually engaged in foreign trade or trade 
between the United States and any of its possessions, or for sup- 
plies (including equipment), maintenance, or repair of aircraft 
registered in any foreign country and actually engaged in foreign 
trade or trade between the United States and any of its possessions, 
where such trade by foreign aircraft is permitted. 

“(b) Drawback: Articles withdrawn from bonded warehouses or 
bonded manufacturing warehouses and articles of domestic manu- 
facture or production, laden as supplies upon any such foreign 
vessel or any such vessel or aircraft of the United States or laden 
as supplies (including equipment) upon, or used in the mainte- 
nance or repair of, any such foreign aircraft, shall be considered to 
be exported within the meaning of the drawback provisions of 
this act. 

“(c) Articles removed in, or returned to, the United States: 
Any article exempted from duty or tax, or in respect of which 
drawback has been allowed, under this section or section 317 of 
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this act and thereafter removed in the United States from any 
vessel or aircraft, or otherwise returned to the United States, shall 
be treated as an importation from a foreign country. 

“(d) Reciprocal privileges: The privileges granted by this sec- 
tion and section 317 of this act in respect of aircraft registered in 
a foreign country shall be allowed only if the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall have been advised by the Secretary of Commerce 
that such foreign country allows, or will allow, substantially re- 
ciprocal privileges in respect of aircraft registered in the United 
States. If the Secretary of Commerce shall advise the Secretary 
of the that a foreign country has discontinued, or will 
discontinue, the allowance of such privileges, the privileges granted 
by this section and such section 317 shall not apply thereafter in 
respect of aircraft registered in that foreign country,” 

(b) Section 317 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (U. S. C., 1934 ed., 
title 19, sec. 1317, and title 26, sec. 897 (b)) is amended by chang- 
ing the caption thereof to read “tobacco products—supplies for 
aircraft.”; by designating the present paragraph thereof as subsec- 
25 (a): and by adding thereto a new subsection (b) to read as 

ows: 

“(b) The shipment or delivery of any merchandise for use as 
supplies (including equipment) upon, or in the maintenance or 
repair of, aircraft registered in any foreign country and actually 
engaged in foreign trade or trade between the United States and 
any of its possessions, where such trade by foreign aircraft is 
permitted, shall be deemed an exportation within the meaning of 
the customs and internal-revenue laws applicable to the exporta- 
tion of such merchandise without the payment of duty or internal- 
Tevenue tax.” 

(c) This section shall take effect on the day following the enact- 
ment of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 14, line 5, to change 
the section number from 8 to 9, and in line 23, after the 
word “interest” and the period, to insert ‘Vessel’ or ‘vehicle’ 
as used herein shall not be construed to include a highway 
bridge or a highway tunnel, nor shall the maintenance or 
operation of such a bridge or of such a tunnel constitute 
the owner or operator thereof a common carrier within the 
meaning or application of this section.“; so as to make the 
section read: 


Sec. 9. So much of the last sentence of section 451 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (U. S. O., 1934 ed., title 19, sec. 1451) as 
es the words “gives a bond in a penal sum to be fixed by 
e collector” is hereby amended to read as follows: “Upon a 
request made by the owner, master, or person in charge of a 
vessel or vehicle, or by or on behalf of a common carrier or by 
or on behalf of the owner or consignee of any merchandise or 
baggage, for overtime services of customs officers or employees at 
night or on a Sunday or holiday, the collector shall assign suf- 
ficient customs officers or employees if available to perform any 
such services which may lawfully be performed by them during 
regular hours of business, but only if the person requesting such 
services”; and the said section 451 is further amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following: “Nothing in this section shall 
be construed to impair the existing authority of the Treasury 
Department to assign customs officers or employees to regular 
tours of duty at nights or on Sundays or holidays when such 
assignments are in the public interest. ‘Vessel’ or ‘vehicle’ as 
used herein shall not be construed to include a highway bridge 
or a highway tunnel, nor shall the maintenance or operation of 
such a bridge or of such a tunnel constitute the owner or opera- 
tor thereof a common carrier within the meaning or application 
of this section.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, at the top of page 18, to insert 
& new section, as follows: 

Src. 13. Section 485 (f) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (U. S. C., 1934 
ed., title 19, sec. 1485 (f) is hereby amended by changing 
the last comma therein to a period; by striking out the words 
“or by any other person specifically authorized by any officer of 
such corporation to make the same”; and by inserting in lieu of 
the deleted words a new sentence to read as follows: Whether 
the consignee is an individual, a partnership, or a corporation, 
the declaration may be made by any person who has knowledge 
of the facts and who is specifically authorized by such individual, 
& member of such partnership, or an officer of such corporation 
to make such declaration.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 19, line 20, to change 
the section number from 14 to 16; on page 20, line 1, after 
the word “merchandise” and the semicolon, to insert “by 
adding after the third sentence thereof the following new 
sentence: ‘All such special regulations or instructions shall 
be published in the weekly Treasury Decisions within 15 days 
after issuance and before the liquidation of any entries 
affected thereby.’”; and on page 20, line 8, after the word 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


APRIL 1 


“appraisement”, to insert “made after the effective date of 
the Customs Administrative Act of 1938”, so as to read: 


Src. 16. (a) Section 499 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (U. S. C., 1984 
ed., title 19, sec. 1499) is hereby further amended by inserting 
after the word “regulation” in the third sentence thereof. the 
following: “or instruction, the application of which may be re- 
stricted to one or more individual ports or to one or more importa- 
tions or one or more classes of merchandise,”; by adding after the 
third sentence thereof the following new sentence: ‘All such 
regulations or instructions shall be published in the weekly Treas- 
ury Decisions within 15 days after issuance and before the liquida- 
tion of any entries affected thereby.”; and by adding at the end of 
such section the following new paragraph: 

“No appraisement made after the effective date of the Customs 
Administrative Act of 1938 shall be held invalid on the ground 
that the required number of packages or the required quantity of 
the merchandise was not designated for examination or, if desig- 
nated, was not actually examined, unless the party claiming such 
invalidity shall establish that merchandise in the packages or 
quantities not designated for examination, or not actually ex- 
amined, was different from that actually examined and that the 
difference was such as to establish the incorrectness of the ap- 
Praiser's return of value; and then only as to the merchandise for 
. ne value returned by the appraiser is shown to be 

correct.” ’ 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 20, after line 20, to 
strike out: 


(b) Section 501 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (U. S. C., 1934 ed. 
title 19, sec. 1501) is hereby amended by striking out the fourth 
sentence of the first paragraph thereof and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: “Every such appeal shall be transmitted with the 
entry and the accompanying papers by the collector to the United 
States Customs Court and shall be assigned to one of the judges, 
who shall in every case, after affording the parties an opportunity 
to be heard on the merits, determine the value of the merchan- 
dise from the evidence in the entry record and that adduced at 
the hearing. Appraising and examining officers shall be compe- 
tent to testify at the hearing as to facts within their know! 
or obtained from records and memoranda made in the office of 
the appraiser with respect to the merchandise under considera- 


of their official duties concerning the 

that the original appraisement may 
for any reason be held invalid or void and that the merchandise 
or samples thereof be not available for reexamination.”; and such 
section 501 is further amended by designating the present two 
paragraphs thereof as subsections (a) and (b), respectively, and 
15 adding after such subsections a new subsection (o) to read as 
ollows: 

“(c) If in the final determination of a protest, the appraise- 
ment of merchandise is found to have been invalid, the proper 
dutiable value of such merchandise shall be determined by the 
United States Customs Court in the manner provided for by this 


And in lieu thereof to insert the following: 


(b) Section 501 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (U. S. C., 1934 ed., 
title 19, sec. 1501) is hereby amended by striking out the fourth 
sentence of the first paragraph thereof and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: “Every such appeal shall be transmitted 
with the entry and the accompanying papers by the collector to 
the United States Customs Court and shall be assigned to one 
of the judges, who shall in every case, notwithstanding that the 
original appraisement may for any reason be held invalid or void 
and that the merchandise or samples thereof be not available for 
examination, after affording the parties an opportunity to be 
heard on the merits, determine the value of the merchandise from 
the evidence in the entry record and that adduced at the hearing.”; 
and such section 501 is further amended by designating the 
present two paragraphs thereof as subsections (a) and (b), re- 
spectively, and by adding after such subsections a new subsection 
(e) to read as follows: 

“(c) If upon the hearing of a protest, the United States Customs 
Court shall declare an appraisement of merchandise made after 
the effective date of the Customs Administrative Act of 1938 to 
have been invalid or void, it shall remand the matter to a single 
judge, who shall proceed to determine the proper dutiable value 
of such merchandise in the manner provided for by this section. 
In such proceeding no presumption of correctness shall attach to 
the invoice or entered values.” 


‘The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 23, line 3, to change 
the section number from 15 to 17; on page 25, line 23, after 
the word “decision” and the period, to insert Every pro- 
ceeding arising under this subsection shall be given prece- 
Gence over other cases on the dockets of the United States 
Customs Court and the United States Court of Customs and 
Patent Appeals, and shall be assigned for hearing and trial 
at the earliest practicable date and expedited in every 
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way”; and on page 26, line 10, after the word “commenced”, 
to insert “by the filing of a complaint”, so as to make the 
section read: 


Sec. 17. (a) Subsection (b) of section 516 of the Tariff Act 
of 1930 (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 19, sec. 1516 (b)) is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

“(b) Classification: The Secretary of the Treasury shall, upon 
written request by an American manufacturer, producer, or whole- 
saler, furnish the er e e and the rate oe sam if — 55 
imposed upon, designated d merchandise of a class or 
8 produced, or sold at wholesale by him. If such 
manufacturer, producer, or wholesaler believes that the proper 
rate of duty is not being assessed, he may file a complaint with 
the Secretary, setting forth a description of the merchandise, the 
classification, and the rate or rates of duty he believes proper, 
and the reasons for his belief. If the Secretary decides that the 
classification of, or rate of duty assessed upon, the merchandise 
is not correct, he shall notify the collectors as to the proper 
classification and rate of duty and shall so inform the complain- 
ant, and such rate of duty shall be assessed upon all such mer- 
chandise entered for consumption or withdrawn from warehouse 
for consumption after 30 days after the date such notice to the 
collectors is published in the weekly Treasury Decisions. If the 
Secretary decides that the classification and rate of duty are cor- 
rect, he shall so inform the complainant. If dissatisfied with the 
decision of the Secretary, the complainant may file with the Secre- 
tary, not later than 30 days after the date of such decision, notice 
that he desires to protest the classification of, or rate of duty 
assessed upon, the merchandise. Upon receipt of such notice 
from the complainant, the Secretary shall cause publication to 
be made of his decision as to the proper classification and rate 
of duty and of the complainant’s desire to protest, and shall 
thereafter furnish the complainant with such information as to 
the entries and consignees of such merchandise, entered after the 
publication of the decision of the Secretary at the port of entry 
designated by the complainant in his notice of desire to protest, 
as will enable the complainant to protest the classification oi, 
or rate of duty imposed upon, such merchandise in the liquida- 
tion of such an entry at such port. The Secretary shall direct 
the collector at such port to notify such complainant immediately 
when the first of such entries is liquidated. Within 30 days 
after the date of mailing to the complainant of notice of 
such liquidation, the complainant may file with the collector 
at such port a protest in writing setting forth a descrip- 
tion of the merchandise and the classification and rate of 
duty he believes proper. Notwithstanding such protest is 
filed, merchandise of the character covered by the pub- 
lished decision of the Secretary, when entered for con- 
sumption or withdrawn from warehouse for consumption on or 
before the date of publication of a decision of the United States 
Customs Court or of the United States Court of Customs and 
Patent Appeals, rendered under the provisions of subsection (c) 
of this section, not in harmony with the published decision of the 
Secretary, shall be classified and the entries liquidated in accord- 
ance with such decision of the Secretary, and, except as otherwise 
provided in this act, the liquidations of such entries shall be final 
and conclusive upon all parties. If the protest of the complain- 
ant is sustained in whole or in part by a decision of the United 
States Customs Court or of the United States Court of Customs 
and Patent Appeals, merchandise of the character covered by the 
published decision of the Secretary, which is entered for con- 
sumption or withdrawn from warehouse for consumption after 
the date of publication of such court decision, shall be subject 
to classification and assessment of duty in accordance with ths 
final judicial decision on the complainant’s protest, and the 
liquidation of entries covering such merchandise so entered or 
withdrawn shall be suspended until final tion is made of 
such protest, whereupon such entries shall be liquidated, or if 
necessary, reliquidated in accordance with such final decision. 
Every proceeding arising under this subsection shall be given 
. —— over other cases on the dockets of the United States 

Court and the United States Court of Customs and Patent 
Appeals, and shall be assigned for hearing and trial at the earliest 
practicable date and expedited in every way.” 

(b) The provisions of subsection: (b) of section 516 of the Tariff 
Act of 1930, as amended. by this act, shall apply only in the case 
of complaints filed after the effective date of this act. The pro- 
visions of subsection (b) of section 516 of the Tariff Act of 1930, 
as in force prior to the effective date of this act, shall continue 
in force with respect to any proceedings commenced by the filing 
of a complaint thereunder, except that upon the expiration of 
30 days after the effective date of this act, or upon the expiration 
of 30 days after the date of a decision of the Secretary adverse 
to the complainant, whichever is the later, any such proceedings in 
which a protest has not been duly filed shall be deemed to have 
been terminated unless the complainant shall have filed with the 
Secretary after the effective date of this act a notice that he 
desires to protest the classification of, or rate of duty assessed 
upon, the merchandise. 

(c) The provisions of subsection (b) of section 516 of the Tariff 
Act of 1930, as amended by this act, shall not apply with respect 
to any article of a class or kind which is named or described in 
any obligation undertaken by the United States in a foreign trade 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


4549 


agreement entered into under section 350 of the Tariff Act of 
1930 (U. S. O., 1934 ed., title 19, sec. 1351). 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 28, after une 17, to 
insert the following new section: 


Sec. 19 (a) Section 523 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (U. S. C., 1934 
ed., title 19, sec. 1523) is hereby amended by deleting the third 
paragraph thereof. 

(b) Section 2626 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (U. S. C., 
1934 edition, title 19, sec. 39), is hereby repealed. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 29, line 19, to change the 
section number from 18 to 21, and on page 30, line 4, after 
the word “laws” and the period to insert “Nothing in this 
section shall be construed to limit or restrict the jurisdiction 
of the United States Customs Court or the United States 
Court of Customs and Patent Appeals.”, so as to make the 
section read: 


Sec. 21. The Tariff Act of 1930 is hereby amended by adding at the 
end of part III of title IV thereof a new section, to read as follows: 
“Sec. 528. Taxes not to be construed as duties. 
“No tax or other charge imposed by or pursuant to any law of the 
United States shall be construed to be a customs duty for the pur- 
of any statute relating to the customs revenue, unless the law 
posing such tax or charge designates it as a customs duty or con- 
tains a provision to the effect that it shall be treated as a duty 
imposed under the customs laws. Nothing in this section shall be 
construed to limit or restrict the jurisdiction of the United States 
5 or the United States Court of Customs and Patent 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 30, line 8, to change 
the section number from 19 to 22, and in line 15, after the 
word “prescribe” and the period, to strike out “If such mer- 
chandise consists of a motor vehicle or chassis therefor, it 
may, under such regulations as the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall prescribe, be entered for transit through the United 
States to a foreign country, under its own power or other- 
wise, without appraisement or the payment of duties. No 
vehicle or chassis entered under the authority of this section 
shall be used while in transit for the carriage of merchandise 
or passengers for hire”, so as to make the section read: 


Sec. 22. Section 553 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (U. S. C., 1934 
ed., title 19, sec. 1553) is hereby amended by adding the fol- 
lowing at the end thereof: “In places where no bonded common- 
carrier facilities are reasonably available, such merchandise may be 
50 otherwise than by a bonded common carrier under 
such regulations as the Secretary of the Treasury shall prescribe.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 30, line 23, to change 
the section number from “20” to “23”, and on page 31, line 1, 
after the word “words”, to insert “or elsewhere”, so as to 
make the section read: 


Src. 23. (a) Section 557 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (U. S. O., 1934 
ed., title 19, sec. 1557) is hereby further amended by inserting before 
the colon preceding the proviso in the first paragraph thereof the 
words “or elsewhere, or for transfer to another bonded warehouse 
at the same port”; by eliminating the phrase “99 percent of” from 
the last sentence of the said paragraph; by designating the present 
paragraphs thereof as subsections (a) and (c), respectively; and 
by — — ing between such subsections a new subsection (b) to read 
as follows: 

“(b) The right to withdraw any merchandise entered in accord- 
ance with subsection (a) of this section for the purposes specified 
in such subsection may be transferred upon compliance with regu- 
lations prescribed by the Secretary of the Treasury. So long as 
any such transfer remains unrevoked the transferee shall have, 
with to the merchandise the subject of the transfer, all 
rights to file protests, and to the privileges provided for in this 
section and in sections 562 and 563 of this act which would other- 
wise be by the transferor. The transferee shall also have 
the right to receive all lawful refunds of moneys paid by him to 
the United States with respect to the merchandise and no revoca- 
tion of any transfer shall deprive him of this right. Any such 
transfer may be made irrevocable by the filing of a bond of the 
transferee in such amount and with such conditions as the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury shall prescribe, including an obligation to pay 
all unpaid regular, increased, and additional duties, charges, and 
exactions on the merchandise the subject of the transfer. Upon 
the filing of such bond the transferor shall be relieved from liability 
for the payment of duties, charges, and exactions on the merchan- 
dise the subject of the transfer, but shall remain bound by all other 
unsatisfied conditions of his bond.” 
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(b) On and after the effective date of this act, this section shall 
be effective with respect to merchandise entered for warehouse 
prior to, as well as after, such date. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 34, after line 6, to insert 
the following new section: 


Sec. 26. Section 562 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (U. S. C., 1934 
ed., title 19, sec. 1562) is amended by adding the following new 
sentence at the end thereof: “Under such regulations as the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury shall prescribe, imported merchandise which 
has been entered and which has remained in continuous customs 
custody may be manipulated in accordance with the provisions 
of this section under customs supervision and at the risk and 
expense of the consignee, but elsewhere than in a bonded ware- 
house, in cases where neither the protection of the revenue nor 
the proper conduct of customs business requires that such manipu- 
lation be done in a bonded warehouse.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 39, line 1, after the 
words “in lieu of”, to insert “sureties on”; so as to read: 

(e) The Secretary of the Treasury is authorized to permit the 
deposit of money or obligations of the United States, in such 
amount and upon such conditions as he may by regulation pre- 
scribe, in lieu of sureties on any bond required or * rr 
a law, regulation, or instruction which the Secretary of 
Treasury or the Customs Service is authorized to enforce. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment. was, on page 39, after line 4, to insert 
a new section, as follows: 

Src, 32. Paragraph 741 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (U. S. C., 1934 
ed., title 19, sec. 1001, par. 741) is hereby amended by deleting 
the words “in packages weighing with the immediate container” 
and in lieu thereof the words “packed in units of 
any description weighing (with the immediate container, if any)”. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 39, after line 10, to 


insert a new section, as follows: 


| word “five” and inserting in lieu thereof the 


Sec. 33. Paragraph 813 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (U. S. C., 1934 
ed., title 19, sec. 1001, par. 813) r deleting the 
word “thirty”. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 42, line 17, to change 


the section number from 29 to 35, and in the same line, be- 
| fore the word “Paragraph” to insert “(a)”; and after line 


20, to insert: 
(b) Paragraph 1115 (b) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (U. S. C., 1934 


ed., title 19, sec. 1001, par. 1115 (b)), as modified by the Presi- 


dent's proclamation of March 16, 1931 (Proclamation Numbered 
1941, 47 Stat. 2438), is hereby amended by striking out the words 
“manufactured wholly or in part of wool felt” and inserting in 
lieu thereof the words “wholly or in chief value of wool but not 
knit or crocheted nor made in chief value of knit, crocheted, or 
woven material,”. 


So as to make the section read: 


Sec. 85. (a) Paragraph 1111 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (U. S. C., 
1934 ed., title 19, sec. 1001, par. 1111) is hereby amended by delet- 
ing therefrom the phrase “of blanketing,”. 

(b) 8 1115 (b) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (U. S. C., 1934 
1001, par. 1115 (b)), as modified by the Presi- 
shor leat To of March 16, 1931 (Proclamation Numbered 
1941, 47 Stat. 2438), is hereby amended by striking out the words 
“manufactured wholly or in part of wool felt” and inserting in 
lieu thereof the words “wholly or in chief value of wool but not 
knit or crocheted nor made in chief value of knit, crocheted, or 
woven material,“. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, will the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts explain the change at the bottom of page 42 and the 
top of page 43 just what the change is for? 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, the tariff law was interpreted 
by the customs officials to place the same duty upon felt hats 
as upon felt. In fact, the tariff law fixes the rate of duty on 
felt and felt hats. ‘There were imported into this country a 
number of felt hats which were made in this fashion: The 
wool yarn was rapidly revolved around an apparatus in the 
shape of a hat, and then the wool was pressed, making at 
the same time a felt hat and felt. The courts decided that 
that was not a hat manufactured of felt; that the process of 
making the hat was both making felt and making the hat. 
This amendment is to correct that decision, which the mem- 
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bers of the committee and everybody who appeared before 
the committee believe was not the intention of the Congress. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, has that matter reached a 
final decision? 

Mr. WALSH. Yes. 

š Mr. BORAH. I had understood that it was still in litiga- 
on. 

Mr. WALSH. The time for appeal has expired, and no 
appeal has been taken. 

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, the last words in the amend- 
ment, “but not knit or crocheted nor made in chief value of 
knit, crocheted, or woven material“ 

Mr. WALSH. That is the present law. 

Mr. POPE. The other words, “in part of wool felt“ are the 
substitution ? 

Mr. WALSH. Yes; the words which are quoted are part 
of the present law. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 
amendment is agreed to. 

The clerk will state the next amendment reported by the 
committee. 

The next amendment was, on page 46, line 10, to change 
the section number from 31 to 37; in line 11, after the word 
“edition”, to strike out “Supp. II”, and insert “Supp. III“, 
and in line 17, after the word “gallon”, to insert “and in- 
cluding not more than 100 cigars”, so as to make the sec- 
tion read: 

= 37. Paragraph 1798 of the Tariff Act of 1930, ad Soe 
(U. S. O., 1934 ed., Supp. III. title 19, sec. 1201, par. 1798), is 
hereby further amended by striking out the third and fourth 
provok thereof and inserting in lieu thereof the folowing: “Pro- 

That up to but not exceeding $100 in value of 
3 (including distilled spirits, wines, and malt liquors aggre- 
gating not more than 1 wine gallon and including not more 
than 100 cigars) acquired abroad by such residents of the United 
States as an incident of the foreign journey for personal or house- 
hold use or as souvenirs or curios, but not ge oe on commis- 
sion or intended for sale, shall be free of duty: Provided further, 
That the exemption authorized by the preceding proviso shall 
g e te der e 
vont who has n 8 the territorial limits of the United 
States for a period of not less than 48 hours and who has not 
taken advantage of 2 * exemption within the 30-day period 
immediately precedimg his return to the United States: 1 
vided farther That all articles exempted by this paragraph i 
the payment of duty shall also be exempt from the payment of 
any internal-revenue taxes.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That concludes the com- 
mittee amendments. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I understood the Senator 
from Massachusetts, in his opening statement, to say that 
the bill does not undertake to change any of the rates. 

Mr. WALSH. That is correct. I am now about to offer 
an amendment, however, which might indirectly be consid- 
ered to change rates; but after the exhibit is displayed here 
I think Senators will take a different view of the matter. I 
will ask to have one of the pages come forward and unroll 
the carpets I have here. 

There are three tariff subject matters in the bill. The 
Senate has heard the one about felt and felt hats. Another 
is the change in regard to dates. Both the Senators from 
Arizona are deeply interested in dates. Dates have been 
imported into this country in bulk at a fixed tariff duty. By 
special act we provided a different duty on dates that are 
in packages. We provided that such dates should be han- 
dled in a sanitary way in this country. 

There came a time when dates began to come into this 
country apparently in bulk but in reality in single packages, 
Between the bricks of dates were just layers of paper. All 
one had to do was to take out the bricks of dates and fold 
them in pieces of paper and sell them as small packages, 
violating the spirit of the law, which required compliance 
with sanitary regulations in the handling of dates. It also 
enabled the importer to avoid paying the duty which applies 
to dates made in the form of bricks, which is different from 
that applying to bulk dates. 
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Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WALSH. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator has referred to bricks. 
I think the act provided that dates in packages, which were 
put up in a certain sanitary way, should bear a heavier 
rate, for the reason that a great many of those engaged in 
the industry in this country are processors who import the 
bulk dates from abroad, and then process them and treat 
them and put them up in nice little packages. Under the 
regulations providing how they should be put up, a way was 
found by which the dates could be imported in a big box— 
and it must be remembered that bulk dates bear a lower 
rate in order to give the benefit to the domestic processor. 
The importer would bring in a whole bale of dates, which, 
as the Senator from Massachusetts has suggested, were 
separated into what might be called “bricks” by putting 
layers of oiled paper between the bricks, but to all intents 
and purposes they were still bulk dates. Under the Treas- 
ury ruling they were admitted at the lower rate of duty, 
and the processors in Ohio and other places are complain- 
ing that they will be put out of business unless the lower 
duty is restricted to the plain bulk dates, and the higher 
rate left for the processed dates. 

Mr. WALSH. I thank the Senator for his amplification. 
Now I wish to call attention to the rugs which I have asked 
two of our pages to exhibit to the Senate, about which I 
desire to offer an amendment. I suppose all will agree that 
these are rugs. 

Mr. McADOO. Mr. President, I wish to ask a question 
about dates. 

Mr. WALSH. Very well. 

Mr. McADOO. Does this bill reduce the duty on the proc- 
essed dates? 

Mr. CONNALLY. No. 

Mr. WALSH. It prevents an evasion of the duty by pro- 
viding that the dates which are ready for the market shall 
be subjected to the processed-date provision of the law. 

Mr. McADOO. It means an increase in the duty on dates 
to that extent? 

Mr. WALSH. Yes. 
tation by the courts. 

Mr. President, as I stated, I suppose all will agree that 
these are rugs. Senators will note the fringe on the edge 
of this larger rug. By pulling a string one can take that 
fringe off, and have a plain or ordinary rug. These are 
imported rugs, and because they have that fringe on them 
they have been classified as embroideries. The amendment 
I propose to offer is to correct that classification, and to 
have them treated as rugs, and subjected to the duty on 
Tugs. 

This is a very clever device. By just pulling a string one 
can remove this fringe and have a rug. I think that ex- 
plains some of the attempts which are made to evade tariff 
duties in different ways. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, has any court ruled that 
because the rug which the page is holding has that fringe on 
the end, it is not a rug any longer, but is embroidery? Is 
that the ruling of the court? 

Mr. WALSH. The court has ruled that the placing of the 
embroidery on the rug 

Mr. NORRIS. That is not embroidery—it is just a little 
piece of fringe, is it not? Do they call it embroidery? If 
the court says it is embroidery, of course, I admit it is em- 
broidery. I will not argue with the court, [Laughter.] 

Mr. WALSH. The court has so ruled, and placed these 
two very rugs in the category of embroideries. 

Mr. NORRIS. One of the objects of the bill is to overrule 
the court and to say that this is not embroidery; that it is 
still a rug? 

Mr. WALSH. Yes; the purpose of the amendment which 
I intend to offer is to declare that these are still rugs. 

Mr. NORRIS. Oh, yes. That makes it perfectly plain. 

Mr. WALSH. And that it was the intent of Congress, 
when it passed the tariff act, to have them treated as rugs 
and not as embroidery. 


It is a correction of a wrong interpre- 
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Mr. NORRIS. We are going to overrule the court? 

Mr. WALSH. That is what we are going to do. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Which has the higher rate? 

Mr. WALSH. The rug. 

Mr. BONE. Has any court in this country ruled that these 
things are not rugs but are embroideries? 

Mr. WALSH. That is the ruling. 

Mr. LOGAN. Mr. President, I will be glad to furnish the 
Senator from Washington a copy of the opinion. The court 
has ruled that these are embroideries and not rugs. 

Mr. BONE. What court was it? 

Mr. LOGAN. I would not like to call names. 

Mr. BORAH. Is it not for Congress to correct the court 
if the court makes a mistake? ([Laughter.] 

Mr. WALSH. That is correct. 

Mr. NORRIS. This is an instance where a legislative act 
is superior to a court ruling. We are just overruling the 
court. 

Mr. BONE. I may say to the Senator from Massachusetts 


‘that the vagaries of courts are beyond human understand- 


~ if any court could ever declare these to be embroid- 
es. 

Mr. BORAH. The Senator will have to admit that this 
fringe is embroidery. 

Mr. BONE. A bit of fringe on the end of the rug makes 
the whole rug embroidery? 

Mr. BORAH. You pull a string here and take it off. If 
that fringe is not embroidery, I do not know what would be. 

Mr. BONE. Someone ought to pull the string on the 
particular court which rendered that decision. [Laughter.] 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I desire now to submit the 
committee amendment dealing with this subject of rugs. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, before the able Senator 
passes from that subject I wish to know what importer seeks 
this advantage, and what nation or what country is guilty 
of the attempt to perpetrate this fraud? Whence do these 
rugs or embroideries come? 

Mr. WALSH. They come from Persia and oriental coun- 
tries. 

Mr. BORAH. We will correct it by a reciprocal-trade 
agreement. [Laughter.] 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, since the able Senator from 
Idaho has suggested that there might be correction through 
some reciprocal-trade agreement, I feel that it is my duty 
to be sure that in the pending bill there is no provision ex- 
tending the powers of any person in this Government to 
make additional reciprocal-trade agreements, 

Mr. BORAH. They do not need any. 

Mr. ASHURST. They do not need any, but there is noth- 
ing here which would ratify it or grant any person the power 
to make any additional reciprocal-trade agreements? 

Mr. WALSH. I think that if I made such a proposal I 
might as well resign my seat, in view of protests being made 
in Massachusetts against some of the reciprocal-trade agree- 
ments. 

Mr. NORRIS. If the Senator resigns his seat, he will be 
qualified to go on the bench at once. 

Mr. ASHURST. If I should without protest permit any 
more reciprocal-trade agreements to be made, my constitu- 
ents would hand me my resignation. [Laughter.] 

Mr. WALSH. Iam sure the Senator from Nebraska would 
not want me to leave the Senate for the bench. 

Mr. NORRIS. No; I would not. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I send to the desk an amend- 
ment dealing with the subject we have been discussing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hirt in the chair). The 
Senator from Massachusetts offers an amendment on behalf 
of the committee, which the clerk will report. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 43, between lines 4 and 
5, it is proposed to insert the following: 

(c) Paragraph 1529 (a) of the Tariff Act of 1930 (U. S. C., 1934 


ed., title 19, sec. 1001, par. 1529 (a)) is hereby amended by in- 
serting “1116 (a)“ after the figure 1111.7“ 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I offer another brief amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
&mendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 43, line 21, after the 
word “staves”, it is proposed to insert the words “produced 
in the United States.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WALSH. I offer one other amendment, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 9, lines 22 and 23, it is 
proposed to strike out the words “bonded warehouses or 
bonded manufacturing warehouses” and to insert con- 
tinuous custody”; and on page 10, lines 14 and 15, to strike 
out the words “bonded warehouses or bonded manufactur- 
ing warehouses” and insert “continuous custody.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair calls the atten- 
tion of the Senator from Massachusetts to the fact that it 


will first be necessary to reconsider the vote by which the 


committee amendment on page 9 was agreed to. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I make that request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the vote by which the amendment 
on page 9, commencing in line 14, was agreed to is recon- 
sidered, and the question is on agreeing to the amendment 
to the committee amendment offered by the Senator from 
Massachusetts. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I now call attention to pages 
46 and 47 of the bill. Under existing law an American 
traveler can purchase while on a sojourn abroad all the goods 
he desires to purchase, but on his return to the United States 
he is allowed to bring in free of duty only $100 worth of goods 
purchased in foreign countries, 

There are two exceptions to the general law. One excep- 
tion was enacted some years ago, limiting to much less than 
$100 the amount of liquor one could bring in. Through peti- 
tions from the Senators representing cigar-manufacturing 
States, your committee has placed cigars in the category 
with liquors, and limited the number of cigars which can be 
brought in free of duty to 100 cigars, instead of allowing $100 
worth to be brought in free of duty. 

We have incorporated also in the pending bill a very 
important amendment, about which there is perhaps more 
controversy than about any other. We have denied the 
benefit of the privilege of bringing in free of duty $100 worth 
of goods to the traveler who remains out of the confines of 
the United States for less than 48 hours. In other words, 
the man or woman who crosses the Canadian border or the 
Mexican border cannot claim this privilege unless he or she 
is out of the confines of the United States for longer than 
48 hours. 

Along the Canadian border Americans go into Canada to 
buy produce and supplies of one kind or another, and par- 
ticularly in the vicinity of Detroit, a rather extensive business 
is carried on, amounting to a considerable sum, during the 
Christmas holiday season, by persons going over the Cana- 
dian border and purchasing in Canadian stores. This 
amendment will prevent that. They must remain out of the 
country at least 48 hours. 

When we came to the Mexican border we found some difi- 
culties in applying that rule because the reverse situation 
takes place there. The Mexicans come over and buy in 
American stores, and the American merchants—so ably 
represented by the brilliant senior Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
AsuHurst] and the able junior Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
Hayven], and the fascinating and compelling Senator from 
Texas [Mr. Connatty], and the alert Senator from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. McApooj—protested, and they wanted some 
provision made so that Mexicans could come over to the 
American side and patronize the stores on this side. We 
found it impossible to make the law applicable to the 
Maine-Canadian border, the Vermont-Canadian border, and 
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the Michigan-Canadian border equally applicable to the 
United States-Mexican border, so, finally, because of the 
compelling force of the Senators from the States on the 
Mexican border, a compromise has been reached, and now 
I am offering an amendment which attempts to protect the 
business done by American merchants along the full Mexican 
border. In brief, the amendment permits the Secretary of 
the Treasury to make exceptions at particular customs ports 
with respect to enforcing this 48-hour rule. 

I send the amendment to the desk and ask that it be 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HL in the chair). 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 46, it is proposed to 
strike out the proviso beginning on line 22, and to insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

Provided further, That the Secretary of the Treasury may by 
special regulation or instruction, the application of which may 
be restricted to one or more individual ports of entry, provide 
that the exemption authorized by the preceding proviso shall be 


applied only to articles acquired abroad by a returning resident 
who has remained beyond the territorial limits of the United 


The 


States for such period, not to exceed 48 hours, as the Secretary 
may deem necessary at the specified port or ports to facilitate 
enforcement of the requirement that the exemption shall apply 
only to articles acquired as an incident of the foreign journey 
Provided further, That the exemption authorized by the second 

proviso shall apply only to articles declared in accord- 
ance with regulations to be prescribed by the of the 
Treasury by a returning resident who has not taken advantage of 
the said exemption within the 30-day period immediately pre- 
ceding his return to the United States: Provided jurther, That no 
such special regulation or instruction shall take effect until the 
lapse of 90 days after the date of such special regulation or 
instruction: And provided further, That section 37 of this act 
7766656606000 Sale ROT Te date of this 
act, 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, we are all very grateful 
to the Senator from Massachusetts for his complimentary 
references, but it looks like he is bringing pressure to bear 
tc get this so-called compromise through. As a matter of 
fact, we compromised by giving the Treasury all the power 
they asked. We do not get anything under this amendment 
unless we go down and see the Secretary of the Treasury 
and induce him to do something that he does not want to 
do, and which we know in advance that he does not want 
to do. 

I wish to supplement very briefly what the able and very 
veracious Senator from Massachusetts has already said. A 
great many tourists from all parts of the United States visit 
towns on the border between the United States and Mexico, 
in California, Arizona, New Mexico, and Texas. When they 
visit those border towns they like to go over into Mexico and 
buy a few curios and things of that kind. They do not want 
to stay as long as 48 hours. They want to go over the 
border and spend a few hours in Juarez, Nogales, Mexicali, 
Tia Juana, or some other place, and come back, Of course 
the border towns which are interested in retaining the tour- 
ist trade wanted the requirement in the law that in order 
to get the benefit of buying these articles the tourist had to 
remain abroad 48 hours. 

But we ran into difficulty in that connection because of 
the situation on the Canadian side. The same condition 
did not exist on the Canadian border. The Senator from 
Michigan (Mr. VANDENBERG], for instance, referred to the 
fact that people from Detroit could go across to Windsor 
and some of those Canadian towns probably every day and 
buy produce and goods at a price cheaper than that in the 
United States and bring them back. So the merchants in 
Detroit and other places naturally were complaining and 
insisting on this 48-hour requirement. 

Therefore we proposed an amendment to apply along 
the Mexican border, and it also applies to the Canadian 
border, that we would grant reciprocal agreements, For 
instance, if Mexico would agree that our people should be 
treated the same as we treated theirs, then we would not 
enforce the requirement about staying over 48 hours. 

However, the Treasury Department brought up a great 
number of objections, principally on the ground that we 
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could not treat the Mexican border the same as the 
Canadian border, and produced a Mexican statute by which 
they showed that Mexico does not limit importations ac- 
cording to value, but according to the number of articles. 
A traveler could have so many pairs of pants, so many coats, 
so many hats, so many shoes, and so many so-and-so free of 
duty. They raised the issue that the administrative diffi- 
culties were so tremendous that they did not want to bother 
with them. That was about all there was to it. They just 
did not want to bother with it. So they have worked out 
this amendment which is now offered by the Senator from 
Massachusetts. I will say to other Senators who are equalty 
interested, that I think the amendment represents about 
the best we can do. 

Mr. WALSH. I will state that the Canadian law permits 
Canadians to have the benefit of exemptions if they are 
absent less than 48 hours. It denies them their exemption 
under their law if they are absent more than 48 hours. 
That is the reason for the 48 hours being proposed by our 
committee. 

Mr. CONNALLY. So about all we can do now is to serve 
notice on the Secretary of the Treasury that this amend- 
ment is put in the bill for the purpose of having him ex- 
ercise this power which we give him, to make these exemp- 
tions along particular border districts, and not simply to 
go to sleep and forget all about it. 

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I do not understand the 
provision, and I am familiar with the relations on the border. 
My native town, the town in which I was brought up, is on the 
forty-fifth parallel of latitude, right at the gateway of the 
country, on Lake Champlain, and there is an interchange of 
business daily across that border. It is not one-sided. It 
works both ways. Canadians come into Vermont and buy 
things that are more convenient to get there than they are 
in Canadian towns outside of Montreal, and Vermonters go 
over to Canada to buy various things. One can start from 
my home, for example, and be in Montreal in 2 hours and 15 
minutes, without exceeding the driving speed limits. Very 
good relationships exist there. I want to suggest that if the 
reciprocal arrangement could be made, it would be a very 
agreeable arrangement, and would accommodate many people 
on both sides of the border. I do not quite understand what 
this amendment will do for the people. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, this amendment will simply 
put into law the reciprocal relationship that the Senator 
speaks of. It fixes for Americans the same length of absence 
as the Canadian law does for Canadians now. The dim- 
culty is not on the northern border. That situation is clear. 
But if we apply that reciprocal relation we will find that 
those represented by the Senators from the Mexican border 
States are in exactly the reverse position. They would be 
very much handicapped, because Mexico does not have such a 
48-hour law as Canada has. This arrangement has been 
made necessary in order to comply with what I believe is a 
just claim on the part of Senators from those States that 
they ought not to be subjected to the same rules as those on 
the northern border. 

Mr. AUSTIN. May I ask the Senator from Massachusetts 
if this amendment gives to the Secretary of the Treasury 
power to change the period of absence from the country 
from 48 hours to any length of time that Canada is willing 
to agree upon? 

Mr. WALSH. Yes; any length of time that Canada is will- 
ing to agree upon, less than 48 hours. I want to say to the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY] and to the Senator from 
California [Mr. McApoo] that they have been most coopera- 
tive in this matter, and if it were not for this compromise 
amendment, if I may call it that, it would have been neces- 
sary, in my opinion, to have a contest on the floor to see how 
many Senators would vote for the Mexican border and how 
many would vote for the Canadian border. That is happily 
avoided by the magnanimity of the Senators from the Mexi- 
can border States. : 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WALSH. I yield. 
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Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from Vermont says that 
the Secretary of the Treasury has the power in a measure 
to relax these regulations, and at a great many of these 
border points he has put in effect what he calls a $5 regu- 
lation, under which anyone can each day bring in what- 
ever he buys abroad, so long as the amount is under $5 for 
each day. Is that not correct? 

Mr. WALSH. That is true. Under regulation which is 
now a part of the law anyone may purchase and bring into 
this country goods in value up to $5. That takes care of 
souvenirs, knickknacks, and other things. 

Mr. CONNALLY. That regulation will continue in force 
if the Secretary sees fit to continue it in force. He has power 
to continue it in force or not. 

Mr. WALSH. It is discretionary with him. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Secretary of the Treasury au- 
thorizes the local collector in each place to collect an im- 
port duty if he sees fit, but nevertheless it is the action 
of the Secretary. The provision we are proposing to in- 
sert now, as I understand, provides for something analagous 
to that; that if in particular localities the Secretary should 
find that exemptions to the 48-hour rule are necessary, such 
exemptions would be granted. Is that correct? 

Mr. WALSH. The Senator has stated the provision as I 
understand it. 

Mr. CONNALLY. At Detroit, for example, persons cross 
the border and buy goods at wholesale. The Secretary could 
require them to stay 48 hours in that instance. Then, at 
some of the Mexican border points, where persons go across 
and buy some Mexican chaps, a hat or two, or a little curio 
or piece of lace, the Secretary could relax the requirement 
that they remain abroad 48 hours, and could provide that 
they need remain abroad only 12 hours. 

Mr. BORAH. If an American goes across the line, and 
undertakes to read the amendment and understand it, it 
will take him 48 hours to get back. [Laughter.] 

Mr. CONNALLY. I am sure tourists do not very often 
go abroad for reading purposes. They go abroad to have a 
good time, and to buy a few little trinkets. Of course, even 
along the border there is a division of opinion. Some mer- 
chants want the 48-hour provision, because they do not 
want Americans to go across to Mexico and buy anything; 
but the hotels, the chambers of commerce, and the “hoorah” 
boys want the tourists to come. 

Mr. NORRIS. I suppose the hotels want them to stay 
longer than 48 hours. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The hotels on the American side? 

Mr. NORRIS. On the other side. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Yes; the hotels and other places of 
amusement. 

Mr. NORRIS. The merchants would be opposed to allow- 
ing the privilege at all; would they not? 

Mr. CONNALLY. The merchants are divided. Some of 
them do not want to allow Americans to bring in anything. 

Mr. NORRIS. Of course. 

Mr. CONNALLY. On the other hand, the operators of the 
local hotels and tourist agencies who are interested in bring- 
ing people to the border points believe that if Americans 
could not go across the border and buy something trade 
would be lessened. 

Mr. NORRIS. If we permit Mexicans or Canadians to 
come to the United States it would be to our advantage, for 
the benefit of the hotels, to make them stay 3 days, would 
it not? í 

Mr. CONNALLY. Yes. 

Mr. McADOO. It would be difficult to find any Mexicans 
who could pay for 3 days’ accommodations at a hotel. 

Mr. NORRIS. Operators of places of amusement would 
want to compel them to stay longer. 

Mr. CONNALLY. It would be up to the Mexican Govern- 
ment to say how long the tourists from Mexico would be 
required to stay in the United States. 

Mr. NORRIS. We could require that they stay and board 
with us for a while before they go back; but what about the 
citizens in the interior of the country? As I understand, the 
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effect of this provision of the bill will be to permit the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury to make any law he sees fit. He can 
enforce the law at one point, and can prevent its enforce- 
ment at another town 10 miles away; or he may have a dif- 
ferent rule for every town along the border between Canada 
and the United States, or between Mexico and the United 
States. I ask the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WALSH] 
if that is not true? 

Mr. WALSH. The Secretary could provide different rules 
for different ports of entry, within the 48-hour period. At 
different customs ports he could have different rules, within 
the 48-hour period; but it is not expected that there will 
be any change in the situation at the Canadian border, 
because the 48-hour provision is the same as the Canadian 
law. There is no controversy or question about the situa- 
tion at the Canadian border. The privilege would be ex- 
tended to Canadians and Americans alike. The provision 
which is pending was designed to take care of the situa- 
tion along the Mexican border, which has been described. 

Mr. NORRIS. What benefit will the citizens in the in- 
terior of the country derive from such a provision? 

Mr. CONNALLY. They will have the privilege of getting 
into their automobiles, coming down to Texas, crossing the 
border into Mexico, buying a few articles, and coming back 
without paying duty on the articles. 

Mr. NORRIS. The same privilege will apply to the Mexi- 
cans; but they will not get the benefit of the tariff, as I 
understand. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The articles which are brought into the 
United States from Mexico are not competitive. 

Mr. NORRIS. They are not competitive? 

Mr. CONNALLY. Not many of them. Tourists may buy 
a little bottle of perfume, or a Mexican hat, or something 
of that description. 

Mr. NORRIS. If they are not competitive, should not the 
Secretary have power to make a regulation which would 
make them competitive? He would have nearly every other 
power under the provisions of the bill. 

Mr. WALSH. At the port of Detroit, valuable furs and 
other things are brought in. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. Of course, we must make a different 
rule for the Canadian border than that in effect at the 
Mexican border. 

Mr. WALSH. The class of business and the trading back 
and forth on the Mexican border are entirely different from 
those on the Canadian border. Is not that true? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I think Mexicans buy more in the 
United States than Americans buy in Mexico. 

Mr. WALSH. But the class of goods dealt in across the 
Mexican border is entirely different from that dealt in on 
the Canadian border. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Les. 

Mr. NORRIS. As I understand, there is a provision in the 
tariff law, or in the treaties with different countries, to the 
effect that the United States shall enjoy all the privileges 
which are extended to any other country. If a more favor- 
able treaty is made, will there be any danger of our getting 
into trouble with Great Britain, Germany, or Japan, if we 
have a different rule for Mexicans and Canadians than that 
which we apply to other countries? 

Mr. WALSH. It was proposed that we apply to the north- 
ern border the same rule as the Canadian law, and apply to 
the southern border the same rule as the Mexican law. So 
far as I could learn, nobody knew what the Mexican law 
was, or could read it or understand it. It is involved, com- 
plicated, and impossible of administration. 

Mr. NORRIS. The proposed law makes the situation even 
more involved. 

I should like to say to the Senator from Massachusetts 
that we have been listening for several days to statements 
about the terrible pressure which is brought to bear upon 
Senators and Representatives by the departments to con- 
trol the votes of Members of Congress. We have heard 
about the trades which are made, and the offers of patron- 
age, projects, and things of that kind. 
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If the proposed law goes into effect, giving the Secretary 
of the Treasury absolute power along the border to suspend 
the law here, to enforce it there, or to modify it somewhere 
else, shall we not increase the terrible evil which now exists 
affecting legislation? Will not the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury be given power to say to Members of Congress from 
Vermont, Texas, or California, “Unless you do so-and-so, we 
are going to close this port,” or, “We are going to open a 
port in New Mexico, and close one in California,” and 
thereby get votes in the Senate or in the House for or 
against some measure which the administration may want? 
What kind of trouble are we going to get into before we 
get through? 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WALSH. I yield. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Let me say to the Senator from Ne- 
braska that the provision under consideration does not 
change the duties on anything. It does not change any- 
thing except the 48-hour requirement. Instead of requir- 
ing tourists to stay 48 hours to get the benefit of the act, 
the Secretary may relax the 48-hour requirement. 

Mr. NORRIS. I understood the Senator from Texas to 
complain because he thought the proposed law would give 
great power to the Secretary of the Treasury. 

Mr. CONNALLY. So far as the relief we are hoping to 
get is concerned, it would. It is left up to the Secretary 
to grant the privilege or not to do so. 

Mr. NORRIS. It will be a question of who will be the 
more scientific in bringing pressure to bear—whether we 
bring it to bear on the Secretary, or whether the Secretary 
brings it to bear on us. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I am not very much alarmed about 
the Secretary. 

Mr. NORRIS. No; I do not think so. When it comes to 
pressure, I think the Senator will get his share of the ben- 
efits. The Secretary probably will give in. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Senator. So far I have 
not had any experience of that kind. 

Mr. NORRIS. The bill, if enacted into law, will provide 
the Senator with the experience he lacks. 

Mr. CONNALLY, Oh, no. Instead of the Secretary con- 
ceding something to us, we are conceding something to him. 
The Secretary wants the provision under discussion put in 
the law. The Secretary says the law is impracticable of 
administration; and so we are reluctantly, and over our 
protest, agreeing to accept the best we can get. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. WALSH. I yield. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I should be interested in know- 
ing what the Senator from Massachusetts would answer 
with reference to the contention that the bill represents a 
direct delegation to the Secretary of the Treasury of legis- 
lative authority over a taxing matter. 

In the light of all the arguments we have heard in the 
past few weeks about how terrible a thing it was to give 
the President power to do something which Congress had 
not been able to do for 75 years, thus making the President 
a dictator, why should we pass a bill which directly gives 
to an executive department control over the power of 
taxation? 

I am wondering what answer the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts has to that argument. 

Mr. WALSH. If I had my way, I should not have such a 
provision in the bill at all. However, I think Senators from 
States along the Canadian border made a very excellent 
case on the question of competition. American merchants 
along the border ought not to be obliged to subject them- 
selves to competition by reason of persons crossing the 
border into another country and bringing back commodities 
to sell. Such a situation must exist in the Senator’s own 
State of Washington. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. We are as familiar with it as 
anybody else is. 
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Mr. WALSH. I was impressed with the fact that the 
merchants along the border really had a case, especially in 
Detroit. The merchants pay taxes and contribute to the 
expenses of government, and they are entitled to be pro- 
tected against Americans who get their wages and income 
in this country going across the Canadian border and pur- 
chasing commodities at 40 percent of the price at which 
they could be purchased in the United States. 

The situation at the Mexican border happens to be just 
the reverse. There were two alternatives. One was to have 
a vote on the floor of the Senate to see whether we should 
make the 48-hour provision apply to both borders. The 
other alternative was to reach a compromise such as is repre- 
sented in the bill. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The bill is more restrictive than the 
present law. There is no time limit in the present law. 
Under the present law American tourists may go abroad 
and make their purchases, stay 10 minutes, and come back 
without having to pay any duty. 

Mr. WALSH. They may go abroad today and buy $90 
worth of goods and return; go abroad later and buy $90 
worth of goods and return; and so on, and resell the goods 
in competition with American merchants. 

Mr. CONNALLY. No; the Senator is in error. Americans 
are permitted to bring in only $100 worth of goods every 30 
days; but at present there is no limitation on the length 
of time a visitor must remain abroad. So the effect of the 
bill is to tighten the tariff. 

Mr. NORRIS. I should not complain if the rule were 
made universal; but I do not see why we should treat one 
foreigner differently from another, or why we should give 
an advantage to Americans living on one border which 
Americans living on the other border do not possess, or 
which the people in the interior of the country do not 
possess. 

Mr. WALSH. Let us hope that this amendment will be 
so administered that it will do just what the Senator wants 
to have done. It is hoped and expected the Secretary of the 
Treasury will take into consideration just what the Senator 
has suggested and administer the law so that the Mexican 
people will be treated as will the Canadian people. 

Mr. NORRIS. Why do we not ourselves, then, make the 
law? If we have jurisdiction, we should not confer that 
authority on some executive officer. 

Mr. WALSH. It is made that way because the situation 
that exists on one border is the opposite of the conditions 
existing on the other border. 

Mr. McADOO. Mr. President, this debate illustrates 
most forcefully the fact that we have a very diversified 
country and that the same conditions do not prevail every- 
where. A law which may take care of the situation on the 
Canadian border may be a very bad law for the Mexican 
border. There is a very great diversity of opinion in the 
section in my State which will be affected by the bill as to 
whether or not it ought to be enacted as it stands. 

Any American citizen who goes into a foreign country has 
the right to bring back with him, exempt from duty, $100 
worth of goods for his own use. This bill undertakes to 
provide that along these two borders, the Mexican border 
and the Canadian border, or anywhere, for that matter, a 
man must remain out of the country for at least 48 hours 
before he may bring anything in free. The curious effect 
of it would be that if one is sufficiently rich to go to Europe 
or to Hawali or to Mexico City or other foreign territory, 
a trip to which requires his being out of his own country 
for 48 hours, he can buy $100 worth of goods for himself 
and each member of his family and his servants and bring 
them in free. It really works in favor of those who are 
best able to enjoy expensive trips abroad. There are, how- 
ever, thousands of American tourists who have little Ford 
cars and trailers and who come first to California and then 
travel to the Mexican border. They like to go into a foreign 
country. They go to San Diego, which is one of our large 
cities, having 100,000 people, and which is about 15 or 20 
miles from the border, and they want to go to Agua Caliente 
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or to Tia Juana and look around. They do not want to 
stay there 48 hours. All they want is to be able to say, 
We have been in Mexico,” and to buy a few stamps or a 
few Mexican souvenirs, and sometimes, perhaps, some goods 
which might be competitive with goods sold in this country. 
Some merchants feel that deprives them of business which 
they would otherwise have. There is a wide difference of 
opinion about that. Many people feel that if the law is 
made so restrictive, as is proposed, tourists will not come 
down that way in order to go into Mexico. 

It is extraordinary how many people in the United 
States like to be able to say, “Well, I have been in Mexico,” 
or “I have been in a foreign country.” 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. McADOO. I yield. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. The Senator does not for a 
moment suggest that the reason people go to California is 
in order that they may have an opportunity to visit Mexico, 
does he? 

Mr. McADOO. Some of them do. I am perfectly willing 
to admit that there are tourists who are anxious to be able 
to say, “We have been to Mexico.” The opportunity to 
visit Mexico is one of California’s attractions, for Mexico 
is an adjacent area, in the nature, may I say, of a suburb 
of Los Angeles. 

Senators, the problem seems to me to be simply this: Is 
it wise to give this advantage to the people who are able 
to go to a foreign country and remain there 48 hours, but 
say to all those who are not so fortunately situated and 
who may have a chance to take a little vacation that, unless 
they remain outside of the United States 48 hours, they shall 
be penalized by being compelled to pay a duty on such 
goods as they may bring in with them? 

I do not know what the abuses are on the Canadian 
border. I wish that the conditions were such that all laws 
might have uniformity of application everywhere. I can 
see the difficulties about making one rule for Canada and 
another rule for Mexico. But I believe that this kind of 
discrimination along the Mexican border is going to be 
hurtful to us instead of beneficial. I believe that at this 
time when we are trying to establish and maintain friendly 
relations, commercially and otherwise, with all nations, it 
would be a distinct retrogression to make this exception. 

I am not making any fight on this matter. The Treasury 
Department seems to think that some terrible abuse exists 
of which we who live along the border do not know. I, 
therefore, am disposed to accept the committee’s judgment. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, let me give just one case. 
Three or four members of a family or a group of people 
working together may now go from Miami to Habana and 
each one may buy $99 worth of cigars. When they return, 
they obtain the exemption for all that large number of cigars. 
That is an abuse. 

Mr. McADOO. I think it is entirely proper to restrict 
that kind of a practice. 

However, there is another difference in the situation we 
are talking about. The provision in the bill as to 30 days, 
I think, will cover the situation to which the Senator refers, 
as the purchase cannot be repeated within 30 days. I think 
that is a wise provision. 

Mr. WALSH. Incidentally, I suppose the Senator is aware 
of the fact that before the committee the southern California 
border was classified by many of the witnesses in the same 
category as the Canadian border. The complaints we re- 
ceived from Texas and from Arizona and New Mexico were 
not similar to those that came from California. In fact, 
there were several witnesses and several petitions to the com- 
mittee expressing the wish that the Canadian border regu- 
lations be applied to southern California. 

Mr. McADOO. Different conditions prevail along the 
Mexican border. For instance, Mexicali is on one side of the 
international line and Calexico on the other, with a center 
street between, and a fence runs down the middle of the 
street, Mexico being on one side of the fence and California 
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on the other side. The intercourse between those two towns 
is practically the same intercourse as that in a community 
without a fence, but it is mecessary to pass the barrier and 
to go through the customs and all the formalities. I con- 
cede that those things cannot be avoided so long as we have 
customs laws. In the case of Juarez, Mexico, and El Paso, 
Tex., which are separated by the Rio Grande River, there 
being a bridge between the two, a very different situation 
exists. That is also true of Laredo, Tex., and the portion of 
Mexico opposite it, and of Brownsville, Tex., and the Mexi- 
can side of the border. Their problems are quite different 
from those encountered on the Canadian border. 

For my part, I would much prefer to have the 30-day pro- 
vision retained so as to correct abuses of which there seems 
to be just complaint by preventing a man going into a for- 
eign country more than once in 30 days and bringing back a 
hundred dollars’ worth of goods without the payment of 
duty. I think that it would be far better to leave these two 
borders alone otherwise and leave the law as it now is. That 
is my conviction about it. But if we are going to put this 
provision in the bill, then I think the merchants who have 
built up business along the border should have 90 days 
before this section goes into effect so as to give them time 
to adjust themselves to the situation. I also prefer to stand 
by the 30-day provision of the bill. I think it would be 
easier of administration. 

Mr. WALSH. That is the law now; it has been in opera- 
tion since 1932; but, notwithstanding, petitions come to the 
Treasury Department and to the committee asking for a 
change 


Mr. McADOO. There must be some lack of enforcement 
on the part of the administrative authorities if the 30-day 
provision is so abused. I am perfectly willing to accede to 
the will of the majority of the Senate on this question. With 
the amendment which has been made I think it will give 
the people a chance to adjust themselves to the situation. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, it seems to me that in this 
terrible difficulty and very important proposition we have 
been discussing, wherein we are trying to do the impossible, 
and are going to have one rule for Canada and another 
for Mexico, there is one thing that ought to be called to 
the attention of the Senate, and that is that we are ex- 
tremely fortunate not to have a State in the Union that 
borders on both Canada and Mexico. If there were no 
Oregon and no Washington, and all that section of the 
country was added to California so that at one end of the 
State one rule would apply and at the other end of the 
State another and entirely conflicting rule would apply, it 
would be a terrible thing, and we ought to rejoice that the 
condition does not exist. [Laughter.] 

Mr. REAMES. Mr. President, this is not a very important 
matter so far as the amount of money is concerned, but it 
has an aspect which has not been mentioned. 

The existing law has been in force for a great many years, 
and everybody who has traveled along the border knows 
that the people are satisfied with it. When we begin to make 
a change in the law and place agents along the border to 
determine how long a citizen has been on the other side, to 
take affidavits, and to conduct all the incidental investiga- 
tions of persons who cross the border, perhaps put them 
through the process of delousing, the amount of money 
which will be spent in trying to collect four or five measly 
dollars will be such that the net revenue will be too small to 
talk about. I think we ought to let the law remain as it is. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I desire to ask the Senator 
from Massachusetts a question. Is it not a fact that we 
export to Canada very much more than we import from 
Canada? I remember that a few years ago the exports 
to Canada were about $800,000,000, and the imports from 
Canada were between four and five hundred million dollars. 
Are we not by this legislation penalizing ourselves, tending 
to restrict our own exports and our own sales? 

Mr. WALSH. The Senator’s statement is correct except 
as to one thing—tourists. We send very many more tour- 
ists to Canada than Canada sends to this country. 
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Mr. KING, But in the long run we sell more to Canada 
than she sells to us. 

Mr. WALSH. So far as Canada is concerned, all we are 
doing is applying the Canadian law to the American border. 
This is exactly the same law that they impose—48 hours— 
So it is putting no hardship upon them. 

Mr. KING. It seems to me these laws are impediments 
to legitimate trade and commerce, and are obstacles to the 
development of our economic life. 

Mr. WALSH. Of course it is natural to have agitation 
on the part of merchants along the border. The Canadian 
law, however, has a 48-hour provision. 

Mr. KING. Is the Canadian law enforced by Canada? 

Mr. WALSH. The experts inform me that it is thor- 
oughly enforced; and I may add that it is more exacting 
than our law, in that an exception is allowed only once 
in 4 months instead of every 30 days. 

Mr. KING. My opinion is that if the State Department 
would take up the matter with Canada, we could eliminate 
the situation which calls for this legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will inquire if it 
is the intention of the Senator from Massachusetts under his 
amendment to strike out the proviso beginning on line 5, 
page 47. 

Mr. NORRIS. That is what the amendment says. 

Mr. WALSH. No, Mr. President; it is to add to it, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will state to the 
Senator from Nebraska that it is very clear that it is the 
intention of the amendment to strike out the proviso be- 
ginning on line 22, page 46; but the Chair is not clear as to 
whether or not it is also the intention of the amendment to 
strike out the proviso beginning in line 5, page 47, 

Mr. WALSH. It is not the intention. The amendment 
was drafted by the Treasury experts under the direction of 
the Senators from New Mexico, who are interested in the 
subject; and I offered it on behalf of the committee, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the 
amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. NORRIS. No, Mr. President; I should like to have a 
vote on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Massachu- 
setts. [Putting the question.] The ayes have it, and the 
amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY., Mr. President, I offer the amendment 
which I send to the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 41, line 3, after the 
phrase “manufacture of”, it is proposed to insert “any knit 
or woven fabrics, blankets, or other textile articles, or.” 

On page 41, line 4, beginning with the word “nor”, it is 
proposed to strike out the remainder of the sentence down 
to and including the word “articles” and to insert “or which 
are exported.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Wyoming. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr, O’'MAHONEY. Mr. President, let me say that I have 
offered the amendment which has just been adopted as the 
result of a colloquy which took place upon the floor earlier 
in the debate between the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr, 
WatsH) and myself. 

The amendment I had intended to offer was to strike out 
in line 24, page 40, the language beginning with the word 
“but” down to and including the word “articles” in line 4 
on page 41, and to insert in lieu thereof the following 
language: 

The words “wool and hair,” as used in this section, include any 
parts of products of such wool or hair as are susceptible of use 


in the production of the above enumerated articles, or of any 
knit or woven fabrics, blankets, or other textile articles. 


It appeared to be the opinion of the Senator from Massa- 


chusetts that in such form the amendment would have re- 
sulted in unnecessarily placing a tax upon waste products 
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which go into use as fertilizer, and into other uses. The 
amendment I have offered, and which has been adopted, has 
the effect of providing that the tax shall fall upon waste 
products which go into the manufacture of textiles, blankets, 
and other woven fabrics; and the understanding is that 
that is the purpose of the amendment. 

Mr. WALSH. I am very much pleased to have the Sena- 
tor’s explanation, and I agree with the understanding he 
has presented. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I offer the amendment which 
I send to the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 


stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 13, between lines 22 and 
23, it is proposed to insert the following new section, and 
to renumber the present sections accordingly: 


Sec. 8. The Tariff Act of 1930 is hereby amended by adding at 
the end of title III the following new part: 
“PART IV—DECLARATORY RULINGS 


“Sec. 370. Authority to issue. 

“(a) The Secretary of the Treasury is authorized to issue, when- 
ever he deems that the effective administration of the customs laws 
will be promoted thereby, a declaratory ruling to determine any 
question (within the jurisdiction of the Secretary), including ques- 
tions of fact, arising in respect of any completed or contemplated 
act, transaction, or event and concerning the application of any 
customs laws or any accrued or prospective civil liability, or any 
exemption, imposed or conferred by such laws. The authority 
hereby conferred shall not limit or affect any power or authority 
to issue rulings or regulations conferred by any other provisions 
of law. 

„(b) Such rulings may be issued upon application made there- 

for. The Secretary of the Treasury may prescribe by regulation 
the classes of cases or matters in which applications for declaratory 
rulings may be made and the form and manner in which such 
applications shall be filed. No suit, action, or proceeding shall lie 
or writ issue (1) on account of any failure or refusal of the Sec- 
retary to issue a declaratory ruling or (2) to restrain the issuance 
of such a ruling. 
“(c) No declaratory shall be issued until the Secretary 
of the Treasury shall have given such notice and shall have afforded 
such hearing, with ty to offer evidence, oral or written, 
as he may deem sufficient for a full presentation of the facts per- 
tinent to any question involved. 

„d) The Secretary of the Treasury is authorized to confer or 
impose upon the Commissioner of Customs or any other officer or 
employee of the Treasury Department, under such regulations as 
the Secretary may prescribe, any of the rights, privileges, powers, 
and duties conferred or imposed upon the Secretary by the provi- 
sions of this part. 

“Sec. 371. Application. 

“(a) An administrative ruling concerning the application of any 
customs law or any civil liability or any exemption imposed or 
conferred by such laws shall be effective as a declaratory ruling 
im the manner hereinafter provided only when designated as such 


by the Secretary of the ners fe 
. (5 A declaratory ruling sh: apply as such only in respect of 
the persons, acts, transactions, or events described or specified in 
the ruling, and shall be applicable in respect of a specified act, 
transaction, or event only of such act, transaction, or event is 
consummated or occurs in substantial compliance with the terms 
of the ruling. The Secretary of the Treasury may cause such in- 
vestigation to be made as he deems necessary to determine whether 

there has been such compliance. 
“(c) Except as otherwise provided by 3 by the terms of the 
ruling, a declaratory ruling shall apply th respect to acts, 
or events occurring before as well as 


“(d) A declaratory ruling shall not be effective (except as pro- 
vided in subsection (e) of this section) in any case where the 
Secretary of the Treasury finds that there has been fraud, or mis- 
representation of a material fact. 

“(e) A declaratory ruling shall be effective with respect to any act 

roved to the satisfaction of the Secretary of the Treasury to have 
feon done or omitted in good faith and reliance upon and in con- 
formity with such declaratory ruling, notwithstanding that such 
ruling may, after such act or omission, be amended or rescinded or 
be determined by judicial or other authority to be invalid for any 
reason. 
“Src, 372. Review. 

“A declaratory ruling shall not be reviewed by any administra- 
tive or accounting officer of the United States with respect to any 
act, transaction, or event in respect of which such ruling has 
become effective as provided in section $71. 

“Src. 373. Termination. 

(a) A declaratory ruling shall be effective until terminated in 
any manner provided in this section. 

“(b) The Secretary of the Treasury is authorized to terminate 
the effective period of a declaratory ruling upon due notice being 
given, by publication or otherwise, at least 30 days before the 
termination of the effective period but shall not terminate the ef- 
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fective period of a declaratory ruling (1) within 1 year after the 
date of issuance or (2) within such period of time after such 
date of issuance as may be found by the Secretary, and stated by 
him in the declaratory ruling, to be the period of time which 
normally elapses between the dates of order and importation with 
respect to a class or kind of merchandise covered by the ruling, 
unless he finds that the ruling was procured by fraud, or mis- 
representation of a material fact, or is inconsistent with a sub- 
sequent enactment by the Congress, with a subsequent proclama- 
tion or order of the President made pursuant to any provision of 
this act, or with a final judicial decision rendered after the issu- 
ance of the ruling. 

“(c) If a declaratory ruling is determined to be erroneous, in 
whole or in part, by a final decision of a court of competent juris- 
diction, such ruling shall thereupon cease to be further effective 


for any purpose. 
“(d) Nothing in this part shall be construed to affect the 


finality of any determination which has become final pursuant to 
any other provision of law.” 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the amendment that I offer, 
briefly stated, is as follows: It authorizes the Secretary of 
the Treasury to issue, upon application of the importer or 
other businessman, declaratory rulings to determine any 
question within his jurisdiction, other than a question of 
criminal liability, arising in respect of any completed or con- 
templated act, transaction, or event involving the applica- 
tion of the customs laws. Such a ruling would be issued by 
the Secretary only after notice and a hearing, and upon a 
full investigation of the details of the transaction involved. 

A declaratory ruling would apply only to the persons or 
transactions described or specified in the ruling itself, and 
then only if the transaction is consummated or occurs in 
substantial compliance with the terms of the ruling. A 
declaratory ruling will ordinarily apply to transactions oc- 
curring in the future, but it may apply to past transactions; 
as, for example, those in which goods haye been imported, 
but duties on them have not been finally determined. Ex- 
cept as to innocent parties, such a ruling will not be effec- 
tive in any case in which the Secretary of the Treasury 
finds that there has been fraud or misrepresentation of a 
material fact. Thus, for example, if an individual obtains 
the issuance of a ruling by fraud, and innocent persons 
covered by the ruling rely upon it, the ruling would be 
effective as to them, though it would not be effective as to 
the guilty individual. 

A declaratory ruling will be binding upon all nonjudicial 
officers of the United States. It may, however, be reviewed 
both on the law and on the facts in a court of competent 
jurisdiction in any case involving its application. 

Until its termination, a declaratory ruling will be binding 
upon the Government. The Secretary of the Treasury is 
authorized to terminate a declaratory ruling upon 30 days’ 
notice, but he cannot terminate the ruling within 1 year 
after its issuance, or within such period of time after the 
date of issuance as the Secretary may find and state in the 
ruling itself is the period of time which normally elapses 
between the dates of order and importation with respect 
to the class of merchandise covered by the ruling. The 
latter alternative minimum period for the life of the ruling 
is designed to permit an importer to obtain a ruling upon 
which he can rely with respect to merchandise which he 
will obtain on special order from abroad, as contrasted with 
orders which are filled out of stock. These minimum limi- 
tations on the life of declaratory rulings will not apply, 


however, in cases in which the Secretary finds that the 


ruling was procured by fraud or misrepresentation, or is 
inconsistent with a subsequent act of Congress, a Presiden- 
tial order or proclamation, or with a final judicial decision 
rendered after the issuance of the ruling. 

If a declaratory ruling is determined to be erroneous by 
a final court decision, the ruling thereupon ceases to be fur- 
ther effective for any purpose. 

Mr. President, sometime ago I presented an amendment to 
House bill 8099, the bill now under consideration. I offer 
the amendment at this time and ask for its adoption. While 
my amendment as first submitted has provoked some opposi- 
tion, I am offering it now in a materially revised form, which, 
I believe, will meet all the objections that have been raised, 
and, indeed, any legitimate objections that could be raised. 
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It was my privilege to sponsor in the Senate the bill which 
became the Declaratory Judgment Act of 1934. Everyone 
is agreed that that legislation was a great step forward in the 
improvement of the judicial process. Its usefulness is best 
evidenced by the scores of cases in which it has been in- 
yoked. The amendment which I now propose carries into a 
field of Federal administration the principle which, under 
the provisions of the Declaratory Judgment Act, now operates 
in the judicial field. I believe it will prove of very real benefit 
to businessmen. 

My amendment is designed to provide relief from the un- 
certainties which now face taxpayers under the customs laws. 
It will afford an opportunity which does not exist under 
present law for the businessman to go to the Treasury for 
advice, and to obtain reliable information concerning his 
prospective duty lability, with assurance that the Treasury 
Department will not reverse itself before he has completed 
his transaction and settled his customs liabilities. I believe 
the proposed relief will materially reduce the hazards now 
faced by importers, which embarrass them in their business 
transactions. These hazards also impose a burden upon 
American consumers, who now not only pay increased prices 
for excessive duties erroneously collected, but are also taxed 
to provide the moneys to refund such duties. 

The amendment provides that the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury may make deciaratory customs rulings which, for a speci- 
fied minimum period of time, shall be binding on the Gov- 
ernment. The importer may accept a ruling or, if he dis- 
agrees with it, obtain a judicial determination of its pro- 
priety. The court procedure for judicial review will be the 
same which is now available in customs matters. 

The operation of the amendment can best be illustrated by 
an example. A businessman contemplates the manufacture 
of a new commodity with the use of a material which must 
be obtained from foreign sources. Whether or not he shall 
engage in this business depends upon the cost of the foreign 
material. He can readily obtain information as to prices, 
insurance, freight, and handling charges; but today it is im- 
possible for him to obtain positive assurances as to the appli- 
cable rate of duty. Under existing law he must count this 
as a speculative element of his venture, and realize that at 
any time the customs officials may assess a higher duty than 
he has anticipated. Under my amendment he will be able 
not only to receive an advance opinion from the Treasury 
Department concerning the applicable rate of duty, which 
may now be furnished him, but he may also receive that 
which is now impossible—that is, assurance that the Treasury 
Department will not review his case and impose a different 
rate of duty during a fixed period of time, in normal cases 
not less than 1 year. 

A striking illustration of the benefits which will result 
from the adoption of my amendment is found in connection 
with the importation of a tapestry by a church in Philadel- 
phia. The church received a bequest of $20,000. to be used 
in ornamenting the church. It wished to purchase a par- 
ticular type of tapestry, to be made abroad in a particular 
factory, in accordance with a design to be furnished by the 
church. In order that the church might know what charges 
would be imposed by the customs, and accordingly how 
much of the bequest. might be spent on the tapestry itself, 
all the details of the proposed transaction were communi- 
cated to customs officials, who advised that under the de- 
scribed circumstances the tapestry would be free of duty. 
The order for a tapestry was accordingly placed, the pur- 
chase price of which consumed practically the entire 
bequest. 

Three months later the tapestry was imported. In the 
meantime, and in connection with another matter, the cus- 
toms officials had reexamined the law under which free 
entry was to have been granted, and decided that the law 
did not apply to articles of the kind purchased by the church, 
Therefore, when the tapestry was imported, duty was 
assessed in an amount of $12,000. The assessment was pro- 
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tested. The Treasury Department ruled that it could grant. 
no relief, and the assessment of duty was sustained by the 
Customs Court. 

The amendment is wholly advantageous to the purchaser 
and beneficial, I think, to business generally. It is accepted 
by the Treasury officials. I may say that they have drawn 
the amendment. 

The amendment will also have the incidental effect of 
reducing customs litigation to some extent. That is all to 
the good. The docket of the United States Customs Court 
is choked with more than 200,000 cases, and I am advised 
that new cases are being filed faster than the Court disposes 
of pending ones. 

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KING. I yield to the Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. OVERTON. I was not in the Chamber when the 
amendment was read. Does the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Utah give authority to the Secretary of the 
Treasury to pass upon facts so that his decision will be 
final? 

Mr. KING. No. As I stated, the applicant for the de- 
cision is not bound by it, but the Government is bound, The 
applicant may appeal, and disregard the decision, and go to 
the court. 

Mr. OVERTON. He has the right of review by the court? 

Mr, KING. Absolutely. The original amendment denied 
that right, but I have stricken out that provision. 

Mr. OVERTON. In that particular the Senator's modi- 
fied amendment is different from the original one? 

Mr. KING. It is materially changed. 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, I have a number of tele- 
grams from representative organizations in New York protest- 
ing against the provisions of the original amendment in 
regard to declaratory judgments, which made the decision of 
the Secretary of the Treasury final as to the entire contem- 
plated act. 

Mr. KING. That is eliminated, 

Mr. WAGNER. That is what I wanted to be sure of, be- 
cause it seemed to be an injustice that a decision of that 
kind should not be reviewable by the courts. The Senator, as 
I understand, now has modified his amendment? 

Mr. KING. Entirely. 

Mr. WAGNER. So that the applicant—that is, the im- 
porter, the party interested other than the Government—has 
a right to a review in the courts of the decision of the 
Secretary of the Treasury? 

Mr. KING. The finding may be made by the Secretary, 
and if the applicant is satisfied with it, he may proceed to 
import the goods with full knowledge of what he will have to 
pay. If he dislikes the finding, he may go to the Customs 
Court, just as he may do now. 

Mr. WAGNER. Is the right of review limited to the appli- 
cant, or may any party who is interested in the decision have 
a review by the court? 

Mr. KING. It is limited to the parties who are before the 
Treasury Department. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KING. Yes. 

Mr. CLARK. Am I to understand that these persons in 
New York had the effrontery to send the Senator a telegram? 
If so, they are likely to be put in jail. [Laughter.] 

Mr. WAGNER. Let us not get into an extraneous con- 
troversy. 

Mr. KING. I am sure the Senator from Massachusetts will 
accept the amendment. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, for the Recorp I should 
like to state that the original amendment proposed by the 
able Senator from Utah met with violent opposition from 
all over the country, and we received letters and telegrams 
of protest regarding it. The amendment now presented is 
an entirely different one, the Senator having greatly modi- 
fied the original one. 

Briefly stated, the difference between the previous amend- 
ment and this one is as follows: 
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When an importer made inquiry as to what rate might 
be fixed by the Department on an article he was about to 
import, the original amendment offered by the Senator 
permitted the Department to advise him as to the rate; and 
when advice was given that the rate would be of a par- 
ticular amount, or that the article would come under a par- 
ticular schedule, the original amendment of the Senator 
made that advice binding upon the Treasury, and a conclu- 
sive finding of fact, and prevented a reexamination by the 
court into the accuracy of that finding. The reason for the 
Senator’s amendment was because cases were brought to 
his attention and to the attention of other Senators in which 
the Treasury Department had advised importers that the 
import duty would be a particular amount; and later, when 
the article was imported and a review was had, the Treasury 
Department had felt obliged to levy a duty very much in 
excess of that originally stated. 

The Senator has changed his amendment. The one he 
now offers permits the Treasury Department to make a 
declaration of the rate on a particular article, but it is not 
conclusive. It may be reviewed by the courts, and any 
aggrieved party can take the matter to court. 

Mr. KING. What about the Government? 

Mr. WALSH. The Government cannot reverse itself. The 
importer knows that that is the only rate he has to pay unless 
the court makes a change. The Treasury Department can- 
not make a change of duty after its first declaration. 

There is no objection to the amendment as now presented, 
but the previous amendment was objected to quite strenu- 
ously. 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, I have a particular in- 
terest in the matter of the declaratory judgment. I was 
an advocate of it for a long time in New York, and helped 
make it part of the civil practice act in my State. 

I am surprised that lawyers do not utilize that method to 
a greater extent, so that before parties enter into a trans- 
action they may know what their respective rights are. 
That part of the Senator’s amendment of course I heartily 
favor; but I still believe that in matters of this kind there 
should be an opportunity for court review. For that reason 
I am glad to have the assurance of the Senator. I was 
confident that the request for court review, which was 
pretty nearly universal, would receive a favorable response 
from the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. WALSH, Mr. President, it is only fair to say, in 
behalf of the Senator from Utah, that the original amend- 
ment he proposed was similar to that embodied in many 
statutes, giving departments the authority and power he 
proposes. But in this bill the bestowal of the same power 
was vigorously and militantly opposed. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like to say to the 
Senator from New York, he having mentioned the declara- 
tory judgment, that a number of years ago I had the honor 
to sponsor and introduce a bill providing for declaratory 
judgments. It was opposed violently by a number of able 
Senators, but finally we succeeded in having it adopted, and 
it has served a very useful purpose. 

It seems to me that a broader use of the declaratory judg- 
ment should be made, and that so far as possible it ought 
to be introduced into the administrative law of every State. 

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, I do not differ with the 
Senator, so far as the administration by the Government of 
its own contracts and affairs are concerned. I am not ad- 
vocating a review in the courts upon all those decisions. 
But we are concerned here with private individuals and 
private rights. In those cases, I am sure, none of us would 
want to deprive an individual of a review by the courts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Ki1nc]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WAGNER. I should like to make an inquiry of the 
Senator from Wyoming, who a short time ago proposed an 
amendment to section 34 of the pending bill, which amend- 


LXXXI0I——288 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


4559 


ment was agreed to. Unfortunately I was called out on 
some official business when the amendment was considered. 
I want to ask the Senator whether his amendment imposes 
any duty upon wool which is used by our manufacturers in 
the manufacture of carpets. I represent a State in which is 
located a large part of the domestic rug manufacturing 
industry. I am, therefore, concerned in seeing that the 
rights of those manufacturers are protected. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, under the law as it 
stands, as the Senator knows, wool noils may be admitted 
free of duty for use in the manufacture of rugs or carpets. 

Mr. WAGNER. Exacily. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. They may not be admitted free if 
they are to be used in the manufacture of clothing. 

Mr. WAGNER. That is true. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Tariff Act levies a rate of 30 
cents per pound upon noils if they are carbonized and 23 
cents if they are not carbonized. 

It has developed that certain wools which have been ad- 
mitted free for the manufacture of carpets, after the car- 
pets have been manufactured noils are produced as a by- 
product, and they are not available for use in the manu- 
facture of carpets. These waste products have been used 
and are being used in the manufacture of shoddy textiles, 
and other knit and woven fabrics, and the amendment is 
designed only to prevent the diversion of these waste prod- 
ucts into the manufacture of commodities upon which there 
is a tariff. It does not interfere with the wool admitted 
free for the manufacture of carpets or rugs. 

Mr. WAGNER. In other words, the shoddy of which the 
Senator speaks is that which has not been used in the 
manufacture of the rug; it does not go into the rug at all. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. This is the waste product which does 
not go into the rug, but might go into a suit of clothes. 
If the Senator did not wear such very attractive clothing 
he might be in danger. 

Mr. WAGNER. Or if the Senator from Wyoming did not 
wear expensive clothes he might be subjected to the same 
difficulty. 

I wanted merely to receive the assurance that there was 
no change so far as concerns the duty on the wool which 
goes into the manufacture of rugs. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That is correct. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment, which I send to the desk and ask to have 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the 
amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 43, line 21, after the 
word “including”, it is proposed to insert the word “lumber” 
and a comma. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, I desire briefly 
to explain the amendment. The present tariff act provides 
for the free entry of— 


Articles the growth, product, or manufacture of the United States, 
when returned after having been 


My amendment would add lumber to shooks and staves, 
and would permit our producers of lumber to export the 
lumber manufactured as to width and thickness, but not as 
to length; and then have that manufactured lumber re- 
turned into the United States duty free if used as con- 
tainers. It would give to lumber which is manufactured as 
to width and thickness, but not as to length, the position 
in the bill with shooks and staves. 

There can be no logical distinction between the two. The 
only difference is in the cutting of these pieces of lumber 
down to certain lengths. 

The lumber business of the Pacific coast has suffered very 
seriously for many years, and it has suffered very seriously 
because of the policy in the reciprocal-trade agreements. 
There have been 17 of them, and so far nothing has been 
done which would be of advantage to the lumber people. 
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This amendment would give to the lumber producers an op- 
portunity, in a very small way, it is true, to export some of 
their lumber and have it used for the manufacture of con- 
tainers, and would merely put it upon a parity with shooks 
and staves. I do not see that any logical distinction can be 
made between the two. 

I ask consent to have certain letters upon this subject 
printed in the Recorp as a part of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the letters were ordered to be 
printed in the Recor, as follows: 


Dovo.as Fir Export Co., 
Seattle, Wash., February 16, 1938, 
The Honorable Lewis B. SCHWELLENBACH, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sie: It has just come to our attention that the proposed 
Custom Administrative Act of 1937 (H. R. 8099), which passed the 
House last August and is now before the Senate Finance Commit- 
tee, proposes to amend paragraph 1615. This paragraph relates to 
shooks and staves when returned as boxes and barrels in use as 
the usual containers of merchandise. 

In order to further assist the export of forest products from the 
States of Washington and Oregon, we respectfully request that 
you use your best endeavors to have this act further amended 
before it is passed by the Senate. We understand that the Senate 
Finance Committee has concluded hearings on this bill but the 
full committee has not taken it up. The amendment we would 
like to have inserted would be after the word “including” on page 
36, line 5, the word “lumber” and a comma. 

The present tariff act provides in paragraph 1615 for the free 
entry of “articles the growth, produce, or manufacture of the 
United States, when returned after having been exported, with- 
out having been advanced in value or improved in condition by 
any process of manufacture * * including shooks and staves 
when returned as barrels or boxes.” 

The regulations in force issued by the Treasury Department in 
the administration of this provision include the following: 

“ART. 397. Shooks and staves—Consular account: (a) Pursu- 
ant to paragraph 1615, above quoted, American shooks and 
staves reimported in the form of complete boxes or barrels filled 
with foreign products are exempt from any duties imposed by the 
tariff laws upon similar containers made of foreign shooks or 
staves, provided their identity is established under these regula- 
tions (arts. 397, 398, and 399). 

“(b) The term ‘shook’ embraces only shooks which, at the time 
of exportation from this country, are ready to be assembled into 
boxes or barrels without further cutting to size; except that box 
shooks may be exported in double lengths and cut abroad, pro- 
vided that the number of boxes made from such shooks which may 
be imported into this country free of duty cannot exceed the 
number of sets of shooks exported. (T. D.'s, 36444-47559.) 

Provision is also made for certificates of the foreign shipper and 
box maker and an elaborate means is provided for preventing 
evasion of duty under this provision. 

There are a number of foreign markets to which we could ship 
lumber partly manufactured from spruce and hemlock produced 
in Washington and Oregon, provided these cases, when filled with 
merchandise, could be returned to America duty-free. We are 
prevented from doing this as most countries have high-import 
duties on manufactured shooks where they have a comparatively 
low duty on lumber. 

The lumber we propose to export would be manufactured to 
width and thickness but not to length. You will note in the 


above quotation from article 397, paragraph b, that double. 


lengths are permitted. The limiting to double is of little or no 
value to the mills producing this export box lumber. Neither does 
it assist the box maker abroad to import American lumber for 

box shooks, as undoubtedly the foreign customs would 
class these double lengths as manufactured shooks. 

There have been so many inroads made upon the wooden box 
and case business in recent years by cardboard manufacturers and 
other substitutes that box lumber from hemlock and spruce is in 
oversupply and the producing mills are not operating more than 
half capacity. 

It might be argued that allowing cases and boxes manufactured 
abroad would be depriving American labor of work. This would 
not be the case as the markets to which this lumber for box- 
making purposes would be shipped are not at the present buying 
either shooks or lumber for purpose. 

The only advancement in value or improved condition would 
be that the lumber would be cut to required lengths to which 
would be added nails. We understand that the Treasury Depart- 
ment does not consider this as other than something that is 
necessary, the same as adding hoops to staves, which are allowed 
free entry when no further improvements are made. 

We respectfully request your further interest in the Northwest 
lumber industry by requesting the committee to amend the Cus- 
toms Administrative Act of 1937 (H. R. 8099), page 36, line 5, by 
inserting the word “lumber” followed by a comma, following the 
word “including.” 
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Should you desire further information on the above subject as 
to why this would be beneficial to the lumber industry, we will 
be glad to furnish you immediately with more details. 

Yours respectfully, 
Dovcias FIR Export Co., 
M. E. BLACKMAR, 
Assistant Manager. 
HENRY MILL & TIMBER 
Tacoma, Wash. — 10, 1938. 
Hon. L. B. SCHWELLENBACH 


United States Senate, W D. C. 

Dran Sm: It has come to our attention through the Douglas 
Fir Export Co., of Seattle, our export selling agents, that there 
is before the United States Senate, an amendment to the Custom 
Administrative Act of 1937 (H. R. 8099). 

As we understand it, there is provided in this act the free 
entry of boxes and cases when shipped from abroad containing 
foreign merchandise, providing they are made of American lumber. 
However, the regulation at the present time is that box shooks, 
barrels and casks, and so forth, containing foreign merchandise 
are assessed a duty of from 90 and 100 percent in most foreign 
5 unless it is proven that they are made of American 

00 

In many countries there is a very high import duty on made-up 
shooks, but a relatively low duty on lumber that could be im- 
ported for making shooks. There is a very definite possibility 
that we can increase our lumber exports of this type of lumber, 
if the foreign buyer could use it to make shooks, barrels, and 
casks, which would be returned to this country duty-free con- 
taining merchandise. 

We received the information that if the above numbered act 
(H. R. 8099) were amended on page 36, line 5, we believe that a 
new foreign market could be developed for box lumber. The 


present reading of the act is, “including shooks and staves when 


returned as boxes or barrels in 
merchandise.” 


use as the usual container, of 


If the act was amended to read thus, “including lumber, shooks, ' 
and staves when returned as boxes or barrels in use as the usual 
containers of merchandise,” it would be a distinct benefit from. 


the standpoint of our own operation, and undoubtedly would; 


benefit most of the other cargo mills on Puget Sound, in opening 
this additional market for export lumber. 


Particalarly in view of: 


the fact that box lumber is of a generally low grade which is. 


becoming increasingly difficult to move into domestic markets, 

I trust that we may have your favorable action on this act, 
and would very much like to hear from you as to the possibility 
of getting the act amended as suggested. 


Yours very truly, 
Henry Mr. & TimBER Co., 
By Jon F. BUCHANAN. 


West Coast LUMBERMEN’S ASSOCIATI 
Seattle, Wash., February 23. 1036. 
Hon. Lewis B 


. SCHWELLENBACH 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dran SENATOR ACH: I have just seen the letter 
which M. E. Blackmar of the Douglas Fir Export Co. sent you 
under date of February 16, requesting that the word “lumber” 
be inserted on page 26, line 5, of the Customs Administrative Act 
of 1937 (H. R. 8099). This is for the purpose of permitting Ameri- 


can lumber to be shipped abroad and then to reenter the United 


States duty-free, in the form of crates or other containers 
in the shipment of imported merchandise. 

I wish heartily to second Mr. Blackmar’s recommendation. The 
principle of free entry into the United States of our own domestic 
materials, used in shipping and packaging foreign merchandise, 
has long been recognized by tariff law. This proposal would carry 
out that same principle more completely. In the case of a number 
of countries to which lumber is exported from the Pacific North- 


west, it would expand our trade and result in the use of more 
American—less foreign—lumber as containers for imported a: 


dise. 

This is one of the steps that can be taken to build up the o- 
shore trade in west-coast lumber, of which I have written you, 
frequently. We are anxious that no stone be left unturned that 
might help, even to a moderate degree, in restoring our former’ 
volume of export lumber production and employment. 

I hope very much that Mr. Blackmar's suggestion may receive 
your support. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. B. GREELEY, 
Secretary-Manager. 
Sr. PAUL & Tacoma LUMBER Co., 
Tacoma, Wash., February 18, 4938. 
Hon. Lewis B. 


ScHWELLENBACH, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. 
Dear SENATOR SCHWELLENBA' 
the fact that the United States Senate is now consi 


t 


cH: Our 3 nas been drawn to 
an’ 


amendment to the Customs Administrative Act of 1937 (H. R. 


8099). If one clause in that act can be amended to include the 
word “lumber,” it appears that a very substantial market can be 
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openad to Northwest products in many foreign countries; and 
is gain will in no sense change or limit the intention or purpose 
of the act. The act provides for the free entry of American 
boxes and cases when shipped from abroad containing foreign- 
made merchandise. On the contrary, unless it can be proven that 
containers are of American manufacture, duty is assessed on said 
box shooks, barrels, casks, etc., at the same rate as on the mer- 
chandise contained therein. 

In many countries there is a very high duty on American shooks, 


. but lumber partially manufactured for box-making purposes could 


be imported at a comparatively low duty. There are a number of 
countries at the present time interested in buying their box 
shooks in the manner, provided the cases and boxes would have no 
duty assessed when shipped back to this country as the containers 
of merchandise. Therefore, we urge that the act be amended on 
page 36, line 5. It now reads including shooks and staves when 
returned as boxes or barrels in use as the usual containers of 
merchandise.” We recommend an amendment so that it will read 
“including lumber, shooks, and staves when returned as boxes or 
barrels in use as the usual containers of merchandise.” 

We will appreciate any assistance which you can give in this 
matter. 

Very truly yours, 
C. Wacner, Vice President. 

Mr. REAMES. Mr. President, I question the wisdom of 
agreeing to this amendment. The articles to which the 
paragraph under discussion refers are those which come in 
duty-free. After the word “merchandise” occurs the phrase 
“including shooks and staves.” What is sought to be inserted 
is the word “lumber” before the word “shooks.” Shooks are 
Iumber which has been cut in dimensions for boxes—fruit 
boxes principally. The objection I have to the amendment 
is that it allows lumber to be shipped, for instance, to Japan, 
and by the labor over there cut into box shooks such as we 
manufacture on the Pacific coast by our own labor. Whether 
it is advisable to make such a provision is a question I wish 
to have the Senate consider. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. REAMES. Certainly. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. So far as lumber is concerned, 
the only difference would be the cutting of the lumber into 
different lengths to be manufactured in this country, so far 
as thickness and width are concerned, and the only labor 
performed by the Japanese, for instance, on it would be to 
cut it down to certain lengths. The shooks and staves have 
to be manufactured into containers and the lumber would 
have to be manufactured into containers. 

As to additional labor upon the lumber, it would just be 
a matter of cutting that lumber into lengths. I cannot see 
that any great amount of labor, which would go to American 
workingmen, would be involved in changing the length of 
the lumber in that way. 

Mr. REAMES. The question is asked, “What is the ad- 
vantage in doing it this way?” I think the answer to that 
question is that it gives a market for lumber that is to be 
made into shooks. But I can better answer the Senator's 
question by giving an illustration. We have in our com- 
munity two large mills that are devoted entirely to cutting 
into box shooks lumber which comes from large lumber 
concerns. They are very large industries. But if that 
lumber is shipped to the Orient, for instance, in its correct 
dimensions of course, it can then be cut into the dimensions 
for box shooks by foreign labor or in foreign mills. 

I do not know that I have any very great objection to the 
amendment, but I just make that statement. Of course, I 
am as anxious to help the lumber industry in the Northwest 
as the Senator from Washington is. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, the principal difficulty with 
this amendment is_one of administration. As has been 
stated by the able Senator from Washington, shooks and 
staves made in this country, and to which the Senator who 
just preceded me referred, are shipped out of the country 
and made into boxes and the boxes are returned to this 
country from the foreign countries, containing supplies of 
one kind or another, in some instances tomatoes, and when 
the boxes made from the shooks and staves prepared in this 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


4561 


country return, they are not subject to duty, though the 
contents of the boxes are subject to duty. 

The amendment which the able Senator from Washington 
has presented will have not only the effect which the Sena- 
tor who has just preceded me stated, of diminishing the 
opportunity for making shooks and staves in this country, 
but will also be harmful in another respect. The Senator’s 
amendment proposes that American lumber shipped to a 
foreign country and made there into shooks and staves, shall 
upon being returned to this country in the form of boxes, 
and containing produce or other goods imported from the 
foreign country into this country, not be subject to tax. 
The method of administering the present law, so far as 
shooks and staves are concerned, is a very intricate one and 
a very difficult one. I am informed that double-entry book- 
keeping must be maintained in every consular office of every 
country to which the shipments are sent. It will then be 
necessary to check up to see that the amount of shooks 
shipped out of our country to a particular country corre- 
sponds to the amount that comes back from that country. 

The difficulty with the amendment is: How are you going 
to keep track of the lumber? Every piece of lumber shipped 
to Canada, every piece of lumber shipped to Cuba, or to any 
other country, would have to be followed and traced to see 
that that same lumber was made into shooks and staves and 
came back in box form. Senators will understand what an 
almost impossible task that would be. Furthermore, it 
would lead, in the opinion of the Treasury Department, to 
many abuses. Foreign lumber would be used, and the claim 
made that it was American lumber, and foreign lumber in 
this form would supplant American lumber and come in 
free of duty. 

I state these facts to show the Senate the difficulties that 
may arise. However, I think the proposition presented by 
the Senator is one which is entitled to further study and 
consideration, and so far as I am concerned, I shall not 
object to the amendment being agreed to, and let it go to 
conference for consultation with my colleagues on the con- 
ference committee and the House conferees. 

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, I certainly ap- 
preciate the attitude of the Senator from Massachusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment of the Senator from Washington 
(Mr. ScHWELLENBACH] on page 43, line 21, after the word 
“including”, to insert “lumber” and a comma, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, for the information of the 
Senate, and those interested in the details of the bill, es- 
pecially in view of the fact that many of the sections are 
technical and involved, I ask that portions of the committee 
report upon the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, portions of the report (No. 
1465) were ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


The primary purpose of H. R. 8099, a bill to amend certain 
administrative provisions of the Tariff Act of 1930, and for other 
purposes, is to remove certain statutory obstacles to the efficient 
administration of the customs laws by the Customs Service of the 
Treasury Department. As its title indicates, the bill is an admin- 
istrative bill. It does not deal with duty rates and all attempts 
to make duty amendments to it were vigorously repelled by your 
committee, as they were in the House by the Ways and Means 
Committee. The enactment of H. R. 8099 has been strongly 
recommended to Congress by the Treasury Department and the 
bill is in accord with the program of the President. 

A subcommittee of the Finance Committee held extensive public 
hearings on H. R. 8099, at which representatives of the Treasury 
Department, domestic industries, and American importers appeared 
and testified. A considerable number of amendments were pro- 
posed to the bill at these hearings. The Finance Committee care- 
fully sifted the proposed amendments and adopted those which it 
believed to be meritorious. These have been set out above. 

As the bill is now reported, all controversies between particular 
groups interested in this legislation have been minimized and there 
momen but few provisions concerning which there is any difference 

opinion, 
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As stated, the primary purpose of H. R. 8099 is to facilitate 
efficient administration of the customs laws. It cannot be termed 
an importers’ bill nor can it be characterized as a domestic manu- 
facturers’ bill. Such benefits as will accrue to either group are 
purely incidental to an increase in administrative efficiency. Be- 
sides the primary purpose of facilitating more efficient adminis- 
tration of the customs laws, the other major purposes of H. R. 
8099 may be briefly summarized as follows: 

(1) To restate the customs and other laws with the administra- 
tion of which the Customs Service is charged, in certain instances 
where this may be profitably done in such a manner as will 
simplify their interpretation and administration. 

(2) To fill in gaps in existing law to relieve administrative difi- 
culties. 

(3) To suppress abuses which have, in a few instances, grown up 
under existing law, and which cannot be corrected by administra- 
tive practice. 

(4) To liberalize the laws in certain desirable respects where 
this will facilitate administrative efficiency without jeopardizing 
the revenue of the United States or the interests of the public. 

Section 1: This section gives the act a short title, the “Cus- 
toms Administrative Act of 1938.” 

Section 2: This section excludes Wake Island, Midway Islands, 
and Kingman Reef from territory in which our general tariff laws 
are applicable. Supplies are to be landed on these islands for an 
American commercial air line and its employees but not for com- 
mercial purposes, and the expense of customs administration would 
not be justified. 

Section 3: This section is a revision of the law requiring imports 
to be marked to indicate the country of their origin. Section 3 
requires each imported article, or its container, to be marked in a 
conspicuous place to inform the ultimate purchaser as to the 
origin of the article, eliminating the present requirement that the 
article and its immediate container and the outer package be 
marked. It eliminates the question as to whether marking re- 
quirements are mandatory or discretionary by definitely making 
them mandatory. It provides exceptions for marking requirements 
where such exceptions can be justified on the basis of administra- 
tive experience. It provides that the 10-percent additional mark- 
ing cuty shall not apply if goods are marked after importation 
but before entry into the commerce of this country. It retains the 
penal provisions against defacing or obliterating marking to indi- 
cate the origin of imports. 

Section 4: This section extends the privilege of temporary free im- 
portation under bond to include (1) all articles to be exported 
after being changed in condition otherwise than by alteration or 
repair but not in such manner that draw-back of duty could be 
obtained on exportation; (2) private automobiles, motorcycles, 
etc., to be used for business purposes; (3) locomotives or other 
railroad equipment temporarily brought into the United States to 
meet an emergency; (4) professional equipment, tools of trade, 
and camping equipment to be used temporarily by nonresidents; 
and (5) articles of special design for temporary use exclusively in 
connection with the manufacture or production of articles for 


Section 4 also extends the present practice of permitting the 
of the Treasury to defer for 90 days the exaction of a 
bond in the case of temporary free importations of horses, auto- 
mobiles, and boats so as to permit the Secretary to defer requir- 
ing such a bond for 6 months in the case of any horse, automo- 
bile, or boat entering the United States from any country which 
accords a similar privilege to horses, automobiles, and boats from 
the United States. 

Section 5: This section (a Senate committee amendment) ex- 
tends the exemptions from customs duties and internal-revenue 
tax on articles of foreign or domestic manufacture or production 
withdrawn from bonded warehouses or bonded manufacturing 
warehouses for supplies (not including equipment) to foreign 
vessels employed in certain classes of trade in order to remove a 
conflict with certain treaty obligations of the United States, for 
example, with Norway. It also authorizes the duty-free and tax- 
free withdrawal of imported articles for supplies (not including 
equipment) of aircraft registered in the United States and en- 
gaged in certain classes of trade, or for supplies (including equip- 
ment), maintenance, or repair, of foreign aircraft engaged in such 
classes of trade. The privilege is extended to foreign aircraft on 
a basis of reciprocity. 

Section 5 also extends full draw-back privileges to supplies (not 
including equipment) for the foreign and domestic vessels and 
domestic aircraft and to supplies (including equipment) and 
articles for maintenance or repair of the foreign aircraft. 

The section provides for assessment of duties and taxes on 
articles in connection with which the drawback or exemption 
privileges of section 309 or of section 317 of the tariff act (relat- 
ing to exemption from internal-revenue taxes) have been allowed 
and which shall thereafter be returned to the United States. 

Section 317 of the tariff act is amended to conform to section 
309. 


Section 6: This section revises existing law to state the estab- 
lished rule that when duties on imports depend upon the quantity 
of goods imported, such quantity is to be ascertained as of the 
time of importation, except where the law makes other provision 
for special cases. 

Section 6 also provides that no administrative ruling resulting 
in the imposition of a higher rate of duty or charge except under 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


APRIL 1 


the Anti-Dumping Act shall be effective prior to the expiration 
of 30 days after the date such ruling is published. 

Section 7: This section authorizes existing practices under 
which collectors of customs d differences of less than $1 
between the total duties or taxes deposited or tentatively assessed 
and the amount of duties actually accruing. 

It also gives collectors discretionary authority to admit articles 
free when the expense and inconvenience of collecting duty, 
would be disproportionate to the amount of such duty, but not 
exceeding $5 worth of goods in any one day in the case of articles - 
accompanying, and for the personal or household use of, persons 
arriving in the United States or $1 in any other case. This is in 
accord with the present practice. 

Section 8: This section amends the definitions of bases of valu- 
ation to be used for customs appraisals to eliminate the require- 
ment established by a recent court decision that sales to third 
countries must be considered by appraisers. 

Section 9: This section provides for the payment of overtime 
compensation in all cases where customs employees perform serv- 
ices outside regular hours of business for private interests, the 
expense to be borne by the person requesting such services. Such 
compensation is now authorized in most, but not all, such cases. 
Services on highway bridges and tunnels are excepted since such 
ba are performed by customs employees on regular tours of 

uty. > 

Section 10: This section restates patchwork law in a clearer 
manner and covers gaps in existing law by imposing penalties on 
persons who bring in merchandise from a contiguous country 
otherwise than in a vessel or vehicle and do not report the arrival 
of such merchandise to customs, or who fail to obtain a permit 
from customs before proceeding inland, or who carry passengers 
beyond a customs station without reporting. 

Section 11: This section adds a new provision to the tariff act 
to authorize the inspection, examination, and search of persons, 
baggage, or merchandise discharged or unladen from a vessel ar- 
riving in the United States or the Virgin Islands from a foreign 
port or place or from a port or place in any Territory or posses- 
sion of the United States, whether directly or via another port or 
place in the United States or the Virgin Islands, and whether or 
not any or all of such persons’ baggage or merchandise has 
previously been examined or inspected by customs officers. 

Section 12: This section authorizes the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to permit separate entries for portions of one shipment of 
imported merchandise. A single entry for each shipment has 
heretofore been required. 

Section 13: This section (a Senate committee amendment) 
provides that agents of individuals or partnerships may sign con- 
signees’ declarations, where such agents have actual knowledge of 
the facts alleged in the declaration. Under existing law such 
declarations may be signed by agents only if the consignee is a 
corporation. 

Section 14: This section restates existing law providing that 
imported merchandise for which entry has not been completed 
within 1 year shall be regarded as abandoned to the Government, 
and covers the administrative practice of permitting such mer- 
chandise and merchandise regarded as abandoned because not 
withdrawn from warehouse within the statutory period to be 
released to the consignee upon payment of duties and charges 
at any time prior to sale. It also settles any doubt as to when 
certain classes of are to be regarded as abandoned and as 
to the rate of duty applicable when the law is changed between 
the date of abandonment and the date of release to the consignee. 

Section 15: This section makes express provision for 
a bond to insure compliance with all laws and regulations 
erning the admission of merchandise into the commerce of the 
United States) with respect to the packages of an importation 
which are released to the importer before examination and ap- 
praisement is made on the basis of the representative packages 
retained for that purpose. 

Section 16: This section provides that a special regulation or in- 
struction permitting examination of less than the usual 10 percent 
of each importation may be applicable at one or more ports, to one 
or more importations, or to one or more classes of merchandise. 
Court rulings that such regulations under existing law must have 
general application have seriously interfered with customs admin- 
istration. Section 16 also provides that no appraisement shall be 
held invalid because less than the statutory quantity of merchan- 
dise was examined unless the party claiming such invalidity can 
show that an incorrect appraisement resulted from the failure to 
examine additional goods. 

It provides further that when the appraisement of an importa- 
tion is held to be invalid the United States Customs Court must 
find the proper dutiable value of the goods. 

Section 17: This section revises the law with respect to protests 
by American manufacturers, producers, and wholesalers against 
rates of duty assessed on imports competing with their product. 
Under the new law importers may import their merchandise upon 
payment of duties in accordance with Treasury findings until a 
prima facie case the correctness of such findings is made 
by a judicial decision adverse to the Treasury's findings. Such pro- 
tests are given a preferred status on the dockets of the customs 
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Section 18: This section restates the law with respect to refunds 
and errors, with minor changes designed to express more precisely 
the established interpretation of existing law. It places a l-year 
limitation upon the time within which an erroneous assessment of 
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duty on personal or household effects may be corrected without a 
formal protest having been filed. 

Section 19: This section (Senate committee amendment) repeals 
those provisions of law which require comptrollers in effect 
to duplicate the work of collectors by verifying all assessments of 
duties and allowances of drawbacks made by collectors in connec- 
tion with the liquidation thereof. It provides a legal means where- 
by unnecessary duplication can be avoided. This elimination of 
work duplication will release manpower for the performance of 
essential functions, without increasing appropriations for such pur- 
poses, and will expedite the closing of customs transactions. The 
amendment does not contemplate or authorize the discontinuance 
of the offices of comptrollers of customs or any reduction of cus- 
toms personnel. 

Section 20: This section provides that the expenses of customs 
officers in connection with admeasurement of vessels at places 
other than a customs port of entry shall be borne by the owners 
of the vessels, and that all reimbursements of expenditures from 
customs appropriations shall be deposited to the credit of the ap- 
propriation from which they were paid. 

Section 21: This section provides that taxes on imports shall be 
construed to be customs duties only if the law under which they 
are imposed provides that they shall be treated as customs duties. 
In a recent case an internal-revenue tax was held to be a duty for 
the purpose of an exemption provided in the tariff law that had 
never before been construed to apply to an internal-revenue tax. 
This section is designed to overrule that case and its serious 
implications. It is not aimed at the jurisdiction of the customs 
courts and to allay fears which have been expressed in this respect; 
this section provides that it shall not be construed to limit or 
restrict the jurisdiction of the United States Customs Court or the 
United States Court of Customs and Patent Appeals. 

Section 22: This section authorizes the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to permit merchandise in transit through the United States, 
now required to be carried by a common carrier, to be carried 
otherwise than by a common carrier if no common-carrier facili- 
ties are reasonably available, 

Section 23: This section expressly provides for existing admin- 
istrative practices with respect to the transfer of the right to with- 
draw imports entered for warehouse; provides that such transfers 
shall be irrevocable in defined circumstances; and defines the cus- 
toms rights of the transferee. A provision is also incorporated 
covering the administrative practice of permitting merchandise to 
be withdrawn for transfer to another bonded warehouse at the 
same rt. 

The words “or elsewhere” (added by a Senate committee amend- 
ment) will eliminate a possible objection to the withdrawal of 
goods from warehouse for transportation and rewarehousing in cus- 
toms bonded warehouses established elsewhere than within the 
limits of a port of entry. There are at the present time several 
customs bonded warehouses established elsewhere than within the 
limits of ports of entry, including certain grazing areas bonded for 
the storage of livestock. 

Section 23 also authorizes the refund of full duties when 
merchandise is exported on which duties have been paid and 
which has remained continuously in customs custody while in 
this country. Present law authorizes the refund of only 99 
percent of the duties. The change will eliminate an administra- 
tive problem and make the provision affected conform with the 
provision of present law authorizing the refund of 100 percent 
of duties when duty-paid merchandise is destroyed under customs 
supervision. 

Section 24: This section eliminates the provision in existing law 
(first adopted in the 1930 Tariff Act) limiting the storage of 
imported grain in bonded warehouses to a period of 10 months. 
It will thus place imported grain in the same status as other 
imported merchandise by extending the permissible storage period 
in bonded warehouses to 3 years. The 10-month limitation was 
originally adopted to afford more storage space for domestic 
grain. In recent years, with smaller crops, there has been little 
Justification for the limitation. Section 24 will apply to grain 
imported prior to its effective date as well as thereafter. 

Section 25: This section restates the law prohibiting the refund 
or remission of duties by reason of exportation after imports 
are released from customs custody to include exceptions estab- 
lished by court decisions and administrative practices. 

Section 26: This provision (a Senate committee amendment) 
permits importers under certain circumstances to manipulate mer- 
chandise elsewhere than in a bonded warehouse. The require- 
ment in section 562 of the Tariff Act of 1930 that the manipula- 
tion of imported merchandise authorized therein be done in 
bonded warehouses established for that purpose has subjected 
importers to expense not necessary for the protection of the 
revenue. This provision remedies this situation and will facili- 
tate the movement and handling of imported merchandise with 
safety to the revenue and without interference with the proper 
conduct of customs business. 

Section 27: This section covers a gap in existing law by making 
it a crime for any unauthorized person to put a customs seal, 
fastening, or mark on any warehouse or package containing 
merchandise or baggage, or willfully to assist or encourage an- 
other so to do. 

Section 28: This section amends the law relating to reports by 
customs field officers of violations of law to provide that such 
reports shall be made to the United States attorney only if 
action by him will be required, and to eliminate a requirement 
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that such reports be made to the Solicitor of the Treasury, an 
office which has been abolished. 

Section 29: This section amends the law relating to the disposi- 
tion of customs seizures to conform to recent laws prohibiting the 
sale at auction of certain classes of seized goods. 

Section 30: This section changes the law relating to disposition 
of the proceeds from the sale of customs seizures to eliminate any 
basis for a claim that any part of such proceeds is available to 
cover duties on the seized goods, which can be collected from the 
pie olga and thereby relieve the importer from liability for 

utiles. 

Section 31: This section further clarifies the authority of the 
Secretary to exact security in cases where no express statutory au- 
thority exists to include cases not only where such bonds are re- 
quired for the protection of the revenue but also in order to assure 
compliance with noncustoms laws and regulations enforced by cus- 
toms officers. 

It provides that a consolidated bond (single entry or term), in 
lieu of separate bonds, may be taken to assure compliance with 
two or more provisions of law. It authorizes cancelation of a 
bond in the event of a breach of a condition thereof without pay- 
ment of any penalty in cases where a violation is entirely a tech- 
nical one or without any real culpability on the part of the im- 


porter. 

Section 32: This provision (a Senate committee amendment) is 
designed to overcome a ruling that where several bricklike units 
of dates, each weighing less than 10 pounds, are packed in one 
container, such dates are not subject to the duty now provided in 
paragraph 741 of the Tariff Act of 1930 for dates “in packages 
weighing with the immediate container not more than 10 pounds 
each.” This provision will affect the original intent of the Con- 
gress that the packing of dates under sanitary conditions in this 
country should be encouraged. 

Section 33: This provision (a Senate committee amendment) ex- 
tends from 5 to 30 days after delivery of liquors the od during 
which verification of loss must be made by an vit of the 
importer, 

Section 34; Existing law provides that certain kinds of wool may 
be admitted without payment of duty under bonds conditioned 
upon the production within 3 years of proof that the wool so ad- 
mitted has been used in the manufacture of carpets or other enu- 
merated articles. If such proof is not so furnished, regular duties 
accrue, and if the wool has been used in the manufacture of other 
articles, a penalty of 50 cents per pound also accrues. 

Two principal difficulties have been encountered in the adminis- 
tration of this statute, (1) the practical impossibility of identifying 
the articles made from particular lots of imported wool so that the 
time limitation in the statute may be observed; and (2) the diffi- 
culty of determining whether certain products resulting from the 
processing of imported wool into carpets or other enumerated 
articles are normal wastes so that the wool represented by such 
products may be considered to have been used in the manufacture 
ot the enumerated articles, in compliance with the conditions of 
the bond. 

Section 34 is reported by the Senate Finance Committee in the 
same form in whith it passed the House. It is designed to continue 
the policy indicated by the Congress in the 1922 and 1930 Tariff 
Acts and consistently applied by the Treasury Department since 
1922. It does not apply duties to products heretofore exempted 
from duty, nor does it grant any new exemptions, Its sole purpose 
is to eliminate administrative difficulties and to restate the law in 
a manner susceptible of practical administration. 

Section 34 will (1) eliminate the present requirement that proof 
be furnished within a specific time as to the identified use of par- 
ticular importations and substitute in lieu thereof a system of con- 
trol by bonds, penalties, and regulations to prevent the use at any 
time of conditionally free importations otherwise than in the manu- 
facture of the enumerated articles unless full duties are promptly 
paid; and (2) establish with certainty the tariff status of all 
byproducts and residues not used in making the enumerated 
articles by prescribing the duties to be imposed upon such mate- 
rials, unless they are wastes in such condition that such use is in 
the usual course of manufacture commercially impracticable. 

The section also authorizes the continuance of the existing 
administrative practice of assessing duty on noils (a type of com- 
mercial usable long staple waste) diverted from manufacture of the 
enumerated articles. 

Section 35: Subsection (a) of this section eliminates the phrase 
“of blanketing,” from paragraph 1111 of the Tariff Act of 1930. 
This will correct a ruling of the customs courts holding that 
steamer rugs were excluded from classification under paragraph 
1111 because the blanketing material of which they were composed 
had had no separate existence as blanketing before the rugs were 
made. The change will continue the administrative practice of 
several years and effect the original intent of the Congress. 

Subsection (b) of this section (a Senate committee amend- 
ment) is d to permit wool felt hat bodies to be assessed 
under the rate provided for in paragraph 1115 (b) as had been 
the practice since the enactment of the 1930 Tariff Act until a 


iding that in the production of certain wool 
felt hat bodies, wool felt did not exist as an entity until the 
completion of the hat bodies and that accordingly, since such hat 
bodies were not “manufactured wholly or in part of wool felt” 
they were assessable under paragraph 1115 (a) rather than 1115 
(b). The amendment, which is very similar to that made by 
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ee e (a) of section 35, will effect tho original intent of 
ngress. 

Section 36: This section consolidates the tariff provisions relat- 
ing to the free entry of American goods returned after having 
been exported. It eliminates the present requirement that to be 
entitled to free entry the goods must be imported by or for the 
account of the person who exported them. It extends the privi- 
lege of free return of containers of merchandise to new kinds of 
containers of foreign origin which have once paid duty. It pro- 
vides that domestic products exported with benefit of drawback 
of duties paid on component materials or without payment of 
internal-revenue taxes may be returned under conditions no less 
favorable than those applicable at the time of importation to like 
articles of foreign origin. It extends the treatment now accorded 
articles exported to be repaired to articles exported to be altered. 

Section 37: This section restates existing law relating to the 
free entry of articles not exceeding $100 in value brought in by 

returning residents to conform with certain decisions of the 
courts; to facilitate the identification of merchandise entitled to 
free entry; and to require absence from the United States for 
not less than 48 hours before the privilege of free entry may be 
enjoyed. This section (under a Senate committee amendment) 
will also limit to 100 the importation of cigars by returning resi- 
dents duty free under the $100 exemption. This is comparable 
to the limitation in existing law that only 1 wine gallon of liquor 
can be brought in under the $100 exemption. 

Section 38: This section provides that the bill shall be effective 

“st pases after its enactment except as otherwise provided in the 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the en- 
grossment of the amendments and the third reading of the 
bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the 
bill to be read a third time. 

The bill (H. R. 8099) was read the third time and passed. 


ORDER FOR EXECUTIVE SESSION ON TUESDAY NEXT 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, earlier in the day the 
Senate agreed to vote on the Burlew nomination at 15 
minutes after 12 o’clock noon on Tuesday next. In order 
that no time may be wasted during those 15 minutes, if 
any Senator wishes to discuss the nomination during that 
period, I ask unanimous consent that when the Senate 
meets on Tuesday it meet in executive session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 


CONVEYANCE TO WILMINGTON, N. C., MARINE HOSPITAL 
RESERVATION 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
for immediate consideration of House bill 8654, which was 
today favorably reported by the Committee on Public Build- 
ings and Grounds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. R. 8654) to amend 
the act entitled “An act authorizing the Secretary of the 
Treasury to convey to the city of Wilmington, N. C., Marine 
Hospital Reservation,” being chapter 93, United States 
Statutes at Large, volume 42, part 1, page 1260, approved 
February 17, 1923, was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That chapter 93, United States Statutes at 
Large, volume 42, part 1, page 1260, approved February 17, 1923, 
being an act authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to convey 
to the city of Wilmington, N. C., Marine Hospital Reservation, be, 
and the same is hereby, amended by striking out the last 28 words 


thereof and inserting in lieu thereof the following, to wit: 
“198 feet south of the south line of Church Street.” 


CONVEYANCE TO BOARD OF EDUCATION OF NEW HANOVER 
COUNTY, N. C. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I also ask unanimous 
consent for the immediate consideration of House bill 9418, 
a bill of similar nature to the one just passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from Kentucky? 

There being no objection, the bill (H. R. 9418) to amend 
an act entitled “An act authorizing the Secretary of the 
Treasury to convey to the Board of Education of New Han- 
over County, N. C., portion of marine-hospital reservation 
not needed for marine-hospital purposes”, approved July 10, 
1912 (37 Stat. 191), was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as follows: 
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Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby 
authorized to amend the quitclaim deed which was executed by 
the Secretary of the Treasury under date of har 24, 1912, pur- 
suant to the authority contained in an act entitled “An act 
authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to convey to the Board 
of Education of New Hanover County, N. C., a portion of the 
marine-hospital reservation not needed for marine-hospital pur- 
poses”, approved July 10, 1912 (37 Stat. 191), so as to provide, in 
lieu of the limitation that the land is to be “used exclusively for, 
industrial-school purposes”, that it may be used for any public | 
purpose or purposes, and to provide that the title to said land 
Tevert to the United States of America if at any time the land or 
any building erected thereon shall cease to be used for a public 
purpose. 


RECESS TO TUESDAY 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, inasmuch as the consent; 
of the Senate has already been secured fol the Finance 
Committee and the Appropriations Committee to make re- 
ports during the recess, I simply wish to say that unless the 
Appropriations Committee reports by Tuesday or on Tues- | 
day, there will be no other business, so far as I can foresee, 
on Tuesday, except the vote on the confirmation of Mr. Bur- 
lew. It is generally understood that the tax bill will not be 
taken up until Wednesday. So that if there is no appro- 
priation bill ready for Tuesday there will be very little busi- 
ness to transact. It is hoped that the Interior Department 
bill will be ready, and also the War Department bill, in which 
event both of them may be disposed of on Tuesday, as I 
understand there is no controversy over either one of them. 

With that announcement I move that the Senate take a 
recess until 12 o’clock noon on Tuesday next. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 o'clock and 45 
minutes p. m.) the Senate took a recess until Tuesday, April 
5, 1938, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate April 1 
(legislative day of January 5) 1938 
APPOINTMENTS TO TEMPORARY RANK IN THE Am CORPS IN THE 
REGULAR ARMY 
Kenneth Campbell McGregor to be major. 
Roland Birnn to be major. 
APPOINTMENTS, BY TRANSFER, IN THE REGULAR ARMY 
Maj. Lester Smith Ostrander to Adjutant General’s De- 
partment. 
First Lt. William Lewis McCulla to Ordnance Department. 
First Lt. Frederick Raleigh Young to Ordnance Department. 
PROMOTION IN THE REGULAR ARMY 


Edwin Forrest Carey to be major, Air Corps (temporary 
major, Air Corps). 
POSTMASTERS 
NORTH CAROLINA 
T. Coleman Galloway, Brevard. 
Berder B. Long, Cullowhee. 
John W. Coleman, Greensboro. 
Frederick R. Jones, Hayesville. 
May Calvert, Jackson. 
Paul Green, Thomasville. 
William H. Stearns, Tryon. 
Wilbur R. Dosher, Wilmington. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
FRIDAY, APRIL 1, 1938 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
Rev. Theodore Beck, chaplain of the American Legion, 
Williamsport, Pa., offered the following prayer: 


Almighty God, our gracious Heavenly Father, we lift up 
our hearts in grateful recognition of Thy constant goodness 
unto us, Thy children. 

Thou hast surrounded us with Thy providential care and 
ee all things work together for good to those that love 

Lord, 
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In this troubled, war-torn world, turned upside down 
with its antagonistic views and opinions, we are led more 
and more to Jesus Christ our Savior to seek comfort and 
strength. 

With the heart of the world heavy and sad in its distress 
and storm, we turn confidently to the Master of the Galilean 
winds and waves. 

We lift our voices in thanksgiving that Thou hast pro- 
vided a haven of rest and refuge here in the United States 
where men and women are permitted to think their own 
way out. 

We rejoice in this land of liberty and freedom with its 
right to worship God according to the dictates of our own 
conscience. 

We are deeply thankful for the blessing and privilege 
of the initiative and individuality that has been handed 
down to us by the wisdom and courage of our fathers. 

We are truly thankful for this great body of men and 
women electives of the people who in legislative, executive, 
and judicial departments of our Government have so ably 
and heroically addressed themselves to the stupendous task 
of safely guiding the Ship of State through the Scylla and 
Charybdis of present-day world affairs. 

Be with us now. Our only hope is in Thee. 

We ask Thee to bless, guide, strengthen, and inspire these 
great men of our Nation gathered here in our Capital City 
with the yearning eyes of the millions focused upon them. 
Never have heavier burdens been placed upon the shoulders 
of national leaders. God help them; they need Thee. 
Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. Frazier, its legislative 
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed without amend- 
ment bills and joint resolutions of the House of the following 
titles: 

H. R. 1355. An act for the relief of Lawrence E. Thomas; 

H. R. 3657. An act for the relief of Albert Pina Afonso, a 
minor; 

H. R. 3776. An act for the relief of T. T. East and the 
Cassidy Southwestern Commission Co., citizens of the State 
of Texas; 

H. R. 4221. An act for the relief of John M. Fuller; 

H. R. 4229. An act for the relief of Clifford Belcher; 

H. R. 6061. An act for the relief of Mary Dougherty; 

H. R. 6232. An act for the relief of Frank Christy and other 
disbursing agents in the Indian Service of the United States; 

H. R. 6467. An act for the relief of the Portland Electric 
Power Co.; 

H. R. 7676. An act for the relief of the Complete Machin- 
ery & Equipment Co., Inc., and others; 

H. R. 8432. An act to provide for a flowage easement on 
certain ceded Chippewa Indian lands bordering Lake of the 
Woods, Warroad River, and Rainy River, Minn., and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 8885. An act for the benefit of the Goshute and other 
Indians, and for other purposes; 

H. J. Res. 499. Joint resolution authorizing the erection of 
a memorial to the late Guglielmo Marconi; and 

H. J. Res. 594. Joint resolution directing the Federal Trade 
Commission to investigate the policies employed by manufac- 
turers in distributing motor vehicles, accessories, and parts, 
and the policies of dealers in selling motor vehicles at retail, 
as these policies affect the public interest. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed, 
with amendments, in which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, bills of the House of the following titles: 

H. R. 2904. An act for the relief of officers and soldiers of 
the volunteer service of the United States mustered into 
service for the War with Spain and who were held in service 
in the Philippine Islands after the ratification of the treaty 
of peace, April 11, 1899; 
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H. R. 7104. An act for the relief of the estate of F. Gray 
Griswold; 

H. R. 7448. An act to provide for experimental air-mail 
services to further develop safety, efficiency, and economy, 
and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 7836. An act to amend the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act, as amended, by including hops as a commodity to which 
orders under such act are applicable. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed 
bills, a joint resolution, and a concurrent resolution of the 
following titles, in which the concurrence of the House is 
requested: 

S. 589. An act prohibiting the operation of motor vehicles 
in interstate commerce by unlicensed operators; 

S. 945. An act for the relief of the Community Investment 
Co., Inc.; 

S. 1464. An act for the relief of Lena Sumter; 

S. 2541. An act for the relief of the estate of George 
Ehret, Jr.; 

S. 2777. An act for the benefit of the Goshute and other 
Indians, and for other purposes; 

S. 2819. An act to create a Committee on Purchases of 
Blind-Made Products, and for other purposes; 

S. 2825. An act to enable the Department of Agriculture to 
prevent the spread of pullorum and other diseases of poultry 
and to cooperate with official State agencies in the adminis- 
tration of the national poultry-improvement plan, and for 
other purposes; 

S. 2833. An act conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of 
Claims to rehear and enter judgment upon the claim of 
Cohen, Goldman & Co., Inc.; 

S. 2933. An act to admit Mrs. Henry Francis Parks per- 
manently to the United States; 

S. 2946. An act to amend an act entitled “An act making 
appropriations for the naval service for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1910, and for other purposes,” approved March 3, 
1909, as amended, so as to extend commissary privileges to 
civilian officers and employees of the United States at naval 
stations beyond the continental limits of the United States 
or in Alaska; 

S. 2967. An act authorizing the Comptroller General to 
settle and adjust the claim of Tiffany Construction Co.; 

S. 3005. An act to confer jurisdiction on the Court of 
cas to hear and determine the claim of the A. C. Messler 

0. 

S. 3105. An act to amend the Commodity Exchange Act, as 
amended, to extend its provisions to wool tops; 

S. 3174. An act to provide that crops needed for seeding 
purposes shall be released from the liens required by the act 
providing for crop loans for the year 1937; 

S. 3188. An act for the relief of the Ouachita National 
Bank, of Monroe, La.; the Milner-Fuller, Inc., Monroe, La.; 
estate of John C. Bass, of Lake Providence, La.; Richard Bell, 
of Lake Providence, La.; and Mrs. Cluren Surles, of Lake 
Providence, La.; 

S. 3255. An act to provide for the establishment of a 
mechanism of regulation among over-the-counter brokers 
and dealers operating in interstate and foreign commerce or 
through the mails, to prevent acts and practices inconsistent 
with just and equitable principles of trade, and for other 
purposes; 

S. 3290. An act to impose additional duties upon the 
United States Public Health Service in connection with the 
investigation and control of the venereal diseases; 

S. 3319. An act to authorize certain payments to the Vet- 
erans of Foreign Wars of the United States, Inc., and to the 
Disabled American Veterans of the World War, Inc.; 

S. 3379. An act for the relief of Arthur T. Miller; 

S. 3525. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to ex- 
tend the benefits of the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 
29, 1930, as amended, to certain employees in the legislative 
and judicial branches of the Government”, approved July 
13, 1937; 
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S. 3526. An act to provide for reimbursing certain rail- 
roads for sums paid into the Treasury of the United States 
under an unconstitutional act of Congress; 

S. J. Res. 205. Joint resolution providing for adjustment 
payments and loans to cotton producers with respect to 
cotton produced in 1937; and 

S. Con. Res. 28. Concurrent resolution authorizing the Spe- 
cial Committee to Investigate Unemployment and Relief, 
United States Senate, to have printed for its use additional 
copies of the hearings on the resolution (S. Res. 36) creating a 
Special Committee to Investigate Unemployment and Relief. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr, TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my remarks in the Recorp by printing an ad- 
dress I delivered last Monday in Boston before a group of 
certified public accountants. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DIRKSEN asked and was given permission to revise and 
extend his own remarks in the RECORD. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there chjection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, on the 29th of March the gen- 
tleman from Michigan, in answer to remarks I had made on 
the floor asking for an investigation of the District Medical 
Society and American Medical Association, said that he would 
like to include an investigation of the Group Health Associa- 
tion. That is perfectly all right with me, but he said at the 
same time that this was purely a local issue. In answer to 
that, Mr. Speaker, I wish to read this statement, after care- 
fully considering the implications of it. 

Mr. Speaker, I have it on good authority that the President 
of one of the leading universities has sent word to a Member 
of the United States Senate that, in his judgment, our move 
to investigate the affairs of the American Medical Association 
should be pushed through as rapidly as possible. 

This university president states that due to the domination 
by a small group of doctors controlling medical educational 
institutions and the hospitals connected with such institu- 
tions, important progress in the training of medical practi- 
tioners is being constantly obstructed. In the judgment of 
this university head, freedom of action on the part of univer- 
sity executives and university trustees is being hampered and 
in some cases actually denied by the same dominant group of 
physicians who are obstructing the growth of cooperative 
health groups. 

In the course of his address to the House yesterday after- 
noon, my colleague from Michigan spoke in defense of the 
Medical Society of the District of Columbia in its contro- 
versy with Group Health Association, Inc., and urged that 
the investigation proposed by resolution, which I submitted 
to the House on Monday and which he favored, be extended 
to include an investigation of Group Health Association. 

I am of the opinion that it is wise and desirable to include 
in our investigation the activities of the Group Health Asso- 
ciation, because it is inconceivable to me that we shall get 
to the bottom of this controversy without a careful examina- 
tion of the Group Health Association and its efforts to serve 
its members by enlisting the cooperation of members of the 
District Medical Society and of the trustees and medical 
staffs of our local hospitals. 

My colleague and the other Members of the House will be 
interested, in this connection, to have attention called to the 
letter of Congressman Jep JoHnson to the Chairman of the 
Federal Home Loan Bank Board, under date of February 2, 
1938, and the reply of the Chairman to my colleague from 
Oklahoma, under date of February 15, 1938. Copies of both 
letters were referred to by the Congressman from Oklahoma 
in his remarks before the House on Wednesday, February 
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15, 1938, and both letters appear in full in the CONGRESSIONAL 

RecorD of that date. In his letter, to which I refer, the 

Chairman of the Federal Home Loan Bank Board stated: 
We welcome full investigation of the matter by Congress and 


believe that development of the facts by such an inquiry would 
serve a most useful public purpose. 


From others who are interested in and identified with the 
Group Health Association, it is evident that they, too, wel- 
come a full and complete investigation of the Group Health 
Association and that we shall have the hearty cooperation 
of the Group Health Association in bringing to the attention 
of Congress the facts in which it is interested. 

Those of you who are interested in the problems of medical 
care will recall that the President, by Executive order on 
October 27, 1936, created an Interdepartmental Committee to 
Coordinate Health and Welfare Activities of the Federal 
Government. He named a committee of five, consisting of 
Miss Josephine Roche, Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, 
as chairman; Arthur J. Altmeyer, member of the Social Se- 
curity Board; Oscar L. Chapman, Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior; Milburn L. Wilson, Assistant Secretary of Agricul- 
ture; and Edward F. McGrady, Assistant Secretary of Labor. 
That Committee was charged by the President: 


1. To continue to sponsor appropriate cooperative working 
agreements among the various agencies of the Government in the 
health and welfare field, and to continue the work under agree- 
ments already in effect; and 

2. To study and make recommendations concerning specific 
aspects of the health and welfare activities of the Government 
locking toward a more nearly complete coordination of the actiyi- 
ties of the Government in these fields. 


A few wecks ago this Committee, through its technical 
committee on medical care, published its first report, from 
which I quote: 


The Committee calls attention to the fact that illness precipitates 
large costs and enormous economic burdens, and that sickness is 
among the most important causes of economic and social insecurity. | 
Sickness strikes at the basis of national vitality; the good health! 
of the population is vital to national vigor and well-being. The 
accomplishments of the past in health conservation are therefore 
secondary to the needs of the present and of the future. While 
great advances have already been made, enormous needs still pre- 
vall. The amount of preventable sickness and disability which 
continues, the volume of unattended disease, the rate of premature 
mortality, and the prevalence of avoidable economic burdens created 
by sickness costs justify grave concern. 

Do the methods of public health and medical science offer no 
hope of further reducing the national burdens of illness? On the 
contrary, the Committee finds that the essential lack consists not 
in inadequate knowledge but in inadequate funds, Indeed, at some 
points, the resources exceed the need, but they are used to less 
than capacity, while people in need go without service. There are 
economic barriers between those in need of service and those pre- 
pared and equipped to furnish service. The essential inadequacy | 
in respect to health services is not in our capacity to produce but} 
in our capacity to distribute. The greater use of preventive and 
curative services which modern medicine has made available wait 
on the purchasing power rather than on the need of community 
or individual. 

As a nation, we are doing vastly less to prevent suffering and to 
conserve health and vitality than we know how to do through tried | 
and tested methods. The committee is convinced that current 
activities are inadequate to assure the population of the United 
States such health of body and mind as they can and should have. 


When, here in Washington, such an agency as Group. 
Health Association is developed out of the mutual demand 
and cooperative activity of Federal employees, why is it 
opposed by local physicians? We ought to have the clear, 
basic answer to that question. 

The gentleman from Michigan stated yesterday on the floor 
of the House that he regarded the controversy between 
Group Health Association and the Medical Society of the 
District of Columbia “as a purely local matter.’ From in- 
formation supplied to the House within the past 2 weeks, 
it must be clear that the matter is not purely local but is 
part of a studied design of the American Medical Associa- 
tion, Medical Society of the District of Columbia, and numer- 
ous State and local societies acting in cooperation with the 
American Medical Association to eliminate and destroy the 
group health type of practice wherever it makes its appear- 
ance. I reported to you on Monday that a group of physi- 
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cians in Milwaukee, Wis., who were serving as doctors for 
the Milwaukee Medical Center were in serious difficulties be- 
cause of the attack of their local medical society and the 
American Medical Association. This group of physicians 
have had the finest reputation in their community and have 
been members of the staffs of the leading hospitals of the 
city. When they undertook to supply medical care to the 
people of the city on an organized prepayment basis, they 
were expelled from their local medical society. I reported 
to you that they had appealed to the American Medical So- 
ciety and were given a hearing before its judiciary council in 
June 1937, but that the council never announced any de- 
cision. Since I spoke to you about this case on Monday, I 
have been informed that the judicial council of the American 
Medical Association has finally announced its decision and 
has ruled that the group of doctors serving the Wisconsin 
Medical Center are violating the code of ethics of the Ameri- 
can Medical Association and must, therefore, be expelled. It 
is understood that following their expulsion an effort will be 
made to remove them also from the medical staffs of the 
hospitals of Milwaukee in which they have served with great 
distinction and efficiency. 

So that you may have additional facts concerning the 
conduct of a medical society, whose attitude I have not yet 
presented, may I submit copy of a statement by Mr. J. D. 
Strawn, secretary of the National Health Service Associa- 
tion of Cleveland, Ohio, in a letter to the Group Health 
Association under date of March 25? This is typical of many 
experiences in other parts of the country. I quote: 


The National Health Service Association was organized in Feb- 
ruary of 1935 by Mr. George B. Durell, chairman of the board of 
the American Fork & Hoe Co. Im addition to founding and 
financing it then, he has continued to finance the association and 
give generously of his time for the many problems. The principal 
problem being the reluctance of organized medicine to admit the 
urgent need of some plan to safeguard themselves and their pro- 
fession from the overwhelming wave of criticism resulting from 
their inadequate style of performance. 

The doctors as individuals and their association, the American 
Medical Association, are fully aware of the need for some adjust- 
ment, but they are unwilling to take the necessary step and are very 
emphatic in stating that no one else shall do it; therefore, we, 
the National Health Service Association, a corporation formed 
under the laws of the State of Ohio, not for profit, and providing 
medical, surgical, and hospitalization service to the public for $1 
per month per individual, are being criticized to considerable 
extent by forces outside our organization but engaged in the 
same performance, viz, the doctors of organized medicine through 
their affiliation nationally with the American Medical Association, 
and locally, the Cleveland Academy of Medicine. 

Recently the academy of medicine has seen fit to recognize our 
performance indirectly. This indirect manner has been in the 
form of requests to our doctor members to sever their connections 
with this association. Its claim is that we violate the ethics of 
the medical profession insomuch as we interfere with the free 
choice of physicians by our subscribers and that a lay group 
directs the affairs of the association. The academy claims that 
such an arrangement as we have is illogical, inconsistent where 
the best interest of the patient is concerned, and that it is not a 
feasible plan. We claim that it is logical and provides adequate 
medical service, and our past experience is an outstanding example 
that it is the most feasible plan in existence. 

Four of our doctors, members of the academy, are being requested 
to sever their connections. These men are all connected with 
organized medicine and are thoroughly in accord with the per- 
formance they are rendering for the association. But because of 
the strong pressure brought to bear by the academy and the un- 
warranted coercion by certain academy members, they are reluctant 
to show a sufficient amount of resistance to maintain the neces- 
sary fortitude with us in presenting our defense to the academy. 

Each and all of these men has, and always has had, the most 
profound regard for the high ideals and ethics of the profession, 
and each has and each will adhere to those ideals in his perform- 
ance with us. We assert, and by reason of our own experience 
know it to be a fact, that the furnishing of medical service to the 
members of the National Health Service Association has been ac- 
complished in the highest ethical manner and so as to not con- 
flict with the code of ethics of the medical profession. We are 
willing and have at all times been willing to disclose to the medical 
profession through the Cleveland academy the result of our work 
and the feasibility and propriety of performing a medical service 
in conformity with the plan we have adopted. We have, without 
avail, endeavored to enlist the aid and cooperation of the academy 
in order that our type of practice, for which there is, in our firm 
conviction, a crying need, may not be attended by undue evils; 
and to that end, on the 18th day of June 1936, the manager of 
this association contacted by telephone Dr. Robert Dinsmore, 
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president of the academy of medicine. The manager explained to 
Dr, Dinsmore that he would like the favor of a meeting in order 
that Dr. Dinsmore might be fully informed, and officially so, of 
the performance of this association, and that they no longer be 
required to satisfy themselves with information concerning us by 
way of gossip. 

Dr. Dinsmore extended a very gracious and kindly spirit toward 
such an approach, and said, “I think your idea is very fine, and I 
will be glad to see you on Monday morning next week at 9:30, at 
which time I will not be occupied with other duties and we can 
have plenty of time undisturbed for the discussion.” 

The manager called in person at Dr. Dinsmore's office at the 
Cleveland clinic at 9:30 Monday morning. He waited until 11:30 
and left without having seen Dr. Dinsmore. He heard the tele- 
phone operator inform Dr. Dinsmore that he was waiting, but 
received no excuse and was offered no explanation as to why the 
appointment was so rudely ignored. It is now 10 months since 
this affair, and there has yet been no offer of explanation for the 
discourtesy. As the m. r had telephoned Dr. Dinsmore for 
the appointment, and before the Monday following when he vis- 
ited the doctor's office, he wrote a detailed letter explaining who 
we were and what we did, in order that Dr. Dinsmore might 
have substantial facts before him and that it might save time in 
the coming conference. The receipt of this letter has never been 
acknowledged, and we make bold to assert that had Dr. Dinsmore, 
or the academy of medicine, at the time of the receipt of this let- 
ter taken sufficient courteous recognition of our gesture to them, 
they could have at least appointed a committee for the supervision 
of such work. 

It has at all times been and still is, the desire of our asso- 
ciation to work in a cooperative manner and as a part of organized 
medicine, and to apprise organized medicine of any and all of the 
facts concerning the form of practice engaged in by us. We 
stand ready, willing, and anxious to expose all of our books and 
records, and all of the data and information which we have gath- 
ered by reason of our several years of experience in furnishing a 
medical service groups of small e earners, who are mem- 
bers of our association, in order that a full and complete, and 
an unimpassioned study may be made, and a firm, abiding solu- 
tion may be had of the vital problems facing, not only the medical 
profession, but the public as well. 

The problem presented in this appeal is one which has long 
gone begging for a solution, and the action against our doctors by 
the academy of medicine, can form no part of an acceptable 
answer. Further, it will be difficult indeed to persuade reasonable 
men that the members of our association are not as much en- 
titled tc the benefits provided by us as are the employees of rail- 
roads and various industrial organizations. 

The discussion of the needs of the small wage earners having 
adequate medical service at a rate they can afford to pay is hardly 
necessary, as so much has been written and spoken on that sub- 
ject during recent years. We know it to be a fact that the sub- 
scribers to our service, because of their low wage scale, would 
not be able to provide for themselves medical attention for minor 
ailments and incipient conditions, and that negligence of these 
minor ailments might result in more serious conditions had they 
not used the service available to them. 

It is the sincerest belief of the association that this form of 
preventive medicine is of far more value to the public than is 
the fact that there are available in the city of Cleveland some 
2,000 doctors ready and willing to take these cases in the event 
they should choose to go to a doctor. The fact remains that a 
substantial percentage of these same doctors of Cleveland are not 
now making a sufficient living for them to be able to provide in- 
telligent and competent advice to the patient if he did go to 
them. These subscribers have at their services through member- 
ship in our association the combined knowledge and performance 
of all our doctors, and we are sincere in our statement that they 
will be provided more competent medical and surgical advice than 
they would ever receive should they go to any one doctor in the 
city of Cleveland. 

We, the National Health Service Association, very deeply regret 
this unfortunate controversy. It is not of our seeking, nor do 
we feel that we are violating the principle of ethics of the medi- 
cal profession. We are well aware of the grave necessity for the 
form of practice which we are pursuing, and are also aware of 
the necessity that this practice be by organized medi- 
cine. Organized medicine should also be sensitive to the demand 
for such performance. Thoughtful medical men and the public 
at large are aware of the necessity for an ethical and adequate 
plan to meet with the requirements of patients who are unable 
to pay the fees. These same people can pay a nominal 
sum and budget their payments over a period of time, and it is 
our members’ desire to assist themselves in this manner, and not 
become wards of charity for their medical needs. We hope we 
may be pardoned for saying that we have thus far made great 
strides to assist the medical profession in solving this Nation-wide 
problem. 

We believe that organizations of our type, handling pay patients 
on a periodical-pay plan, should be philanthropic and supervised 
by organized medicine for the following reasons: To safeguard the 
public in the furnishing of proper and adequate attention; to 
safeguard the medical profession at large against the unfair criti- 
cism which is now so prevalent due to the present plan the 
doctors have for basing their rate of pay, viz, ability of patients 
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to pay, or, in other words, basing a doctor’s compensation upon 
the amount of income the patient has. 

We know through our experience with this class of practice that 
there is an actual need for this form of medical service, and be- 
cause of the need this form of medical service is here to stay, and 
there will be much expansion along this line. If this form of 
work can be fully recognized and properly guided by the medical 
profession, a great good can accrue, not only to that particular 
class of low-salaried people which is in need of service but also for 
the medical profession itself. It is possible to adequately pay 
doctors for work with this class of patients, where at the present 
time so many of the profession are carrying the burden of this 
service on their own financial shoulders. We further feel that by 
recognizing and approving of this form of work, we are making 
great strides forward in preventive medicine and can entirely put 
to rout those unethical doctors as well as the true quacks, 


From this letter and other evidence which I have sub- 
mitted in the course of my remarks during the past week, it 
must be clear that the controversy between Group Health 
Association and the Medical Society of the District of Co- 
lumbia is not purely local. As a matter of fact, it extends 
throughout the United States. It involves the health and 
the economic welfare of a large number of our citizens. It 
involves the ethical conduct of a group of physicians who are 
in temporary control of local, State, and National medical 
associations. It involves the humane treatment of the sick, 
the possibilities of a more intelligent approach to the prob- 
lems of health, not only through prepayment of medical 
expenses but through a more intelligent practice of preven- 
tive medicine. It involves our social progress and the wel- 
fare of millions of our citizens who in spite of the resources 
of the medical profession are still inadequately served. It 
involves as a matter of public policy the determination of the 
right of licensed physicians who are not members of the 
American Medical Association or its branches to enjoy the 
facilities of hospitals and the right to serve those who desire 
to employ them without ruinous interference and domina- 
tion. It involves the decision as to whether the accumulated 
experience of the ages and the resources of our medical uni- 
versities, hospitals, and endowed institutions are to be made 
more fully available to our citizens by methods of their 
choice and within their financial means. 

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF FINLY H. GRAY’S RADIO ADDRESSES TO MEMBERS 
OF CONGRESS ON THE 1937 DEPRESSION 

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, in these near-closing 
days of Congress, when time is the essence of proceedings, 
I am taking advantage of the radio facilities to call atten- 
tion and advise you respecting a certain particular measure 
of legislation which I consider of most vital importance. 

I refer to a remedial measure and for relief from this and 
the 1929 depression. And for the purpose of making avail- 
able such additional time and opportunity I am delivering a 
series of addresses from WOL radio station, Washington, 
D. C., speaking every Saturday evening at 9 p. m. 

I am speaking on the cause and the remedy of panics and 
depressions in general, but more especially on the cause and 
a remedy for this and the 1929 panic. And I invite you to 
listen and hear me tomorrow, Saturday evening, at 9 o’clock, 
when I will speak on the particular phase, Where Industry 
First Fails When Panics or Depressions Come. 

On the failure of the Hoover administration and Con- 
gress, after 3 years of blundering and doing nothing to 
remedy and relieve from the 1929 panic, and without restor- 
ing employment to the people, or the semblance of prosperity 
to the country, this administration and Congress was called 
and commissioned to restore normal conditions. 

Now, after 6 years of borrowing and spending and piling 
up of a $15,000,000,000 debt, we are not only still in the 
shadows of the same Hoover 1929 panic, but we are writhing 
in the throes of another, this 1937 depression. And the com- 
bined evils of two depressions are now affecting the people 
of the country. 
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We now have a panic merger—the Hoover 1929 panic 
merged with this 1937 relapse or depression and with a 
merger of responsibility. The Hoover administration and 
this Congress are both equally and criminally responsible for 
allowing these two depressions to come. 

But while two Congresses are responsible for these two 
blights upon Nature’s bounty, only one, this Congress in 
power, is now responsible for their continuance. And this 
Congress will be justly and deservedly charged and held re- 
sponsible to account by the suffering people of the country. 

If this Congress is not already conscious of the responsi- 
bility for the continuance of these panics, it will soon be made 
fully conscious of this duty, obligation, and responsibility, 
resting collectively on this Congress as a body and upon every 
majority Member individually for the prompt relief from this 
depression. 

If the Members of Congress today are so engrossed in Bel- 
shazzar’s feast that they cannot see the handwriting on the 
wall they will see it tomorrow standing out in living, human 
letters, and bold relief, in chaos, turmoil, and disorder, men- 
acing and threatening our form of government and our in- 
stitutions of peace and civil life. - 

There was nothing done by the Hoover Congress to rem- 
edy and relieve from the 1929 panic and that Congress was 
deservedly retired from power and there has nothing more 
been done by this Congress than the Hoover Congress to 
bring about permanent and lasting relief, or more than a 
temporary respite at great sacrifice and cost of treasure. 

In figurative language or speaking, we have been borrow- 
ing water to prime a pump in a dry well and we have lost our 
prime water without getting back any new water. What 
we want to do and what we should do is to replenish the water 
supply in the well and stop borrowing and pump priming. 

There is a reason and a cause for this, as well as other 
panics, which can be analyzed and explained. And, I pro- 
pose to explain the cause and to show that after these causes 
have operated, this and the 1929 panic was as sure to come 
as night is sure to follow the day. 

This panic was caused by men. It is within the compre- 
hension of men, can be analyzed and solved by men, can be 
remedied and relieved by men. To say panics and depres- 
sions are mysteries is a maneuver, an artful gesture to evade 
responsibility to the people, or is a cowardly mental retreat. 

And there is a remedy, a relief for every human evil, 
abuse, and affliction. And there is a remedy for these depres- 
sions in rational means and methods. And this remedy can 
be promptly provided and put in force and operation and 
administered before the adjournment of this Congress. 

And we do not require a new law to do it nor any new 
means or facilities to do it. We do not have to create or pro- 
vide a single new office or public official nor any new office 
or different form of currency to provide full, adequate relief 
from this and the 1929 depression. 

And to provide such full, adequate relief we do not have 
to kill a single pig, we do not have to disembowel a single 
mother swine, we do not have to slaughter a single dairy 
cow, nor plow up a single acre of wheat or cotton, and we 
do not have to borrow and pile up a $15,000,000,000 debt to 
do it. 

With this depression growing more severe and unemploy- 
ment increasing from day to day and threatening to equal 
the 1929 panic, it will be criminal neglect of public duty for 
this Congress to recess or adjourn before providing some ade- 
quate measure to relieve from and remedy these depressions. 
LApplause.] 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 1 minute to make an observation. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Speaker, I want to remind the dis- 
tinguished Speaker, for whom I have a high personal regard 
and a lot of respect, that today is April Fool’s Day. Maybe 
it is my birthday, but I do not want the Congress of the 
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United States made a fool of by railroading this reorganiza- 
tion bill through. [Laughter and applause.] 
STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, AND LABOR APPROPRIATION BILL, 1939 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to take from the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 9544) making 
appropriations for the Departments of State and Justice, 
and for the judiciary, and for the Departments of Commerce 
and Labor, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for 
other purposes, with Senate amendments, disagree to the 
Senate amendments, agree to the conference asked by the 
Senate, and that the Speaker appoint conferees. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from South Carolina? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none and appoints the following conferees: 
Messrs. MCMILLAN, Tarver, McANDREWS, RABAUT, CALDWELL, 
Bacon, and CARTER. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
print in the Recor a letter I wrote to the Secretary of the 
Treasury and his reply thereto. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BEITER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include 
therein certain letters and telegrams. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MOSER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and 
to include a speech delivered by the Honorable Champ 
Clark in 1916. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I rise at 
this time to remind the House that this is the ist day of 
April. I wish to thank the Speaker and the Members of the 
House for the passage of a resolution I introduced requesting 
the President to declare the month of April cancer-control 
month. 

Mr. Speaker, I am sure the House will continue its good 
work with reference to the spread of information concerning 
cancer and its prevention. I know the members of the press 
will join with us in the self-dedicatory effort to stamp out 
this curse on humanity. It is estimated by the Cancer Con- 
trol Council, and various authorities on the subject, that 50 
percent of the deaths that have occurred from cancer could 
have been prevented had this educational campaign been 
started earlier. [Applause.] 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. BARTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BARTON. Mr. Speaker, one of the first lessons I 
learned in advertising was taught me by the head of a great 
concern manufacturing radiators. He said to me, “Never 
advertise that our radiators don’t leak. I do not want the 
word ‘leak’ or the idea of leaking to be associated in the 
public mind with our product in any way.” 

Mr. Speaker, night before last a certain gentleman got up 
in the middle of the night to associate with his name the 
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words “dictator” and “dictatorship,” thereby putting those 
words into the minds of 130,000,000 people, many of whom 
may never have thought of them before. 

I do not know much about political strategy, but I do 
know that his national advertisement of the idea of dictator- 
ship, like his use of the word “purchase” and his use of the 
word “feudalism,” was bad advertising practice. (Laughter 
and applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

GOVERNMENT REORGANIZATION 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the debate on the reorganization bill be concluded 
today; that the first hour be allotted to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Girrorp] in order to even up the debate 
between the majority and minority side; further, that the 
debate be limited to 5 hours; that of the 4 hours remaining 
after the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Girrorp] has 
concluded, 2 hours be controlled by myself and 2 hours be 
controlled by the gentleman from New York (Mr. Taser], 
minority member of the committee. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri? 

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman withhold 
his objection a moment? 

Mr. SWEENEY. I reserve it. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, at the close of the session yesterday I under- 
stood the plan was that the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. GIFFORD] would be recognized for the first hour, the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. FreD M. Vinson] was to be 
recognized the second hour, and I was given some assur- 
ances I would be recognized the third hour. It will take me 
an hour, I may say to the gentleman. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, may I say to the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. O’Connor] I certainly could not 
yield him 1 hour. I would be perfectly willing to yield to 
him a reasonable time in keeping with what other Members 
have had. I think the gentleman from New York always 
makes a stronger speech when he makes a short speech than 
when he makes a long one. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Perhaps I would not use 
the hour, but I have requests from Members to speak. As 
I said yesterday, this general debate justifies 3 or 4 days 
and that is probably what the Rules Committee would have 
fixed, as it has provided 16 hours general debate on many 
bills brought in here for consideration. If I were the gen- 
tleman I would not attempt to shut off general debate on 
this bill, and I would stop all attempts to try to jam this 
through before next week. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I may say to the gentleman from New 
York I propounded this unanimous-consent request with 
the approval of the minority members of the committee. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object 
to make a statement, out of the 2 hours assigned to me 
I shall try and allot a very considerable proportion of that 
time to gentlemen on that side of the aisle who are opposed 
to this bill. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object for 
the purpose of propounding an inquiry of the chairman of 
the select committee, when these periods of time are allotted 
to the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Vinson], the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. O’Connor], and the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. GIFFORD], is it proposed that they 
consume the entire hour each, or do they propose to yield 
some of that time to other Members? 

Mr. COCHRAN. No one has as yet consumed an hour, 
and I do not know that any Member will take an hour. 

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, as the chairman of the Rules Committee has just stated, 
there should be full and extensive debate on this important 
measure. The Senate consumed 30 days on the antilynch- 
ing bill. Now, the House is always the goat when it comes 
to a limitation of time. 
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This measure has excited the country more than any other 
piece of legislation in the last decade, and the gentleman 
knows that. Because of that, and because I believe we 
should have full and extensive debate lasting for a week 
or a month, if necessary, I object, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I want to be entirely fair. 
I will propound another unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that general de- 
bate on this bill close today, that the first hour of debate 
be controlled by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
GIFFORD] in order to even up the time, that the balance of 
the time be equally divided and controlled by the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. Taser] and myself, and that the debate 
be confined to the bill. 

Mr, SWEENEY. I object, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I move that general de- 
bate on this bill close tonight, that the first hour of debate 
be controlled by the gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
GIFFORD], that the balance of the time be equally divided 
and controlled by the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Taser] and myself, and that debate be confined to the bill. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, I ask recog- 
nition on that motion. 

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, a point of order. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques- 
tion. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, I asked recog- 
nition before the previous question was moved. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan makes a 
point of order, which the gentleman will state. 

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, my understanding is that the 
motion is not in order until after the gentleman from Mis- 
souri has moved to go into the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is of the opinion that the 
point of order made by the gentleman from Michigan is 
well taken. If the gentleman from Missouri moves to go 
into the Committee of the Whole, pending that motion the 
gentleman can then move to limit debate. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the further consideration of the 
bill (S. 3331) to provide for reorganizing agencies of the 
Government, extending the classified civil service, estab- 
lishing a general auditing office and a department of wel- 
fare, and for other purposes. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. [After counting.) 
One hundred and seventy-three Members are present, not a 
quorum. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members 
failed to answer to their names: 


[Roll No. 49] 

Allen, La. Ditter Kramer Shannon 
Barden Doughton Long Short 
Beam Douglas Lucas Smith, Maine 
Biermann Drewry, Va. McGroarty Smith, Okla 
Bland Duncan McKeough Somers, N. T. 
Boehne Fish McLean Sparkman 
Boykin Fl McSweeney Steagall 
Boylan, N. Y. Frey, Pa. Maverick Sutphin 
Brewster Gasque Mitchell, Tenn. Taylor, Colo. 
Buckley, N. T Gilchrist O’Connor, Mont. Taylor, Tenn. 
Caldwell Green O'Lea Teigan 
Cartwright Hancock, N. C. O'Neal, Ey. Vinson, Ga. 
Casey, Mass. arter liver Wearin 

y ion Hennings Patrick Weaver 
Colden Hook Randolph White, Idaho 
Cole, Md. Jarman Rankin Wilcox 
Crowther Jenckes, Ind Sabath Wood 
Deen Kelly, III. Sadowski Zimmerman 
Dickstein Kocialkowskl Schuetz 


The SPEAKER. Three hundred and fifty-four Members 
have answered to their names, a quorum. 
Further proceedings under the call were dispensed with. 
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GOVERNMENT REORGANIZATION 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re- 
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill 
S. 3331. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. COCHRAN]. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, on that motion I demand the 
yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 207, nays 
139, not voting 83, as follows: 


[Roll No. 50] 
YEAS—207 
Aleshire Evans Kopplemann Rayburn 
Allen, Del Farley Lambeth Reilly 
Amlie Ferguson Lanzetta Richards 
Anderson, Mo. Fernandez Larrabee Robertson 
Arnold Fitzgerald Robinson, Utah 
Atkinson Fitzpatrick Rogers, Okla. 
Barden Flaherty Lewis, Colo. Romjue 
B Flannery Ludlow 
Bernard Fletcher Luecke. Mich. Sanders 
Bloom Forand McAndrews 
Boland, Pa. Ford, Calif, McCormack Schaefer, II. 
Boren Ford, Miss. McFarlane Schulte 
Boyer Puller McGehee Scott 
Bradley Fulmer McGranery Secrest 
Brooks Garrett McGrath Shanley 
Brown Ga McMillan Sheppard 
Buck Gildea McReynolds Slrovich 
Bulwinkle Gingery Magnuson Smith, Va. 
Byrne Goldsborough Mahon, S. C Smith, Wash. 
Cannon, Mo. Gray, Ind. Mahon, Tex. Smith, W. Va. 
Cannon, Wis. Greenwood Maloney Snyder, Pa. 
Casey, Mass. Gregory Mansfield Somers, N. Y, 
Celler Grifith Martin, Colo. South 
Chandler Haines Massingale Sumners, Tex. 
Citron Hamilton Mead Sutphin 
Clark, N. O Harlan Merritt Swope 
Claypool Harrington Mills Tarver 
Cochran Hart Mitchell, III Taylor, Colo, 
Collins Havenner Mouton Taylor, S. 0. 
Colmer Healey Murdock, Utah Terry 
Connery Hendricks Nelson Thom 
Cooley Hildebrandt Nichols Thomas, Tex 
Cooper Hill Norton Thomacon, Tex. 
Cravens Hobbs O’Brien, III. Thompson, III 
Honeyman O'Brien, Mich. Tolan 
Crosser Houston O'Connell, Mont. Transue 
Crowe Izac O'Connell, R.I. Turner 
Cullen Jacobsen O Day Umstead 
Cc gs Johnson, Luther A.O'Malley Vincent, B. M. 
Curley Johnson, Lyndon O'Neill, N. J. Vinson, Fred M 
Daly Johnson, Okla. O'Toole Voor! 
Delaney Johnson, W.Va. Owen Wallgren 
DeMuth Jones Pace Walter 
DeRouen Kee Patman Warren 
Dies Keller Patterson Wearin 
Dingell Kelly, N. Y. Pearson Wene 
Disney Kennedy, N. T. Peterson, Fla West 
Dockweller Keogh eterson, Ga Whelchel 
7 Kerr Pierce Whittington 
Doxey Kirwan Poage ams 
Kitchens Quinn Woodrum 
Eicher Knifin Ramsay 
NAYS—139 
Allen, Tl. Culkin Hoffman Meeks 
Allen, Pa. Dempsey Holmes Michener 
Andresen, Minn. Dirksen Hope Moser, Pa. 
Andrews Ditter Hull Mosier, Ohio 
Arends Dondero Hunter Mott 
Ashbrook Dowell Imhoff O'Connor, N. Y. 
Bacon Drew, Pa. Jarrett Palmisano 
Barton Eaton Johnson, Minn. Parsons 
Bates Eberharter Kennedy, Md. Patton 
Beiter Edmiston Kinzer Pettengill 
Bell Elliott Kleberg Phillips 
Bigelow Engel Knutson Plumley 
Boileau Englebright Kyale Polk 
Buckler, Minn. Faddis Lambertson Rabaut 
Burdick Fleger Ramspeck 
Carlson Fries, III. Lanham Reece, Tenn. 
Carter Gamble, N. T. Lemke Reed, III. 
Case, S. Dak. Gambrill, Md. Lord Reed, N. Y. 
Chapman Gearhart Luce Rees, Kans, 
Church Gehrmann Luckey, Nebr. Rich 
Clark, Idaho Gifford McClellan Robsion, Ky. 
Clason Gray, Pa McGroarty Rockefeller 
Cluett Griswold McLaughlin Rogers, Mass. 
Coffee, Nebr. Guyer Rutherford 
Cole, N. Y. Gwynne Mapes Ryan 
Costello Halleck Martin, Mass. Sauthoff 
Crawford Hancock, N. Y. Mason Schneider, Wis. 
Crowther Hartley May Scrughara 


r Spence Thurston White, Ohio 
Shafer, Mich. Stack Tinkham Wigglesworth 
ort Starnes Tobey Withrow 
Simpson Stefan Towey Wolcott 
Smith, Conn Sweeney Treadway Wolverton 
Smith, Maine Taber Wadsworth Woodruff 
Snell Thomas, N. J. Welch 
NOT VOTING—83 
Allen, La. Dixon Jenks, N. H Randolph 
Doughton Kelly, Il. Rankin 
Biermann Douglas Kocialkowski Rigney 
Binderup Drewry, Va. Kramer Sabath 
Bland Driver Leavy Sadowski 
Boehne Duncan Lewis, Md Schuetz 
Boykin Eckert Long Shannon 
Boylan, N. Y. Fish Lucas Smith, Okla. 
Brewster McKeough Sparkman 
Buckley, N. Y. Frey, Pa McLean all 
Burch ue McSweeney Sullivan 
Caldwell Gilchrist Maverick Taylor, Tenn. 
Cartwright Green Mitchell, Tenn. Teigan 
Champion Greever Murdock, Ariz, Vinson, Ga. 
Coffee, Wash Hancock, N. C O'Connor, Mont. Weaver 
Colden r "Leary White, Idaho 
Cole, Md. Hennings Oliver Wilcox 
Cox Hook O'Neal, Ky. Wolfenden 
Crosby Jarman Patrick Wood 
Deen Jenckes, Ind. Pfeifer Zimmerman 
Dickstein Jenkins, Ohio Powers 


So the motion was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
On this vote: 
. Flannagan (for) with Mr. Gilchrist (against). 
. Gasque (for) with Mr. Doug 


las (against). 
. Vinson of Georgia (for) with Mr. Fish (against). 
. Duncan (for) with Mr. Brewster (against). 


Mr. Boylan of New York (for) with Mr. . ‘of New Hampshire 
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Rankin with Mr. Tiegan. 

Boehne with Mr. Deen. 

Schuetz with Mr. 3 

Bland with Mr. Rigni 

Hancock of North uns with Mr. Kelly of Illinois. 
Burch with Mr. Colden. 

Steagall with Mr. Wood. 

ee ee Mr. Pfeifer. 


Cox with Mr. Zimmerman, 

Mitchell of Tennessee with Mr. O’Neal of Kentucky. 
Boykin with Mr. McKeough. 

Hennings with Mr. Sadowski. 

Greever with Mr. Buckley of New York. 

Crosby with Mr. Randolph. 

Frey of Pennsylvania with Mr. Caldwell. 

Sullivan with Mr. Eckert. 

Patrick with Mrs. Jenckes of Indiana. 

Beam with Mr. Lewis of Maryland. 

Wilcox with Mr. Murdock of Arizona. 

Leavy with Mr. Kocialkowskl. 

Driver with Mr. Coffee of Washington. 

Jarman with Mr. McSweeney. 

Smith of Oklahoma with Mr. Lixon. 

Cole of Maryland with Mr. O'Connor of Montana. 


The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill (S. 3331) to provide for reorganiz- 
ing agencies of the Government, extending the classified 
civil service, establishing a general auditing office and a 
department of welfare, and for other purposes, with Mr. 
McCormack in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rules the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. GIFFORD] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. REED], 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chairman, I deplore the fact 
that this important measure is being railroaded through this 
House. Not since I came here 20 years ago have I known of 
a time when 130,000,000 people were so aroused over any 
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legislative proposal as they are over this attempt to vest 
the legislative power of a representative government in one 
man. I feel that the leaders on the majority side of the 
House should take notice of the sentiment of the people 
whom they have the honor to represent, and afford ample 
opportunity for each Representative to present the views 
of his constituents on this important matter. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, 1 year ago yesterday I had occasion to take 
the floor in opposition to the proposal to pack the Supreme 
Court. I then made this statement: 

When the President sent his message to Congress asking power 
to appoint six more Supreme Court Justices, the people, includ- 
ing thousands who loyally supported him last year, were amazed, 
shocked, and grieved. 

Amazed, shocked, and grieved as they were then, I venture the 
statement that they will be equally amazed, shocked, and grieved 
when they learn the full import of the President's plan to reor- 
ganize the administrative departments of the Government. The 
bill is now locked in the fastness of executive session and will 
not become public until the committee reports it out. The first 
reorganization bill sent down from the White House was incredible 
in its challenge to legislative authority. So incredible that it was 
soon withdrawn and a second bill, less obvious in its intent, 
substituted. 

I see real danger to our democratic form of government in that 
one bill alone, but when that bill is coupled with the bill to 
enlarge the Supreme Court—and they should be coupled—then 
the danger becomes terrifyingly imminent. 

It has been very properly said that “we do not want a dictator 
in this country, not even a good one.” It is alarming, indeed, to 
contemplate vesting the enormous powers sought by these two 
reorganization bills in the hands of the President, where they 
will remain for the use of Presidents yet unknown. 

The individual who plays a game in which his life, liberty, and 
property are the stakes, and his opponent deals the cards out of 
a stacked deck, need not expect to win. 

It must not be overlooked by the membership of this House 
that whatever power may be vested in President Roosevelt 
by the enactment of the bills now under consideration such 
power, if and when granted, cannot be regained by the Con- 
gress by a majority vote. If the powers are delegated to the 
President as now proposed, and a time comes when prudence 
or the general welfare makes it advisable to recapture the 
surrendered legislative functions, what will be the procedure 
and the result? Assume that Congress passes a bill to re- 
gain that which it now plans to surrender and the President 
vetoes the bill, then what? Congress may then attempt to 
override the veto, which can be done only by a two-thirds 
vote. This means that the President can retain his power 
by controlling one-third of the membership of either the 
House or the Senate. The legislative record of this Congress 
for the past 5 years shows that the President has been able 
to control, with only a few exceptions, not only one-third 
but an overwhelming majority of the House and the Senate. 

There is no use in losing sight of the influence which the 
President can exert over Congress through the use of patron- 
age, promise of public projects, judicial appointments, aid 
to the faithful in congressional campaigns, the approval or 
disapproval of bills, and in many other ways. When Con- 
gress surrenders its legislative powers it is doing that which 
is not only unconstitutional but it is striking a blow at rep- 
resentative government by surrendering rights which prop- 
erly belong to a sovereign people. The delegation by Con- 
gress of its legislative functions in this manner is uncon- 
stitutional, and such an act cannot be justified by the 
specious argument that it should be done in the name of 
efficiency and economy, neither of which can nor will be 
accomplished by the pending reorganization measures. 

President Roosevelt has had 5 years during which, even 
under the present departmental arrangements, to practice 
economy, yet the record shows that he has done nothing 
within his existing Executive power to curtail waste, ex- 
travagance, and inefficiency. This ought to raise doubt in 
the minds of reasonable persons as to his real motive in 
asking for the powers embodied in the pending measures. 

In deciding upon the course of action that should be taken 
by Congress, the fact that it is now proposed to exempt cer- 
tain quasi-judicial agencies is of no consequence. I do not 
want to see the dangerous precedent established by this Con- 
gress of attempting either to violate the Constitution or to 
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surrender the fundamental rights of the people, now vested in 
their chosen representatives. 

I desire to stress again the fact that any power surrendered 
can be regained only by a two-thirds vote in both branches of 
Congress. This is an attempt to change our form of govern- 
ment by vesting power in one man, which he can retain as 
long as he can control the votes of one-third of either branch 
of the National Legislature. 

There is one thing of which this House may be certain— 
that whatever power is granted to the President, he will use; 
otherwise he would not ask for it. 

The extent to which the President desires to dominate the 
Government is revealed in the original proposal of reorgani- 
zation presented to the Joint Committee on Organization. 

There were two drafts or legislative proposals to reorganize 
the Government presented by the Executive, but I shall refer 
to only the first one. I wish to call your attention to sec- 
tion 2. Under this provision the President could have abol- 
ished any Government department, independent establish- 
ment, or even legislative courts. The functions performed 
by such Government agencies could also be abolished. 

Also note section 215 (b). Under this provision the Pres- 
ident could exempt any policy-forming office from the civil 
service, and the appointments to such offices would not have 
to be confirmed by the Senate. The President’s determina- 
tion of what constitutes a policy-forming office would be 
final. In this provision practically all of the rest of the 
provisions of title IT of the bill are contradicted. 

Title V of the bill sets forth a number of definitions and 
contained a number of miscellaneous provisions. Section 501 
(a), defining “agency,” and section 501 (f), defining “func- 
tions,” are especially of interest. Section 503 practically 
grants to the President unlimited power to shift appropria- 
tions from one establishment to another. 

I am against these bills, even though modified to exempt 
some of the drastic and dangerous features of the first draft 
presented by the President. 

The state of mind of the world today and the advantage 
taken of it by men ambitious to exercise absolute and tyran- 
nical control over the people, even to the extent of destroy- 
ing individual liberty, is a danger signal which we must heed. 

In the President’s press release of March 29 he says: 

Let me state to you categorically that if such a joint resolution 
were passed by the Congress disapproving an order, I would, in the 


overwhelming majority of cases, go along with carefully considered 
congressional action. 


Further he said: 


I can think of no cases where the President would not gladly 
yield to a clear expression of congressional opinion. 

Let us see if this is true. You remember that in 1934 we 
in this House, by more than a 2-to-1 vote, defeated the plan 
to build a furniture factory at Reedsville, W. Va. The Sen- 
ate at first dissented from our position but later agreed 
with us, and the $525,000 which Secretary Ickes had given 
to General Farley for the erection of the factory was re- 
turned to the P. W. A. and the furniture factory was not 
built. In both the House and the Senate there was a clear 
expression of congressional opinion against the Government’s 
going into the furniture business in subsistence homesteads. 
At that time we pointed out that this was the first of a 
series of some thirty factories that were planned by Pro- 
fessor Tugwell’s Resettlement Administration. Nothing 
could be clearer than the speeches in the House and the 
Senate opposing the plan to put the Government in compe- 
tition with business in these subsistence homesteads. It 
was “carefully considered congressional action.” It was a 
“clear expression of congressional opinion.” 

Yet, what do we find taking place this very day? The 
Resettlement Administration has plans drawn and $400,000 
set aside and available for the construction of a sawmill and 
dimension plant at Tygart Valley, W. Va. This is a direct 
entry by the Government into the lumber business and 
direct competition with the lumbermen. The hardwood 
lumber industry has, for a great many years, been facing a 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


APRIL 1 


continued decrease in consumption. The potential demand 
both for domestic and export hardwood could not possibly 
keep busy the mills already erected. 

If the President can think of no cases where the Presi- 
dent would not gladly yield to a clear expression of con- 
gressional opinion,” I call this case to his attention. 

Let us not forget either that it was the Comptroller Gen- 
eral who stepped into the breach when Mr. Ickes allocated 
$525,000 to Mr. Farley for the furniture factory. The Comp- 
troller, at my request, propounded this question to Mr. 
Ickes: “To report as to the authority of law under which 
the allotment is proposed to be made.” 

“In the meantime,” the Comptroller General reported to 
me, “this office is withholding action on the warrant sub- 
mitted for countersigning to effectuate the allotment of 
Public Works funds for the construction of the factory.” 

Bear in mind that the allocation of $525,000 was made 
before we had an opportunity to vote on the policy of the 
Government going into the furniture business. It was the 
Comptroller General who under the powers that the Congress 
vested in his office withheld approval of the allocation 
warrant. 

Under the reorganization bill all power to disallow ex- 
penditures will be transferred to the Bureau of the Budget— 
which means the President. 

In answer to the President’s assurances, I have given you 
a concrete example to the contrary. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. PLUMLEY]. 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Chairman, in common with a good 
many, I recognize the fact that efficiency, if not economy, 
in government demands that there be a reorganization of 
governmental agencies. 

However, while it may be true that in some respects the 
proposed reorganization measures are not as bad as painted, 
on the contrary, it is equally true that the vindictive and 
vicious features, the harm and damage deliberately proposed 
to be accomplished if the measure becomes a law, make it 
impossible for those who favor rational reorganization to 
support the present proposition at all. 

LABOR SHOULD BE INTERESTED 


I am opposed and most strenuously object to some of the 
proposed changes. In the first place, in my judgment the 
Civil Service Commission and the United States Employees’ 
Compensation Commission should be retained as independent 
agencies. 

I do not believe that Congress should further abrogate or 
surrender its prerogatives by delegating to the executive de- 
partment such sweeping authority as is contemplated. I am 
convinced that Congress should reassert itself and its author- 
ity in conformity with democratic procedure and democratic 
government: 

No Executive order, such as is contemplated may be issued 
by the President if the Senate bill should become the law, 
which undertakes to consolidate, abolish, or transfer any bu- 
reau or department should be permitted to become effective 
unless and until approved by a majority of both branches 
of Congress. It is time the people had a chance to assert 
themselves. 

AGRICULTURE GRAVELY AFFECTED 4 

In the second place, I am sure that the dairy farmers of 
this country, and of Vermont in particular, do not realize or 
appreciate the fact that under the provisions of the Senate 
bill every agency of the Federal Government dealing with 
agriculture may be shifted from their present locations in 
the Department of Agriculture and the Farm Credit Admin- 
istration and placed under other governmental departments 
or boards whose executive officers and departmental heads 
may not be friendly to the interests of agriculture nor 
familiar with the problems of agriculture. 

For many years the agricultural interests of the country 
have always opposed legislation which would permit any in- 
terference with the Department of Agriculture or other Gov- 
ernment agricultural agencies except by congressional action. 
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Agriculture has persistently insisted that congressional ac- 
tion to change any of the agencies of the Government affect- 
ing agriculture presupposes— 

First, A hearing by congressional committees, both Sen- 
ate and House, at which all interested parties are permitted 
to testify. 

Second. Committee reports giving the reasons for and 
against any proposed change, available to farm groups as 
well as to all members of the Senate and House before 
the measure is voted upon. 

Third. The opportunity for record vote in both Senate and 
House so that the farmers of this country may be given the 
opportunity to know where their elected representatives 
stand on proposals affecting the operations of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture and the Farm Credit Administration. 

PRESERVATION OF BENEFITS 

So I again assert that in order to preserve for the farmers 
of this country the benefits they are now receiving through 
the Department of Agriculture and the Farm Credit Admin- 
istration and to prevent any change in the operations of 
these two governmental agencies without express congres- 
sional sanction, the proposed reorganization bill should be 
defeated. 

A BLOW TO THE CAUSE OF REPRESENTATIVE DEMOCRACY 

There can be no question that, as has already been so 
ably stated, the enactment of the Senate bill for the reor- 
ganization of Federal agencies in its present form would be 
a blow to the cause of popular government. It would vest 
the Executive with wholly unwarranted powers and would 
Teduce Congress to the status of a mere spectator in the 
work of reorganization. It would mean the abandonment of 
the processes of representative government and would de- 
grade the ideals of American democracy. 

True, the provision for the creation of a department of 
conservation has been dropped from the Senate bill, but the 
measure as it now reads leaves the way open for the trans- 
fer of various agricultural agencies to the Department of the 
Interior. It is significant that Secretary Ickes publicly an- 
nounced his gratification over the defeat of the attempt to 
amend the Senate bill so as to forestall the transfer of agri- 
cultural agencies to his Department. 

Dropping this proposal from the bill is an idle gesture if 
the President be given full authority to regroup governmental 
activities without approval by Congress. Senator WHEELER 
was right when he insisted, but futilely so, that “before any 
Executive order for regrouping Federal agencies could be- 
come effective, it would have to be approved by both Houses 
of Congress.” 

It is common knowledge that the Grange and other farm- 
ers’ organizations are back of the proposition to have the 
reorganization bill amended in such a manner as to prevent 
the transfer of the Forest Service, the Soil Conservation 
Service, the Biological Survey, and similar agencies from the 
Department of Agriculture to the Department of the Interior. 
Practically all the farm, conservation, and forestry organi- 
zations of the country are united in opposing the transfer 
of these agencies. Secretary of the Interior Ickes has for 
years been casting covetous eyes in this direction, and he 
has waged a persistent campaign to get control of the 
agencies named. 

It will require a limitation of the power now given to the 
President by the Senate bill to aecomplish the prevention of 
the transfers above suggested. Do not forget that. 

AN INDEPENDENT PREAUDIT 


In the third place—and this is a matter to which I have 
given a great deal of time and study—lI feel strongly that 
Congress should retain its direct control of public funds and 
expenditures through the maintenance of an independent 
Comptroller General. The only way this can be assured is 
by the preaudit of accounts for expenditures of public funds, 
as at present, instead of a postaudit, and I am, therefore, 
unalterably opposed to the proposed changes involved in the 
plan to emasculate the office of the Comptroller General. 
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With respect to this proposed change I substantially re- 
peat what I said on the floor of the House on March 22, 1937, 
when this very matter was under consideration, 

The people, as well as Members of Congress, should not 
lose sight of the fact that the General Accounting Office was 
set up for the single purpose and with the single intent to 
do one thing, namely, to require law observance in the uses 
of appropriated moneys—to aid the Congress in this regard 
in discharging a constitutional responsibility to the people. 
It has accomplished that purpose, and in so doing has carried 
out the intent of Congress. 

As someone has well said, the authority of the congres- 
sional branch to require law observance in the uses of 
appropriated moneys and in executive expenditures goes back 
to the days of William of Orange. William had been called 
from Holland to rule England when the English found it 
impossible to rule themselves. After he was safely in Eng- 
land a political sand boil spurted up behind the Dutch dikes. 
William asked the English Parliament for more money. 
Parliament suspected he wanted the money to cover the costs 
of his armies in Holland. 

“What for?” asked Parliament. 

“None of your business,” said William. This may not be 
an absolutely verbatim report. “I’m the King, what? 
Send me the money and I will spend it the way I want to. 
I can do a far better job of spending than you can.” 

“Go, my fair liege,” replied Parliament, in effect, “and 
jump in the lake.” 

The principle that the money-producing body shall say 
how the money shall be spent has been upheld in English 
and American jurisprudence ever since. 

CONGRESS SHOULD ASSERT, NOT STULTIFY, ITSELF 


At the bottom of all the criticisms of the act which estab- 
lished the office of Comptroller General, and the real, un- 
camouflaged reason underlying all other, given by those 
who would offer a new scheme or system, is the fact that 
the act worked as it was intended it should work, and 
exactly as Congress proposed to have it work. It accom- 
plished those very things which it undertook to effectuate, 
therefore it should not be changed or amended for the 
purpose of emasculation or repeal. 

That it has functioned as it was intended it should is 
the compelling reason for strengthening rather than weak- 
ening the provisions of the act; for its continuance, and 
for the position I have above taken. It should remain un- 
molested by those who would interfere with it, undisturbed 
by those who claim they have suffered interference by rea- 
son of it, and unassailed by others who have undoubtedly 
been inconvenienced. 

Were the matter to be gone into on Congress’ own voli- 
tion and motion out of the experience of the years, there 
would of necessity come the conviction that the independ- 
ent audit system should be strengthened, not weakened, 
emasculated, or crucified, as proposed. 

Significant facts which should not be overlooked by Mem- 
bers of Congress are found in the language of the act cre- 
ating a General Accounting Office, an office— 

Which shall be independent of the executive départments and 


under control and direction of the Comptroller General of the 
United States. 


In this act it is provided that, among other things, 4s the 
agent of Congress— 


The Comptroller General or the Assistant Comptroller General 
may be removed at any time by joint resolution of Congress after 
notice and hearing when, in the Judgment of Congress, the Comp- 
troller General or Assistant Comptroller General has become per- 
manently incapacitated or has been inefficient, or guilty of neg- 
lect of duty, or of malfeasance in office, or of any felony or con- 
duct involving moral turpitude, and for no other cause and in 
no other manner except by impeachment * * * 

(b) He shall make such investigations and reports as shall be 
ordered by either House of Congress or by any committee of either 
House having jurisdiction over revenue, appropriations, or ex- 
penditures. The Comptroller General shall also, at the request of 
any such committee, direct assistants from his office to furnish 
the committee such aid and information as it may request, 
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(c) The Comptroller General shall specially report to Congress 
every expenditure or contract made by any department or estab- 
lishment in any year in violation of law. 

(d) He shall submit to Congress reports upon the adequacy 
and effectiveness of the administrative examination of accounts 
and claims in the respective departments and establishments and 
upon the adequacy and effectiveness of departmental inspection of 
the offices and accounts of fiscal officers. 

Why should Congress be asked to surrender not only the 
right but its duty to require law observance? It should not. 

Congress should insist that the office of Comptroller Gen- 
eral should be continued substantially pursuant to the terms 
and according to the provisions of the act by which it was 
created, strengthened, and circumscribed only with and by 
the limitations therein contained, be empowered to function 
effectively and independently as prescribed and made pos- 
sible by the act. 

CONGRESS MUST PROTECT ITS RIGHTS 

Congress should protect itself. It should resent and show 
its unmistakable disapproval of every suggestion looking 
toward the surrender by it of any of its rights and preroga- 
tives, and most emphatically should it decline to surrender 
its authority and duty to require law observance. 

Now, let me say that if I am correctly advised, and the 
program contemplated is followed, the House bill as finally 
enacted and the Senate bill will go to conference. Such 
conference report as is filed may be taken up by unani- 
mous consent, which will never be granted; or under a rule 
from the Rules Committee. So the proposed reorganization 
measure has a long, tortuous road to travel before, if, and 
when it arrives as the law. I doubt if, as it emerges eventu- 
ally, its own friends will recognize it, but that is my opinion 
based upon the assumption that the American people will 
wake up and assert themselves and their rights to live in a 
representative democracy. 

The American people are opposed to the bills and to the 
strategy invoked to “steam roll” them into a law. 

The people are aroused by the two public statements re- 
cently made by the President. The reaction has not been 
what was hoped for, but it would appear exactly the 
opposite. Right or wrong, as evidenced by the hundreds of 
thousands of letters and telegrams received in Washington, 
the people are more convinced than ever that they are being 
played with as pawns. It is generally admitted by his best 
friends, and has been stated over and over again on and off 
the floor, that the President made a bad slip when he issued 
a statement immediately after the passage of the reorgani- 
zation bill in the Senate in which he said that it had been 
proved that the Senate could not be “purchased” by tele- 
grams allegedly misrepresenting the facts about the reor- 
ganization bill. It left the inference, quickly seized upon, 
that those Senators who voted against the bill had been 
purchased or influenced improperly. It was an effort to crack 
down on his opponents and to make the country believe they 
were attempting to “purchase” Senators. 

Not even the best of Mr. Roosevelt’s friends, however, 
condone this action of jubilation over the administration 
victory in the Senate by saying the victory proved that body 
not to be purchasable. 

If he had referred to the Senate in more parliamentary 
terms by saying Senators could not be frightened, or in- 
timidated, or stampeded by waves of inspired telegrams, 
there probably would have been no outburst in that body. 

As it was, many of the Members who voted with Mr. 
Roosevelt felt the use of the word “purchase” was gratui- 
tously offensive and invited all the criticism that has followed 
and that will be heard for many a day yet to come. 

Next comes his “no dictator” letter in which he attempts 
to allay fears aroused by the very bill which he defends. 
Let us get that straight. The President favors the Senate 
bill. The House proposes to strike out all of that bill after 
the enacting clause and to substitute something else. The 
President's letter favoring the Senate bill is used as a weapon 
to force passage of the House substitute. What does it 
mean? Who is right—those who tell us the House bill 
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protects the country and are using the President’s letter 
favoring the Senate bill as a weapon, or those who tell us 
that all that is planned is to get the House bill to confer- 
ence and to come back with the essential Senate bill? 
You may take your own choice and draw your own con- 
clusions. 

It has also been well said—and many times, by many men, 
in many ways, in the last 48 hours—that things have come 
to a strange pass in America when the President of the 
United States feels it is necessary to announce to the coun- 
try that he has no desire to be a “dictator.” It is all the 
more strange that the President should have been impelled 
to arouse the newspaper reporters in the middle of the 
night to place this announcement in their hands. Does the 
President believe that the people are reaching the conclu- 
sion that he has a desire to be a dictator? 

The President’s announcement was contained in a letter 
defending the reorganization bill, which has passed the 
Senate and is before the House. The Chief Executive de- 
clared that he had no “inclination” to be a dictator; that 
he had none of the qualifications which would make him a 
successful dictator; and that he had too much knowledge of 
existing dictatorships to make him desire such a form of 
government for America. This pronouncement of the Presi- 
dent, unusual in character as it is, must be considered as 
another step in the fight for more centralized control of the 
Government in Washington. 

Another thing which sticks out like a sore thumb and is 
to be considered is the fact that the President cannot forget 
the defeat of his attempt to reorganize the Supreme Court. 
Neither do, nor will, the Members of Congress forget it. An 
editorial writer on the Washington Post covered the situa- 
tion pretty definitely when he said: 

A single paragraph of the President’s letter to an unidentified 
correspondent on the reorganization bill epitomizes his view: 

“You know that when over a year ago I recommended a reor- 
ganization bill to the Congress all parties and all factions agreed. 
on the need for such a measure. You know, too, that a year later 
a carefully manufactured partisan and political opposition to any, 

reorganization had created a political issue—created it deliber- 
ately out of whole cloth.” 

Despite the President's assertion that the opposition to 
his bill is directed at any and all reorganization plans, there 
is still a strong demand in and out of Congress for an 
overhauling of the executive departments to enhance their 
efficiency. The question on which the present controversy’ 
centers is whether this task shall be entrusted to Mr. Roose- 
velt with only perfunctory checks upon his exercise of 
power. At the beginning of its 1937 session Congress would | 
undoubtedly have granted him that power. Now, many: 
legislators in both Houses are skeptical, if not definitely 
opposed. 

Mr. Roosevelt frankly admits that a change has come 
over the country. And he makes a fighting effort to show, 
that it is partisanship manufactured “out of whole cloth.”. 
A glance at the line-up in the Senate is sufficient to show 
the fallacy of that statement. What possible reason could 
such Senators as WAGNER, WALSH, GLASS, MILLER, KING,' 
GEORGE, CONNALLY, CLARK, BURKE, Bone, TypIncs, and 
WHEELER have in trying to discredit the administration most 
of them helped to elect? 

During the year in which the country changed its mind 
about the reorganization bill, it experienced one of the most 
soul-searching controversies in its history. In the Presi- 
dent’s letter he blandly ignores the public outcry which' 
prevented him from packing the Supreme Court. But do 
not overlook the fact that today that fight is uppermost | 
in the mind of virtually every Member of Congress and 
every citizen who is opposing the proposed grant of reor- 
ganization powers. 

To the President that historic struggle to preserve the 
independence of the judiciary may be just a bogy planted- 
under the bed by politicians. But millions of citizens whose 
concern is the future of democracy cannot regard it so 
lightly. In that fight the President manifested a positive 
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contempt for our system of constitutional government with 
divided powers. He put a coordinate branch of the Govern- 
ment in jeopardy to gain his ends. And the whole scheme 
was cloaked in the deceptive language of “judicial reform.” 
CApplause.] 

If the ghost of the Court bill now rises to plague the 
administration it can scarcely be said that skeptical legis- 
lators are yielding to pressure or playing politics. The 
President himself has thrown a long shadow over every 
proposal seeking to extend his authority. His regard for 
constitutional government is under a suspicion that mere 
words will not remove. Until these fears can be overcome 
by an impressive record of government by law and not by 
impulse, every attempt to expand the President’s powers will 
meet with stubborn and nonpartisan resistance. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from New Hampshire [Mr. TOBEY]. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. Chairman, I speak this morning for 
interests that transcend those of party, namely, the interests 
of American citizenship, regardless of party, race, or creed. 

I oppose the legislation before us. 

In 1921 the General Accounting Office and office of Comp- 
troller General were established, and the House voted 344 to 
9 in favor thereof. The clear purpose of Congress as brought 
cut in the debate was that the Comptroller General should 
be responsible only to Congress and should see that all appro- 
priations were disbursed strictly in accordance with the law. 

The gentleman from Alabama, now the distinguished 
Speaker of this House, at that time said—and I quote: 

It is a safe provision to allow this man who is to perform the great 
duties of Comptroller General to be absolutely free and independ- 
ent of any restraint by Executive interference. If he is to carry out 
the will of Congress as proposed in this House bill and protect the 
Treasury and the interest of the taxpayers, he should be free and 
untrammeled from any sort of interference from any source. 

That was well said, but the independence which that law 
gave the Comptroller General disappears under the proposed 
bill, and should it become law we shall have forged another 
link in a chain of legislation setting up in effect in these 
United States a totalitarian state. 

Under this proposed bill the Comptroller General would 
carry on the duties of his office with a sword of Damocles 
hanging over him, which might fall at any moment, depend- 
ent on the will or caprice of the Executive. 

No one questions the need of reorganization and the re- 
grouping of some of our Government departments and sub- 
divisions. The cause of efficiency could well be served by a 
wise application of such; but, whatever changes be proposed, 
there should be written in this bill now before us a provision 
that the same shall not become effective unless and until 
they receive the approval of Congress. 

The power to effect such changes is our prerogative today, 
and I for one will never vote to strike it down and grant it to 
the executive branch, 

The press reports that after the passage of the reorganiza- 
tion bill in the Senate the President decried the pressure 
efforts which he alleged had been used on the Senate by 
opponents of the bill. 

There is an element of grim humor in this statement. 
For the last 5 years I have been a Member of this House. I 
have been a part of Congress as it acted on the various 
measures the President sponsored. Often they were known 
as must“ bills—that is, must pass. So the flat went forth. 

Well, some did and some did not. More passed a few years 
ago than in the past 2 years, and the diminution constitutes a 
cause for rejoicing by all Americans, regardless of party. 

But when the President decries pressure and influence from 
those honestly afraid of the effect of such legislation he 
ought to apply introspection and recall the many times the 
White House and his department heads have put pressure 
on Members of Congress in ill-advised attempts to impose the 
will of the President on the free judgment and conviction of 
Members. 

One does not have to hark back long to recall instances of 
the use of threats, promises, and cajoling, whichever treat- 
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ment seemed most potent, and all motivated by a lust for 
power that bodes ill for our American form of government. 

The powers asked for by the administration in this bill are 
a close second to the untimely and unsuccessful attempt a 
year ago to empower the Executive to pack the Supreme 
Court. Throughout the length and breadth of our land there 
then arose a spirit of righteous indignation which manifested 
itself in no uncertain tones. The same just indignation is 
abroad in our land today with respect to this bill and the 
powers asked for therein. 

With respect to the civil-service provisions of this bill, 
there is much more to civil service than placing men and 
women on Government jobs beyond the pale of patronage. 
Civil service at its best should insure to those under it a sense 
of security in their jobs and tend to establish them in a 
career service. 

I oppose doing away with the present bipartisan Civil 
Service Board and substituting a single head. I am not con- 
vinced of the sincerity of purpose behind this proposal. 
There never has been an administration that was more de- 
voted to civil service than the present one, but the devotion 
has been shown chiefly in lip service. 

In confirmation of this let me point out that since 1933 
measure after measure of major legislation, while being: 
shaped in Congress, had stricken therefrom the requirement 
that all jobs thereunder should be through civil service. 

I well recall the time in 1933, when our committee was 
shaping the original A. A. A. bill, when the White House tele- | 
phoned and asked to have the civil-service requirement: 
stricken from that important legislation. 

Equally well do I recall the time when the Home Owners’ 
Loan Corporation legislation was before us when in the 
Senate the senior Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norrrs], 
and in the House the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Luck] both took the floor and in speeches devoid of partisan- 
ship urged the retention of civil service in that legislation, | 
but both were defeated. Many more instances could be cited. ; 

Now it is proposed to do away with the present bipartisan 
Commission and substitute a single head, but adding an ad- 
visory board. I am opposed to these changes. As I have 
said before, this bill, if it becomes law, will affect the lives 
and welfare of over three-quarters of a million of our people 
now employed by the Government; and yet it is before us 
without those who will be affected by it having had the 
privilege or opportunity of public hearings with full and free 
discussion. 

One thing I am confident of, and that is that few Mem- 
bers can visualize the consequences that the proposed 
changes would have on the lives and fortunes of over 750,000 
men and women, now employees of the Government, and 
their families. 

Let me here quote the opinion of Charles Stengle, presi- 
dent of the American Federation of Government Employees, 
who has this to say about it: 

I have made a study of this measure, with the result that I am 
convinced that it holds grave dangers to Government personnel. 
It is not an exaggeration to say that this bill would virtually wipe 
out the merit system, contribute nothing to the career service, and 
constitute a spoils system more obnoxious than that which pre- 
valled prior to our civil service. 

I again affirm to you that I voice my opposition to the bill | 
in no partisan spirit and join with such nonpartisan and 
representative groups as the American Federation of Labor, 
the American Legion, the National Grange, the National 
Dairymen’s Association, and others in their stand against 
the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, the nerves of the people of this Nation are 
on edge. In many hearts is the question, Quo vadis?”— 
“Whither are we going?” 

Today unemployment is at a new peak. Careful esti- 
mates reveal that it is rising to 12,000,000. In my own State 
of New Hampshire, as of January of this year, the relief 
load was at a record high of 43,000 cases, exclusive of 
W. P. A., N. Y. A., and C. C. C. Concurrent with this we 
have a record national debt of about forty billions. Business 
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is depressed; prices of equities and bonds are sinking daily 
to dangerously low levels. These declines are impairing col- 
lateral loans. Our stabilization fund is involved in the 
French debacle. The grim specter of repudiation of debts 
looms on the financial horizon. 

I hold it to be no overstatement to say that it is as serious 
an hour in the Nation as any in which you and I have 
lived; and yet here in Congress, instead of putting first 
things first and meeting the challenge of the emergency, we 
spend days and weeks tinkering up a piece of legislation 
which is not essential nor even helpful to recovery, but which 
in the last analysis is only a part of the same motif ap- 
parent in previous attempts of the Executive to accrue to 
himself greater powers—powers which under the Constitu- 
tion belong to the Congress. 

In anticipation of our consideration of this legislation to- 
day and the widespread charges of the fears of dictatorship, 
the President in the wee small hours of yesterday morning 
called the press in and stated that he has no inclination to 
be a dictator; that his background is against it, and so forth. 
That is his statement, in effect; but it is axiomatic that 
actions speak louder than words. 

He can disclaim until doomsday; but if, as is true in this 
legislation now before us and in many other measures in 
recent years, we find a common thread running throughout, 
@ common purpose to arrogate to the Executive powers not 
given to him under the Constitution, but which belong to 
the legislative branch, then the apprehensions and fears of 
countless Americans are justified. Whether you call it dic- 
tatorship or any other name, the effect is the same, and the 
potentialities are there. 

There is something immensely more important than our 
respective party politics or your or my political future, and 
that is the responsibility imposed upon us as Members of the 
Congress to preserve the entity of the allocation of powers 
granted us under the Constitution. 

Let the President carry on within the limits of powers 
granted him in that great document, the sesquicentennial 
of which we observe this year, but let the Congress accept 
and insist on retaining the powers granted it thereunder. 

So shall we make effective our oath to preserve, protect, 
and defend the Constitution of the United States. [Ap- 
plause.] 

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mason]. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, on January 28 I spoke on 
the floor of this House on the subject of civil service. At 
that time I pointed out what the effect would be of the reor- 
ganization bill upon the civil service. I wish at this time 
simply to summarize what I said then. 

Mr. Chairman, the records of the Civil Service Commission 
show that from the time Federal civil service was begun in 
1884 up until the year 1933 the percent of Government em- 
ployees in civil service rose gradually and steadily from 10.5 
percent in 1884 to 82.9 percent in 1933. The same source also 
shows that under the present administration and under the 
spoils system of Mr. Farley the percentage of civil-service em- 
ployees of the Federal Government has dropped during the 
last 5 years under the New Deal from 82.9 percent to 63.2 
percent. These facts and figures do not bear out Mr. Roose- 
velt’s oft-repeated statement that he proposes to extend the 
merit system “upward, outward, and downward.” Actions 
speak louder than words. 

ROOSEVELT’S REORGANIZATION PLAN 

Mr. Chairman, there is now pending before the Congress a 
measure sponsored by President Roosevelt, which, if ap- 
proved by the national legislative body, will be the greatest 
single step toward the ultimate and absolute destruction of 
the civil service that has been taken since the merit system 
was first introduced into our American Government. That 
measure is the President’s Government reorganization bill. 
The President and his advisors in that bill propose the aboli- 
tion of the Civil Service Commission. 
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In the place of the Civil Service Commission, a single civil- 
service administrator would be set up, to be appointed by the 
President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
but with this highly dangerous provision—that this admin- 
istrator would be removable by the President at will. Under 
that arrangement the civil-service administrator would not 
dare do anything displeasing to the President, since by so 
doing he would court dismissal at the hands of the Chief 
Executive. No other conclusion can be drawn from this pro- 
posed measure except the one that Mr. Roosevelt desires 
to extend his personal power and control over the merit sys- 
tem of government. Certainly this proposed act would ac- 
complish exactly that result. A civil-service administrator 
removable at will by the President would be merely a tool 
to do the President’s bidding. 

INDICTMENT BY NATIONAL CIVIL SERVICE REFORM LEAGUE 

The National Civil Service Reform League, in its proceed- 
ings during the fifty-fourth annual meeting in 1936, very 
frankly declared that— 

Although the President has often assured the league of his 
devotion to the merit system, such assurances have not been 
fortified by insistence that constructive measures affecting the 
civil service be immediately enacted. Nor has he taken public 


notice of Cabinet defiance of its principles. We fear, also, that 
the failure of the President to take executive action 


demonstrated instances of partisan mismanagement of important 
branches of the service, or assessments of pine employees for 
campaign contributions, must lead inevitably to the belief that 
he acquiesces in the actions of the Postmaster General and other 
members of the administration similarly bent toward the patron- 
age system. 

In the phrase “acquiesces in the action of the Postmaster 
General” is to be found the real cause of our present civil- 
service mess. 

Mr. Rossion of Kentucky on last January 28 summarized 
the record of the New Deal on the subject of civil service 
wonderfully well. I close with his statement: 

No administration since the days of Andrew Jackson has done 
so much to break down the merit system and civil service and 
to resurrect the spoils system as the present administration. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. REES]. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, the question before 
us this afternoon is one of the most important measures 
that has been considered by the present Congress. It 
transcends all party lines. This bill is entitled to a full 
and complete discussion. 

Before I talk about the bill I want to call attention 
to the fact that the term “dictatorship” has been used fre- 
quently on this floor lately. We have a pretty good example 
of it this afternoon. When Members of Congress are limited 
to speeches of 2, 3, 4, or 5 minutes and are fortunate even 
if they get to talk that long—if that is no dictatorship on 
the part of the committee handling this bill I would like 
to know what it is. The least that the committee in charge 
of the bill could do is to give the membership of the House 
reasonable opportunity to debate the question. 

We have an amended bill before us this afternoon, but do 
not forget that when we are through with it this bill will 
go to conference, and when we vote on a conference report 
we will vote on the Senate bill. So it may as well be con- 
ceded that we are discussing the Senate bill this afternoon. 

It is, I say, unfortunate that administration leaders are 
insisting upon the speedy consideration and passage of this 
bill. If it is a good measure it will stand the scrutiny and 
examination of this House. It will withstand the criticism 
of the people throughout the country who are interested in 
this legislation. If it is good legislation it will gain strength. 
If it is bad legislation it will weaken. 

The question of reorganization of the departments of 
Government has been before this Congress for a number of 
years. It is undisputed that there is need for overhauling 
and reorganization within many of our executive depart- 
ments. It should be done in the interests of economy and 
efficiency. We have just been told there are 130 different 
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agencies within the executive department, and more than 
50 of them have been added within the last 5 years. Thou- 
sands of employees have been added to their pay rolls. 

I am sure an investigation will disclose that many of these 
bureaus are unnecessary. Millions of dollars would be saved 
if our Government were operated on a business-like basis. 
Members of this House have told us how inefficiently these 
various departments are operated. ‘Then tell me why it is 
that men who are paid high salaries and are supposed to 
be qualified for their jobs and who are entrusted with the 
charge of these departments do not see that they are oper- 
ated in the interests of efficiency and economy for the 
people of this country? 

The real dispute this afternoon is concerning the method 
that is being used in this so-called reorganization plan, as 
provided under the present bill. One of the most impor- 
tant questions is whether or not this Congress wants to 
preserve, as far as possible, each and every element that goes 
to protect our democratic and constitutional form of gov- 
ernment. We are interested this afternoon in the question 
as to whether or not our Government will function better 
if this Congress further surrenders certain of its rights 
and responsibilities to the executive department of this 
Government. 

I have only a few minutes. I shall have to speak briefly. 
I would like to direct your attention to two particular fea- 
tures of the bill. 

The first is with reference to title IV, that deals with 
the civil-service administration, and provides that we place 
the authority of the civil-service administration in the hands 
of one individual, with certain board members acting in an 
advisory capacity. 

This title, if it is to be considered at all, should come on 
the floor in a separate measure—after it has had proper 
hearings and consideration by the Civil Service Committee, 
which has been created for that purpose. 

Then let me call your further attention to the fact that 
even if this section becomes a law—that, within itself, will 
not improve the spoils system. This administration and 
Congress has seen fit over and over again to exempt groups 
of Federal employees from civil service and permit them 
to secure their positions under the spoils and patronage 
system. Since 1933, we have increased the number of 
political employees from 110,000 to 350,000. They do not 
come under civil service. We are increasing that number 
every day. In the last 5 years the percentage of civil- 
service coverage has lapsed from 80 percent to 60 percent. 
This Seventy-fifth Congress has made wholesale exemp- 
tions for permanent as well as temporary agencies. This 
administration and this Congress has taken an attitude 
of ignoring our civil-service system. 

Just yesterday, a bill was introduced in this House to 
set aside the Executive order concerning the appointment 
of certain postmasters, and says in substance that not the 
highest of the three who takes the examination for post- 
master, but “one of the three highest” may be chosen. 

If this Congress wants to make a consistent effort to cor- 
rect and improve our present civil-service system, it can do 
so by enacting a civil-service law whereby more than 300,000 
Federal employees operating under the patronage system 
may acquire their positions upon their qualifications and not 
because of patronage. 

This bill abolishes the office of Comptroller General, 
which, right now, is one of the most important offices in our 
Government. It was established under the Budget Act of 
1921. his act definitely made the Comptroller General re- 
sponsible for making sure the appropriations of Congress 
are spent in accordance with its intent. The Comptroller 
General is authorized to prevent expenditures that are con- 
trary to the intent of Congress. There has been very little 
complaint concerning the operation of this office. It seems 
to me that this is a very poor time for Congress to let go 
of the one agency under its control where it still has a small 
hold on the purse strings of the Government. This title 
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creates the office of auditor general, with no more authority 
than that of a bookkeeper. He is appointed for 15 years by 
the President. 

With the ever-increasing Government expenditures, 
amounting this year, we are advised, to approximately 
$8,000,000,000, it is time for Congress to provide for a more 
adequate supervision over its expenses. This is not the time 
to release any of its power or authority over them. 

This bill gives the President sweeping authority not only 
to reorganize and change but to eliminate any of the execu- 
tive departments of our Government, except those which 
are specifically exempted by this bill. 

One thing more: The proponents of this bill have not thus 
far advocated that the Government will make a saving of its 
expenditures by reason of this bill. 

I am in favor of a method which would provide for more 
efficiency and economy in the various departments of govern- 
ment. Why not have Congress use its powers and authority 
and make such adjustments that will render our executive 
departments more efficient and more economical? 

This bill does not strengthen our civil-service system. It 
places sweeping power and authority in the hands of the 
President, when such a thing is not necessary. 

Before I close I should like to answer a statement that has 
been made by some of the proponents of this measure. They 
say that certain propaganda has been used in an attempt to 
defeat it. I have received numerous letters and telegrams 
from individuals who are seriously opposed to the bill. I do 
not believe they are “propagandists” as the term is ordinarily | 
used. 

I do not believe such organizations as the American Federa- 
tion of Labor, National Cooperative Milk Producers, National 
Cooperative Council, representing 1,600,000 members; the 
National Grange, with its thousands of members; or the 
American Legion or Sons of the American Revolution should 
be classified as such. 

In my judgment, this legislation is a luxury and not econ- 
omy. It is uncalled for. It is unnecessary and is not for the 
best interests of our people. This House should lay this bill 
aside and give its attention to the important problems that 
are now before it affecting the businessman, the farmer, and 
the unemployed, together with other questions involving the 
interests and general welfare of our people in a crucial period. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Treapway]. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I question the desira- 
bility of Government reorganization in the manner pre- 
scribed by this measure. Differences of opinion may well 
develop over proposed methods. 

I am definitely opposed to this proposal to have Congress 
abrogate its functions and transfer complete authority over 
this matter to the President. The time has come when we 
must cease this ever-increasing concentration of power in the 
Executive. 

I had thought that this was stopped with the defeat of the 
President’s Supreme Court proposal, but it now rears its ugly 
head once more. 

In many respects the same issues are involved in this 
measure as were involved in the Court-packing measure. It, 
is a question of whether we are going to preserve the inde- 
pendence of the three coordinate branches of the Govern- 
ment under the Constitution. The bill not only gives the 
Executive a tremendous power, but it involves an abrogation 
on the part of Congress of its control over strictly legislative 
policy. 

The establishment and regulation of the various executive 
agencies of the Government is clearly the sole responsibility 
of Congress. It is the function of the President merely to 
see that the laws passed by Congress are faithfully executed. 
The Constitution gives him no legislative powers. 

This bill is an acknowledgment by Congress that it is either 
unwilling or unable to perform its constitutional duties. If 
we are going to transfer all our legislative powers to the 
Executive, as we haye heretofore over money, banks, the 
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tariff, and so on, there will not be any excuse for our con- 
tinued existence as a legislative body. 

The hundred-odd agencies over which the President is 
given control by this bill were all established by Congress, 
except the emergency agencies set up by the Executive under 
general powers delegated to him. Congress alone has the 
power to create these agencies and Congress alone has the 
power to reorganize, consolidate, or abolish them. 

For a long time the people of this country have failed to 
realize the implications of this bill. At present, however, they 
are becoming aroused. 

If the debate in the other body had been allowed to go on 
for a few more days, I feel certain that the rising tide of 
public protest against the enactment of the bill would have 
caused its defeat. 

The purpose of the administration is to rush the bill 
through the House before the public can make its will 
known to the Members of this body. 

Why all the haste, except for this reason? There is no 
emergency confronting the country in regard to reorganiza- 
tion. Other subjects, such as unemployment, encourage- 
ment to business, and so on, are vastly more important. 

While two of the provisions of the pending bill have pre- 
viously been considered by the House, the other two have 
not. The matter of Government reorganization is an im- 
portant question, and it should not be rushed through with- 
out adequate consideration. 

I know it is said that Congress retains control over the 
President’s actions by the provision allowing rejection of 
the President’s reorganization plan within 60 days. But 
this simply means that one-third of the membership of 
either body can prevent the Congress from interfering with 
the President’s reorganization proposals. A resolution of 
disapproval would have to be passed over a certain Presi- 
dential veto, which would require a two-thirds majority. It 
would, of course, be an easy matter for the administration 
to muster the support of one-third of either branch to pre- 
vent such action. 

The President has been quoted as saying that the vote in 
the other branch shows that the other body “cannot be pur- 
chased by organized telegrams.” This was a very unfor- 
tunate statement for the President to make. It has been 
justly condemned by those on whom it reflects, who voted 
their convictions in opposition to the bill. 

Significantly, the President failed to mention the pressure 
which his lieutenants have brought to bear to bring Mem- 
bers “into line” in support of his program. The only insid- 
ious propaganda or lobbying, apparently, is that which is 
carried on in opposition to the President’s program. Noth- 
ing done to secure support for administration measures, on 
the other hand, seems to constitute lobbying or purchasing 
of support. 

I want to say here and now that the letters and telegrams 
I have received in opposition to this measure have come 
from responsible citizens in my district who are expressing 
their honest convictions. They do not constitute organized 
propaganda. Certainly these people have a right to express 
their views on legislative matters. We still have freedom 
of speech and the right of petition in this country, although 
of course, these rights have been taken away in some foreign 
countries. Personally, I welcome at all times an expression 
of the views of my constituents on legislative matters. 

In this connection I want to quote briefly from an edi- 
torial which recently appeared in one of the newspapers in 
my district, the North Adams Transcript. Discussing the 
question asked by the chairman of the Senate Lobby Com- 
mittee as to who is paying for the so-called propaganda 
against the President’s reorganization plan, the editorial 
states: 

Specific answer is impossible, because it would involve the listing 
of thousands of individual names, the names of the American citi- 
zens who, because they are genuinely alarmed not only by the far- 

t of power which this bill would make to the Presi- 


reaching gran 
dent, but by the use Mr. Roosevelt might make of it, have exercised 
their rights as American citizens to express in letters and tele- 
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grams, paid for out of their own pockets, the opinions which 
Senator Minton calls propaganda. 


Further on the editorial continues: 


Who is paying for the pressure on the other side—the pressure 
which is so strong that, despite the avalanche of spontaneous and 
voluntary protests against this bill from thousands of American 
citizens, it still seems likely to be enacted? 

The answer to that question is simple. There is no need to list 
any individual names. It is a complete answer to say that 
everyone is paying. 

All of us are paying in the taxes we contribute for the support 
of the Federal jobs which are being promised as patronage to the 
Congressmen who support President Roosevelt in his effort to make 
himself a more powerful boss. 

All of us are paying in the taxes we contribute for the payment 
of the senatorial salaries which Mr. Roosevelt to continue 
another term for the Members who support his bill by giving them 
his support in their campaigns for reelection. * * * 

In a word, everyone in America is cofitributing, but in this case 
involuntarily, to the price of a campaign which, to the extent that 
it succeeds, will compromise the principles of government under 
which everyone in America, through his elected representative, is 
supposed to have a voice in his Government. 

Mr. Chairman, the action of the House upon the impor- 
tant question before us should not be decided by the amount 
of propaganda or pressure on one side or the other. The 
bill should be considered solely on its merits or demerits. 

I have already referred to the granting of discretionary 
authority to the President in reorganizing, consolidating, and 
abolishing executive agencies. I would now like to refer 
briefly to other provisions of the bill. 

The abolition of the Civil Service Commission and the 
substitution of a single administrator is to be strongly con- 
demned. With the administrator responsible solely to the 
President, it means that the civil service will become a part 
of the Farley spoils system. It is definitely a backward step 
in civil-service reform and can only result in a break-down 
of the merit system. The present bipartisan Commission 
should be preserved. 

Now, as to the Comptroller General’s office, which was set 
up by Congress in 1921 to see that the public money was 
spent exactly in the manner authorized by Congress. While 
the House bill does not provide for the abolition of the office, 
as does the Senate bill, it nevertheless does away with the 
real value of the position. The Comptroller is shorn of his 
present powers and instead of being independent of Presi- 
dential influence, as he is at present, he is to hold office 
only during the pleasure of the President. ‘This in itself 
completely destroys his value in carrying out the will of Con- 
gress. The Comptroller General’s office is a quasi-legisla- 
tive agency and should remain under the control of Congress. 

Both the House and Senate bills set up a new department 
of public welfare, with a Cabinet member in charge, which 
will without a doubt become the greatest spending agency 
of the Government. It will have charge of all functions 
relating to relief, old-age assistance, vocational rehabilita- 
tion, public health, education, and so on. How great the 
powers of this proposed department may become in future 
years no one can foretell. It has been estimated that it will 
have control over the spending of nearly four billions 
annually. 

The inclusion of the bureau of education in this depart- 
ment perhaps portends greater Federal control over educa- 
tion. I know that many groups in this country greatly 
deplore this tendency. 

Another bad feature of the bill is the creation of six high- 
salaried administrative assistants to the President, who in 
effect will be assistant Presidents. They will receive a sal- 
ary of $10,000 each, and, of course, will be political ap- 
pointees. They would act as buffers between the President 
and the executive agencies. No doubt a large part of their 
time would be spent here in the legislative halls lobbying for 
administration measures and “putting the heat” on recalci- 
trant Members. 

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, let me say that the decision 
which the House makes in regard to the pending measure is 
of tremendous importance. It is a decision which involves 
far-reaching consequences. I hope and trust that the Mem- 
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bers of this body will defeat this unfortunate measure. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. Mort]. 

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Chairman, when the reorganization bill 
(S. 3331) passed the Senate last Monday by a majority of 
7 votes, the President of the United States publicly impugned 
the honesty and integrity of the 42 Senators who voted against 
the bill by declaring that the vote had proven that the Senate 
could not be purchased by a flood of telegrams, which he 
branded as deliberately misleading. 

The telegrams he referred to were the thousands of mes- 
Sages which had come from people in all walks of life telling 
their Senators of their disapproval of the reorganization bill 
and asking them to defeat it. 

The Senators to whom the President referred when he said 
the Senate could not be bought by such telegrams were, of 
course, only those Senators who voted for the bill. He was 
not including those Senators who voted against the bill. He 
was excluding them and, thereby and by direct inference, 
accusing them of having been bribed by the people through 
these telegrams. 

If the bill should pass the House, I presume the President, 
in order to be consistent and impartial, will pronounce a 
similar verdict upon those of us who are opposing it in this 
body. 

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to this so-called reorganiza- 
tion bill which passed the Senate and which, with some slight 
modification is now before us for consideration. I am very 
vigorously opposed to it, but in the zeal of my opposition to 
this bill, I shall not follow the example of the President and 
call into question the honesty, the integrity, or the motives 
of my colleagues who are supporting it. I would not be per- 
mitted to do that even if I wanted to. For me to use on the 
floor of this House the language the President has used 
would be unparliamentary and in violation of the rules of the 
House. 

But, Mr. Chairman, without violating any of the rules of 
the House, I want to give it as my solemn and considered con- 
viction—and I say this after the most careful study—that no 
one who really understands and who believes in the American 
theory and system of government can read this bill without 
knowing that through its enactment the Congress will 
have surrendered to the Chief Executive every vestige of 
jurisdiction which it now holds over the independent agencies 
of the Government. 

These agencies, the control of which this misnamed and 
misleading bill proposes to give to the President, never were 
executive agencies. They were created by the Congress for 
the sole purpose of enabling the Congress to effectuate its 
own laws. All of them are either quasi judicial in char- 
acter or else they are direct agencies of the Congress itself. 
This bill proposes to make them purely executive agencies 
to be operated by agents of the President and in accordance 
with the will and policies of the President and not of the 
Congress. 

The worst possible mistake the House can make in the 
consideration of this bill is to entertain for one moment 
the idea that the purpose of it is merely reorganization. 
That is not its purpose. That is a mere incident. Its pur- 
pose is the wholesale transfer of jurisdiction from the Capitol 
to the White House over every agency included in the bill, 
from the General Accounting Office to the Veterans’ Bureau 
and the civil service. 

Nor should gentlemen be confused or misled by the argu- 
ment of those supporting the bill S. 3331, that the amended 
version of it which has been reported to the House from the 
special committee, and which we are now debating, is differ- 
ent from the bill as it passed the Senate, and that it is, there- 
fore, any less objectionable. 

They have argued, for example, that the House committee 
amendments give the President less authority than the 
Senate bill gives him to tamper with the Comptroller Gen- 
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eral, who is the head of the General Accounting Office, 
which, in turn, is the agency through which Congress now 
keeps control of the purse strings and through which it is 
able to prevent in advance any expenditure of money by the 
Executive for purposes other than that for which Congress 
appropriated the money. They say this because the bill as 
passed by the Senate abolishes the General Accounting Office 
altogether while the House amendment at least pretends to 
retain that office. 

But the fact is there is no difference between the Senate 
bill, which abolishes the office, and the House amendment 
which retains it, because in retaining this office the House 
amendment destroys the independence of that office. The 
House amendment retains it, with limited authority, but 
makes it an agency of the Chief Executive instead of an 
agency of the Congress by giving the President the right to 
hire and fire Comptrollers General at will. 

That is what the House amendment amounts to, and all 
of the language of the bill concerning the new office of auditor 
general, who audits expenditures not before but after they 
are made, amounts to nothing more than words and window 
dressing. So far as enabling Congress to keep control of the 
purse strings is concerned, the auditor general is worthless. 

The Comptroller General under existing law is responsible 
to the Congress alone. The General Accounting Office is the 
agent of the Congress, and is utterly divorced from Presi- 
dential influence or interference. When Congress created this 
office, in order to make doubly sure that it should remain ab- 
solutely and forever independent, it provided that the Comp- 
troller General should be appointed for a term of 15 years, 
that he should not be eligible for reappointment, and that 
during his term of office he could not be removed by the Presi- 
dent under any circumstances whatever, and not even by the 
Congress itself except by a procedure almost equivalent to 
impeachment. 

But what does this bill do? The Senate bill, as I have said, 
destroys the office by abolishing it. Under the House amend- 
ment the office is just as effectively destroyed by providing 
that the Comptroller General shall be appointed by the Presi- 
dent without term and that he shall be removable at any time 
by the President with or without cause. 

And now comes the joker in this particular part of the re- 
organization bill. Title IV of the bill sets up a new official, 
called an auditor general, at a salary of $10,000 a year, who is 
nothing more than a glorified bookkeeper and who has no au- 
thority whatever to prevent unlawful expenditures of the tax- 
payers’ money. The bill then proceeds to make the Congress 
a present of this new individual and it very solemnly declares 
that he may hold office for 15 years and may not be removed 
except for cause. 

What a farce! In my opinion, Mr. Chairman, it would be 
better to abolish the office of Comptroller General altogether 
as the Senate bill does, than to make the tenure of his office 
dependent upon the will or the whim of the Chief Execu- 
tive, and then to add insult to injury by establishing this office 
of an auditor general, without any power to protect the Con- 
gress, and giving him an unremovable 15-year term of office 
upon the pretext that he is an agent of the Congress. 

I have taken the General Accounting Office merely as a 
typical example of the betterments which its sponsors claim 
the House version makes over the Senate version of the re- 
organization bill. The difference is in form only. The real 
viciousness of the Senate bill is that it transfers jurisdiction 
over the several agencies, of which the General Accounting 
Office is but one, from the Congress to the Chief Executive. 
That is the fundamental objection to it, and that objection is 
not removed in any part of this so-called House bill. 

Likewise the claim of those who are supporting this bill 
that the House amendments omit some of the agencies in- 
cluded in the Senate bill is, in my opinion, immaterial to 
the fundamental issue here involved. The issue is whether 
Congress shall retain jurisdiction or whether that juris- 
diction shall be transferred to the President. The fact that 
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the House bill involves some agencies not named in the Senate 
bill, and that the Senate bill includes some agencies not 
covered in the House bill, is beside the point. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not concur in this view. In my 
opinion the question of possible or even probable dictator- 
ship is definitely involved in the consideration of the bill 
now before us. 

Now, sir, before proceeding further let me make myself per- 
fectly clear upon this point. By dictatorship I do not mean 
the kind that obtains in Italy or Germany or Russia. I do 
not mean a dictatorship which includes the concentration 
camp, the firing squad, and the chopping block. That 
would be ridiculous. No one fears that kind of dictator- 
ship in America. But everybody knows it is not necessary to 
have that kind of dictatorship in America in order to estab- 
lish effective one-man government. And it is in the sense 
of one-man government, a government in which all effec- 
tive authority and responsibility is held by one branch of 
the government instead of being distributed amongst three 
branches, as the Constitution requires—it is in that sense 
that I use the term “dictatorship,” and it is in that sense 
that the people of the country use it. The people fear, 
and they have cause to fear, that the enactment of this 
bill may be the last step on the road toward a system of 
government which is alien to the fundamental principles 
of constitutional representative government and which is 
violative of the plain provisions of the Constitution pre- 
scribing what the form and theory and the system of our 
Government shall be. 

Reminding you again, Mr. Chairman, of the sense in 
which I use the term “dictatorship,” I say that that question 
is involved in the consideration of this bill when hundreds of 
thousands of people throughout the country within the last 
few days have sent messages to their Representatives in 
Congress, messages expressing their fears and their convic- 
tions that enactment of this bill will lead to dictatorship, 
and urging their Representatives in Congress to defeat it. 

Are all these people wrong? Are all their Representatives 
in Congress who hold the same opinion wrong? Can it be 
that only the President and his partisans here are right? 
By what authority and upon what ground do the sponsors 
of this bill laugh at the fears of the people and deride their 
opinions? 

I say that the question of dictatorship is involved in con- 
sideration of this bill when practically the entire press of the 
country has denounced it and has declared its conviction 
that enactment of this bill will be another step away from 
responsible, representative government. Can all the editors of 
these newspapers be wrong, including those who heretofore 
have upheld the President in nearly all of his acts? In the 
face of this overwhelming opinion of the press upon this ques- 
tion by what warrant do the sponsors of this bill say that the 
question of dictatorship has no place in this debate? 

I say further, Mr. Chairman, that the question of dic- 
tatorship is involved here when the President of the United 
States finds it necessary in the middle of the night to arouse 
sleeping newspaper correspondents in order to give them a 
copy of a letter which the President wrote to an unnamed 
friend declaring that he had no inclination to be dictator and 
that the establishment of a dictatorship was not the purpose 
of this bill. 

When, in the whole history of this country, has a legisla- 
tive proposal, made not by Congress but by the President, 
been of such a character as to make it necessary for a 
President to say that he was not seeking that legislation for 
the purpose of setting up a dictatorship? When has it been 
necessary for a President to allay the fears of the people 
that he might change the form of their government through 
enactment of a law and without amending the Constitution? 
Tf all of these things do not make it plain that the question of 
dictatorship is involved in this bill, and that it has a place in 
debate upon the bill, then there is no such thing as logic or 
germaneness in debate. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my opinion and my conviction that we 
are sitting here today in one of the most solemn and one 
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of the most crucial moments in the history of this House. 
I believe that the representatives of the people now assem- 
bled in this body are at one of the crossroads in the life 
journey of this Nation. Already we have gone too far, and 
as the representatives of the people charged by the Con- 
stitution with the duty and responsibility of making the law 
under which the people of this Nation must live, we are now 
to make the choice which road we shall take. One road 
will lead us back to representative responsibility and to 
representative government. The other road will just as 
surely lead us in the opposite direction and to a destination, 
at best, unknown. 

One road is the sure road—sure because it is marked with 
the guideposts of 150 years of successful experience in free 
government. The other is the uncertain road—the road of 
adventure, of danger and, perhaps, of destruction. Our 
sense of responsibility, our sense of duty, our common desire 
to be faithful to our ideals and to the system of government: 
which has always been peculiarly our own, and which has 
made us as a Nation great and strong and free—all these 
considerations, Mr. Chairman, demand of us that at this 
vital turning point we shall take the sure road. [Applause.] 

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. TABER]. s 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, night before last, in the dark, 
in the middle of the night, the President of the United, 
States disclaimed aims at a dictatorship. The advocacy of 
lump-sum appropriations in violation of the constitutional 
provisions that appropriations should be made for the pur- 
pose intended, the A. A. A. and its regimentation, the N. R. A. 
and its regimentation, and many of these other bills and this 
bill, and the attempt to cram through the Supreme Court 
packing bill a year ago all constitute a trend toward dictator- 
ship, toward the destruction of representative government, 
and if the President of the United States does not realize 
that that is a trend toward dictatorship he is the only one in 
the United States who does not. 

So far as the bill is concerned, before I go into the de- 
tails of it, the best speech on the bill will not be made by. 
anyone on the floor of the House, will not be made by anyone 
on the radio or the public platform, but will be made by an 
accident of the Government Printing Office. I read from the 
bill, on page 42, at the bottom of the page, line 24: 


That this act may be cited as the “Reorganization Act of 1398.” 


It carries us back to the days of the feudal system. Our 
liberties are being destroyed, the efficiency of our Govern- 
ment is being destroyed by too much top-heaviness, and they 
are carrying us back to 1398. That is one time that God’s 
honest truth was told about this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, a lot of things have been said here about 
statements of former President Hoover. Let me read to you 
a statement that former President Hoover made when he 
had read this bill: 

The destruction of the independent bipartisan Civil Service 
Commission is a disastrous backward step. That is much less 
an Executive function than a regulatory function. The Commis- 
sion in the field to which it has been limited has shown fine 
efficiency and ability and integrity of purpose over 50 years. Why 
destroy it? 

I shall take up the bill now by itself. I agree that much 
reorganization and elimination of agencies should be made. 
In the last 5 years 75 boards and 40 Government-owned 
corporations have been established. More than two-thirds 
of them ought to be dumped out of the window. I shall put 
a list of them in the Record at this point so that the mem- 
bership may see that the progress that has been made has 
been made toward enlargement of activities and enlargement. 
of expense and not toward cutting down. 

The following independent establishments that may be 
called regulatory commissions have been established: Rail- 
road Retirement Board, Social Security Board, Federal Com- 
munications Commission, National Bituminous Coal Com 
mission, National Labor Relations Board, Securities and 
Exchange Commission, United States Maritime Commission, 
United States Housing Authority. 
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The following independent establishments having promo- 
tional or advisory functions have been created: California 
Pacific International Exposition Commission, Central Sta- 
tistics Board, Emergency Conservation Work, Farm Credit 
Administration, Federal Housing Administration, National 
Archives, National Emergency Council, National Resources 
Committee, National Youth Administration, Prison Indus- 
tries Reorganization Administration, Works Progress Admin- 
istration. 

The following Government-owned corporations have been 
created since the New Deal: Reconstruction Finance Cor- 
poration Mortgage Co., Commodity Credit Corporation, First 
Export-Import Bank, Second Export-Import Bank, Corpora- 
tion of Foreign Security Holders, Home Owners’ Loan Cor- 
poration, Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation, 
Tennessee Valley Authority, Tennessee Valley Associates 
Cooperatives, Electric Home and Farm Authority, Federal 
Farm Mortgage Corporation, Production Credit Corporations 
(12), Federal Surplus Commodity Corporation, Federal 
Prison Industries, Inc., Virgin Islands Co., Federal Subsist- 
ence Homestead Corporation (in liquidation), Public Works 
Emergency Leasing Corporation (in dissolution), Emergency 
Housing Corporation (in dissolution), Central Bank for 
Cooperatives, District Banks for Cooperatives (12), Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation, Federal Crop Insurance Cor- 
poration, R. F. C. Disaster Relief Corporation, Farmers’ Home 
Corporation. 

In addition there have been created in the various depart- 
ments a large number of bureaus, divisions, branches, serv- 
ices, and administrations. 

All told, the number of regulatory commissions, promo- 
tional agencies, Government corporations, and new bureaus, 
divisions, and branches probably total in excess of 75. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. DOWELL. Is it not the purpose of the bill to dispose 
of those organizations? 

Mr. TABER. Certainly not. No proposal has come from 
the Executive to get rid of any useless board or function, and 
there are hundreds of them in the Government. 

Mr. DOWELL. They are increasing all the time. 

Mr. TABER. All the time. Under this reorganization sec- 
tion, the power of the President, if we want to safeguard 
ourselves, ought to be limited as was proposed by the Wheeler 
amendment over in the Senate, so that there should be, on 
the recommendations of the President, affirmative action of 
both Houses of Congress in a joint resolution before they 
should become effective. I do not believe that the Congress 
will refuse to eliminate any useless function or to consolidate 
functions that should properly be consolidated; but I do not 
believe that he should be turned loose, where it is necessary 
to pass a bill with a two-thirds vote in order to get rid of 
a proposed bad consolidation. 

I shall now address myself for just a moment to this pro- 
posed welfare outfit. This welfare outfit can have trans- 
ferred to it $4,000,000,000 of activities. It will be so cumber- 
some that it cannot be efficient, and it will lose the effective 
supervision of all these other activities in the independent 
agencies or under the Cabinet officers who have them in 
charge at the present time. It is not for efficiency; it is not 
for economy. The only efficiency to be promoted would be 
the consolidated propaganda that would descend upon the 
House of Representatives and the Senate of the United States 
for the promotion of projects designed to take money out of 
the Treasury of the United States. But worst of all are those 
words in line 11, page 45: 

The Secretary of Welfare shall promote the cause of education— 


And the word “education”, in line 16, indicating that all 
of those things that could be done under the so-called Fed- 
eral control of education bill would be authorized. We could 
have appropriations of funds to be allocated to the States, 
provided they complied with rules set up by the commissioner 
of education in this department of welfare. For my own 
part, I have always stood, sir, in favor of the education of 
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our youngsters under the control of the people in their own 
community, where their own parents would have something 
to say about how the children should be educated. I do not 
believe in destroying the educational system of the country 
or of turning it over to a bureaucrat in Washington. [Ap- 
plause.] 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. MAY. On that very subject of the welfare depart- 
ment, by the language in lines 9 to 16, on page 45.of the bill, 
11 different powers are conferred upon the director. May 
I ask the gentleman if he remembers that last year when 
this bill was up, before certain funds were to be appropriated 
to the States that legislation was being written in Washing- 
ton and sent down to the legislatures of the several States 
with the request that they pass that particular legislation or 
not get a dime? 

Mr. TABER. That is correct. Here is the situation: Con- 
tinuous appropriations for relief would be authorized by this. 
All sorts of irregular practices that should not be made the 
permanent policy of the Government would be authorized. 
This whole paragraph ought to be stricken out. 

Mr, CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. TABER. I will yield for one question; then I cannot 
yield further. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Do I understand that under this bill 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, which is headed by 
J. Edgar Hoover, can be thrown under civil service, and that 
he will have to select his employees for running down kid- 
napers and desperate criminals through civil-service pro- 
cedure? 

Mr. TABER, It can be done, yes; but let me get to this 
Budget and accounting feature. While the pending amend- 
ment is better than the Senate bill, because the Senate put 
the whole thing under the Budget, it cannot be placed under 
the Budget without creating a ridiculous situation. The 
curse of the thing is that the independence of the Comp- 
troller General is absolutely destroyed by giving him a term 
during the pleasure of the President. Complaints have been 
odged against the Comptroller General. It has been al- 
leged by bureaucrats that he has interfered with adminis- 
tration. The committee went into this situation and found 
that there was no interference with administration, but that 
the Comptroller General had refused to let the bureaucrats 
violate the law and spend money for purposes for which it 
was not appropriated, and that made the bureaucrats sore. 
That ought not to be allowed. Let me say to you that if 
you pass this bill and do away with the fixed, definite term 
for the Comptroller General and let him serve during the 
pleasure of the President, that the President all the time will 
be under twofold pressure, one from the bureaucrats to 
force the violation of the law, and the other from the 
Comptroller General and the people to try and make the 
bureaucrats behave. 

It was the object of Congress in providing for the Comp- 
troller General, to have an independent officer who would 
make the departments hew to the line, an officer with a fixed 
and definite term during which he could not be removed. 
This is an absolute necessity if you are going to have this 
sort of thing. A 

Now, you get to the auditor general. It is true, as the 
gentleman from North Carolina told us the other day, that 
we have not had submitted to us yearly an audit of the 
expenditures of the different departments and agencies of 
the Government. Frankly, I think it is a good thing that 
it be done, but it can be done by requiring the Comptroller 
General to do this sort of thing. Likewise reports can be 
made of claims that have been allowed and statements can 
be made with reference to illegal expenditures by the depart- 
ments. These can be presented to Congress in regular order 
in the form of reports if we require it, and this can be 
provided for by simple amendment of the budgetary law. 
It is absolutely unnecessary to duplicate the functions of the 
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Comptroller General’s office by setting up an Auditor Gen- 
eral if we were to do the right thing and amend this bill 
with reference to the Comptroller General, keeping the 
Comptroller General as an independent officer by giving him 
a fixed, definite term. 

I want to talk just a minute or two about the civil-service 
provision. I shall take but a minute or two on that. 

This civil-service provision provides for a single-headed 
set-up. It provides for all sorts of things with reference to 
the power of the President to cover into the civil service and 
take out of the civil service. Frankly, I believe that the set-up 
of a single-headed commission endangers the jobs of every 
single civil-service employee who is on the roll at the present 
time. It makes him subject to becoming a football of politics. 
We should not do away with the independent, bipartisan Civil 
Service Commission that we have had for 50 years and which 
has worked pretty good. 

Another thing this does is to set up an advisory board of 
seven members, which will cost some money, but that board 
is not given a single bit of power. It would be absolutely 
useless in every way so far as performing any satisfactory 
functions are concerned. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I call the gentleman's attention to the 
fact that apparently they pay very little attention or give 
very little regard to the civil-service administrator, inasmuch 
as they provide a salary of only $1,000 a year for him. 

Mr. TABER. Maybe that is another speech on the part 
of the Printing Office. I do not believe they intended to cut 
the head of the Civil Service Commission down to that sum. 

Mr. HOLMES. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. HOLMES. They would not have to pay that much 
for a rubber stamp. They could get him for a whole lot less, 

Mr. TABER. That is probably so, but we do not want a 
rubber stamp in there. We want to continue to have a bi- 
partisan civil service board, as we have had in the past 50 
years, one that will function, one that will protect the Gov- 
ernment, and protect the integrity of the Civil Service Com- 
mission. We do not want a commission that will be thrown 
into the football game of politics. 

Mr. HOLMES. As a matter of fact, this provision in the 
bill will scuttle the civil service? 

Mr. TABER. Absolutely. I hope the House will consider 
this bill very carefully. When the Members of the House 
consider it carefully I do not believe they will approve the 
bill. It is not in the interest of efficiency, it is not in the 
interest of economy, it is not in the interest of the welfare 
of the civil-service employees, and it is not in the interest 
of honest administration of government. I hope the Mem- 
bers of the House will turn down the bill when it comes to a 
realization of just how bad it is, how much damage it will 
do to our governmental institutions, how much more dan- 
gerous and vicious it is than any of us who have had just a 
little time to study it can imagine. 

Mr. SIROVICH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. SIROVICH. Would the distinguished gentleman 
please tell me who would settle the claims and accounts in 
this bill, whether that would be the Auditor General, the 
Treasury Department, or the Director of the Budget? 

Mr. TABER. Under the House amendment, the Comp- 
troller General’s authority along this line would continue 
practically as it is. That is, if the House amendment is 
adopted. 

Mr. SIROVICH. What is the House amendment? 

Mr. TABER. The House amendment provides for the 
continuation of the General Accounting Office with a Comp- 
troller General; but it weakens the Comptroller General by 
making him subject to removal at the will of the President, 
instead of providing for a fixed term for the Comptroller 
General of 15 years. This 15-year term would insure his 
independence. The Budget and Accounting Act provides 
that the Comptroller General and the General Accounting 
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Office shall be independent of any executive establishment of 
the Government. This amendment rewrites that particu- 
lar section, leaving out the words “independent of any execu- 
tive establishment.” Frankly, I do not like to see the 
Budget law weakened that way. 

Mr. SIROVICH. Would that make the Comptroller Gen- 
eral the fiscal agent of the House? 

Mr. TABER. No; he would not be the fiscal agent of the 
House. He would be the fiscal agent of the Government for 
the audit of expenditures and the audit of claims. 

Mr. SIROVICH. What about the Auditor General? 

Mr. TABER. The Auditor General would be the agent of 
the House so far as making investigations and reports are 
concerned. Frankly, if the Comptroller General is contin- 
ued as an independent officer I do not believe there would be 
any need for establishing an Auditor General. I believe a 
few simple amendments requiring presentation to the House 
of an annual audit of the expenditures of the departments 
and of the agencies, together with a definite report as to 
the claims that have been audited by him, including a report 
as to those violations of law on the part of the departments 
which he has discovered during the year, would accomplish 
all of the needs of the situation. 

Mr. SIROVICH. Who would take charge of the preaudit 
if the Auditor General and Comptroller General did not do 
the work? 

Mr. TABER. There would not be anyone. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself the balance: 
of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, discussion of this bill in the ordinary man- 
ner is impossible. Nearly half of the membership on my 
side of the aisle has expressed a desire to speak, and we of 
the committee have cheerfully given of our time. I can 
only speak of a few things, after an entire year’s experience 
as a member of the special committee. 

Briefly, we were first faced with the Brownlow committee 
report demanding for the President such amazing powers 
that they hid us away secretly for 14 days in executive ses- 
sion without the privilege even of telling our brother Mem- 
bers what we were discussing, lest during the Supreme Court 
fight the new demand for further vast powers to be given 
to the President might be made known to the public. There 
could be no other reason. 

The gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. WARREN] yester- 
day afternoon made the statement, “We are against the 
Senate bill in toto.” Even the Senate bill that has already 
been passed is opposed completely. He said that they junked 
the Brownlow report. 

Mr. Chairman, the original asking has been greatly cur- 
tailed. It was too shameful to be seriously considered. Now 
we have a bill relatively mild as compared with the original 
bill or even the Senate bill, but it will go to conference and 
we must therefore consider both measures as of equal im- 
portance in our deliberations. 

The gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Warren] yester- 
day brought in the name of Mr. Hoover. Even the Speaker 
of this House referred to Mr. Hoover’s remarks. It cer- 
tainly does not lie in the mouth of any Democrat to quote 
Mr. Hoover even for his own would-be advantage. It will 
not change the vote of a single Democrat. 

Certainly no Republican vote will be changed, because we 
understand the matter. President Hoover worked mightily 
in 1932 to obey the mandate of the Congress. In Decem- 
ber he brought in here a notable report on how he thought 
the Government ought to be reorganized. It was fully ex- 
planatory. Without looking at it the Congress took advan- 
tage of the 60 days provision and acted, throwing it entirely 
out of the window. It was a Democratic Congress, although 
with a majority of only four Members, they say, but it did 
this, saying in effect, “We will let our President do this 
reorganizing.. He is coming in on March 4.“ 

Then the gentieman said the Congress voted for something 
that President Hoover signed on March 3, the day before 
he went out of office. That is true. But Mr. Hoover did 
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it for your President, Mr. Roosevelt, who had already been 
elected. 

Then the gentleman said the Republican Attorney General 
informed him it was not legal to take 60 days and set aside 
the Hoover report. He said that we did something illegally, 
that if we told the President of the United States to reor- 
ganize the Government along certain lines and he did it, we 
could not destroy that by any 60-day reservation or by any 
concurrent action. Only a law of equal dignity, a joint reso- 
lution, subject to veto, could undo even what Mr. Hoover 
had done. But we did not know it or realize what we were 
doing when we reenacted the economy bill which was signed 
March 3, 1933. Mr. Mitchell, the Attorney General, is listed 
as a Democrat, not as a Republican, in Who’s Who. If 
that has any persuasive power, make use of it. 

Having perhaps expected a rebuff of that sort, after having 
done that magnificent work, when Mr. Hoover found what 
had been done he naturally said “You must pass a law giving 
the President authority, and that if you were going to leave 
matters like this, no President could ever do anything.” 

Small wonder that he said what he did at that time. But 
do not quote him now. The picture has changed. There 
was real virtue and many worthwhile features in that bill 
of 1932, in respect to the power we gave Hoover and later 
transferred to any President, but now a dreadful gash 
has been made in those attractive features. The rape of the 
Supreme Court was the gash. Things are greatly altered 
now from what they were 4 years ago. So do not reminisce 
concerning 4 years ago, since the situation is entirely differ- 
ent. We understand now what any President might try to 
do. The gash is there but the attractiveness is all gone. Do 
not talk about that beauty any more. It reminds me of a 
woman’s remark, “She had a good deal to say about my 
loveliness,” and the reply, “Oh, yes; you see she is always 
reminiscing.” 

I say again, it does not lie in the mouths of the members 
of the Democratic Party to try to quote Mr. Hoover. Quote 
the statements of your own President in 1932, when he came 
into office and we cheerfully gave him these vast powers. We 
reenacted that law because he had been before the public 
saying he would cut out many bureaus. He deplored the 
great indebtedness of the country. He would reduce the 
public debt. He would not fill the banks with evidences of 
indebtedness. That was the kind of President you believed 
you had when we cheerfully reenacted that power. But 
how he has changed. Now he writes a letter in the middle 
of the night and calls the newspapermen out at 2 o’clock 
in the morning to propagandize this Nation and to assure 
the people—think of it, needing to assure the country about 
it—that he did not want to be a dictator. In Heaven’s name, 
why did he mention it? 

He said later that because of the condition of the people 
he had to spend money, that because of the condition of 
the country he had to have more bureaus. Now, a few weeks 
hence, as is the way of all other dictators, he might say, “I 
wrote that letter at a time when conditions were different, 
but because things are getting out of control a strong hand 
is needed here in Washington.” The Lord knows some of us 
fear he might feel the call to be a dictator, even though now 
he says, “I am not fitted for it.” Just think of it. “I could 
not be a dictator,” he says. Oh, that is nonsense. 

The public are aroused. Who aroused them? Psychology 
is now at work. It is perhaps largely a matter of psychology. 
But that does not alter the situation. The public are afraid 
of this bill, and you know it. Members who are already 
sworn to support the administration perhaps cannot vote 
otherwise. Members of the committee who, as I pointed out, 
have brought in this bill, which is possibly harmless as com- 
pared to the original bill, must stick by it, I suppose. But I 
appeal to you to be actuated by a patriotic motive and at 
least recommit this bill and let it lie in committee for a time 
longer, until the Nation’s psychology is better. Day after 
day lately the stcck market has gone down and down. 
Everybody is frightened. I was away for a few days last 
week and met many businessmen. Yes; the people are fear- 
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ful. It is not so much this bill itself as it is the dread that 
the House may not be insistent on its own rights and will be 
supinely willing to take further dictation from the President. 

The President speaks of votes being purchased because 
people send you letters. What about his own propaganda 
and his own radio speeches? Is he purchasing your vote? 
No; he who hath received high honors already must see 
to it 

Mr. BOLAND of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GIFFORD. I am very sorry I cannot yield; in fact, I 
am so sorry that I will yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. BOLAND of Pennsylvania. I just want to ask the 
gentleman if it is not a fact that the Boston Herald has 
editorially supported the reorganization bill? 

Mr. GIFFORD. Oh, we have editors in our camp who 
have failed us at times. [Laughter.] But almost daily the 
Boston Post, a Democratic paper, takes issue with this ad- 
ministration so vehemently that those of your party may 
well pay it heed. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GIFFORD. I cannot yield further now. I cannot- 
even discuss the different features of the bill, because I wish, 
if possible, to arouse some of the patriotic people here to 
the point where they will vote to recommit this bill. 

The value of everything the people own is going down. 
and down. Manufacturing plants are closing. It is chiefly 
unfortunate psychology. The only thing that can possibly 
be done at the moment to alter this condition is for us to 
reassert our independence and thus reassure the Nation. 
If this power is granted, heads will roll all over the depart- 
ments of this Government through reorganization and 
change of duties. As I pointed out on Monday, read that 
speech of the Senator from Massachusetts, wherein he 
showed that the personnel, not functions only, can be 
changed overnight. This whole Government of ours will 
be in jeopardy for 2 long years, little knowing what will be 
done, and those ambitious secretaries that we are asked to 
appoint will cause a lot of trouble, I am sure. I should like 
to quote the Senator on this point: 

The advocates of this transfer of constitutional powers and 
authority by Congress to the Executive seem blind to the fact 
that such a course parallels events that have been taking place 
elsewhere in the world and have contributed to the overthrow 
of democracies in other countries. It is precisely the same argu- 
ments which are advanced here today that have been advanced in 
other countries to overthrow democracy. 

Mr. KNUTSON, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GIFFORD. Briefly. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Speaking of industries that have been 
shut down, is the gentleman aware of the fact that the 
Roosevelt furniture factory is closed, and I am wondering 
whether it was closed in order to embarrass the adminis- 
tration? 

Mr. GIFFORD. Oh, practically everything is being closed 
or shut down, and David Lawrence and all the financial 
writers are unanimous in saying that the cause of the slump 
in the stock market is chiefly this reorganization, by which 
we contemplate giving up our rights to the President of 
the United States. It is a cowardly surrender. I plead with 
you that you do not make it. 

Will you do away with the watchdog of the Treasury and 
simply put a pet poodle in its place? ‘This is the language 
of one of the editorials which I have here. The Comptroller 
General is no longer to be a watchdog, but being appointed 
by the President can be removed any minute, and it is 
simply a case of pet poodle versus watchdog. This is well 
expressed, is it not? 

Mr. Chairman, you have a 5-to-1 majority in this House. 
We Republicans can only appeal to your patriotism. I am 
sure you are all friends of mine, because I speak what I 
believe to be the truth and do not hesitate to criticize when 
I feel criticism is warranted. I am sure you are friendly, I 
know you believe I am sincere, and I wish to repeat that the 
conditions of 4 years aga are completely changed. What we 
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did then is no criterion. The public mind is inflamed. Its 
viewpoint is entirely different. Great harm will result if we 
do this thing now; and by refusing to do it, at least for the 
time being, we shall be doing a wonderful thing toward 
bringing back at least some slight feeling of confidence in the 
country. 

I cannot tell you how seriously I regard this matter. Men 
came to me last week whose business it is to advise people 
where they can invest their money safely. This is their 
whole job, and they say with conditions as they are, with a 
country owing $40,000,000,000 of debt, even a Government 
bond now looks mighty good to them. Railroad bonds? 
Think where they have gone. . 

Can we not do something? This is my whole appeal here. 
Can we not do something to send forth to this Nation of ours 
in this hour of discouragement—and it is not a recession, it is 
not a depression, these figures prove to you it is close to a 
panic. You must believe it. It must be stopped. You Dem- 
ocrats have it in your power to do it, we have not. 

Do not be fooled by this bill you have been presented with 
here. It goes to conference. You say you will never give up 
the Comptroller General, but the Comptroller General pro- 
vided, as explained to you on yesterday by the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. WapswortH] has no power worth mentioning. 
He is fully under the control of the President, and even after 
that, if there is a dispute, it goes to the Attorney General of 
the United States, and his opinion is final. Have we not had 
decisions enough by the Attorney General backing up this 
President of ours to prove to us that practically any opinion 
desired from him by the President will be an approving opin- 
ion? No; you have thrown our Comptroller General to the 
winds. No matter what you may say, you cannot show 
otherwise. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GIFFORD. Yes. 

Mr. DOWELL. If Congress takes away the power of the 
Comptroller General to compel all the departments of the 
Government to comply strictly with the law, will it not open 
the door so that many, many expenditures may be made with- 
out curtailment and without the check-up now required of 
the Comptroller General, and is it not a fact that the Comp- 
troller General has saved the Government many millions of 
dollars in the administration of his office? 

Mr. GIFFORD. Everybody knows that. I protested to the 
Comptroller General in one case against the junket of co- 
operatives to Europe. The President himself had ordered the 
Commodity Credit Corporation to send them to Europe 
through the use of relief funds belonging to the States. The 
Comptroller General ruled against the spending of that 
money, even though it had been ordered by the President 
himself. He proved his courage and he has proven his use- 
fulness countless other times as well. 

True, we ought to economize. We ought to reorganize in 
the name of economy. But this bill is too covered up with 
respect to all of these emergency organizations and the idea 
of putting all these political appointments under the civil 
service actually to do away with anything. Nothing will 
really be abolished as a result of it. They will add a depart- 
ment of public welfare, which is frightening even to consider 
when we think of its potential expenditures. No; they are 
adding, adding; there is nothing of real economy, which 
should be the first thing in mind in a genuine reorganization 
bill. 

I plead to the patriotism of the Democratic side of the 
House. You have the entire responsibility of doing this thing. 
One gentleman said, “Yes; and we are ready to do it.” My 
friend from New York spoke about the Civil Service Commis- 
sioners. It will be lovely when they come to put in a docile, 
Democratic civil-service administrator for 15 years. I shall 
thank you gentlemen for your willingness to do that, espe- 
cially when we come into power. That is lovely, but any 
person of common sense on the question of policy, knows that 
a three-, five-, or seven-man board to determine policy is far 
better than a single docile person entirely under the thumb 
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or even the appointment of one man. It is too ridiculous to 
contemplate. We have been told that 12 States today have 
decided that one man is better, but they do not put him in 
for 15 years. He goes in and out with the administration, 
unquestionably. Do not try to put that over on this side of 
the House with so much pleasure, as the gentlemen seemed 
to feel yesterday. 

Yes; once again America stands at the crossroads. 

The decision which the House must now make is one 
fraught with momentous possibilities. It cannot but influ- 
ence not only the remote future history of the Nation but 
the immediate future as well—and this despite the fact that 
should the measure be enacted, few actual changes can 
occur for some time. But “thoughts are things.” A nation’s 
psychology has a tremendous bearing on its well-being or its 
ill-being. 

The people, like business, are already in a highly “jittery” 
state. For the moment putting aside the question as to 
whether or not this pending measure is necessary or desir- 
able, the fact remains there could scarcely be a worse time 
for this debate to occur, this action take place. This era 
has not been recorded in history, by general acceptance, as 
the Roosevelt depression. Whatever the actual truth may 
be, there can be no question but that a vast and daily in- 
creasing number of American citizens are now convinced 
that the administration’s policies have failed dismally in 
their avowed objectives. Grave uncertainty as to the future 
of the Nation exists. Surely this is no time to add to the 
existing anxiety. 

The eyes of the Nation are focused upon the Congress. We 
know that party lines have been rent asunder. Real patri- 
otism—a determination to save American democracy and our 
republican form of government, even in the face of possible 
political oblivion, is a common occurrence. The action taken 
by the Congress in the matter of the Supreme Court brought 
a ray of hope and restored confidence to the Nation. Will 
the events of this week strengthen this confidence or utterly 
dispel it? 

It would be a wonderful thing if this matter could be 
debated and decided on pure reason and patriotic grounds, 
divorced from partisanship, prejudice, or personalities. The 
decision should be reached on such basis, of course, unin- 
fluenced by hope of benefits or fear of punishment. Most 
unfortunately, however, this cannot be. The gentleman at 
Warm Springs, Ga., has himself made this impossible by 
his gratuitous insult to the Congress—a body coequal with 
the Executive—and by his utterly amazing piece of personal 
propaganda to receive and broadcast which the sleeping 
gentlemen of the press were called from their beds at 2 
o’clock this morning. Shakespeare, as always, had words 
to fit this incident, “Methinks the lady doth protest too 
much.” The situation is also reminiscent of the phrase 
“Thrice was Caesar offered the crown and thrice did he re- 
fuse it.” We naturally hope that the President means 
every word in that letter to the anonymous recipient and 
will continue to mean them. Doubtless such was the case 
when he penned the pithy phrases. But the pages of very 
recent history unfortunately record a great many incidents 
which plainly indicate that the President frequently changes 
his mind—to put in mildly. Definite pledges and promises 
have not been always kept. This is an incontrovertible fact. 
Of course, there can be but one meaning assigned to this 
most recent assertion and pledge. It was deliberately in- 
tended to infiuence the action of the House today—a frantic 
effort to lay to rest certain uneasy and justifiable fears. 
And as the sort of propaganda which the President has 
sharply criticized on the part of opponents of his reorgani- 
zation plan, it goes even further than the passionate and 
persuasive appeal made over the radio the night before the 
measure was passed in the Senate by its author. You will 
recall that after criticizing another for urging patriotic 
Americans to flood the offices of the Senate with telegrams 
objecting to the passage of the bill he urged his listeners 
to flood them with wires urging its enactment. Apparently 
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this did not happen, according to what we hear. And as for 
the messages which we have been receiving being inspired 
propaganda, I would ask what personal or pecuniary benefit 
would their senders receive? We have known times when 
propaganda was obviously inspired and the wording of ap- 
peals or protest was often identical. In this instance, how- 
ever, such is certainly not the case. They represent a pa- 
triotic sacrifice of time and money, even if only 3 cents for 
a postage stamp. My own files disclose the fact that not 
one of the hundreds who have written or wired me about 
this matter is in favor of the pending measure. All are 
opposed to it. 

This House is faced today with another great responsibility 
and a great opportunity. The Republicans are willing to aid 
courageous and truly patriotic Democrats who will attempt 
to withhold from the President vast additional powers. He 
has desired complete control of all governmental agencies. 
The Congress itself, after painstaking and careful considera- 
tion, set up these instruments of government. The Congress 
should carefully preserve its independence and the power to 
abolish, transfer, or change the functions thereof. This may 
be a slower process, but far safer than to subject these agen- 
cies to the whim of any President. Under the plan proposed 
there is not even a pretense advanced that it would make for 
any economy. In fact, the bill proposes to set up an entirely 
new department with all the dignity and expense accorded to 
those of similar importance. The Nation views with alarm 
the granting of this contemplated power to a President who 
has demonstrated his great ambition to control the entire 
affairs of the Nation and who has resorted to unheard-of 
demands upon the Congress for more and more power, even 
after the so-called emergency period had expired. 

The situation regarding this measure has vastly changed 
during the last several months. The public is now fully aroused 
as to its real purpose. The Republicans on the special com- 
mittee have begged for a few days’ delay in order that the 
public might at least be informed that the House committee 
will not report the Senate bill. Indeed, the Democratic mem- 
bers of this committee have shown real courage and have 
refused to yield to many of the extraordinary demands made 
by the President through the Brownlow committee. The joint 
committee of the House and Senate held several weeks of 
closed hearings and the members were practically sworn to 
complete secrecy. Copies of the bill under discussion were 
not given to the public for some 11 months. Evidently this 
was thought to be wise, inasmuch as the public was inflamed 
at the moment over the Court bill and this double grab for 
most extraordinary power would have further shocked the 
Nation. I have since learned that a paltry 2,000 copies of 
those hearings have been available for distribution, but the 
public conscience was not aroused until open hearings were 
held by the Senate committee, and as the debate in the other 
body has progressed during the last month a tremendous 
volume of opposition has made itself felt. In spite of the 
great pressure upon Senators and the genuine worry lest their 
failure to support the President would endanger their chances 
of reelection, the vote in that body was close, indeed. It 
clearly shows the disturbance which the proposal has caused 
and that in the present unhappy lack of confidence it would 
seem to be our plain duty at least to pigeonhole this legisla- 
tion, as has been suggested by one of our able Democratic 
leaders. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts has expired. 

Mr. BACON. Mr. Chairman, I desire to submit a parlia- 
mentary inqury. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. BACON. As I understand it we are proceeding under 
the rules of the House where it is within the province of 
the Chair to recognize any Member he may see fit to recog- 
nize for 1 hour. Am I correct in that? 

The CHAIRMAN. Of course the gentleman from New 
York is aware of the fact that in the exercise of discretion by 
the Chair, the Chair must reasonably recognize certain rules 
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and customs and give recognition first to members of the 
committee. The present incumbent of the chair feels it is 
desirable and a proper custom to follow. 

Mr. BACON. That does not answer my question, Mr. 
Chairman. I fully appreciate that members of the commit- 
tee should have prior rights to recognition, but nevertheless 
under the rules of the House it is within the province of the 
Chair, is it not, to recognize any Member he may see fit to 
recognize for 1 hour? 

The CHAIRMAN. It is entirely within the discretion of 
the Chair and the Chair is exercising his discretion. 

Mr. BACON. Mr. Chairman, after the members of the 
committee have been recognized, and I recognize their prior 
right, can the Chairman give me any assurance that he will 
recognize me for 1 hour? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair cannot and will not give 
assurance to anyone as to whom the Chair will recognize. 

Mr. BACON. In other words, it is the intention to shut 
off Members from discussing this important question after 
the members of the committee have been duly recognized, as 
is their prior right, according to custom? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair feels that the use of the 
phrase “shut off” is rather severe. It does not fairly inter- 
pret the state of mind of the present incumbent of the 
Chair. The Chair will exercise his discretion when the 
time arrives. 

Mr. BACON. Will the Chair suggest how an individual 
Member of the House can obtain recognition? 

The CHAIRMAN. For the benefit of the gentleman from 
New York, the present incumbent of the chair feels that 
after the recognition of the gentleman from Kentucky, Mr. 
FreD M. Vinson, who is a member of the committee, then, 
if the Committee proceeds as it is now doing, the Chair will 
recognize some member of the Republican Party in opposi- 
tion. For the further benefit of the gentleman, the Chair 
would feel that under those circumstances courtesy would 
prompt him to consult with the minority leader. The Chair 
has done so. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. BOILEAU. The Chair just said that after the gentle- 
man from Kentucky [Mr. FreD M. Vinson] is recognized, 
the Chair would recognize some member of the Republican’ 
Party. I have been seeking recognition and I am a member 
of neither the Republican nor the Democratic Party. I am 
a member of the Progressive Party. I call the attention of 
the Chair to the fact that if the Chair intends to alternate 
between Democrats and Republicans he ought to state when 
he intends to recognize third-party members, and I ask the 
Chair whether third-party members, members of the Pro- 
gressive Party and the Farmer-Labor Party, are entitled to a 
hearing. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I have propounded 2 parliamentary in- 
quiry to the Chair. When is it the intention of the Chair 
to recognize Progressives and Farmer-Laborites? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair in answer to the gentle- 
man’s parliamentary inquiry calls the attention of the gen- 
tleman to the reply the Chair made to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Bacon]. It is a matter of discretion with the 
Chair, and the Chair is unable to answer the gentleman’s 
inquiry except to say that if the debate continues the way 
it has the Chair will exercise its discretion. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Will the Chair permit a further parlia- 
mentary inquiry? The Chair has already recognized two 
Democrats and two Republicans and has indicated that the 
Chair is going to recognize now one Democrat and then one 
Republican. In view of the fact that the Chair has made 
that very definite policy in the consideration of this bill, 
alternating between Democrats and Republicans, and has 
stated that he intends to recognize another Democrat and 
another Republican, in all fairness, Mr. Chairman, I believe 
that we are entitled to know whether or not the Chair has 


4586 


any intention whatsoever of recognizing a Progressive, or 
a Farmer-Laborite? I desire recognition and request to be 
considered in that respect if it is the purpose of the Chair to 
consider minority parties. After all 

The CHAIRMAN. Has the gentleman finished his par- 
liamentary inquiry? 

Mr. BOILEAU. One thing further, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair appreciates the force of the 
gentleman’s argument but does not feel that it is necessary. 

Mr. BOILEAU. One further inquiry, if the Chair will 
permit. The minority leader 

The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman will permit, the Chair 
will answer the pending inquiry of the gentleman from Wis- 
consin. The gentleman from Wisconsin misconstrues the 
mind of the Chair when the gentleman says that the Chair 
has a fixed policy in recognition. The gentleman might 
infer that, but the gentleman is incorrect in his inference. 
The Chair has no fixed policy. The Chair has frankly stated 
that after recognizing the gentleman from Kentucky, the 
Chair would recognize a Member of the Republican Party, 
a minority party. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I did not quite hear the Chair’s state- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Of the minority party, the ranking 
minority party, the Chair will put it that way. (Laughter.] 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, may I propound a fur- 
ther parliamentary inquiry? I think in all fairness we are 
entitled to have this clarified for the moment. The Chair 
stated that in recognizing a Republican Member he would 
consult with the Republican leader. I wish to say that I 
would be very glad, having been honored with the designa- 
tion by Members making up the Farmier Labor Party, as their 
floor leader, to consult with the Chair as to whom he shall 
recognize among the Farmer-Laborites and Progressives. 
[Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair appreciates the suggestion 
of the gentleman from Wisconsin, and if the Chair desires 
the advice of the gentleman in consultation the Chair will 
seek it. 

Mr. O'CONNOR. of New York. Mr. Chairman, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. O'CONNOR, of New York. In view of the fact that 
there are four and seven-tenths as many Democrats in this 
House as there are Republicans, and seventeen and four-one 
hundredths as many Democrats as there are Progressives, 
when is the ordinary, run-of-the-mine Democrat going to 
be recognized? I contend that outside of the committee 
if the Chair goes to the other side of the House, as it should 
within reason, that some time some ordinary Democrat 
might be recognized. I have a superstitution about speaking 
after sundown. [Laughter.] 

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman making a parlia- 
mentary inquiry? 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. That is my inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman restate his parlia- 
mentary inquiry? 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. When is an ordinary, com- 
mon, garden variety of Democrat going to be recognized? 
[Laughter and applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman from New York re- 
ferring to himself when he makes that inquiry? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Yes; and I could go further 
in the description. [Laughter.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair appreciates the modesty of 
the gentleman from New York. The Chair will state simply 
that after the Chair has recognized all members of the com- 
mittee who desire recognition, if the Committee is then pro- 
ceeding as it is at present, that the Chair, recognizing the 
modesty of the gentleman from New York, would probably 
feel constrained to give him recognition so far as the Demo- 
cratic side is concerned. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. That is very nice of the 

Chair. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
Vuson] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Kentucky 
yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania for that purpose? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. The gentleman from Kentucky 
declines to yield. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky is rec- 
ognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes 
to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. COCHRAN]. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, yesterday 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I decline to yield for the 
moment. 

Mr. Chairman, yesterday, following the remarks of the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LAMNECK], I received a message 
unsolicited. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I refuse to yield. 

Mr. DOWELL. The gentleman will yield for a point of 
order, will he not? 

Mr. Chairman, I desire to make a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that the gentleman from Missouri, having already made one 
speech on this question, is not again entitled to the floor until 
all others who desire to speak on the bill have been heard. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair calls the attention of the 
gentleman from Iowa to the fact that the gentleman from 
Missouri was recognized in his own right on a previous day, 
whereas at the present moment time has been yielded to him 
by the gentleman from Kentucky, who has control over 1 hour. 

Mr. DOWELL. But the gentleman from Missouri was 
yielded time in his own right and he yielded the time to him- 
self. He now undertakes to occupy the time of others who 
have not spoken on this question. 

The CHAIRMAN. For the reasons stated by the Chair the 
point of order is overruled. 

The gentleman from Missouri is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr, COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, following the speech of 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Lamneck] yesterday, I re- 
ceived an unsolicited statement concerning part of his 
remarks. 

I ask unanimous consent that the Clerk read in my time 
the statement, which is very brief. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will read 
the statement. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that the gentleman’s point of order comes too late, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state his point of 
order. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Chairman, my understanding is that 
the gentleman is going to read a statement not his own. 
Under the rules of the House he cannot do this except by 
unanimous consent. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that the gentleman’s objection comes too late. I 
propounded the request, the Chair put the request, and there 
was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair submitted the unanimous- 
consent request and there was no objection. 

Mr. STACK. I did not hear it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will submit the question to 
a vote of the Committee. 

The question was taken, and the Committee decided in 
the affirmative. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the statement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

STATEMENT OF THE RIGHT REVEREND MONSIGNOR MICHAEL J. READY, 
GENERAL SECRETARY, NATIONAL CATHOLIC WELFARE CONFERENCE 


The chairman of the administrative board, National Catholic 
Welfare Conference, Archbishop Edward Mooney, has authorized 
me as general secretary to say that the administrative board, Na- 
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tional Catholic Welfare Conference, has always on principle op- 
posed the conferring of administrative control on Federal educa- 
tional agencies. If, therefore, the present reorganization of the 
executive department bill does not extend the powers and func- 
tions of these agencies beyond fact-finding and dissemination of 
information, as at present exercised, there is no reason to suppose 
that Catholic interests as such are concerned in the legislation. In 
evaluating any protests from Catholic sources, it would be well to 
investigate whether these protests have been provoked by misin- 
formation in regard to the bill. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, statements to the effect 
that there is anything in this bill that changes existing law 
as to the operations of the Bureau of Education are simply 
confusing the issue. When the President sent here a few 
days ago for the information of the House, and without his 
endorsement, the report of the Advisory Committee on Edu- 
cation, one Member took the floor and called the attention of 
the House to the committee report. That Member happened 
to be myself. I told the Members of the House of Repre- 
sentatives at that time if the recommendations of that com- 
mittee were followed and if Federal aid to education was pro- 
vided by the Congress, ultimately the control of education in 
this country would be in the hands of a bureaucrat in Wash- 
ington. I warned the Congress to be extremely careful of 
the enactment of such legislation and I say now, Mr. Chair- 
man, until the Congress of the United States by specific act 
changes existing law there is absolutely no fear of a Federal 
Official dominating State or local educational facilities in this 
country. There is nothing in this bill that in any way ap- 
proaches such an idea. There is nothing in this bill that 
would enable anyone to administer the laws under which the 
Bureau of Education is operating other than as it is being 
conducted today. 

Mr. WARREN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COCHRAN. I yield to the gentleman from North Car- 
olina. 

Mr. WARREN. In view of the whispering campaign that 
has started this morning about section 5, page 45, I point out 
to the gentleman from Missouri and to the committee thai 
section 5 merely sets up and defines the standards of the new 
departments. It does not enact one single thing into law 
and, as the gentleman from Missouri has so well stated, any- 
thing else pertaining to education must come through an act 
of Congress. 

Mr. TABER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COCHRAN. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. TABER. It says right in there specifically, does it 
not, “To promote the cause of education,” which language 
is broad enough to cover almost anything? 

Mr. COCHRAN. I do not agree with the gentleman from 
New York, other than to promote the cause of education as 
existing law provides. 

Mr. TABER. It is very plain. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I feel I have given every evidence of 
being absolutely fair in debate. No statement I have made 
can be in the least construed as misleading in any way. 
Let us debate this matter on its merits. If we cannot show 
beyond question the soundness of this legislation, then I 
do not ask you to support it. It is my hope that those op- 
posed will follow the same course. As I stated yesterday, 
we seek only to do that which business, large and small, in- 
dividually, and through their organizations, have been de- 
manding that Congress do. Dictator—why, did you read the 
statement of former President Hoover? He stated on his 
arrival he did not share the opinion that the bill would 
mean dictatorship. He reminded you that he had always 
favored the reorganization of the various departments and 
agencies. Mr. Hoover’s experience, not only as President 
but as Secretary of Commerce, justifies us to accept him as 
a competent witness. 

Let me quote briefly from an editorial in the St. Louis 
Post-Dispatch, a paper which, I regret to say, in recent years 
has not given the President the support it did in the first 3 
years of his administration. Speaking of one phase of the 
opposition, the editorial said: 


Most far-fetched of all has been the attempt to build this up 
into another Supreme Court fight. The President’s Court bill 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


4587 


would have violated the spirit of the Constitution by permitting 
the appointment of six new Justices to lifetime seats, for the 
express purpose of bringing the majority on the Court into line 
with the views of the Executive. The reorganization bill proposes 
no power remotely comparable, in kind or degree, to that carried 
in the Court bill. 


I quote the concluding sentence of the editorial: 


Meanwhile, the central aim—efficiency and order in haphazard 
administrative Washington—is thoroughly sound and not to be lost 
sight of in partisan or personal politics. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, it will be my pur- 
pose to discuss the title of the bill which deals with the 
General Accounting Office. I have served in this House for 
seven terms. Before I was selected as a member of the 
Select Committee on Reorganization by the Speaker of the 
House, I believe I had average knowledge as to the function- 
ing of the General Accounting Office. Having also served 
on the Committee on Appropriations, I had some intimate 
Telations with the General Accounting Office and its func- 
tioning. I say to you frankly that I did not know very much 
about the mechanics of that Office. I was not very well 
informed in respect to the history of the General Accounting 
Office. When I became a member of the select committee, 
I had the same thought in mind that is in the minds of 
many of you with reference to having maximum control in 
the legislative branch over the moneys appropriated. I still 
am actuated by the same thought. I thought that because 
of the history of the Anglo-Saxon race and the fights that 
have been made through the centuries to retain in the rep- 
resentatives of the people control over the purse strings. 

There has been much misunderstanding as to what the 
functions of the General Accounting Office are and what this 
bill does. We hear the cry of “dictatorship.” That if the 
House bill is passed the Executive is going to be given a big 
stick and the legislative power lessened. 

Mr. Chairman, instead of decreasing the legislative power 
or legislative control over appropriations by the passage of 
the House language, in my opinion the control of the legis- 
lative branch will be increased. I propose to demonstrate 
that to you. 

The question of appropriations and expenditures, the 
question of the power of the Executive in regard to spend- 
ing, the power of the legislative in regard to appropriating 
and controlling expenditures are questions that are cen- 
turies old. In the First Congress a great lawyer who has left 
his imprint upon the lives of Americans now gone and on the 
lives of Americans yet to be born, James Madison, offered an 
amendment to give the Comptroller of the Treasury a 
definite tenure of office. 

The remarks of Mr. Mapison as reported (1 Annals of 
Congress, p. 611) were as follows: 

It will be necessary, said he, to consider the nature of this 
office, to enable us to come to a right decision on the subject; 
in analyzing its properties we shall easily discover they are not 
purely of an executive nature. It seems to me that they partake 
of a judiciary equality as well as executive; perhaps the latter 
obtains to the greatest degree. The principal duty seems to be 
deciding upon the lawfulness and justice of the claims and 
accounts subsisting between the United States and particular citi- 
zens; this partakes strongly of the judicial character, and there 
may be strong reasons why an Officer of this kind should not hold 


his office at the pleasure of the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment. * 


Mr. Sedgwick and Mr. Benson, however, were unable to 
observe any distinction between the Comptroller and any 
other executive officer. Indeed, Mr. Benson said that 
by devices of this kind (restricting the President's power to re- 
move the Comptroller of the Treasury) * > the legislature 
an. overthrow the Executive power (1 7 of Congress, p. 
Apparently the majority of the House agreed with the 
views of the latter two gentlemen for Mr. Mapison did not 
press his argument vigorously but withdrew his motion on 
the following day and the Comptroller of the Treasury in 
the act establishing that office was constituted a subordi- 
nate officer in the executive branch of the Government, 
removable at the will of the President. 
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As a matter of fact the question of control over public 
money was much discussed in the Constitutional Convention. 
It is very apparent that the framers of the Constitution did 
not intend for Congress to supervise the expenditures of 
public funds as a proposal was made in the Convention that 
the Constitution give to the Congress the power to appoint a 
Treasurer, so that Congress would have control of the public 
moneys. Col. George Mason, a great Virginian, argued in 
favor of that suggestion, maintaining that the public funds 
belonged to the people and that Congress, as the people’s 
representatives, should appoint and control the officers 
charged with their custody. The suggestion did not meet 
with the majority approval of the Convention and was de- 
feated (Documentary History of the Constitution of the 
United States of America, vol. 3, pp. 548, 743). 

So, from the First Congress up to 1921—131 years—all the 
control of expenditures and the power of audit were in the 
executive branch of the Government, in the Treasury of the 
United States. I have never heard anyone say that during 
those 131 years any element of dictatorship had grown up. 
For 131 years after the First Congress the control and audit 
of expenditures was in the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment, in the Department of the Treasury. 

Until 1894 the preaudit or the advance decision did not 
have any binding effect upon the Comptroller. Then you 
had the Dockery Act, and the advance decision was made 
binding upon the Treasury. Then you had the six auditors 
appointed, and the Treasury controlled and audited the 
expenditures. 

What does “control and audit” mean? When I first 
started this study it did not mean much to me. I heard 
men who had given the matter a great deal of thought for 
many years talk about “control and audit,” and that phrase 
was just a couple of words joined together by the conjunc- 
tion “and.” But the words mean just that—‘“control” of 
expenditures, and the “audit” of the accounts to see whether 
the money has been spent properly. 

In “control” you have an executive function, and up until 
1921, and I may say up until today, both control and audit 
has been an executive function. Oh, I know our friends 
say the Comptroller General of the United States is a 
legislative officer. If you will read the opinions of the courts 
you will find that regardless of what you call an officer his 
functions determine whether he is a legislative or an execu- 
tive officer. The functions of the Comptroller General under 
the 1921 Budget and Accounting Act are executive. 

Until the Budget law was passed, and up until this date, 
you have had control and audit in the same group. Until 
1921 it was in the Treasury, and since 1921 it has been in 
the General Accounting Office. The Comptroller General 
determines the availability of an appropriation and he audits 
the account. In other words, he passes on the correctness 
of his own acts. This is the reason the Congress has not 
received any information in regard to the improper or the 
illegal expenditure of funds. What would you think of this 
situation? Suppose you are a stockholder in a bank and 
the cashier runs the show, lending the money and passing 
on the collateral. He determines how the money shall be 
loaned and invested. 

Then after he acts, it is made his duty to report to the 
Government on the value of the property owned, or the se- 
curity on the note, passing on his own acts or the correct- 
ness of his accounts. Why, you have a bank examiner who 
goes into the bank and makes an independent audit of the 
accounts. He then reports his independent judgment rela- 
tive to the conduct of the business, thereby protecting the 
depositors and stockholders from the man who controls the 
business. 

Mr. SIROVICH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. In just a moment. 

Much has been said about the Brownlow committee, and 
someone spoke about a bill that was prepared by the mem- 
bers of that committee. I want you to get it straight that 
they did prepare a bill and brought it to the joint committee, 
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but it did not last until the water got hot. A casual glance 
at it told every member of that committee, as far as I know, 
that the bill would not even be considered. Then a new 
bill was presented, and it was some better. But that bill 
is not the bill under consideration here and is not the bill 
that passed the Senate. 

My friend from Massachusetts [Mr. Grrrorp], a splendid 
gentleman, made the statement that the House bill in com- 
parison with the Brownlow bill was harmless. I state, in my 
opinion, the Senate bill is better than the Brownlow bill 
and the House bill is better than the Senate bill. 

I will give you a little history in regard to this bill. It is 
said we have not had hearings on the bill now under con- 
sideration. We had hearings for 13 days before the joint 
committee. I show you 414 pages of hearings before the 
joint committee mainly on the General Accounting Office. 
There were also 10 days of hearings before the select Senate 
committee of 484 pages. Then there were many days’ hear- 
ings before the Byrd committee of the Senate, the prelimi- 
nary report containing 1,085 pages. 
wee PETTENGILL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 

eld? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Yes; I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. PETTENGILL. Will the gentleman admit that no- 
body outside of members of the President’s Committee on 
Executive Management and two men from the Brookings 
Institution was heard by the gentleman’s committee? No- 
body from the American Federation of Labor, nobody from 
the Comptroller General’s Office, and nobody from the 
National Grange was heard. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. The gentleman has asked me the 
question. 

We met in executive session and started the preliminary 
hearing with the members of the President’s committee and 
representatives of the Brookings Institution, representing 
divergent views. It was understood the hearings were to be 
executive. When they testified, it was determined by the 
committee that the matter would be made public. Two 
thousand copies of these hearings were published and made 
available to the public. The House committee finally found 
we were not going to town. Your House committee, being 
very desirous of upholding the prestige and the dignity of 
this body, decided, We will prepare our own bill.” We came 
back here and prepared two bills, which the House passed 
last August—one by a vote of 283 to 75 and the other by a 
vote of 260 to 88. They were the delegation-of-power and 
the six-secretaries bills. We also prepared the General Ac- 
counting Office bill and the Civil Service Commission bill. 
We reported these bills from our committee, and those re- 
ports have been available since August 19, 1937. 

Now, let us compare our General Accounting Office section 
with the Brownlow report. The Brownlow committee rec- 
ommended we put the control features of the General Ac- 
counting Office in the Treasury. They recommended that 
the General Accounting Office be abolished and the control 
functions be put back where they were for 130 years before 
the Budget and Accounting Act, and then set up an Auditor 
General to make a post-audit. Some of us did not like this. 
Some of us felt that the General Accounting Office, despite 
the criticism, had merited continued existence and by and 
large had done a good job, even though they had not done 
what they were set up to do. By our acts, we said we do 
not believe the General Accounting Office ought to be abol- 
ished. We are not for putting its control functions in a 
spending department of this Government, a big spending 
department. 

Oh, I know our friends over on this side say, “Yes, you 
retain the General Accounting Office but you make it an 
executive office. The Comptroller General can be removed.” 
Mr. Chairman, the power of the President of the United 
States, inherent by virtue of the Constitution, gives him the 
right to remove an executive officer at his pleasure—Myers v. 
United States (272 U. S. 52). 
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Mr. SIROVICH. Mr. Chairman, 
yield? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I yield. 

Mr. SIROVICH. The gentleman has made a very whole- 
some and constructive address to the House. I would like 
to call his attention, however, to one thing that seems to be 
confusing to most of the Members of Congress regarding 
this reorganization bill. 

This reorganization bill embodies five principles: First, 
it permits the President to have more secretaries, which 
very few people will controvert; second, it gives an oppor- 
tunity for the development of the civil service upward, 
downward, and outward through the assignment of one 
Civil Service Administrator—no one should object to this; 
third, it gives an opportunity for the creation of a general 
welfare department that will look after the public welfare, 
which is something that is found in most of the civilized 
nations of the world; fourth, it reorganizes from 110 to 115 
different agencies and for efficiency and economy provides 
for their placement in 12 different departments. 

Then, fifth, we come to the three things that confuse 
the Members of the House, and are highly controversial, and 
they involve the Comptroller General’s office. 

Will the gentleman first explain to the House why the pre- 
audit which the Comptroller General had before has been 
taken away from him; and, second, why we have not a uni- 
form system of bookkeeping and accounting for every agency 
of the Government, and third, why under article I, section 
8, of the Constitution, which gives the Congress the right 
to pay debts, this privilege of settling claims and debts has 
been taken away from the Comptroller General? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I am pleased that my friend 
from New York has asked me those questions because the 
first question and the last question relate to things that 
just have not happened. 

I am particularly appreciative of the gentleman inquiring 
why the function of pre-audit has been taken away from the 
Comptroller General in the House bill, because that has not 
happened. 

Mr. SIROVICH. That is the statement that has been 
made by previous speakers on both sides of the house. Will 
you kindly clarify these misconceptions that have confused 
most of us? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I know; but it is a misstate- 
ment because under this bill the Comptroller General will 
have the same power of pre-audit and the same power to 
issue advance decisions as he has under existing law. There 
is not a word in the existing law that states that the Comp- 
troller General shall have authority over the availability of 
appropriation, and we write that language into this bill. 
This is done because there is confusion. 

The Department of Justice sometimes writes opinions in 
regard to the availability of appropriations. Now, for the 
first time, it will appear on the books, if this measure passes, 
that the Comptroller General shall have the power exclusively 
to determine the availability of appropriations, but in that 
same paragraph we say that the Comptroller General shall 
not have the right to revise the findings of facts by executive 
heads; in other words, will not have the power to override 
and overrule the express language of the Congress when Con- 
gress places discretion in the hands of an executive agency. 
In regard to the settlement of accounts, we have written into 
this bill as clearly as the English language can make it that 
the power to settle accounts remains in the office of the 
Comptroller General. In regard to forms, we have a section 
that gives the Comptroller General power to prescribe the 
form and manner in which accounts shall be submitted to 
the General Accounting Office. The Secretary of the Treas- 
ury shall prescribe the form, system, and procedure for 
administrative appropriation and fund accounting in the 
other branches of Government. 

Mr. SIROVICH. Then the opposition is all wrong which 
contends that preaudit and settlement of claims is taken away 
from the Comptroller General? 


will the gentleman 
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Mr. FRED M. VINSON. No well-informed man will take 
his place on this floor and say that the power of preaudit, 
the power to give advance decisions, and the power to settle 
claims and accounts are not in the Comptroller General. 
Let me tell you their “out.” They say that under this bill— 
and it is true—we make of the Comptroller General an ex- 
ecutive officer, and my friend from New York [Mr. Wans- 
wortH] yesterday was very careful to say, when he was 
dealing with the question of the preaudit and settlement of 
accounts, that it would not be done by the Comptroller Gen- 
eral in the name of Congress. That is where this question 
of control and audit comes in. I propose to convince you by 
eminent authority that control of expenditures is an execu- 
tive function under our system of government. I wish to 
hand you some authority that ought to be pleasing to my 
friends on the left side of the aisle. I start with Alexander 
Hamilton as an early authority that the control of expendi- 
tures ought to be in the executive branch of the Government. 
I quote from The Federalist (No. LXXII, Hamilton’s Works, 
p. 450): 

the application and disbursement of public moneys in 
conformity to the general appropriations of the legislature * * 
constitute what seems to be most properly understood by the ca. 
ministration of government. The persons, therefore, to whose 
immediate management these different matters are committed 
ought to be considered as the assistants or deputies of the Chief 
Magistrate, and on this account they ought to derive their offices 
from his appointment, at least from his nomination, and ought to 
be subject to his superintendence. 

I refer you to the Mason episode in the Constitutional Con- 
vention and the Madison amendment in the First Congress, 
which I have heretofore discussed. Then I submit 130 years 
of functioning under the Executive. It seems more than 
passing strange to me that during this entire period of time 
that there should be no question raised as to the propriety of 
this responsible work being under the complete control of 
the Executive. Then I submit the Supreme Court case of 
Myers against The United States, supra, which deals with 
the powers of the Executive. 

I quote from this case, as follows: 

+ * * Article I grants to the President the executive power 
of the Government—i. e., the general administrative control of 
those executing the laws, including the power of appointment and 
removal of executive officers—a conclusion confirmed by his obli- 
gation to take care that the laws be faithfully executed * * +, 

Then I submit for your consideration the case of Springer 
v. Philippine Islands (277 U. S. 189). The question involved 
was the management of property of the Government. It was 
held to be an executive function; one that could not be exer- 
cised by the legislature or any member thereof. In so hold- 
ing, the Court said—pages 202, 203: 

Legislative power, as distinguished from executive power, is the 
authority to make laws but not to enforce them or appoint the 
agents charged with the duty of enforcement. The latter are 
executive functions. * It (the legislative power) must 
deal with the property of the Government by making rules and 
not by executing them. 

Then I go out into Colorado and I cite the case of Stock- 
man v. Leddy (55 Colo. 24, 129 Pac. 220), dealing with 
the expenditures connected with water rights, and I say 
to my friends from the West, could there be anything more 
seriously safeguarded, more necessary to look after, than the 
water that permits man to live out there in those arid lands? 
The Legislature of Colorado attempted to tie a string on the 
appropriation, to see that the disbursements made were spent 
as the legislative body wanted it to be spent. They set up a 
committee of the legislature to supervise the spending so 
they would know it was spent right. The supreme court of 
that State said that it could not be done, directly or through 
an agent; that such supervision was purely executive. 

I refer to the case of The People v. Tremaine (252 N. Y. 
27, 168 N. E. 817), the decision being written by Judge Pound, 
a famous jurist in the State of New York, and upon that 
court then sat Mr. Justice Cardozo. They went into the 
question of the power of the legislative branch to tie a string 
onto a dollar after it had appropriated it. 
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The present Chief Executive of the United States was then 
Governor of the State of New York. The legislature ap- 
pointed a committee, as I recall, and perhaps some of our 
friends were there, made up from members of the house and 
the senate, to allocate a lump-sum appropriation so that the 
then State Legislature would see that the money was spent 
as they, rather than the executive, would spend it. The 
court said that was unconstitutional. I quote just a short 
statement from the opinion written by Judge Pound: 

* è > ‘The duties here assigned to the legislative chairmen 
are administrative duties and are not mere incidents of legislation, 
The legislature has not only made a law; 1. e., an appropria- 
tion—but has made two of its members ex officio executive agents 
to carry out the law; i. e., to act on the segregation of the ap- 
propriation. This is a clear and conspicuous instance of an 
att t by the legislature to confer administrative powers upon 
two of its own members. It may not engraft executive duties upon 
a legislative office and thus usurp the executive power by indi- 
rection (Springer v. Philippine Islands, 277 U. S. 189, 48 S. Ct. 480, 
72 L. Ed. 845 * 9). 

The legislative power appropriates money, and, except as to 
legislative and judicial appropriations, the administrative or execu- 
tive power spends the money appropriated. Members of the 
legislature may not be appointed to spend the money. 


Mr. Justice Crane in his concurring opinion said: 


The question is whether after having made an appropriation, 
having authorized an expenditure, the legislature can follow it up, 
and, through a committee or a single member, take the control 
or manner in which the appropriation shall be disposed of. There 
is one thing, however, it cannot do, and that is implied, if not 
expressed in our Constitution. It cannot exercise the function 
of the Executive, it cannot administer the money after it has 
been once appropriated. 


There is a very illuminating opinion on this question of 
division of powers written by Attorney General William D. 
Mitchell (37 Ops. Attys. Gen. 56). He held invalid a proviso 
in an act appropriating funds for internal-revenue-tax re- 
funds under which the Joint Congressional Committee on 
Internal Revenue Taxation was required to pass upon cer- 
tain refund claims allowed by the Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue. He concludes that when Congress passes an ap- 
propriation to be used for the payment of refunds it could 
have no part in the determining of such claims for refund. 
Such refunds he held to be executive in character. 

During the administration of Woodrow Wilson it was recog- 
nized that the legislative branch of the Government had no 
information relative to the expenditures of the executive 
branch. Congress had no check upon it—had no way of 
knowing how much money was spent or whether it was 
properly spent. Congress thought it should have that power. 
It is a power that Congress is entitled to have. It is a power 
that Congress can have. It is a power that Congress will 
have, if you pass the provisions of this bill. 

Everyone will remember that Woodrow Wilson conceived 
the idea of the Budget and Accounting Act which was passed 
in the latter days of his administration. Prominent gentle- 
men throughout this country came here and testified on the 
subject before committees. Their thought seemed to be that 
there should be an independent audit so that Congress would 
know how that money was being spent. That bill was passed. 
It went to the President for signature, but because of lan- 
guage contained in the bill that did not give the President 
of the United States power of dismissal of the Comptroller 
General, Woodrow Wilson vetoed the bill and put to death 
his own brain child. I present his veto message at this 
point. 

President Wilson’s veto message, Sixty-sixth Congress, 
second session: 

To the House of Representatives: 

I am returning without my signature H. R. 9783, “An act to pro- 
vide a national budget system, an independent audit of Govern- 
ment accounts, and for other purposes.” I do this with the 
greatest regret. I am in entire sympathy with the objects of this 
bill and would gladly approve it but for the fact that I regard 
one of the provisions contained in section 303 as unconstitutional. 
This is the provision to the effect that the Comptroller General 
and the Assistant Comptroller General, who are to be appointed 
by the President with the advice and consent of the Senate, may 


be removed at any time by a concurrent resolution of Congress 
after notice and hearing, when, in their judgment, the Comp- 
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troller General or Assistant Comptroller General is incapacitated 
or inefficient, or has been guilty of neglect of duty, or of mal- 
feasance in office, or of any felony or conduct involving moral 
turpitude, and for no other cause and in no other manner except 
by impeachment. The effect of this is to prevent the removal of 
these officers for any cause except either by impeachment or a 
concurrent resolution of Congress. It has, I think, always been 
the accepted construction of the Constitution that the power to 
appoint officers of this kind carries with it, as an incident, the 
power to remove. I am convinced that the Congress is without 
constitutional power to limit the appointing power and its inci- 
dent, the power of removal derived from the Constitution. 

The section referred to not only forbids the Executive to remove 
these officers but undertakes to empower the Congress by a con- 
current resolution to remove an officer appointed by the President, 
with the advice and consent of the Senate. I can find in the Con- 
stitution no warrant for the exercise of this power by the Con- 
gress. There is certainly no express authority conferred, and I am 
unable to see that authority for the exercise of this power is 
implied in any express grant of power. On the contrary, I think 
its exercise is clearly negatived by section 2 of article II. That 
section, after providing that certain enumerated officers and all 
officers whose appointments are not otherwise provided for shall 
be appointed by the President, with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, provides that the Congress may by law vest the appoint- 
ment of such inferior officers as they think proper in the President 
alone, in the courts of law, or in the heads of departments. It 
would have been within the constitutional power of the Congress 
in creating these offices to have vested the power of appointment 
in the President alone, in the President with the advice and con- 
sent of the Senate, or even in the head of a department. Regard- 
ing as I do the power of removal from office as an essential incident 
to the appointing power, I cannot escape the conclusion that the 
vesting of this power of removal in the Congress is unconstitu- 
tional and therefore I am unable to approve the bill. 

I am returning the bill at the earliest possible moment with the 
hope that the Congress may find time before ent to 
remedy this defect. 


THE Wurre House, June 4, 1920. 


Some of the gentlemen who testified that what we needed 
was an independent audit were Mr. Good, the chairman of 
that select committee; Mr. Joe Byrns, whom we all loved 
and still revere; Mr. Hawley, a splendid gentleman and for- 
mer chairman of the Ways and Means Committee; Mr. 
Martin Madden, a really great gentleman, under whom I 
served as a member of the Appropriations Committee; Mr. 
Parrish; and Nicholas Murray Butler. I intend to submit 
excerpts from their statements to show you that what they 
were after was an independent audit, which is provided in this 
bill. Let me repeat that the Congress of the United States 
and the people of the United States have never had an in- 
dependent audit of the expenditures since this Government 
was formed. I use my words advisedly—there has never 
been any independent audit from the beginning of our Gov- 
ernment to this good day. 

I want to read a short statement made by Mr. Henry L. 
Stimson, which will show you the way the wind was blow- 
ing in this hearing. I want to say for him from my ob- 
servation of his work when he was here in the Cabinet, 
from my observation of his views since he severed official 
connection with the Government, that he strikes me as 
being a man of courage, vision, and patriotism. He was 
speaking when there was a Democratic President in the 
White House, but he was speaking to fundamentals, to a 
fundamental proposition of law and a fundamental propo- 
sition of government. Mr. Stimson said: 

You ought to have somebody who will perform the same func- 
tion of scrutiny and care and investigation for you that is per- 
formed in Great Britain by the Comptroller and Auditor Gen- 
eral. One thing that I think requires caution about, that is, 
that the function as I regard it, is a post-audit function. I do 
not think that that man ought to be given duties which would 
tend toward making him share executive functions. I mean, I 
think that would be a diffusion of executive duties which would 
lead to trouble. In other words, I do not think he ought to have 
the responsibility of saying beforehand whether sums would be ex- 
pended, That would simply mean the creation of a little sub- 
executive, a little subpresident, controlling the department. 

Hearings before the Select Committee on the Budget and 
Accounting Act in 1919: 

Mr. Good (chairman), Mr. Joe Byrns, Mr. Hawley, Mr. Madden, 
Mr. Parrish, Henry L. Stimson, Nicholas Murray Butler. 


Mr. Brews. As a matter of fact, most of this trouble of duplication 
and overlapping, I think, can be clearly traced to different interpre- 


Wooprow WILSON. 
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tations made by officers appointed by the Executive rather than 
any intent on the part of Congress. It seems to me if we had some 
official directly responsible to Congress for the purpose of making a 
report to Congress as to whether or not the money has been 
expended properly and in accordance with the will of Congress, it 
would be very helpful to Congress (ibid., p. 141). 

By creating this department (Comptroller General) Congress will 
have applied a practical business policy to the administration of 
the Government’s fiscal affairs. Men will be employed as auditors 
who owe their positions to their training and ability and who do 
not secure their positions as a reward for political service. They 
will be fearless in their examinations and can criticize, without fear 
of removal, executives who misuse appropriations or whose offices 
are conducted in an inefficient manner. Congress and its com- 
mittees will at all times be able to consult with officials of this 
department regarding expenditures and from it will be able to 
obtain the most reliable information regarding the use to which 
any appropriation has been put or the efficiency of any department 
of the Government. This independent department will necessarily 
serve as a check against extravagance in the preparation of the 
Budget. Those appointed by the President and charged with the 
duty of assisting him in collecting data and in preparing the Budget 
will realize that their every act and decision will come under the 
close scrutiny of the accounting department. If duplications, 
inefficiency, waste, and extravagance exist as the result of any 
expenditure, the President will be held responsible therefor if he 
continues to ask for appropriations to continue such practices. 
The knowledge on the part of every executive and bureau chief that 
such an independent and fearless department exists, and that every 
act and deed they perform will come under the closest scrutiny of 
this department, will in itself force a much higher degree of effi- 
ciency in every department of the Government. 


* * * . . * * 


Mr. ParrisH. Then, too, the Accounting Department provided 
for in this law under the Comptroller General will be required 
to audit very carefully all expenditures after the money has once 
been appropriated, and this will insure that the money will be 
spent for the purposes for which Congress intended; and it will be 
the duty of the Comptroller General to advise Congress promptly 
wherein appropriations have not been spent according to the 
wishes of Congress. Under the present system Congress has been 
making appropriations and the money turned over to the various 
departments of the Government, and unless expensive investiga- 
tions were ordered Congress did not know whether the money had 
been expended according to its wishes or not; but under the 
Comptroller General this evil will be met and careful audits will 
be made (Idbid., p. 993). 

Mr. PARRISH. Then the Accounting Department, which will be 
under the direction of the Comptroller General, will audit very 
carefully all the expenditures after the money has been appropri- 
ated by Congress, and while in its nature it will be a post mortem 
examination, yet I feel that it will have a beneficial effect (66th 
Cong., Ist sess, House of Representatives, October 20, 1919, p. 7204). 

Mr. Goop. The creation of an independent auditing department 
will produce a wonderful change. The officers and employees of 
this department will at all times be going into the separate depart- 
ments in the examination of their accounts. They will discover 
the very facts that Congress ought to be in possession of and can 
fearlessly and without fear of removal present these facts to Con- 
gress and its committees. The independent audit will therefore, I 
believe, accomplish a threefold result: 

First. It will serve to inform Congress at all times as to the 
actual conditions surrounding the expenditure of public funds in 
every department of the Government. 

Second. It will serve as a check on the President and those under 
him in the preparation of his Budget. 

Third. It will require every Cabinet member to make a study of 
his department to the extent that he will become master of the 
work of the various bureaus under him. He will be made to 
realize what he has not realized in the past—that he will be re- 
sponsible for the waste and extravagant use of public funds appro- 
priated for the use of his department (Mr. Good, 66th Cong., Ist 
sess., House of Representatives, Oct. 17, 1919, pp. 7085-7086) 

No; it does not mean that he can direct the application. He re- 
ports whether it was applied efficiently; whether it was wisely 
spent. He has no power to direct expenditures (67th Cong., Ist 
sess., May 3, 1921, p. 982). 

Mr. Hawtey. He (Comptroller General) is our officer, in a meas- 
ure, getting information for us, to enable us to reduce expenditures 
and to keep advised of what the spending departments are doing 
(Mr. Hawley, ibid., October 18, p. 7136). 

Mr. MADDEN. The Comptrolier General has no power to take 
away the discretion of a Cabinet officer as to what shall be done 
in the discharge of his duty, but he has the power only to pass 
upon the legal phases of the expenditure of the appropriations, and 
incidentally to report any delinquencies that may be found in 
any department in the course of the execution of the work of the 
department (ibid., October 21, p. 7277). 

It will be the function of the Comptroller and Auditor to sup- 
ply the Congress, that is to be the critic of the administrative 
branch of the Government under this law, with such information 
as will enable it to intelligently criticize the acts of the adminis- 
tration (Mr. Madden, ibid., October 21, p. 7294). 

Mr. Butter (Nicholas Murray Butler, president of Columbia 
University). * * * In the bill which is pending here, the House 
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bill, that general scheme is outlined, and that officer is described 
as the Comptroller General. I should prefer to have that officer 
called the public auditor, because my conception of a comptroller 
is an officer who goes over payments before they are made, as to 
their legality. I should prefer to have that in the form of a public 
audit, going over the payments after they have been paid, not only 
as to their legality but as to their wisdom, and reporting to the 
Congress, under the control of Congress. I believe that is where 
Congress will get its check (Hearings before the Committee on 
Consideration of a National Budget, United States Senate, 66th 
Cong., 2d sess., p. 77). 

It would seem from the foregoing quotations that the 
thing that was in the minds of these gentlemen was the 
securing of information in regard to the manner in which 
appropriations were spent and that it was purposed to get 
this information through an independent audit. 

There was no mention made of the power of the Comp- 
troller General to determine the availability of appropria- 
tions or to make a pre-audit. These powers in the Comp- 
troller General were acquired and finally, after much fric- 
tion, have grown into custom. But the question of the 
control feature being in the supposed legislative agent was 
not the thought that motivated the Congress. 

The right to make advanced decisions in reference to the 
spending of money was a continuation of such power that 
was granted the Comptroller of the Treasury under the 
Dockery Act of 1894. Certainly the rendition of advanced 
decisions then was an Executive function. Permit me to 
say that the power to render advanced decisions as well as 
to make pre-audits still remains in the Comptroller Gen- 
eral under the House language. 

It might be well to just describe what an advanced de- 
cision is. I can do that probably by way of illustration. 

Let us say that an appropriation of $10,000,000 is made 
for a certain purpose. Before the spending of the money 
starts, if they have any doubt about the availability of the 
appropriation for such purpose, they ask the Comptroller 
General for an advance decision. If the Comptroller Gen- 
eral says, “Spend the money,” that is the end of it, even 
though it may be improper or illegal. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I yield. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Is the gentleman sure that that is 
the end of it? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. That is the end of it so far as the 
Congress is concerned, because Congress never gets the in- 
formation that any act of the Comptroller General is wrong. 
That is the vice in having control and audit in the same 
individual, just like the embezzling bank cashier—I use this 
merely for purpose of illustration—will never say that his 
accounts are inaccurate; he will never admit that he has done 
an improper act. Never has the Comptroller General ad- 
mitted to Congress that one dollar has been improperly or 
illegally spent, except in one case. I am told that in 1937, 
in the matter of some Coast Guard depot in Maryland, they 
reported to Congress that there were some irregularities in 
the fund. Recently they reported a number of irregularities 
covering a number of years, but that was not until the office 
was under fire. But they in no sense are an independent 
audit. All we have heard here for the past 5 years has been 
about the waste of money from our friends on the other side 
of the aisle. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I yield. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The gentleman would not contend 
that the Comptroller General has not prevented illegal ex- 
penditures? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Let me deal with what he has 
done. If he has prevented it, then the money has not been 
spent and there has been no waste. What you gentlemen 
talk about is the money that has been spent and the money 
that has been wasted. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. In just a moment. The moneys 
that have been improperly or illegally spent is what we hear 
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about. Did you not hear my friend from Massachusetts talk 
about the excursion to Timbucktoo or some place? Do you 
not remember hearing them talk about the hundreds of mil- 
lions and the billions of dollars that have been improperly 
and illegally spent? If such be true, why has not that been 
brought to the attention of the Congress of the United States 
in a report from this watchdog of the Treasury? 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I yield. 

Mr. TABER. The gentleman knows, does he not, that the 
Comptroller General has only authority to stop illegal ex- 
penditures? He has not authority to prevent extravagance 
where it is within the law. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I yield. 

Mr. GIFFORD. I want simply to recall the illustration I 
gave a little while ago, that the Comptroller General did 
advise in his letter that he had allowed some of the money 
that the President ordered to be spent to send the coop- 
erative junket to Europe, and that he had reversed his 
opinion and ordered that money paid back by those individ- 
uals who made that trip. He did acknowledge that he him- 
self had made an error. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. By a private letter to a Member 
of Congress. Now, can we spend our time looking around 
to find those things? The gentleman from Massachusetts 
evidently has really done a meritorious service, but I say to 
you that the people’s representatives have the right to have 
a report in regard to improper and illegal expenditures 
[applause]; and as long as the same man O. K.’s expendi- 
tures he is never going to admit that he is wrong. 

In regard to preaudit or postaudit—I do not care which it 
is—eyery dollar that is spent has to go through the office of 
the Comptroller General, and, whether it is a preaudit or a 
postaudit, he has to put his signature of approval on it; do 
you not think that the Appropriations Committee and the 
legislative committees of the House and the Senate should 
be advised in respect of improper or illegal expenditure? 

Mr. KNIFFIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I yield to the gentleman from 
Ohio. 

Mr. KNIFFIN. Right at that point, does not the matter 
of securing this information lie entirely in a postaudit? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. The gentleman is right, and I 
want to get to that now. Answering the question asked by 
the gentleman from New York, who now occupies the chair, 
in regard to a preaudit, may I say it is a much exaggerated 
function. You would think by the statements of those who 
are opposing the House bill that every single voucher that,is 
issued is preaudited before the money is paid. That is wrong. 
You never have a preaudit unless the disbursing officer asks 
for it. Only 3½ percent of the vouchers in number have a 
preaudit, according to the testimony of the representatives 
of the General Accounting Office before the Senate com- 
mittee, and less than 3½ percent of the dollars have been 
subject to a preaudit—pages 320-321, 324, 325, 326, 327, 328. 

May I tell you what we propose to do in regard to the 
post audit, because that is the meat in the coconut. The 
Comptroller General under the present set-up has never 
made an audit to the Congress of the United States. He 
has never made an audit of any kind to the Congress. Last 
year he filed a printed annual report, but for 5 years before 
that he did not even print the report, and his report is not 
an audit. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I yield to the gentleman from 
New York. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. In view of the history of the case, 
according to the gentleman’s statement, why was it that 
the Reorganization Committee did not call Mr. McCarl as 
a witness? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Well, so far as the joint com- 
mittee was concerned, we were in executive session to hear 
the members of the Brownlow committee and representa- 
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tives of the Brookings Institution. However, I do not recall 
that anyone suggested calling him. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. He might have given the gentleman 
a little information. 

Mr, FRED M. VINSON. He may have; but he would 
have told it to me from the viewpoint of a disappointed 
man, one who was disappointed because he had not been 
reappointed. [Applause.] 

Mr. WADSWORTH. He was not eligible. He could not 
be reappointed. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. My friend from New York thinks 
he has caught me. He says Mr. McCarl was not eligible. 
You were around here when his term expired. Do you not 
know that they tried to get an amendment to existing law 
making him eligible for reappointment? [Applause.] 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I do not know what was tried, but 
the effort did not succeed and he is not eligible for reap- 
pointment. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. That is right; but it was not his 
fault that he was not reappointed. He tried very hard to be, 
or so we heard at the time. You will remember his un- 
friendly utterances just as soon as he got out of the office. 

Mr. Chairman, I may say that the Comptroller General 
has never made an independent audit of receipts and expendi- 
tures as contemplated by the Budget and Accounting Act of 
1921. He has never made an independent audit showing 
irregular accounts as contemplated by the Budget and Ac- 
counting Act of 1921. He has never made an independent 
audit as to the accuracy or inaccuracy of accounts submitted 
to the Congress by a department or other branch of the Gov- 
ernment as contemplated by the Budget and Accounting Act 
of 1921. In a few instances, possibly in a routine annual re- 
port, mention has been made of isolated cases, but, since 1921, 
there have been millions and millions of vouchers aggregating 
billions of dollars which have passed through his hands with- 
out the independent audit that gentlemen sponsoring the 
Budget and Accounting Act of 1921 and the Congress, which 
enacted it, intended him to make to the Congress. 

Mr. BACON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I decline to yield. 

Here is what we want to do: We want to bring to the 
Congress of the United States more power in respect to 
appropriations and the expenditure of money. The auditor 
general, under the House bill, is directed by law to audit 
every voucher issued, whether it be for one dollar, five dollars, 
a million dollars, or a hundred million dollars. These vouch- 
ers are to be sent directly to the auditor general. This 
auditor general will be an arm of the Congress. The Con- 
gress, through this arm, will audit the expenditures of the 
executive branch of the Government. 

Mr. KNIFFIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I yield to the gentleman from 
Ohio. 

Mr. KNIFFIN. Is it not true that the heads of depart- 
ments and other establishments at the present time are per- 
mitted to exercise discretion in connection with the spend- 
ing of money and neither the Comptroller General nor an 
auditor general has power to interfere? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Certainly. No officer, whether 
you call him Comptroller General or whatnot, should at- 
tempt to take away the discretion that the Congress places 
in executive officers. That is the reason, Mr. Chairman, 
that some 16 Federal agencies, among others, spending 
hundreds of millions of dollars annually, have been specifi- 
cally exempted by Congress from the control and supervi- 


sion of the General Accounting Office. Congress itself thus 


has recognized the ineffectual control of the Comptroller 
General. 

Some of the corporations and agencies of the Government 
which occupy this status by solemn pronouncement of the 
Congress are: 

The Reconstruction Finance Corporation. 

Federal Reserve Board. 

Tennessee Valley Authority. 
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Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. 

Home Owners’ Loan Corporation. 

Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation. 

Federal Housing Administration. 

Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation. 

Railroad Retirement Board. 

Federal Surplus Commodities Corporation. 

Farmers’ Home Corporation. 

World War Veterans’ Act, 1924. 

World War Adjusted Compensation Act, May 19, 1924. 

Agriculture Adjustment—Rental or benefit payments—Act 
of May 12, 1933. 

Central Bank for Cooperatives—Production Credit Corpo- 
rations—Production Credit Association—Banks for Cooper- 
atives—Act of June 16, 1933. 

Agriculture Adjustment Act, March 18, 1935. 

May I say this auditor general would have wide powers. 
It is as wide as government itself. He would have power to 
audit all expenditures of all agencies of the Government as 
an officer of the Congress. We use the same words in ap- 
pointing him that were used to appoint the Comptroller 
General, thus making him a legislative officer, since his func- 
tions are legislative. 

Mr. KNIFFIN. And that includes agencies that are not 
now required to report to the Comptroller General? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Yes. When the, auditor general 
audits it will be an independent audit by an arm of Con- 
gress. The Comptroller General under this bill has the 
right to look it over and say if it is all right or not, and 
he may say that the expenditure is proper, even though the 
auditor general says it is not proper. 

Then what happens? The auditor general immediately 
takes an exception. He notifies the Congress of the dis- 
agreement between the Comptroller General and himself, 
so that the Congress can take action. 

The principal argument used to support the present audit- 
ing and accounting system is that the Comptroller General 
can and does stop illegal expenditures before they are made. 
It is asserted that under the reorganization bill the “stable 
door would be locked after the horse was stolen.” The facts 
are that the Comptroller General’s office has no authority 
whatever at the present time to stop illegal expenditures. 
This was testified to by the officials of the General Account- 
ing Office when they appeared before the Senate Select Com- 
mittee on Government Organization. 

Mr. BACON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I yield to the gentleman from 
New York. 

Mr. BACON. I do not want to interrupt the gentleman’s 
trend of thought, but I wish he would explain to the Com- 
mittee section 304 (d), which gives the Attorney General of 
the United States power to render opinions as to the juris- 
diction and authority of the General Accounting Office, and 
so forth, and such opinion shall be final. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I get the question. If the gentle- 
man will read the preceding section, subsection (c), he will 
see that for the first time there is written into the law 
exclusive control in the Comptroller General of the availa- 
bility of appropriations, the determination of whether the 
money is appropriated for a particular purpose. He exer- 
cises that power now, and we have not taken it away from 
him. We have not taken the power to give advance deci- 
sions away from him. We have strengthened his arm in 
that regard by saying he shall have the exclusive power to 
determine the availability of appropriations. 

I stated a while ago that the Attorney General under ex- 
isting law at times issues opinions that the department 
heads and independent agencies accept as the final word. I 
do not have to tell you who are Members of Congress, and 
you have to be 25 years or older to be here, about the 
jealousies that are inherent in mankind, governmental agen- 
cies and departments, even in the Federal Government. 

This language in subsection (d) limits the power of the 
Attorney General in respect of the authority and the juris- 
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diction of the General Accounting Office and subsection (c) 
maintains without limitation the power in the General Ac- 
counting Office over the availability of appropriations. 

The language contained in subsection (d) will correct one 
of the major defects in the Budget and Accounting Act of 
1921—a defect which has caused much confusion through- 
out the years. That act does not speak to the authority and 
jurisdiction of the General Accounting Office, in consequence 
of which the Comptroller General has decided his own juris- 
diction and authority and thereby usurped many powers 
vested by Congress in the Executive and other officers of 
the Government. This cures that defect and if there is any 
issue between the Comptroller General and any other of- 
ficer of the Government, the highest law officer in our Gov- 
ernment, the Attorney General, upon the application of 
either party, will settle this dispute as to the authority and 
jurisdiction. However, in no way does this language impair 
the exclusive power in subsection (c) vested in the Comp- 
troller General to determine the availability of appropria- 
tions nor will it confer upon the Attorney General any power 
over the availability of appropriations or to pass upon the 
merits of any particular case. 

Mr. BACON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
further? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I must decline to yield. 

I wish to pay my respects to the distinguished gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Luce], who has written much on 
the subject of government. He has been for many years a 
Republican Member of the House of Representatives from 
Massachusetts, an outstanding authority on legislative pro- 
cedure, author of several books, has on several occasions ex- 
pressed the opinion that the Congress is not warranted in 
interfering with the expenditure of money that has been ap- 
propriated or in supervising the administration of law. 

In a book review of Dr. Lindsay Rogers’ The American 
Senate, he stated in the American Political Science Review, 
volume XXI, No. 1, at page 179: 


Where is the proof that, at any rate in the United States, a 
legislature has any business to interfere with the spending of 
money that has been appropriated, or to supervise the administra- 
tion of law? Those are natural functions under the system of 
ministerial responsibility, with the Government merely a commit- 
tee of the legislature itself. But where is the warrant for them in 
an American Constitution, State or Federal? 


In his book, Congress—An Explanation (1926), he stated 
at page 86 et seq.: 


How far it may be the duty of Congress to concern itself with 
the expenditure of the money appropriated is a difficult problem, 
to which curiously little attention has been paid. The Constitu- 
tion is quite silent on the subject, save only in the provisions 
about impeachment so far as they bring in the matter under 
“high crimes and misdemeanors.” ‘The legislative branch, of course, 
may and should watch the other branches with a view to future 
appropriations as well as to the need of legislation; but has it 
any responsibility whatever in the matter of how what has already 
been appropriated is spent? Apparently it has been taken for 
granted that such responsibility exists. The public seems to have 
a vague notion to that effect, and it is not lacking in Congress 
itself, for matters of maladministration are broached there from 
time to time, and the lower branch has committees on expenditures 
in the various departments +, 

Five-sixths of the State constitutions specify in varying lan- 
guage that the three departments of government—legislative, 
executive, and judicial—shall be distinct. The other constitutions 
would doubtless be construed to imply the same thing, as always 
has been done in the case of the Federal Constitution. What 
business, then, has the legislative branch with the way the execu- 
tive branch functions, except as legislation and appropriation are 
concerned? 

Of course, the situation is quite different in those countries 
where ministerial responsibility is the keystone of government. 
There the committee of the legislative branch that constitutes 
the cabinet is made up mostly if not entirely of heads of execu- 
tive departments. They may properly be questioned in the legis- 
lative body as to what they are doing in the way of executing the 
laws. Nothing of the sort is theoretically justifiable under our 
system of division of powers; it would not be feasible without 
reconstruction of our legislative systems; and there is grave doubt 
whether it would be desirable. Congress already fails to convince 
the Nation that it does efficiently its recognized part of the work 
of government. Were there to be added the task of inquiry into 
the processes of administration, for the purpose of securing greater 
economy and efficiency in the execution of existing law and the 
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spending of money already appropriated, then of necessity it could 
give less time and thought to its well-established functions. 


WASHINGTON NEWSPAPERS ON DICTATORSHIP 

I have here and desire to place in the Recorp excerpts 
from editorials in Washington papers in regard to this dic- 
tatorship business. The newspapers in Washington are 
close at hand, and they know that this cry of dictatorship is 
sheer boloney. They know this, and they have said it 
editorially. 

This is from the Washington Times of March 23, 1938: 


The talk about threatened dictatorship, Armageddon, and 
“write-your-Congressman-or-we-perish” is simply window dressing. 


Among other things the Washington Post of March 28, 
and this date is pretty close to the present, states the 
following: 


There is general agreement that a thorough overhauling of the 
administrative machinery of the Federal Government is urgently 
needed. Repeated efforts have been made, in fact, to arouse 
public interest in plans for bringing order into the rather chaotic 
pattern of the existing executive set-up. Such plans were seriously 
considered during the Hoover administration, but without result. 
The present reorganization program simply represents another 
attempt at reform—it is neither partisan in origin nor sinister in 
purpose. 

* * * . * . * 

It is evident that any reorganization plan to he effective must 
vest large discretionary powers in the hands of the President. The 
Brownlow committee, indeed, recommended much greater powers 
than those that would be conferred by the revised Byrnes bill, and 
it made out a strong case in theory for its proposals. The alarmist 
outcries against the bill, the charges that it is a plot to give the 
President dictatorial powers are of course absurd. The experts 
who directed the study and made the report which constitutes a 
basis for the proposed legislation are men whose ability and dis- 
interestedness are well known and whose honesty of intention is 
beyond question. One may not agree with all the committee's 
recommendations, but there is nothing in them which involves an 
overthrow of our political institutions or endangers the Consti- 
tution. 


Mr. David Lawrence on March 30 had this to say, in part: 


As a matter of fact, the reorganization bill itself is not as bad 
as it has been painted. Were any other President in the White 
House except Mr. Roosevelt, the bill might have had a more sub- 
stantial margin in its favor, 


Do you not think it is getting down to a question of the 
individual who is in the White House? I am constrained to 
think that when I read the following from the New York 
Herald Tribune of March 21, 1938: 

It would beat once and for all the difficult effort to turn over 
the complex problems of remaking the Federal Government to a 
President singularly inept in every aspect of administration and 


singularly ambitious to destroy the American system in favor of 
@ one-man dictatorship. 


And further from the Evening Star, February 11, 1938, 
page A-9, column 1: 

Business is so indifferent to the reorganization bill because it 
sees only some Machiavellian scheme for national dictatorship 


that an opportunity is being missed to lay the foundations for a 
real nonpolitical reorganization of the Government machinery. 


And the Washington Herald, February 28, 1938, page 6, 
column 1: 

Fortunately, an opportunity is being presented this week to 
both critics and defenders of the administration to join in a 
corrective measure as the departmental reorganization bill comes 
up in the Senate. 

This project would bring headless commissions and boards with- 
in the framework of fixed departments without hampering their 
independent judicial powers, restore the constitutional balance 
between President and Congress as to execution of legal directives, 
and make for better general management of governmental busi- 
ness. It ought to become law in short order. 

In conclusion, let me give you a little personal experience. 
Ten years ago I served on the Committee on Appropriations 
and sat across the table from the spenders. I know how 
helpless a Member feels at times, even though he works at 
the job as does the gentleman from New York [Mr. Taser], 
-when the spenders come to him wanting $500,000 or $500,- 
000,000, in that he does not have facts presented him by 
some agency of the Government which would permit him to 
cross-examine the spenders. I chafed at the futility of it 
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when I was on the Committee on Appropriations. Then 
I made a suggestion with reference to some sort of an 
agency like this auditor general that would bring informa- 
tion to Members of Congress. Let them be presented with 
a trial brief, as if they were trying a case in a courthouse, 
so they can intelligently cross-examine the spenders. There 
is written into this bill, and I can say I had something to 
do with writing it, a provision giving to the auditor general 
inquisitorial powers to check up on the spending of money, 
whether it is provident or improvident, whether it is waste- 
ful, whether it is illegal, or whether it is uneconomical, and 
to report to the Congress improvident, improper, or illegal 
spending. 

In another section of this bill we provide that the auditor 
general shall upon request send his experts who made these 
examinations to the appropriate committee either in public 
hearing or in executive session to furnish the Members of 
Congress with information that will permit them to protect 
the public interest. I believe untold millions annually can 
be saved. 

So I say to you in closing I have been a friend of the 
General Accounting Office and I am a friend of the Genera] 
Accounting Office today. I did not want to see the control 
function placed in the Treasury, a great spending depart- 
ment. I did want to see the control placed in the Budget, 
because that would give the Director of the Budget the power 
to pass upon whether or not legislation was in accordance 
with the financial program of the President, and, after the 
legislative authority had been granted, that same Director 
of the Budget would be the one to say how much money 
could be appropriated to do a particular thing. Then, it 
would be the same Director of the Budget who would say 
how the money should be spent. I believe this is too much 
power to place in the hands of the Director of the Budget, and 
I yield to no man in my admiration for Daniel Bell, who is 
a splendid gentleman, keen, honest to the core, and capable; 
but you have three different things merging there, and you 
ought not have your control in such an agency. You ought 
to have the postaudit made to the Congress by the arm of 
this great legislative body, such as an auditor general. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I yield to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. GIFFORD. The gentleman made it quite clear that 
the departments now prefer to go to the Attorney General 
rather than to the Comptroller General. Does the gentle- 
man believe he has made it clear that under this bill the 
Attorney General is clothed with power to set at naught all 
the opinions of the Comptroller General? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I beg to differ with my friend. 
That statement cannot go unchallenged. The Attorney 
General has less power in this bill to pass upon the merits 
of a case than under existing law. However, under existing 
law he sometimes assumes the power of the Comptroller 
General in respect of the availability of appropriations. 
This function is taken away from him. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I yield to the gentleman from 
Missouri. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Does the gentleman recall that the pres- 
ent Congress passed an act relieving disbursing agents of the 
Government of approximately $300,000 because they had 
permitted the expenditure of money based upon a decision 
of the Attorney General of the United States with which the 
then Comptroller General, Mr. McCarl, disagreed, at the 
outset, but that later the Comptroller General, through one 
of his agents, requested the Committee to report in the form 
of a bill? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. That is true. In regard to ad- 
vance decisions our bill makes the Comptroller General 
submit the advance decision to the auditor general and if 
the auditor general thinks that such advance decision is in 
error he reports it to the Congress of the United States. 
That may save much money that otherwise would be spent. 
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No Comptroller General under existing law could well afford 
to report that his advance decision was wrong. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I yield to the gentleman from 
Alabama. 

Mr. HOBBS. The distinguished gentleman from Ken- 
tucky has made a masterly exposition of the phase of the 
bill to which he has addressed himself and we are indeed 
grateful to him. I wonder if the gentleman would mind 
stating to us why no fixed term was prescribed for the new 
Comptroller General? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. You could fix a term if it was 
desired but that would have no effect upon the President’s 
power of removal. 

Mr. THOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I yield to the gentleman from 
Ohio. 

Mr. THOM. Is there any provision in this bill for com- 
parative cost accounting? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. No; not what the gentleman is 
referring to. We have the Treasury prescribing the forms 
and accounting procedures for the departments and then 
the Comptroller General prescribes the forms for reports 
and statements that come to him, but the cost-accounting 
feature is not in here. 

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr, FRED M. VINSON. I yield to the gentleman from 
Kansas. 

Mr. LAMBERTSON. What bill was the President refer- 
ring to in his release the other night when he said it should 
be passed as it is drawn—the Senate bill or the House bill? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. I presume the President had 
information at that time, although I can not speak for him, 
as to the status of S. 3331. It came to the select commit- 
tee of the House, and all the language in the Senate bill 
had been stricken and the four House bills were included 
and reported to the House. So I take it that the President 
knew about it when he made the statement. [Applause.] 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 
from Massachusetts for 1 hour. 

Mrs, ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. EATON]. 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, in common with millions of 
my fellow citizens and with a majority of this House, I am 
profoundly shocked and resentful at the proposal to ram 
this atrocious bill through this House under a gag system 
that is unworthy of any administration in a free country. 
If I were in favor of the bill, I would vote against it under 
these conditions. I consider it an insult to the intelligence 
of this House and an outrage that here and now we are be- 
ing deprived of the right of free speech. If this is not dic- 
tatorship, what in the name of Heaven is it? For one, I re- 
sent this procedure; and I want in the strongest possible 
terms to express my repudiation of it. When we go back 
to our people, how are we going to stand up and tell them 
that we have faithfully represented them here when we 
have allowed ourselves to be kicked around like a lot of irre- 
sponsible and helpless babies? 

The learned and lovable gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. Warren] made a brilliant speech yesterday; and in 
the middle of it, by a dramatic gesture, he flashed upon us 
a nocturnal lucubration from Warm Springs. It reminded 
me of the Biblical incident of Moses coming down from the 
mountain with the Ten Commandments written on the 
tablet of stone. 

In this remarkable statement the President took his place 
among the people who only a few days before he had ac- 
cused of trying to purchase the Senate by sending tele- 
grams, “organized” and otherwise. In this extraordinary 
letter he assures us that for three reasons at this time he 
feels constrained not to accept the title of dictator in this 
country. I quote: 
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(A) I have no inclination to be a dictator. (B) I have none 
of the qualifications which would make me a successful dictator. 
(C) I have too much historical background and too much knowl- 
edge of existing dictatorships to make me desire any form of dic- 
tatorship for a democracy like the United States of America. 

It is significant that these three reasons are purely and 
entirely personal. There is no mention here of the real rea- 
son why no man should aspire to dictatorship in this coun- 
try, which reason is the genius of American democracy 
expressed in a written and authoritative Constitution and 
in the liberties of a free people for 150 years of unparalleled 
progress. 

Mr. HOBBS. Does the distinguished gentleman consider 
this lucubration from Warm Springs as authoritative as the 
Ten Commandments? 

Mr. EATON. I do not, but at this moment there are some 
in this House who seem to so consider it, and for that reason 
they are attempting to cram this legislation down our 
throats. I think it is the acme of impropriety to have a 
statement like that coming from that source served upon 
the Members of the House at this time; and if we have not 
the self-respect to resent it and express our resentment by 
our vote—and I am talking now to men regardless of poli- 
tics—there is something wrong with the representation of 
the people of this country in this House. 

I am opposed to this reorganization bill for many sub- 
stantial reasons. It appeared here originally as a com- 
panion piece to the revolutionary attempt on the part of 
the President to obtain control of the Supreme Court. While 
this particular bill is a diluted form of the original expressed 
desire of the Executive, it contains many dangerous viola- 
tions of the rights of the people and involves a real sur- 
render of the freedom and responsibility of Congress itself. 

The provision affecting the office of the Comptroller Gen- 
eral constitutes a mere legislative subterfuge. The net re- 
sult of this particular title is to destroy the present office of 
Comptroller General as an agent of the Congress for the 
validation of the expenditure of public moneys. It reduces 
the Comptroller General to the level of a chief bookkeeper 
acting as a servant of the Executive and not of Congress. 
It creates a glamorous new functionary known as the auditor 
general, whose main duty will be to carefully lock the door 
after all the horses of expenditure are out of the stable and 
in a highly dignified manner apprise Congress that the 
money has been spent. 

One of the most vicious provisions of this bill deprives 
Congress of its constitutional authority and places one-third, 
or a minority of both Houses, at the behest of the President, 
in absolute control of effectuating the provisions of this bill. 

The civil-service proposal of the bill spells the death knell 
of any adequate protection for the employees of the Gov- 
ernment. They become simply pawns in the hands of the 
Executive. It throws away the advance of 50 years in civil- 
service reform and reestablishes the spoils system, which 
makes public employment a matter of partisan politics only. 

The proposed welfare department will thrust the Federal 
Government deep into the educational system of the 48 
States. It contains a serious menace to parochial and other 
religious educational systems and threatens to spawn a new 
and numerous brood of bureaucrats to fatten at the public 
purse. 

At this moment our country is in the grip of universal 
fear, due primarily to the persistent attack upon and inter- 
ference with the wealth-producing agencies of the Nation 
by the present Federal administration. In view of this 
alarming situation it is the urgent and solemn duty of the 
House of Representatives to reject this reorganization bill 
and thus give to our distraught citizens at least a ray of 
hope that they can depend upon their Representatives in 
this House to protect their rights and interests. 

Mr. Chairman, I express the hope that in this challenging 
moment the people of our country will be properly repre- 
sented by free men on this floor, who will vote to lift the 
burden of anxiety that grips the people today, and turn this 
thing back to the ash can of oblivion where it belongs. 
[Applause.] 
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Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. THURSTON]. 

Mr. THURSTON. Mr. Chairman, today we are seeking to 
amend the Constitution of the United States by transferring 
the dominant authority in this country from the Congress to 
the executive branch. I have in my hand the Constitution 
and note that the first reference to the three coordinate 
branches is made to the legislative body, and throughout this 
great instrument the subservience of the executive branch to 
the legislative is evident. This body has a right to bring 
impeachment proceedings against the Chief Executive as sub- 
ordinates, and likewise the Senate has the right to try that 
impeachment. Yet we are seeking to diminish and to under- 
mine our own power. I can understand, if they march sol- 
diers into the legislative halls in Berlin with fixed bayonets, 
or use castor oil in the legislative body at Rome, that the 
members of those bodies are forced to give up and surrender 
their power; but it is in an amazing situation that we have 
reached in this country when some of the Members of this 
Congress will willingly propose a bill and work for the op- 
portunity, not only to undermine their prerogatives, but to 
say to their constituents that they are no longer needed; 
that a dictator shall act in their stead. As sure as this bill 
passes it paves the way for further surrender of legislative 
power. You propose to establish a precedent to violate every 
law and rule that is followed by every organization in the 
United States, whether it be a church, a fraternal organi- 
zation, or any other quasi-public body. The directors of a 
board or the members of those organizations appoint the 
auditing committee to examine into the financial transactions 
of their own officers. The auditing is never turned over to 
those who spend the money. They retain that power, but 
here you are seeking to place it in the hands of the Execu- 
tive, the power to check his own accounts; and if, as is re- 
ported, resignations in blank are required in advance of an 
important appointee from the executive branch, then that 
officer is not free to act because of the shadow that hangs 
over his tenure of office. 

Last year the Senate and House passed a bill providing 
that the President of the Senate and the Sneaker of 
this House should appoint certain Members to act on a 
joint committee to assist in a celebration of the exposition 
to be held in New York City. That measure was vetoed 
because the present Chief Executive in effect said, “You 
Members of the House of Representatives and of the Senate 
have encroached upon the prerogatives of the President.” 
That bill involved the appointment of some Members and 
other citizens who were to act temporarily in a very limited 
sense; yet the President comes here and appeals to you, yes, 
demands of you, that you should pass this measure to fur- 
ther entrench him in his power. What have you received 
as a concession from the Executive branch? Constantly 
the President has demanded that you should surrender 
your powers and give more and more to the Executive, and 
when a measure of very little consequence threatens to 
only slightly diminish his powers, he does not hesitate 
to offer this slight to the presiding officer of this body and 
the presiding officer of the other body in vetoing a measure 
extending a courtesy to them, because he is unwilling to 
allow these able leaders in his own party to exercise that 
limited power. 

Gentlemen, when you go home, will you be the same 
Members of the Congress who so stoutly and frequently 
insist that you have stood up down here as free men, as 
members of an independent legislative body fearlessly repre- 
senting your people, or will you slink down the alleys, afraid 
to face your constituents, who undoubtedly, by the thousands, 
will challenge the surrender which you have made here, if 
you shall have voted for this bill. 

The range of discussion devoted to the bill before us in 
this Chamber, and at the other end of the Capitol, has been 
rather extensive. However, Members need make no excuses 
in this connection, because it is proposed by this legislation 
to strip the American Congress of powers which are in- 
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herent to an independent legislative body, which have been 
rightly vested in the two coordinate bodies by the Constitu- 
tion. It is an amazing presumption on the part of the Chief 
Executive to suggest, let alone to insist, yes to demand, that 
this legislative power be surrendered to a branch which, 
under the Constitution, was created for the express purpose 
of executing laws, rather than to enact laws. Throughout 
the Constitution, the legislative branch is considered the 
dominant, rather than the subordinate body. If you pass 
this bill, in effect, you Members, not the people, will amend 
the Constitution. 

If such a broad proposal had been suggested by the Chief 
Executive to the Congress of the United States 5 or 10, or 
any number of years prior to the advent of the present 
administration, such a suggestion would have been regarded 
as a distinct affront, yes an insult, to the House of Rep- 
resentatives and to the Senate of the United States. But 
recently, these two bodies have been so willing to surrender 
their powers that it is not surprising that they are now 
being asked to virtually act as a door mat for the Chief 
Executive. 

Rather than traverse the ground so thoroughly and search- 
ingly explored and analyzed by others, I prefer to briefly 
discuss two other phases of the subject which have not been 
referred to in the debates in either body. 

First, those currently informed concerning economic con- 
ditions in the country understand that there are probably 
as Many unemployed persons in the United States today as 
at any other time; also, that unemployment is increasing, 
and trade and industry have been receding at a rapid rate. 
Hunger is an incident of unemployment. Therefore, why 
should the Congress impose upon the President additional 
duties of reorganizing the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment, when the primary interest of both the legislative and 
subordinate branches of the Government should be directed 
toward making an endeavor to reduce the mounting unem- 
ployment rolls, and to restore normal employment in the 
country. 

Reorganization is a rather old subject, dressed up in new 
spring garments, probably in an effort to divert the atten- 
tion of our people from important and serious matters. 
Surely, no sound reason can be given why we should now be. 
wasting our time in this body enacting laws which will have 
absolutely no helpful effect upon the deplorable conditions 
which now exist in our country. 

Then, when we make a brief survey of the international 
situation, we know that the peace of the world is now being 
threatened on two continents, and it will take the clear, 
sound judgment of the leaders in public life in our country 
if we are able to avoid being drawn into one of these current 
conflicts. 

Other than employing our people, what could be more im- 
portant than to map out and assure a course of action that 
will continue peaceful relations between our country and 
other nations of the world? Quarreling with or punishing 
subordinates will not increase employment. The passage of, 
this bill will create dissension and discord, when bread and 
butter should be on our minds—later, in our stomachs. 

Wars mean additional taxes, just as unemployment means 
additional debts. Would it not be far more beneficial if 
the present administration would give serious thought to 
these subjects, which are so important to every man, 
woman, and child in the Nation? Changing the name of 
some bureau, dismissing or shifting some Government em- 
ployees, will not affect or cure unemployment. 

The present Chief Executive has not only the ordinary 
duties of his branch of the Government to exercise, but 
in the past 5 years a great number of additional activities 
have been placed under his direction and control, so that 
this office now is greatly overburdened with important 
duties and decisions. Who will honestly or logically con- 
tend that the duties of this branch should be expanded, 
particularly at this time? Possibly to give the six new secre- 
taries something to do. 
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There is another phase which might be discussed with 
profit in connection with this proposed legislation; and while 
the Members of the Congress are fully apprised in this re- 
spect, it is doubtful if our citizens have given much thought 
to this phase of the matter. The House of Representatives 
and the Senate can pass a bill with slightly more than one- 
half of its membership voting in the affirmative. But if a 
bill is enacted into a law, and the two legislative bodies 
desire to repeal that law, and the Chief Executive is un- 
willing, then the vote of two-thirds of the Members of each 
body are required to override a Presidential veto. Ordi- 
narily, when laws are enacted, which are general in char- 
acter, the President may have no greater interest in the re- 
tention thereof than a Member of the Congress. However, 
if great or unusual powers are vested in the President, 
through the surrender of legislative functions, it is very 
likely, it is almost certain that the present occupant of the 
White House, or anyone who may succeed him in this high 
office, will oppose the repeal of such plenary power. This 
is a subject matter that should receive most serious thought, 
in connection with the astonishing legislative surrender 
proposed in the bill under consideration. 

As the Senate is composed of 96 Members, if the Chief 
Executive, through patronage, or through allocation of large 
sums of money for public works or employment, can influ- 
ence the votes of about 30 Members of that body—and there 
are always some vacancies or Members who are absent and 
not voting—then Congress will be unable to repeal such 
laws, no matter how unsound, impractical, or downright 
vicious or corrupt consequences may flow from this servile 
surrender on the part of this legislative body, a body which 
is supposed to be composed of clear-thinking legislators, 
each of whom has eloquently and earnestly told his constit- 
uency and the country about his fearlessness and inde- 
pendence. We shall see. 

In public life, in private life, most individuals endeavor 
to obtain a fair exchange for any commodity or service, 
or privilege which they may have. Upon many, many occa- 
sions in the past few years, the Congress has delegated or 
surrendered innumerable powers to the executive branch. 
What has the legislative branch received in the way of 
concessions from the executive branch in the past 5 years? 
Absolutely nothing. If this bill becomes a law, what a 
hearty laugh the President will have at the expense of those 
whom he pressed into voting for it. 

Yet, when the Congress passed a joint resolution, under 
date of May 4, 1937, establishing a joint commission, author- 
izing the presiding officers of the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives to appoint a commissioner general and two 
assistants, for the New York World’s Fair, and to also pro- 
vide for the expenditure of an appropriation of Federal 
funds, the measure was promptly vetoed by the present 
occupant of the White House, because, as he claimed, it 
was an infringement upon the powers of the Executive. In 
other words, the present Chief Executive would not consent 
to have a few mediocre officials of a temporary character 
appointed by the Congress, as he stoutly asserted and insisted 
that such power belonged to the Executive; he would not 
countenance any such impertinence on your part. But, he 
has not been slow or timid in asking—even threatening 
you—to give him powers which you have no right to transfer 
under the Constitution. 

As to whether the present Chief Executive has confidence 
in or respect for you or the present Members of the National 
Legislature, public documents show that he has vetoed more 
bills passed by the Congress in the past 5 years than any 
of his predecessors in the same length of time, an evidence 
that he resents legislative interference. Now, ask yourselves, 
if you want to place almost unlimited authority in the 
President to discontinue, in fact to destroy, existing units 
of the Government service. 

At this point I ask leave to insert a table which shows the 
number of vetoes and pocket vetoes credited to each Presi- 
dent during the existence of our Government. While a large 
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number is assigned to President Cleveland, a considerable 
number of these related to private bills, rather than acts of a 
general character. 

Number of bills vetoed in all Congresses 


Number of Congress Name of President ber of 

vetoes 

Wr E aes George Washington 2 
Wr, r SE VERE RS. James Madison 6 
15th, 16th, 17th, 18th__ James Monroe 1 
2ist, 22d, 23 Andrew Jackson 12 
27th, 8 John Txler 9 
20th, 30t u James K. Polk 3 
83d, 34th. Franklin Pierce 10 
th, 30th... James Buchanan. 8 
87th, 38th, 39th. coln_ 1 
h, 40th_____ Andrew Johnson 21 
4ist, 42d, 43d, 44th.. Ulysses 8. Grant 42 
45th, 46th__ 12 
47th, 48th_ 4 
49th, 50th. Grover Cleveland 113 
õlist, Rion ara Benjamin Harrison... 41 
664, Sth. Grover Cleveland 163 
B5th, seth 57th (part) _...- William MeKinley__ 42 
57th (part), 68th, 59th, 60th. Theodore Roosevelt 82 
„ soko tu ene William H. Taft 39 
63d, 64th, 65th, 66th Woodrow Wilson ___ 44 
Re ees Warren G. Hardin; 6 
— — 69th, 70th Calvin Coolidge... 49 
et SRE a ES ET S AERES Her! : Hoover 35 

faa 7 . vie! (through Jan. 1, 1937). nk in D. Roosevelt oan 


Nork.— This table is compiled as of date Mar. 31, 1 The data, Washington to 
Cleveland, first term, inclusive, was obtained from S. Misc. Doc. 53, 49th Cong. 
Subsequent figures were obtained from officials of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate. Those Presidents not mentioned did not exercise veto power at any 
time during term of office. 

The foregoing table would indicate that the President 
would prefer to do his own legislating even when two-thirds 
of both branches of the Congress are members of his own 
party. 

On the 27th day of July 1937, while considering the por- 
tion of this bill which would authorize the President to ap- 
point six additional secretaries, at $10,000 each, plus all the 
emoluments such as secretaries to secretaries, without end, 
I placed in the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp tables which showed 


that there were 115,000 employees in the Government service 


in the city of Washington, and 725,000 employed by the Gov- 
ernment outside of Washington, making a total of 840,000 
persons; that many public buildings had been erected in 
Washington in the past few years, and scores of hotels, 
apartment buildings, and large dwellings had been leased 
to house these employees; that a special train carrying 
Government employees left Washington each morning for 
Baltimore, where the personnel were employed. Also, that 
the bill then under consideration did not intend to reduce 
the number of employees, but was one adroitly written so 
that the President could dismiss-or reassign Government em- 
ployees at his pleasure. This could be more clearly analyzed 
by saying that it proposed nothing short of political graft 
and unfair pressure upon conscientious employees of the 
Government. 

Is it not rather humiliating, my colleagues, to recall the in- 
cident when President Roosevelt would not tolerate one 
slight deviation from what he considered as his prerogative; 
but he can blandly call upon you now to surrender powers 
of a thousandfold—yes, of a millionfold—more importance. 
Which among you will first bow so as to receive this yoke? 

What will your constituents say about the proposed sur- 
render? Will you improve your standing as an intelligent, 
useful legislator in following the course proposed here today, 
or will you prove to your constituents that you believe in a 
representative rather than a feudal form of government? 

The President has sharply challenged the right of Ameri- 
can citizens to communicate with the Members of this body. 
Undoubtedly, he is the first President to make this assault 
upon the right of the citizen to petition the Congress. Eng- 
lish-speaking people and other peoples of the world have 
fought wars to obtain and to preserve the right of petition. 

To show you how seriously our people are considering this 
legislation, I quote, not from a telegram but from a post 
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card sent to me by Mr. R. S. Beall, a typical American cit- 
izen, residing at Mount Ayr, in the State of Iowa: 
; Marca 29, 1938. 

Our pastor, Rev. E. H. Jackson, has called by phone a special 
prayer meeting for tonight in behalf of the defenders of the Re- 
public in the present crisis in the House and Senate. I have 
never seen a more intense interest in rescuing the freedom of our 
institutions and Government than in the present crisis. Every 
patriotic citizen should stand by you in defense of freedom of our 
country. 

Your friend, 
R. S. BEALL. 

As between a blustering President and sound, clear- 
thinking citizens of the State of Iowa, I will take my stand 
alongside the latter. 

We have organizations in this country composed of per- 
sons whose forebears served in the Revolution, in the great 
Civil War, and in more recent wars who glory in the inde- 
pendence and service rendered to their country by these 
predecessors. I predict that in the years to come it will be 
a badge of distinction for those who can claim that they 
had a relative in the Congress who opposed, who fought 
this abject surrender. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa 
has expired. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. STACK]. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Chairman, I have neither the eloquence 
nor the persuasiveness of the distinguished gentleman from 
Kentucky, but I know that the administration realizes they 
have a hot potato in their hands in this bill, and they need 
all the shock troops they can bring forth to fortify it. [Ap- 
plause.] 

Mr. Chairman, I come to the Well of the House today be- 
cause I love America and I think she is the grandest land in 
the world, or at least has been the grandest land in the 
world. 

Many years ago I left the shores of lovely Erin because, 
even in my youth, I felt the heel of the dictators then mis- 
ruling Ireland. I came here to the land of the free, the home 
of the brave, and the country of inexhaustible opportunities. 
Uncle Sam has been good to me and to my people—just the 
same as he was and has been good to your ancestors, all of 
whom came over here for various reasons, but chiefly because 
they were politically persecuted in the homeland. 

I have a little family back home of boys and girls to whom 
I want to leave my adopted country and their country still 
a representative government. The good people in my dis- 
trict and in your district are paying us a salary to represent 
them in the Halls of Congress, but you and I will not be 
worthy of our hire if we allow this so-called reorganization 
bill to pass. I, for one, here in the Halls of Congress, repre- 
senting the Sixth District of the great State of Pennsylvania, 
whose political leaders heretofore have betrayed and are now 
betraying every trust that the 10,000,000 red-blooded Ameri- 
can citizens of that great Keystone State have placed in them, 
will do all in my power by my voice and vote to do away with 
dictatorships in our Government. In Webster’s Dictionary I 
find the word “reorganization” defined as “the reconstruction 
or rehabilitation of a corporation usually effected compul- 
sorily.” 

What is the matter with our Government that it needs to 
be reorganized compulsorily? 

We have gotten along fairly well with it since the days of 
Valley Forge, when Washington and his little army suffered 
untold tortures that he and the early fathers might hand us 
down the country that we have today. Oh, yes; pick up the 
morning papers or turn on the radio and you will read or 
hear about the reorganizations that are going on in Europe 
daily and nightly. Oh, yes; the dictators of Europe are 
reorganizing. Oh, yes; the dictators are reorganizing, but 
are they reorganizing for the good of the common people? 
No. They are reorganizing and overthrowing governments 
to put the people back in serfdom and to the feudal days; 
to put the people in concentration camps and the children in 
state-controlled schools, and offer so-called inducements to 
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the parents to raise large families for fodder for the next 
war. The state is “god,” and all must bow the knee to the 
twentieth-century Neros ravaging Europe and Asia in their 
mad lust for power. 

Mr. Chairman, I am against this reorganization program 
for three main reasons: First, as a Representative—as a free, 
untrammelled Representative that came here to Washing- 
ton against the wishes of the political dictators back home— 
I think, in fact I know, I am speaking for the people when I 
voice my opposition to this bill. I am speaking for the Amer- 
ican Legion, veterans in general, Military Order of the Purple 
Heart, and for the disabled veterans of all wars, who, inci- 
dentally, never had a friend, Republican or Democrat, in the 
White House, and who are the recipients of the benefits that 
they now get from a grateful country solely because you and 
I here in the Halls of Congress passed legislation in their 
favor over the veto of Presidents. 

Today here in the Well of the House I am speaking for the 
National Grange, who say among other things, on page 4193 
of the March 28 issue of the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp, that the 
bil— 

Is vicious and strikes at every vital principle in our form of gov- 
ernment. 

Today here in the Well of the House I am speaking for the 
American Federation of Labor, who say, among other things, 
that they were denied a hearing here in the House and that 
they cannot— 

Understand how anyone interested in maintaining our form of 
government can propose or vote for it. 

In the great State of Pennsylvania 400,000 members of the 
American Federation of Labor are with me and encourage 
me when I tell you, “Kill this bill.” 

Secondly, I am against this proposed legislation, and God 
alone knows where it came from, because it proposes to 
establish a civil-service administrator instead of the pres- 
ent Civil Service Commissioners. Incidentally, ladies and 
gentlemen of the House, this brings me back to my college 
days when one of the rules rigidly enforced was expressed 
in these Latin words, “Rarus unus, nunquam duo, semper 
tres.” In other words the good perceptors told us that we 
should seldom be alone, never two, and always three: and in 
the divine order of things we see three persons in the one 
God—the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost—and surely 
my colleagues of the House there is no President, past, pres- 
ent, or future, I hope, that thinks himself bigger than God. 
I personally would rather have my case decided by the 
three members of the Civil Service Commission than by 
any one individual. I am against this proposed legislation 
because it proposes to abolish the office of the Comptroller 
General and the Accounting Office and turn over to the 
Chief Executive the control of the purse strings of the 
Nation. 

Thirdly, Mr. Chairman, I am against this proposed legis- 
lation for the reason that it proposes a Department of 
Welfare in the Federal Government which has to do— 

With the relief of the needy and distressed and vocational reha- 
bilitation of the physically disabled and in general shall coordinate 
public health, education, and welfare activities. 

As a veteran, who fought and bled for his country I am 
satisfied with the present Veterans’ Administration. I think 
the Veterans’ Bureau is doing a good job. 

Who do they propose to make the first Secretary of the 
Department of Welfare to take care of the needy and desti- 
tute? Why, none other than our old friend Harry L. 
Hopkins. Who is Harry L. Hopkins? Why he is the Na- 
tional Administrator of the Works Progress Administration, 
who I charge here and now has made a public debauch of 
that great humanitarian agency, at least in the great city 
of Philadelphia. Go into Philadelphia, go into my district 
in the western end of the city and you will see men and 
women with large families on relief walking the streets 
looking for the jobs they cannot get because Harry L. 
Hopkins’ political hirelings will not give them their political 
blessing; while, on the other hand, in the same Sixth District 
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of Pennsylvania, you will find men and women, not on relief, 


eating out of the public trough because they have been 
politically sanctified by the so-called Democratic leadership 
back home, who were appointed to administer the W., P. A. 
in Philadelphia when Hopkins knew, for I told him so, that 
they were not interested in the destitute and needy, but that 
they were interested solely in promoting a corrupt political 
dynasty. Hopkins knows this, I told him so, and I can 
prove what I say, either by affidavit or by competent and 
trustworthy witnesses. He has known it for at least 2 years 
and what has he done about it? Nothing. 

Almighty God in His goodness and wisdom entrusted to 
Mrs, Stack’s care and to my care five little children, whom 
I want and she wants the God-given right to educate as 
we see fit. Do I want Harry L. Hopkins to tell me how I 
should educate them? How I should bring out and develop 
the good that is in them? Do I want my children to be 
wards of the state? Ladies and gentlemen of the House, 
Republicans and Democrats—all Americans—I am pleading 
with you my colleagues in the House to let Mrs. Stack and 
myself live our own lives and take care of our own chil- 
dren as we see fit and let all the good people in my district 
and in the great State of Pennsylvania and the Nation 
do likewise. 

I am particularly asking you Democrats, who believe in 
the philosophy of the father of our party, Thomas Jefferson, 
“that the many shall rule and not the few,” for God’s sake 
do not, by this legislation, tear down Old Glory and wrap it 
around Harry L. Hopkins or any other dictator. [Applause.] 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from New York [Mr. Lorp]. 

Mr. LORD. Mr. Chairman, the people of this Nation are 
very much afraid of the proposed reorganization bill. 

Germany once had a good government, but, little by little, 
they gave all power and authority to their President. Now 
Hitler has absolute control. Likewise, Congress has given 
many of the duties and responsibilities bestowed upon them 
by the electors to President Roosevelt. If we pass this bill, 
he will have powers to correspond to the powers given to 
President Hindenburg. Hindenburg did not become a dicta- 
tor, but Hitler did. 

By the press we are informed that the President says he 
does not want to be a dictator, which we may accept. How- 
ever, many believe—and I am one of them—that this brain- 
trust managers do want a dictator and are only using him 
as the means to an end—end of republican form of govern- 
ment—and if they succeed he never will be a dictator. They 
will see to that. But it can happen here. 

I have received many telegrams and letters in opposition 
to this scheme. This may be called propaganda by those 
favoring the bill, if there be any. The people of this Nation 
were wrought up and scared when President Roosevelt tried 
to take over the functions of the Supreme Court. They are 
just as much up in arms now when they see our republican 
form of government in grave danger and slipping away from 
us, with dictatorship at our doors. 

Why jam this bill through without giving enough time to 
discuss it? The bill is only in a rough draft, printed for the 
first time Thursday morning, and few, if any, have had time 
to read it, to say nothing about giving any study to the bill. 
If we were to give this bill a few days to be studied, it would 
never pass, and that, to my mind, is why the President is 
trying to rush it through. The people do not want it. 

I want to read a few extracts from letters I am receiving 
from people back home. 

Quotations taken from letters from individuals: 

“Oppose the reconstruction bill that increases the power of the 
President.” 

“More ‘power’ in the hands of the President is unthinkable; 
witness his almost daily manifestations of his unfitness. His 
ambition to be a ‘master’ of men is abnormal.” 

“Not a sane or patriotic reason for one-man rule.” 

“Protest the passage of the reorganization bill giving power to 
the President which belongs to Con; 

“Stop the passage of the reorganization bill giving power to the 
executive branch which the Constitution vests in you.” 
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“I consider just another step toward dictatorship in this 
country.” 

“This bill is positively not in the interest of democratic govern- 
ment. It will narrow and limit the powers of Congress and the 
Congressman who votes for this bill is shirking his duty to his 
constituents. After all Congress represents the people and not the 
President. 

“The abolishing of the Civil Service Commission is enough in 
itself to warrant its rejection. Everyone to whom I have talked is 
wrought up about the bill and I believe that you will see reverbera- 
tion at the fall election if this bill goes through. 

“It is in your hands that democracy in our country may con- 
tinue to live. Your vote against this bill will help toward this 
end.“ 

“The Federal reorganization bill as now before Congress is one 
of the most vicious attempts that has ever been proposed on the 
part of any administration to nullify the prerogative of Congress 
and place the Chief Executive in a dictatorial position.” 

“There is great need for an independent auditor who will 
carry out the will of Congress. Likewise, civil service should be 
put back on merit where it belongs.” 

“Kill the reorganization bill so we can still call ourselves 
American.” 

“This bill must be killed decidedly to make it clear to the 
public that we are going to continue along constitutional lines, 
shutting out all dictatorial proposals and leaving the balance of 
power in the hands of the duly elected and constituted authori- 
ties where it belongs. 

“Kill the reorganization bill and stand up for our liberty.” 

“Dear Sm: Prayerfully and hopefully we are urging you to do 
dar utmost to defeat the reorganization bill and save our birth- 
right. 

“A deformed democracy cannot endure; either fascism or com- 
munism will settle the estate. It is a terrible thought to me that 
a group of men, whether it is 100 or 400, may vote away the birth- 
rights of these thousands of boys and girls now attending our 
public schools. 

“May the good Lord help you and give you strength to fight 
their battles, to the end that they may live and grow up free 
citizens in a democracy and not serfs in a totalitarian state. This 
reorganization bill is one more step to overcentralize authority. 
It must not pass. 

“Respectfully yours.” 

“DEAR CONGRESSMAN Lorn: I exercise the right of petition given 
me by our Constitution. I do not seek to ‘purchase’ any Member 
of Congress. 

“I ask you to vote against this reorganization bill and help save 
our American system of democracy and congressional government, 

“I am in dead earnest, and so are hundreds of my friends. 

“Respectfully.” 


Letters from organizations: 


“Please keep us from further slavery and vote against the reor- 
ganization bill, 

“If you had been in Germany within the last few years you 
would not hesitate.” (Equitable Life Assurance Society.) 

“In our opinion, the enactment of the Senate bill for the reor- 
ganization of Federal agencies in its present form would be a blow 
to the cause of popular government. 

“We are strongly opposed to the scrapping of the Civil Service 
Commission by the Senate bill and the substitution therefor of a 
single civil-service administrator, with all that such a move would 
imply. 

“We feel strongly that Congress should retain its direct control 
of public funds and expenditures through the maintenance of an 
independent Comptroller General.” (National Grange.) 

“Our federation, representing 59 farmer-owned and farmer-con- 
trolled cooperative eee e engaged in the marketing of dairy 
products for more than 350,000 dairy farmers, is unalterably op- 
posed to the pending reorganization bill.” (National Cooperative 
Milk Producers Federation.) 

“Do you want an independent Congress or a collection of ‘rubber 
stamps’ masquerading as representatives of the people?” (Colum- 
bia University.) 

“In our opinion, the Civil Service Commission and the United 
States Employees“ Compensation Commission should be retained 
as independent agencies." (American Federation of Labor.) 

“We are of the further opinion and request that the House 
provide that any Executive order issued by the President under 
this bill which consolidates, abolishes, or transfers any bureau 
or department, or any of their functions, should not be effective 
until approved by a majority of both Houses.” (American Fed- 
eration of Labor.) 

“We object most seriously to the sweeping delegation of con- 
gressional authority to the executive branch of the Government. 
The Congress ought to retain all its constitutional authority in 
conformity with principles of democratic procedure and demo- 
cratic government, and that said power ought to be broadened 
and extended instead of being curtailed or surrendered.” (Ameri- 
can Federation of Labor.) 

“The American Federation of Labor, its affiliated organizations, 
and its entire membership are greatly alarmed over the serious 
implications involved in this legislation.” (American Federa- 
tion of Labor.) 
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I have hundreds more telegrams and letters, coming for 
the most part from people I know, who are distressed and 
worried over the thought of our going into a dictatorship. 
They all see what is happening across the water in Europe 
and Asia and I believe they have a right to be disturbed. 

President Roosevelt has managed this country for the last 
5 years, as he and his managers, brain trusters, thought 
best. He has had a free hand and the cooperation of the 
entire Nation until they saw what an utter failure he was 
making of his administration. It is conceded now that he 
knows little about business. It would seem that he is trying 
to make conditions as bad as he possibly can in our Nation 
and some think it is to bring about a one-man control. 

I want to urge upon the Members of this House that what 
they are confronted with today is, or should be, far above 
political maneuvers. The destiny of our Nation rests with 
our decision on this legislation. 

One great man in the Democratic Party said in substance 
that he was opposed to a dictator even though he be a good 
one. Another great man of the party has likewise said, 
when discussing the Supreme Court, “It is more power than 
a good man should ask or a bad man should have.” 

I hope when the vote on this bill comes that men will rise 
to the emergency and vote for what they know is right, 
and save our Nation from a dictator. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. JENKINS] 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank 
the gentlewoman from Massachusetts for her courtesy in 
extending to me as much time as I might wish to consume in 
discussing this most important measure. It is unfortunate 
that the time has been so limited for this bill is of such im- 
portance that every Member of this House should have a 
chance to discuss this bill and to express his views with ref- 
erence to it. I shall consume only a short time. 

The alacrity and speed with which this bill is being 
crowded through this House does not reflect credit on those 
responsible for it. The Senate took several days for the 
consideration of this measure and if they had taken 1 or 2 
days longer we would not have this bill here today, for it 
would have been defeated in the Senate. Likewise if we 
would have sufficient time in this House to discuss this bill 
thoroughly it would be defeated overwhelmingly. My reason 
for this bold statement is that there is no doubt but that 
the temper of the American people is overwhelmingly against 
it. This is attested by the opposition demonstrated by the 
people everywhere who are flooding this Capital with tele- 
grams and messages of all kinds. If this bill is passed it 
will be simply because the administration has enough servile 
supporters in this House to vote for it regardless of the 
voice of the people. Where are those great self-appointed 
friends of the people who have been shouting in these Halls 
so loudly in the last few years that they were sent to Congress 
purely by the mandate of the people? They have forgotten 
to listen to the voice of the pecple. There is no question but 
that the voice of the people is yet the most potent power in 
America when the people have a chance to use their voice. 
It was the people who defeated the Supreme Court bill. The 
same influences that were at work in trying to foist on the 
people the legislation regarding the Supreme Court are those 
who are directing the forcing of this bill today. The 
President in his midnight letter disclaimed any intention of 
being a dictator. He says that he has no qualifications for 
a “successful dictator.” But he has all of the marks of one 
who is ambitious to become a dictator. This is shown by 
his efforts at discharging Mr. Humphreys against whom he 
said himself that he had no complaint except that the mind 
of Mr. Humphreys did not go along with the mind of the 
President. The Supreme Court thwarted him in this dicta- 
torial course. He further showed signs of it when he openly 
defied the Supreme Court which is a coordinate branch of 
the Government with the Executive. He has done the same 
thing on innumerable occasions with his must legislation. 
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Of course, he would deny that he has ambitions to be a 
dictator but he admits in his letter that there must be many 
people who believe that he has ambitions in that direction. 
I refer to this not that I believe he will ever be a dictator, 
because I have more faith in the patriotism of the American 
people but I refer to it because he has from the very begin- 
ning of his administration assumed a dictatorial attitude with 
reference to driving Congress. 

It is not safe for a Democratic Member of this House to 
follow the Democratic leadership. Every Democrat here 
who has served any length of time must admit that on 
many occasions they have been herded like a lot of sheep to 
follow the titular Democratic leadership only to find that 
after they had shown their loyalty and cast their votes for 
certain legislation that when that same legislation got to the 
Senate it was kicked all to pieces and entirely different legis- 
lation passed. Just 2 or 3 weeks ago we passed in this House 
very important tax legislation. We Republicans at that time 
waged a vigorous fight against a provision in that tax bill 
which was leveled especially against family and closely held 
corporations. The people back home arose in arms with 
the result that enough of the faithful Democrats joined us 
to defeat that provision. We Republicans made a vigorous 
battle against other provisions in that bill, such as the un- 
distributed-profits tax. Many of you against your wishes 
and against the wishes of your constituents followed your 
leadership only to find that when the bill got to the Senate 
that provision also had been thrown out. When that tax 
bill comes back to the House for consideration it will have 
removed from it all of those objectionable features which 
the American people implored you to take out, and which 
you failed to do because of your loyalty to your leaders. 
These leaders are not following their own convictions in 
many cases but because of their position as a part of the 
administration they must follow the dictates of the White 
House. That is the reason that the President got up out of 
his bed to dictate this recent letter to them. He knew that 
the public sentiment was overwhelmingly against him in 
his attempt to usurp power and he is attempting to stem 
the avalanche. ‘Therefore I plead with every free Congress- 
man to assert his freedom and to separate himself from 
unreasonable dictation and heed the voice of his own con- 
science and the voice of his own constituents. 

Today we have listened to a very well-prepared address by 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Vinson]. Many of you 
will follow him because you think he is speaking for the 
President. Likewise on yesterday the distinguished gentle- 
man from North Carolina [Mr. WARREN] delivered a forceful 
address. Some of you will follow him because you think that 
he is speaking for the President. Yet, my friends, both of 
these gentlemen are openly and notoriously against the pro- 
gram of the President because the President is unqualifiedly 
for the bill passed by the Senate. Neither of these gentle- 
men is for that bill. Both of them have left the President. 
The gentleman from North Carolina said emphatically that 
he was against the Senate bill in toto. The gentleman from 
Kentucky is also against the Senate bill in toto for you will 
notice in this bill that I hold in my hand—S. 3331—that 
every line in the Senate bill has been marked out and a new 
bill substituted for it. Now, the gentleman from Kentucky 
and the gentleman from North Carolina are for the new bill. 
The President, in his letter to all of you, said this “But there 
are two cogent reasons why the bill should go through as it 
is now drawn.” He meant the Senate bill. If he did not, 
then why did he issue such a terrible blast implying that 
those Senators who supported the Senate bill should be 
praised for voting for the Senate bill and that they could not 
have been bought by certain influences, which he criticized. 
Many Senators who voted against the bill took umbrage 
because they felt that his blast implied that they might have 
been bought. In other words, when this bill was before the 
Senate the President was for the Senate bill. It is only fair 
to imply that he is still for the Senate bill. Now, if these 
two mouthpieces of the President have left the President, 
why should you follow them? If you do follow them you 
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are against the President for he is for the Senate bill. 
Again I express the hope that all Democrats as well as 
Republicans may, when we vote on this bill, feel free to vote 
as their consciences dictate and as their constituents indi- 
cate. 

Before I leave this subject let me say that Members who 
are torn between their loyalty to their party and their loyalty 
to the people must remember that a situation of that kind is 
easily resolved when one considers that he is expected to fol- 
low his leaders in matters of policy only, but that in matters 
of principle he is expected to follow his own judgment and 
his own conscience. This is a matter of principle. The 
people of the Nation are stirred up. They are afraid that 
their liberty is in the balance. You cannot help it that they 
doubt the sincerity of the President. You are not responsible 
for that situation. If the people honestly distrust the Execu- 
tive, and if they are afraid that he is going to invade the 
fields of education and other social fields where no Executive 
has ever invaded before, it is your duty not to thwart the 
wishes of the people but to help them to attain what they 
desire. I am not assuming to advise or dictate, but I know 
that there are many Congressmen here who if released from 
the fear of the political lash they would make short shrift of 
this bill and give the Executive to understand that his place 
is to execute the laws and not to make them. Just like they 
gave him to understand that it was his place to execute the 
laws and not to pass upon them judicially as he was trying 
to do in the Supreme Court matter. 

The people know that the President has nothing but 
ulterior designs upon the civil service. The control of the 
civil service is not an Executive matter. It is primarily a 
legislative matter. If it was strictly an Executive matter, it 
would be a political matter and employees would be selected 
from the political standpoint. The very reason for the estab- 
lishment of the civil service was to get away from politics. 
Of course, there must be some executives in the civil service 
and there must be some executive control of the civil service, 
but it must be such an executive control as the legislative 
branch will provide. There must be some executive control 
in the judiciary. The Chief Justice must lead the other 
Justices. The United States marshal must do his part, but 
these functions are not executive in any sense that they are 
under the control of the President. They are not under the 
control of the President. Likewise the civil service should 
not be under the executive control of the President: If ever 
the civil service is placed under the control of the Chief 
Executive, God pity the civil service from that time forward. 
The same would be true of the Comptroller General’s office. 

Likewise it is unwise to place the expenditures of money 
in the hands of the President and then place the auditing 
of all those expenditures in the same hands. It is patent 
that the function of an auditor is to act as a check on the 
spending agency. We should have a preaudit when we 
consider the gigantic expenditures of our Government. 
Likewise we should have a postaudit. All of these should 
be free from the domination of the President. He should 
not be permitted to select the person who is to audit his 
expenditures. If we had no such checks and balances the 
President would have built the Florida Canal as he started 
to do and likewise he would have built the Passamaquoddy 
project as he started to do. 

I am sure that the people of the United States are tired 
of the Congress surrendering its power to the Executive and 
I for one refuse to do it. 

I expect to vote against this bill for all of the reasons 
above given and many more that I could recite. In these 
days of toppling markets, with business at a standstill, 
with 15,000,000 unemployed, and with 20,000,000 on relief 
rolls, what is to be gained by mixing up the functions of 
the Government at this time? 

I cannot see how this administration could have the 
effrontery to claim that it now wishes to curtail the over- 
lapping of departments of Government when it has created 
probably more new departments than all of the rest of 
the administrations from Washington down to this time. 
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What this administration needs is to do something to inspire 
confidence in the people. What it needs is to do something 
to show that it has some ideas of thrift. I defy anyone 
to find any mention of the word “thrift” anywhere in any 
of the messages of the President since he has been Presi- 
dent. Regardless of how speedily this bill will be forced 
through this Congress, I expect to be here to cast my vote 
against it. [Applause.] 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. Case]. 
THIS BILL DESTROYS THE INDEPENDENCE OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 


Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, it is un- 
necessary to indulge in speculation as to the effects of the 
portion of the bill that relates to the Comptroller General. 
I refer particularly to sections 303 and 304. 

Section 303 repeals the portion of the present law which 
makes the Comptroller General not removable by the Presi- 
dent. Paragraph (d) of section 304 makes the Comptroller 
General subservient to the Attorney General and reads in 
part as follows: 

The Attorney General of the United States shall render opinions 
as to the jurisdiction and authority of the General Accounting 
Office in connection with the settlement and adjustment of any 
account or claim, and such opinions of the Attorney General 
shall be final and conclusive. 

The chairman of this select committee made reference 
to a bill that passed this body last August to adjust certain 
accounts that were held illegal by the Comptroller General. 
I am astonished that he made reference to it, because that 
particular legislation lays bare what sections 303 and 304 
do. It is exactly a case in point. 

And no Member of the House has been more faithful in 
trying to protect the Treasury than the gentleman from 
Missouri, the chairman of the committee which offers this 
legislation today. 

I can explain his attitude today only on the ground that 
as chairman of the Select Committee on Reorganization it 
was his job to husband this bill and he is trying to be a 
good soldier. 

Let me give you the background of that legislation as 
stated in the words of the chairman of the select commit- 
tee, the gentleman from Missouri, himself. On the 4th of 
last August we had under consideration the bill, S. 1935, 
the particular bill to which the chairman referred. The 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Cocuran] explained the bill 
in these words: 

The Attorney General had held in an official opinion that the 
President of the United States had the right to issue an Execu- 
tive order to adjust the salaries of what might be called tem- 
porary or emergency employees. Reference to the report makes 
it clear that what the President attempted to do by Executive 
order was to change certain salaries, to increase some salaries 


and to decrease others, without regard to the civil-service qualifi- 
cations. 


Get the import of that—the increase and decrease of 
salaries by Executive order without regard to the Civil 
Service Act and without legislation by Congress. The 
Attorney General said it could be done; the Comptroller 
General said it could not. Let me give it to you in the 
chairman’s words. He went on to say: 

The Comptroller General’s views were in conflict with the views 
of the Attormey General. Acting on the advice of his legal 
adviser, the President issued the Executive order and his Cabinet 
officers and other administrative officers adjusted the salaries 
in keeping with the Executive order. 


In short, the salaries were changed and were paid with- 
out regard to the Civil Service Act and in disregard of the 
salary schedule established by law. If you want the details, 
get House Report No. 1414 on S. 1935, and read the RECORD 
for August 4, 1937. The Attorney General said the increases 
were necessary for attorneys who were examining titles for 
the Public Works Emergency Housing Corporation. On his 
advice, the President issued Executive Order No. 6746 setting 
forth a schedule of salaries for 19 different grades of em- 
ployees, listing the corresponding salaries under the Classifi- 
cation Act—in some cases higher, in some lower. But 
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whatever it was, it was an amendment of the salary schedule 
of the civil-service laws by Executive order. 

The Comptroller General, as the gentleman from Missouri 
pointed out, held the payments illegal and held the officers 
making them accountable. So we had to report to Congress 
exactly what they tell us what we will get from the new 
Bureau of Audits, a report on the illegal payments after the 
payments have been made. And what did the report call 
for? It asked Congress to overlook the illegality and allow 
credit for the disallowanees. You have heard the chairman 
again this afternoon say it involved about $300,000. 

Presenting the adjustment bill last August, the gentleman 
spoke sharply of such a practice. He said: 

It brings about a situation which your special committee on 
reorganization is confronted with and that is the constant dis- 
pute between the executive departments of the Government, the 
Attorney General, and the Comptroller General over the question 
of control of Government expenditures. * * * As I say, that 
is one of the important questions confronting your reorganization 
committee at the present time, and it has given us no little con- 
cern. We have spent many, many hours discussing it. I do not 
know what conclusion we will eventually reach, but we are work- 
ing on it, and do not be surprised if a bill does not come in here 
at this session of Congress upon the subject. 

The Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Depart- 
ments recognized that this was a serious question. They 
presented that bill apologetically. Read the debate at that 
time if you want to know how they felt about the matter 
when they were speaking from close grips with exactly the 
situation we have here—the question of placing somebody 
above the Comptroller General. Mark you—the conflict then 
was between the Attorney General’s opinion and that of the 
Comptroller General, a conflict between a political appointee 
and an officer who was made independent for the express 
purpose of ruling freely and independently on expenditures. 

Here is what the committee said at that time in their 
report accompanying the bill, S. 1935: 

The committee was strongly of the opinion that the conflict- 
ing views of the Attorney General and the Comptroller General 
should have eon reconciled before the increases were actually 
3 further feels that too often executive officers 
have acted in conflict with the opinion of the Comptroller Gen- 
eral. Congress created the General Accounting Office to provide 
a check on Government expenditures, 

Congress did. It created the Comptroller General to pro- 
vide a check on Government expenditures and not to be 
overruled by some political appointee. Yet the bill before 
us today, makes the Comptroller General removable by the 
President and gives the Attorney General final and conclu- 
sive authority over his jurisdiction and authority. 

The committee, last August, further said: 

The committee, while reporting this bill, wants it distinctly 
understood that it is not setting a precedent to be followed in 
the future nor is it condoning the acts of executive officials who 
disregard the Comptroller General's ruling. 

THIS POWER DOES NOT EXPIRE IN 1940 

Mr. Chairman, but it is proposed that we shall condone 
it for all time today. The precedent will be written into the 
law if we adopt this measure before us today. For here it 
is proposed definitely for once, and for all, to make the 
Comptroller General subservient to the Attorney General 
and to the President. And this, Mr. Chairman, is not any 
temporary arrangement. This is not a power to expire in 
1940. This portion of the bill has nothing to do with re- 
organization powers granted to the President. This is, in 
itself, a direct act of legislation, this reducing of the Comp- 
troller General to become a “yes man” for the Attorney Gen- 
eral. This is, in itself, a recognition of that contested 
point—the right of a President, any President, mark you, 
hereafter to change salaries by Executive order without 
regard to the Classification Act. That is a point which the 
gentleman from New York, the genial chairman of the Post 
Office Committee, entirely overlooked in his defense of the 
direct civil-service section of the proposed bill. 
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The committee last August said it was a serious question. 
The chairman said they were spending many hours working 
on the problem. They did work on it and this is the result. 

But how did they resolve the question? 

They resolved the question by making the Comptroller 
General subservient to the Attorney General. They did it 
by providing that the President, any President, will here- 
after have the authority and power to remove the Comp- 
troller General. They did it by limiting the jurisdiction of 
the Comptroller General to whatever an Attorney General 
says it is. And future Attorneys General will be less than 
human if they, too, do not keep the Comptroller within the 
limits satisfactory to their chiefs. 

They answer the question, Mr. Chairman, not by preserv- 
ing the independence of the Comptroller General. They 
did it by abolishing that independence. They did it in the 
face of that precedent which would forever say an Executive 
order can change, amend, or annul the salary schedules 
established under civil-service legislation. 

LEGISLATION BY EXECUTIVE ORDER 

And, Mr. Chairman, if a President, any President, can 
disregard salary schedules fixed by the Classification Act, 
he can rule that other laws involving expenditures can be 
set aside by Executive order. If the Attorney General is 
given the power to determine the jurisdiction of the Comp- 
troller General, as this bill definitely proposes to do, the 
Comptroller General’s authority to pass on certain ex- 
penditures will be denied by the Attorney General; and, if: 
that is not enough, the President, any President, is to be 
given the power to remove the Comptroller General. 

And if that is not enough the postauditing bureau of 
audits can bring in a justification bill and give a post- 
mortem legality to the illegal expenditure. 7 

The committee is saying to the Comptroller General and: 
the Attorney General, “You two must get together. You' 
must become one, but the Attorney General must be the 
one.” 

That Mr. Chairman is what sections 303 and 304 in the! 
proposed bill do. They destroy the independence of the 
Comptroller General and they destroy the control of Con- 
gress over the expenditures. Henceforth salaries and ex- 
penditures can be by Executive order—and that is a power 
proposed in this bill which, if enacted, does not expire in 
1940. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell] 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5. 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Dies]. 

Mr. DIES. Mr. Chairman, I have asked for this time in 
order to speak on behalf of an amendment which will be: 
offered by my colleague and friend, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. Knirrin], a member of the Reorganization Com- 
mittee. An amendment which will reserve to the Congress 
of the United States the right to reject any Executivve order 
by a majority vote and to retain ultimate control should be 
added to this bill. 

I cannot see how any one could oppose such an amend- 
ment. I um aware of the fact that some argument has been, 
advancea that it is unconstitutional. That argument 15 
predicated upon an opinion rendered by an Attorney Gen- 
eral in a Republican administration. I call your attention 
to the fact that the interpretation of the Constitution has 
radically changed since that time. I think that the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. KNIFFIN] will be prepared to present to 
this House logical reasons why the amendment should be 
incorporated in this measure. I believe that Congress can 
retain ultimate control in a constitutional manner. I do not 
believe that the President of the United States aspires to 
dictatorship or entertains the slightest idea in that respect. 

On the other hand, there is an instinctive fear in the 
American people against encroachment by the executive: 
department of the Government upon the functions and 
rights of the legislative department, and when we consider 
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what is happening throughout the world today, how step by 
step the rights of the people are being destroyed in the name 
of liberalism, in the name of the common man and under 
all sorts of pretexts, it is nothing but wholesome and right 
that the American people should jealously guard the liber- 
ties and rights which were purchased by the blood of their 
heroic ancestors. 

The President has said in his letter he would abide by the 
concurrent opinion of both branches, and I am sure he will. 
This being true, neither he nor anyone else should have any 
objection to the incorporation in specific terms of that pro- 
vision in this law. You and I are merely trustees who 
occupy a fiduciary relationship. We are not only dealing 
with our personal rights, but we are the guardians of the 
rights, the liberties, and the prerogatives of the American 
people. We therefore owe a duty to them to jealously guard 
those rights and to take every possible means to place in 
plain and unmistakable language such limitations and such 
restraints as will beyond the peradventure of doubt protect 
the rights of the American people. 

I hope the committee will accept the amendment, which 
will improve this bill. I know there is a great deal of propa- 
ganda which is inspired by political motives, but there is also 
a genuine belief on the part of many unselfish Americans 
that we must prevent the concentration of power. This 
belief is widespread and is not confined to any one class or 
to any one section. In the interest of the President and of 
the Democratic Party and of this Congress, it does seem to 
me there should be no objection to writing into this bill a 
simple, plain amendment that will reserve to us our func- 
tions and our rights as a great legislative body, so that when 
the Executive orders are issued, at least by a majority vote, 
if the President has made a mistake, we will have the oppor- 
tunity to correct that mistake. 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIES. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. Does the gentleman think this is a wise 
or auspicious time, in view of the world atmosphere, to ex- 
tend the powers of any Executive? 

Mr. DIES. May I say to the gentleman, I believe that 
bureaus and boards must be consolidated or abolished in 
appropriate cases. I doubt very seriously if the Congress 
will do it. The presence in our gallery of great hordes of 
people when there is an attempt made to curtail the func- 
tions of boards and bureaus, the pressure from certain or- 
ganized groups, the constant propaganda that hampers us in 
our undertaking to curtail and eliminate duplicating activ- 
ities of the Federal Government, all demonstrate that the 
Executive is in a better position to make recommendations. 
But still let us not forget it is our primary function and 
that if we transfer that function without retaining ultimate 
control we are confessing our inability to do it. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. CARTER]. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, as an indication of how 
one community in this country stands on the pending ques- 
tion, I want to read a telegram which I received a few 
minutes ago from the Merchants’ Association of Pittsburg, 
Calif. The telegram is addressed to me and reads as follows: 

PITTSBURG, CALIF., April 1, 1938. 
Congressman ALBERT E. CARTER, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

Contending that the reorganization bill now before the House 
is vicious, detrimental to business, and another step toward a 
dictatorship in these United States, businessmen of Pittsburg, 
Calif., are planning to close every store and business in the city 
for 1 day, in protest to passage of the bill, and call upon every 
other businessman in the country to do the same. We ask you 
as our Representative to vote against this bill and use all your 
influence to aid in its defeat. 

MERCHANTS’ COMMITTEE, 
FRANK J. HOLLENDER, Chairman. 

Let me say that Pittsburg is a thriving city of some 10,000 

population and that Mr. Hollender is a leading Democrat of 
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that community. I have no doubt the sentiment expressed 
in this telegram as manifested in the city of Pittsburg can 
be duplicated in hundreds of cities throughout the country. 
I ask the members of the committee to remember you are 
representing the folks back home. Take into consideration 
their sentiments before you determine how you are going 
to vote on this very important question. [Applause.] 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Powers}. 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, I am extremely grateful, 
particularly in view of the gag rule that has been invoked 
here by the Democratic majority, to obtain just 1 minute 
to express my disapproval of this bill. Never in the history 
of Congress has the majority tried to gag the minority as 
it is doing at this time. I understand there is a movement 
on foot to pass this bill or to vote on this bill by tomorrow 
night so the radio commentators throughout the country 
on Sunday and the press cannot tell the people of this 
country just what this bill is. I think this entire procedure 
is deplorable. I believe we should have a week or a month 
to debate this bill, and I believe the people of this country 
believe so, too. [Applause.] 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentleman from Michigan 
IMr. Doxprnol. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, with 1,100 telegrams and 
700 letters on my desk, all protesting against this bill, I rise 
this afternoon to express my opposition toward this bill so 
the House and the country may know my stand regarding 
it. 

We are confronted in this Government reorganization bill 
by a situation strange in the annals of this country, and 
unparalleled in the history of the Presidency. We are wit- 
nessing the spectacle of the administration using every 
power of persuasion, of threats of punishment, of promises 
of reward in order to force through this Congress a bill 
thrusting upon the Chief Executive the very powers which 
he is so anxious not to have that he awakened the newspaper 
correspondents at 1 o’clock in the morning down in Georgia 
to have them notify the Nation of that fact. 

All of the fallacious argument, all the belaboring of tech- 
nicalities of language, all the pettifogging that has been and 
is being indulged in concerning this measure does not conceal 
from this Congress and cannot conceal from the country the 
fact that the powers which would be granted the Chief 
Executive if this measure passes are dictatorial in their 
nature and nothing else. 

If Mr. Roosevelt meant what he said in that now famous 
letter to his unidentified friend, which he thought so im- 
portant to the country that he deemed it necessary to 
awaken the press correspondents at 1 o’clock in the morning 
to give them a copy of it, in order that they might convey a 
nightshirt message to the people, then we ought not to 
thrust upon him the powers which would be vested in him 
by this measure. 

If he did not mean what he said in that letter to his 
nameless friend, then the only purpose of that eerie mid- 
night performance must have been to enable the administra- 
tion leaders in this House to lash this bill through before 
the rising tide of public protest against it could reach the 
Members of this body in such volume as to result in its 
defeat. 

In the latter case, the Chief Executive is virtually in a 
race with scores of organizations and thousands upon thou- 
sands of citizens against time. If the administration can 
force this bill through before this rising volume of public 
protest can be effective, the President will have these powers, 
which he declares he does not want, regardless of the Nation- 
wide protest against the measure. 

Iam making no charge of insincerity against the President 
as to his famous midnight epistle, but I do say that the re- 
ports which are current concerning administration pres- 
sures which it is said were applied while the reorganization 
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bill was before the Senate contradict both the letter and the 
spirit of the President’s dream-hour declaration. 

Mr. Roosevelt has declared that he does not desire dicta- 
torial powers. I declare that the first step toward a dicta- 
torship under a political autocracy is the abdication by the 
parliamentary body of its own prerogatives and control over 
Executive acts and public expenditures. 

Regardless of what name you give to it, or of the manner 
by which you choose to excuse it, the provision in this bill 
that requires a two-thirds vote of this Congress to estop the 
Chief Executive from any act considered unwise or improper 
constitutes an abdication of its constitutional functions and 
duties. I assert that the provision in this bill denuding the 
Controller General’s Department of any power to prevent 
expenditures of public moneys before such expenditures are 
made, and which restricts that Department to the mere func- 
tion of notifying the Congress if, as, and when such illegal 
expenditures have been made, constitutes an abdication by 
this Congress of its constitutional function and duty of 
maintaining control over the expenditures of the public 
funds. 

The country will not be fooled by the propaganda now in 
full swing to gloss over the dangerous features of this vi- 
tally important piece of legislation. The country is now 
aware of the fact that every conceivable pressure has been 
brought to bear upon this Congress by the administration 
to rush this bill through in the face of a volume of public 
protest rising by the hour. 

Despite the effort of the President to cast slurs upon the 
Members of the Senate who conscientiously opposed this 
measure over there, despite the effort of the President to 
cast slurs upon the American Federation of Labor, and the 
National Grange, and scores of other organizations, and the 
thousands of citizens who employed their constitutional 
right of petition to their Representatives to ask that this 
iniquitous measure be defeated, the country will not be 
fooled. 

Never in all our history has there been such a glaring con- 
tradiction as that offered by the present situation in which 
the President, at 1 o’clock in the morning, assured the Na- 
tion that he wants no dictatorial powers, while his leaders 
in the Congress are employing every device known to par- 
liamentary tactics to lash this measure through the legis- 
lative body before the Nation-wide protest against it can be 
effective. 

Who is there who believes that if this measure is passed 
that the Congress will be able to curb the President in any 
act he may see fit to take so far as reorganization of gov- 
ernmental departments and agencies is concerned? Who 
is there who believes, in the face of the recent Presidential 
court martial of Chairman Arthur Morgan of the T. V. A., 
that Mr. Roosevelt will not find ways to extend his author- 
ity under the terms of this act into every commission and 
board and independent agency now existing? 

Who is there who believes that the civil service will con- 
tinue to grow and improve under a single administrator as 
provided for in this bill? 

Who is there who believes that that single administrator 
of the Civil Service Commission would be a courageous of- 
ficial who would defy the spoilsmen of the administration 
as their grasping fingers reached into the very vitals of the 
merit system to drag out political patronage, to pay faith- 
ful party henchmen political dues? 

For 50 years, under Republican administrations, under 
Democratic administrations, the battle to establish the merit 
system in governmental service has gone on, and every hour 
of that time has been a bitter struggle to accomplish an 
adequate and efficient civil service for the United States of 
America. For the first time in half a century, Mr. Speaker, 
if you please, there has been a retrogression in the civil 
service under the present administration. 

There is no question but what under the provisions of this 
bill, the civil service is at this very hour facing the possi- 
bility of wreckage. There is no question but what if this 
bill passes, with this civil-service provision in it, that the 
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efforts of those who were big enough and broad enough and 
patriotic enough to put country and principle above political 
expediency and patronage will within the next 3 years be 
frustrated and undone. 

It is little less than farcical, were it not so tragic, to pre- 
tend for a moment that this provision in this bill estab- 
lishing a single administrator over the civil service will not 
amount to and will not result in a reversion to the political 
spoils system in this country. 

Consider for a moment the provisions embraced in para- 
graph (V) of section 402 of the pending measure, which 
provides that persons not in the service of the Federal Gov- 
ernment who are experts in some aspects of personnel 
administration can be employed at a rate up to $25 per day 
for consulting with, advising, or attending conferences of 
representatives of the administration. There is no limit 
imposed here as to the sums of the taxpayers’ money which 
may be spent for these so-called “experts.” There is not 
a line to say what their qualifications shall be. There is 
nothing in this act to determine who shall define who are 
or are not experts to be employed under this blanket 
authority for indefinite terms at a rate of $25 a day, plus 
subsistence and other expenses. There is not a line to limit 
the number of such experts, the duration of their service, 
the amount of their other expenses, or to define their 
qualifications. Why, Mr. Chairman, this section, taken in 
connection with that changing the power and authority of 
the Comptroller General, leaves a situation where we might 
just as well vote the Chief Executive lump sums to be ex- 
pended solely at his discretion, without any check whatever 
by this Congress, and then go home. Under such a situa- 
tion, we could at least hold the President responsible for 
such expenditures. Under the provisions of this bill, how- 
ever, the responsibility may be passed from the Chief Execu- 
tive to any one of the 40 or 50 or more heads of depart- 
ments, by the excuse that they requested the services of an 
expert. 

Why, Mr. Chairman, there has not in the history of this 
Congress been presented a plan which will more effectively 
open the door for the distribution of juicy plums and 
luscious sinecures to political henchmen than is provided in 
this single paragraph. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, consider the next paragraph (VI). 
That paragraph authorizes the President, or somebody un- 
der him, to purchase manuscripts from, or to meet the costs 
of special studies made by private persons, corporations, or 
other organizations, at the request of, or in cooperation 
with, the administration. 

Not a line, if you please, defining what kind of manu- 
scripts, what character of studies, how much they shall cost, 
how many there shall be of them, or what the limit of the 
total sum so spent shall be. 

Why, Mr. Chairman, in the fact of an unbalanced Budget, 
getting further out of balance every day; in the face of the 
taxpayers of this country staggering under an intolerable 
burden of taxation, these provisions are utterly indefensible 
and inexpressibly dangerous. 

Let us consider now, for a moment section 5 of part 3 
of the bill establishing the Department of Welfare. 

Under section 5, the Secretary of Welfare is authorized to 
promote the public health, safety, and sanitation; the pro- 
tection of the consumer; the cause of education; the relief 
of unemployment, and so forth. 

Here again, no limitation except the discretion of the 
President is provided for. The term “shall promote” is as 
broad as the ocean and as high as the skies. Under that 
grant of power, the Secretary of Welfare could proceed to 
socialize medicine throughout this country. He could make 
any sort of regulations which he could call “safety regula- 
tions.” He could do anything he chose under the guise of 
promoting sanitation. He would be in complete control of 
education, as well as of relief, and assistance to the unem- 
ployed, the aged, and the physically disabled. 

Why, under this single paragraph, the Secretary of Wel- 
fare would be made a dictator in plain terms. It is un- 
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believable that we are actually, seriously considering here 
today granting any such unlimited power to any such official 
of government, without any limitations upon the money he 
may spend, and without any definition or limitation of his 
duties and powers, except that one vague term, “shall pro- 
mote.” 

It is little wonder that the National Grange has said that 
the passage of this bill will leave the Congress of the United 
States an empty and powerless agency to be used merely for 
appropriating funds for the use of the executive depart- 
ment of Government. 

It is little wonder, if he read this bill which now is before 
the House, that Mr. Roosevelt thought it was necessary to 
awaken the press correspondents at 1 o’clock in the morn- 
ing to tell the country he does not desire dictatorial powers. 

Argue as you will, those of you who favor this bill, try to 
befog the issue as you may, try to plead confidence in the 
executive department as you will, you are face to face with 
this stark fact, that you are considering the abdication by 
the Congress of all of its powers of control over government 
which is the first step toward dictatorship; such a far step 
as to make perfectly easy the accomplishment of a political 
dictatorship in the United States before the people can 
realize what is happening and before they can gird them- 
selves to defend their liberties. 

I warn you now that if you take this step you will make 
necessary, sooner or later, a revolt on the part of the citi- 
zens of this country, and a struggle to recover their lost 
liberties and their rights of self-government, that will lead 
to God alone knows what disorder and chaos. 

I find it difficult, as I stand here on this floor today, to 
realize that I find it necessary to raise my voice against any 
such incredibly iniquitous, dangerous, and unprecedented 
measure, granting such unlimited powers to the executive 
branch of the Government as this measure proposes to do. 

Every Member of this body knows this moment that the 
tide of public protest against this bill is rising by the hour. 
Every Member of this body knows that the volume of that 
protest is growing by the moment. Every Member of this 
body knows that if the debate in the Senate had gone a week 
longer, the reorganization proposal would never have passed 
that body. Every Member of this body knows that if this 
measure is not driven through this House by the whip and 
spur of the administration within the next few days, the 
volume of public protest will be such that it will never be 
enacted. 

If there are any here who are indulging themselves in 
the hope that the American people do not know and will not 
find out how they have been betrayed if this bill is passed, all 
such are entertaining futile expectations. The American 
people will know how they have been betrayed. The American 
people will know how their representatives have failed them. 
And the American people, although by their protest they may 
not be able to stop the passage of this bill now, will register 
their feelings at the polls next November. They will again 
register their wrath in 1940. 

Here we stand today with the eyes of the world upon us, 
with America the hope and the inspiration of all the peo- 
ples of the world who love liberty and believe in democracy. 
If and when we pass this measure we will betray not only our 
own citizens, but we will betray the hope of the world. If 
we pass this bill, we will have spurned the blood of our fore- 
fathers shed upon the fields of America to achieve liberty 
and the right of self government. 3 

Are you ready to take this step? Iam not. [Applause.] 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from New York [Mr. PFEIFER]. 

Mr. PFEIFER. Mr. Chairman, I rise at this time to in- 
form the Chairman of the select committee and the Members 
of the Committee of the Whole that I am going to offer 
an amendment tomorrow to part 3, regarding the depart- 
ment of welfare, calling for the secretary of the department 
of public welfare to be a member of the medical profession. 
This part clearly states that this department shall promote 
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the public health, which means beyond a question of doubt 
the beginning of socialization of medicine. One can under- 
stand from the phrases used throughout this section that this 
means not only the beginning of socialization of medicine 
but also of education itself. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the Committee will accept my 
amendment. [Applause.] 

Mr, BELL. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order a 
quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Towry). The Chair will count 
[After counting.] One hundred and twenty-two Members 
are present, a quorum. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts, Mr. Chairman, I yield 
15 minutes to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BOILEAU]. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to state at this time to the Commit- 
tee that I think we are much more courteous in recognizing 
that very important group headed by the gentleman from 
Wisconsin than is the majority side. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I should like to say I 
come here this afternoon feeling very sincerely that this 
problem must be disposed of in the interest of the American 
people. A good d has been said about this bill being a 
dictatorship bill. I do not desire to enter into that con- 
troversy. I do not desire to go into the technical question 
of whether this bill does or does not give to the President 
of the United States dictatorship power. I do say, however, 
that apparently a large percentage of the people of this 
country honestly feel, either rightly or wrongly, that this 
is a dictatorship bill. If we in the consideration of this bill 
can so amend it as to bring about the desired results of 
reorganization and at the same time let the people of the 
United States know the Congress is not surrendering any 
of its power, we will be doing something in the interest of 
this great democracy of ours. I appeal to the membership 
of the House this afternoon to give just a few moments 
consideration to an amendment I propose to offer at the 
proper time, which in my judgment will enable this Govern- 
ment of ours to carry on a program of reorganization and 
at the same time will not mean a surrender to the Execu- 
tive of any of the power the Congress now has. 

The distinguished gentleman from Texas [Mr. Ds], a 
little while ago referred to the amendment to be introduced 
by the distinguished gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KNIFFIN]. 
He referred to the amendment that would provide that be- 
fore the reorganization plan submitted by the President 
would go into effect it would have to be approved by a con- 
current resolution of both Houses of Congress. To my mind, 
this proposition seems sound and reasonable. However, 
the gentleman from Texas pointed out that the President 
of the United States, and I do not desire at all to take issue 
with him, questions the constitutionality of using for this 
purpose a concurrent resolution which merely expresses the 
opinion of both Houses of Congress, the President’s view 
being that a concurrent resolution could not nullify the 
act of the President in compliance with a law passed by the 
Congress. Whether the position of the President is right 
or wrong, if you will read paragraph 6 of the President’s 
letter to an unknown friend, which was released the other 
night, I believe you will agree the President at least inti- 
mates he would be willing to have this matter in the hands 
of Congress if it were practicable, or if it could be done 
within the Constitution. He stated a joint resolution sus- 
pending the operation of this law would be necessary. Bear 
in mind, the existing law, which is carried out in this re- 
organization amendment, provides that an Executive order 
of the President must be submitted to the Congress, and 
Congress has 60 days in which to disapprove the order by 
a joint resolution. 

It does not say by joint resolution, it says by law, which 
means a joint resolution in this instance, but under exist- 
ing law, which is carried forward in this bill, if the Presi- 
dent’s program were disapproved by a joint resolution, that 
joint resolution disapproving his action would have to go 
back to the President for his signature, and if he vetoed 
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the joint resolution disapproving his action, it means that 
two-thirds of both Houses of Congress would have to act in 
order to prevent the order from going into effect. 

Now, the President says, in effect, he does not need this 
extra precaution because he made it very clear that he would 
not, or does not expect to, put any reorganization program 
into effect if the considered judgment of a majority of the 
Members of both Houses disapprove such action. So I say 
to you that in all fairness the President meant to give the 
country the impression, and did give the country the im- 
pression, that on principle he was willing to leave it to the 
Congress, but he was afraid that action by concurrent reso- 
lution would be unconstitutional. Therefore I shall offer 
this amendment at the proper time: 

On page 44, after line 2, insert a new paragraph, as 
follows: 

(4) Section 407, as amended, is amended by striking out all of 
said section and inserting in lieu thereof the following: “When- 
ever the President makes an Executive order under the provisions 
of this chapter, such Executive order shall be submitted to the 
Congress while in session and shall not become effective unless“ 

Bear this in mind, it shall not become effective unless— 
not until, but unless— 

“within 60 calendar days after such transmission Congress shall, 
by joint resolution, approve such Executive order or orders.” 

This takes away any question about the constitutionality 
of it. This means we give him the right to go ahead and 
work out this problem and submit to the Congress his Ex- 
ecutive order, but such Executive order does not become 
effective in case Congress fails to act, but will become effec- 
tive only in case the Congress or a majority of both Houses 
by joint resolution approves the proposition. 

I submit, in all fairness, the President of the United 
States or his advocates for this particular legislation on the 
floor here cannot say that this does not give ample authority 
for reorganization of the Government, because I submit 
that under this proposal everything can be accomplished 
which Congress, the representatives of the people, are willing 
to stand for, and nothing more, and this is a fair enough 
proposition. 

Mr. PETTENGILL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I yield to the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. PETTENGILL. The proposition that the gentleman 
from Wisconsin has laid before the House is substantially 
the Wheeler amendment? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I may say it is substantially that, ex- 
cept the Wheeler amendment goes into writing rules for the 
consideration of the bill. I do not believe the rules of the 
Senate should be involved in this legislation. If it becomes 
necessary in order to insure action within 60 days by the 
Congress, the House of Representatives and the United 
States Senate both, if they deem it necessary, can adopt 
rules for the consideration of this type of legislation in the 
respective bodies, or they can, under the Constitution, in 
my judgment, adopt joint rules. 

Such rules, of course, would be subject to change; but, 
after all, if this amendment is put in the bill there are two 
ways by which we can defeat the program; one is by voting 

it down and the other is by changing the rules that bring 
about its consideration; and so long as a majority of the 
Members of both Houses want the type of reorganization 
the President recommends, we can act, we are potent, we 
are able to do the thing; and I submit that when the recom- 
mendation or the Executive order comes to this House and 
to the Senate it comes up, not subject to amendment because 
the law provides that it shall be approved within 60 days or 
disapproved—not in part, not this part or that part, but the 
whole thing. So the question of logrolling is knocked out 
of it. There is no chance of trading votes. We have got 
to take it or leave it; and, after all, the President of the 
United States cannot justify an Executive order reorganizing 
the Government unless it is of a type that at least a majority 
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of the Members of both Houses are willing to accept. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I yield to the gentleman from Oklahoma, 

Mr. NICHOLS. I believe the gentleman in his amendment 
uses the words “joint resolution”? 

Mr. BOILEAU. That is right. 

Mr. NICHOLS. If a joint resolution must be signed by the 
President before it can have the force of law, even though 
you provide in your amendment that it will take a joint reso- 
lution, if the President refused to sign it, would you not be 
in the same position you are now? 

Mr. BOILEAU. No; that question has been asked me sev- 
eral times. The President submits a program and we adopt 
it in toto, is there anyone who believes he is going to veto it? 

Mr. NICHOLS. But we might refuse to do it by a joint 
resolution. 

Mr. BOILEAU. That is right, and that is the control we 
have, and then it is as dead as a door nail. We have got to 
approve it in 60 days, and I would put the 60-day provision 
in there so no one will say we are leaving it so that it may 
drag along. We dispose of it immediately and it will be 
effective. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Why not use the word “concurrent” in- 
stead of joint“? 

Mr. BOILEAU. Because the President of the United 
States has said that there is a constitutional question in- 
volved. It is just exactly the same thing. It provides for 
a concurrent resolution. It leaves the control in the ma- 
jority of this House and the Senate. It accomplishes the 
same. It brings it back for our approval, and I submit that 
a joint resolution is preferable to a concurrent resolution be- 
cause neither the President of the United States, nor anyone 
else can say it is unconstitutional. 

Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOILEAU. Yes. 

Mr. HARLAN. Under law as it is now, if the President 
submits a plan of reorganization to Congress, and it meets 
with the approval of Congress, we do not have to have a joint 
resolution. 

Mr. BOILEAU. That is correct. I submit the President 
must make a recommendation to do it. He makes a recom- 
mendation. It goes to a committee. The committee takes 
it and some gentleman will say, “I do not want this 
department cut out,” or some will say that he does not 
want the other department interfered with, and as a result, 
it brings the proposition back here on the floor if it is not 
acceptable to anybody or to Congress. In other words, the 
President tells us in advance by this proposal just about 
the kind of a reorganization bill that he will stand for, and 
we would have time to know in advance what he wants. 
We would know that it will not be vetoed, and it must be 
voted up or down, and if there is any need for a specific rule 
for consideration of the matter in the Senate or the House, 
both the House and the Senate have the right to pass their 
own rules. The Constitution says they can. They can pass 
any rule they want to. They can adopt the rule that the 
Wheeler amendment contains if they want to do that. The 
gentleman from New York [Mr. O'Connor] is a firm believer 
in reorganization, but he wants Congress to reorganize. I 
am satisfied that the gentleman from New York could 
within 15 minutes bring a rule back here that would be 
approved by all Members of the House. Some people have 
told me that the Senate would never agree to anything of 
the kind and stop their debate. Any Senator who will vote 
for this bill giving the President carte blanche authority, 
certainly would vote for a bill that will stop them from | 
talking for 2 months. I do not think there will be any 
trouble. I hope the House will give this consideration, and 
will bear it in mind, even if it is a proposal that does not 
come from the Democratic side or from the Republican side. 

I hope gentlemen will give this matter serious considera- 
tion, because I am convinced it is not so important whether 
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or not we pass this bill that gives the President dictatorial 
power as it is to convince the American people that the Con- 
gress of the United States will not surrender its power, that 
the Congress of the United States is going to retain its power; 
and that is as much as I have to say on the subject. 

Mr. DUNN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I am sorry, but I have only very little 
time left. I want to emphasize the importance of this pro- 
posal. It is made in friendly consideration of the American 
people. I do not offer this in criticism of the bill, nor in 
support of the bill. I offer this as a proposal that will keep 
control in the hands of Congress and will still provide for a 
reorganization, and any friend of reorganization and also 
any friend of the President knows very well that any Con- 
gress that has votes enough to pass this type of legislation 
now before us-will have votes enough to accept the recom- 
mendation of the President if it is reasonable, and I believe 
that we can carry out a program. I ask gentlemen to study 
this amendment between now and tomorrow. I shall offer 
it at the first opportunity I get, and I ask gentlemen to 
study it and give it fair consideration, and I believe all will 
recognize that with the power of the Senate and the House 
to adopt rules making it a matter of the highest privilege, 
it will work out to be in the interest of the American people. 
[Applause.] 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Maas]. 

Mr. MAAS. Mr. Chairman, we must all admit that the 
Government structure needs drastic revision and reorganiza- 
tion, but this bill goes beyond that in that it is the beginning 
of a change in our form of government. 

The Congress itself is the source of the authority to estab- 
lish the various departments and agencies of Government. 
Congress itself should be the authority for reorganizing and 
consolidating and eliminating bureaus, and so forth. 

To delegate to the Executive the power to eliminate an 
agency created by Congress may very well be used to defeat 
the very purpose of the Congress in establishing that agency. 
The Congress, as the most direct representative of the peo- 
ple, frequently feels it desirable and essential to create an 
agency in the Government independent of the President and 
executive departments for the very purpose of reviewing ac- 
tions of the Executive and his subordinates as part of our 
system of balances and checks. 

To give the President the power to abolish such an agency, 
even though presumably its functions are only transferred, 
is obviously unwise in a democracy. It might easily circum- 
vent the whole policy of having a check by Congress upon 
excesses by Executive bureaucracy. 

Executive-controlled bureaucracy is the greatest threat to 
democracy. There are many features of the bill I do not 
like, but let me use the case of civil-service administration 
as an illustration. 

We have a standing committee in the House on civil 
service, of which I am a member. The Civil Service Com- 
mittee of the House has studied this problem for many 
years. It has been a continuous process, and that commit- 
tee now has a bill to extend the civil service, upon which 
extensive hearings have been held and great consideration 
has been given to the subject. Your select committee has 
not had the benefit nor the advantage of this study, which 
the standing committee has made, and it is an utter im- 
possibility to expect them to deal with such a comprehensive 
program in a very limited time and with the limited 
facilities at their hands. Our committee was not consulted, 
our recommendations have been ignored. We have before 
our Civil Service Committee now a bill which will actually 
extend the merit system in Government. I do not believe 
there is a greater threat to democracy than the patronage 
system, and the one safeguard against patronage control 
by one branch of the Government of another branch, is to 
extend the merit system. We all know the power that the 
Executive has, any Executive, over a legislative body in 


LXLXXIII— 291 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


4607 


controlling legislation, if he can control the patronage upon 
which the Members of the legislative body depend for their 
election. 

We have heard a great deal about being sold out by 
telegrams. But what about the black pictures in American 
history when the will of the people has been defeated by 
the open barter of legislation through the use of buying 
and selling votes on legislative bills through dispensing jobs 
to Senators and Congressmen. We are all familiar with 
it. This bill does not correct that situation, it does not 
even strike at it. 

We are not half so much in danger of losing our democ- 
racy through war nor Communist agitation, nor propa- 
ganda as we are in danger of destroying representative gov- 
ernment by failing to enact and protect an adequate merit 
system. This has been the desire of the American people 
for many years, but it is being destroyed. Instead of cor- 
recting the situation we are accentuating it. The provision 
in the bill in regard to civil service rather than protecting 
the merit system is giving protection and giving the benefit 
of legal protection to the perpetuation of the spoils system, 
the very thing which for years we have been trying to pre- 
vent. This bill in that respect sets back 100 years the cause 
of advancing the democratic processes and leaving the leg- 
islative branch free of interference by the Executive. The 
one hope of making the legislative body free and independ- 
ent and responsible solely to constituents, is abolition of 
the spoils system. Let Members of Congress be judged for 
reelection upon their legislative record rather than upon a 
political machine which they may build through the use of 
patronage. The way to stop this is to take patronage out 
of the hands not only of Congress but of the executive 
departments. 

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. MAAS. I yield. 

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. What would the gentleman 
think of a proposal so to amend the Constitution as to pro- 
hibit any Member of the legislative body, Senate or House, 
being appointed to any judicial or Government office during 
his term of service? 

Mr. MAAS. I think it would help very much. I have a 
bill pending which would make it a felony for a Member of 
Congress even to recommend anybody for a Federal appoint- 
ment. [Applause.] 

If I am reelected, I intend to reintroduce it in even 
stronger terms next session. 

A one-man civil-service administrator, subservient to the 
President, is not conducive to impartial administration of 
the civil-service laws and the protection of Government em- 
ployees in their civil-service rights. The case of the removal 
of Arthur T. Morgan, Chairman of the T. V. A., is an illus- 
tration of how a President can control] such an agency. 

The cry is raised that Congress has had the power to 
have reorganized the bureaus of the Government at any 
time, and still has done nothing about it. The truth is, 
Congress has never had the support of the President in a 
movement to itself reorganize the Government. 

The President has never recommended a plan nor program 
to accomplish the purpose of simplifying the clumsy, top- 
heavy Government organization. He has only asked 
authority to permit him to do it himself. 

The proper, orderly, democratic way to do this thing is 
to have the President submit the results of his studies and 
his plan for reorganizing the Government structure to the 
Congress and then let us in an orderly way, with the benefit 
of the specialized knowledge of our various standing commit- 
tees, study and pass upon the plan, judging each change 
upon its merits. 

Why this rush to continue to delegate our powers? 

The essence of democracy is that the direction of Gov- 
ernment and the all-important functions of raising the 
Tevenues and providing for the expenditures of public funds, 
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should be in the hands of the legislative agency of the 
people. If you delegate to the spending agency—the Execu- 
tive—the control also over raising the funds and virtual 
unrestricted power to spend the money without restraint, 
you no longer have democracy. 

The Constitution sets up the Congress as the most imme- 
diately responsive agency to represent the will of the people. 
It therefore gave exclusively to the Congress the power to lay 
taxes and provide for the appropriations of public monies. 

Surely, the President has a plan for reorganizing the 
executive branch of the Government. If he does not have, 
then he is in no better position than he claims Congress is. 

If he does have a plan, why should not he submit the plan 
to the Congress and let us pass upon his plan? 

If Congress continues to delegate its powers and responsi- 
bilities the time will surely come, when the Congress, as the 
direct representatives of the people, will permanently lose 
those powers. They will lose them, not for themselves, but 
for the people whom they represent. 

This constant delegation of power by the Congress to 
the President must stop, or our very form of government 
will be basically changed. If Congress continues to fail to 
function in its obligations, the right to function will be lost, 
and 500 years’ struggle—from the granting of the Magna 
Carta—to achieve our democracy will be lost with it. 

To persist in this policy of delegating our duties, respon- 
sibilities, and powers is to sell the peoples’ birthright for a 
mess of potage. 

But I fear the purpose behind this demand to turn this 
power over to the Executive is more than a mere desire to 
expedite a job that Congress seems slow at accomplishing. 

Taken with the Supreme Court control bill, which was 
recommended to the Congress at the same time, it takes on 
a deep significance. Taken still further with the military 
control bill, which also provides for Congress to delegate all 
of its powers to the President, the whole trend becomes 
apparent. 

There is a definite relationship between these various 
proposed measures, all administration supported, and all 
employing the same method, and all seeking the same pur- 
pose, the transference from Congress to the President of the 
powers of government. 

What economy, and efficiency, that might be accomplished, 
if any, would be temporary, but at price of a permanent loss 
to the people to control their governmental affairs by direct 
representation. e 

Another dangerous provision is the setting up of a bureau- 
cratic control of education. It may be true that this bill 
in itself does not go all the way in this matter, but it is a 
sinister step in a program that has been pushed for 20 
years. What the proponents of a Federal Department of 
Education have never been able to accomplish directly, they 
seek to obtain by indirection in this bill. The ultimate ob- 
ject is and always has been Federal bureaucratic control of 
the schools of this country. 

Congress has refused for 20 years to grant this power to 
any bureau of the Government. 

But the ugly head of federalized educational control rears 
itself in this bill. 

Democracy is certainly gone when bureaucrats and poli- 
ticians can control the schools of the country and make of 
them a vast propaganda organization and a powerful politi- 
cal machine. He who controls the. school system of the 
country will control the people themselves. 

All of these things taken together clearly show that this 
bill puts altogether too much power for any one person to 
wield in the hands of one man. This is too dangerous no 
matter who that man may be. 

This bill should be, and I hope will be, defeated. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. GEAR- 
HART]. 

- Mr. GEARHART. Mr. Chairman, the uniformly large at- 
tendance upon the proceedings of this Committee, the 
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crowded galleries, the thousands upon thousands of letters 
and telegrams that have been pouring in to the Members of 
Congress these past few days, attest to the fact that, in the 
estimation of the country, we have before us today one of the 
most important proposals that has ever been submitted to 
the consideration of this body. 

In view of the fact that so many people regard this leg- 
islation as of the utmost importance, I am shocked, as I 
know the Nation must be shocked, by the indecent haste 
which the managers of this bill have availed themselves of 
in precipitating this little-understood measure upon the floor 
of the House of Representatives. Why all this haste? Why 
is it that this bill, which has been pending for over a year in 
all of its phases, must so suddenly, without preceding hear- 
ings nor adequate explanation, be thrust upon our attention? 

Why should we be asked to forego the careful considera- 
tion of this highly controversial and vigorously protested leg- 
islation and to hurl it into conference before the week ends? 
It is not because we have not the time available. Next 
week’s legislative calendar is clear. 

Is it because those who are the friends of this scheme to 
reorganize the executive branch of the Government are 
afraid to accord to the people of the United States a chance 
to be heard; a chance to give expression of their views upon 
it? Are they afraid to give to the people of this country a 
sufficient time to exercise their constitutional right to peti- 
tion the Congress lest the verdict of those we have the honor 
to represent should be revealed as condemnatory of the 
sweeping delegation of the legislative prerogative to the 
Chief Executive which this strangely extraordinary proposal, 
if translated into law, would accomplish? 

Are we being given that which in the common venacular 
is so often referred to as “the rush act“? Others less 
friendly to him than I have always tried to be might be con- 
strained to say that the gentleman at the other end of the 
Avenue, in contemptuous disregard of that small dignity to 
which we as legislators still lay claim, was trying to apply 
to the Members of this body the well-known but little- 
relished “bum’s rush.” [Laughter.] 

Personally, I cannot subscribe to this utterly indefensible 
method of enacting legislation. Unless generous time is 
allowed for a thoroughgoing debate of this all-important 
measure I shall have no other recourse than to vote against 
it. And I shall vote against it unless the slap-stick, mule- 
driving tactics of those who are sponsoring this legislative 
proposal are immediately abandoned in the interest of a 
full, fair, thoughtful, and complete discussion of all of the 
subjects with which this measure treats. [Applause.] 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. STACK]. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Chairman, a distinguished friend of 
mine, a colleague from Texas, told me that there is a whis- 
pering campaign in the cloakrooms to the effect that the 
American Federation of Labor has withdrawn its opposition 
to this bill. I just talked to the American Federation of 
Labor. They are still against it. They did tell me, however, 
that Jimmy Roosevelt told the representatives of the rail- 
road brotherhoods that they would not touch the Mediation 
Board or the Railroad Retirement Board. [Laughter.] In 
other words, a deal was made with them to get them to 
come out now in support of this bill; but Jimmy Roosevelt, 
nice boy that he is, cannot speak for other Presidents that 
I hope and pray will succeed his illustrious father. The 
world is looking to America to preserve democracy and let 
the people, who, after all, are the Government, rule. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. SHAFER]. 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I am opposed 
to this so-called Government reorganization bill. In the 
very brief time that has been granted me I desire to call 
the attention of the members of the Committee to the fact 
that business conditions in my State of Michigan are very 
bad. We are in a terrible depression and unless the present 
decline can be checked we will experience far more serious 
times than we had in 1929 and 1930. 
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The present conditions and the attitude shown by the 
President have caused thoughtful citizens, regardless of 
party affiliations, to become disturbed and apprehensive. 
Call the present flood of protesting telegrams and letters a 
result of a conspiracy if you will. You can say they have 
been “purchased,” but I say it is fear caused by the way 
the President has conducted himself in office. A great many 
people think he wants to be dictator. You cannot blame 
them. He certainly is in a peculiar state of mind when he 
finds it necessary to wake newspaper reporters up at mid- 
night to spread the word that he denies ambitions of 
dictatorship. 

The greatest service President Roosevelt could perform for 
the American people today would be to instruct his leaders 
who are attempting to shove this bill down the throats of 
the Congress and the American people, to suspend efforts to 
pass the bill at this time. Such an act would do more to 
restore confidence in the President than anything else that 
could be done. 

If the President insists upon whipping this bill through 
now he will do untold harm. There is no doubt but that 
some executive departments need reorganizing, particularly 
if some economy resulted. Such changes, however, should 
only come after long deliberation and debate and according 
to democratic methods. 

I sincerely hope this bill will be recommitted in order that 
this Congress may better consider these fundamental and 
extraordinary changes at a more favorable time. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time or so much thereof as I may 
use. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe never in the history of any Con- 
gress have the people of our country been more interested 
in any measure, nor more opposed to any measure. One of 
the old post-office clerks stated that more mail has come 
through the post office than ever before in a short period. 

Mr. Chairman, today the countries of the world are upset. 
New forms of government, some very unwelcome, have been 
adopted in many countries. The people of our country are 
living in fear today. I speak not as a Republican, not as a 
Democrat, not as a new dealer; I speak as a Member of 
Congress, the representative of 300,000 people, the second 
largest district in the State of Massachusetts. 

Mr. Chairman, we in Congress are going to be judged by 
our vote. We are responsible to our constituents, to the 
citizens of the United States. 

We are not responsible to the President of the United 
States. Personally I have a high regard for him. He was a 
classmate of my husband and a friend of long standing. 
But I owe a duty to the people of my district and to the 
people of America. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, I have not received one single letter en- 
dorsing this reorganization bill. The telegrams and the 
letters that have come to me and other Members of the 
House show the state of terror that exists in the minds of 
everyone today. We are in a state of panic, financially and 
mentally. I believe the passage of the pending bill would 
tremendously increase this panic. 

I am the ranking minority member of the Civil Service 
Committee as well as the ranking minority member of the 
World War Veterans’ Committee. I have always believed in 
the merit system and this is one of the principal reasons 
I am speaking at the present time. Both of these depart- 
ments will be affected by this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, you have always taken a great interest in 
the Federal-employees, just as I have and as have many of 
our colleagues. We are all together in this fight to save 
the merit system and there should not be a party dividing 
line. Do you realize, and I know many of the Members do, 
that today the Federal employees live in fear, in a terror of 
losing their jobs? The Boston Lodge 413, American Federa- 
tion of Government Employees, telegraphed me their opposi- 
tion to the bill, to mention just one group. If this bill is 
passed and the country continues in this state of despair, 
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financial and otherwise, your constituents and my constitu- 
ents will blame us for the condition. They will blame us for 
wrecking the country. They will not blame the President 
so much as us, their Representatives. If we give up our 
power, they will have every right to blame us, because they 
warned us ahead of time. 

Mr. Chairman, when the President stated “the Senate 
could not be bought by telegrams,” he implied that those 
Senators who voted against the reorganization bill could be 
bought. The Members have read in their correspondence 
from their constituents, just as I have in mine, the insinua- 
tion that the direct quotation of the President has still 
further frightened the people. They have always felt they 
had the right to petition and write their Members of Con- 
gress. By that statement they believe the President is try- 
ing to take away that right from them and no matter what 
the President said in his letter written to Congress about 
not wanting to become a dictator, they believe he will be- 
come a dictator if this bill is passed. He certainly will have 
that power. 

Mr. Chairman, I earnestly trust and hope the pending bill 
will be defeated. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Knir- 
FIN] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. KNIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, I have asked for this time, 
but shall not use all of it. I have determined that I shall 
yield at least 40 minutes to the opponents of this measure 
and 20 minutes to the proponents. 

Mr. Chairman, I now yield 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. O’Connor]. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman, I may hit 
that sun on the horizon yet about which I expressed super- 
stitution, I have been trying to get time for days. Naturally 
I tried to get it in my own right as chairman of the Rules 
Committee. I had something to do with the creation of this 
special committee, but it appears that the chairman of the 
Rules Committee will not be permitted to be recognized for 
1 hour in his own right, so I have been begging and borrow- 
ing, principally from the minority, the Republican side, the 
opportunity to speak. So there you are. But I am still 
young and shall be around here for a long time to come. 

After this 1 hour’s final debate, undoubtedly a motion 
to close debate will be made. I believe that motion should 
be defeated. This House should recess from tonight until 
Monday, at. which time it should again take up general 
debate on the pending bill. (Applause.) 

Mr. Chairman, I detest reading my remarks, but this 
occasion is so important I hope you will indulge me. There 
is nothing I enjoy more than the cross-fire of debate, but I 
trust you will go along with me until I have finished at least 
part of the statement I desire to make. 

Mr. Chairman, rising in opposition to this reorganization 
bill is not a pleasant duty to me. I trust my action will not 
be misinterpreted by my close associates in this House as 
any opposition to them or in opposition to our great Chief 
Executive. If, in opposing this bill, as I conscientiously do 
as a patriotic duty, I am in opposition to the wishes of the 
President, it is the first time I have failed to support his 
program. And in passing let me say that of all the Demo- 
crats in this House, I am the only Democrat, I believe, who 
so nearly approaches a 100 percent record in support of the 
President. Let me emphasize that fact in view of state- 
ments to the contrary during the past few years in the press 
and even in Democratic caucus. Let me emphasize that 
fact at the beginning, because some might thoughtlessly 
challenge that statement. I can see only one Democrat in 
this House besides myself who might have that record in 
support of the President. When I hear Democrats on the 
floor talking about “Our great leader, we must support him,” 
I recall that only a short time ago they were fighting his 
program. When I say supporting a “100 percent” program 
since 1933, I include the votes on prohibition, the bonus, the 
economy bill, the wage and hour bill, and the vetoes, be- 
cause it is not a long time ago I was one of only 13 heroic 
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Democrats who stood with the President on a veto. [Ap- 
plause.] 

Only the other day I stood on the floor of this House fight- 
ing for the right of the President to perform his own func- 
tions and appoint unimportant officials without the neces- 
sity of confirmation by another body. 

Now, if there is anybody outside of one man on this side 
of the House who has a record of so nearly 100 percent sup- 
port of the President, let him stand in his place, taking into 
consideration the items I have mentioned. I notice no one 
stands. 

Today I am consistent in opposing any usurpation by the 
Executive of the functions of Congress, a fight I have been 
carrying on for years. 

My position on this matter of taking up the reorganiza- 
tion bill at this time is well known. On Monday of this 
week, after the passage of the Senate bill, I made the fol- 
lowing statement: 

Now that the Senate has passed its reorganization bill, by a 
very narrow margin, it will be referred to the Special Committee 
on Reorganization of the House of Representatives. As reports 
from that committee have a privileged status, the bill will not 
come before the Rules Committee for action. 

It is my considered personal opinion, however, that the House 
special committee might well let the bill peacefully slumber in 
some cobwebbed pigeonhole. This is no time to further inflame 
our people by such a legislative gesture. 

It may well be that our tal set-up needs overhaul- 
ing. And it also may well be that such a job can best be done by 
the Executive, but in these days of vast unemployment, and busi- 
ness in hysterics, it is no time to push this legislation, which has 
so aroused the people, as a further intrusion of the executive 
branch on the prerogatives of the legislative body. [Applause.] 

Right or wrong, the bill would lend nothing toward the prob- 
lem of solving unemployment—it might tend in the opposite di- 
rection—and surely it has no relation whatsoever to reassuring a 
much abused business world. [Applause.] 

Our people are in no frame of mind at the present moment for 
the reception of this procedural gesture. After the unemployment 
situation is solved and business is reassured, there will be plenty 
— time for this house cleaning. Get the fire out and then clean 

ouse. 

Psychologically, the bill should be permitted to requiescat in pace. 

Happily the Senate bill is “slumbering in that cobwebbed 
Pigeonhole,” but the House special reorganization com- 
mittee seems not to have heard the voice of the people and 
now comes forward with House bills, which, while they are 
less offensive than the Senate bill, are equally objectionable 
to the country. 

In my 15 years in Congress I have never heard such 
protests against any measure. From my district in New 
York and throughout the country, I have received thou- 
sands of letters and telegrams from our citizens mostly 
letters written in longhand. They are not chain letters. 
They are not the result of propaganda. I know propaganda 
when I see it. It goes into that great invention, the waste- 
paper basket. Surely no one here could say I ever was 
influenced by propaganda—or even abuse. 

I have resisted propaganda. I took this position against 
this bill before a letter came in to me. Of the hundreds 
of letters from my district, I know scores of the writers 
personally. They are good Democrats, organization Demo- 
crats, active leaders, and active contributors to our party. 
Because of their state of mind, it is unimportant whether 
the facts have been misrepresented to them, as has been 
stated even by our great President. 

The reason for this unparalleled protest is that there has 
grown up throughout the country in the minds of our people 
rightly or wrongly the belief that this reorganization bill 
not only usurps the power of their representative body 
in Congress, but places too much power in the Executive, 
tending toward a dictatorship. 

I am not afraid of a dictatorship in this country. 1 
believe our great President was sincere when he stated last 
midnight that he had no desire to be a dictator. 

Knowing him as I do from our close personal and politi- 
cal relations, I know he would never entertain such an 
idea. The fact is, there just hain’t never going to be no 
dictator in this here country [applause], at least while 
some of us have a voice and two strong hands. 
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The fact is, nevertheless, that our people are inflamed al- 
most to the point of revolution, and I use my words guard- 
edly. They are inflamed at the thought of the possibilities 
of this bill. Some letters mention “bloodshed,” others, re- 
sort to “arms.” This is the situation which concerns me. 
Rightly or wrongly, this is no time to further incense our 
people, who have gone through 8 years of a depression and 
who since last fall have suffered a relapse, so that today 
business and unemployment are back to the low state we 
found them in when we took office in 1933, and in some 
respects they are lower than at any point in our entire 
history. Then you talk about reshuffling bureaus. 

The matter of reorganizing our Government is of such 
minor importance at this moment, compared with the great 
problems of unemployment and business depression, that it 
could be well set aside at least until another Congress, 
which meets next January. We have had this problem for 
150 years, yet the administration of this Government has 
been going on pretty well. We could well be patient and 
wait a little while longer. To start to clean house now 
while the house is falling down, without first stopping to 
rebuild it, does not impress me as very practical, neither 
does it appeal to our people. [Applause.] 

Practical politicians often abandon a project because it 
does not sit well with the people at the precise moment. 

Will someone tell me what a man on First Avenue in 
my district, ort of a job and standing on a street corner, 
or a little-business man on Second Avenue who has not 
been able to make ends meet, cares whether the Bureau 
of Fisheries or the Bureau of Plant Diseases is in the 
Department of the Interior or the Department of Agri- 
culture? [Applause.] 

Instead of taking up this comparatively unimportant reor- 
ganization measure, we might well be considering means of 
solving the unemployment problem and bettering our busi- 
ness conditions. At this moment we could with great profit 
be considering legislation to authorize the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation to be more liberal in its loans to small 
business. [Applause.] We could be pushing other bills 
through to completion in order to relieve the business of the 
country from overburdensome taxes and snooping govern- 
mental interference [applause], so that private business 
might be encouraged and be able and willing to solve the 
unemployment problem by giving private employment. This 
is the only solution of our unemployment situation. 

Instead, we are attempting to rush through in a compara- 
tively few hours this empty gesture of readjusting bureaus 
and agencies, and I say in a few hours, because another 
body took weeks to consider it. What is all this rush about? 
No one claims this bill would effect any economy or in any 
way help to balance a lopsided Budget. Undoubtedly it 
would promote efficiency, that choice word of the salesman, 
but who cares? Who cares in these times of unemployment 
and depressed business conditions about mere “efficiency”? 

To me the underlying fallacy behind this proposal has 
been for months, outstanding in the Senate debates and 
still persists, that our present great Executive will always be 
President of the United States. When any question was 
raised in the other body as to whether the powers under 
this bill would be abused, the answer always was, Lou do 
not think Franklin D. Roosevelt would ever abuse such 
powers, do you?” And that out of the mouths of Democrats, 
who yesterday were in a minority and not a majority. 

Of course, I am hopeful we are going to have another 
President after Mr. Roosevelt, and I am hopeful we are 
going to have another Congress, but some short-sighted 
Democrats have not looked far enough ahead to that day 
when possibly the Chief Executive may not be of their own 
party. 

Eleven years of my legislative life have been spent in a 
minority. I was much happier there. I could do what I 
wanted, and I could throw all the brickbats I wanted. I did 
not have to sit back and “take it.” But I do not relish the 
thought of looking forward to the day when I may possibly 
be again in the minority and the Chief Executive may be 
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of another party, Farmer-Laborite, Communist, or what not. 
I am sure the next President is not going to be a Republi- 
can. 

As a member of that minority party I may desire justice 
done in the office of what used to be the Comptroller Gen- 
eral, responsible solely to Congress, or what used to be a 
bypartisan Civil Service Commission. Suppose I desire to 
contact the then czars of these two Departments, who are 
completely servile to the new Executive, in behalf of a busi- 
nessman or a civil-service employee who used to be known 
as a Democrat when that party existed. Does anyone here 
believe those two czars, completely servile and subordinate 
to the Chief Executive, are going to pay any attention to a 
minority Member of this House? ‘That is what I am looking 
forward to. 

In my 15 years in Congress I have never seen any issue 
which was more important to this country than the one we 
have before us now, more important as an issue in the 
minds of the people but the least important of any measure 
we could possibly take up now for consideration. 

I appreciate that the vote against consideration of the 
measure was not indicative of the sentiments of this House 
on the merits of the bill. I realize that a change of only 
30 of those votes would defeat this measure, and I sincerely 
hope and believe that change will happen on Monday. 

Now, if you eliminate, as many Members will attempt to 
do by amendments, the outstanding objectionable features 
of the bill, there is just no bill left. So, to my mind the 
short and practicable cut is to defeat the entire measure. 

Surely the civil service part of the bill will not be accept- 
able either to those opposed to the system or those who be- 
lieve in an honest, nonpolitical administration of the civil- 
service system. 

It cannot be, it just cannot be, that this Congress intends 
to place in the hands of a secretary of public welfare 
the vast powers and the vast spending and the vast control 
in this bill, even including the education of our youth. 
LApplause.] 

Surely Congress cannot mean that it would propose to 
relinquish control over the expenditure of the money which 
it appropriates. This would be the first step toward a 
dictator—control of the appropriations and the money of 
the country. 

Why, sure, it is proper, we have an auditor general, 
but instead of having it so that our Comptroller General 
can have something to say before the money is spent, under 
the new proposal we shall only hear what happened after 
the money is spent, and not even that in every instance. 

Who suggested all this change? Why? Did anybody 
elected to public office originate it? Not that I know. 

Again, why should we deliberately provide that it shall 
require a two-thirds vote of both Houses of Congress to 
disagree with the President’s shuffling of the agencies of 
the Government? Is it because the President boldly opposed 
the concurrent resolution method, as he did in his mid- 
night statement? Lou heard me talk here the other day 
about concurrent resolutions and House joint resolutions, 
and I regret to this moment the action taken here the other 
day, and I submit to you now the question I had in mind 
on that day. Suppose by any chance the President should 
not sign the House joint resolution for an investigation of 
the T. V. A., an anomaly never heard of before. Then 
Congress might say, “We will pass a concurrent resolution 
anyway,” and the first witness subpenaed before that joint 
committee would contest the power of Congress to pass 
such a resolution of inquiry, after the President had failed 
to approve what Congress had gratuitously submitted to 
him 


On this concurrent resolution proposition, let me ask you 
from my heart, What has given rise to this inferiority com- 
plex that Congress itself cannot reorganize the Govern- 
ment? When did it fail in any attempt to reorganize the 
Government? I have seen it stated, even by the President 
and others, that six or seven times—I have forgotten the 
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number—Congress has failed to do the job. When? Not 
in my time. Why cannot 435 men, elected by the people, do 
the job as well as one man? Why should Congress assume 
such an inferiority complex? 

re BULWINKLE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. I yield to the distinguished 
gentleman for a brief question. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. I was very much interested in what 
the gentleman was saying about a reorganization, and I am 
wondering why the gentleman voted for the reorganization 
on August 13, which is in title I of this bill today? 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Oh, I expected that ques- 
tion, and I believe, of course, that a North Carolinian col- 
league of the gentleman stood up there prepared to ask me 
that question, but I did not yield to him. Well, I suppose 
I voted as I did in a lackadaisical manner in which I have 
often so voted, believing it was the thing to do, “going 
along,” as the boys say. I have been an organization man 
all my life, but this here bill is just too much to swallow. 
(Laughter and applause.] 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. I gladly yield to the dis- 
tinguished Democrat from Philadelphia for a brief question. 

Mr. STACK. Along the line of the last question and 
answer, I have recollections of some Congressmen who 
divorced their wives, but they certainly thought a lot of 
them when they first married them. [Laughter.] 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. That sounds to me like an 
exact parable. 

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. I gladly yield to the dis- 
3 gentleman from Pennsylvania for a brief ques- 

on. 

Mr. FADDIS. Along the line of the question of the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. BULWINKLE] I ask the 
gentleman if the Congress approved this matter referred to, 
why is it in this bill today? 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. I really do not know. I 
tried hard to find out yesterday. 

Mr. Chairman, I have asked these questions because I 
have never been more earnest in my life. The position I am 
taking now is not a happy one. If it is contrary to some 
of my close associates, I regret it. My action is considerate 
and of long standing, long before any letters or telegrams 
came to me. No one has ever yet accused me of being a 
demagog—in fact, quite the opposite. What I do today is 
entirely of my own choice. I have no strange political bed- 
fellows, as some of the newspapers state. [Applause and 
laughter. I fully realize the step that I am taking with 
all the sincerity of my heart. This is the only way that 
I can go and that path I must follow, though I walk bare- 
foot and alone. [Applause.] 

Now let us analyze this House bill on reorganization. 

H. R. 8202, the reorganization bill, added as a House 
committee amendment to the Senate bill, delegates to the 
President the exceedingly broad legislative power, after his 
own investigation and by his own determination, to regroup, 
consolidate, transfer, or abolish any executive agencies or 
agency or the functions of them, except the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, the Federal Trade Commission, the Se- 
curities and Exchange Commission, the Federal Communi- 
cations Commission, the National Labor Relations Board, the 
National Bituminous Coal Commission, the United States 
Maritime Commission, and the United States Tariff Com- 
mission, all of which are quasi-legislative or quasi-judicial 
agencies; and for some unexplained reason the exemptions 
have been written to include the Coast Guard of the Treas- 
ury Department and the Engineer Corps of the Army. 

Every other agency of the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment comes within the scope of whatever reorganization 
of agencies and functions may be undertaken under terms of 
the bill. The terms of the bill may be applied in a manner 
to expand, contract, abolish, or nullify the will of Congress 
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as expressed in the policies it has formulated and laid down 
in functions prescribed for the execution of the executive 
agencies. 

Within the 2-year period in which this bill is to be oper- 
ative the only way the Congress can recapture the powers 
delegated is by act of Congress and that is subject to Presi- 
dential veto which may reasonably be expected if the act 
of Congress has for its purpose the undoing of the purposes 
of an Executive order. In such an event passage of this 
bill will mean the abandonment of majority rule. When 
similar powers were conferred upon Mr. Hoover; and in 1933 
upon Mr. Roosevelt, it was declared that an emergency ex- 
isted and “it is imperative to reduce drastically Government 
expenses.” Since there is no intention of reducing expenses 
under the present bill that language has been struck out. It 
is to be noted that title I of this bill imposes no limit on 
the number of changes that can be made to any or all 
agencies by Executive order. 

It should be understood further that the provision that 
an Executive order issued under title I of this bill shall 
not be effective until 60 calendar days after transmission to 
Congress, means no more than a notification that an Execu- 
tive order is about to become effective, because if Congress 
desires to stop an Executive order, an act of Congress will 
be necessary, and in all probability a two-thirds vote of 
both Houses will be subsequently required to pass such an act 
over Presidential veto. 

It should be noted also that title I of this bill provides 
that— 

The President’s order directing any transfer, consolidation, or 
elimination under the provisions of this title shall also make pro- 
vision for the transfer or other disposition of the records, prop- 
erty (including office equipment), and personnel affected by such 
transfer, consolidation, or elimination. In any case of a transfer 
or consolidation under the provisions of this title, the President’s 
order shall also make provision for the transfer of such unex- 
pended balances of appropriations available for use in connection 
with the function or agency transferred or consolidated as he 
deems necessary by reason of the transfer or consolidation for use 
in connection with the transferred or consolidated function or 


for the use of the agency to which the transfer is made or of the 
agency resulting from such consolidation. 


Executive power to shuffle and reshuffle personnel, property, 
and appropriations under this language, along with the power 
to transfer and retransfer agencies and functions, if un- 
curbed, might conceivably become tantamount to govern- 
mental operation under lump-sum appropriations to be dis- 
bursed at the will of the Executive. 

There is nothing in this title to prevent the Executive from 
increasing, by Executive order, the number of agencies of the 
Government. 

Title III of this bill establishes a department of public 
welfare, with a Cabinet member as its head, to promote the 
public health, safety, and sanitation; the protection of the 
consumer; the cause of education; the relief of the unem- 
ployment and of the hardship and suffering caused thereby; 
the relief of the needy and distressed; the assistance and 
benefits of the aged and the relief and vocational rehabilita- 
tion of the physically disabled; and in general to coordinate 
and promote public health, education, and welfare activities. 

It is reasonable to suppose that the new Cabinet member 
chosen to head this new department—which has possibilities 
of becoming the greatest and largest of them all—will be 
qualified in only one of the functions of the department. It 
may be reasonably supposed that he will be either a social 
worker, or a public-health expert, or an educator. Thus it 
would be natural to expect that the other functions, those 
with which he is not familiar, might become submerged 
under those of his first love. 

It is obvious that these functions, established by this bill 
as permanent services of the Federal Government, embrace 
many of those which are now declared by law to be tem- 
porary, enacted to meet an emergency. Practically all could 
be transferred to this department, and thus, in effect, this 
title makes Federal relief a permanent function, despite the 
fact that Congress has not up to now determined what its 
permanent policy with regard to relief is to be. 
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It is obvious that the functions set out for this depart- 
ment might embrace at least some of those now adminis- 
tered by the Agriculture Department, the Labor Department, 
the Interior Department, the Treasury Department, the 
Works Progress Administration, the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion, the Social Security Board, and many others. At some 
future date, should this department be headed by a man 
interested primarily in education, he would undoubtedly 
bring pressure to bear upon the Congress for appropriations, 
for public education or upon the President for the transfer 
of other departmental funds for that purpose. 

This new department will increase the cost of Govern- 
ment. 

The issue involved in H. R. 8276 is whether Congress shall 
relinquish control over expenditures of the Federal Gov- 
ernment, before they are made to the executive, or spending, 
branch of the Government. 

In effect this bill reconstitutes the General Accounting Of- 
fice as an office of an independent executive comptroller; 
establishes an auditor general who, as an agent of Congress, 
is to audit public accounts, after the money is spent with no 
authority but then to report to Congress; and provides that 
the forms, methods, and procedure of bookkeeping and ac- 
counting shall be prescribed and supervised by the Secretary 
of the Treasury. 

Thus, it is seen this bill splits responsibility for fiscal 
affairs of the Government into three parts. 

Among the other functions of the new independent execu- 
tive comptroller general would be to determine the avail- 
ability of appropriations made by Congress, but his decision 
would not be binding upon the disbursing officers of the 
spending agencies. Any appeal from his decision must be 
taken to the Attorney General, another executive officer, 
who himself presides over an executive department which 
itself is quite a spending agency. 

Aside from the fundamental principle involyed—whether 
the legislative branch of the Government which raises all 
funds and appropriates all money should control expendi- 
tures, or whether the executive or spending branch of the 
Government should exercise that control—the details of this 
bill make it all impracticable, cumbersome, and possibly 
unworkable. 

For instance, the language of subsection (b) under section 
403 of title IV should be considered: 

The Auditor General shall promptly make an audit of all ex- 
penditures of the Government after payment and prior to settle- 
ment and adjustment by the General Accounting Office of the 
accountable officers’ accounts containing such enditures, which 
audit shall be conducted as nearly as practicable in the vicinity 
of disbursing offices of the United States located in the District 
of Columbia and elsewhere. The Auditor General shall promptly 
transmit to the accountable officer and the head of the executive 


department or independent establishment concerned and the 
Comptroller General the findings made by him in such an audit. 


That means that everywhere the Government has a dis- 
bursing officer—and there are hundreds of them scattered 
all over the United States—the auditor general must have 
a man sitting across the desk from him to follow up his 
every spending act. And then whatever is found is to be 
discovered only after the money is paid out and gone. 

Before passing upon this bill the Congress should note 
particularly subsection (b) under section 404 of title IV, 
which says: 


The Auditor General shall examine all copies of the certificates 
of settlement furnished him by the Comptroller General under 
subsection (a) of this section, and the Auditor General shall 
promptly notify the Comptroller General of, and report to Con- 
gress, all accounts and claims deemed by the Auditor General to 
have been improperly settled and adjusted by the General Ac- 
counting Office: Provided, That no report shall be made to Con- 
gress with respect to any such disagreement between the Auditor 
General and the General Accounting Office until 30 days after 
the Comptroller General has been notified of such disagreement: 
Provided further, That no report of any such disagreement shall 
be made to Congress if the General Accounting Office revises its 
settlement and adjustment to accord with the views of the Audi- 
tor General: Provided further, That no report of any such dis- 
agreement need be made if the Auditor General deems that the 
8 involved therein has previously been reported by him to 

mgress. 
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It has been heralded abroad that H. R. 8277 has for its 
purpose the extension of the civil service and merit system 
upward, downward, and outward. 

This bill abolishes the Civil Service Commission of three 
members with mandatory minority representation. In the 
place of this Commission there would be substituted a one- 
man administrator. It is not reasonable to expect one 
administrator can represent more than one political party, 
more than one sex, more than one labor viewpoint, or more 
than one administrative outlook. This administrator would 
be appointed by the titular head of a political party. 

This bill provides for a civil-service commission, but it is 
a mere gesture. It has no authority, for it can only recom- 
mend what it finds in as few as four meetings a year. On 
this phase the House bill and the Senate bill are about the 
same, 

It is entirely possible that whatever good points this bill 
may have may be nullified and canceled completely by sec- 
tion 301 of title III which provides that the President after 
his own examination and on his own initiative may by 
Executive order— 

Except from or cover into the classified civil service any office 
or position within an agency of the Government, except an office 


or position, appointment to which is authorized to be made by the 
President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. 


The Senate struck cut the words “except from or.” 

It is submitted that authority granted under that language 
may or may not be used toward the extension of the civil 
service and merit system upward, downward, and outward. 

The foregoing are some of the high points of the bill. 
There are others of equal importance—all are of such funda- 
mental importance, going to the very form of our Govern- 
ment, that the bill should be defeated. 

Mr. KNIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. MEAD]. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. Chairman, there will be nothing dra- 
matic in this oration. I merely wish to carry out certain 
promises I made yesterday. But, after listening to the last 
speaker from my State, particularly after he mentioned that 
the man on First Avenue out of a job does not give a rap 
about this bill; that the little fellow on Second Avenue does 
not even know that the bill is here and does not care any- 
thing about it; and that we should set aside this unimpor- 
tant bill and take up something important, I cannot see 
why we should get so excited about it. This really is much 
ado about nothing. 

I cannot link those preliminary statements with the con- 
clusion that we are going to set up a powerful dictator who 
may rise up and bring about a revolution. How do they 
sound in the same speech? I thought I would like to repeat 
them myself to see if they really do make sense, and they 
do not. [Applause.] I particularly appreciate applause 
coming from the Democratic side, and I hope some day to 
make an oration that will win acclaim even from my good 
friends on the Republican side. 

Yesterday I said that as the merits of this legislation 
became more widely known and the recipients began to 
understand its benefits they would show their reaction by 
bringing to the House the enlightment and encouragement 
of their opinion. 

A day or so ago it was stated that the railroad brother- 
hoods were opposed to this bill, and that the 21 standard 
unions on the railroads were fighting the bill. Read 
Labor and you will find that yesterday the 21 grand chiefs 
held a meeting, and today this statement is given wide 
publicity: : 

Rail unions are not against: the reorganization bill. 


I have here a two-page letter from the National Federa- 
tion of Federal Employees, which explains in detail all the 
-benefits of this legislation. : 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. MEAD. I would like to complete my statement first. 
This letter from the national president in behalf of the 
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National Federation of Federal Employees states that they 
are satisfied and contented, and that they have studied the 
civil-service features and are for the bill. 

Here is a telegram from the national president of postal 
supervisors who states unqualifiedly that he and his organi- 
zation, after a study of the bill, are for it. The telegram 
is dated only yesterday. 

I have here a letter from those we want to help, from 
32,000 members of the nonclassified Federal employees, who 
will be benefited by the bill, covered into the merit system, 
and given the benefits of the Classification Act and the 
retirement system. They plead with us through the aid of 
their organization that we vote for the bill. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise to a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Under section 357 of Jefferson’s Manual 
and under subdivision 6 of rule XIV, being section 766 of 
House Rules and Manual, the gentleman from New York is 
out of order, having spoken yesterday, when time was yielded 
to him, in speaking again today, on the same bill when time 
was yielded to him. 

Mr. MEAD, Mr. Chairman, I do not care to be heard on 
the point of order. I am satisfied to take the opinion of the 
Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair overrules the point of order. 

Mr. MEAD. I have a letter from Jacob Baker, of the 
United Federal Workers of America, recommending the legis- 
lation. Here also is a telegram dated March 31 from John 
J. Barrett, president of the Post Office Clerks, approving the 
legislation. I mentioned yesterday that an organization of 
the American Federation of Government Employees has 
recommended the legislation; I have another telegram today. 

I merely rose to explain that, insofar as the civil-service 
feature of the bill is concerned, we are extending and ex- 
panding the civil service upward and outward. As we do 
that we cover these employees under the Classification Act, 
and as they come under the Classification Act they are given 
the benefit of the retirement act. We are making more 
progress in this bill than the most enthusiastic friends of 
civil service anticipated in 10 years. Everyone who be- 
lieves in the civil service, who is anxious to build up the 
merit system, who would like to see these employees given 
the benefits of the retirement act, should join with us in the 
passage of this bill. 

I ask you, my friends, in all fairness not to consider state- 
ments which are irrelevant, which do not pertain to the 
legislation, which are attempts to scare, and which are aimed 
particularly at various elements not even included in the bill. 

I voted against legislation of this nature in the closing days 
of the Hoover administration because, while it gave that 
President more power to consolidate and merge bureaus than 
we give this President, it had in it severe cuts for the veterans 
and severe cuts for the Federal employees. Members who 
are on the floor of the House today pleading with you to kill 
this bill were on the floor of the House in those days asking 
you to vote for that bill. LApplause.] My devotion to the 
Federal employees and to the veterans of this country made 
it necessary for me to fight that bill, but by the same token 
makes it necessary for me to ask you to vote for this bill. 

I respect and appreciate the messages which have come 
from the people relative to this legislation, and especially 
from those to be affected by its enactment. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. KNIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. RAMSPECK]. 

Mr. RAMSPECK. Mr. Chairman, it is with regret that 
I find myself in disagreement with my friend, the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Map! in regard to the civil- 
service provisions of the pending bill. He is one of the 
finest friends I have in the House and his interest in the 
Federal employees and in working people generally is not 
surpassed by anyone here. 

Our difference is one of opinion and I accord to him a 
belief in his sincerity and every right to his contrary v_ew. 
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My opposition extends only to that part of the bill on 
civil service which proposes to abolish the bipartisan three 
member Commission and to substitute therefore a single 
administrator. } 

The present Commission performs certain duties dele- 
gated to it by the Congress which I think should not be 
lodged in one person. It formulates the rules which the 
President promulgates. It hears appeals from applicants 
when they feel that the examiners have not given them 
correct ratings. It directs the policies of the various divi- 
sions within the staff of the Commission. 

Under the Classification Act the Commission hears ap- 
peals from decisions of the classification division. These 
appeals come from administrative officers and from em- 
ployees and involve matters of salary. In the same manner 
salaries for newly created positions are fixed. 

The rights and privileges of employees under the Retire- 
ment Act are adjudicated by the Commission. 

There is no appeal from the decision of the Commission 
in these vital matters. The Commission is the court of 
final resort. Thus the rights of the Government and of 
the employees under the Civil Service Act, the Classifica- 
tion Act, and under the retirement legislation rest in the 
hands of this bipartisan Commission of three. 

Would you advocate that our Supreme Court be composed 
of a single judge? Would you abolish our circuit courts 
of appeals and substitute one judge? That is what the 
pending bill proposes when it substitutes a single adminis- 
trator for the Commission insofar as the jurisdiction of the 
present Commission is concerned. 

The present Commission sits en banc for the considera- 
tion of the matters to which I have referred. These mat- 
ters are of great interest and concern to the thousands of 
applicants and employees. . 

I believe that questions of broad policy should go to a 
board and not to a single person. This proposal would 
let a single person control the actions of many administra- 
tive officers in regard to appointments and salaries. One 
person is much more apt to become arbitrary and high- 
handed than is a Commission. 

The proper functioning of a merit system depends upon 
a sustained favorable public opinion. There must be public 
confidence in its integrity. A single administrator would 
create at least suspicion of partisianship which would result 
in loss of confidence. 

The single administrator would necessarily belong to 
some political party or to none. He would be suspected 
of being partial to the party which appointed him and 
the minority would have no confidence in his decisions. 

He would be from one section of the country, and it would 
be difficult for him to escape the charge of favoritism. He 
might not have sufficient understanding of the other sections 
of this great country. 

The single administrator would be a man or a woman. At 
this time both men and women are represented on the 
Commission. With the increasing activity of women in 
politics and government it seems important to consider this 
fact. 

This administrator must be of one religious faith, or of 
none. No doubt this would arouse questions which are 
not so apt to arise under the Commission. 

A single administrator might become antagonistic toward 
some organization such as a labor union, a veterans’ organi- 
zation, or one interested in civil-service matters. If the 
representative of such an organization became unwelcome 
in his office its interests would suffer. With a commission 
the representative could contact another member. 

In the past some Civil Service Commissioners have had 
hobbies in regard to the type of examinations to be given 
or the requirements to be imposed. This has been curbed 
by the judgment of the two other members, but with one 
person in charge, if he was given to hobbies, there would 
be no check. 
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There are those in our country who believe that no one 
should be permitted to take a civil-service examination un- 
less such applicant holds a college degree. If we should get a 
single administrator with such ideas it would, I am afraid, 
result in arousing great opposition to civil service. I am 
personally opposed to any plan to deny applicants without 
college degrees the right to compete for Government jobs. 
Of course special training is necessary in professional and 
technical positions, but experience should be permitted to 
be counted in lieu of a college degree wherever practical. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. Mean] referred to 
the States that have adopted the one-administrator plan. 
They have a problem so small in comparison with the 
Federal Government that I hardly think it gives us any 
indication of what the result might be. Maryland, for 
example, with only a few thousand employees, has this one- 
person system. It worked satisfactorily during the long 
service of the late Governor Ritchie, but since the Republi- 
cans came into power I understand it has not been so satis- 
factory and that the previous administrator has been 
removed. 

A single administrator in Australia, I am told, wrecked 
the civil service of that country. He was replaced with a 
board of three. 

The one administrator would be subject to great political 
pressure. He could not fall back upon the support of any- 
one. Under the Commission, each member has the support 
of two others and the majority members know that if they 
give way to party pressure the minority member will let 
the world know. 

The pending plan lays great stress upon the advisory 
board of seven which it creates. In my opinion the meet- 
ings of this board would be little more than a social gather- 
ing to hear a report from the administrator. 

Unless the advisory board is given an independent force 
both in Washington and in the field, with an adequate staff 
of competent investigators, its part-time members cannot 
get much information regarding the 800,000 Federal em- 
ployees who are scattered through 48 States and in foreign 
places. Even with a large force such as I have suggested, I 
think the value of this board would be very small. It would 
be difficult for its members to have a real understanding of 
the personnel problem of our Nation, the largest such prob- 
lem in the world. 

It seems to me, after months of earnest consideration of 
this matter, that to place the welfare of 800,000 employees 
under 1 man; to place the taxpayers interest in a pay 
roll of more than a billion dollars at the mercy of 1 per- 
son, is asking too much. I find myself unable to follow this 
suggestion. Therefore, at the proper time I shall offer an 
amendment to strike out the provisions abolishing the Com- 
mission and creating the administrator. If you agree with 
me I shall appreciate your support. 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I yield. 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman inform 
the House if he, as chairman of the Civil Service Committee 
of the House of Representatives, was consulted when the 
civil-service provisions were written into this bill? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. No; I have never been consulted about 
it either before the plan was sent to Congress or until the 
Reorganization Committee had practically finished its bill. 
At that time, as I recall it, the gentleman from Missouri 
suggested that I confer with the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. Mean]; but the Reorganization Committee appointed 
by the President never conferred with me nor, so far as I 
know, with any member of the Civil Service Committee of 
the House or of the Senate, or with the Civil Service Com- 
mission. 

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I yield. 
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Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. So far as the gentleman 
knows, was any individual conversant with civil-service laws 
and regulations the author of these provisions? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. No; I think not. As a matter of fact, 
I think the author was a very fine young gentleman whose 
experience was limited to about 2 years in one of the non- 
civil-service agencies of the administration. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I yield. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. The present Chairman of the Civil 
Service Commission, a Democrat, is against this, is he not? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. Yes. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Do we not have sufficient power in the 
Civil Service Commission now to accomplish these results 
if we would spend more money? Is it not a fact that we do 
not need any innovation? 

Mr. RAMSPECK. I think the present Commission could 
have done everything that it is proposed that the adminis- 
trator should do if Congress had given them the power to 
do it and the money to carry it out. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. KNIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield the remainder of 
my time to the distinguished majority leader, the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN]. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I never take the floor in 
debate unless I feel very strongly and very earnestly on the 
matters under consideration. I presume that if there is a 
man who ever sat in this Chamber as a Member who knows 
something about standing up against the impact of propa- 
ganda, that man is I. I remember in the spring of 1935, 
after disclosures in certain fields of utility operation that 
literally shocked this Nation, a measure was proposed to 
bring about some form and character of decency and effi- 
ciency in that great industry. I remember one Member 
from the State of New York came into my office one morning 
and said: “Let us vote on this bill and get it out of the way, 
or I am going to have to move out of my office. I received 
15,000 telegrams this morning. From one town in Penn- 
sylvania telegrams came in by the bushel. 

Twelve thousand came from one city in that State. This 
shook the nerves of the Representatives from the State of 
Pennsylvania. But during an investigation following the 
passage of that bill it was found that one representative of 
a utility company had gone to that city, taken the telephone 
book and signed the name of every subscriber in that tele- 
phone book to a telegram to Members of Congress protesting 
against the passage of that bill. 

To show you the character of propaganda that comes 
here, and it would be well sometimes to look into the authen- 
ticity feature, the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. DALY, 
received the following telegram: 

Reorganization bill causing trouble in twenty-eighth ward. 
Vote no.“ 

E. HAGERTY., 

Now, E. Hagerty is an important man up there because he 
is a member of the legislature and the leader of ward 28. 
The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Daty] was a little 
suspicious about that matter; so he sent Mr. Hagerty the 
following telegram: 

Received telegram apparently signed by you respecting my vote 
on reorganization bill. Did you sign it? 

Mr. Hagerty sent Mr. Daly the following telegram: 

Answering your telegram, I have sent no telegram, either for or 
against the reorganization bill. 

I have not received letters or telegrams from the district 
I represent. Do you know why telegrams are not coming 
from that district? It is because those great, plain, country 
farmers down in the Fourth Congressional District of Texas 
have faith and confidence in the man who occupies the 
White House at the other end of the Avenue. [Applause.] 
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They are not afraid for me to give him the same power that 
I and the Republicans, as well as a vast majority of the 
Democrats, gave President Hoover. 

Why this sudden change? Why this propaganda? Why 
did it not come in here last August when the meat of the 
present bill was pending before the House for considera-, 
tion? One gentleman said here that he feared some tyrant ; 
would occupy the White House one of these days and exer- 
cise the provisions of this bill in such fashion that it may be 
dictatorial and oppressive to the people. Allow me to call 
your attention to the fact that the reorganization provisions 
of this bill will expire before Mr. Roosevelt, the present 
Democratic President, goes out of the White House. So we 
need have no fear as to what a dictatorial individual may do 
in years to come under the pending bill, unless it is revised. 

The question has been asked, Why does not the Congress 
reorganize the Government instead of turning this over to. 
the Executive? Why does not the Congress perform all the 
functions of the Interstate Commerce Commission? Be- 
cause the Interstate Commerce Commission has not a func-; 
tion and does not perform a function that the Congress 
does not have the power to delegate to that body. Take, 
each and every arm of Congress represented by a board 
or commission in this Government, if Congress had the time, 
the expert information, and the knowledge to do it, the 
Congress could perform the function of every board and 
every commission of this Government because it has the, 
power or it could not have delegated that power to these 
commissions and boards. 

Can you imagine 435 intelligent men and women sitting 
here trying to fix millions of rates on some 250,000 miles 
of railroads in this country? What would we do with hours 
of service? Why, we cannot even pass a wage and hour bill, 
much less administer one. 

Mr. Chairman, usually I appeal to those on the Republi- 
can side, but that would be a futile thing today. They have 
seized upon this thing as a great political issue and they 
are going to stand solidly against giving the present Presi- 
dent of the United States this power and authority. 

We accept that as the issue or one of the many issues that 
will come up for consideration in the congressional campaign 
of 1938. It is a political issue made so by a handful of 
Republicans that the people left in the House of Representa- 
tives after the election of 1936. If they keep on acting as 
they have been in the past, and I am sorry to say with the 
help of some of our good Democratic brethren, when they 
hold their caucus in January 1939 it will not require a room 
bigger than a telephone booth to hold it in. [Applause.] 

There has been some talk about various measures involv- 
ing reorganization. Something has been said about our quit- 
ting this thing and giving consideration to something that 
will better serve the country. Something was said to the 
effect that the common man had no interest in this legisla- 
tion, and then telegrams and letters have been quoted from 
these same common people, stating it might bring about 
revolution or it might bring about bloodshed. It is most re- 
markable to me that these plain, common people, and, as 
Lincoln said, “God must have loved them because he made 
so many of them,” if they care nothing about this character 
of legislation, then why will the mob begin to march if 
we happen to give this authority to the present President of 
the United States? [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, I appeal to my Democratic colleagues 
only. There is no use appealing to those over on my left. 
Let us not by our votes on this bill allow the country to 
interpret that we have cast a vote of lack of confidence in 
the great leader of our party. [Applause.] 

Something has been said here that even though they walk 
on fire they walk alone. May I say that as long as that 
great humanitarian, as long as that great statesman, as 
long as that man who in season and out is trying to bring 


4616 


relief to the struggling American citizen is our leader I am 
going to walk with him if I must walk alone. [Applause.] 

Mr, COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I move that the Com- 
mittee do now rise. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask recognition. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. McCormack). The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from Missouri that the Com- 
mittee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. McCormack, Chairman of the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re- 
ported that that Committee, having had under consideration 
the bill (S. 3331) to provide for reorganizing agencies of the 
Government, extending the classified civil service, establish- 
ing a general auditing office and a department of welfare, 
and for other purposes, had come to no resolution thereon. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill 
5. 3331; pending that, I move that general debate in the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union on 
the bill (S. 3331) do now close, and on that motion I move 
the previous question. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, I ask recog- 
nition. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, on that motion I have 
moved the previous question. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, I asked 
recognition before the previous question was moved. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri moves that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration 
of the bill S. 3331; pending that, the gentleman moves that 
general debate in the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union on the bill S. 3331 do now close, and on 
that motion he moves the previous question. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, before the 
gentleman moved the previous question I asked recognition. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri moved the 
previous question. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. I asked recognition, Mr. 
Speaker, before the gentleman moved the previous question. 

The SPEAKER. The motion for the previous question 
takes precedence over any other motion. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, I ask recogni- 
tion under the 40-minute rule. It is well recognized in the 
House that there are 40 minutes of debate on a motion even 
under the previous question. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will read from a precedent 
directly involved on this proposition, Cannon’s Precedents, 
section 2555, volume 8: 

When the previous question is ordered on the motion to close 
debate, the rule providing for 40-minute debate on propositions 
on which the previous question has been ordered without prior 
debate does not apply, and no debate is in order. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, the previous 
question has not been ordered. May I suggest to the dis- 
tinguished Speaker that he read the rule of the House as 
to the 40 minutes of debate before the previous question is 
ordered? 

The SPEAKER. Under the general rules of the House the 
previous question is always a privileged motion. The gen- 
tleman from Missiouri has exercised his right to move the 
previous question. 

The question is on ordering the previous question on the 
motion of the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Cocuran] to 
close debate. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. SNELL) there were—ayes 137, noes 105. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 149, nays 
191, not voting 89, as follows: 


Buckley, N. T. 
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[Roll No. 51] 
YEAS—149 
Farley Kirwan 
Fernandez Kitchens 
Fitzgerald 
Fitzpatrick Kopplemann 
ery a 

Forand Leavy 
Ford, Calif. Lesinski 
Ford, Miss. McCormack 
Puller McFarlane 
Fulmer McGehee 
Garrett McGranery 
Gavagan McGrath 
Goldsborough McReynolds 
Greenwood Magnuson 
Gregory Mahon, S. C 
Griffith Mahon, Tex 
Hamilton Maloney 
Harlan Mansfield 
Harrington Martin, Colo. 
Hart Massingale 
Havenner Maverick 
Hendricks Mead 
Hennings 8 
Hildebrandt Mitchell, I1 
Hill Mouton 
Hobbs Murdock, Utah 
Honeyman Nelson 
Houston Norton 
Izac O'Connell, Mont. 
Jacobsen O'Connell, R. I. 


Johnson, Luther A. O Day 


Johnson, Lyndon O'Toole 
Johnson, Okla. Pace 
Jones Patman 
Kee Patterson 
Kelly, N. Y. Pearson 
Keogh Peterson, Fla. 
Kerr lerce 
NAYS—191 
Drew, Pa Lamneck 
Driver Lanham 
Eaton Lemke 
Eberharter Lewis, Colo. 
Eckert Lord 
Luce 
Elliott Luckey, Nebr. 
Engel Ludlow 
Englebright Luecke, Mich. 
McClellan 
Paddis McGroarty 
Ferguson McLaughlin 
Fleger McLean 
Fletcher McMillan 
Frey, Pa. Maas 
Gamble, N. Y. Ma pes 
Gambrill, Md 
hart Mason 
Gehrmann May 
Gifford Meeks 
Gingery Michener 
Gray, Ind > 
Gray, Pa Mosier, Ohio 
Greever 
Griswold Murdock, Ariz. 
Guyer Nichols 
Gwynne O'Brien, Mich. 
Halleck O'Connor, N. Y. 
Hancock, N. Y. O'Malley 
Hartley Palmisano 
Healey Parsons 
Hoffman Patton 
Holmes Peterson, Ga. 
Hope Pettengill 
Hull Pfeifer 
Hunter Phillips 
Imhoff Plumley 
Jarrett Polk 
Jenkins, Ohio Powers 
Johnson, Minn. Rabaut 
Johnson, W. Va 
Kennedy, Md Randolph 
Kinzer Reece, Tenn. 
Kleberg Reed, Il. 
Knutson Reed, N. Y. 
Kvale Rees, Kans, 
Lambertson Reilly 
Lambeth Rich 
NOT VOTING—89 
Caldwell Crowe 
Cartwright 
Casey, Mass. Deen 
Champion Dickstein 
Cluett Doughton 
Colden Douglas 
Cole, Md. Drewry, Va. 
Collins Duncan 
Crosby Fish 


Harter Lucas Rankin Ti 

Hook McAndrews Sabath Thompson, II. 
Jarman McKeough Sanders V. n, 
Jenckes, Ind. McSweeney Schuetz Weaver 
Jenks, N. H. Merritt Scrugham Welch 

Keller Mitchell, Tenn. Secrest Whelchel 
Kelly, III. O'Brien, Ill. Shannon White, Idaho 
Kennedy, N. I. 0 Connor, Mont. Smith, Okla. Wilcox 
Kocialkowski O'Leary Smith, Wash. Withrow 
Kramer O'Neal, Ky. Sparkman Wood 
Lanzetta O'Neill, N. J. Steagall Zimmerman 
Larrebee Oliver Sullivan 

Lewis, Md. Owen Taylor, Colo. 

Long Patrick Taylor, Tenn. 


So the previous question was not ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD changed his vote from “no” to “aye.” 
The Clerk announced the following pairs: 

On the vote: 


Mr. Flannagan (for) with Mr. Gilchrist (against). 

Mr. na ty — with Mr. Douglas (against). 

Mr. V. of Georgia (for) with Mr. Fish (against). 

Mr. Long sacl ad with Mr. Taylor of Tennessee (against). 

Mr. Dickstein (for) with Mr. Oliver (against). 

Mr. O'Leary (for) with Mr. Champion (against). 

Mr. White of Idaho (for) with Mr. Kelly of Illinois (against). 

Mr. Biermann (for) with Mr, Kennedy of New York (against). 

Mr. Duncan (for) with Mr. Lanzetta he reales 

— 5 Crowe (for) with Mr. Cluett (against) 

Mr. Boylan of New York (for) with Mr. Jenks of New Hampshire 

(against). 

Mr. Weaver (for) with Mr. Withrow (against). 

Mr. Hook (for) with Mr. Teigan (against). 


General pairs: 


Bland with Mr, Keller. 


Drewry of Virginia with Mr. Kramer, 
Doughton with Mr. Allen of Louisiana. 
Sabath with Mr. Shannon, 
Harter. with Mr. Green. 
Zimmerman with Mr. Casey of Massachusetts. 
Mitchell of Tennessee with Mr. O'Neal of Kentucky. 
Boykin with Mr. McKeough. 

t with Mr. Buckley. 
Crosby with Mr. Fries of Illinois. 
McAndrews with Mr. Caldwell. 
Sullivan with Mr. Cummings. 
Patrick with Mrs. Jenckes of Indiana. 
Bean with Mr. Lewis of Maryland. 
Wilcox with Mr. Gildea. 
ONeill of New Jersey with Mr. Kocialkowskl. 
Jarman with Mr. McSweeney. 
Smith of Oklahoma with Mr. Whelchel. 
Cole of Maryland with Mr. O'Connell of Montana. 
Hancock of North Carolina with Mr. Flaherty. 
Collins with Mr. Haines. 
Merritt with Mr. Taylor of Colorado. 
Thompson of Illinois with Mr. Owen. 
Scrugham with Mr. O’Brien of Illinois. 
Sanders with Mr. Smith of W. 
Secrest with Mr. Lucas. 


The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my motion. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri withdraws 
his motion. 


RRRRRRSRRRRRERRSRESRERERERRRRSES 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent leave of absence was granted as 
follows: 

To Mr. Jarman (at the request of Mr. Hosss) on account 
of death of relative. 

To Mr. Crowe, for 3 days, on account of official and legis- 
lative business. 

To Mr. Turner, for 5 days, on account of important busi- 
ness. 

SENATE RESOLUTIONS REFERRED 

A joint resolution and a concurrent resolution of the 
Senate of the following titles were taken from the Speaker’s 
table and, under the rule, referred as follows: 

S. J. Res. 205. Joint resolution providing for adjustment 
payments and loans to cotton producers with respect to cot- 
ton produced in 1937; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

S. Con. Res. 28. Concurrent resolution authorizing the Spe- 
cial Committee to Investigate Unemployment and relief, 
United States Senate, to have printed for its use additional 
copies of the hearings on the resolution (S. Res. 36) creating 
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a Special Committee to Investigate Unemployment and Re- 
lief; to the Committee on Printing. 
ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS SIGNED 

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that that committee had examined and found truly 
enrolled bills and joint resolutions of the House of the fol- 
lowing titles, which were thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 1355. An act for the relief of Lawrence E. Thomas; 

H. R. 3657. An act for the relief of Albert Pina Afonso, a 
minor; 

H.R.3776. An act for the relief of T. T. East and the 
Cassidy Southwestern Commission Co., citizens of the State 
of Texas; 

H. R. 4221. An act for the relief of John M. Fuller; 

H. R. 4229. An act for the relief of Clifford Belcher; 

H. R. 6061. An act for the relief of Mary Dougherty; 

H. R. 6232. An act for the relief of Frank Christy and 
oe disbursing agents in the Indian Service of the United 
States; 

H. R. 6467. An act for the relief of the Portland Electric 
Power Co.; 

H. R.7676. An act for the relief of the Complete Ma- 
chinery & Equipment Co., Inc., and others; 

H. R. 8432. An act to provide for a flowage easement on 
certain ceded Chippewa Indian lands bordering Lake of 
the Woods, Warroad River, and Rainy River, Minn., and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 8885. An act for the benefit of the Goshute and 
other Indians, and for other purposes; 

H. J. Res. 499. Joint resolution authorizing the erection of 
a memorial to the late Guglielmo Marconi; and 

H. J. Res. 594. Joint resolution directing the Federal Trade 
Commission to investigate the policies employed by manu- 
facturers in distributing motor vehicles, accessories, and 
parts, and the policies of dealers in selling motor vehicles at 
retail, as these policies affect the public interest. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 6 o’clock and 
27 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Saturday, April 2, 1938, at 12 o’clock noon. 


COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS 

There will be a meeting of the full open committee, Naval 
Affairs, at 10:30 a. m. Monday, April 4, 1938; continuation of 
consideration of H. R. 9315, to regulate the distribution, pro- 
motion, and retirement of officers of the line of the Navy, and 
for other purposes. 

COMMITTEE ON FLOOD CONTROL 

The Committee on Flood Control will continue hearings on 
Saturday, April 2, 1938, at 10 a. m., on the comprehensive 
flood-contro! bill. 

The Committee on Flood Control will continue hearings on 
Monday, April 4, 1938, at 10 a. m. 

COMMITTEE ON RIVERS AND HARBORS 

The Committee on Rivers and Harbors will meet Tuesday, 
April 5, 1938, at 10:30 a. m., to hold hearings on the project 
for the improvement of the Delaware River between 
Philadelphia and the sea. 

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 

There will be a meeting of Mr. Matoney’s subcommittee of 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 10 
a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Continuation of hearing on S. 1261—through routes. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. BulwWINRLE'S subcommittee 
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 
10 a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Hearings on H. R. 9073—to extend services of the Cape Fear 
River. 
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There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m. Tuesday, April 12, 1938. 
Business to be considered: Hearing on H. R. 9047—control of 
venereal diseases, and other kindred bills. 

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 

The Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee will hold 
hearings at 10 a. m. in room 219, House Office Building, 
on the following bills on the dates indicated: 

Tuesday, April 5, 1938: 

S. 2580. To amend existing laws so as to promote safety at 
sea by requiring the proper design, construction, mainte- 
nance, inspection, and operation of ships; to give effect to 
the Convention for Promoting Safety of Life at Sea, 1929; 
and for other purposes. 

Tuesday, April 12, 1938: 

H.R.6797. To provide for the establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more fish-cultural stations in 
each of the States of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. 

H. R. 8956. To provide for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash- 


_ ington, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary investi- 


gations, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking opera- 
tions for these purposes. 

S. 2307. To provide for the conservation of the fishery re- 
sources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary investi- 
gations, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking opera- 
tions for these purposes. 

Thursday, April 14, 1938: 

H. R. 8533. To amend section 4370 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 46, sec. 316). 

Tuesday, April 19, 1938: 

H.R.5629. To exempt motorboats less than 21 feet in 


length not carrying passengers for hire from the act of 


June 9, 1910, regulating the equipment of motorboats. 

H. R. 7089. To require examinations for issuance of mo- 
torboat operators’ licenses. 

H. R. 8839. To amend laws for preventing collisions of 
vessels, to regulate equipment of motorboats on the navi- 
gable waters of the United States, to regulate inspection and 


i manning of certain motorboats which are not used exclu- 


sively for pleasure and those which are not engaged ex- 
clusively in the fisheries on inland waters of the United 
States, and for other purposes. 
COMMITTEE ON THE POST OFFICE AND POST ROADS 

There will be a hearing before Subcommittee No. 1 of the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads at 10 a. m. 
Wednesday, April 6, 1938, on bills in behalf of custodial 
employees in the Postal Service. Room 213, House Office 
Building. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC, 


1207. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV a communication from 
the President of the United States, transmitting a supple- 
mental estimate of appropriation for the Federal Power 
Commission for the fiscal year 1939, amounting to $300,000 
(H. Doc. No. 566), was taken from the Speaker’s table, re- 
ferred to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to 
be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN: Committee on the Judiciary. House 
Joint Resolution 622. Joint resolution authorizing the Presi- 
dent of the United States of America to proclaim October 
11, 1938, General Pulaski’s Memorial Day for the observance 
and commemoration of the death of Brig. Gen. Casimir 
Pulaski; without amendment (Rept. No. 2072). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, 

Mr. SCHULTE: Committee on Immigration and Naturali- 
zation. H. R. 8419. A bill for the relief of Yankiel Owsianka, 
alias Jack Singer; without amendment (Rept. No. 2073). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SCHULTE: Committee on Immigration and Naturali- 
zation. H. R. 8481. A bill for the relief of Oskar Herlins; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2074). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SCHULTE: Committee on Immigration and Naturali- 
zation. H. R. 8746. A bill for the relief of Cesare Guglielmo 
Leopoldo Torrelli; without amendment (Rept. No, 2075). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SCHULTE: Committee on Immigration and Naturali- 
zation. H. R. 9322. A bill for the relief of Santa Tedesco; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 2076). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BUCKLER of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 10124) to 
provide funds for construction and equipment of a day- 
school building at Ponemah on the Red Lake Indian Reser- 
vation, Minn.; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. IZAC: A bill (H. R. 10125) to add to the Cleveland 
National Forest, Calif., certain contiguous lands of the United 
States which can be most effectively and economically pro- 
tected and administered as parts of said national forest; to 
the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. DEMPSEY: A bill (H. R. 10126) to amend section 
2139 of the Revised Statutes, as amended; to the Committee 
on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. CROSSER: A bill (H. R. 10127) to regulate interstate 
commerce by establishing an unemployment-insurance system 
for individuals employed by certain employers engaged in 
interstate commerce, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. SANDERS: A bill (H. R. 10128) to provide for 
tariff equalization on the manufacturing of cotton and syn- 
thetic fibers; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LAMBERTSON: A bill (H. R. 10129) to amend 
section 4915 of the Revised Statutes relating to bills in 
equity to obtain patents; to the Committee on Patents. 

By Mr. SIROVICH: Resolution (H. Res. 457) calling on 
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee to appoint a 
subcommittee to investigate alleged unsatisfactory conditions 
in merchant marine; to the Committee on Rules. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ALLEN of Delaware: A bill (H. R. 10130) for the 
relief of John S. Wingate; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. ASHBROOK: A bill (H. R. 10131) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Annie K. McIntyre; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BERNARD: A bill (H. R. 10132) for the relief of 
Sigvard C. Foro; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. CARLSON: A bill (H. R. 10133) granting an in- 
crease of pension to George Taylor Lee; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10134) granting an increase of pension 
to Milton Lee; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. McCORMACKE: A bill (H. R. 10135) for the relief 
of James Philip Coyle; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. McKEOUGH: A bill (H. R. 10136) for the relief 
of John Patrick Toth; to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

By Mr. PETERSON of Florida: A bill (H. R. 10137) to 
authorize a determination of the right of Col. Linwood M. 


1938 


Gable to the award of the Distinguished Service Cross; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. SHEPPARD: A bill (H. R. 10138) for the relief 
of James Richard Barnes; to the Committee on Naval Af- 
fairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10139) for the relief of Hilbert R. Hall; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


SATURDAY, APRIL 2, 1938 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Heavenly Father, at the opening of this session we pause 
in recognition of Thy merciful fatherhood and to pay tribute 
to Thy sacred name. O Lord God, in the name of the Master, 
we humbly and devoutly pray for wisdom and understanding. 
We most earnestly entreat Thee to enrich our hearts with 
His spirit. The very essence of His holy character was love. 
In Him was no guile; poise and self-mastery were the crowns 
of His being. Hear us for His name’s sake. 


Our Father which art in heaven, hallowed be Thy name, 
Thy kingdom come, Thy will be done in earth as it is in 
heaven. Give us this day our daily bread and forgive us 
our trespasses as we forgive those who trespass against us, 
and lead us not into temptation but deliver us from evil, for 
Thine is the kingdom and the power and the glory forever. 
Amen, 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. Horne, its enrolling 
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed without amend- 
ment bills of the House of the following titles: 

H. R. 8654. An act to amend the act entitled “An act au- 
thorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to convey to the city 
of Wilmington, N. C., Marine Hospital Reservation,” being 
chapter 93, United States Statutes at Large, volume 42, part 1, 
Page 1260, approved February 17, 1923; 

H. R. 8714. An act authorizing the State of Maryland, by 
and through its State roads commission or the successors of 
said commission, to construct, maintain, and operate certain 
bridges across streams, rivers, and navigable waters which are 
wholly or partly within the State; and 

H. R. 9418. An act to amend an act entitled “An act author- 
izing the Secretary of the Treasury to convey to the Board 
of Education of New Hanover County, N. C., portion of ma- 
rine-hospital reservation not needed for marine-hospital pur- 
poses,” approved July 10, 1912 (37 Stat. 191). 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed, 
with amendments, in which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, a bill of the House of the following title: 

H. R. 8099. An act to amend certain administrative pro- 
visions of the Tariff Act of 1930, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed a 
bill of the following title, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 3735. An act to amend section 5d of the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation Act, as amended, to authorize loans to 
public agencies, to provide credit facilities for business enter- 
prises, and for other purposes, 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. FORD of Mississippi. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp and to 
include therein a couple of tables showing electrical power 
rates in cities and towns in my district. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the Recorp at this point, the T. V. A. resolu- 
tion as finally adopted by Congress. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 


Joint resolution (S. J. Res. 277) creating a special joint congres- 
sional committee to make an investigation of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority. 

Resolved, etc., That for the purpose of obtaining information 
as a basis for legislation there is hereby created a special joint 
congressional committee to be composed of five Senators to be 
appointed by the President of the Senate and five Members of 
the House of Representatives to be appointed by the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives. A vacancy on the joint committee 
shall be filled in the same manner as original appointments and 
shall not affect the power of the remaining members to execute 
the functions incumbent on the joint committee. 

Sec. 2. It shall be the duty of the joint committee to make 
a full and complete investigation of the administration of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority Act of 1933, as amended, including the 
following, but not excluding any other matters pertaining to the 
administration and policies: 

(a) The efficient and economical administration of the act as 
amended by the Board of Directors of the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority and any of its subordinates. 

(a) (2) The total Federal sums appropriated by the Congress or 
allocated by the President to the Muscle Shoals project and the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, and also allocations made to power, 
navigation, flood control or otherwise, and the cost charged to 
power recoverable to the Treasury of the United States. 

(b) Any interference or handicaps placed in the way of the 
prompt, efficient, and economical administration of its functions 
by internal dissension among members of the Board of Directors 
of the Tennessee Valley Authority and what effect such dissension, 
if any, has had upon the work of the Authority. 

(c) Whether any member of said Board has held office or is 
holding office in violation of the act creating the Tennessee Valley 
Authority; and whether any member of said Board has aided 
or assisted directly or indirectly any private power company or 
other private interest in the institution or defense of suits and 
injunctions affecting the administration of the functions of the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. 

(d) Whether, and if so, what suits have been instigated by any 
private power company or other private interest seeking injunc- 
tions against the activities of the Board; and what effect, if any, 
such injunctions or suits have had upon the administration of 
the act according to its terms; what disposition has been made of 
any such injunction suits and what has been the expense in- 
curred by the Tennessee Valley Authority in defending them; what 
disposition has been made of such suits in any superior court 
to which they have been appealed; and what, if any, has been the 
loss of revenue to the Authority on account of such suits. 

(e) Whether any financial loss has been caused to municipali- 
ties or farm organizations by preventing their purchase of electric 
power from the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

(f) What has been the effect, if any, upon the personnel and 
organization perfected by the Board under said act by the prose- 
cution of such injunction suits or by the action of any member of 
the Board in giving aid or assistance to any private power com- 
pany or other private interest in connection therewith. 

(g) What activities there have been, if any, on the part of any 
private power company or other private interest in attempting 
by the expenditure of money or otherwise, the institution of legal 
proceedings, or other means or methods, to affect the action or 
decisions of municipalities or farm organizations in the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority with respect to the purchase of electric 
power from the Authority. 

(h) What efforts, if any, have been made by private power 
companies or other private interests to affect the decisions or 
actions of municipalities or farm organizations with respect to the 
purchase of power from the Authority or acquiring title to their 
distributing systems. 

(i) Whether and to what extent, if any, have the public in- 
terests been injured or jeopardized by the activities of any private 
power companies or other private interest in attempting to prevent 
the Board from executing the provisions of said act. 

(J) Whether or not said Authority has complied with that part 
of subsection (a) of section 8 of such act, as amended, which re- 
quires that the principal office of the Authority be maintained in 
the immediate vicinity of Muscle Shoals, Ala. 

(k) Whether the charges made by Chairman Arthur E. Morgan 
that an attempt to defraud the Government of the United States 
has been made in connection with purchase of certain lands are 
true; whether the affairs of the Authority had been conducted in 
a clandestine manner frequently without the knowledge or pres- 
ence of the Chairman; whether by action of the majority members 
the Chairman has not had opportunity to present his views before 
congressional committees. 

(1) Whether the Tennessee Valley Authority has exhibited par- 
tiality to large corporations by supplying power at a cheaper rate 
than available to municipalities and corporations, by contracting 
for long periods of time a large majority of available hydroelectric 
power and by including in such industrial contracts provisions 
tantamount to a secret rebate in that delivery of secondary“ 
power is provided during the season of the year when only “firm” 
power is available from Tennessee Valley Authority dams. 
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(m) Whether the Authority has complied with that part of sec- 
tion 14 of the Tennessee Valley Authority Act, as amended, which 
requires (a) that the Tennessee Valley Authority should have sub- 
mitted to Congress on January 1, 1937, its allocation of costs to 
the various activities under its control up to that time, and (b) 
that the Tennessee Valley Authority submit in each annual report 
thereafter its similar allocation of costs for the period covered 
in its report. 

(n) Whether the Authority has interfered with the Comptroller 
General’s audits of the Authority required to be submitted an- 
nually to Congress under section 14 of the act as amended. 

(o) Whether it has offered unfair inducements to industrial 
organizations to leave their established locations to settle within 
the Tennessee Valley Authority territory. 

(p) Whether it has forced rural customers to purchase expen- 
sive, unnecessary, and undesired electrical appliances under threat 
of refusing to supply electricity, and actually to have permitted 
potential customers to make heavy investments in appliances 
after which service was refused until further purchases were made 
of unnecessary and undesired electrical appliances. 

(q) Whether by accounting methods and cost charges applicable 
to private industry, the electric rates of the Authority provide a 
legitimate, honest “yardstick” of equitable rates of private industry. 

(r) Whether extravagance, mismanagement, and illegal conduct, 
if any, by the Board has dissipated funds appropriated to the 
Tennessee Valley Authority. 

Sec. 3. The committee shall report to the Senate and House 
of Representatives as soon as practicable but not later than Jan- 
uary 3, 1939, the results of its investigation, together with its 
recommendations, if any, for necessary legislation. If Congress 
shall not be in session at the time such report shall be made, 
the report shall be filed with the Secretary of the Senate and the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives. The committee or any 
duly authorized subcommittee thereof is hereby authorized to sit 
at such times and in such places in the District of Columbia or 
elsewhere as it may deem necessary and proper in the perform- 
ance of its duties and during recesses and adjournments of Con- 
gress, or either House. It is specifically authorizd to require the 
attendance of witnesses by subpena or otherwise; to require the 
production of books, papers, and documents; and to employ 
counsel, experts, clerical and other assistants; and to employ 
stenographers at the cost not to exceed 25 cents per hundred 
words. 

The chairman of said committee or any member of a subcommit- 
tee may administer oaths to witnesses and sign subpoenas for wit- 
nesses which shall be served by any person designated by such 
chairman or member of a subcommittee. 

The joint committee is authorized to have such printing and 
binding done as may be necessary and to make such expenditures 
as it deems advisable within the appropriation hereby authorized. 
Every person duly summoned by such joint committee or subcom- 
mittee thereof who refuses or fails to obey the summons or who 
fails to answer the questions pertinent to the investigation shall be 
punished by law. The provisions of sections 102 to 104, inclusive, 
of the Revised Statutes (relating to examination and testimony of 
witnesses) shall apply with respect to any person who is summoned 
as a witness under authority of this joint resolution. 

The expenses of such investigation not exceeding in the aggre- 
gate of $50,000 shall be paid one-half from the contingent fund of 
the Senate and one-half from the contingent fund of the House 
of Representatives upon vouchers approved by the chairman of 
the joint committee. 

The chairman of the joint committee shall be selected by the joint 
committee. All hearings, orders, or decisions held before or made 
by the joint committee shall be public. The joint committee is 
authorized to utilize the services, information, facilities, and per- 
sonnel of any department or agency in the executive branch of the 
Government in the performance of its duties. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp, and to include some re- 
marks I made in Philadelphia. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp, and to include a brief edi- 
torial. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BOLAND of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks in the Recor, and to 
include a radio speech I made last night. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

By unanimous consent Mr. BURDICK, Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. 
MAVERICK, Mr. LARRABEE, Mr. EICHER, Mr. SHANLEY, Mr. 
SCHNEIDER of Wisconsin, and Mr. BicELow were granted leave 

to extend their remarks in the RECORD. 
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CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that 
there is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania makes 
the point of order that there is no quorum present. Ob- 
viously there is no quorum present. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House? 

The motion was agreed to. 

The Clerk called the roll and the following Members failed 
to answer to their names: 


[Roll No, 52] 

Allen, La. Dickstein Johnson, Okla. Patrick 
Atkinson Dingell Kelly, Til 
Beam Doughton Kelly, N. Y. Sabath 
Beiter Douglas Kirwan Schuetz 
Biermann Drewry, Va. Kocialkowski Scott 
Bland Duncan Kramer Shannon 
Boehne Edmiston Long Short 
Boykin Fish Lucas Somers, N. Y. 
Boylan, N. Y. Flannagan McAndrews Sparkman 
Buckley, N. Y. Fulmer McGranery 8 
Caldwell Gasque McGroarty Vincent, B. M. 
Cartwright Gilchrist Vinson, Ga. 
Celler Green Mead Weaver 
Champion Haines Mitchell, Tenn. White, Idaho 
Colden Hancock, N.C. Murdock, Utah cox 
Cole, Md. Harter Nichols Wood 
Costello Hennings O'Brien, III Zimmerman 
Cox Hook O'Connor, Mont. 
Crowe Jarman oO" 
Deen Jenckes, Ind. O'Neal, Ky. 

The SPEAKER. On this roll call 347 Members have 


answered to their names, a quorum, 

By unanimous consent, further proceedings under the call 
were dispensed with. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. SANDERS, Mr. LUDLOW, Mr. Dirrer, Mr. Secrest, Mr. 
WOLVERTON, Mr. MAGNUSON, and Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota, 
asked and were given permission to revise and extend their 
remarks in the REcorD. 

Mr. GEARHART. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my own remarks in the Recor and include therein 
a letter written by Col. John Thomas Taylor, chairman of the 
national Legion legislative committee. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to revise and extend my remarks in the Recorp and in- 
clude therein some short quotations from proceedings of the 
Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks by printing a letter writ- 
ten by my colleague, the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
CROWTHER]. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my remarks on the pending bill and to in- 
clude a short article recently printed on the subject. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for one-half minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, I have received about 1,300 
telegrams against the reorganization bill, one of the unique 
telegrams is worded as follows: 


George Washington would not have voted for the reorganization 
bill. I hope GEORGE DONDERO will not. 


(Laughter.] 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, on roll call No. 50 I was 
necessarily detained from the Chamber. Had I been here I 
would have voted “yea.” 
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GOVERNMENT REORGANIZATION 

Mr, COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re- 
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill 
(S. 3331) to provide for reorganizing agencies of the Govern- 
ment, extending the classified civil service, establishing a 
General Auditing Office and a Department of Welfare, and 
for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri moves that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration 
of the bill (S. 3331) to provide for reorganizing agencies of 
the Government, extending the classified civil service, estab- 
lishing a General Auditing Office and a Department of 
Welfare, and for other purposes. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker 

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman 
from New York rise? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. To offer a preferential 
motion. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. O’Connor of New York moves that the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union be discharged from further 
wa cae of the bill S. 3331, and that said bill be laid on the 

Mr. WARREN. A point of order, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Speaker, it is obvious, of course, even 
to the gentleman from New York, great parliamentarian that 
he is, that this motion is merely dilatory. The motion pend- 
ing before the House is that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 
This is the only motion now pending. A motion to lay the 
bill on the table when it is not even up for consideration is 
entirely out of order. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, under clause 
4, rule XVI, the motion I offer is a preferential motion. It 
must be made in the House, it cannot be made in the Com- 
mittee of the Whole. A motion has been made to consider 
the bill. A motion to lay the bill on the table is preferential, 
I submit, according to the authorities I have examined and 
under the exact language of clause 4, rule XVI. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is ready to rule. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. O’Connor] offers what 
he states is a preferential motion that the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union be discharged from 
consideration of the bill S. 3331, and said bill be laid on the 
table. 

The Chair is of the opinion that under the rules of the 
House a motion of this sort is not a preferential motion, and 
therefore not in order. The matter now pending is a simple 
motion that the House resolve itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, and under the precedents a motion 
to discharge the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union from the further consideration of a bill is not 
a privileged motion. 

The Chair sustains the point of order. 

The question is on the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. COCHRAN]. 7 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. SNELL) there were—ayes 177, noes 125. 

Mr. SNELL and Mr. SWEENEY demanded the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there were—ayes 207, nays 
150, not voting 72, as follows: 


[Roll No. 53] 
YEAS—207 

Aleshire Barry Bradley Cannon, Mo. 
Allen, Del Bernard Brooks Casey, 
Amlie Binderup Brown Celler 
Anderson, Mo Bloom Buck Chandler 
Arnold Boland, Pa. Bulwinkle Citron 
Atkinson Boren Burch Clark, N. C. 
Barden Boyer Byrne an 


Coffee, Wash. 
Collins 
Colmer 
Connery 
Cooley 
Cooper 
Cravens 


Delaney 
Dempsey 
DeMuth 
DeRouen 
Dies 
Dingell 
Disney 
Dockweller 
Dorsey 
Doxey 
Dunn. 
Edmiston 
Eicher 
Farley 
Ferguson 
Fernandez 
Fitzgerald 
Fitzpatrick 
Flaherty 
Flannery 
Fletcher 
Forand 
Ford, Calif. 
Ford, Miss. 
Fries, Ill. 
Fuller 
Fulmer 
Garrett 
Gavagan 
Gildea 
Gingery 


Allen, Il. 
Allen, Pa. 
Andresen, Minn. 


Bigelow 
Bolleau 
Brewster 
Buckler, Minn. 
Burdick 
Cannon, Wis. 
Carlson 
Carter 

Case, S. Dak. 
Chapman 
Church 
Clark. Idaho 
Clason 
Claypool 
Cluett 
Coffee, Nebr. 
Cole, N. Y. 


Boylan, N. Y. 
Caldwell 
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Goldsborough 
Greenwood 
Greever 


Jacobsen 


McMillan 
McReynolds 
McSweeney 
Magnuson 


O’Brien, Mich. 
O'Connell, Mont. 


Johnson, Luther A. O'Connell, R. I. 
Johnsen, Lyndon O Day 


Johnson, W. Va. O'Leary 
Jones ONeill, N. J. 
Kee O'Toole 
Keller Owen 
Keogh Pace 
Kerr Patman 
Kitchens Patterson 
Knifin Pearson 
Kopplemann Peterson, Fla. 
Lambeth Peterson, Ga. 
Lanzetta Pierce 
Larrabee Poage 
Lea Quinn 
Leavy 
Lesinski Randolph 
Lewis, Colo. Rayburn 
Lewis, Md. Reilly 
Ludlow Richards 
Luecke, Mich, Rigney 
McCormack Robinson, Utah 
McFarlane Rogers, Okla. 
McGehee Romjue 
McGrath 
NAYS—150 
Eaton Lanham 
Eberharter Lemke 
Eckert Lord 
Elliott Luce 
gel Luckey, Nebr. 
Englebright McClellan 
Ev: McLaughlin 
Faddis McLean 
Fleger Maas 
Frey, Pa, Mapes 
Gamble, N. X. Martin, Mass. 
Gambrill, Md. Mason 
Gearhart May 
Gehrmann Meeks 
Gifford Michener 
Gray, Ind Moser, Pa. 
Gray, Pa. Mott 
Guyer O'Connor, N. Y. 
Gwynne Oliver 
Halleck O'Malley 
Hancock, N. Y, Palmisano 
Hartley Parsons 
Hoffman Patton 
Holmes Pettengill 
Hope Pfeifer 
Hull Phillips 
Imhoff Plumley 
Jarrett Polk 
Jenkins, Ohio Powers 
Jenks, N. Rabaut 
Johnson, Minn. Ramspeck 
Kennedy, Md Reece, Tenn 
Kinzer Reed, Il 
Kleberg Reed, N. Y. 
Knutson Rich 
Kvale Robertson 
Lambertson Robsion, Ky. 
Lamneck Rockefeller 
NOT VOTING—72 
Doughton Kelly, III. 
Douglas Kelly, N. L. 
Drewry, Va. Kennedy, N. Y, 
an 
Fish Kocialkowski 
Flannagan Kramer 
Gasque Long 
Gil Lucas 
Green McAndrews 
nes McGranery 
Hancock, N.C. McGroarty 
Harter McKeough 
Hennings Mead 
Hook Merritt 
Hunter Mitchell, Tenn. 
J: Mosier, Ohio 
Jenckes, Ind. Murdock, Utah 
Johnson, Okla. O'Brien, Ill, 


So the motion was agreed to. 


Snyder, Pa. 
Somers, N. Y. 
South 
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Tarver 

Taylor, Colo. 
Teigan 

Terry 

Thom 
Thomas, Tex. 
Thomason, Tex. 
Thompson, III. 
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Stefan 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Taber 
Taylor, S. C. 
Taylor, Tenn. 
Thomas, N. J. 


Wolcott 
Wolfenden 
Wolverton 
Woodruff 


O'Connor, Mont, 
O'Neal, Ky. 
Patrick 

Rankin 

Rees, Kans. 
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The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
On the vote: 


n (for) with Mr. Gilchrist (against). 
Gasque (for) with Mr. Douglas (against). 
. Vinson of Georgia (for) with Mr. Fish (against). 
Crowe (for) with Mr. Champion (against). 
Kirwan (for) with Mr. Kennedy of New York (against). 
Dickstein (for) with Mr. Kelly of Illinois (against). 
Cartwright (for) with Mr. Boylan of New York (against). 
Hennings (for) with Mr. Short (against). 
Weaver (for) with Mr. Rees of Kansas (against). 


Until further notice: 


Rankin with Mr. Buckley of New York. 
Bean with Mrs. Jenckes of Indiana. 
Steagall with Mr. Allen of Louisiana. 
Boehne with Mr. Kramer, 

McAndrews with Mr. Cole of Maryland. 
Drewry of Virginia with Mr. Merritt. 

Mead with Mr. O'Neal of Kentucky. 
Doughton with Mr. Haines. 

Hancock of North Carolina with Mr. Mitchell of Tennessee. 
Bland with Mr. Colden. 

Sabath with Mr. Scott. 

Beiter with Mr. Biermann. 

White of Idaho with Mr. Wilcox. 
McKeough with Mr. Long 

O'Brien of Illinois with Mr. Mosier of Ohio. 
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Kelly of New York with Mr. Murdock of Utah. 
Deen with Mr. Jarman. 

McGranery with Mr. Hook. 

Johnson of Oklahoma with Mr. McGroarty. 
Caldwell with Mr. Lucas. 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill S. 3331, with Mr. McCormack in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask for recognition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. WARREN]. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry that 
may not be quite a parliamentary inquiry. When are we on 
this side to be recognized? Heretofore the Chair has alter- 
nated. It ended last night with recognition of four on the 
other side and three on this side. I claim, therefore, I am 
entitled to recognition this morning. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rules, of course, the gentle- 
man is not entitled to recognition as a right. The Chair 
may say that the rule that is generally followed is one which 
the Chair will follow, and the Chair intends to recognize for 
2 hours two Members on the minority side. 

Mr. SNELL. That may be late in the afternoon, when 
there is no one here to listen, or the Chair may recognize 
them after we have adjourned. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. WARREN]: is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. Warren] yield for a parliamentary inquiry? 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Chairman, I decline to yield for a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Will the gentleman yield 
for a question? 

Mr. WARREN. TI yield to the gentleman for a question. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Is it the purpose of the 
committee today at any time to move to close debate? 

Mr. WARREN. It is not. 

Mr. Chairman, we have heard it said from the time this 
bill was called up for consideration that the opposition de- 
sired full discussion and debate. Last night the House in its 
wisdom voted down the previous question in order that there 
might be further debate. In view of that vote, there is cer- 
tainly no purpose on the part of the committee handling this 
bill to seek to curb debate during today. 
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The opposition says that they desire to discuss this bill. 
Mr. Chairman, let it be recorded in the Record that on ac- 
count of their dilatory tactics, on account of their every ef- 
fort to delay this bill and not discuss it, so far they have 
wasted 6 hours that could have been used in legitimate dis- 
cussion. 

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. WARREN. Not now. 

Mr. SNELL. It is pertinent and the gentleman should 
yield. 

The regular order was demanded. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Chairman, we have been confronted 
with every form of obstruction by the minority and by some 
on the majority side. They want to keep this going so that 
the propaganda may continue to come in, 

Let it be said here that the one who is directing this propa- 
ganda is a sweet-scented rosebud of unsavory reputation, a 
man by the name of Dr. Rumely. [Applause.] 

To show you the extent they would go in order to destroy 
a man and a measure he espoused, I hold in my hand a type- 
written statement written on Western Union press message 
stationery, which was placed under the door of various Mem- 
bers of the House of Representatives this very morning. It 
is so vile, it is so shocking, it is so horrible, that were any 
Member to read it into the Recorp he would be expelled from 
the House under its rules. 

We know where this propaganda is coming from. This is 
not the first time, neither will it be the last, that Congress 
has been put under this pressure. We know they are get- 
ting names from telephone directories. We know there are 
being signed to these messages names of people who did not 
send them, or who do not exist, or even who are dead. This 
whole thing has now boiled down and narrowed down to the 
proposition where it is an attempt to destroy the President 
of the United States. 

I realize there can be legitimate opposition to this measure. 
I quarrel with no man about his vote on fundamentals or 
about any other legislation that may arise in this body, but 
knowing that there might be a division along that line, the 
propagandists have gone to every length and every extreme 
to use it as a vehicle to annihilate and destroy our President. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee has realized from the begin- 
ning there has been an honest difference of opinion among 
some Members who would like to support this bill but who 
have had their doubts about various phases of it. By direc- 
tien of the committee, I am authorized to tell you this morn- 
ing that it is the purpose of the committee when this bill 
Teaches the amendment stage to offer an amendment that 
Executive orders shall lie here in Congress for a period of 60 
days while we are in session, and that such orders may be 
stopped within that time and may not become effective upon 
the adoption of a concurrent resolution. [Applause.] 

Mr. GEARHART and Mr. MAY rose. 

Mr. WARREN. I cannot yield now. I prefer to continue 
this statement. 

I have said in discussing this measure on another day that, 
frankly, I believe such a provision may be, and probably is, 
unconstitutional, but regardless of that, and yielding to the 
sincere desire on the part of the friends of this measure to 
have it incorporated, we will bring in such an amendment. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WARREN. I decline to yield at this time. 

Let them debate that. That has been handed out here 
these last few days as one of the reasons this measure could 
not be supported. What will they say now when we come in 
and offer to give it to them? 

Mr. Chairman, I am also authorized by the committee to 
state that an amendment will be offered by the committee 
to section 5, page 45, dealing with the Department of Wel- 
fare. Let me again say, as I said yesterday in the time of 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CocHran], that section 5 
of this bill merely sets up the standards of a new depart- 
ment. When the Department of Labor was created the 
standards were set up in that bill. When the Department of 
Agriculture or of the Interior or any other department of 
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this Government was set up the standards had to be set out 
in the act creating that department. Whatever those stand- 
ards are, they are not worth a thing in this world unless the 
Congress by legislation shall give them full force and effect. 

A vile, malicious, and damnable whispering campaign has 
surged through the country to arouse and disturb a great 
church. To the eternal credit of some of the outstanding 
Members of this House who belong to that great church, this 
damnable propaganda has had no effect whatever on them. 
The word “education” contained in section 5 has been por- 
trayed as meaning Federal control over education. Every- 
one knows who is fair, everyone knows who desires to be 
honest and straightforward, that under no torturing of the 
imagination could those words have such an effect; but to 
relieve that situation and to test the faith, honor, and in- 
tegrity of those who have raised the point and who have 
tried to deceive the people of that great denomination, it is 
the purpose of this committee to offer an amendment to 
strike out that provision and to provide that the present 
Bureau of Education shall stay where it is. [Applause.] 

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WARREN. No. 

That is all I care to say, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack]. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, following the very able 
address we have just heard, I wish to make a few observa- 
tions, and some of my observations will express my own per- 
sonal views in relation to the reference made by the distin- 
guished gentleman from North Carolina to the vicious cam- 
paign of hate, destruction, and vilification that is going on 
throughout this country, brought into operation by certain 
forces, in relation to the great faith the gentleman from 
North Carolina had in mind, of which I am proud to say I 
am a communicant. 

If there is one thing for which I have contempt it is intol- 
erance in any form. [Applause.] If there is one thing on 
which I might be termed a bigot it is against bigotry. I care 
not what a man’s color may be, whether white, black, or yel- 
low. I care not what one’s racial origin may be. The spirit- 
ual journey a person may take along the pathway of life is 
a matter for each individual to determine in accordance with 
the convictions his religious conscience dictates. I respect 
his right to his views and I will fight to protect his rights, 
but I ask and expect of him respect for my views and pro- 
tection of my rights. 

I know when a vicious campaign is being conducted. I 
know when a campaign is being conducted based upon hatred 
and for the purpose of destroying not an administration but 
the President of the United States. There has been brought 
into this legislative fight the question of the control of 
schools and the question of the control of homes. 

There is no one who will fight for the integrity and the 
sanctity of home life more strongly than I, and, in my opin- 
ion, 100 percent of the membership of this body, Republican 
or Democrat, would do the same thing, and at least 90 per- 
cent of the membership of this body, on both sides of the 
aisle, are opposed to Federal control of our schools, public 
or private. [Applause.] Since the issue has been injected 
into this fight it has been injected by a small but powerful 
financial group, with malice, but picked up by many persons 
who honestly believe the propaganda, but which constitutes 
misinformation, that has been circulated throughout the 
United States. 

A year ago I said to members of the committee that they 
should take this provision out of the bill. In the transfer 
proposed there is no change in existing law. The President 
has no authority to change any law, but I said then that for 
practical reasons it should be taken out of the bill. I saw this 
fight developing a year ago, and members of the joint com- 
mittee know that I went to them at that time and said, 
“From a practical angle, take this out of the bill, because an 
appeal to emotionalism can be made based upon a misunder- 
standing, and while the small but powerful group whose 
identity will be undisclosed who are making this appeal will 
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not misunderstand, the great majority of those to whom they 
will appeal will believe what is told them, and the mere incor- 
poration into any bill of the word ‘education’ bringing about a 
transfer from one department to another will develop the 
honest fear in the minds of some persons that it means con- 
trol of education by the Federal Government.” Of course, it 
does not, but nevertheless that small but powerful financial 
group who, with malice, would destroy the President of the 
United States if they could, have injected that into the legis- 
lative battle. I resent it, I condemn it, and it is our duty, 
insofar as we can, to educate the American people who hon- 
estly believe the misinformation that has been maliciously 
circulated throughout the United States as propaganda, 
having as its ultimate objective the creation, in the minds of 
the great majority of a feeling of fear of the passage of this 
bill, with the provision transferring the Bureau of Education 
from the Interior Department to the Department of Welfare. 

The action of the committee, as stated by the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. Warren], in voting to propose an 
amendment, when the bill is under consideration for amend- 
ments, striking out the transfer of the Bureau of Educa- 
tion from the Interior Department to the new Department 
cf Welfare, will leave this Bureau where it is now located, in 
the Department of the Interior. That will remove all pos- 
sibility of doubt and the fears that the great majority of 
persons who have written or wired Members honestly enter- 
tain, and effectively meet the efforts of the few, who know 
better, but who are deliberately misinforming the public, 
thereby creating an honest but erroneous impression of the 
true situation. The committee has used judgment in this 
action. Such action effectively meets the situation. 

I recognize, as does my friend, the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. Warren], that men may differ on the bill, or 
parts thereof. I have no controversy with any Members of 
this distinguished body who differs with me on this bill, or 
any portion thereof. I have my own views on this measure. 
I have the basic view that if we are going to reorganize the 
executive branches of the Government there has got to be 
some delegation of power. Congress cannot make the reor- 
ganization because then the old gerrymandering goes 
on and the trades are made, and the 6 or 8 or 10 or 15 
friends of one bureau or department will join together with 
the friends of some other bureau or department, and the 
result is that from a practical angle the Congress is unable 
to make the reorganization. 

In my State of Massachusetts, not so many years ago, 
there was a reorganization of the executive branch of the 
State government and the power was delegated to the Gov- 
ernor to do it. Other States have done the same thing. 
There has never been a reorganization in the modern legis- 
lative history of a State government without a delegation of 
power to the Governor, this being in recognition of the prac- 
tical conditions that exist. 

This bill is a different bill from the one that passed the 
Senate. This bill does not abolish the General Accounting 
Office. If it did, I would not vote to do that. I believe the 
General Accounting Office in its dignity and in its respect 
and in its independence as a watchdog of the legislative 
branch, should be preserved, and this committee has done 
that in this bill. 

The standards of the delegation of power in this bill are 
entirely different from the bill that has been passed by the 
Senate. This bill does not contain the powers given to former 
President Hoover; and, by the way, former President Hoover, 
who is certainly one of the leaders of the Republican Party 
and a great American, whom I officially and personally re- 
spect and admire, although I may differ with him on some 
public questions, as I have in the past, is in favor of reorgani- 
zation legislation. 

The Boston Herald, of Boston, Mass.—and I know my New 
England Republicans do not like the reference—has come out 
editorially in favor of reorganization legislation. The Boston 
Traveller, an independent newspaper of Boston, has editori- 
ally commented favorably on such legislation. Everyone ad- 
mits it, even my friends on the Republican side. So we start 
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out with the proposition from a practical angle, that the only 
way to accomplish it is by delegation of some power some- 
where, and that can only be given to the President of the 
United States, the only man in public executive position in 
the United States whose constituency is the entire country. 

Mr. STACK rose. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I decline to yield on this occasion, 
and I know the gentleman will understand that there is 
nothing personal in my refusal. 

I have referred to the campaign of hatred conducted by a 
few who are trying to inflame the minds of the many. Is 
there any doubt in the mind of any honest man that for the 
past 3 years small groups, powerful financially in this coun- 
try, have instigated a campaign against the President of the 
United States? I have fought for business and financial in- 
terests when they are right. I led the fight to eliminate 
from the tax bill the so-called “third basket.” I am with 
any group when they are right, when I think they are right, 
but I am against them when I think they are wrong. But 
for the past 3 years, in particular, small groups, powerful 
financially—and I do not want my remarks misunderstood 
by anyone—small groups, small in number but powerful in 
wealth and position, have determined upon a destruction 
of the character and reputation and standing of the Presi- 
dent of the United States. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman will pardon me. Let 
me refresh your memory. It is not so long ago when the 
President was called a Communist by his enemies. It is not 
so long ago when Dr. Frank, the new leader of the Republi- 
can Party, called the President a Fascist. Now they call 
him a dictator. The easiest thing in the world is to call a 
person names. It is a sign of weakness of argument when 
a person has to resort to calling an opponent names. It 
shows there is a lack of sincere, conscientious argument 
against the real issue in this case, which is the reorganization 
bill. [Applause.] 

They called the President a Communist, or they intimate 
it at least. They called him a Fascist, and I made a speech 
on the floor commenting on Dr. Frank’s remarks, and that 
ended it. They now call him a dictator. There is only one 
thing left that they can call him that I know of, and that is a 
reactionary, and I doubt if they will go that far. Let us 
analyze for a moment these fake and unfair charges. I have 
fought communism. I was chairman of the House committee 
that investigated it 3½ years ago. The committee investi- 
gated nazi-ism, also bigoted movements in this country. It 


is not only contrary to the spirit of the Constitution, but. 


contrary to decency, for any person to entertain an intolerant 
view toward another. I have repeatedly spoken in opposi- 
tion to those vicious movements. I have been called a 
Fascist by the Communists, because their practice is to call 
names in an endeavor to undermine the standing and posi- 
tion of a man whom they attack. It is characteristic of the 
propagandist to generalize and not to particularize. 

Mr. Chairman, communism and nazi-ism are the negatives 
of democracy. In Soviet Russia is there religious freedom 
of conscience or freedom of speech or freedom of the press? 
Is there ownership of private property or the right of trial 
by jury? Is there free public education? Are there two or 
more political parties? In Germany is there freedom of re- 
ligious conscience? Is there not an attempt to paganize 
religion, particularly Christianity? Is there freedom of 
speech or freedom of the press in Germany? 

What is there in America? My freedom of religious con- 
science has not been impaired. I go to my church on Sunday 
and on other days. Anyone can possess any religious view 
that his conscience dictates, or he may, if he desires, be an 
atheist or an agnostic. That is every person’s right in a 
democracy. But no one has the right to say that another 
person shall not entertain and express by religious attendance 
the views his conscience dictates. Is anyone in America 
denied the right of going to church? What about freedom of 
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speech and your freedom of the press? This very debate 
shows that it exists to an extreme extent, as it should in a 
democracy. The charge of dictatorship is just another effort 
on the part of those forces, small in number but powerful, 
who want to destroy, not constructively criticize or construc- 
tively oppose but destroy, through trying to deceive the people 
and engender fear and bitterness, if not hatred, in their 
minds toward the President of the United States—not be- 
cause they deliberately believe it but because they believe 
what has been circulated throughout the country for the pur- 
pose of destruction. Such a campaign will not and should 
not succeed. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. No. I refuse to yield. Let us remem- 
ber that the President has been attacked on every major 
piece of legislation that has been proposed. The same line of 
attack has been made against him—Communist, Fascist, now, 
dictator. The very people whom the President fights for, the 
average person, is the one they are trying to exploit, to turn 
against him to destroy him, in the belief that it is for their 
best interest, when those who are the source and the origin 
of this campaign of hatred and destruction know that it will 
be harmful to the people themselves. 

What about the W. P. A.? What has the President done? 
You and I who voted for it have been put on the spot, in 
the plain language of the day, by those who would want us 
not to appropriate a penny for the relief of human suffering 
and distress. 

That is one of the bills on which the President has in- 
curred the enmity of some persons. What about other legis- 
lation which has incurred the enmity of powerful persons 
and financial groups? 

In conclusion, my time being up, let me say as emphati- 
cally asI can: If you disagree with this bill, do so; but do not 
permit the concealed few to conduct successfully their cam- 
paign of hatred. Let us adopt these two amendments and 
one or two other amendments I have in mind. One, I think, 
should exempt the Veterans’ Bureau from the operation of 
this bill. [Applause.] The gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
Cocuran] has said there is no intention to affect it. Let us, 
as a practical consideration, adopt such an amendment. But, 
my colleagues of the House, let us, at least, on the Democratic 
Side, for the remainder of this fight argue constructively; let 
my Republican friends criticize constructively, but let us on 
the Democratic side recognize that a campaign of hatred and 
destruction, conducted by small, but powerful interests, has 
been going on throughout this country for the last 3 years to 
destroy the great humanitarian of today, Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt. [Applause, the Members rising.] 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Voors]. 

Mr. VOORHIS. Mr. Chairman, it is my purpose in these 
few moments to try to emphasize the big things connected 
with this bill. What are we really doing here? Certainly 
not establishing a dictatorship. There is a very great differ- 
ence between extending the power of the President or of 
executive departments, on the one hand, and empowering 
the President to reorganize his own department of govern- 
ment within its present limitations of power fixed by Con- 
gress, on the other. In this bill we are doing the second of 
these things. We are not in any sense doing the first. 

Mr. Chairman, in my judgment the poorest friends that 
true democracy has are those people who would hamstring 
the functioning of democratic government as it seeks to make 
itself more efficient in meeting new and staggering problems 
brought about, not because of any political causes, but be- 
cause of economic changes and developments which have 
taken place in the world. Can we wisely and prudently pro- 
vide for the smooth functioning of our democratic Govern- 
ment so that it can meet the greater needs of the Nation 
in these difficult days? ‘That is the great question. 

The people of America complain about the burden of gov- 
ernment, they complain about bureaucracy, they complain 
about the duplication of agencies. To an extent they are 
justified in these complaints. 
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In my opinion no one in our country has a right to com- 
plain about the payment of taxes which must necessarily be 
raised in order to enable this Nation, with safety and security, 
to pass through this period of transition; but I do feel that 
the people of this country have a right to complain about 
the payment of taxes when for, every dollar they pay they 
do not receive a full dollar of benefit from governmental 
services. I could quote at length from letters and from 
articles that have been written about the building up of 
duplicated agencies in government. The main issue of this 
bill is the question whether those very people who have com- 
plained are willing that constructive steps be taken in order 
to introduce greater efficiency into government in order to 
eliminate some of the overlapping, and in order to be sure 
that the American people do get dollar-for-dollar value out 
of the taxes they pay. Now is the time for us to try to check 
the existing tendency toward greater and greater complexity 
in government. That is the central purpose of this bill. 

I am in full agreement with the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. O'Connor] when he says that our first duty is to attack 
unemployment. I am frank to say that I wish at this mo- 
ment we were considering legislation which was aimed di- 
rectly at the unemployment problem, which is the heart of 
all our problems. But I do not believe for one single minute 
that this legislation is going to interfere with our ability to 
deal with unemployment. On the contrary, I believe it will 
be of assistance in that respect. 

I am convinced that a reorganization of the executive de- 
partments such as this bill provides, this broadening of our 
civil service, this establishing of the Department of Welfare— 
without adding one bit of power to any of the agencies that 
may be assigned—will give us more efficient government. 
I am perfectly willing that education should be left out of 
the province of that department, and I am not in favor of 
Federal control of education, but I am convinced that these 
things will make for greater efficiency in the Government of 
our country. The cries of opposition that have been raised 
have, in my opinion, been in large measure political. 

I would not think of voting for this bill if I thought it 
would relax for one single moment the control of Congress 
over the purse strings. But does it in fact do so? I do not 
think so. Congress must still appropriate every dime that 
can be spent. The Comptroller General’s office is retained, 
and in addition to that the new Auditor General, responsible 
only to Congress, will, it appears to me, be in a position by 
his immediate reports to Congress of every irregular or even 
improvident expenditure to exercise for all practical pur- 
poses a better control over executive expenditures than we 
have yet had. I submit that an officer making full reports of 
all executive expenditures to the Congress will be more ef- 
fective as a control over those expenditures than an officer, 
who, like the present Comptroller General, interprets the 
meaning of congressional appropriation bills, but who does 
not then, as a practical matter, make full reports to Congress 
covering his own earlier acts. Our Committee on Appropria- 
tions will be furnished with full annual reports, with complete 
audits of the expenditures of the executive departments. 
These will form the basis of their future action in making 
appropriations. And legislative committees as well as the 
Appropriations Committee will, under the pending bill, receive 
from our own auditor general immediate reports of any 
expenditures which he deems questionable, whether or not 
the Comptroller General has approved them. 

So far as the civil service is concerned, the big considera- 
tion is that the bill broadens the power of the President 
to bring people under civil service and limits his now existing 
powers to take them out. It seems to me that fact over- 
shadows all other considerations with regard to civil service. 
Our present system, all admit, needs improvement. We hope 
this bill will give it. If it does not, the Congress can change 
it at any future time. 

Shall we see American democracy in this hour having the 
courage to give to the President, because of our confidence in 
him, not a chance to exercise great powers but a chance 
to do one of the most difficult jobs that could be given to a 
President, the difficult job of carrying through a reorganiza- 
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tion of his own department of government in the interest 
of efficiency? It is high time this job was done. We should 
not neglect our opportunity. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 seconds to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALTER]. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, for the past several days I 
have been receiving almost countless numbers of letters and 
telegrams in opposition to the reorganization bill. I have 
made a very careful analysis of these communications and 
have reached the conclusion that they come, not in opposi- 
tion to this legislation, but because the senders are unalter- 
ably opposed to anything our great President advocates. 
Ever since 1932, when it became apparent that the great ma- 
jority of the citizens of our Nation wanted the Governor of 
New York as President, we have known a “stop Roosevelt” 
movement in America. I know something of this movement 
in my own State because of my participation in the primary 
campaign on behalf of our great President. One of the prime 
movers, at that time, was Charles Alvin Jones, one of the 
Democratic candidates for Governor of Pennsy'vania today. 
We all know with what success this movement has met. To- 
day, we find almost the same identical forces opposing this 
legislation for identically the same reasons. It is, indeed, 
very significant that when attempts were made during every 
administration since Theodore Roosevelt to bring about much- 
needed reorganization of several departments of our Govern- 
ment that no one except bureaucrats, who were afraid of los- 
ing their sinecures raised a voice in protest. None of these 
cries of dictatorship that are the mere echoes of the cam- 
paign of 1932 were raised. The fact of the matter is, the 
opposition to the bill is political, pure and simple. There 
are, today, many thousands of Federal employees, who se- 
cured their positions through political influence. I do not 
know how many of these people, if any, will lose their jobs 
through the elimination of overlapping agencies, but I dare 
say that everyone who feels that his services could be dis- 
pensed with has communicated or will communicate with 
someone back home requesting that they voice their opposi- 
tion to this bill, giving as their reason for the opposition 
something that the facts do not justify. Under broad pow- 
ers given President Roosevelt, when our administration first 
took over the leaky ship of state, a great opportunity to 
change our form of government was presented. Any Presi- 
dent who had the slightest inclination to exert dictatorial 
powers would have exerted them at that time. The fact that 
he did not, and that our governmental affairs are conducted 
in the same constitutional way as they were since the incep- 
tion of this great Republic, clearly refutes the partisan 
arguments made in that regard. The bill makes impossible 
any change in our system of government because any con- 
solidation order, made by the President, must receive con- 
gressional approval before it becomes effective. There is no 
Member of this body, no matter how long or short his term 
of service has been, who does not realize the need of legisla- 
tion of this sort. To oppose it is merely an expression of 
your opposition to President Roosevelt. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Starnes]. 

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Chairman, undeniably there is a 
genuine need for reorganization of the executive branch of 
the Government, This need arises from the fact that we 
have too many bureaus, administrative set-ups, and groups 
which duplicate each other’s effort, leading to waste, extrav- 
agance, and uncertainty. In my judgment, in the heat of 
the debate we have forgotten for the moment the real purpose 
of reorganizing the executive branch of the Government. 
The need arises to bring about a more efficient and eco- 
nomical operation of our Government. 

There should not be any reorganization unless by so doing 
we increase the efficiency of the Government and bring about 
more economy in operation. True, this bill delegates power 
to the Chief Executive, but since he is charged under the 
Constitution with administering the laws of this Nation, 
whether the Democratic Party or the Republican Party is in 


4626 


power, he is the proper person to whom that power should be 
delegated. In view of the announcement made on the floor 
of the House today by the very able gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. Warren], in which he made the statement that 
the committee will offer certain amendments at the appro- 
priate time, I can go along with this bill. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STARNES. Not at this time. 

Mr. Chairman, with an amendment which will exempt the 
Veterans’ Administration from the operation of this act, with 
an amendment striking out any reference to the promotion 
of education in the title of the bill dealing with the Depart- 
ment of Public Welfare, and particularly with an amendment 
which requires the President to report back to the Congress 
his findings and recommendations, thereby making it nec- 
essary to have a concurrence of the majority of the legisla- 
tive branch before any Executive order may become 
effective, it will be a pleasure for me to support this bill. 

This is certainly a democratic process, and it constitutes a 
genuine challenge to every opponent of the bill to find some 
constructive ground upon which to base their opposition. 
Certainly if the legislative branch is required to place its 
stamp of approval on any Executive order, no longer can 
the cry of “dictatorship” be sustained. 

I confidently predict that as a result of the operation of 
this measure, after its passage, we will have more efficient 
government and a government that will be operated more 
economically. With the efficient processes of a constitu- 
tional representative democracy working, America is not 
facing the sunset but is really facing the sunrise. [Ap- 
plause.] 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. GREENWOOD]. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment 
the gentleman from North Carolina and the gentleman 
from Massachusetts for the clarification that has been had 
this morning in reference to the debate covering the pending 
bill. I think their addresses have cleared away a large 
amount of the opposition, and the bill will pass after it has 
had consideration by the Committee and certain amendments 
have been agreed to. 

For 15 years since I have been a Member of the House we 
have from time to time discussed the advisability of reorgan- 
izing the executive agencies of our Government. Congress 
has from time to time discussed this matter, and it has been 
referred to committees many times. Congress has given this 
matter of reorganization considerable thought. We have 
preached about it from session to session. We have fretted 
about it, and we have threatened about it, but so far there 
has been no reorganization of the overlapping agencies and 
removal of duplication of the various bureaus for the pur- 
pose of economy and efficiency. I am convinced if we are 
to have a reorganization that will really effect these results, 
it must be done by the executive department. I think that 
is the proper agency to be charged with this responsibility. 

I appreciate there has been considerable publicity, in- 
spired, I think, mostly against this bill as it has been against 
other bills in this Congress by drawing unfair conclusions 
as to what the results will be, but so far as I am concerned 
I have never hesitated to delegate this authority to the Pres- 
ident of the United States to reorganize the departments 
under his supervision and upon his own responsibility. 

Mr. Chairman, we entrust our most complicated depart- 
ment to one man and frequently to a group of men. The 
Interstate Commerce Commission writes orders with refer- 
ence to interstate commerce. This is a duty, of course, of 
the Congress, but we have entrusted it to that Commission. 
We have found it has been effective. Our foreign affairs 
are largely entrusted to the Secretary of State, backed by the 
Executive. [{Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield’ the remainder of 
my time to the gentleman from Washington [Mr. HILL.] 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I had not intended to inject 
myself into this debate. I feel that I am rather a novice 
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in this House. I do not rush in as easily as veterans like 
the gentleman from Connecticut and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. But certain charges and certain threats have 
been made and I want to meet them. 

In the first place, may I say I hold no brief for the 
President of the United States. He does not need it. He 
can well take care of himself. In the second place, I want 
to emphasize the fact that if you will study the RECORD you 
will find that I have been quite independent in my voting 
and not a rubber stamp, as has been charged of some 
Members. 

Mr. Chairman, if I have to be a rubber stamp, however, 
I would rather be a rubber stamp for my leader, President 
Roosevelt, than do as some Members on this side of the 
House have done today, and be rubber stamps for the other 
side of the aisle. [Applause.] For instance, a leader of the 
opposition called a Democratic Member over and ordered 
him to make a point of no quorum and he obeyed, thus. 
taking up valuable time that might have been used for 
debate. Again the opposition forced a roll call to pre- 
vent going into the Committee of the Whole House, 
thus attempting to close debate and actually delaying debate 
which they so vociferously demanded last evening. A large 
number of Democrats voted, as the Recorp will show, to pre- 
vent further debate and that at the dictate of a Republican 
boss. This is rubber stamp with a vengeance. 

I have seen fit to criticize the President and I have differed 
with him in some respects. For example, the second vote 
I cast in 1933 was against the President. It was not very 
popular then to do that. 

I voted to override his veto of the bonus. I voted to over- 
ride the veto of the bill allowing 344-percent interest to the 
farmers. Just last week I voted against the battleship pro- 
gram. Therefore, you cannot say I am a rubber stamp in 
going down the line for the President in all that he does. 

I have seen fit to criticize the leadership of this House 
at times right here on the floor of this House and I reserve 
the right to do so again, but I emphatically declare that 
I am with the President of the United States wholeheartedly 
in his major objectives, and I stand for the policies of the 
New Deal. I call your attention to the fact that although 
I am for those objectives I do not believe the President has 
gone far enough on the farm program. He has not solved 
the monetary question and he has not gone far enough to 
suit me on the question of the old-age pensions. Let me 
tell you, and especially you Progressives, also you Progres- 
sive Republicans, and you Progressive Democrats, that this 
is an assault on the New Deal and an attempt to do away 
with what little progress we have made in that direction. 
Make no mistake about that. If you vote against this bill 
you will be assisting the opposition in its assault on all the 
progressive legislation we have accomplished in the last 
5 years. 

On yesterday the gentleman from New York, our dis- 
tinguished chairman of the Committee on Rules, Mr. 
O’Connor, said he would go down the road if he had to go 
barefoot and alone. I wish he were here, and I would 
tell him he will not go alone. With him will be the Liberty 
League of the United States. With him will be the National 
Manufacturers’ Association of the United States. With 
him will be the United States Chamber of Commerce. With 
him will be all the opposition over on the other side, who so 
vociferously applauded him yesterday. 

With him going down that road will be the anti-New Deal 
Demccrats on this side who are trying to wreck the New Deal 
and destroy the prestige of the President of the United States. 
With him down that long road will go the gentle radio priest 
who fought the gentleman from New York so viciously 2 
years ago, who deals in personalities and not in principles, 
who hates Roosevelt because he cannot dominate him, who 
in his magazine 2 weeks ago said of one Congressman’s bank 
bill that it was excellent and sound, but he would oppose it 
because, forsooth, this Congressman had sent a greeting to a 
democracy in Europe. He will walk down the road with the 


1938 


gentleman from New York and stroke his fevered brow. He 
will brush his ruffled hair. He will bathe his weary feet as he 
goes down that rocky road. He will walk with him, and he 
will give him a cup of cold water in the heat of the day. With 
him will also go another man, the editor of Liberty magazine, 
Mr. Macfadden, who probably will generously give him exer- 
cises in physical culture so he can withstand the strenuous 
labors of going down that road. And at the close of day he 
may listen to their soothing voices over the radio. 

Charges have been made of dictatorship. If the gentlemen 
over here on the opposition side will look under your table, 
you probably will expect to see a dictator, or when you go 
home tonight, if you will look under the bed, you will probably 
expect to find there a dictator. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. No. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. I will tell you where there is one. 

Mr. HILL. No; it is not a dictator you will find. You will 
find there four evil spirits. One is the evil spirit of jealousy— 
jealousy of a President who is popular and has been suc- 
cessful. You will find there the evil spirit of hypocrisy, that 
stood for reorganization when Hoover was for it and now is 
against it when Roosevelt is for it. You will find there the 
spirit of falsehood, that misinterprets this bill and then 
misinforms the people back home. You will find there the 
spirit of cowardice, which does not meet the issues in this 
bill today, but calls names as was done in 1936. Now they 
call Roosevelt a dictator. They called Washington a dictator 
in his day. You remember the Conway Cabal. They called 
Jefferson a dictator in his day when he was a champion of 
our liberties. They called Jackson a dictator in his day 
when he led the common people. They called Abraham Lin- 
coln, the man of sorrows and the martyred President, a 
dictator. It was not only the South that called him a dic- 
tator, for the people in the South did not realize he was the 
best friend they had, but the men who persecuted him the 
most in the United States were members of his own party, 
Republicans, like Thaddeus Stephens and Senator Sumner, 
who hounded him day and night and were glad when he was 
assassinated. Read The Tragic Area, by Claude Bowers, and 
see how Lincoln fared in his day. Today we have men in 
our own party who are persecuting the President of the 
United States in the same way. Not all who oppose this bill, 
of course, hate Roosevelt, but too many of them not only hate 
him but gave him and the New Deal only lip service in the 
first 4 years, and now, when they believe it is entirely safe, 
come out in the open to cry at his heels and oppose what he 
stands for. 

On yesterday the gentleman from Massachusetts appealed 
to our patriotism. I want to ask you over on this side when 
in heaven’s name did the Republicans get a monopoly on 
patriotism? 

Mr. TABER. If the gentleman will yield, is any evidence 
of patriotism involved in surrendering the powers of Con- 
gress? 

Mr. HILL, Did you get a monopoly on patriotism when 
Secretary Ballinger gave our natural resources away? Did 
you get a monopoly on patriotism when Secretary Fall sold 
Teapot Dome for a song? Did you get a monopoly on pa- 
triotism when Secretary Daugherty shielded criminals in 
high places? There is an old saying, “Liberty, what crimes 
have been committed in thy name.” We can paraphrase 
that by saying, “Patriotism, what crimes have been com- 
mitted in thy name.” Is there any logic in charging us who 
support this bill with a lack of patriotism? We may differ 
as to methods of solving our economic problems, but that is 
no cause for calling names and charging that we have a less 
regard for the welfare of our country and its people than 
you have. Only those who despoil or exploit our natural 
resources, who practice or condone injustice to the humblest 
citizen, who fail to protect the weak against the strong, 
and refuse to use every effort in the cause of real democracy 
are lacking in patriotism. Patriotism is not so much a wor- 
shiping of the past as it is the facing fearlessly the problems 
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of the present and planning for the glorious success of the 
future. And it is the special heritage of no person, group, or 
party. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman has re- 
ferred to me. Will the gentleman yield? 

& Mr. HILL. No; Iam sorry, I cannot yield. I have not the 
me. 

I now want to discuss why I am for this bill. I am for this 
bill for three or four reasons. First, in 1932, and I have the 
platform of the Democratic Party right here in my hand, we 
promised the people of the United States reorganization so 
as to coordinate, consolidate, or eliminate useless bureaus, 
and now at this late day we are trying to live up to that 
promise. In the second place, we passed two provisions in 
the present bill only last year without any opposition. In 
the third place, this has been the program and policy of 
both parties for the last 40 years and has been urged by 
eight or nine Presidents. Lastly, I support this measure 
because of the fact that all the speeches in both the Senate 
and House that favored this bill, if you listened to them or 
read them in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, explain and jus- 
tify the bill and shows it to be entirely different from what 
has been argued on the other side of the aisle. I ask rea- 
sonable and fair-minded men to study these speeches before 
they denounce the bill and threaten its supporters. They 
explain the bill so comprehensively that I need not go into 
its merits at this time. Then there are the telegrams. 
Quite a number of you were here during the holding-com- 
pany fight. You remember how the telegrams poured in 
here by the bushel. You remember one Member from Penn- 
Sylvania, long may his memory be green, Congressman Dris- 
coll. He was not afraid when those telegrams came in, but 
rather uncovered the duplicity of the utility companies, but 
today there is a Congressman from Pennsylvania who runs 
to cover because he is showered with telegrams and propa- 
ganda and he is fearful of what may happen to him in the 
next election. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. Letters and telegrams! I will read two of 
them. They say they are not threats: “Vote no on organiza- 
tion bill, election next fall.” Here is another one: “This is 
not a purchase offer but urge you to resist reorganization bill 
or lose large vote here.” Are these anything but threats? 

Oh, no; there are no threats in this, no demand that I 
must do so-and-so or they will defeat me next fall. I have, 
however, other letters from the State. One State official 
writes: 

Roosevelt is more popular than he ever has been. I hope to see 
you voting for Roosevelt's proposition of reorganization. 

Then there are the dailies in the State of Washington. I 
do not know how it is in your States, but if we want to be 
elected in the State of Washington we get all the bitter 
opposition we can from the dailies. Whom the dailies oppose 
in the State of Washington, and you can broadcast this back 
there if you want, those men the people elect to office. 
Applause. ] 

They have thrown the gauntlet down. The challenge is 
here. Reorganization and calling of names will be one of the 
issues in the next campaign, although not the only one. They 
have thrown down the gauntlet and I, for one, accept it, and 
I will say: 


Lay on, Macduff; 
And dam'd be him that first cries, “Hold enough!” 


This applies to all of them. I think we can go back home, 
having voted for this reorganization bill, and when the people 
understand what it really means and the misinformation and 
misinterpretation has been cleared up, they will not oppose 
those who supported it. 

Finally, I want to pay my respects again to the chairman 
of the Rules Committee, and I wish he were here. As chair- 
man of the Rules Committee he has great power and many 
times in these past 2 years he has obstructed legislation 
that we progressives have stood for, and we have taken it 
on the chin. But right here and now as a Member of this 
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House, today, or when we vote on this bill, thank God my 
vote, as humble as it is, is equal to his or any other Member 
on the floor of this House. I am going to cast that vote for 
the reorganization bill, not merely because it is the Presi- 
dent’s bill but because I believe it is right, because people and 
parties and Presidents have demanded it for the last 40 
years; because it will bring efficiency and economy in the 
executive branch of the Federal Government. [Applause.] 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. DITTER. Mr. Chairman, I demand recognition. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Chairman, I shall repeat the question 
of my distinguished colleague from New York [Mr. O’Con- 
wor], and that is, When is the ordinary garden variety of 
Democrats going to be recognized by the Chair? 

The CHAIRMAN. As soon as the Chair has recognized 
members of the minority party, the Chair will then recognize 
members of the majority party, the Chair understanding that 
no member of the special committee seeks recognition. The 
Chair will then exercise his discretion as to what member of 
the majority party will be recognized in favor of the proposi- 
tion. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Chairman, will the Chair yield further? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman desire to make a 
further parliamentary inquiry? 

Mr.STACK. What does the Chair understand a Democrat 
to be? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair does not think that is a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, I desire some information in 
respect to recognition. The gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. Warren], who is one of the principal proponents of this 
bill, and in charge, at least, said he wanted recognition for 
the first hour and that someone on this side should be recog- 
nized for 2 hours after that. That is what I understood the 
program to be, because we were really entitled by the back- 
ward and forward movement to have the first hour this 
afternoon. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair, of course, could not recognize 
any Member for 2 hours, but could recognize two different 
Members for 1 hour each. 

Mr. SNELL. That is what I have in mind. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is not acquainted with any 
understanding the gentleman from New York may have had. 

Mr. SNELL. It is pretty hard to get an understanding, or 
to know who is in charge. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will recognize a member of 
the minority party for 1 hour. Does the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. DITTER] seek recognition? 

Mr. DITTER. I ask recognition, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. DITTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 15 minutes. 

Just by way of preface, and in order to give continuity 
to the thought of the afternoon, I must express regret that 
my distinguished friend from Washington [Mr. HILL] failed 
to follow the advice he tried to give to us. That advice was 
to consider the merits of this bill. Had he done so, he 
probably would have had less time for that vituperative 
attack which could have nothing back of it other than the 
rankest partisanship, and which under no circumstances 
could have provided a basis for an honest and reasonable, 
dispassionate consideration of a most important measure. 

Mr. Chairman, as I reflected on the words of the majority 
leader last night, when he made that fervent exhortation, 
my mind went back to the words of an old gospel hymn. 
There loomed before me one of those great tabernacles with 
one of those marvelous exhorters, where the emotions of men 
rather than the reasons of men are played on. There came 
to my mind those lines which probably as a matter of rit- 
ualistic faith and religion could persuade wayward men to 
seek salvation. They are hardly the thing to use, however, 
in parliamentary debate on a most important issue. The 
words that came to my mind were 

Where He leads me I shall follow. 
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In the field of evangelistic effort these words have a hal- 
lowed place. 

It seems to me that we have come to a pretty pass if 
the justification for legislation depends upon only one thing, 
and that is to hold up before the House of Representatives 
one man and say, because he goes, we shall go, tco. 

Woe betide the liberties of any people if this idea prevails. 
I care not from whence you come—from Florida, Penn- 
Sylvania, or elsewhere—I repeat, Mr. Chairman, woe betide 
the day when the liberties of the people are committed 
to men who blindly shut their eyes and say of any man, 
“Where he leads me I will follow.” As I recalled that 
grotesque and burlesque show about telegrams, and that 
declaration of what they do down in Texas with telegrams 
and other communications from constituents, instinctively 
there came to my mind another quotation not quite so 
religious in content, but nevertheless extremely forceful. 
The quotation I have in mind is, “The public be damned.” 
That in a nutshell was the force of the statement of ths 
majority leader as he pleaded that the House should dis- 
regard the messages coming in from constituents against 
this bill. ; 

I have been impressed with the secrecy attending the study 
of this bill by the committee. Public hearings were refused. 
Only selected witnesses were permitted to testify. To me 
this is significant. Then again, Mr. Chairman, I have been 
impressed with the frantic efforts of administration leaders 
to deny the House the right of deliberative consideration 
and to drive the measure through before the country could 
realize the importance of the legislation. 

If this measure has the worthy purpose claimed for it by 
its sponsors, why have they resorted to tactics to which no 
cause with any merit would deign to stoop in order to justify 
approval? Why this shameful secrecy? Why this mad rush | 
for enactment? Why this fear of public opinion? Why this 
dread of complete exposure? Why this covert cunning in 
parliamentary procedure? Why, I ask, Mr. Chairman, have 
reputable and fearless columnists, whose sense of fairness and 
candor has never been questioned, unless it were by marion- 
ettes or midnight marauders, been charged with deception 
because of their fearless findings of facts? 

Why, Mr. Chairman, have the proponents of this program 
found it necessary to unleash the venom of diabolical invec- 
tive, and with half truths that are more despicable than 
untruths, attempt to drag into the mire the reputation of men 
because they refused to be cowed and browbeaten into sub- 
mission? Why, Mr. Chairman, have the harassing, holier- 
than-thou investigators of the lives of the American people 
been turned loose on groups of our citizens against whom 
there is no possible suspicion nor probable charge save only 
that during the past year they dared be courageous enough to 
combat the Court-packing proposal and alert enough to ap- 
praise the sinister designs of this equally nefarious proposal? 
Why, Mr. Chairman, have the proponents of this measure 
attempted to prevent reasonable and deliberative debate in 
the House, than which place there should be no surer and 
truer sounding board of public opinion? Is there an emer- 
gency? Is there some dire calamity overshadowing the Nation 
of which the President has knowledge but which for some 
reason he fears to disclose to the people? Is there a catas- 
trophe impending which brecks no delay? These, I submit, 
Mr. Chairman, are the natural questions that inevitably arise 
in the minds of the American people as they witness with awe 
and foreboding the tyranny of unlimited and unconscionabie 
power let loose to stifle public opinion and to stampede this 
Congress into supporting a measure which strikes at the very 
vitals of our system of government, and which merits only the 
condemnation of courageous citizens. 

An aroused citizenry has asserted itself against this meas- 
ure. From the lips of thousands of our people have come 
words of protest. They plead for protection, They believe 
they have rights. They demand representation. Messages of 
this kind have come to all of us. In spite of the burlesque 
effort which was made here in the House to cast suspicion on 
their authenticity and to discredit their value, these messages 
can be interpreted as more nearly refiecting public opinicn 
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than the whispered commands of political masters. Not only 
individuals but groups of citizens associated together for a 
common purpose, and aware of the possible danger which 
threatens them and the Nation, if this measure is enacted, 
have expressed in no uncertain terms their opposition to the 
bill. These messages represent a cross section of the country. 
They come from all classes of society and from all stations of 
life. They are not the product of professional propagandists. 
They are the voice of America. 

Organizations representing the farmer, the laborer, the 
conservationist, the businessman—yes, it might well be said, 
organizations representing almost every activity in which 
our people are engaged—are opposed to this bill. Were the 
people able to vote, they would register an emphatic “no” 
against the passage of this legislation. With this unmis- 
takable evidence of opposition from such a large number of 
our people, what is our duty? Will we defy public opinion? 
Are we answerable only to those who manage political ma- 
chines and who manipulate patronage and projects? Shall 
we insult the intelligence of our people by rejecting their 
protests on the ground that they are neither capable of 
analyzing the motives behind this gesture nor sensible enough 
to arrive at a sound conclusion thereon? 

Objection has been raised in some quarters against this 
expression of public opinion. Apparently some men have 
forgotten their confidence in a mandate from the people. 
Even the President has questioned the motives of those who 
in the exercise of their constitutional right have sought to 
make their will known to their chosen representatives in the 
Congress. The suggestion has been made that votes are for 
sale. The propaganda of the opponents to this measure has 
been labeled as though it had satanic inspiration. Many of 
those, however, who object to the right of the people to be 
heard and who have resorted to methods approaching inquisi- 
tion in their efforts to stifle the expression of public opinion 
do not hesitate to attune their ears to the whispered words of 
political expediency. I contend, Mr. Chairman, these whis- 
pered words are the most powerful propaganda. They carry 
not only a promise but a threat. If the White House can be 
heard, why, I ask, Mr. Chairman, should not the words of 
the people be heeded? If the propaganda of political power 
can attempt to be persuasive, why must the propaganda 
of the people be persecuted? 

Mr. Chairman, what has happened in the debate today? A 
remarkable change has come about in the attitude of this 
select committee since last night. Last night, before that vote 
was taken, there was a defiant, arbitrary insistence on the 
part of the distinguished gentleman from Missouri, than 
whom I have no finer friend—but friends at times will go 
wrong in their delusions—I say there was an insistent, arbi- 
trary demand on the part of the gentleman from Missouri 
that the debate must be closed. 

Mr. STACK and Mr. COCHRAN rose. 

Mr. DITTER. I cannot yield to the gentleman from Mis- 
souri now; I must first yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr. STACK. I call to the attention of the distinguished 
gentleman from Pennsylvania the wonderful speech made by 
the distinguished Chairman of the Committee of the Whole, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack], in 
reference to this bill. He had all his oratorical pauses, used 
very nice language, couched his speech in fine phrases, but 
he failed to say a word about the chief issue involved here— 
free speech, free consideration of this bill on the floor of 
the House. 

Mr. DITTER. I appreciate the splendid contribution by 
my friend from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DITTER. If the gentleman will just wait a minute. 
If the gentleman will give me some additional time I shall be 
happy to yield. 

Mr. MAVERICK. The gentleman has an hour. 

Mr. DITTER. And I can use it. I say a remarkable 
change has come over this committee since last night. Today 
the committee is willing to promise the opponents anything 
to gain supporters. 
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Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
to me for a short question? 

Mr. DITTER. I cannot yield. 

Mr. Chairman, I was interested as I listened today to the 
distinguished gentleman from North Carolina as he held out 
some new bait. I recognize his ability, I recognize the persua- 
siveness of his appeal, but I cannot help remembering some 
things that he said a day or two ago. I try to reconcile those 
things with what he said we are now to have in the way of 
concessions. The point that I want to make to you right 
now, those of you who feared the intent, the purpose, and 
the ultimate result of this bill yesterday, is not to be fooled 
by these supposed concessions that have been made here 
this morning. After all is said and done, every last man 
here knows the threat was made that this reorganization 
bill was going to be jammed through. Jam this makeshift 
thing through, get it into conference, agree to anything in 
conference, and then jam it down our throats—that was the 
program. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DITTER. I plead with you, let us not accept the sug- 
gestions that are made here today by which concessions are 
promised to us, but let us stand definitely where we stood 
before against this whole scheme. The intent, the purpose, 
and the design of this whole program is just as it was when 
it originally came here, just as it was when the distinguished 
gentleman from Missouri wanted to take every man here by 
the throat and jam this bill down his throat. 

I was surprised this morning by one thing, and in a humble 
way I rise to defend not an organization but a group of 
men, just a few men. Some of them I know. All of 
them have national reputations. The charge was made 
that they were the scum of the earth. This charge was 
hurled against a group of men banded together, banded 
together originally to reject the Court-packing program 
of the President, banded together originally in defense 
of constitutional government, banded together originally to 
be the vehicle through which the people of America might ex- 
press themselves against the Court-packing program, none 
other than the National Committee to Uphold Constitutional 
Government. That committee is the committee which was 
held up to scorn and ridicule on the floor of the House this 
morning. I have the names of a few Americans who are 
identified with that committee and whom I am proud to call 
friends. Any man should be proud to know men of this type. 
I am thinking, for instance, of James Truslow Adams, mark 
you, gentlemen, a splendid Democrat. Read his Epic of 
America and you will find that he is a Democrat. I am won- 
dering what there is against Dorothy Thompson; and, again, 
may I say that I am willing to go along with Dorothy Thomp- 
son. 

How about Bishop Manning? Then there is Louis Taber, 
for instance—the man who heads the National Grange. How 
about my friend Amos Pinchot? [Laughter.] Yes, yes! 
Laugh if you will, but no finer exposition, no finer analysis 
of the Court-packing program and this reorganization bill 
has been given to the American people than that which came 
from the pen of Amos Pinchot. [Applause.] He is not a 
politician, he is a lawyer; yet Members stand up here and 
under the guise of defending the merits of the bill, drag in 
the mire the names and reputations of men and women of 
this type. 

Why? What is the charge against them? What is it 
these men have done? Nothing but one thing. They have 
had the courage, they dared be courageous enough, to tell 
the truth about the intent and the motives behind this pro- 
gram. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Will the gentleman yield? He has men- 
tioned my name two or three times. 

Mr. DITTER. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 
I think so much of the gentleman, and I am so sorry for 
his present plight that I must yield to him. 

Mr. COCHRAN. The gentleman complains because of my 
motion to shut off debate. Of course he helped vote down 
that motion, is that true? 
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Mr. DITTER. I may say to the gentleman that any- 
thing he has done or said with reference to the procedure 
on this bill since it has been brought up for consideration, 
I have been opposed to. Iam unalterably opposed to the bill. 

Mr. COCHRAN. This morning when I attempted to open 
up the debate and let Members talk as long as they desired, 
the gentleman said “No; no more talk,” by his record vote 
this morning. 

Mr, DITTER. Will the gentleman permit me to answer 
him? 

Mr. COCHRAN. The gentleman has the floor and I can- 
not prevent him from answering. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. DITTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 10 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to answer the gentleman by 
saying that had there been on the part of the gentleman 
any disposition whatever to show that we were to have un- 
limited debate, we would not be here today, but instead those 
Members on his side who were asked blindly to follow yes- 
terday might have had today to look into the merits of the 
bill in order to know how they should vote. They could 
have studied this measure today. They would have rejected 
it then when the vote comes. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Does the gentleman know when I moved 
to close debate yesterday there was but one request for 
time and the gentleman who made the request had taken 
80 minutes on the bill? 

Mr. DITTER. Does the gentleman mean by that that he 
wants me to produce some volunteers on this side? If he 
challenges me in that respect I shall produce them. I shall 
produce them, Mr. Chairman. I call upon a few of the very 
worthy men of the House right over here on the Demo- 
cratic side. Here are the volunteers the gentleman calls for. 
They are all opposed to the bill. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, I do not yield further to the gentleman. 

It is an acknowledged fact that this bill increases very 
materially the power of the President. Strange to say, little 
objection has been voiced to the revolutionary changes made 
under the provisions of the bill in the executive department, 
through the enlarged delegation of power to the President, 
and by which changes the system of checks and balances 
provided for under the Constitution is so vitally affected that 
little more than the shadow of constitutional protection re- 
mains. The willingness of some Members of the Congress 
to abdicate to the Executive is the tragedy of it all. 

By this bill the public purse is put at the disposal of the 
President. The check on administration expenditures is re- 
moved. The civil service is made the ready tool of the 
Executive for political appointments. The independence of 
governmental agencies created by the Congress for the pro- 
tection of the rights of the people are surrendered to the 
Executive. And the opportunity for the establishment of 
one-man Government, entirely contrary to the spirit and 
intent of the Constitution, is made possible. This bill is not 
only a measure for the reorganization of the executive de- 
partment—it is a bill for the revolutionary reorganization of 
our whole system of Government. As the Court-packing 
proposal of the President was intended to destroy the value 
of the judicial branch of our Government by making it sub- 
servient to the will and caprice of the Executive, so this pro- 
posal of the President is intended to make impotent the 
legislative branch of our Government by robbing it of its 
most vital powers. In no unmistakable way the country ap- 
proved our rejection of the Court-packing proposal. By so 
doing the Congress rallied the country to its support as it 
reawakened the spirit of our people to an appreciation of our 
constitutional blessings. The Court fight was won by the 
people because the representatives of the people were respon- 
sive to the people. This fight can and should be won in the 
same way. 

As the people have come to realize the vastly extended 
powers of the Executive contemplated by this legislation 
and as they witness the complete collapse of democratic 
processes in other countries, the ugly specter of dictator- 
ship looms forebedingly before them. So substantial has 
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the specter become that the President saw fit to summon 
the press to a meeting extraordinary; a midnight confer- 
ence to deny his desire for dictatorship. Much has been 
made here in the House of that midnight press release, 
It has been waved dramatically here as a sign of salvation. 
It has taken on much of the aspect of a rejection of a 
kingly crown. It smacks only of showmanship. 

But, Mr. Chairman, we cannot be unmindful that the 
President himself has boasted that he has created new in- 
struments of power. “Dictator” is only a name. Power is 
a means to an end. And that end, Mr. Chairman, can be 
the complete collapse of our democratic institutions unless 
the long-honored limitations of power imposed upon the 
executive branch of our Government by the Constitution 
are securely safeguarded and sacredly observed. Those limi- 
tations are destroyed by this bill. 

Nor can we be unmindful, Mr. Chairman, as this mid- 
night message of rejection is dinned into our ears, of the 
content of the original draft of this reorganization bill. 
That draft you will remember was in February 1937. It 
was born at or about the time the Court-packing proposal 
first saw the light of day. That draft, Mr. Chairman, car- 
ried the proposal to change the name, the functions, the 
powers, and the prerogatives of the President, and even 
the power to destroy the President’s office. That draft, Mr. 
Chairman, was drawn by the committee appointed by the 
President. That the members of the committee were paid out 
of relief funds probably is irrelevant to the present issue. Can 
it be that the defeat of the President’s proposal to pack the 
Court persuaded him to approach this ambition for enlarged 
and extended power with more subtlety than was originally 
intended? 

From the first days of this administration the desire to 
extend the power of the President has been evident. Yes, 
Mr. Chairman, it has been not only a desire but, unfortu- 
nately, an accomplished fact. In the field of agriculture the 
supremacy of the executive branch of the Government has 
been established securely as farmers bow to official flats as 
to what and how much they may plant and harvest. The 
President, under his power to place arbitrarily a value on the 
dollar, can determine the worth of every piece of property, 
real and personal, owned by our people, as well as the worth 
of services rendered by them. Had the N. R. A. passed the 
test of constitutionality, the President would have had under 
his thumb the entire industrial and commercial life of the 
Nation. These are but a few of the strands which go to 
make up the thread, so plainly visible, of the President’s 
purpose to extend his power by the regulation and control 
of the life of the Nation. I repeat, Mr. Chairman, the word 
“dictator” is only a name, but power is a means to an end. 

I should like to comment on the provisions of this bill 
referring to the Office of Comptroller General. I see my 
friend from Missouri nodding assent. It is the confession 
that any honest heart will make when faced with the reali- 
ties and the enormities of the things that are laid at his 
door. 

Mr. Chairman, there was one Member of this House who 
was beloved perhaps more than any other. I revere the 
memory of the late Speaker, the Honorable Joseph W. Byrns. 
I think I can say without fear of contradiction that not a 
man here who knew Mr. Byrns has anything but admira- 
tion and respect for him. [Applause.] I want to bring to 
your attention the thoughts of Mr. Byrns on the Comptroller 
General. In order to do this, let us see what this bill pro- 
vides for the Comptroller General. 

By this bill the Comptroller General is shorn of his power 
and robbed of his independence. The sponsors of the bill 
did not dare destroy the office in toto. There is a limit 
beyond which even the most brazen hesitate to venture. 
The office had established itself in the confidence of the 
people. The Comptroller General was known as the “watch- 
dog” of the Federal Trcasury. The abolition of the office 
would shock even a devout New Dealer. The proponents 
agreed that the office must be retained but that the inde- 
pendence of judgment of the officer which on many occa- 
sions had prevented the unauthorized expenditure of Federal 
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funds must be destroyed. They decided to make of him an 
Obedient servant of the White House. By this means his 
annoying check on the administration would come to an 
end. That the country might suffer a severe loss was incon- 
sequential. 

As we contemplate the revolutionary character of this 
change, it is intensely interesting as well as exceedingly help- 
ful to revert to the debates in the House at the time of the 
creation of this important office. In establishing the office 
of Comptroller General, the Congress had in mind one pur- 
pose—the protection of the Treasury of the United States 
against unauthorized expenditures by any agency of the 
Federal Government, and especially by the several depart- 
ments making up the executive branch thereof. Experience 
had shown the agility with which departmental transfer and 
diversions of funds might be made contrary to the will of the 
Congress as expressed in appropriation acts. So, unlike the 
apparent spirit of today, the Congress at that time was de- 
termined to protect its prerogatives against the encroachment 
of executive power by keeping its hand on its most useful 
weapon—the purse strings of the Treasury. Mindful of its 
power to collect taxes from the people, the Congress at that 
time was aware of its. responsibility to the people to pro- 
tect their funds against expenditures not authorized by 
law. No one dare deny that this was the purpose of those 
who advocated the creation of this important office and who 
ultimately were successful in its establishment. 

Having determined upon the creation of the office, the 
Congress demanded, and very wisely so, that the Comptroller 
General should be responsible directly to it, and that he 
should be entirely independent of the Executive. Since 
they sensed their responsibility to the people for the ex- 
penditure of the taxpayers’ money, they insisted that the 
officer who was to aid in the discharge of this obligation 
should and must be answerable only to the Congress for his 
actions. 

The late Speaker of the House, the Honorable Joseph W. 
Byrns, took part in the debate at that time. His memory 
is respected by all who knew him. His words should be 
heeded. They should make an impression on the majority 
side of the aisle. Said he: 

I think that the power of controlling the expenditures should 
be under the Congress and under the Congress alone, and we can 
only secure that independent control of the appropriations made 
by the Congress by having an official [the Comptroller General] 
who is directly responsible to the Congress and not responsible to 
the Executive for his tenure in office. 

No sounder advice could have been given them. No 
stronger warning could be given now. Mr. Byrns was right. 
Your present proposal is wrong. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to any man as to whether or not 
there is the slightest doubt or suspicion lurking in his mind 
as to what Mr. Byrns meant and what his position was as 
to the absolute necessity of independence on the part of the 
Comptroller General. 

Mr. MAY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DITTER. I yield to the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. MAY. I want to agree absolutely with every word the 
gentleman has stated. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DITTER. I yield to the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I was a Member of the House 
at that time and served with Joe Byrns. He was a member of 
the Appropriations Committee of the House in those days and 
had been for many years, one of the ablest men who ever 
served on the Appropriations Committee of this House in my 
experience. [Applause.] 

Mr, BEVERLY M. VINCENT. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DITTER. I yield for the challenge I threw out as to 
any lurking doubt or suspicion in the gentleman’s mind on 
this question as to where Mr. Byrns stood, and for no other 
purpose do I yield. 

Mr. BEVERLY M. VINCENT. I want some information 
about the Members that you read about a while ago. The 
gentleman referred to an organization, but he did not give 
the name of the organization. 

Mr. DITTER. I said I could not yield for that. 
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Mr. BEVERLY M. VINCENT. The gentleman did not give 
the name of the organization. 

Mr. DITTER. I yield again for the purpose already stated. 
I want to yield now to the distinguished ranking member of 
the Appropriations Committee, my colleague who has done 
such splendid service [Mr. TABER]. 

I want him to correct me, if I am in error, as to whether 
or not the independence of the Comptroller General is pre- 
served under the bill now before the House, and whether his 
independence is assured. 

Mr. TABER. It is not. He is subject to removal at will 
by the President. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. DITTER. I yield to the gentleman from South Dakota. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. In addition, his jurisdiction 
is placed directly under the Attorney General, and he be- 
comes subservient to the Attorney General. 

Mr. DITTER. The late Speaker, Mr. Byrns, was not alone 
in the position he took on this question. He was not the 
only man who had a part in the debate. Had I the time, I 
might quote from many others. But there is one man who I 
know is respected here and who is held in high esteem by the 
membership. He was here a moment ago, and I hope he 
does come in, for if I misquote him I want him to correct me. 
I refer to our highly respected and able present Speaker. I 
have a high regard for his ability. He chooses his words 
wisely and well. He is guarded in his expression. He is 
careful in the use of his words. He is not given to loose 
expressions. ? 

The present Speaker had a part in the debate when the 
office of Comptroller General was created. There have been 
a lot of quotations here during the last few days. Let us 
have another one. This is the Speaker speaking now. I am 
just his mouthpiece. : 

Mr. BLOOM. You are the Charley McCarthy. 

Mr. DITTER. Yes; I am the Charley McCarthy of the 
Speaker [Mr. BANKHEAD] for the moment. 

(Here the gavel fell. 

Mr. DITTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 5 additional 
minutes. 

These are the words of the present Speaker: 

This office of Comptroller General which we are seeking to estab- 
lish is not a constitutional ome. It is clearly within the jurisdic- 
tion and province of the Congress to establish an office of this 
character, and it may be that without constitutional restraint 
Congress itself could name the official and administer the law. 
But be that as it may, it is a safe provision to allow this man 
who is to perform the great duties of Comptroller General to be 
absolutely free and independent of any restraint by Executive 
interference. If he is to exercise the functions of that office in- 
dependently, if he is to carry out the will of Congress as proposed 
in this House bill and protect the Treasury and the interests of 
the taxpayers, he should be free and untrammeled from any sort 
of interference from any source. j 

That constitutes a rather forceful declaration of independ- 
ence for the Comptroller General. And mark you, I repeat, 
the Speaker uses his words wisely and well. He is careful 
in his expression. These words of warning were uttered 
by our distinguished Speaker long before the day that the 
Supreme Court in referring to an attempted delegation of 
power to the present Executive described them as “vagrant 
and unconfined powers” and as “power running riot.” At 
that time the Executive was not ambitious to exercise va- 
grant and unconfined powers” nor was the Congress tempted 
to delegate such powers to him. And yet, our distinguished 
Speaker felt constrained to issue these words of warning 
then. I submit most selemnly, Mr. Chairman, that was 
sound advice then, but sounder by a thousandfold is it today 
as ambition for power urges the President to advocate the 
enactment of legislation in spite of its doubtful constitu- 
tionality in order to carry out a program. 

I contend, Mr. Chairman, the Comptroller General, to use 
the words of our Speaker must “be absolutely free and in- 
dependent of any restraint by Executive interference” if the 
Congress and the Congress alone is to control the expendi- 
tures from the Federal Treasury and if the interests of the 
taxpayers are to be protected against pillage and plunder. 
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No substitute is safe. No expedient is wise. No pretense is 
conscionable 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
for a question? f 

Mr. DITTER. I shall do with this quotation as I did be- 
fore. If there lurks in the mind of the gentleman any 
suspicion or doubt as to what the Speaker meant when he 
said those words, then I shall permit him to acknowledge the 
doubt and I will try to help him. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I merely wanted to ask when and where 
the Speaker made those remarks. 

Mr. DITTER. They were made during the course of the 
debate here in the House when the office of the Comptroller 
General was created. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DITTER. I yield to the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts. 

Mr, GIFFORD. The gentleman must not be too convinc- 
ing on this matter. Perhaps the committee will give us back 
the Comptroller General in order to get this bill to con- 
ference. 

Mr. DITTER. If the gentleman from Massachusetts will 
bear with me, I believe he will probably characterize that 
as one of the bits of bait that were held out to us early in the 
day as an inducement to get some who might otherwise be 
opposed to the bill to swallow it all, hook, line, and sinker. 

Mr, FRED M. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr, DITTER. I do not have the time; I want to close. 

There has been a lot said about a midnight message and 
a lot said about the bugaboo of a dictator. One Member over 
here has told us to look under tables and under beds. I may 
say to that gentleman that my boyhood days are past. I 
am no longer afraid of bugaboos, and I am not going under 
the bed to look for anything. As I said before, dictator- 
ship is just a name, but power is a means to an end; and 
this bill is a bill to give unauthorized power to the Presi- 
dent. I do not care what you call it. What I do say is that 
by this bill the constitutional limitations preventing the en- 
croachment by one branch of the Government upon another 
branch of the Government are torn down. The power of the 
Executive is being increased and enlarged. He is being given 
privileges and prerogatives that heretofore he would not 
have been able to exercise. Insofar as such tendencies are 
concerned, I say this is dangerous legislation. 

I had intended to make reference to what I believe most 
Americans look upon as holy and sacred. The gentleman 
from Washington objected to patriotism. Despite that, I 
take personal pride in the fact I have the distinction of 
representing the section where lies what I believe to be the 
most sacred shrine in America. 

The most hallowed spot in America is Valley Forge, hal- 
lowed by the memories of unselfish sacrifice that America 
might live. Valley Forge is in the district that I have the 
honor to represent. Valley Forge means something to me. 
I believe it means something to thousands of men today, be- 
cause there still throbs in the hearts of some men a love of 
country. Call it patriotism if you will, but thank God I 
believe it still lives. I believe that there still wells up within 
the souls of some men an affection for America. Thank 
God that the soul of America yet lives. Thank God that 
there are those among us who can appreciate the heritages 
that are ours because of the sacrificial service of the heroes 
at Valley Forge who suffered that independence might be 
ours and that liberty might be given to the world. 

At Valley Forge a great arch has been placed by the Na- 
tional Government. On that arch, cut into the stone, are 
words which I think well might be cut upon stone and placed 
in this Chamber. I use those words today as the prayer of 
a group, a great group of American people, a great group, 
not from Washington nor Pennsylvania nor Florida nor 
Texas nor California, but a great group of men who still 
love America. [Applause.] It is for this group that I plead 
teday. I plead with you to preserve their liberties and safe- 
guard their freedom against the insidious encroachment of 
executive power. I take the words from Valley Forge as the 
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words of my plea to you. “And here, in this place of sacrifice, 
in this vale of humiliation, in this valley of the shadow of 
that death out of which the life of America rose regenerate 
and free, let us believe with an abiding faith that to them 
union will seem as dear and liberty as sweet and progress as 
glorious as they were to our fathers and are to you and me, 
and that the institutions which have made us happy, pre- 
served by the virtue of our children, shall bless the remotest 
generation of the time to come.” [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Grrrorp]. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I want to remind the 
House that the members of this committee on our side are 
taking very little time in an endeavor to accommodate those 
who desire to be heard. Briefly, I wish to speak about the 
present trend of the debate. 

We have a bill under discussion here, but your minds have 
been diverted from it. The stage was set today, the roll 
call was demanded, and a large audience was here. Then 
the big guns thundered for more than an hour about de- 
stroying the President, not willing to be interrupted. They 
proceeded to bore for water and tearfully appealed to all 
those on this side who are opposed to this bill not to de- 
stroy their President. It was a great spectacle while it 
lasted, but reason will soon reassert itself. 

Those speakers seemingly think that you gentlemen on 
that side who cannot agree with them are lacking in under- 
standing and will yield to pressure on emotional appeal. 
Can you be influenced by such procedure? We are not try- 
ing to destroy your President, and you on that side who 
disagree are simply trying to prevent him from destroying 
himself. That is all. Let them not bore for water and shed 
tears over issues that are not before us. 

It does not sound reasonable to me, as a member of the 
committee, that the gentleman from North Carolina should 
have stood here day before yesterday reading the President’s 
letter, with which he agreed, stating that a concurrent reso- 
lution was not constitutional and that it must not be placed 
in the measure. So said the President, and so said the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. Warren], but today he 
promises to place a concurrent resolution provision in the 
bill. Is not this so funny that it is absolutely ridiculous? 
Unconstitutional Thursday! Constitutional today! 

You now seem to fear a certain person who speaks on the 
radio, but you loved him during the first days of the Roose- 
velt administration. With what appreciation you listened 
then when he had nothing but praise. Is he more effective 
than your President himself with the same weapon? You 
have been promised other amendments, evidently with the 
hope that the bill can go to conference, Anything now to 
bring it to that stage where the opposition will then be 
helpless, 

Last night’s vote was rather persuasive, especially as it 
was taken after an attempt by your beloved leader, who also 
bored for tears, to convince you that the real issue was stand- 
ing by your President. No; men elected to Congress are 
surely not of the caliber to be diverted from the point at issue 
merely by emotional appeal. Many might indulge in simple 
oratory, but it should not count here, should it? You are 
pretty level-headed over there, I am sure. Once before I 
appealed to your patriotism. I ask you again, in all sincerity, 
to forget the emotional appeal made, which may have im- 
pressed the galleries, in a frantic endeavor to gain support 
through the specious plea of not destroying the President. 
I am confident that we will now allow our reasoning powers 
to function again. [Applause.] 

{Here the gavel fell] 

Mr. DITTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Missouri [Mr. SHORT]. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman and my fellow Americans, 
the paramount question before us today is whether the 
American people or one man shail rule this country. Unfor- 
tunately, few of our citizens realize the vast powers that the 
President of the United States now possesses. He is not only 
the Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy and the 
air forces of the United States; he can invoke a neutrality 
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law that is tantamount to a declaration of war. He can 
single out at any moment the aggressor in any conflict. He 
can issue currency up to $3,000,000,000 by deflating the gold 
content of the dollar; he has a $2,000,000,000 reserve fund 
with which to speculate in foreign exchange, buying Japa- 
nese yen, French francs, British pounds, or German marks. 
He can close the stock market for 30 days at any time he 
sees fit. He can coin silver at the ratio of 16 to 1. He can 
build a subway in Chicago and deny it to Indianapolis. He 
can build an auditorium in Baltimore and deny it to Buf- 
falo. He can raise or lower the tariff 50 percent on prac- 
tically everything grown or produced in this country, 
whether it be in the factory or on the farm. 

For 3 or 4 years a subservient Congress, whether under the 
hope of reward or the fear of punishment, cowardly and 
supinely turned over to the President of the United States 
blank checks running into the billions of dollars that he 
could spend at any time on any kind of a project that he 
in his infinite and infallible wisdom might choose to do. 
More money has been spent during the past 5 years than 
was spent in the first 143 years of our history. 

All the Presidents of our Republic, from George Washing- 
ton to Woodrow Wilson, spent no more money than has been 
spent since the 4th of March 1933; and on this 2d day of 
April 1938, we are back where we started, with 13,000,000 men 
out of employment, with a colossal debt doubled, and the 
morale of our people weakened, if not destroyed, as was so 
forcibly pointed out by the able gentleman from New York 
[Mr. O'Connor] yesterday. All the Presidents in the first 
143 years of the history of this Nation were granted $1,600,- 


000,000 to spend in their discretion, but during the past 5 


years fifteen and one-half billion dollars have been turned 
over to a single individual for him to spend as he pleases. I 
declare to you, in the name of God, in the name of the people 
of this Republic, that that is more power than any good man 
should want, and it is certainly more power than any bad 
man should possess. 

Mr. Chairman, Napoleon once said: 

Give me control of the purse strings of the nation and you can 
have all its armies. 

And yet we come into this body and propose to humbly 
abdicate our powers and by direction or indirection, by sur- 
reptition, or any other means, turn over to the executive 
branch of our Government those constitutional duties which 
rightfully belong to us. Last year they had a very historic 
and spectacular fight in the other body of this Congress. If 
the court-packing plan had carried, it would have under- 
mined and shattered the foundations of an independent and 
free judiciary, and the only reason that that nefarious 
scheme was defeated is because, thank God, there were stal- 
wart Democrats in the Senate who had the courage and the 
patriotism to place the welfare of country above personal po- 
litical fortunes, to place patriotism above partisanship, and 
they should receive the everlasting gratitude of the American 
people, regardless of party affiliation. [Applause.] 

If this plan had carried, in addition to all these extraordi- 
nary powers granted to the President, as I say, it would have 
shattered the very foundations of the Republic, and there 
would have been no Court. 

These extraordinary powers are granted under the cry of 
emergency, and we were assured at the time that we voted 
for them that they would be only temporary; but now, with 
brazen effrontery, with rapacious arrogance, and with 
haughty insolence they are deliberately attempting to make 
those temporary powers permanent. 

Mr. Chairman, what will the reorganization bill do? If we 
are so silly, if, through shameful admission of our ignorance 
and incompetence, we cannot carry out our constitutional 
duties, then it is time that we adjourn and go home. Every 
organization of this Government was created by the Con- 
gress of the United States, and they can be ended by the 
Congress of the United States, if we would but exercise a little 
intestinal fortitude. I am not willing to confess my inability, 
and support this preposterous, imposterous, and impossible 
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measure, whose father is iniquity, whose mother is deception, 
and whose offspring will be corruption. I care not what the 
alleged purpose of this bill is, the inevitable and certain re- 
sult of it is that it lodges more power in the hands of a single 
individual. Apparently the ground upon which this legisla- 
tion is based is that because of recurring periodic depressions, 
with their attendant want, misery, and suffering, we are war- 
ranted in scrapping our democracy and private enterprise, to 
Tush headlong and pell-mell into dictatorship and a com- 
munistic, totalitarian state. 

Why, the personnel that will be established under the 
provisions of this bill is practically limitless. Not even the 
President of the United States or the Senator who led the 
fight in the other body has ever claimed that it would result 
in economy. It will not save a cent. No efficiency is guar- 
anteed by it. The only thing is to turn over more of our 
legislative prerogatives and duties to an individual. I am 
not objecting to it because of the present occupant of the 
White House; he will not always be there. Presidents will 
come and Presidents will go; but as far as I am concerned, I 
have not been bothered much with telegrams from my peo- 
ple. They know me and my opinions and convictions well 
enough to know that I would prefer to stand up against a 
stone wall and be shot than cowardly to surrender, com- 
promise, or turn over my constitutional prerogatives to the 
executive branch of the Government, regardless of who may 
occupy the White House. 

If I wished for the defeat of the Democratic Party, if I 
wished for the Republicans to come back into power, God 
knows I would be supporting this measure today. You boys 
better take the hint. I never worked as hard and as seri- 
ously on any bill. I have talked to at least 60 or 75 of my 
good Democratic friends in the past 4 or 5 nights. 
[Laughter. ] 

Something was said about propaganda. Oh, with what 
poor taste! What a camouflage; what a fake; what a fraud 
for people to believe gentlemen whose ability I have respected 
and for whom I have a fond affection—but it has waned a 
little in the last 48 hours—who get on this floor and tell you 
about organized propaganda. I wonder where my good 
friend Jack Cocuran is—one of the finest boys, and I love 
him. There is no more faithful Representative in this House. 
He takes care of his constituents. It grieves me to see him 
stand up here and fight for something he does not believe in. 
{Laughter.] I want to read a telegram from St. Louis, the 
capital city in population of my State, which says: 

Sr. Louis, Mo., April 1, 1938. 


SHORT, 
United States Representative, Washington, D. C.: 

We urge you demand adequate time for public hearings and full 
consideration Government reorganization bill. No present national 
emergency justifies this further oo 9 toward concentrating all power 
in hands of President without deliberations. We value your 
vote according to your convictions higher than any pork or patron- 
age Roosevelt offers you for Missouri in exchange for your vote. 


Mr. CREAL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SHORT. Certainly I yield to my friend from Ken- 
tucky. He is a bitter partisan, but since my mother came 
from that State, I love it. I[Laughter. ] 

Mr. CREAL. The last time I was out in the gentleman’s 
State St. Louis was not the capital. When did it get to be? 

Mr. SHORT. Oh, it is the biggest city in my State. I did 
not mean to use the word capital“ in the sense of the seat of 
government but the seat of trade and commerce; no, Jeffer- 
son City is the capital, I know. In fact, I have been farther 
back under my barn hunting for eggs than the gentleman 
from Kentucky has ever been away from home. [Laughter 
and applause.] 

Mr. BEVERLY M. VINCENT. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 
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Mr. SHORT. No; I am not going to yield to BEVERLY 
Vincent because he would not yield to me 2 or 3 days ago. 
I refuse to yield to him—but I am going to see you after- 
ward. [Laughter.] 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. DITTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 1 
additional minute. 

Mr. SHORT. You know, what I would like is a week to 
discuss this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I realize that many gentlemen here want to 
speak, and I am grateful for being generously given this time. 

I want to point out one thing that has not been stressed 
and that is that if you vote for this bill you end majority- 
rule Government, you give to the President powers that you 
cannot get back except by a two-thirds vote of the House 
and the Senate to override his veto. Parliamentary govern- 
ment is dead. Now, if you want to be so foolish as to stick 
your head in a noose and be hung up by the neck until 
you are dead, go ahead. I have about decided that I will 
stop worrying and just go to hell with the rest of you. 
(Laughter.] 

In the name of God and of freedom I plead with you as 
I have never pled—I never loved the Democrats so much as 
I have the past 3 or 4 days—I love you, and I plead with 
you, plead with you not as a partisan but as a patriot, to 
kill this nefarious, putrid scheme whereby the independence 
and liberty of the American people will be destroyed. [Ap- 
plause.] 

Mr. DITTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of my 
time to the distinguished gentleman from Indiana (Mr. HAL- 
LECKI. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, there has been a lot of 
talk on this floor since the debate started about dictatorship. 
We have had too much talk on all sides about dictatorship, 
even from the President. I abhor the term. I agree with 
the statement made by the gentleman from New York that 
we are not going to have a dictatorship in this country. 
When I think of the term “dictatorship” I would rather 
think of concentration of power and the effect that might 
have upon the best interests of the American people. 

Without regard to what we may think about it, there is 
a lot of sentiment prevalent in this country, and it cannot 
be discounted, that we are trending in the direction of too 
much concentration of power. I reflect upon the midnight 
message of a few days ago and the statement of the Chief 
Executive that he had no inclination to be a dictator. I 
am glad he made that statement for several reasons. Some- 
body called to my attention the other day that even he said 
in 1932: 

Remember well that attitude and method, the way we do things, 
not just the way we say things, is nearly always the measure of 
our sincerity. 

I say in all frankness and honesty, do not hunt in the ways 
of propaganda for the ideas that are prevalent in this country, 
but review in your own minds some of the things that have 
transpired in this country during the last 5 or 6 years trend- 
ing in the direction of concentration of power. Even the 
argument that people in this House should follow the leader- 
ship of one man in enacting this legislation could not be 
calculated to do anything other than disturb the people 
of this country. 

There is one big problem confronting the United States. 
We taik about making democracy work. We have to solve 
the problem of unemployment or democracy will not survive. 
Applause. ] We cannot go along eternally and forever spend- 
ing twice what we take in, with half of our people on the 
Government pay roll and the other half on the pay roll of 
legitimate business and industry drawing the wages and 
salaries that only private business can pay. We have to 
find jobs for those people who want to work. That can only 
be done by encouraging business and industry in its effort 
to put men back to work. 

Let us go back a little bit. We had a call for a special 
session and by the time we got to Washington thé country 
had gone into a depression and the rapidity of decline of 
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that depression was greater than the country had ever seen. 
Did we then as a Congress begin to consider legislation de- 
signed to put men back to work? Oh, no. We were called 
here to consider a program that in my opinion was calcu- 
lated to strike fear into the hearts of everybody who might 
give a man a job, and to destroy the right of 11,000,000 
unemployed people to find a job. 

Is it not about time that we turned from the consideration 
of measures of reform and direct our attention to measures 
of recovery? [Applause.] 

There is one argument I used to hear when I first came 
to Congress 3 years ago that I have not heard in this debate. 
Whenever we suggested the unsoundness or the unwork- 
ability of a New Deal measure, some one was sure to hop up 
and say, “How would you like to go back to 1932?” I say to 
some of you folks who propounded that question in days gone 
by, “How do you like it now?” Because we are right back 
to 1932 or maybe a little below that. The banks were wrung 
out, but otherwise we are worse off than 1932. We have as 
many unemployed as we ever had and yet here we are con- 
sidering measures of reform instead of considering ways and 
means of putting people back to work. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not speak for the man who has capi- 
tal, for the man who has money, or for the man who owns 
the factory. I speak for the man who wants a job in the 
factory. If we could find in a single line of this bill any- 
thing calculated to put unemployed men to work, except 
on the Government pay roll, then I would say O. K. But on 
the contrary, this bill will subject to political domination 
governmental agencies which deal with the very life blood of 
trade and commerce. That adds to fear and uncertainty 
and lack of confidence. It retards economic recovery and 
prevents reemployment. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALLECK. No; I do not yield. I have 6 minutes 
and the gentleman has had hours. 

Mr. Chairman, there has been some talk about cowardice 
and cowards. Some of the folks even looked over on this 
side of the aisle when they said the word “cowards.” I 
wonder about the political significance of a statement made 
on the floor here today in reference to bureaus being ex- 
empted from the provisions of this act and others being left 
in? Which ones are they exempting? They are going to 
exempt the ones that are backed by powerful organized 
minorities, in an effort to get votes. Do you know what I 
think about that? I say in conclusion that the willingness 
of the leaders in this fight to put this bill across by exempting 
certain bureaus is a complete indictment of the whole bill. 
If it is bad for some, it is bad for all. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. BOILEAU and Mr. STACK rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Stack] rise? 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Chairman, I am looking for some time to 
speak on this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is constrained under the 
rules to recognize a member of the minority party or some 
one in the minority party. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Chairman, I cannot believe that after 
listening to the speech the Chairman made on freedom of 
speech, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Boreau] for 1 hour. 

Mr, BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 3 minutes. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Does the gentleman feel the RECORD 
should show this is the first time in history that the gentle- 
man’s party has ever been recognized in its own right on the 
floor of this House? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I appreciate that very much. I am very 
grateful to have this opportunity, and in view of the fact that 
time was so generously yielded me on yesterday, I shall be 
happy to yield practically all of this time to Members other 
than my own party, because there are many Members who 
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want to speak on this bill. The Members of my own party 
feel they have had an opportunity to express their views. 

The proposal submitted by the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina to the effect that the committee would introduce an 
amendment which would provide that a concurrent resolution 
passed by the Congress would prevent this reorganization bill 
from going into effect is the greatest piece of deception I have 
ever seen practiced on the floor of this House. Taking the 
words of the gentleman from North Carolina himself on the 
31st day of last month in referring to a provision carried in a 
bill some years ago similar to this one, he states such a provi- 
sion is not worth the paper it was written on and said that 
two Republican Attorneys Genera! stated it was not worth the 
paper it was written on. I say with reference to this amend- 
ment proposed by the gentleman from North Carolina that 
it is not worth the paper it is written on. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOILEAU. In a few minutes I will yield. 

I submit this proposal is intended to deceive a great many 
Members of the House who want this power retained in Con- 
gress. It is intended to deceive them into voting for this 
bill in the belief they are doing something to retain this 
power in the Congress. I say this amendment does not do 
that, and I will quote the words of the President of the 
United States to prove it does not do so. This is what the 
President of the United States stated in his letter to a friend, 
written at Warm Springs on the 29th day of March. 

But there are two cogent reasons why the bill should go through 
as it is now drawn. The first is the constitutional question in- 
volved in the passage of a concurrent resolution, which is only an 


expression of congressional sentiment. Such a resolution cannot 
repeal Executive action taken in pursuance of a law. 


The President of the United States says that in his opin- 
ion that provision is unconstitutional. Therefore, I ask the 
members of the Committee whether or not they believe the 
President of the United States will sign this bill if it con- 
tains a provision which he himself says is unconstitutional? 
I do not believe he will do it. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOILEAU. Not just now. 

I do not believe he will do it. I do not believe the Presi- 
dent of the United States will answer the charge of dictator- 
ship by signing a bill which he himself contends is uncon- 
stitutional. I say, therefore, that the Committee knows 
very well that when this bill goes to the President that pro- 
vision will not be in the bill. They propose to take it out in 
conference. I submit the provision is unconstitutional and 
a deception, to try to get votes. If you want to retain this 
power in the Congress I will tell you how you can do it, and 
you can study the amendment between now and next week, 
when we shall vote on this bill. If you will read the amend- 
ment I propose to introduce at the appropriate time and 
which is in the Recorp of yesterday you will find it retains 
the power in the hands of the Congress of the United States 
and at the same time permits an intelligent reorganization of 
the various departments of the Government. 

I now yield to the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. MAY. Is it not infinitely worse for one of the Members 
of the House to vote to pass a bill which he knows and says is 
unconstitutional, when he is sworn to uphold the Constitu- 
tion? 

Mr. BOILEAU. I could not vote for it, knowing it would be 
unconstitutional, but I do not want to impugn the motives of 
any Member. I say, however, the President of the United 
States says it is unconstitutional, and you Democrats should 
not expect your President to sign a bill containing an uncon- 
stitutional provision. For the President to sign something he 
has proclaimed to the world is unconstitutional is a very poor 
way of answering the charge of dictatorship. You know he 
will not sign it. This is why the committee is willing to sub- 
mit this amendment to you, because they are going to crucify 
this whole proposition eventually when they get the bill into 
conference. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. BOILEAU. I yield to the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina. 

Mr. WARREN. I call the gentleman’s attention to the fact 
that Attorney General Mitchell’s opinion dealt with a reso- 
lution by either House of Congress, which he declared was 
clearly unconstitutional, and it is. Personally, as I stated 
on yesterday and again on today, I believe a concurrent reso- 
lution is unconstitutional, but if the House in its wisdom 
writes into the bill the amendment we will offer calling for a 
concurrent resolution, I will guarantee to the House here and 
now the bill will go to the President in that form. 

[Here the gavel fell.) 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 1 additional 
minute. 

What is the use of all this fooling around? We know the 
President is not going to sign the bill. The gentleman from 
North Carolina said he wants to send the bill to the Presi- 
dent for signature. Do you want the people to think that 
not only is the Congress going to give what the people be- 
lieve to be dictatorial powers to the President but in addi- 
tion, heaping unconstitutionalism on top of dictatorship, we 
are going to send to the President a bill in which we do not 
believe and which we know under his oath as President of 
the United States he cannot accept? [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time and yield 
8 minutes to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. BERNARD. 

Mr. BERNARD. Mr. Chairman, it grieves me very much 
to be compelled to disagree with the leader of the Farmer- 
Labor-Progressive bloc, but I have a secret in which I am 
positive even my very good friend, Mr. BorLxàu, will be very 
much interested. Here it is. I have working for me the 
keenest minds in America. I have working for me the 
highest-salaried men in America. Whenever a bill of this 
sort is going to come up for consideration in the House I 
have these men to scrutinize, analyze, and weigh very care- 
fully every word and every punctuation mark in such bill. 
They have offices throughout the country, with an army of 
secretaries and stenographers, and after all this analysis, 
after all this careful weighing, when they come to me and 
say, Mr. Congressman, our decision is ‘no’,” then I close my 
eyes and I feel very safe within myself in voting “yes.” 
[Laughter.] 

THESE ARE MY BRAINTRUSTERS 

You all know this group and you all know that I am right. 
Yes; of course, I am referring to William Randolph Hearst, 
to the Liberty League, to the wolves of Wall Street, to the 
United States Chamber of Commerce, to the House of 
Morgan, to the war makers, to the enemies of human progress. 

It may sound a little funny, but this thought flashed 
through my mind last night when I was in my humble bed 
thinking about this bill. 

WHO ARE THE REAL DICTATORS? 

When I hear the Republicans speak of dictatorship and 
maintain that they do not want to see any individual or 
small group of individuals have too much power, I am 
naturally puzzled. In my humble estimation coal is power, 
oil is power, iron ore is power, our streams, our forests, 
all our natural resources, the wealth of America, represent 
tremendous power; and why do they not protest against the 
House of Morgan and other money barons who control so 
much power in our country? They speak of dictatorship, 
but I am firmly convinced within myself that that same 
small clique of selfish individuals who, unfortunately, at 
this time control the very lives of the American people, have 
been using that stolen power as dictators. 

WHO ARE THE PATRIOTS? 

My Republican colleagues were also speaking about patriot- 
ism. I wonder what they mean by patriotism? To me 
patriotism means a better America for all the American peo- 
ple. To me patriotism does not mean concentration of 
wealth in the hands of 2 percent of our people. It means 
America for the American people, including, of course, the 
“real Americans,” those who are building and feeding this 
country 


4636 


Let us at least try to be true to ourselves. We were sent 
here by the American people to do our level best to represent 
them, and that we should do. Unfortunately, and disgust- 
ingly so, I see too many of these would-be representatives of 
the people bowing continuously to the forces of reaction. 

I CHOOSE ROOSEVELT 

If I must choose—and I am compelied to choose, of course, 
on this bill, like on any other bill—I look around, and what 
do I see? On one side I see Roosevelt, who was put in office 
by such an overwhelming majority, fighting desperately 
against the forces of intolerance, of selfishness, and greed 
to do something constructive and progressive for his people, 
and on the other side I see the forces of reaction, I see the 
Hearsts, the Morgans, and the Liberty League, the creators of 
that horrible monster “fascism.” Of course, I must go with 
Roosevelt and not with his enemies, the enemies of human 
decency. 

MY PEOPLE UNDERSTAND 

I shall feel quite safe when I go back home to my people 
and tell them, in all truthfulness, that I had to choose be- 
tween these two sides. They will understand, for they are 
true progressives, real Americans. Only a few minutes ago I 
listened with very much attention and amusement to my 
colleague from Missouri. If his outbursts of eloquence will 
not have any more success than they did when he came into 
my own congressional district to campaign for my Republican 
opponent he will not be very successful. I want to thank him 
for paying my people a visit in 1936 because he really helped 
me tremendously. I defeated my Republican opponent by 
16,000 votes, and I certainly hope he will come back again to 
campaign for him because the same individual is going to 
run against me this year. 

Therefore, in order to be true to ourselves, in order to be 
true to our people, let us not desert Roosevelt and follow 
Hearst. The statements that the passage of this bill will 
give the President powers of a dictator are ridiculous and 
false fabrications. In plain American language, damnable 
lies. [Applause] 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK]. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Chairman, I rise at this time in a 
different capacity than anyone who has risen before. I am 
not opposed to progress; I am not opposed to the necessary 
changes in the Government; but before I pass upon that sub- 
ject I want to know what the changes mean. 


I am against any closing of debate on this subject until 
we all know exactly what we are doing. I do not appear 
here as a partisan, because in my home State I am not only 
opposed by the Democrats but by the Republicans as well. 
{Laughter.] I love them both equally well—I have no con- 
fidence in either of them. [Laughter.] I am here in an 
independent capacity. Since I have been in Congress I have 
never cast a vote unless I felt that vote to be right. I am 
not fied to any party or any committee. Up to this hour I 
have received only three telegrams as to what my position 
on the bill is. Before I vote for it I want to know a few 
answers. First, will the passage of this measure lift us out 
of the depression? [Cries of “No! “No!”] Will the passage 
of this measure put 13,500,000 people back to work who want 
to work and cannot get it? [Cries of “No!” “No!”] Will the 
passege of this measure take the control of the Nation’s 
money away from the private interests and turn it over to 
the people where it belongs? [Cries of No!“ “No!”] It is 
not claimed by anybedy on this Committee that I have heard 
that you are going to save any money, and I want those who 
follow me to answer these questions, because I have not made 
up my mind exactly what I shall do on this bill. 

Iam a Progressive, but I am not the kind of Progressive 
who wants to destroy the Nation because it does not suit him. 
We have the greatest democracy in the world today, and I 
do not want to tear it down. I want to make it better. I want 
to sift out the things that are destroying it and climinate 
them, and I am not coming forward to support every bill 
merely because in my own heart I think it will destroy this 
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Nation. I am for this country and this Constitution, and I 
want to make it better every day. I am not seeking to 
destroy it, and when I vote on this bill, I want to be mighty 
sure I am preserving the democracy that we already have. 
I want to be sure we are preserving our liberties; our per- 
sonal, political, and religious freedom. 

I think the greatest issue before the people today is the 
control of the Nation’s money and the Nation’s credit that 
has been used by private interests and not for the benefit of 
all of the people. Why do we not tackle that subject? No, 
sir, we are looking for more control of something. 

If the President meant by his statement that the oppo- 
sition of this bill was purchased by organized telegrams, if 
he meant that the Members of Congress are being purchased, 
I resent the statement. I have supported the President 
more regularly than 90 percent of the Democrats in this 
House. I have been in public life before. I have been in our 
own legislature. I have been in and out of office for 30 years. 
I have been in this Congress now for 4 years, and nobody 
has ever offered me any money or any position for my sup- | 
port of any measure. I believe in the integrity of the Mem-| 
bers of this House. I do not believe that you can buy any of. 
them with money or with a job, and I resent the statement 
that the President made and the use of the word “pur- 
chased,” that the opposition to the bill was purchased by 
organized telegrams. Not in my case. I wish you gentlemen 
to answer those questions and show to me that what we are 
doing on this bill is not going to destroy any of the advances 
of democracy that we have already made. There is more 
than America looking at us today. The entire civilization of | 
the world has its eyes fixed on what this Congress is doing, 
and let me conclude by saying to you men of the South in 
whom I have great confidence for the perpetuity of this 
democracy 

Mr. DUNN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURDICK. Yes. 

Mr. DUNN. I appreciate the gentleman’s remarks. He 
just made a statement about the President of the United 
States saying that Congress is being purchased by telegrams. 
Is that correct? ù 

Mr. BURDICK. I said that he made a statement that the 
Senate’s opposition to the bill was purchased by organized 
telegrams. 

Mr. DUNN. Well, may I say this, if the Senators received 
the same kind of telegrams that the Members of the House 
are receiving, then I agree with the President, and I invite 
Members of the House to come to my district and I will 
show them that if they are influenced by these lying tele- 
grams, they will change their minds. I stand with the 
President. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURDICK. Yes. 

Mr. KNUTSON. The gentleman might also include in his 
interrogations to the proponents of the bill, the question 
whether the passage of this legislation will chase the money 
lenders from the temple. 

Mr. BURDICK. No; far from it. The only three tele- 
grams that I have received from North Dakota have come 
from organizations of people that I personally know. They 
have no ax to grind. They are just opposed to the bill, and 
I say to the gentleman from Pennsylvania—because his 
neighbor wires him to oppose the bill, does he conclude that 
he is corrupt? t 

Mr. DUNN. No; but I say that I am positive that many 
of these telegrams—in fact, I can prove it; and having 
sporting blood in my veins, I bet any Member $10 to $1 that 
a lot of these damnabie telegrams were made up by one 
person. 

Mr. BURDICK. The gentleman is now talking about his 
conclusions, his suspicions. 

Mr. DUNN. No; I can prove it. 

Mr. BURDICK. The gentleman might prove it in Penn- 
sylvania, but we do not operate that way in North Dakota. 

Mr. DUNN. I can prove it to any man from any State in 
the Unicn. I am not talking about the gentleman’s tele- 
grams. 
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Mr. BURDICK. Then let me talk about what I want to 
talk about. I want Members to determine whether they can 
square their actions with what was said over half a century 
ago: 

Thou, too, sail on, O Ship of State! 
Sail on, O Union, strong and great! 
Humanity, with all its fears, 
With all the hopes of future years, 
Is hanging breathless on thy fate! 


Sail on, nor fear to breast the sea! 

Our hearts, our hopes, are all with thee, 
Our hearts, our hopes, our prayers, our tears, 
Our faith triumphant o’er our fears, 

Are all with thee—are all with thee! 

[Applause.] 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. GUYER]. 

Mr. GUYER. Mr. Chairman, this administration soon 
after its second inauguration announced certain surprising 
measures which were claimed to be necessary for its full 
realization of the executive control of the Government of the 
United States. 

First was the amazing law proposed for the shameful pack- 
ing of the Supreme Court of the United States. It had only 
one virtue; it was perfectly obvious and frank as to its 
purpose which was to control the decisions of that exalted 
tribunal by the appointment of rubber-stamp judges who 
would echo the will of the Executive in their decrees and 
decisions. That monstrous law failed because patriotic Demo- 
crats, who possessed a thorough understanding of the con- 
sequences of such a corrupt and outrageous measure, re- 
belled against the dictation of the insidious advisers of the 
President, for that law was born outside the councils of 
Congress. 

That law for the first time aroused the people of the United 
States deeply concerning the movement of the executive de- 
partment to gain absolute control over the judicial depart- 
ment of the Government. The passage of that law was 
frustrated by the protests of the people and by Democratic 
Members of Congress who understood the dire necessity of 
maintaining the independence of the three separate depart- 
ments of Government. That was one of the greatest parlia- 
mentary victories ever won on the floors of the Congress for 
the fundamental ideals which underlie our representative 
form of Government. It will be a long time before another 
such obvious assault will be made upon the very foundations 
of constitutional government. Happily that assault proved 
an abortion and it sleeps in an unhonored sepulcher of 
history. 

Along with the infamous Court bill came the announcement 
of this reorganization bill. On its face it is not such an obvi- 
ous invasion of one department upon the prerogatives of an- 
other, but nonetheless a thinly disguised assault upon the 
proper functions and prerogatives of the Congress. Of course 
we all understand that this reorganization bill is not what was 
first proposed by the President. The original bill is impor- 
tant only as it unmasks the intention of the President and 
demonstrates as nothing else could just the kind of govern- 
ment the President and those who wrote the bill wanted to 
establish in this country. Had the Court bill and the original 
reorganization bill, as approved by the President and sent 
here for us to pass, become the law of the land we would be 
under a Fascist government in all but name, 

Reference has been made to the reorganization bill of 
1932 as if it were in the same category as this reorganization 
bill of 1937, or 1938 if you prefer. 

To those informed and to all except those who willfully 
distort the act of 1932 under President Hoover it is well 
known that that act conferred upon the President only the 
power to suggest or advise changes in organization. It 
took affirmation by Congress, as it properly should, to vali- 
date such change. The power of Congress was so protected 
in that act that if within 60 days either House or Senate 
disapproved of suggested changes the advice of the President 
was null and void, as it properly should be. But this bill, in 
contempt of the huge Democratic majority, makes the Presi- 
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dent’s will absolute once he decides to abolish a board or 
agency authorized by Congress and responsible to Congress 
for its conduct. 

One amusing incident of this debate is the homage paid 
to Herbert Hoover in regard to this matter. Herbert Hoover 
never had the audacity to ask the Congress to abdicate its 
powers and prerogatives in order that his will might be law. 
Well may they, however, pay homage to Hoover’s ability, for 
he carries under the crown of his hat more brains and ability 
than the combined mental equipment not only of the “brain 
trust” but of the whole executive department as now consti- 
tuted. At least one thing can be said for Hoover: He never, 
directly or indirectly, asked Congress to abdicate its consti- 
tutional powers and prerogatives in order that he might 
enjoy a little brief absolute authority in defiance of both the 
Constitution and the platform on which he was elected. 

The Congress did a great and a good thing when it cut 
short the assault upon the Supreme Court, and it will confer 
a like blessing by eternally killing this grasp at arbitrary 
power—tco much power for a good President to seek and 
entirely too much power for a President who seems to imagine 
he cannot exercise too much Executive power and who seems 
ready to justify any means to the end that he may have 
arbitrary power. This is impossible until the Congress will- 
fully abdicates its own powers and prerogatives. It is diffi- 
cult to believe any President would be so mad as to demand 
such authority from Congress. “Whom the gods destroy they 
first make mad.” 

And another overwhelming objection to this bill is that it 
has no limit of time, so that any President in the future might 
exercise the same powers. The history of mankind has 
proven, without reserve, that it is never safe to grant arbi- 
trary power to any individual lest he abuse it. This Congress 
can in no better way justify its existence than by defeating 
this indefensible surrender of congressional power. [Ap- 
plause.] 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. CULKIN]. 

Mr. CULKIN. Mr. Chairman, the President of the United 
States has again taken over the House of Representatives. 
He has given orders to the leaders of the House, and par- 
ticularly the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Cocuran], to 
pass this bill by Saturday night. We have 435 Members of 
the House, representing a constituency of 130,000,000 people. 
The time originally allotted for this bill allows 1 minute to 
each Representative to present his constituents’ views. This 
is the type of procedure which has made popular government 
a laughing stock of thinking people. The House is a good- 
natured giant which permits itself to be tied hand and foot by 
the few legislative courtiers who are occasionally admitted to 
audience at the White House and who are in command on 
this occasion. 

This bill scuttles the ship of state, yet the Democratic lead- 
ership of the House treats the membership like so many straw 
men when it is under discussion. Never in the history of leg- 
islative government has so complete a surrender of a parlia- 
mentary body been attempted, except by force of arms. 

Mr.SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

Mr. CULKIN. Yes; for a very brief question. 

Mr. SHORT. What the bill needs is not a surgeon, but an 
undertaker. 

Mr. CULKIN. I agree with the gentleman. 

Mr. Chairman, the bad faith of the leadership in behalf of 
this bill, men for whom I have great affection, was evidenced 
here today when the gentleman from North Carolina came 
on the floor and agreed to completely emasculate the bill by 
so-called saving amendments. I want you to consider the ab- 
solute arrant and complete bad faith of the leadership of this 
Committee on this proposition. Yesterday they were insisting 
on its immediate passage without change. The House last 
night, rising to the occasion, made this action necessary when 
it reasserted its self-respect and brought those gentlemen to 
their knees. Today the distinguished gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts, who has been presiding most gracefully over these 
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proceedings, came down to the floor and by an eloquent but 
purely emotional speech, endeavored to stay the march of 
events. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. CULKIN. I cannot yield now. May I say, Mr. Chair- 
man, and I say it in due respect to the able gentlemen who 
have discussed this bill on the affirmative side, that during 
my presence here in the House—and I have been here dur- 
ing the whole course of the debate—not one cogent reason 
has been advanced for the passage of this legislation. I 
should add that during the speech of the gentleman from 
Kentucky (Mr. Vivson] I was absent, but the other spokes- 
men for this bill have been utterly docile, utterly submis- 
sive to the demands of the Executive that this bill be passed 
by tonight. That apparently was uppermost in their minds. 
They do not seem to know that the genius of our institu- 
tions, the continuation of free government in America, de- 
pends entirely upon the success with which we keep the 
three departments of government separated. The executive 
in its own place, we the representatives of the people per- 
forming our duties, and the judiciary performing theirs. 

May I call to the attention of those on the minority side 
who are present the fact that this bill stands completely 
emasculated from its original text. It is utterly neutralized 
so far as form goes, save only as to the Comptroller General. 
This procedure is for the purpose of getting this bill to con- 
ference, where the light of day never reaches. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin, the distinguished and 
able leader of the Progressives [Mr. Bol raul, said a moment 
ago that the concurrent resolution which the gentleman 
from North Carolina claimed would cure the situation is 
unconstitutional. The gentleman from Wisconsin is a dis- 
tinguished lawyer and knows that. I agree with him. May 
I say that when the able gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. Warren] promised you this saving amendment he 
stated himself that revocation by a concurrent resolution 
would itself be unconstitutional. So that you have gained 
no ground even with this resolution proviso added. 

This legislation proposes giving over the public purse to 
the Executive. It proposes turning over the 800,000 people in 
the civil service to the whim and caprice of the President. It 
destroys the functions and control of the Congress over the 
public disbursements. Can the Members of the House, who 
are familiar with our history, believe that such procedure 
could be possible in the days of Clay, Calhoun, Webster, and 
a host of other men who constituted the Representatives dur- 
ing the years that have passed? 

Today, if by any chance the spirits of those illustrious dead 
are sentient and hover about this Chamber, they must in- 
deed view with spiritual disgust the majority leadership of 
this once great body which, under the Presidential lash, is 
attempting to turn over the entire machinery of the Govern- 
ment to the Executive. 

BEGINNINGS OF DICTATORSHIP 

This was the way that parliaments abdicated and made 
way for Hitler and Mussolini. The representatives of the 
people in those countries made it possible for these saber- 
rattling dictators to destroy whatever they had of democracy. 
On the record of America it would seem that the Members 
of the Congress should be made of sterner stuff. It would 
seem that the Democratic leadership of the House would not 
dare, even at the behest of the Executive, to throttle discus- 
sion and railroad this legislation onto the statute books. 

The power granted by this legislation is so sweeping in its 
implications that no Executive who was truly concerned 
about the continuance of popular government would en- 
deavor to make this bill a law. Let the House consider the 
spectacle of the President rising in the middle of the night 
to give out a statement that the votes in the Senate against 
this bill had been purchased by organized telegrams. It 
would seem that the great power which the President has 
exercised has turned his head. He serves notice on the people 
that “the king can do no wrong,” and that any citizen who 
opposes his procedure shall not enjoy the right of petition 
granted in the first amendment to the Constitution. 
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The President’s declarations on this legislation are strangely 
reminiscent of his procedure when his bill emasculating and 
destroying the Supreme Court was up for consideration. 
Every single influence that the administration could bring 
to bear was urged to procure the passage of this pending 
legislative monstrosity in the Senate. The House knows by 
now that the administrative pressure of Senators to vote in 
favor of the Byrnes bill carried with it promises of projects 
in reclamation and other fields to various Senators. The 
Chief Executive used all his great influence and his golden 
voice over the telephone to drive doubtful Senators in line. 
This, to my mind, is actually an impeachable offense. The 
Constitution provides that our Government shall consist of 
three parts—legislative, executive, and judicial. When the 
Executive goes so far as to promise this or that to a Senator 
for his vote on particular legislation he is, to my mind, com- 
mitting a heinous crime against the Constitution and the law. 
When you add to this criminal procedure the fact that he 
resents the people speaking to their representatives, and 
denies them the right of petition, the time is not distant when. 
we will have an American Hitler on our hands. The impli- 
cations of the present hour suggest that at no distant date 
the power to impeach the Executive shall be called into play. 

I am, myself, greatly concerned about the dignity and 
character of the House of Representatives. I am familiar 
with the rules of party leadership and have no quarrel with 
that. But when the House leadership cuts off debate in the 
hopes that the country may not be heard from on such legis- 
lation as this, it negatives the right of popular government to 
survive. It drags the fair name of the House of Representa- 
tives in the dust. 

I repeat that rumor is rife, and will not down, that the 
Executive has served notice upon the leadership of the House 
and the chairman of the Committee on Organization, that 
this bill must be passed by Saturday night of this week. 
These gentlemen are said to have had this from the lips of 
the President over the telephone. They are said to have had 
this from the heir apparent and crown prince, James Roose- 
velt. They are said to have had it from the “coffee coolers”) 
who are around the President, and constitute the Executive 
admiration society, with quarters in the White House. 

Stalin is not more direct in his approach to executive ques- 
tions than the President has been on this subject. It would 
Seem that the President, eager perhaps for a third term, 
regards this legislation as the stepping stone to that iniquity. : 

The President protests the right of the people to communi- 
cate with their duly elected representatives, and talks about 
propaganda. What about propaganda in the administration 
since his inception to power? 

ADMINISTRATION PROPAGANDA 


May I call attention to the fact that between 1934 and 1937 
the departments sent out 2,566,504,407 pieces of mail? It 
would take one man 80 years to handle these documents. The 
matter weighed 353,991,329 pounds. The vast array of litera- 
ture, perhaps sometimes thinly veiled, was as a whole admin- 
istrative propaganda designed to influence the 1936 and 
ensuing elections. This is the administrative procedure en- 
couraged and directed by the Chief Executive who now has 
the temerity to object to the representatives of the people 
receiving word from home as to the advisibility of pending 
legislation. “Whom the gods destroy, they first make mad,” 
and it would seem that the President at this stage has lost 
his sense of proportion, and is trying to emulate Mussolini. 

If popular government is to continue in America, repre- 
sentatives of the people must stand on their own legislative 
feet and, in accordance with the intent of the founding 
fathers, must not be hoodwinked, bulldozed, or “purchased” 
by the executive branch. If they do, when the ides of Novem- 
ber have gone and January has come again, many familiar 
and loved faces will be missing from this Chamber. 

THE VOICE OF WASHINGTON 


I have received some 500 letters and telegrams in opposition 
to this bill and not one in favor of it. One telegram was of 
particular interest because it suggested I read to the House 
the twenty-fourth paragraph of Washington’s Farewell Ad- 
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dress. I have examined this reference and find it so pertinent 
that I include it here. That part of the great farewell ad- 
dress is a fit compass in our present situation. It is a voice 
from the tomb of the immortal Washington and reads as 
follows: 

It is important, likewise, that the habits of thinking in a free 
country should inspire caution, in those entrusted with its admin- 
istration, to confine themselves within their respective constitu- 
tional spheres, avoiding in the exercise of the powers of one depart- 
ment to encroach upon another. The spirit of encroachment tends 
to consolidate the powers of all the departments in one, and thus 
to create, whatever the form of government, a real despotism. A 
just estimate of that love of power, and proneness to abuse it, 
which predominates in the human heart, is sufficient to satisfy us 
of the truth of this pesition. The necessity of reciprocal checks in 
the exercise of political power, by dividing and distributing it into 
different depositories, and constituting each the guardian of the 
public weal against invasion by the others, has been evinced by 
experiments ancient and modern; some of them in our own country 
and under our own eyes. To preserve them must be as necessary as 
to institute them. 

POWER OF THE FURSE 

There are three items in the present bill to which I will 
address myself today. The first is the provision in this meas- 
ure which would take away from the Comptroller General’s 
office the power to settle accounts in the name of Congress, 
and to readjust and settle claims as the agent of Congress. 
That is how Congress obtained power over its purse. Sixteen 
years ago this office was established and it has administered 
more than $8,000,000,000 since that time. During the mad 
days of the New Deal, when by virtue of lump-sum appro- 
priations and the subsequent allocations of the President, 
money was being wasted like water, this official stood like a 
rock against illegal and unauthorized disbursements. Mind 
you, the Comptroller General is the creature of Congress and 
not responsible to the Executive. It irked the President con- 
siderably to have that official of the Government so situated. 
It irked him still more when he discovered that some of the 
boondoggling which was attempted was stopped by that 
courageous officer. It irked him so much that on one occa- 
sion he took the Comptroller General down the river on the 
Presidential yacht for a week end. To the everlasting honor 
of Comptroller McCarl, the golden voice of the President and 
the intimate character of the hospitality had no effect on 
him. 
This background shows why the President is so desirous 
of taking this official under his wing. The present bill makes 
this officer removable by the President at will. Could any- 
thing be more brazen and obvious than the desire of the 
President to romp at will through the Treasury, wasting 
the sustenance and money of the people? 

If the House surrenders on this question at the behest of 
the Executive, it will be the first time in the history of popu- 
lar Government, from the beginning of Angio-Saxon free- 
dom, that the representatives of the people have surrendered 
their control of the purse strings. > 

I am opposed to any surrender on that, for it is the road 
to national disaster, fascism, and communism. 

CIVIL SERVICE DESTROYED 

Another phase of this bill that is legislative malfeasance 
is the taking over by the Executive of the Civil Service Com- 
mission. From the beginning of the civil service we have 
had a bipartisan Commission of three persons. These Com- 
missioners have quasi-legislative and quasi-judicial duties. 
Since the assassination of Garfield by Guiteau, down to the 
administration of 1932, the merit system in the public service 
kas controlled. By the merit system, I mean a man has to 
pass an examination which showed him qualified by educa- 
tion and training for the particular post for which he was a 
candidate. With the advent of the New Deal, the Govern- 
ment departments were demoralized, even the highest sci- 
entific and professional grades in the Bureau of Standards, 
the Weather Bureau, the Food and Drug Administration, 
and the Bureau of Chemistry and Soils. The administration 
caused to be issued a “plum book” which threw 50,000 posts 
open to the spoilsmen. 
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I should state at this point, that when the New Deal went 
into office, there were 578,000 persons in the executive branch 
of the Government. These have been increased to 836,173 
employees at this date. This is an increase of over 258,000 
employees, with practically all of them exempted from civil 
service. 

The procedure was this: The President would give lip 
service to civil service and then wink the other eye. Then 
the vast army of spoilsmen, under the command of Field 
Marshal Farley, descended on Washington. They were iike 
a cloud of locusts and had to be placed in the public service 
regardless of qualifications or ability. All that had been 
gained in the way of public service, with resulting career 
men, went by the boards. With their tenure in doubt, the 
public servants lost their efficiency, and today the United 
States is paying toll to spoils and patronage. 

The existing Civil Service Commission has fought back as 
valiantly as possible, and, perhaps, has succeeded in pro- 
tecting the technicians who were in the public service when 
this army of marauders made their attack. This procedure 
irked the President, and his Napoleonic concept was aroused. 
So when the Brownlow report, which was a Presidential crea- 
tion, came to life, it provided that instead of a bipartisaa 
commission of three membegs, there should be one commis- 
sioner, appointed by the President. 

I have said that the duties of the Civil Service Commis- 
sioners are quasi-judicial. The President proposes that one 
civil-service commissioner shall control the administration 
of civil service. In our judicial systems, our courts of last 
resort and our intermediate courts are composed of from flve 
to nine members. It is particularly important under civil 
service that protection against the arbitrary action of a 
single individual should be provided. The administrative 
officers of the Government need protection against the possi- 
bility of an arbitrary, high-handed, single administrator. 

A one-man administrator would be affiliated, or suspected 
of being affiliated, with one political party. Fairly, or un- 
fairly, he would be accused or suspected of partisan bias. 
Another objection is that he would be identified with ons 
particular section of this great country. Whether he had. 
or had not, he would be accused of sectional and religious 
prejudices. The appointment is for 15 years, and of course 
carries with it the destinies of hundreds of thousands of 
people. More important than that, the well-being of the 
Nation depends upon an honest, nonpartisan administration 
of its affairs. 

This commissioner would be under the domination of the 
President who appointed him. This, I make bold to say, is 
probably the milk in the coconut. The dictator complex 
of the present occupant of the White House resents the idea 
of any interference with his fixed views. The present Civil 
Service Commission had endeavored to remain true to the 
best traditions cf the public service, and for this reason is 
to be swept out of office. 

If this law passes, which pray God it will not, we will either 
have an Ickes or a Hopkins, or one of the White House 
“coffee coolers” in this post. Civil service, which is so im- 
portant for the continuation of popular government in 
America, will be a sham and a subterfuge, and a political 
instrument in the hands of the President. 

BUREAUCRACY AT THE HELM 

I do not think the public has paid much attention to that 
section of the reorganization bill which provides for a welfare 
department. This department would be entrusted with 
power over the schools and over the human resources of the 
Nation. It is a sweeping allocation of power, and it may be 
that out of this will arise conditions like those in Germany, 
where school children carry arms and goosestep in honor of 
Hitler. I do not want to see the school children of America 
under the control of a central bureaucracy. I think that pro- 
cedure is fraught with great danger to the life of the Republic. 

The foregoing are some of the reasons why I am opposed 
to this bill. I am unwaveringly opposed to it, lock, stock, and 
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barrel. I trust that the House, in the interests of popular 
government, will defeat this bill when it comes to a vote. 

I make this appeal not as a partisan. I make it as an 
American who has always placed the welfare of the country 
above the consideration of partisan politics. I urge the Mem- 
bers of the House on the other side of the aisle to demonstrate 
by their votes the integrity and worth of the legislative 
branch. I urge them, in this hour big with fate, to stand firm 
against this assault on the legislative branch of government. 

I respectfully call attention to the fact that the people of 
the United States, irrespective of party, are on the march, and 
that he who follows craven leadership on this question will go 
down to disaster in November. 

I hope and pray that my distinguished colleagues on the 
majority side will not be influenced by pressure of the Execu- 
tive and his courtiers, but will continue to stand like free men 
and true representatives of the people against this legislation. 

If you of the majority will but do this, the Republic will be 
given a new lease of life and future generations of grateful 
Americans will call you blessed. {[Applause.! 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I suggest there 
is not a quorum present. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. FLAHERTY). The Chair will count. 
(After counting.) One hundred and four Members are pres- 
ent, a quorum. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. HULL]. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, in the limited time I have at 
my disposal I cannot say very much as to what I think re- 
garding this measure. However, I do want to express my 
sympathy with the views as indicated by the Progressive 
Members from Wisconsin in opposition to this bill. It is 
not the kind of a bill that the President demanded in his 
message of more than a year ago, neither is it the same kind 
of a bill that was recently passed by the Senate after several 
weeks’ discussion, nor does it resemble except in a slight 
degree the measures that have already been passed by the 
House on the subject of reorganization. It is wholly a new 
measure, which has taken the country by surprise and against 
which there is widespread resentment. 

For the last 5 years we have been creating new agencies 
and new bureaus of Government here in Washington. In 
very few cases have we attached these new agencies to any 
of the established departments. In almost every instance 
they have been independent organizations set up for a special 
purpose. Surely, if it were necessary for Congress to dele- 
gate its powers in this respect Congress might well have 
considered what it was doing in the establishment of so 
many of the new agencies, some of which are overlapping 
in their facilities. So I am opposed to this measure. Any 
suggestion that it can be amended I believe is unwarranted. 
I believe further that no matter in what form it may pass 
it is wholly an unwarranted and unnecessary delegation of 
the powers of Congress to the executive branch. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.) 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. Eaton]. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. M . Chairman, I make the 
point of order a quorum is not present. 

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman with- 
hold his point of order for just a few moments? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. Yes; I withhold the point of 
order, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. EATON. Mr, Chairman, I have taken this opportunity 
to see if I could not help to lower the temperature of this 
burdened and perplexed body somewhat and reduce the blood 
pressure, which, since the session began this morning, has 
been very high. 

Today, so far as the majority leadership is concerned, this 
session has taken on the form of a good, old-fashioned 
evangelistic meeting. The backsliders have been exhorted 
by eminent and persuasive pastors to come forward to the 
mourners’ bench and bring forth votes meet for repentence. 
I expect that on the evening before the final vote the ma- 
jority leader, when he finishes the discussion, before he takes 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


APRIL 2 


the collection and pronounces the benediction, will give out 
the hymn, which reads: 

While the light holds out to burn 

The vilest sinner may return. 

And I suspect he fears that few of the prodigals will 
respond. 

May I say a word or two about the gratuitous and un- 
worthy aspersions which have been cast on American citizens 
who are sending telegrams and letters to the Members who 
represent them in this House. I am from the State of New 
Jersey, which has among others the distinction of being lo- 
cated next to Pennsylvania. 

Mr. STACK. Is that a distinction? 

Mr. EATON. It is in danger of becoming more of an ex- 
tinction now. 

I have received hundreds if not thousands of letters, writ- 
ten in the writers’ own hand, showing without exception that 
high level of intelligence which sends the Jersey delegation 
here. These letters reveal a real grasp of the issues involved 
and a real sense of responsibility as citizens. I resent the 
unfair, unsportsmanlike aspersion upon these magnificent’ 
men and women who, exercising their right of petition under 
our Constitution, are being described here as lawbreakers and 
liars and bought persons. [Applause.] 

Yesterday our devoted majority leader extracted from the 
placid, pure, and pellucid stream of Democratic politics in 
Pennsylvania a telegram and the answer to it, the object 
being to prove that the high-class gentlemen and ladies in 
New Jersey and New York and elsewhere who have sent 
telegrams and letters here are trying to put over some sly, 
selfish game unworthy of a second-story man. I should like 
to say to the innocent and confiding gentleman who leads 
the majority that possibly some wicked man may suggest 
that the set-up of telegrams he read here with such unction 
was a put- up scheme itself, arranged for the consumption 
of the gullible Members of this House who can be led along 
by the nose and swept off their feet by propaganda of that: 
kind. 

Mr. Chairman, I turn from the really amateur propaganda 
represented by these letters to contemplate a field of real 
holy and pure propaganda, which has the sanction of the all 
highest in the White House and his New Deal advisers. 

I wish to show where you have propaganda that, on its 
own admission, is 100-percent pure, and that, in addition, is 
paid for by the unsuspecting taxpayers without their knowl- 
edge or consent. The wretched, low-down creatures who are 
accused of sending personal letters and telegrams to us have 
paid for their own telegrams, which, of course, is wicked; 
but the Washington administration propagandists here in 
the New Deal have their telegrams and their motion pic- 
tures paid for by gullible taxpayers back home. 

Let me read you two or three statements of fact. In 1915 
the Congress passed an act prohibiting executive depart- 
ments from employing publicity experts. I should like to 
have a restful silence among those who are so shocked at 
citizens who write their Congressmen while I am quoting 
these statements. Of course, I cannot make the moving 
evangelistic appeal that was made this morning by our dis- 
tinguished chairman, but these horrible details I am about 
to unveil before you are real. When our honored and beloved 
chairman made that touching evangelistic appeal I almost 
burst into uncontrollable weeping. It made me think, with 
the kindest of respects to him, of the time I made my trial 
sermon in the theological seminary. My class had to criticize 
it, and the first criticism was by a brilliant young Yankee, 
who said that my sermon reminded him of a paper of pins— 
all heads and no points. 

Despite this statute which is still on the books, there are 
at least 270 Government employees today engaged in propa- 
ganda work. Most of these have never been authorized by 
specific act of Congress. The total salary of these 270 
workers is in excess of $602,000. The total cost per year of 
this propaganda on the radio, in. motion pictures, and 
through advertising that pours every hour out from Wash- 
ington is over $1,000,000. A speech by the gentleman from 
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Michigan [Mr. Encet], carries the statement there were 7,000 
railroad cars of free mail sent out from Washington last 
year, costing $217,000,000 to transport. Now, gentlemen, 
when you begin to talk about propaganda, why in Heaven’s 
name do you not begin there? 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EATON. I yield to the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. As I understand, if all of 
the propaganda material the New Deal agencies are now 
sending out were sent out at one time, it would take 1,750 
cars going out of Washington one right after another just 
as fast as you could get them out of the city. 

Mr. EATON. Yes; and if all the bureaucrats were laid 
end to end, where would they reach? [Laughter.] 

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EATON, I yield for a brief interrogation. 

Mr. O’MALLEY. I did not desire to interrogate the gen- 
tleman; I just wanted to tell him what the Reverend 
Edmund Walsh said last night about these telegrams: 

The deluge of telegrams protesting against reorganization bill is 


proof that the people still remember Jefferson's advice—to tell your 
agent what he can do and what he cannot do, and then watch 
him. 


CApplause.] 

Mr. EATON. I thank the gentleman. Both he and 
Rev. Mr. Walsh speak like true Americans. 

I base my criticism of this scurrilous attack on my con- 
stituents on one vital and central ground. The thing that is 
really at stake here today is the position of this body in the 
system of constitutional American government, and I have 
held, as you know, ever since I have been here that this body 
ought to be the strongest, the most respected, the most inde- 
pendent, the most thoughtful, the most courageous, and the 
most patriotic body in all this Nation. It is composed of men 
and women who have the character and the brains to make 
that possible, and right at this moment—do not make any 
mistake about it—we are being looked to by the people of 
this country, who sent us here, as their one anchor to wind- 
ward, as their one hope in this dark hour of peril. Their 
hope and confidence will be justified or destroyed by the way 
that we vote on this bill. 

We do not need this bill now. It can wait. What we need 
is to have the President come home from Warm Springs here 
to Washington. We need to have him face with us the fact 
that he and we have failed to solve the chief problem of this 
Nation, the unemployment of our millions of men. Then let 
him call at once to his side here in Washington the labor 
leaders, the business leaders, the farmers, the preachers, the 
professors, the politicians, and say to them, “Let us join 
hands now and in the name of God and human liberty devise 
some plan for working the private institutions of America so 
as to solve the challenging economic problems of our coun- 
try.” I believe that if he and we did this in good faith and 
sincerity of purpose it would be a thousand times better for 
America than any reorganization, real or fancied, or any 
other legislation that we could pass here. 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EATON. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. KELLER. Would the gentleman be kind enough to 
tell us his idea about giving employment? 

Mr. EATON. The gentleman wants me to be kind to him, 
but that is an awful strain under these conditions. [Laugh- 
ter.] I will gladly take a day or two off some time and go 
over that with the gentleman. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EATON. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. KNUTSON. The gentleman’s question could be 
answered very briefly, by putting up the bars against these 
tremendous imports of competitive products. 

Mr. EATON. And by introducing a little common sense 
and Americanism into our Government’s relations with the 
wealth-producing agencies of this country. 

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 
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Mr. EATON. Brother, I cannot. I know yeu are just 
thirsting for knowledge, but I cannot do it. (Laughter.] 
I have to read a telegram now. This is from Monsignor 
Whitaker, and our distinguished friend, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. Stack], who can get no opportunity for 
utterance here, wants me to read it: 

Answering request confirmation last night's telegram my sisters 
and I beg you to vote against organization bill. 

This is addressed, “Congressman MICHAEL J. STACK,” and 
is from Monsignor Whitaker, in Chester Heights, Pa. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EATON. Yes. 

Mr. STACK. Does the gentleman believe that telegram 
was bred and born in malice? 

Mr. EATON. I do not. I think it is the utterance of a 
patriotic American gentleman who uttered it, as he had the 
Applause. 

I now want to close what I had to say by calling the atten- 
tion of this House to the fact that this bill and all similar 
proposals is a part of the great totalitarian movement that 
is developing over the world and is now sweeping over our 
borders. You talk about dictatorship. Why, Mr. Chairman, 
it is here now. The advance guard of totalitarianism has 
enthroned itself in the Government in Washington, and the 
trouble with our country at this moment is fear—fear as to 
what the Government is going to do and whither it is lead- 
ing us. 

In the ancient Scriptures there was a prohibition against 
men plowing with an ox and an ass hitched together. This 
prohibition, apart from its ritualistic meaning, was designed 
to prevent cruelty to animals; to safeguard the morals of the 
teamster and to assure a Straight furrow. I look upon the 
patient and powerful ox as symbolic of the great American 
system of private enterprise; I look upon the ass in this 
Scriptural team as symbolic of alien totalitarianism. And my 
thesis is that this Nation in its economic and political struc- 
ture has got to be all bovine or all asinine—it cannot be half 
and half, The time has come when America must take 
itself for better or for worse. For 150 years we have found 
American ideals and principles entirely sufficient for the 
solution of our problems and for the assurance of life and 
liberty to all our people. Let us return to those principles 
and once more base our destiny upon faith, courage, and 
cooperation rather than upon the shifting sands of alien phi- 
losophies and foolish legislation which they have inspired. 
Applause. ] 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. SEGER]. 

Mr. SEGER. I do not happen to know the gentleman re- 
ferred to this morning by the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. Warren] as the instigator of this propaganda, but 
during my membership of almost 16 years I have never been 
influenced by letters or telegrams unless I knew the senders, 
and believed in their honesty and sincerity. 

Coming down the House Office Building elevator the other 
day I heard an elevator operator, a patronage appointee, dis- 
cussing this bill with another. 

“I am a little shaky about the bill,” I heard him say. 
may not pass and it may be for the best.” 

To my mind this young man’s expression sums up the 
attitude of so many of the American people who are at this 
moment flooding our offices with petitions by letters and 
wires to reject the bill as unnecessary and untimely. The 
world situation with its rise of dictatorships, its attacks on 
demccracy, its persecution of minorities—all seemingly ac- 
complished with such ease and by such “benevolent-minded 
leaders,” has caused the American people to be a bit shaky. 

The Reverend Edmund A. Walsh, S. J., vice president of 
Georgetown University, explains this feeling in an address he 
made here last night. Father Walsh comments on the 
President’s statement on dictatorship. He says: 

The remembrance of the attempt to pack the Supreme Court is 


still green in the national consciousness which was, in conse- 
quence, alert and prepared to recognize any flank attack toward 
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the same objective. The arresting consideration in the President’s 
letter to his unknown friend is not the waiver of intent, but the 
necessity of a disclaimer. Much smoke means fire some place. 

More than once in this debate I have heard this state- 
ment: “Congress cannot do the job. It must be a one-man 
job.” In the language of the street, this is right down the 
dictatorship alley. 

The bulk of the protests I have received indicate there is 
a rather profound respect in our country today for the Civil 
Service Commission and the Comptroller General and the 
efforts of these two agencies, created by the Congress, the 
one to increase efficiency and the other to prevent the illegal 
expenditure of Government moneys. 

It is admitted this bill will not save money. Then, why is 
it given priority at this time when our people are faced with 
sO many pressing problems? Does it hit at the depression? 
Does it put any unemployed person to work? It does not— 
it merely serves to add to the jitters of a burdened and 
anxious people. Rejection by the House of this bill, I feel, 
will be an important factor toward the restoration of a better 
feeling toward and confidence in our Government. [Ap- 
plause.] 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. DOWELL]. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include therein 
a letter which I have received respecting this legislation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair suggests to the gentleman 
that the right to include the letter would have to be obtained 
in the House. 

Mr. DOWELL. Then, Mr. Chairman, with the permis- 
sion of the Committee, I shall read the letter. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the gentleman may 
read the letter. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, the question before us 
today, sifted of all of the extras that have been presented 
here in this discussion, is the question of the Congress dele- 
gating to the Executive absolute power over the depart- 
ments of the Government. The letters and telegrams that 
have been coming to Members during the consideration of 
this legislation ought to demonstrate to every individual 
here that the people of the country are wrought up over 
this legislation, and gentlemen may try to put it aside if 
they will, by saying that it is all propaganda, but that is 
not correct. These letters and telegrams are sent here to 
Members of Congress because the writers believe the legis- 
lation now pending is detrimental to the freedom and lib- 
erties of the American people, and they mean what they 
say in these letters and they are opposed to this legislation. 
Any Member who will listen to the reading of the letter 
which I shall read will know that it is not propaganda, 
but is stating the fact as to the effect of this legislation, if 
adopted. 

I have taken this letter from a large number of letters 
and telegrams I have received. It is a fair representation 
of how the people feel about it. 

I am opposed to this legislation. 

Des Mornes, Iowa, November 27, 1937. 
Hon. Cassrus C. DOWELL, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Ma. DowELL: I am convinced that Senate bill 2970 is an 
extremely unwise measure, particularly in its effect on the con- 
servation of natural resources and beyond that field. 

The power proposed to be vested in the President for 3 years 
from the passage of the act is of astonishing scope. His orders 
reported to Congress become effective in 60 days, without congres- 
sional action. 

The power to transfer, regroup, coordinate, consolidate, reor- 
ganize, segregate, and abolish by Executive order (save certain 
agencies expressly mentioned) is absolute. The term of certain 
appointees and administrative heads runs for 15 years; in other 
words, way beyond his term of office. 

The bill throughout is an amazing and unwarranted extension 
of authority, and, in my opinion, proposes to take from 
and vest in one individual important powers and functions, many 
phases of which at least should remain in the legislative 
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One sinister development in Europe is the clothing of one man 
with dictatorial powers. All that has been accomplished in Italy 
in the way of centralized authority could be effected here by 
making every administrative head and department, as to its powers, 
subservient not to Congress but to the President. I do not speak 
now in any sense personal to the President. The point is that it 
m wrong in principle and carries sinister possibilities in the years 


I trust on full consideration you can see your way to oppose 
this measure. 
Yours very sincerely, 
JAMES B. WEAVER. 


Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, for fear the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Stack] may not get recognition from 
his own side, I yield him the remainder of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania is 
recognized for 2½ minutes. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Chairman, within the last 24 hours in 
my humble judgment in the Halls of the Congress or the 
United States there has been enacted a tragedy. My good 
and distinguished friend from New York [Mr. O'Connor], 
than whom Mr. Roosevelt has no more loyal supporter, made 
a wonderful speech yesterday, telling why he thinks this bill 
should be put in moth balls. The leaders of the organiza- 
tion were scared to death. They were throwing out life 
lines. They used Napoleonic strategy, and called on my dis- 
tinguished friend from Massachusetts [Mr. McCormacx], 
who happens to be of the same faith as Mr. O’Connor and 
myself, to tell why he is going to vote for the bill. They used 
the Cain and Abel act. The distinguished gentieman from 
Massachusetts mentioned, among other things, that the rea- 
son why Congressmen were getting so many telegrams and 
letters is because there is some schemer, some fomenter of 
malice urging the people back home to write to us. Did he 
by any chance mean that man of God out in Royal Oak, 
Mich., Father Coughlin? If he did, I am here to say that 
in my humble judgment Father Coughlin has done more in 
his short time to arouse the people of my district and of 
the United States to their sense of civic duty than has any 
other one person. I do not want a religious question to 
enter here, because I think this is purely an American issue, 
but because of my background I think I can sense when my 
country and my liberty are being tampered with. 

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STACK. Yes, gladly, to a Democrat from Penn- 
sylvania. 

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. The gentleman will recog- 
nize that the reason which actuated the fathers of our 
country in the American Revolution was not because of 
what had been done, but because they scented the tainted 
odor of tyranny in the future. 

Mr. STACK. Yes; that is the reason. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania has expired. 

Mr. STACK. I have a lot of things that I would like 
to call to your attention if I had the time, but gag rule is 
the order of the day and the distinguished Chairman [Mr. 
McCormack] is faithfully and effectively enforcing it or as 
he calls it—discretion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
McREYNoOLDs!] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Gray]. 

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, I have always voted 
against or opposed any delegation of congressional or legis- 
lative powers to another branch of the Government. I dis- 
approved and condemned the delegation of legislative power 
by a Republican Congress in 1930 to President Herbert 
Hoover. 

I have condemned the surrender of legislative power by a 
Republican administration and Congress to Harding, Cool- 
idge, and Hoover as well. And all the Democratic Members 
likewise in Congress condemned this surrender of legislative 
power as unwarranted and as a dangerous example and 
precedent. 
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I followed the Democratic platform and leaders in op- 
posing the delegation of congressional power to three Repub- 
lican Presidents, including Hoover in 1930, as an unwarranted 
surrender of power by Congress. And I refuse to face about 
and reverse myself and now vote for what I have condemned 
for 20 years. 

The attitude of the parties on this bill shows a hypo- 
critical position and horseplay of both political parties in 
Congress. The Republicans are here opposing and con- 
demning what they defended and voted for in 1930, and the 
Democrats are here approving and upholding what they con- 
demned and voted against in 1930. 

For over 20 years I have opposed, condemned, and spoken 
against and voted against making a delegation and a sur- 
render of the constitutional powers vested in Congress to be 
exercised by another branch of the Government. 

I now refuse to face about and reverse myself and vote for 
everything I have long opposed or contended against for a 
lifetime because my party leaders in Congress are now facing 
about to vote for what they all condemned and voted against 
in 1930. 

I refuse now to face about and reverse myself to follow the 
inconsistent course in Congress of both political parties here 
and change my position on principle only because of a 
change of administration. 

If a delegation and surrender of congressional power to 
be used and exercised by the President was a flagrant viola- 
tion of the Constitution and a dangerous policy in 1930 under 
a Republican administration, it is a violation of the Con- 
stitution now under a Democratic administration and could 
be dangerous under future Presidents. 

And the Republican Members in Congress are equally in- 
consistent and hypocritical in opposing and voting against 
now what everyone approved and endorsed, upheld and de- 
fended, and voted for in 1930, delegating the same powers of 
Congress to a Republican President in 1930. 

This is a surrender of legislative powers no less and no 
more than the surrender made by the Republican administra- 
tion and Congress, and which all Democrats condemned in 
the name of Jefferson and Jackson, as a dangerous invasion 
of the Constitution, and would open the way for abuse. 

If this bill had been deliberately planned and written to 
make Democratic Members of Congress desert their party 
platforms for 30 years and reverse themselves on principle and 
pledge, or vote against the bill, it could not have been more 
completely accomplished by the first test vote to close the 
debate. Over 100 Democratic Members on record as opposing 
the surrender of Constitutional powers of Congress, make it 
appear that they will refuse to reverse themselves and com- 
promise their lifelong positions on principle, while all will 
regret to vote against the bill. 

And the delegation of legislative powers to be exercised by 
the executive department is the same delegation of congres- 
sional powers that all Democrats and leaders in Congress in 
1930 condemned as vicious legislation, unwarranted, and 
dangerous to our form of government, and spoke and voted 
against to a man. 

I have consistently opposed and condemned all proposals 
to delegate the legislative powers of Congress to be exercised 
in any way, by any other department of the Government 
regardiess of what party was in power, or what President 
was in office, and will vote here consistently with this policy. 

Now, I want to call your attention to the record of certain 
leading Democratic Members who voted against this same 
principle, in 1930, of delegating legislative powers to Hoover, 
but who now face about and reverse themselves in voting 
for this same delegation of powers to a Democratic President. 

Here is what Rogert DoucuTon, now the Democratic 
chairman of the great Ways and Means Committee, said in 
opposing this same delegation of legislative powers to Hoover 
in 1930, and who is now declaring he will vote for what he 
then condemned and opposed: 


This provision (flexible clause) * * © will make the Presi- 
dent, the Secretary of the Treasury, and certain bureau chiefs, not 
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only sole arbiters cn all tariff matters, but in deed and reality they 
will be sole dictators, and Congress and the customs courts, as far 
as tariff matters are concerned might just as well be abolished. 
(Tist Cong., Ist sess., p. 1474, vol. 71.) 

And here is what Henry B. STEAGALL, now the Democratic 
chairman of the Banking and Currency Committee, said 
when he opposed and voted against the bill delegating this 
same power to Hoover in 1930, and who supported the dele- 
gation to a Democratic President in 1934, and who is now 
supporting this delegation of congressional powers: 


It involves a surrender of the people’s rights, which should not 
be tolerated. (Tist Cong., Ist sess., p. 2007, vol. 71.) 


And here is what John Nance Garner, now Vice President, 
said in 1930 when he opposed and voted against surrendering 
this same legislative power to Hoover, and who is now ap- 
proving and declaring for the same principle he voted 
against in 1930, vesting legislative powers in a Republican 
President: 

This is what you have in this bill: First, you have surrendered 
your right for an indefinite period to raise or lower the rates, 
because there will be no occasion for another tariff bill until the 
American people rebel against the iniquity of what I believe to 
be the highest and most indefensible bill ever imposed upon the 
statute books. (Tist Cong., Ist sess., p. 1080, vol. 71.) 


Now, let us go to the other side of the aisle and find what 
position Republican Members, who are now opposing and 
will vote against this bill took when the bill was before this 
House in 1930, delegating practically the same legislative 
powers to be exercised by a Republican President. 

The Republican minority here today is condemning the 
surrender to a Democratic President which they upheld, sup- 
ported, and voted for when the same proposal was to give tke 
same powers to be exercised by a Republican President, and 
which they then claimed was necessary to carry out certain 
tariff policies. 

The Republican Members have voted for this same delega- 
tion of power to Hoover and other Republican Presidents, 
and then reversed themselves in 1934 and voted against the 
same powers being delegated to a Democratic President. 

The Republican record in Congress is no less inconsistent 
and hypocritical. Here is what ALLEN T. Treapway, now 
ranking Republican Member of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee, said in 1930 when he spoke and voted for the same 
legislative powers to Hoover which he is now opposing to a 
Democratic President: 

I know our Democratic friends will represent, as they have always 
done in the past, that under the flexible provision we are abrogating 
the rights of Congress to write tariff rates. * * * To ask him 
(the President) to become simply a transmitting agency of the 
House of Representatives of the action of the Tariff Commission is 
Cr POUR i ee AEROS An 
cap: > 

And here is what the same Republican, ALLEN T. TREADWAY, 
said about this same legislative power in 1934 being delegated 
to a Democratic President when he spoke and voted against 
the bill: 

And it would surrender the power of Congress to the Presi- 
dent and his subordinates in violation of both the letter and spirit 


of the Constitution. 
. . . e se se . 


Now, Mr. Chairman, the facts of the case are that the passage of 
this bill through Congress will, I think, complete the Presidential 
program of assuming complete authority over governmental func- 
tions, and will, to all intents and purposes, do away with further 
need of the House and Senate. 

Congress abdicates its right of Santee over international mat- 
ters, trade agreements, if you want to call them that, but in reality 
treaties, 

This inconsistent opposition and support of the same dele- 
gation of congressional powers, accordingly as one party may 
be in power of the Government, is all politics and horseplay. 
And if the true facts were known by the people, these political 
maneuvers would be resented and condemned. 

I do not propose to follow the equally inconsistent course 
of the Democratic Members of Congress who opposed and 
condemned the same delegation of powers in 1930 to Hoover, 
a Republican President, and who are now reversing and 


4644 


facing about in their positions and speaking for and will vote 
for this bill to give the same powers to a Democratic President. 

I do not propose to follow the hypocritical course of some 
Republican Members of Congress here who voted to give the 
same powers to Hoover and to other Republican Presidents 
and then face about and reverse myself and vote against giv- 
ing the same powers to other Presidents because he is a Demo- 
cratic President. 

With two panics or economic depressions inflicting their 
cruel punishment upon the common masses of the people, 
with millions suffering unemployment, hunger, in want and 
dire distress, with nothing to lose and nothing to gain, this 
is no time to change the forms of democracy. 

I would not now, under existing conditions, vote to make a 
shift of power to be exercised in the administration of gov- 
ernment different from the existing division apportioned by 
the Constitution even to bring a good result or reform or 
efficiency and economy in administration. 

This is the wrong time to make a change, when the forms 
of democracy are wavering and hanging everywhere in the 
balance, and when the people are suffering and writhing in 
the throes of panics and depressions, many driven so far 
down in desperation that they are willing to give up the forms 
and liberty of government for a mess of pottage of temporary 
relief. 

Now is the time to maintain the status quo, to maintain 
the existing order of things, to pursue the even tenor of our 
ways, to maintain the form of democracy intact, to stand 
steadfast and immovable, to make no change in the govern- 
mental building until the crisis of the storm is passed. 

If the people back home in the country were wise to the 
course here of political leaders on both sides in playing poli- 
tics with vital public issues, in favor of policies when they 
are in power and then opposing the same policies when out 
of power, there would be a different membership in Congress 
to represent both political parties here. 

It is true as claimed and shown here that the propaganda, 
letters, and wires being received by Members in Congress 
do not reflect general public sentiment, nor voice the volun- 
tary views of the sender, but the activity of a comparatively 
few and often those more interested otherwise than of their 
so-called convictions. 

Yet, the fact of these repeating almost identical letters 
may not only represent a comparatively few, does not make 
the legislation good or bad nor go to the merits of the legis- 
lative proposal. The facts of propaganda opposition do not 
furnish any reason or ground for its adoption, rejection, or 
disapproval 

But my position opposing the delegation of legislative power 
in the exercise by another branch of the Government goes 
back years before this propaganda movement now clogging 
the mails and wires, with verbatim, identical wires and let- 
ters showing suggestions from a common source. 

My position was not only taken before the wires and letters 
but many years before this bill was ever conceived, many 
years before it was known that I would ever be called upon 
to reverse myself on principle and policy and when I was 
acting with my party in good faith, confident at the time 
that such would be a party position adhered to. 

Four years ago last March 29 I stood here alone among 
my colleagues and spoke against the delegation of legislative 
powers to be exercised by another branch of the Government, 
and I cast my vote here alone against such delegation of 
legislative power. 

No, Mr. Speaker, I am in a way in error. I am not alto- 
gether right in that statement, because I did not, in a way, 
stand alone, nor speak alone, or vote alone. I spoke and 
voted on that day in the presence of the spirit of Thomas 
Jefferson and Andrew Jackson. I was cheered and encour- 
aged by them. 

But today I am not standing alone among my colleagues 
in the State or Nation. And I am standing with more than 
100 of my Democratic colleagues in the House. I do not 
count my Republican colleagues, because they all voted for 
this delegation of congressional power to a Republican Pres- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


APRIL 2 


ident, and now only against it because to a Democratic Pres- 
ident. 

I do not claim their support in this bill because they faced 
about and reversed their position; have been following parti- 
san politics and not principles of free, self-government. The 
true test here is not what men vote against in their opposing 
party program, but what they vote against in their own party. 

I am taking this general position not because of any doubts 
or apprehensions that such powers would be abused by the 
President now in the White House, but I am looking farther 
than today. I am looking to the future, tomorrow, when 
another man may occupy the White House. 

I have full confidence in the loyalty and patriotism of both 
Herbert Hoover and Franklin D. Roosevelt. And I believe 
both would sacrifice their lives on the altar of safety to their 
country. But I do not propose to open the door by example 
or precedent to good men, to be entered and taken advantage 
of by bad men. 

I have absolute and explicit confidence in the loyalty of 
President Franklin D. Roosevelt, and that he would be the 
last man to assume any position as President that would in 
any way or semblance go to establish a policy or precedent 
for others to follow for dictatorial powers. 

But there is no precedent more dangerous in government 
than the exercise of powers susceptible of abuse by a great 
and good man, and the greater and more exalted the man in 
character, ability, and public confidence the greater the 
danger from the precedent to be taken advantage of by 
bad men. 

It is a most significant fact of the times that the special 
powers under which the dictators of Europe have arisen to 
grasp and exercise arbitrary rules were powers granted to 
good men for the purpose to enabie them to deal better with 
the economic depression. 

And these designing military leaders seeing the door open 
for good men, for a good and humane purpose, took advan- 
tage to enter and seize upon the executive powers of the Gov- 
ernment in their ambition to become greater leaders in war, 
conquest, and subjugation. 

I have long favored, endorsed, and declared for a reorgani- 
zation of the executive departments for the elimination of 
loss, waste, and useless expense resulting from duplication 
and overlapping service of governmental boards, bureaus, and 
commissions, not only impairing the efficiency of government. 
but increasing the cost without use or service. 

But I am not only committed to reorganization of the 
executive departments on my own conviction or initiative, 
but on endorsement and approval of a long line of party plat- 
forms, not only of my own political party but of the plat- 
forms of the Republican Party as well. 

But I have never committed myself, neither personally nor 
by party platform, to any reorganization of executive depart- 
ments except for the elimination of loss and waste resulting 
from overlapping boards and bureaus and the duplication of 
many commissions, and to systematize the service for economy 
and efficiency. 

And I have never committed myself, neither personally nor 
by party platform, to any reorganization to change the powers 
of the executive branch of the government, involving a change 
of the powers of Congress to be exercised under the Constitu- 
tion as the sworn representatives of the people. 

But if I had committed myself to a reorganization of the 
executive departments creating new and changed executive 
agencies which might possibly be susceptible of abuse under 
some future administration, I would now renounce my de- 
clared position and oppose such reorganizaion at this time. 

I am ready, willing, anxious, restless, and impatient to 
carry out our platform pledges to reorganize the executive 
department for the elimination of duplicating and overlap- 
ping service to effect economy and efficiency of government. 

I have now voted twice to bring this bill before the House 
for consideration hoping that it could be confined to the 
reorganization of the existing executive agencies. But when 
I find that it is not a measure to effect economy and effi- 
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ciency in government, but to change and create other govern- 
mental agencies, then I must withdraw my support from the 
measure. 

And when the cloture rule is invoked to cut off the right of 
debate and explanation, then it is time for me to go back to 
the position I have long adhered to for almost a quarter of a 
century, and to vote against any surrender of congressional 
powers to the executive or any other department. 

What I have always contemplated in the reorganization of 
the executive departments was first an intensive study of a 
plan of systematized organization and the submission of such 
plan to Congress for consideration under legislative rules for 
approval, amendment, or rejection. 

It was never my thought or conception that Congress 
should ever delegate the power to any other body or depart- 
ment more than the authority to prepare and submit to Con- 
gress a plan or system for the reorganization of boards and 
bureaus for the consideration and approval of Congress. 

The Constitution vests all legislative power in Congress and 
withholds all this power and authority from other depart- 
ments of the Government under the separation and division 
of powers. This was for the declared purpose of preventing 
and safeguarding against the concentration of power in any 
one department. 

There is nobody but the people themselves who have any 
authority to change this. Harding and Coolidge wanted it 
but I opposed it. Hoover wanted this but I condemned it. 
It matters not what party is in power or what President is in 
office. These powers should not be surrendered by Congress. 

Mr. MCREYNOLDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. STACK]. 

Mr. STACK. Mr. Chairman, this is the first time that 
has been yielded me by a member of my own party. In- 
cidentally, in 1932, in West Philadelphia when there were 
very few Democrats in Philadelphia, I plowed through West 
Philadelphia and mortgaged my little home to try to help 
elect Roosevelt, because I was then of the opinion that he 
was a modern Moses who would lead us to the Promised Land. 

I now ask my friend, the Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole, if by any chance he thinks the opposition of the 
American Federation of Labor was bred and born in malice? 
If he thinks the opposition of the American Legion, veterans 
in general, and the Military Order of the Purple Heart, of 
which I am one—and there are about 60,000 members in 
the United States, each and every one of whom, including 
myself, bled for his country—was born and bred of malice? 
I am wondering if the opposition of the National Grange 
to this bill was born and bred of malice? I do not think 
so, in fact, I know it was not. 

The gentlemen from Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack] 
talked of everything this morning except the bill. He 
studiously stayed away from the real reason why opposition 
to this bill had grown and is still growing. It came about 
because we were denied our constitutional right to be heard 
in the Halls of Congress or to find out what the bill really 
was that the powers that be intended to shove down our 
throats. That is why this opposition to the bill developed. 
I personally had not made any decision as to what I would 
do regarding the bill; but when I saw the administration 
tactics I became anxious. They could not give it the light 
of day; they could not let us see into it to know what was in 
it or what possibly would result from its passage. 

Whether this bill is defeated or not, I hope America will 
still be the grandest country in the world; I hope Old Glory 
will still wave her beneficent stars and stripes over the 
country. I have serious doubts, however, as to whether my 
people and your people will get the privileges they now have 
if this bill becomes a law. I am wondering if they will still 
be free. [Applause.] 

{Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. PRTTENOILL I. 

Mr. PETTENGILL. Mr. Chairman, I have a very high 
regard for the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Vinson]. For 
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many courtesies, personal and official, I am in his lasting 
debt; and he knows to what I refer. I congratulate him upon 
the fact that his worth and his ability has won for him a 
promotion to the bench of this country. I wish him well as 
he takes up the duties of that bench, when he gets around 
to doing it. 

But as he was speaking yesterday I could not put out of 
my mind another speech that he made in the Well in this 
House in June of 1936. I am speaking now of the undis- 
tributed-profits tax. I ventured to predict in June 1936, 
on the floor of this House, that the passage of that bill 
would hasten the coming of the next depression. I voted 
against it. I disagreed with the gentleman from Kentucky. 
The gentleman from Kentucky, however, urged Members 
of this House, and particularly his Democratic brethren, to 
vote for the bill, and the result is known—we have a de- 
pression. While I would be the last one to say that the 
passage of the undistributed-profits tax is the sole reason 
for the present depression, it is generally believed through- 
out the length and breadth of this country that it is one 
of the most important contributing factors to the present dif- 
ficulties that are now weighing down upon the spirit, the 
courage, and the confidence of this country. 

The Members of this House following the able and plaus- 
ible gentleman from Kentucky 2 years ago led this country 
into another depression, and by following him many of my 
Democratic friends led themselves to the brink of political 
disaster. The Gallup poll, for whatever it is worth, predicts 
that 80 or 90 Democratic Members of the House will be in 
peril this fall largely because they followed the gentleman 
from Kentucky 2 years ago. They can save themselves from 
the responsibility for following him once, however, by refus- 
ing to follow him again. [Applause.] 

I am glad to say that my distinguished friend from Ken- 
tucky, exercising a fidelity to duty that characterizes him 
and which he will carry upon the bench with him, a willing- 
ness to grant a new trial even in a matter that he has him- 
self passed upon, has recognized now that he was wrong 2 
years ago, because with respect to the new tax bill the report 
the Committee on Ways and Means, of which he was one, 
said: 

The committee stands convinced that a substantial number of 
cases of hardship have arisen under the Revenue Act of 1936 since 
the surtax was imposed regardless of the necessity of retention of 
earnings by the corporation or regardless of whether the surtaxes 
on its shareholders were materially diminished by such retention. 


It has also developed that the additional revenue derived from 
the new system was considerably less than had been estimated. 


I had the temerity to predict before the Ways and Means 
Committee that they would get less money than the gentle- 
man from Kentucky then predicted. 

But Professor Oliphant downtown had a bright idea. Pro- 
fessor Oliphant sold it to other people downtown, and it then 
became a party measure. The gentleman from Kentucky 
bought it and in turn sold it to this House; it was a political 
gold brick. It resulted in large part in bringing the country 
into its present depression and resulted, too, in many fine 
Members on the Democratic side getting to the edge of the 
political precipice. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Utah. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PETTENGILL. I cannot yield. 

The gentleman from Kentucky will be behind the barricade 
this November. He will not be out in the cornfields drum- 
ming up votes in the frosts of late October. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Neither will the gentleman from 
Indiana. 

Mr. PETTENGILL. That is correct, but if the gentleman 
will kindly permit me to say so, I would prefer to yield 
before an interruption. 

The gentleman is now urging another bill on this House, 
and he is just as wrong as he was 2 years ago. [Applause.] 
The gentleman from Kentucky yesterday said that under 
this bill the Comptroller General will have “the same power 
of preaudit and the same power to issue advance decisions 
as he has under existing law.” 
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I cannot charge the gentleman from Kentucky with being 
untruthful in that statement, but he does not tell the 
whole story. It is true that this bill gives a shadow of 
power to the Comptroller General, but it takes away the 


of 
the 800,000 or 900,000 Federal employees, there will not be 
a single man who will have the power to say no“ to the 
spending agencies of the Government and be sure he will 
have a job the following morning. 

The distinguished gentleman from Kentucky, honored as 


independent judicial judgment in the important matters 
that may come before him. Why? Because the Constitu- 
tion of the United States says, for the purpose of protecting 
him in the exercise of that power, he shall hold office for 
life. No sword of Damocles will hang over the head of 
the gentleman from Kentucky when he goes onto the bench 
of this country, but the Comptroller General of the United 
States, under the bill the gentleman from Kentucky is now 
advocating, will have the sword of Damocles hanging over 
his head all the time. If he says “no” with reference to 
the expenditure of public moneys he will not be sure he will 
have a job 24 hours later. 

You can talk about this bill, you may sugar-coat it, you 
may add all the amendments to it you wish, but here is a 
spot, and it is a damned spot that will not out. This bill 
that the gentleman from Kentucky is urging the Members of 
this House to pass will destroy the power of the Comptroller 
General of the United States to say “no.” It gives him a 
futile power. It gives him but the shadow of a power. He 
will not have the power to exercise a power. The power 
will be somewhere else, and, in my judgment, the most im- 
portant thing in this bill is the independence of the Comp- 
troller General of the United States from the exercise of 
pressure or the threat of being fired by the executive spend- 
ing branch of this Government. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, there are others who are interested in 
the civil service, like the distinguished Senator from New 
York [Mr. Wacner]. That gentleman thought the civil- 
service provision was the most important bad feature of the 
bill. There are others who are interested in other features, 
but, in my judgment, the most important thing in this bill 
is the effort to destroy the free, unlimited power of the 
Comptroller General of the United States, to say, no; this 
is an illegal expenditure of public money.” 

The gentleman from Kentucky will be behind the barri- 
cade next election day. When this bill passes and carries 
this country further into a depression by the generation of 
the new fears that this bill will generate, he will be protected 
by the Constitution of the United States. I wonder if the 
gentleman from Kentucky, when he is on the bench and a 
question comes before him in which the Executive is greatly 
| interested, another Humphreys case, let us say, and he does 
‘not have any more protection than he would give the Comp- 
troller General to protect the integrity of his own judgment, 
I repeat, I wonder if the gentleman from Kentucky would 
then say he had the same “power” that he has under the 
Constitution of the United States? 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, I may say—— 

Mr. PETTENGILL. Just a minute, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, PETTENGILL. I do not yield. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. The gentleman asked a question. 
| If he does not yield, then withdraw the question. 

Mr. PETTENGILL. I will not withdraw the question. I 
} will let the gentleman answer it in his own time. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. That is a very courageous thing 
to do. 

Mr. PETTENGILL. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary in- 
| quiry. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. McCormack). 
State it. 

Mr. PETTENGILL. When a Member has the floor and de- 
| clines to yield, does another gentleman have the power and 


The gentleman will 
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authority to interrupt him and put remarks into the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s inquiry is self-an- 
swered. A gentleman desiring to ask a question of a Mem- 
ber addressing the Committee must request him to yield. 

Mr. FRED M. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Mr. PETTENGILL. Mr. Chairman, I refuse to yield for a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman declines to yield. 

Mr. PETTENGILL. Mr. Chairman, let me give a simple 
illustration of a vital point that is involved here, an illustra- 
tion that the Congress and the country can easily understand. 
This is a case that actually happened and it has already 
been described in the debate that took place in the Senate 
of the United States. 

In 1934 or 1935—1 forget the year—the Congress appro- 
priated $165,000,000 for drought relief, to feed starving horses 
and cattle on the western plains, to remove them from 
droughi sections to places where they could get forage; to re- 
habilitate drought-stricken farmers and their families, to 
give them the means to buy seed for the purpose of planting 
for the next harvest. 

That was the only purpose the Congress of the United 
States gave with reference to that expenditure of that public 
money; but somebody in one of the departments sold the 
President of the United States the idea it would be a grand 
thing if we planted a tree belt from Canada to the Gulf of 
Mexico. The executive spending branch of the Government 
proposed to spend $15,000,000 or $20,000,000 of this money 
for the purpose of planting trees from Canada to the Gulf 
of Mexico. Of course, even if they lived, it would be 20 or 30 
years before the trees would do any good to the drought- 
stricken farmers. The Comptroller General objected. He 
was asked by the President of the United States why he 
objected, and he said. Mr. President, the only reason I object 
is that as the agent of Congress I must report to you that 
Congress has not authorized the use of any of this money for 
the purpose of planting trees.” That is where the row de- 
veloped between the President and the Comptroller General, 
and it has continued to the present time, as evidenced by the 
fact that the office of Comptroller General was not filled when 
it expired on July 1, 1936, nearly 2 years ago. 

According to the philosophy of the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. FreD M. Vrnson]—and I mean it in the kindest 
way—he would destroy the power of the Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States as the agent of this Congress to 
say “no” the next time they want to plant trees from Canada 
to the Gulf of Mexico or spend money for any other purpose 
whatsoever not authorized by law. After this bill passes, if 
it is in the form in which the gentleman urges it upon us, if 
the Comptroller General then says “no,” he may look tomor- 
row for another job. The Constitution of the United States 
protects the distinguished gentleman from Kentucky when 
he gets on the bench. The drafters of the Constitution 
wanted the judges to be free to exercise their power. They 
knew the control of a man’s purse is the control of his judg- 
ment. But this bill puts the control of the purse, the means 
of livelihood of the Comptroller General of the United States, 
in the power of the spending branch of the Government. 

It is one thing to talk about conditions as they were 20 
years ago, when we had a billion-dollar-Congress, but it is 
another thing to talk about the situation today, when we 
have a billion dollar a year interest Congress. It is one 
thing to talk about the expenditure of public money when, 
as years ago, we spent $400,000,000, $500,000,000, or $600,- 
000,000 annually, but it is another thing to talk about the 
expenditure of public money when you are spending $8,500,- 
000,000 or $9,000,000,000 annually and running up the public 
debt of this country $4,000, $5,000 or $6,000 a minute into 
the ninth consecutive year of deficits. 

And then they say, “Why should anybody have any fear if 
this bill passes?” Do not the people of this country who 
pay taxes want to have somebody representing them through 
their own Representatives in Congress with the power to 
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say “no” to the illegal and unauthorized expenditure of tax 
money, wrung from their pockets through the sovereign 
power of taxation? In my judgment, that is the most im- 
portant matter in this bill, because this is permanent 
legislation. 

There is not the slightest criticism of the distinguished 
gentleman who now occupies the White House in complain- 
ing about this bill, because if this bill passes the power of the 
Executive to fire the Comptroller General of the United States 
if he makes a decision unpleasant to the executive branch 
will be inherited by the next President of the United States, 
whoever he may be, in 1941, or at any time in the future. 
Then the power of the people over their money and their use 
of it is gone. 

In the long struggle of our Anglo-Saxon ancestors to win 
freedom the great weapon they finally got into their hands 
~was the power of the purse. As long as they retained that 
power in their hands, they could be free from king, dictator, 
president, governor, or anybody else. But when that power 
goes—and this will be a long step in the direction of relin- 
quishing that power—the sovereign power of the people ex- 
pressed through a parliamentary body is gone; and under this 
bill it is gone forever, whoever may be President of the United 
States, unless some future Congress reclaims that power over 
the veto of the President of the United States, whoever he 
then may be, by a two-thirds vote in each House of Congress, 
This is the power we are surrendering by the passage of this 
bill, not alone to the present President of the United States 
but to his successors in office for all time to come. I do not 
care who the next President may be, nor what party he may 
belong to, he will be reluctant to give up this power you 
propose to place in his hands. 

“Well,” people say, “why should there be any fear in this 
matter?” Why should there be any fear? It is a mystery 
to me why we are even debating this bill today, at a time 
of acute crisis in American affairs. I read the other day 
that the Chicago & North Western Railroad had the worst 
February in 79 years. I read that for the first time since 
1921 all class I railroads of the United States failed to earn 
their operating expenses. You know the condition that pre- 
vails in the great industrial centers of America. You know 
the conditions that prevail with the declining values of com- 
modities produced on the farm, forest, factory, and mine. 
You know what is happening in this country far better than 
I. You know what is happening in your own districts. But 
here we propose to pass a bill that will increase the fear 
that prevails in America today. I cannot understand it. 
There are many good things in this bill, many things that 
ought to be law, but why not recommit this bill and wait 
for a more auspicious season when the country has recov- 
ered its confidence and its courage and is on the upgrade 
again, rather than inject this bill into the disturbed condi- 
tion of the Nation that prevails at this time. [Applause.]j 

Extending my remarks briefly, let me say that this bill will 
not put a man to work. It will not save a dollar. The 
creation of a department of public welfare with the prospect 
of a huge new governmental building covering acres of 
ground, with thousands of employees, all thinking up reasons 
why they should spend public money, will probably lead to 
large increases in the Federal Budget. The bill does nothing 
constructive with respect to the business situation prevailing 
today. On the contrary, even though some of the fears 
which have been generated might be classified as hysterical, 
the passage of the bill in its present form, in my judgment, 
will aggravate the present business situation. We should 
“put first things first.” Our first problem is to get men back 
to work. 

I want to say a further word about this question of fear. 
I do not wish to add to that fear. I wish to see it disappear. 
In my judgment, nothing which we could do this week would 
do more to quiet these fears than to recommit this bill, or 
at least write into the bill the Wheeler amendment safe- 
guarding to Congress its constitutional power by majority 
vote to determine the policies under which this Government 
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shall operate. That, plus preserving the independence of the 
Comptroller General from pressure of the spending agen- 
cies would. reassure this country. To pass the bill, how- 
ever, without these safeguards will aggravate the. doubts, 
uncertainties, and fears of unpredictable governmental ac- 
tion, which has chilled, if not frozen, the confidence of the 
Nation. 

I cannot let the occasion pass without rebutting the asser- 
tions which have been made by the managers of the bill that 
the fears which are admitted to exist have been drummed 
up only as a result of organized propaganda in the last few 
weeks. This is distinctly not so. The fears and uncertain- 
ties began the moment the matter was presented on January 
12 a year ago. No one who will take the trouble to read the 
Brownlow report filed with Congress on January 12, 1937, 
or the original Brownlow bill, can say that these fears were 
not warranted. It was the most far-reaching grasp for 
power ever requested of Congress, not even excepting its 
companion bill to pack the Supreme Court. It is only be- 
cause of the assault upon the Supreme Court which followed 
2 or 3 weeks later that the reorganization bill was blanketed 
out of public attention until recent weeks. 

Nevertheless the fears that this bill generated were 
genuine. They began immediately before any organization 
could possibly have had anything to do with drumming up 
so-called propaganda against it. 

I quote from the first page of the New York Times of 
January 13, 1937, the morning following the introduction of 
the bill. The head lines say, “Capitol startled.” The dis- 
patch by Mr. Turner Catledge states: 

WASHINGTON, January 12.—A five-point program of governmental 
reorganization, designed to restore to the President authority com- 
mensurate with his responsibilities, and involving fundamental 
changes in the executive branch from top to bottom, was flashed 
upon a startled Congress today by President Roosevelt. 

Congressional reaction to the plan was uncertain tonight. All 
that could be said with any degree of finality was that, as a group 
of individuals, the Senate and House was in a state of amazement 
over the daring and revolutionary nature of the proposals. 

I quote from the dispatch in the New York Herald Tribune 
of January 13, 1937. Headline: 

Reorganization plan shifts United States business rule. 
Would revise policy toward markets, railroads, public utilities, and 
banks. Affects Federal Reserve. 


Following these headlines, I quote from the dispatch: 


There was a general recognition today among officials of the 
executive side of the Government that the President’s proposed 
reorganization plan embodied a drastic revision of the philosophy 
of Federal regulation of the business of the country. It involved a 
shifting in the method of approach of Government control over the 
stock markets, the railroads, the public Utilities, the banks, and a 
variety of other kinds of business, * 

While Federal Reserve Board circles disputed the connection, the 
full implication of the report was also that the Federal Reserve 
System and the Federal Reserve Board would find themselves 
recast and under the direct jurisdiction of a Cabinet officer * * . 

While the President’s report claimed “there is nothing essen- 
tially novel or startling about the proposed plan” for a functional 
reorganization and the ending of the independent commissions, 
Officials of the 12 principal commissions to be affected considered 
this phase of the report by far the most revolutionary. 


These quotations are from papers published the morning 
after the Brownlow recommendations became public, Janu- 
ary 13, 1937. It is plain that the fears generated by this 
program began right then and there and that important offi- 
cials of the Government, the heads of the great independent 
commissions themselves, considered it “revolutionary.” 

The House and Senate committees have exempted the Fed- 
eral Reserve Bank and the independent commissions from 
the provisions of the bill. I congratulate them upon doing 
so. Nevertheless the fact remains that the original program 
which bore the complete approval of the President intended 
to obtain this far-reaching grasp over the entire business of 
the Nation. 

Shortly after, the Brownlow committee prepared a secret 
draft of a bill to carry out the recommendations made by 
them on January 12. News of this secret bill became public 
about February 25, a year ago, and I quote the news story 
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on that date, written by Joseph Alsop, on the first page of 
the New York Herald Tribune, as follows. The headlines are: 

New power to Roosevelt, Congress’ rights shorn in reorganization 
bill. Proposal revealed for sweeping grant of authority over execu- 
tixe branch to President. Would limit Senate on confirmations. 


Would permit Executive to create, abolish, or transfer agencies of 
Government at his will. 

The true scope of the President’s plan for reorganizing the Gov- 
ernment was finally revealed today, when a copy of the bill em- 
bodying it leaked out. With some minor exceptions, the measure 
gives the President virtually absolute power over the whole execu- 
tive branch of the Government. 

Of all the congressional controls over the Executive which are 
now in force, only one, the power to appropriate or to refuse to 
appropriate, is left entirely unimpaired in the new bill. So sweep- 
ing is the grant of power to the President that, although no open 
revolt has as yet occurred, it is understood that the most faithful 
administration Democrats on the joint congressional Committee 
on Organization, which has been considering the measure in 
closed executive hearings, are deeply disquieted by some of its 
features. 


This historical evidence demonstrates to any fair minded 
person that the fears generated by this bill were immediate, 
spontaneous, and genuine. For the managers of the bill to 
say now that it was and is “a harmless little thing,” that 
the fears have been drummed up by organizations designed 
to discredit the President, is a distortion of the truth. 

The fears were inherent in the bill itself and the prime 
responsibility for the fact that fears exist rests upon those 
who proposed the bill, and not those who oppose it. 

The powers sought in the original draft have been greatly 
curtailed, for which the committees of Congress are to be 
congratulated. Nevertheless, the facts show that from the 
date of the introduction of the program to the present time 
the bill even in its present form has been a disturbing fac- 
tor in the entire business mechanism of the Nation, and, in 
my judgment, has made a substantial contribution to the 
fact that we are now in a serious depression. It has been 
a monkey wrench in Uncle Sam's watch. 

Those who are now opposing the dangerous features in the 
bill are doing so for the purpose of removing the fears that 
prevail in the Nation so as to revive confidence and courage 
in investment and employment and to put idle men back to 
work. In their efforts to remove these disquieting features 
in the bill they are showing themselves to be the true friends 
and well-wishers of the success of the administration. Those 
who have attempted to jam this bill through the House with- 
out adequate debate may call themselves friends of the ad- 
ministration, but they are false friends. The opponents of 
this bill are the true friends of the President. It is because 
I wish President Roosevelt’s administration to succeed that 
I urge that this bill be recommitted for further study and 
hearings. It ought not to be added to the present uncer- 
tainties. When the old hen desperately wants to lay an 
egg is no time for firecrackers. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MAVERICK]. 

REPUTATION OF PRESIDENT AND GOVERNMENT AT STAKE 


Mr. MAVERICK. Mr, Chairman, most of my colleagues 
who have spoken before this House have given each other 
compliments or left-handed compliments, and in order not 
to use too many words, I may say I love everybody in the 
House. 

Concerning this bill, for a while I was on the fence. My 
mind was in some doubt over this legislation, but after 
hearing the argument on both sides my mind is no longer 
in doubt. I am for the bill and I want the bill to be put 
over by an overwhelming majority. [Applause.] 

I may say, frankly, I did not approve trying to rush this 
bill through or trying to cut off debate in any way. But it 
is now apparent that the name and reputation of the Presi- 
dent of the American people and of the Democratic Party 
and this Government are at stake and this is one of the 
reasons I am for this bill. [Applause.] 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to state the real basis for reach- 
ing this conclusion. 
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REPRESENTATIVE VINSON SATISFACTORILY EXPLAINS SECTION ABOUT 
COMPTROLLER 

I have sat on this floor and have listened patiently to the 
debate here. I listened to the speech of the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. FreD M. Vinson], and I say conscientiously 
that I believe it is one of the ablest speeches I ever heard on 
this floor. [Applause.] It convinced me that he was right 
and that the portion of the bill which he talked about—that 
concerning the Comptroller—is effective and proper legisla- 
tion. 

Now, my other friend, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
PETTENGILL], who assailed the gentleman from Kentucky— 
and I like them both—says that the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. FreD M. Vinson] was wrong about a tax bill. It 
seems to me I recall that the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
PETTENGILL] said time after time that the Holding Company 
Act was unconstitutional, or, at least, some phase of it was; - 
and, oh, the forefathers were trembling and shaking almost 
to pieces over the Constitution and the pillars of government 
were tumbling down! But along came these nine gentlemen 
of the Supreme Court, whom I now praise for their recent 
decisions [laughter], and what happened? They got to- 
gether and they reversed the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
PETTENGILL]. At least, that was the effect; but in any event, 
I do not believe that what the gentleman from Indiana says 
about the reorganization bill has much to do with it, because 
he was wrong once himself. Besides that, all of his talk and 
the talk of others about prosperity or depression are irrelevant 
to this bill. 

LET GOVERNMENT HAVE RIGHT TO ORGANIZE LIKE BUSINESS 

Oh, these enemies of Mr. Roosevelt, some of these big- 
business men, they cry and sob and groan for governmental 
efficiency. They cry that they have got to have it for them- 
selves, but when the United States Government, which repre- 
sents all the people, wants to have some efficiency, they say, 
“Oh, no; that is wrong. It is wrong for you to have effi- 
ciency.” 

CIVIL SERVICE NOT DESTROYED, BUT HELPED BY BILL 

In reviewing this matter I may say to you that I listened to 
the speech on civil service of the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Meran], my good friend and a distinguished gentleman, 
and he satisfied me on that score. 

AMENDMENTS CLARIFY SITUATION—-NO CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS 
RELINQUISHED 

Then I listened to my other friend, the able gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. WaRRENI. He told of the two amend- 
ments that would be filed, one to make it so that a concur- 
rent resolution could disapprove any charge the President 
made, and the other one about education; and although by 
this time I did not care whether they had the amendments or 
not—I was going to vote for the bill anyway—I think that 
the most doubting Thomas in the United States of America 
could vote for this bill and vote for it conscientiously. 

Then there are other things that brought me to my con- 
clusion to favor this bill. I have studied this bill, I have read 
it carefully, and I do not see anything wrong with it. I have 
read, studied, and discussed the printed hearings and the re- 
port. It seems all right to me. Moreover, in the legislation 
we have not relinquished one single constitutional right or 
duty—not one. 

For 130 years the funds of this country were in the control 
of the Treasury Department and the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. FreD M. Vinson] has convinced me we have got 
a better hold on the funds with an auditor general than we 
had before. 

BARING BREASTS TO BULLETS—IN THE SAFE HALLS OF CONGRESS 

I will admit that some people, and some good people, al- 
though not very many, are aroused over nothing, but I hear 
my friends get up here and they talk about God, and one of 
them quoted the Bible, something about leading somebody, 
making a comparison of the President to Jesus Christ—in- 
tended to be sarcastic—and another gentleman got up and 
told about shedding his blood on the battlefield and about all 
the veterans who belong to the Purple Heart being up in 
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arms against this bill. Oh, I belong to the Purple Heart and 
I am not against this bill, and I do not believe there are 
many Purple Hearters in the country who care one way or 
another about it. Others have beat their breasts, throwing 
patriotic fits, and still others have offered to bare their 
breasts to the builets—indeed this is a safe place, for the 
bullets will never come. 

NOISE, PLUS PLATITUDES, EMPTY GENERALITIES, INTELLECTUAL JUNK 

Then they say, “Oh, dictatorship! Dictatorship! Our 
form of government is at stake.” A lot of pious platitudes, 
a lot of empty generalities, noise and wind and intellectual 
junk. That is all it is. 

The Republicans gnash their teeth, gush crocodile tears, 
and emit stage-groans, but they are not so serious. You can 
tell this by the way they laugh. 

They are trying to laugh us down. They are trying to 
laugh the American people down. 

What is their game? They say, Here is a chance to throw 
the hook into that guy Roosevelt and cut him down.” 

Sure, cut Roosevelt down, 

Make the Democrats fight among themselves, slug each 
other, and hang themselves. 

But, no, my colleagues on the Democratic side, we are 
not going to fall for that stuff. 

WHAT IS A DICTATOR? THIS BILL CREATES NONE 

Now, what is a dictator? 

A dictator is a man who has a one-man rule, no check, no 
legislature, and consults no one. Does this give a one-man 
rule? It does not. 

Does it take away civil or religious liberties? No; it does 
not do that. 

Does it destroy the protection of liberty? 

No! 

ROOSEVELT CAN EE ABUSED FILTHILY, BUT HE IS PATIENT AND NO 
DICTATOR 

I want to tell you one thing about Franklin D. Roosevelt. 
You can call him a dictator; you can abuse him—and he has 
been abused in the most filthy way in the newspapers and 
by propaganda organizations of this country, and by filthy 
messages, and by the most disgraceful and indecent 
calumnies. 

But he is patient and a decent man, and nobody suffers, 
so he is not a dictator. [Applause.] Imagine going any- 
where else in the world and talking about a leader or head 
of a nation or state as they have talked about Mr. Roosevelt! 

Why, they would get their heads cut off. So the dictator 
stuff is false, wicked, and cruel. 

THE DELUGE OF TELEGRAMS—WHY? 

Why this deluge? Why this deluge of telegrams? 

I have a few people sending me wires, and some of them 
apparently do not know anything about the legislation. They 
have been misled, those who are conscientious. 

I am not afraid to go back home to my district. I am not 
afraid to go back home to my people and say that I voted 
for the reorganization bill. I am not afraid to say I stand 
by the President of the United States when he is unfairly 
and unjustly attacked and when, besides, the legislation is 
good legislation. 


SUPREME COURT VALIDATES NEW DEAL ACTS—CAUSE OF REACTIONARIES’ 
FEAR 


But, why this deluge? 

It is because the Supreme Court last week upheld the 
Holding Company bill and upheld the right of free press 
and of picketing, have upheld most of the recent acts of the 
New Deal, and this crowd does not want us to put over the 
rest of our democratic program. 

They want to break the prestige of Mr. Roosevelt; they 
want to break the prestige of the Democratic Party. 

That is exactly what they want to do. 

Oh, it makes me sick at the stomach to hear these people 
habbling their swill over their “immemorial rights” when not 
a single democratic right is at stake. What they are trying to 
do is to break Roosevelt and his party, and if they do—which 
they will not—the people will have no one to follow. 
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NOTHING TO GET EXCITED ABOUT IN THIS BILL 


The truth of this matter is that this bill is not a funda- 
mental bill—there is literally nothing to get excited about. 
It is nowhere near as good as its proponents say it is nor as 
bad as the others say it is. 

It is just a routine bill—and I think it ought to be up to us 
Democrats to get down to real fundamental legislation, some- | 
thing really to fight about and something worth a real 
battle. I think maybe the reason they are fighting us is 
because we have not put up enough real legislation. Hon- | 
estly now, this does not amount to very much, and the 
idea is that they do not want us to put this over. Why? 
Because if we get defeated on this, we will get defeated on 
everything else, and from now on it will be a shambles. 

EDITORIAL, NEW YORK TIMES—COMPARISON OF BILLS 


Let me quote an editorial which appeared in the New York 
Times this morning: 

IN 1933 AND 1938 

On the day before Franklin D. Roosevelt entered the White House 
in 1933 Congress adopted a reorganization bill strikingly similar at 
many points to the bill which is now being fought so vigorously in 
the House of Representatives. 

That earlier measure, like the present one, gave the President 
power (which expired in 1935) to reshuffle various bureaus of the 
Government. It gave him power to “abolish the whole or any part 
of any executive agency or the functions thereof.” And, as in the 
case of the present measure, it reserved to Congress no right to dis- 
approve of any move which the Executive might make other than 
its power to enact amendatory legislation by a two-thirds majority 
over the President’s veto. 

In all these respects the 1933 reorganization bill and the 1938 
reorganization bill were much alike—except that the 1933 bill went 
even further in some respects. : 

That is the New York Times. It explains itself. Think that 
over. And add to that the fact that an amendment will be 
adopted to give Congress power to change anything the 
President does by concurrent resolution, and you have a bill 
which is really just ordinary legislation. 


WASHINGTON STAR SAYS OPPONENTS ARE “EXTRAVAGANT” IN ASSERTIONS 

Let me read also from a conservative paper here in Wash- 
ington, the Evening Star. In an editorial of today—I picked 
it up a few minutes ago—entitled “Just a Symbol,” it speaks 
of the strong effort of the administration to pass the bill, 
and then— 

At the same time the opponents of the bill in Congress have 
been extravagant in their assertions regarding the bill and to what 
it may lead. 

Also, let me read: 


The reorganization bill itself is scarcely worthy of being the issue 
in such a struggle. Yet such it has become. The opponents of the 
President might have found a more important measure over which 
to lock horns with him. 

Now, Democrats, listen: 


On the outcome of the fight for the bill may hinge victory or 
defeat for some of the administration candidates in the party 
primaries for nomination to the House and Senate, 

And that is true, my fellow Democrats. 

And—oh, here—let me read a few more lines. Here is what 
this very conservative paper says: 

The bill has become a symbol of the conflict that is going on 
today between President Roosevelt and his new dealers and the 
rest of the country. 


And it is. More, it is an important symbol, the symbol of 
whether we go on and accomplish something for the people 
or let our enemies induce us to beat ourselves and thus lose 
all and go backward. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentle- 
man 2 minutes more. 

ENEMIES OF PEOPLE TRY TO MAKE ROOSEVELT UNPOPULAR 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, the Republicans, the re- 
actionary interests, the enemies of the people, those afraid to 
go forward, the timid ones and the selfish, are trying to 
make Roosevelt unpopular. It is the same old gag, the same 
old stuff. 
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I tell you that Roosevelt may have a little unpopularity 
with all this heavy propaganda going on, but deep down in 
the hearts of the American people they are for Franklin D. 
Roosevelt; and if they lose Franklin D. Roosevelt and his 
leadership, what, in God’s name, will they go to? They 
haven’t anything to go to or anyone. 

I want to say this one final word, and that is, if the 
Democratic Party permits itself to be broken up by these 
enemies of ours who are trying to rig us to fight amongst 
ourselves, then when we come to the election, the crowd 
that asked us to do it will be the first to desert us and go 
back on us, and plenty of Democrats will be indignant, and 
vote against us. We better stick together; and just remem- 
ber that whatever you have against Roosevelt, he is the 
symbol of America, and we have to stand by him this time. 
The legislation is good, there is no danger in it, and no rights 
of any kind are relinquished. Let's pass it with a big 
majority. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has again expired. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Dunn]. 

Mr. DUNN. Mr. Chairman, the address delivered this 
morning by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
McCormack] was one of the most broad-minded, progressive, 
and humanitarian speeches that he has ever made. I also 
want to say that the gentleman from Kentucky, Congress- 
man Vrwson, is deserving of the promotion to the high 
office of a Federal judge, because while a Member of Con- 
gress he has demonstrated that he not only has the qualifi- 
cations to make an excellent judge but he also possesses the 
great spirit of humanity. 

A statement was made on the floor this afternoon that 
we Members who vote for this bill will be defeated next 
November. Well, if by voting for this bill I am going to be 
defeated next November, I am willing to be defeated. 

The other day I was approached by various newspaper- 
men who asked me to express my opinion regarding the bill 
which is now under consideration. I did not leave them in 
doubt for one moment as to what my intentions were regard- 
ing the bill. I informed them “I am for the bill 100 percent.” 
What do you suppose one of the newspapers did? The Pitts- 
burgh Post-Gazette printed an article stating that I favored 
“conferring dictatorial powers” on the President and re- 
quested the people in my district to defeat me at the next 
election. 

I never made any such damned statement. [Laughter.] 

I did say that if we do not soon find employment for the 
12,000,000 unemployed people in the United States there 
might be a revolution. It will not be President Roosevelt’s 
fault. He has tried hard to solve our economic problems. 
The opponents of the New Deal legislation—and they are but 
3 percent of the people known as the big capitalists of our 
country—would be the ones responsible because they blocked 
much of the progressive and humanitarian legislation which 
the President has sponsored. If we would have an uprising 
by the unemployed, which I hope does not happen, we may be 
forced into a dictatorial form of Government. If it would 
come to pass that we would be forced into dictatorship, I 
hope President Roosevelt will be the one who would be chosen 
for that effice because he would undertake to carry out pro- 
gressive, constructive, and humanitarian measures. Since 
the establishment of our Government we have had dictators. 
The dictators are the 3 percent of the people of our country 
who own and control 97 percent of the wealth; in fact, dic- 
tatorship has been in existence in practically every country 
in the world from the time history was first recorded. As 
long as any country is controlled by a small percentage of the 
people I classify that country as having a dictatorial form 
of government. 

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to a dictatorial form of 
government—not only for my country but for every other 
country in the world. I believe that the rulers of govern- 
ments should be chosen by a vote of the people. I also believe 
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that the legislative bodies should be elected to office and 
legislators should be elected every 2 years. 

I also told the newspapermen that if one-fifth of the 
amount of money which has been spent for telegrams and 
false propaganda to kill this bill had been spent in an effort 
to pass the wage and hour bill which meant the abolition 
of child labor and sweatshops and putting the 12,000,000 
people back to work, it would have been spent for humanity’s 
sake. 


The clergymen of various denominations have sent tele- 


’ grams and other forms of communications to Congressmen 


requesting that they vote against the reorganization bill. 
Many of the communications have been threatening and 
discourteous. Every citizen has a justifiable right to criticize 
legislative measures, however, the criticism should always 
be constructive. If the clergymen of our country would 
send telegrams and letters to Congressmen requesting the 
passage of adequate pensions for the aged, widows with de- 
pendent children, people who are physically incapacitated, 
pensions for the Spanish-American War and World War 
veterans, and also the passage of the wage and hour bill 
as well as other needed and humanitarian measures we 
might, in a very short time, put the unemployed to work, 
abolish child labor, wipe out the slum districts and other 
social and abominable evils which are prevailing through- 
out our great land. I do not want to be misunderstood. I 
am not criticizing the clergymen as a class. Every person 
who possesses average intelligence and has an unbiased mind 
knows and will admit that some of the greatest men the 
world has produced—men who have sacrificed their lives 
for humanity’s sake—can be found amongst the clergymen 
of the Protestant, Catholic, Jewish, and other religious 
denominations. 

A great deal of this hysteria regarding the reorganization 
bill is caused by 90 percent of the people who did their 
damndest to defeat President Roosevelt and his followers 
in 1936. I would much rather be retired from office and 
live in a shed and sleep on a straw mattress for the balance 
of my life than be a Congressman or the President of the 
United States and be compelled to obey the wishes and 
dictates of unprincipled demagogues. [Applause.] 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr, Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. MARTIN]. 

Mr. DUNN. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Colorado 
yield for that purpose? 

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Not if it is to be taken out of 
my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. It would have to be taken out of the 
gentleman's time. 

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Then I do not yield, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Colorado is recog- 
nized for 10 minutes, 

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, this fight, as 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Maverick] said, is a mere 
continuation of the program to wreck Roosevelt, wreck the 
New Deal, and wreck the Democratic Party. This is one 
more sham battle in the war “to save democracy from dic- 
tatorship.” Political democracy. The war for economic 
democracy seems to be already lost. Economic democracy is 
out of a job, has not enough to eat, and owes more than 
it is worth. 

A little girl only 10 years old here in the city of Washing- 
ton committed a petty offense to get in jail. When she 
was asked by the policewoman why she wanted to get in 
jail she said: “It is warm and they eat there.” In the city 
of Washington, the richest capital of the richest Nation in 
the world, a little girl breaks into jail because “it is warm 
and they eat there;” and that little girl is only one of mil- 
lions of little girls and little boys in this country who are 
the victims of an economic system which has produced 
thousands of millionaires and millions of paupers. 
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The gentleman from New York IMr. Eaton], says we 
already have a dictatorship in this country here in Washing- 
ton. Yes; we have a dictatorship in this country, have had 
it for decades, but it is not in Washington. Under this dic- 
tatorship the resources of the country have been wasted and 
exploited, labor oppressed, the public robbed, the Govern- 
ment defrauded, and politics corrupted. Under this dictator- 
ship the richest Nation in the world was plundered into 
bankruptcy, and to the verge of revolution. The job was so 
thoroughly done that the wreckage has not yet been salvaged. 
Under this dictatorship, Government has been merely the 
tool of corporate wealth to rule and rob. 

The morning paper carries the announcement by a Fed- 
eral Communications Commissioner that a five-billion mo- 
nopoly could reduce the cost of its services 25 percent and 
still make money, but Congress lies awake nights to see how 
it can reduce the taxes on this monopoly. 

The morning paper carries the story of a fight between the 
Wall Street gamblers to see which of them will control vast 
railroad systems, which they did not build and do not operate. 
The railroad systems of the country can not even pay their 
interest to Wall Street. Nobody can pay their interest to 
Wall Street but the Government. How long? We sweat 
to pay the interest on a hundred and fifty billion of debts, 
public and private. Can the principal ever be paid? 

The statement is worn threadbare that political liberty 
cannot exist without economic liberty, but that is the type 
of dual system we are trying to make operate in this coun- 
try, and there are indications that it is cracking at the 
joints. 

If you fear communism in the United States, do not look 
toward Moscow; if you fear fascism, do not look toward 
Rome and Berlin. Yet every effort to arrest this process and 
establish economic security and a fair distribution of wealth 
in this country is met with the same cry with which. this 
bill is met—the Constitution, democracy, communism, dic- 
tatorship, confiscation. The reforms we have enacted had 
to be hamstrung before they could be passed. Those of 
them left on the statute books by the courts are worthless, 
just as worthless as the antimonopoly laws and every other 
law intended to control wealth and subjugate it to the use 
and benefit of the people. This bill could be passed almost 
without opposition if it could first be hamstrung. 

A distinguished Member of the other body has said that 
this Government was formed for freedom, rather than effi- 
ciency, and so, above all the governments in the world we 
have a maximum of freedom and a minimum of efficiency. 
We have a sprawling, uncontrollable bureaucracy which does 
not coordinate and does not cooperate. 

Our governmental processes are outmoded and overloaded, 
and it is an open question if they have not broken down. 
The mere fact that after interminable delay we can muddle 
through legislation, some of which is sustained by the courts, 
may be mistaken for efficient functioning; but if you will 
take your eyes off the governmental processes and look at the 
results, you will see greater dangers to democracy than court 
bills, tax bills, and reorganization bills. 

I have believed for years that a man would arise, must 
arise, who would lay the ax to the roots of bureaucracy, but 
we refuse even to permit the President to clear away the 
underbrush and lop off useless limbs, It is sheer nonsense to 
talk about a reorganization plan which must be submitted to 
the approval of Congress. The Almighty could not form a 
plan that would get through Congress. It would step on too 
many toes, spoil too many jobs, hit too many little grafts and 
selfish local interests. Conditioned on such approval, it 
would have to be attempted piecemeal, and perhaps the 
whole pack would take the alarm when they saw what hap- 
pened to one of their number. Imagine the President send- 
ing up a never-ending string of Executive orders transferring 
130 bureaus and divisions for Congress to vote on. It would 
absolutely demoralize Congress. 

Behind the smoke screen of the Constitution, democracy, 
and dictatorship many Democratic Members seek to sabotage 
the whole program. If they succeed, they will sabotage 
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the Democratic Party. Lacking vision and judgment, they 
may think they are just fighting Roosevelt, but I warn them 
they are digging political two-by-sixes for themselves. Roose- 
velt will not be running for office in 1938, but they will, and 
they will be mere chips on the tide, mere straws in the wind, 
unknown outside their own districts, and half known inside. 
They came here on the Roosevelt tidal wave; and if it goes 
out, they will go out with it. 

Their action is not simply an attack on the President, it 
is an indictment of the very able and informed men who 
prepared this bill and who have so convincingly advocated 
and explained it on the floor. I only wish that Mr. Vinson 
of Kentucky, Mr. Warren, and Mr. Cocnran might be pitted 
here in the well of the House against the three principal 
opponents of this bill, while the rest of the House listened 
with their ears instead of their mouths. There is no doubt 
what the result would be. It has been evidenced in the 
debate. Propaganda against this bill that it seeks to place 
education in the control of the Government is nothing but a 
mischievous lie, but not any more a lie than that it seeks 
to make the President a dictator and the whole tissue of 
misrepresentation which has characterized the campaign 
against this legislation. This is a job which must be done. 
It will be done, either by this method or some other. It is 
up to you to choose which. This is the acid test in a show- 
down between the forces of progress and reaction. Where do 
you stand? [Applause.] 

Mr. TRANSUE. Mr. Chairman, at 2 o’clock this morning 
I was informed by long distance telephone that the power 
plant of the Consumers Power Co., which furnishes electricity 
to Flint, my home city, and to nearly 2,000,000 other persons, 
was seized by the men working in that power plant because 
employees and employers had failed to reach an agreement 
on the renewal of a contract. 

Flint has been sorely pressed this last year because of dif- 
ficulties between employees and employers. Today with 
30,000 wage earners out of work in a city of 150,000 persons, 
with more than half of the men who were employed in indus- 
try now out of work, and with more than one-third of the 
people on relief we find this plant seized by the employees. 

That is the situation in one part of my district. Here we 
are faced with an increasing unemployment problem 
throughout the Nation. Since this Congress convened 3 
months ago this unemployment problem has been growing 
more intense and we have not yet found the solution. That 
is why I am making an urgent plea for a restoration of a 
proper perspective. Let us give to the things that are really 
vital and of first importance to every man, woman, and child 
in this country the attention that such importance deserves. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TRANSUE. I do not have time to yield. 

Mr, HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that the gentleman is not speaking on the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair calls the attention of the 
gentleman from Michigan to the fact this is general debate. 

Mr. TRANSUE. The threatened interference with electric 
power to nearly 2,000,000 persons in the area served by the 
Consumers Power Co. focuses our attention on the fact that 
these situations must be recognized and dealt with in an 
orderly manner if our society is to be maintained without 
anarchy. It is an undisputed fact that in our complex 
civilization no man is sufficient unto himself. Every man is 
dependent for the very necessities of life upon other mem- 
bers of society. And while no one challenges this obvious fact 
it is too often forgotten and submerged by self interest. 

All law should be founded on justice and reason. Govern- 
ments according to our training and heritage were not 
created that man might serve the government but rather 
that government might serve man. This is true of civiliza- 
tion and what we expect of society and the rules of society. 

The system has broken down in my home city when one- 
third of the people are on the welfare and where there are 
30,000 unemployed in a community of 150,000 persons. This 
is absolutely unnecessary in a country with our national re- 
sources and productive ability. And I say now, as I said in 


4652 


1932, that a system that can work no better than that has 
failed utterly. 

I believe in democracy. I believe in capitalism, and I want 
to see them both work. However, these times call for and 
absolutely require cooperation on the part of all those who 
want to save our institutions as we have known them. It 
was for this purpose, the purpose of saving our institutions 
and proving to all the world that our cherished liberty does 
not have to mean poverty for large portions of our people; 
that, with four other members of the Michigan Democratic 
delegation, I have advanced a plan to put every man to work 
who wants to work in private industry and business. 

This plan requires governmental assistance. I think we 
are all agreed on the necessity of doing something construc- 
tive, and I think that we all agree that only our Government 
is in a position to do this constructive thing. We have tried 
other plans, and when the pump priming was stopped we 
saw the Nation drift backward to a low economic level. 

Now there has been suggested a plan to help labor and to 
help industry when both labor and industry most need 
assistance. This plan would enable the Government to pay 
part of the wages of employees added to the pay rolls of 
industry and business until such time as private industry 
and business can.carry the employee load on the road that 
must lead to solid and substantial prosperity. If it is neces- 
sary to have the Government pay part of the wages for new 
jobs so that our millions of unemployed will be reabsorbed in 
the regular channels of business and industry, then let us 
set about doing it. 

I ask every Member of this House to give serious consider- 
ation and, I hope, approval to, this plan that is being trans- 
formed into a bill to be presented to the House of Repre- 
sentatives. With all the earnestness that I can command I 
ask you to put into effect a policy that will stimulate produc- 
tion until everyone shall have plenty instead of quarreling 
over the lessening value of the things we now have. 

Let us pass this reorganization bill with proper restric- 
tions. Even the most ardent critics must admit the out-of- 
date machinery of Government needs overhauling. Let us 
get this measure out of the way with limitations that will 
convince the American people that an exaggerated fear is 
groundless. And then let us pledge ourselves to devote all 
the time necessary to solve the really important problem of 
putting back to work every man who wants to work so that 
our economic system will again be placed in balance. The 
humanitarian experiments of the last 5 years have not been 
in vain. We can and should profit by the lessons we have 
learned. Government assistance seems to be essential if the 
unemployed are to be rehabilitated and given jobs in private 
industry and business so that the purchasing power of our 
vast Nation is restored. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to proceed for 2 
additional minutes, 

The CHAIRMAN. Such a request cannot be entertained 
by the Chair. 

The time of the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Mo- 
REYNOLDS] has expired. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to proceed for 1 minute in order to make an announcement. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair may state the response the 
Chair made to the gentleman from Michigan, who sought 
unanimous consent to proceed for 2 additional minutes, 
applies as well to the request of the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, at the request of Mem- 
bers on both sides of the aisle, including those who wanted 
unlimited debate, as well as members of the press, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose, and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. McCormack, Chairman of the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State of the Union, re- 
ported that the Committee, having had under consideration 
the bill (S. 3331), had come to no resolution thereon. 
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent leave of absence was granted as 
follows: 

To Mr. MITCHELL of Illinois, for 10 days, on account of 
official business. 

To Mr. Jarman (at the request of Mr. Hosss), on account 
of death of relative. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. HOUSTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include therein 
a very able address delivered last night by the Assistant 
Surgeon General of the Public Health Service. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include 
therein a letter sent by myself to the president of the State 
farm bureau regarding the agricultural bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Arizona? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my own remarks in the Recorp by including a radio 
address by myself. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my own remarks in the Recor by including corre- 
spondence with the Labor Board dating from the 24th of 
February last, wherein I asked them to hold an election 
as prayed for and to prevent the strike now going on in 
the Consumers Power Co., in Michigan, to which my friend 
from Michigan has just referred. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED 

Bills of the Senate of the following titles were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and, under the rule, referred as follows: 

S. 589. An act prohibiting the operation of motor vehicles 
in interstate commerce by unlicensed operators; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 945. An act for the relief of the Community Investment 
Co., Inc.; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 1464. An act for the relief of Lena Sumter; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

S. 2541. An act for the relief of the estate of George Ehret, 
Jr.; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 2777. An act for the benefit of the Goshute and other 
3 and for other purposes; to the Committee on Indian 

airs. 

S. 2819. An act to create a Committee on Purchases of 
Blind-made Products, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments. 

S. 2825. An act to enable the Department of Agriculture to 
prevent the spread of pullorum and other diseases of poultry 
and to cooperate with official State agencies in the adminis- 
tration of the National Poultry Improvement Plan, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

S. 2833. An act conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of 
Claims to rehear and enter judgment upon the claim of 
Cohen, Goldman & Co., Inc.; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 2933. An act to admit Mrs. Henry Francis Parks per- 
manently to the United States; to the Committee on Immi- 
gration and Naturalization. 

S. 2946. An act to amend an act entitled “An act making 
appropriations for the naval service for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1910, and for other purposes,” approved March 3, 
1909, as amended, so as to extend commissary privileges to 
civilian officers and employees of the United States at naval 
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stations beyond the continental limits of the United States 
or in Alaska; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

S. 3005. An act to confer jurisdiction on the Court of Claims 
to hear and determine the claim of the A. C. Messler Co.; to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

S. 3105. An act to amend the Commodity Exchange Act, as 
amended, to extend its provisions to wool tops; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

S. 3174. An act to provide that crops needed for seeding 
purposes shall be released from the liens required by the act 
providing for crop loans for the year 1937; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

§.3188. An act for the relief of the Ouachita National 
Bank of Monroe, La.; the Milner-Fuller, Inc., Monroe, La.; 
estate of John C. Bass, of Lake Providence, La.; Richard 
Bell, of Lake Providence, La.; and Mrs. Cluren Surles, of 
Lake Providence, La.; to the Committee on Claims. 

S. 3255. An act to provide for the establishment of a mech- 
anism of regulation among over-the-counter brokers and 
dealers operating in interstate and foreign commerce or 
through the mails, to prevent acts and practices inconsistent 
with just and equitable principles of trade, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

S. 3290. An act to impose additional duties upon the United 
States Public Health Service in connection with the investi- 
gation and control of the venereal diseases; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 3319. An act to authorize certain payments to the Vet- 
erans of Foreign Wars of the United States, Inc., and to the 
Disabled American Veterans of the World War, Inc.; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

S. 3379. An act for the relief of Arthur T. Miller; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

S. 3525. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to extend 
the benefits of the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 
1930, as amended, to certain employees in the legislative and 
judicial branches of the Government,” approved July 13, 
1937; to the Committee on the Civil Service. 

S. 3526. An act to provide for reimbursing certain rail- 
roads for sums paid into the Treasury of the United States 
under an unconstitutional act of Congress; to the Committee 
on Claims. 

S. 3735. An act to amend section 5d of the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation Act, as amended, to authorize loans to 
public agencies, to provide credit facilities for business enter- 
prises, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that that committee had examined and found truly 
enrolled bills of the House of the following titles, which were 
thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 8654. An act to amend the act entitled “An act 
authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to convey to the 
city of Wilmington, N. C., Marine Hospital Reservation,” 
being chapter 93, United States Statutes at Large, volume 42, 
part 1, page 1260, approved February 17, 1923. 

H. R. 8714. An act authorizing the State of Maryland, by 
and through its State roads commission, or the successors 
of said commission, to construct, maintain, and operate cer- 
tain bridges across streams, rivers, and navigable waters 
which are wholly or partly within the State. 

H. R. 9418. An act to amend an act entitled “An act au- 
thorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to convey to the 
Board of Education of New Hanover County, N. C., a portion 
of marine-hospital reservation not needed for marine- 
hospital purposes,” approved July 10, 1912 (37 Stat. 191). 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 
50 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until Monday, April 
4, 1938, at 12 o’clcck noon. 
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COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS 

There will be a meeting of the full open committee, Naval 
Affairs, at 10:30 a. m. Monday April 4, 1938; continuation of 
consideration of H. R. 9315, to regulate the distribution, pro- 
motion, and retirement of officers of the line of the Navy, 
and for other purposes. 

COMMITTEE ON FLOOD CONTROL 

The Committee on Flood Control will continue hearings on 
Monday, April 4, 1938, at 10 a. m. Local representatives of 
the New England area on levees and flood walls will be 
heard. 

COMMITTEE ON RIVERS AND HARBORS 

The Committee on Rivers and Harbors will meet Tuesday, 
April 5, 1938, at 10:30 a. m., to hold hearings on the project 
for the improvement of the Delaware River between 
Philadelphia and the sea. 

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 

There will be a meeting of Mr. Matonry’s subcommittee of 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 10 
a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Continuation of hearing on S. 1261—through routes. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. BuLWINKLE’s subcommittee 
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 
10 a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
sas ge on H. R. 9073—to extend services of the Cape Fear 

ver. 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m., Tuesday, April 12, 1938. 
Business to be considered: Hearing on H. R. 9047—control of 
venereal diseases, and other kindred bills. 

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 

The Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee will hold 
hearings at 10 a. m. in room 219, House Office Building, 
on the following bills on the dates indicated: 

Tuesday, April 5, 1938: 

S. 2580. To amend existing laws so as to promote safety at 
sea by requiring the proper design, construction, maintenance, 
inspection, and operation of ships; to give effect to the Con- 
vention for Promoting Safety of Life at Sea, 1929; and for 
other purposes. 

Tuesday, April 12, 1938: 

H. R. 6797. To provide for the establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more fish-cultural stations in 
each of the States of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. 

H. R. 8956. To provide for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary investi- 
gations, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking opera- 
tions for these purposes. 

S. 2307. To provide for the conservation of the fishery re- 
sources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary investi- 
gations, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking opera- 
tions for these purposes. 

Thursday, April 14, 1938: 

H. R. 8533. To amend section 4370 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 46, sec. 316). 

Tuesday, April 19, 1938: 

H. R. 5629. To exempt motorboats less than 21 feet in 
length not carrying passengers for hire from the act of 
June 9, 1910, regulating the equipment of motorboats. 

H. R. 7089. To require examinations for issuance of mo- 
torboat operators’ license. 

H. R. 8839. To amend laws for preventing collisions of 
vessels, to regulate equipment of motorboats on the navi- 
gable waters of the United States, to regulate inspection and 
manning of certain motoboats which are not used exclu- 
sively for pleasure and those which are not engaged ex- 
clusively in the fisheries on inland waters of the United 
States, and for other purposes. 
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COMMITTEE ON THE POST OFFICE AND POST ROADS 


There will be a hearing before Subcommittee No. 1 of the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads at 10 a. m. 
Wednesday, April 6, 1938, on bills in behalf of custodial 
employees in the Postal Service. Room 213, House Office 
Building. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communications 
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

1208. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropria- 
tion for the Thomas Jefferson Memorial Commission for the 
fiscal year 1938, to remain available until expended, amount- 
ing to $500,000 (H. Doc. No. 567); to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations and ordered to be printed. 

1209. A letter from the Acting Attorney General, trans- 
mitting the draft of a proposed bill to authorize membership 
on behalf of the United States in the International Criminal 
Police Commission; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1210. A letter from the Acting Secretary of War, trans- 
mitting the draft of a bill to provide more effectively for the 
national defense by increasing the authorized enlisted 
strength of the Air Corps of the Regular Army; to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, 

Mr. PETERSON of Georgia: Committee on the Public 
Lands. H. R. 6243. A bill to authorize an appropriation of 
$50,000 with which to make a survey of the old Indian trail 
and the highway known as “Oglethorpe Trail” with a view 
of constructing a national roadway on this route to be 
known as “The Oglethorpe National Trail and Parkway”; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 2077). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CARTWRIGHT: A bill (H. R. 10140) to amend the 
Federal Aid Road Act, approved July 11, 1916, as amended 
and supplemented, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Roads. 

By Mr. WIGGLESWORTH: A bill (H. R. 10141) to amend 
section 211, as amended, of the National Housing Act; to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. BARRY: A bill (H. R. 10142) to confer upon the 
city court of the city of New York jurisdiction to naturalize 
aliens; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CHURCH: A bill (H. R. 10143) to confer jurisdic- 
tion upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine, and render 
judgment upon the claims of Robert Henry Parry, trading 
as American Ladies and Gentlemen's Designing School, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. IZAC: A bill (H. R. 10144) for the relief of Lt. 
(Jr. Gr.) William S. Hays; to the Committee on Naval 
Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10145) for the relief of the captain and 
crew of the fishing boat Unione No. 1; to the Committee 
on Claims, 

By Mr. JOHNSON of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 10146) 
granting an increase of pension to Sarah Roush; to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
MONDAY, APRIL 4, 1938 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Mighty Father, hear our prayer and give us Thy blessing; 
we praise Thee for the soul-flame of our Savior, for His 
deathless dreams, for His sacred adventures, and for His 
holy sacrifices. O Thou who didst call us into being and 
hast endowed us with marvelous faculties of mind and soul, 
we pray that the rule of God may be our supreme motive and 
personal goodness our unflagging ideal. In our delibera- 
tions may we think clearly, speak wisely, and act nobly. In 
the duties pertaining to these hours, O keep us mindful of 
the far-reaching responsibilities, of the trust and dignity 
reposed in us by a great and patriotic people. We pray for 
the submerged multitudes. Bless the unwritten and the un- 
sung things of their daily lives. Whisper something consol- 
ing to the heartbroken and draw closer to the forsaken. Keep 
in the folds of Thy loving care our President, our Speaker, 
and the entire Congress. Through Christ. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday, April 2, 1938, 
was read and approved. 


THE REORGANIZATION BILL 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to address the House and to extend my remarks in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, it is with regret that I find 
myself unable to support the so-called reorganization bill 
now under consideration. It is also with deep regret that I 
cannot follow the House leadership in this matter, which ap- 
parently reflects the wishes of the President. I do not have 
to proclaim my confidence in, or loyalty to, the President. 
The Recor will show that while I have differed with him 
upon occasion, I have many times yielded my judgment to 
his, and on more than one occasion I have stood by the 
President when some of my Democratic colleagues who are 
now making this fervent appeal followed a different course. 
The partisan attacks made upon the President and our party 
can and will be dealt with at the proper time. 

I recognize fully the great need of a reorganization of the 
Government departments when it can be done with economy 
and efficiency as the objective. This need has increased with 
the rapid growth and expansion of these independent estab- 
lishments, commissions, and Government-controlled corpora- 
tions. If and when such reorganization takes place, it will 
have to be done by a President, and it will not be done by 
Congress for reasons that are obvious. I could easily vote 
for that portion of the pending bill which seeks to give the 
President the right to regroup and reorganize these inde- 
pendent establishments, preserving to Congress the right to 
approve or disapprove such action. In fact, on May 3, 1932, 
I voted for a similar resolution which gave President Hoover 
this right. Again, in August 1937, I voted for that portion of 
the present bill dealing solely with reorganization. I believe 
such a reorganization is vitally necessary. 

The present proposal, however, is far more than a reorgani- 
zation bill. No one contends now that there will be any econ- 
omies accomplished. It is contended that there will be in- 
creased efficiency, but, to my mind, that is debatable. Let us 
see what it does: 

The bill makes fundamental changes in the set-up of the 
General Accounting Office and the Civil Service Commission. 
The reasons given for these changes have undoubtedly some 
logical appeal, though I cannot see a great deal to be gained, 
and there are strong reasons against the changes. The 
House bill, however, is very much more acceptable than the 
Senate proposal, and it is altogether probable that in con- 
ference some suitable and workable provisions with reference 
to these two important agencies could be agreed upon. 
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The portion of the bill which disturbs me, and which makes 
it impossible for me to support it, is part 3 of title I, which 
sets up a new department of welfare, with a secretary of 
welfare, who will be a member of the President’s Cabinet. 
There is also to be an under secretary of welfare and two 
assistant secretaries of welfare, and a solicitor, and all of 
the rest of the lesser lights that go to make up a Cabinet 
set-up. There is no reorganization principle involved here, 
and certainly no economy. Let us see what this new Cabinet 
set-up was intended to encompass: 

Sec. 5. The Secretary of Welfare shall promote the public health, 
safety, and sanitation; the protection of the consumer; the cause 
of education; the relief of unemployment and of the hardship 
and suffering caused thereby; the relief of the needy and dis- 
tressed; the assistance and benefits of the aged and the relief and 
vocational rehabilitation of the physically disabled; and, in general, 
shall coordinate and promote public health, education, and welfare 
activities. 

It is now announced that section 5 will be eliminated from 
the bill and that in addition thereto an amendment will 
be put into the bill which will prevent the Department of 
Education from being moved from the Interior Department. 
Even with the elimination of this section, it remains a fact 
it was, and is, the intention of the proponents that this new 
Cabinet officer should have under his jurisdiction and con- 
trol all relief, unemployment, and welfare activities of the 
Government as well as public health and education. 

To my mind, this new Cabinet position is a most serious 
and far-reaching adventure. Even though you strike out 
section 5, you still have created a Cabinet officer with his vast 
and far-reaching organization, and experience shows us that 
a Government bureau of this kind will reach out and will 
eventually bring under its jurisdiction every activity that it 
can possibly find that may be subject to its control. Certain 
it is that this new political Cabinet officer would have under 
his jurisdiction and control those various agencies of the 
Government having to deal with welfare or benefit payments. 
This would mean that the vast relief organization now func- 
tioning would have as its head a Cabinet officer. N Many of us 
have been under the illusion that the Federal Government 
would some day be able to withdraw from the relief business. 
In fact, the President has expressed such a hope. I find no 
escape from the conviction that with the secretary of welfare 
enthroned in a Cabinet position, armed and fortified with all 
of the influence and prestige that such a position carries, that 
the Federal Government would be in the relief business for 
keeps, and instead of being able to gradually withdraw from 
this field we would have perpetuated an organization that 
would gradually make for bigger, better, and more relief of 
all description. Someone has said such a set-up would be 
“a direct pipe line into the United States Treasury.” No 
one desires to deny help to the needy, but I shudder at the 
thought of making this a permanent proposition and of 
putting it under political control. 

This new Cabinet officer would, or could, also have under 
his jurisdiction the Social Security Board, with its mil- 
lions of beneficiaries. In addition, the Railroad Retirement 
Board, the Employees’ Compensation Commission, and the 
civil-service retirement fund. While it is now stated that 
the Veterans’ Administration will be exempt, it is easy to 
conceive that an ambitious and aggressive secretary of wel- 
fare will, if not from this administration then from some 
future one, get hold of this great organization. The Bureau 
of Education is to be exempt from this department, we are 
told, but who can say what some future administration or 
Congress may do? Once you have set up the machinery for 
Federal control of education, you have started dangerous 
processes that none may be able to stop. The only step then 
needed to bring education under this new Cabinet post would 
be the offer of Federal aid to the States in exchange for 
cooperation with the Federal agency. 

My people are irrevocably opposed to the Federal Govern- 
ment having any manner of control over our schools, and I 
shall not vote for any proposal that may be a step in that 
direction. 
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One does not have to draw very largely upon his imagina- 
tion to conceive what this new department will amount to 
in the way of the building of a vast organization of Federal 
beneficiaries under political control. In my judgment, the 
creation of this Department will increase our financial bur- 
dens a billion dollars a year, and it may easily be two or three 
times that amount. I cannot but feel that it is a grave 
error, and that it will be a costly experiment. 

Mr. Speaker, why all this continual talk of “costs of Gov- 
ernment?” Why all of this concern for the taxpayer? Is 
it true that all of this hue and cry about holding down the 
cost of Government is in the interest of the millionaire? Be 
not so deceived. 

Increased costs of government mean an added burden to 
every citizen of our land from the highest to the humblest. 
Every workingman bending under the burden of the costs of 
living; every housewife as she goes to market; every farmer 
as he strives to overcome a disjointed economic order, pays 
tribute to the tax gatherer as he passes amongst us to collect 
his toll. Nothing we could do would so quickly bring back 
confidence and start anew the wheels of progress as to make 
a real serious effort to set our financial house in order. 
Nothing we could do would bring such a sense of security to 
our workers as to reassure business and industry that we 
meant what we said about reducing the burdensome costs of 
government. 

Let us not therefore start all over again in the other direc- 
tion by setting up an agency that will stagger the imagina- 
tion in its capacity for spending and for political maneu- 

These are my honest, sincere convictions, and I believe 
they represent the views of the people that I represent; and, 
therefore, with any provision in this bill setting up such a 
new department I will not be able to support the same. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. Raysurn], majority leader, will give me his attention 
for a moment, it is reported in the newspapers this morning 
that it is not intended to take up the reorganization bill to- 
day. Is that true? 

Mr. RAYBURN. I think without calling up the reorganiza- 
tion bill there is a pretty full day. It is the purpose to call 
the Consent Calendar. There are two suspensions to be con= 
sidered and one conference report. It was thought that that 
would take the major part of the day. 

Mr.SNELL. Does the gentleman expect to call up the reor- 
ganization bill tomorrow? 

Mr. RAYBURN. I do. 


THE PRIVATE CONTROL OF PUBLIC CURRENCY AND THE 1937 
DEPRESSION 


Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to address the House and to extend my remarks in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Mr. Speaker and fellow Members 
of Congress, to maintain the continuity of my remarks, and 
to keep in your minds the facts already presented to you to be 
considered with the further facts I hope to make plain to you 
in this address, I begin tonight where I left off in my address 
last Saturday evening. 

In closing my address last Saturday evening I requested 
you to hold in mind two facts—that industry is men working 
together, that it was the invention and use of money that 
made industry possible, and that without the use of money 
for exchange, men could not work in cooperation or together, 
but would be driven back to work alone. 

In the early and ancient times, before the organization of 
industry by men to work together as specialists and experts, 
there was only a panic or depression when there was a 
drought, a failure of Nature, when the earth failed to yield 
its bounty of food and clothing materials for the use of men. 

In the old days before men organized under a specialized 
system of industry and before the necessity of money for 
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exchange, bountiful crops of grains and fruits brought great 
prosperity to the people and the fruitful seasons were cele- 
brated with great rejoicing and thanksgiving. 

But under this new industrial order with men working to- 
gether in industry and wholly dependent upon money for the 
exchange of services and products, panics, and depressions 
come upon the people regardless of drought, crop failure, or 
disasters of Nature, and men are left suffering, starving, 
freezing in the midst of plenty and abundance for all. 

Modern industry includes more, more than men working 
in a system together. It includes many other elements and 
parts, the failure of which, or any one of which, could op- 
erate to interfere with industry, or interrupt the progress 
of industry, or slow down and stagnate industry. 

First, all industry and enterprise begins or comes from the 
ground, is nourished from the bosom of Mother Earth, from 
the fertility of the soil, from the sunshine and showers, from 
the fields, forests, and mines, from the bounty and abundance 
of nature. 

But modern industry includes more, more than the basic 
fundamentals of Nature. It includes the energies and enter- 
prises of men. It includes transportation and communica- 
tion and it includes consumption by the people taking, using, 
consuming the vital necessaries—the products of the farm 
and industrial enterprise. 

And the conduct of modern industry includes even more, 
it includes more than many of these. Modern industry in- 
cludes the more vital part—money, a sufficient volume and 
supply of money to make possible for men to work together, 
to exchange their services and what they produce for other 
services and what others produce. 

If Nature would fail in any of its parts, if the earth would 
fail to yield or give up any substantial part of its wealth, of 
its food and clothing materials from the fleld, of its ores and 
its minerals from the mines, of its lumber and wood mate- 
rials from the forest, industry would falter and the people 
suffer great loss. 

Or, if the transportation means and facilities, the railroads, 
the trucks, and ships, carrying and transporting the raw 
materials from their source to factory, mill, and workshop, 
and the finished product from the warehouses for distribu- 
tion to the people to consume, industry would be dwarfed 
and driven back to the crossroads and the village workshop. 

Or, if for any cause or reason there was a failure of con- 
sumption, a failure of the power or the opportunity of the 
people to take, use, and consume production that industry 
produces, the products of farm, factory, mill, and workshop, 
organized industry would stagnate and stand still. 

Or, if all money and the means of exchange were with- 
held from use in industry and men could not transfer and 
exchange their services or what they produced for other 
services and what others produced, men could not work 
and produce together, and all industry would be broken 
down and destroyed. 

But our system of industry is not like the fanciful story 
of the one-horse shay. Industry has never failed or broken 
down in all its parts at one time, but fails only in one part 
first, the same as the modern wagon, or now the truck or 
automobile. 

Therefore the problem before us is to discover or ascertain 
what elements or parts of industry are impaired, have failed 
to function. And then proceed with such information in- 
telligently, courageously, and without delay to repair or re- 
store the failing part. 

Modern industry today is like a great machine, with many 
different and intricate parts, wheels, pulleys, shafts, and belt- 
ing, all moving in unison, working together. A failure of any 
one part or more to operate in harmony and in cooperation 
with the other would slow down, stop, and throw all out of 
order. 

When such a big machine or mechanical device slows down, 
stops, or fails to operate, a mechanician, the mechanical 
expert, is called to find the impaired or broken part and to 
replace, repair, or restore the same in order. If he finds the 
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cogs on the main drive wheel or shaft slipping, then he takes 
up the slack, and the machine starts and moves on. 

If the broken or failing part of the machine does not ap- 
pear on first inspection, the mechanic proceeds to go over 
the machine and test or sound out its different parts and, 
by a process of eliminating the sound, unimpaired parts, 
finally discovers the part not working, and then makes his 
repairs or adjustments. 

And so I will proceed to examine briefly the economic or 
industrial machine impaired or slowed down by the depres- 
sion. And by the same process of elimination of the sound, 
whole, or working part, we will find the failing-to-function 
and slowing-down industry. 

To simplify and make this inquiry plain, I will proceed in 
the common form of propounding questions for answers, of 
making inquiry as to each element or each substantial part 
of industry, and then following with the answer to show 
whether failing or performing its function. 

Has there been any failure of the earth to yield its bounty, 
sufficient, plentiful for men? The answer is “no.” We find 
in this, as well as in all other panics, the earth is yielding 
in great and bountiful supply of all the fruits and grains 
and viands and all the delicacies and staple food products 
for the use, comfort, and enjoyment of men, in plenty and 
in great abundance. 

Has there been any failure of the Providence of the people 
to save and conserve what Nature has provided? The 
answer is “no.” We find in this, as well as in all other panics, 
by modern means of storage and refrigeration all the staple 
and substantial food products are held and preserved in pure 
and consumable state long beyond their natural seasons. 

We further find, in this as well as in all other panics, that 
the elevators and granaries in great capacity are piled high 
and bursting with grain and food supplies, that great store- 
houses are groaning with the crushing weight of surplus 
goods to meet all the needs and requirements of men to 
live in comfort, convenience, and luxury. 

Has there been any failure of transportation facilities to 
carry the raw materials from their source to factories, mills, 
and industrial workshops for manufacture and preparation 
in consumable state for use? The answer is “no.” In this, as 
well as in other panics, we have the transportation facilities 
ample and complete, greater, more rapid and efficient than 
ever before. 

Has there been any failure of such facilities to carry back 
to the people of the country the manufactured and con- 
sumable goods and make distribution among the consumers? 
The answer is “no.” The facilities for the distribution of 
goods, including railways, trucks, and the rural mail service, 
Were never more complete and efficient. 

Has there been any failure of mechanical means, of power 
and equipment to produce for the people? The answer is 
“no.” We find in this, as in all other panics, that these 
mechanical powers and equipments are complete and de- 
veloped to the highest degree with the automatic labor-saving 
machines multiplying the power and capacity of men many- 
fold to provide all the comforts and conveniences of life. 

Has there been any failure of the personnel of men to 
work and labor to produce? The answer is “no.” We find 
in this and as in all other panics men are willing, anxious, 
and restless to labor, to man and operate all mechanical 
equipment, to produce all the necessary comforts and con- 
veniences of life. We find millions clamoring for the op- 
portunity to labor. 

Has there been any failure of Nature to halt or thwart the 
efforts of men? The answer is “no.” We find in this, as 
well as in all other panics, all Nature smiling and beaming 
upon us, with sunshine and alternating showers, with rich 
and fertile soil, with climates, salubrious and ideal. 

Has there been any failure of the wit or intelligence or 
the energies or enterprise of the people to conduct the 
operations of industry? The answer is “no.” In this panic, 
as well as in all other panics, the people are awake, diligent, 
and resourceful, ingenius, tactful in the exercise of discre- 
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tion and in leading the world in mechanical inventions and 
discoveries, as well as in the arts and sciences. 

Have there been any great wars, pestilence, or famine, or 
any great natural calamities or disasters to interrupt the 
course of industry and enterprise? The answer is “no.” In 
this, as well as other panics, we have been working in se- 
curity and peace, exempt from bodily afflictions, disorders, 
and disease and from blights and devastating cataclysms. 

Has there been any irresistible interruptions in Nature 
or the work and activities of men to halt, hinder, or delay 
production? The answer is “no.” There has been none of 
these. Every natural source and condition and all the 
activities of men have preceeded without hindrance or delay. 

Have we been compelled to work and live in a dull, gloomy, 
uninviting land to dampen the ardor of our buoyant spirits? 
The answer is “no.” During this, as well as all other panics, 
we have lived in a beautiful world, resplendent with hues and 
colors sublime, with every morning an inspiration for the 
day and every sunset a dazzling display of glory. 

Has the Almighty, gracious Providence, restricted or dis- 
criminated against us? The answer is “no.” We have been 
blessed and favored beyond all our conceptions to appreciate, 
to make us lift up our voices and sing His praises, and to 
rejoice in His beneficence all the days of our lives. And if the 

„Lord made any people His chosen people, He would make us 
chosen above all others. 

Why, then, if all this is true and it is true —is industry 
locked in the throes of depression? Why are the people suf - 
fering and in great distress? Why are they held in enforced 
idleness? Why are they groaning under the burdens of debt? 
Why are their farms and homes being foreclosed? Why are 
they being humbled with the dole? 

Why then, surrounded in the midst of all these blessed 
and favored conditions, are millions suffering hunger, want, 
and destitution, standing, begging to labor, before great 
mountains of food, famished but forbidden to eat, starving 
in the presence of great abundance? 

Why then, in a rich and bountiful world, are millions 
praying for the right to labor to live but are repulsed and 
denied the right? Why are millions shivering before great 
storehouses of clothing and ready raiment, but are denied 
the opportunity to labor to take and left suffering cold and 
exposure? 

This is not the Almighty. This is not the order of Nature. 
This is the criminal interference, the greed and avarice of 
selfish men withholding one, and the only one, vital, neces- 
sary element, one indispensible part of modern industry for 
sordid, selfish profit and gain. 

And now, in closing this second address, I request that you 
still hold in mind and before you that industry is men working 
together; that money alone makes industry possible—possible 
for men to work together. 

And now, further, that only one part of industry is found 
wanting or failing in panics. 

But for want of a sufficient remaining part of my allotted 
15 minutes of radio time, I must leave for your surmise and 
conjecture this one vital element of industry which has been 
secretly withheld from men until I can explain this one fail- 
ing part, which will be the subject of my next address. 

And I further request that you hold in mind that all the 
elements or parts of industry to make industry function and 
progress are found to be in this and other panics, full, ade- 
quate, efficient, and complete, except one element and neces- 
sary part, and this the most vital part in modern industry. 

I am making these requests upon you that you hold these 
facts in mind in order to keep all the elements of the problem 
before you for your deliberate consideration, and in order 
that when I have concluded this series of radio addresses 
you will have the solution of the problem in mind. 

With this depression growing more severe and unemploy- 
ment increasing from day to day and threatening to equal 
the 1929 panic, it will be criminal neglect of public duty for 
this Congress to recess or adjourn before providing some 
adequate measure to relieve from and to remedy this 
depression. 
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LEAVE TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. STACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
after the disposition of business tomorrow I be permitted to 
address the House for one-half hour. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to object to 
inquire what the gentleman is going to talk about for half 
an hour. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to ob- 
ject. Do we not have free speech, and has not the gentleman 
a right to say what he pleases? 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 15 minutes after the disposition of busi- 
ness today. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair calls the attention of the gen- 
tleman from New York to the fact that there is already one 
special order for 30 minutes. 

Mr. FISH. Very well, to speak after that has been dis- 
posed of. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks 
unanimous consent that after the disposition of the legisla- 
tive program today, and the special order heretofore made, 
he may address the House for 15 minutes. Is there objec- 
tion? 

There was no objection. 

THE REORGANIZATION BILL 


Mr. BARTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include therein 
3,000 letters that I have received against the reorganization 
bill and 3 that I have received in favor of it. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, the gentleman does not mean he is going to put all of 
those 3,000 letters in the RECORD. 

Mr. BARTON. That is the request. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. BARTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to extend my remarks 
in the RECORD, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BARTON. Mr. Speaker, I was disturbed by the tone 
of some of the speeches delivered on this floor last week. 
Some of my good friends on the other side of the aisle— 
doubtless reflecting the impatience and irritation of the 
President—gave the impression in their speeches that any 
citizen who writes a letter or sends a telegram to his Con- 
gressman in opposition to a legislative wish of the President 
must be actuated by propaganda or unworthy motives. I 
know they did not mean to leave this impression, but that is 
the way the speeches sounded, and that, I am afraid, is the 
impression that the country received. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe we owe a debt to erase whatever 
stigma has been attached to the hundreds of thousands of 
God-fearing taxpaying men and women whose only erime 
is that they took their pens in hand to exercise the ancient 
right of petition. I know it would take some space in the 
Record and will cost some money, but I hold that in the 
present disturbed state of public opinion the Congress can 
well afford to give dramatic assurance to the country that 
the right of petition is still sacred and secure. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, does that include the insertion of the 3,000 letters? 

The SPEAKER. No; objection was made to that specific 
request. 

Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GEARHART. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to proceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. GEARHART. Mr. Speaker, I am at this moment in 
receipt of a telegram from Mr. Edward D. Vandeleur, execu- 
tive secretary of the California State Federation of Labor, 
an affiliate of the American Federation of Labor, in which 
the attitude of that great patriotic service organization 
toward the pending legislation for the reorganization of the 
executive departments of the Government is emphatically 
declared. 

Because of the timeliness of the communication as well 
as the importance of the subject with which it treats, I will 
avail myself of the privilege of reading it in its entirety. 
Hon. B. W. GEARHART, 

Representative in Congress, Washington, D. C.: 

In behalf of 400,000 members of American Federation of Labor 
unions in California, we ask you to stand solidly for defeat of the 
administration reorganization bill because the measure is dan- 
gerous to our well-established system of democracy in American 
Government. Please advise us as to 8 stand in the matter. 

WARD D. VANDELEUR, 
Executive Secretary, California state Federation of Labor. 
[Applause.] 
{Here the gavel fell.] 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include 
therein an address delivered over the radioyesterday afternoon. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is to ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BACON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include therein a 
few extracts from letters I have received. I may say that 
it will take up less than half a page. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include 
therein a letter from a businessman in Grand Rapids, Mich., 
relative to the Social Security Act. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to address the House for one-half minute. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHAFER of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, much has been 
Said during the past several days concerning a resolution 
introduced by the gentleman from California [Mr. Scorr], 
which calls for an investigation of the District Medical So- 
ciety and the American Medical Association. When the issue 
was first raised it appeared to be purely a local controversy, 
but I now admit that it is more than that. 

I intend to support the resolution of the gentleman from 
California and will assist him in every way possible to obtain 
the investigation he believes is necessary. At the same time, 
however, I will insist that the resolution will include the 
District Medical Society, the American Medical Association, 
and the Group Health Association. Every phase of the con- 
troversy should come under the scope of the inquiry. 

In this connection I demand that the Home Owners’ Loan 
Corporation make public a detailed report on the operations 
of the Group Health Association. The report should cover 
not only the number of cases handled by the G. H. A. since 
its organization—November 1, 1937—but should also set forth 
what improvement in health and efficiency, if any, has been 
accomplished in H. O. L. C. personnel. 

The Group Health Association, organized with an appro- 
priation of $40,000 of Federal funds, has over 2,000 members, 
its sponsors claim. Inasmuch as G. H. A. is operating as a 
Government agency and under Federal funds and has seen 
fit to attack the reputiable District Medical Society and the 
American Medical Association, I believe Congress should be 
informed at once as to just what the G. H. A. has accom- 
plished. 

The appropriation of $40,000 of the taxpayers’ money has 
been defended as an expenditure to increase the health and 
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efficiency of H. O. L. C. employees. Those backing G. H. A. 
have repeatedly called attention to the great loss, due to sick 
leaves, in H. O. L. C. and other Government departments. 

The gentleman from California in a radio address recently 
declared this sick-leave loss amounted to as high as nearly 
one-half million dollars a year. 

The G. H. A. has now been in operation 5 months. It 
would be interesting to have the figures showing the amount 
of sick leave in the H. O. L. C. during the 5 months begin- 
ning November 1, 1936, to April 1, 1937, and compare these 
figures with the sick leaves during the 5 months the G. H. A. 
has been in operation. 

Furthermore, it would be interesting to compare the sick 
leaves of members of H. O. L. C. who have become members 
of the G. H. A. with the sick leaves of other Government 
employees who have not joined the socialized medicine ex- 
periment. 

Thus far those sponsoring G. H. A. have given out various 
statements to the press praising the accomplishments of the 
venture and declaring it already has proved to be an out- 
standing success. 

However, G. H. A. has not, to my knowledge, rendered an 
accounting either to its members or to the public other than 
to announce the great rush of Government employees to 
become members. 

In connection with the proposed investigation Congress 
should be given all the facts regarding G. H. A. memberships. 
How many members has G. H. A. in the various Government 
departments outside H. O. L. C.? How many members has 
G. H. A. in the lowest-paid classification? How many mem- 
bers has G. H. A. who are receiving salaries adequate to take 
care of regular medical services? 

G. H. A. also, so far as is known, has made no financial 
accounting thus far. Congress might well inquire whether 
G. H. A. under its present membership rates can be self- 
supporting and can actually take care of the medical needs 
of its members without again coming to the Public Treasury 
with outstretched hands. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to proceed for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, in view of a telegram I 
received this morning, the message just read into the Recorp 
by the gentleman from California [Mr. GEARHART] is most 
interesting. That message tells us that the 450,000 Ameri- 
can Federation of Labor members in California are abso- 
lutely opposed to the President’s reorganization bill now be- 
fore the House. I received a letter from Mr. Frank Morrison, 
secretary-treasurer of the American Federation of Labor, 
written for that organization, in which he says: 

We object most seriously to the sweeping delegation of con- 
gressional authority to the executive branch of the Government, 
and we cannot understand how anyone interested in maintain- 
ing our form of government can propose or vote for it, as, in our 
opinion, the Congress ought to retain all its constitutional au- 
thority in conformity with principles of democratic procedure 
and democratic grovernment, and that said power ought to be 
broadened and extended instead of being curtailed or surrendered. 
The American Federation of Labor, its affiliated organizations and 
its entire membership, are greatly alarmed over the serious impli- 
cations involved in this legislation. 

The telegram I received this morning, coming from De- 
troit, Mich., is as follows: 

Local 51, United Auto Workers, 10,000 members, demand that 
you vote in support of the reorganization bill. 

The United Automobile Workers of America is an affiliate 
of the C. I. O. and I take it, therefore, that this telegram ex- 
presses the views of the C. I. O. I am not requested to vote 
for the President’s reorganization bill, but it is demanded 
that I so vote. 

I might also say that while I have received thousands of 
telegrams and letters opposing the reorganization bill, I have 
received but three requests to vote for the bill, this telegram 
making four. 

Here the gavel fell] 
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Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to pro- 
ceed for one-half minute. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the two Members 
of the House who objected to the insertion of the 3,000 letters 
in the Recorp. This is the first time I have seen a disposition 
to try to preserve the Recorp and I hope that it will continue 
in the future, 


FUNSTON AVENUE APPROACH TO THE GOLDEN GATE BRIDGE 


Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
have inserted in the Recorp at this point Joint Resolution No. 
2 of the California Assembly relative to accepting a permit 
from the Government of the United States for the construc- 
tion of a State highway, known as the Funston Avenue Ap- 
proach, over certain rights-of-way and relating to the retro- 
cession by the Congress of the United States of jurisdiction 
over the said rights-of-way. 

This is usual procedure in such cases. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

The resolution referred to follows: 


Assembly joint resolution relative to accepting a permit from the 
Government of the United States for the construction of a State 
highway, Enova as the Funston Avenue Approach, over certain 
rights-of-way and relating to the retrocession by the Congress of 
the United States of jurisdiction over the said rights-of-way 
Whereas the Department of Public Works of the State of Cali- 

fornia has made application on behalf of the State of California to 
the Secretary of War of the United States for the grant of a permit 
for a right-of-way for the construction of a portion of State High- 
way Route 56 through the Presidio of San Francisco, a military 
reservation of the Government of the United States, which State 
highway is commonly known as the Funston Avenue Approach to 
the Golden Gate Bridge, and which application is now pending in 
the office of the of War of the United States; and 


sion of jurisdict: by 
will assume the responsibility for 
and regulating traffic thereon, all subject to the following limita- 
tions and to such other limitations as Congress may prescribe: 

(1) That whenever in the judgment of the Secretary of War or 
his authorized representative an emergency exists which justifies 
it, he may assume exclusive control and management of such road, 
and may then in his discretion prohibit, limit, or regulate traffic 
thereon, and, for the passage of troops across the road, the com- 
manding general, Ninth Corps Area, may suspend traffic on said 
road while the troops are crossing. 

(2) The United States shall not be responsible for damages to 
property or injuries to persons upon said roads, or for damages to 
persons or property which may arise incident to the construction, 
maintenance, or operation of said road, and the grantee shall save 
the United States harmless from any claims for such damages. 

(3) That the rights hereby granted shall be subject to such 
rules and regulations as may from time to time be prescribed by 
the Secretary of War or his authorized representative, and subject 
also to any conditions which Congress may prescribe; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That the State of California does hereby agree to make 
the said highway in said permit described a part of the system of 
public highways of the State; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted to the 
President of the United States, Secretary of War, to each House 
of Congress, and to the Senators and Representatives in Congress 
of the State of California. 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to proceed for one-half minute. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. THOMAS of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, we have re- 
ceived a great many communications in the last few days 
relative to the reorganization bill. I have received approxi- 
mately 3,000 letters, postal cards, and telegrams in opposi- 
tion. I had begun to think I would not receive one in favor 
of that bill, but this morning I finally received one anony- 
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mous postal card from Brooklyn, N. Y., in favor of the bill. 
So with me the ratio is 3,000 against the bill and 1 in favor. 
In the face of such a ratio I cannot see how this Congress 
can possibly approve of this bill. As to the merits or de- 
merits of the measure itself, my opinion can be found in the 
extension of my remarks. I would like to say here, however, 
this House must not ignore this great popular appeal which 
is being made by the people for us to oppose the bill. 

Mr. MASON. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for one-half minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, I hold in my hand a telegram 
which I received from the parish priest in my parish, a friend 
and neighbor, which I shall read: 


If dictator bill must pass, include weather control; make it com- 
plete and let him rule and run the heavens, too. 


This is signed by Theodore Wujek, Oglesby, II. 
(Here the gavel fell.] 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my own remarks in the RECORD 
and include therein several telegrams I have received, and 
also a radio address I made over the Columbia Broadcasting 
System yesterday afternoon against the reorganization bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to proceed for one-half minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from South Dakota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, this morning I 
appeared before the Committee on Reciprocity Information 
and stated: “Any trade agreements abroad that destroy the 
purchasing power of our people at home are not good trades.” 


TRADE AGREEMENTS ABROAD THAT DESTROY THE PURCHASING POWER 
or Our PEOPLE AT HOME ARE Nor Goop TRADES 


My statement before the Committee on Reciprocity Infor- 
mation relative to the proposed trade agreement with Canada 
follows: 


Mr. Chairman, the committee was so kind in its hearing when I 
presented the subject of wool, bentonite, manganese, and feldspar 
at the hearing on the proposed agreement with the United King- 
dom, that I summoned courage to appear before you again, this 
morning. And indeed, if I lacked the courage, the very large list 
of items on the list for proposed consideration in an agreement 
with Canada, and extended to all the world under the most- 
favored-nation clause, is so directly competitive with the products 
on which the people of my district must depend for their pros- 
perity, indeed, for their very existence, that I would be compelled 
in self-defense to appear before you. Any hesitancy, moreover, 
would be overcome by my conviction that you, too, desire the 
utmost prosperity of the American people. 

TRADE IS A TWO-WAY STREET 


Trade is a two-way street. That axiom, I have been told many 
times, is the first principle in reciprocal-trade agreements. I be- 
lieve it. And I feel sure the committee will agree that it is just 
as true when applied at home as abroad. The shoemakers of 
Massachusetts, the automobile manufacturer of Michigan, cannot 
sell their wares in South Dakota unless we can get a price for our 
produce that enables us to live and buy. Consequently, any trade 
agreements abroad that destroy the purchasing power of our 
people at home are not good trades. 

My district is the western half of South Dakota. It runs from 
the Missouri River to the Wyoming line. It is identical with the 
boundaries of the last great. Sioux Reservation. The first of it 
was opened about 60 years ago; the last of it about 25 years ago. 

It is a new country. It is undeveloped. It embraces country 
practically identical with large parts of Canada, and therefore 
almost every item on your list, except products of fisheries and 
factories, is competitive with us. 

We have intensively cultivated farms. We have ranches that 
run over unfenced prairies. We have sawmills and lumber camps 
in the mountains that are called the Black Hilis. We have mines 
there, metallic and nonmetallic. 

The trends of the last few years have forced us to develop some 
of these resources, and some of our newest lifesavers are the very 
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products which appear in the list proposed for concessions in 5 
tection. I refer particularly to bentonite and feldspar, and ir 
companions of clays and nephelite-syenite. And the very back- 
bone of our prosperity is the livestock industry. 


ITEMS THAT AFFECT US 


Let me cite a few of the outstanding items which are listed for 
concessions: 

Lime; bentonite, both crude and manufactured; feldspar, both 
crude and ground; mica, both scrap and book; nephelite-syenite, a 
substitute for feldspar; timber, hewn, sided, or squared; shingles; 
chilled meats, beef, veal, mutton, lamb, swine; pork, bacons, hams, 
and shoulders; rye, to which many of our farmers have turned in 
the dry years; poultry, dressed and undressed, chickens, ducks, 
and geese, 

Every one of those items is a substantial item in my district. 
The living of thousands of people depends upon fair prices for 
them. I do not intend to impose upon the many others who are 
listed for this general hearing to go into detail on these items. But 
I wish to give a brief paragraph to some of the items which I do 
not see listed for detailed treatment by some of the others who 
will appear before you. 

First, let me mention bentonite. 

In 1920, total production in the United States was reported by 
the Bureau of Mines at 2,790 tons. The next year it fell to 1,730 
tons. Then began one of the most remarkable climbs modern 
industry knows. The first few years were gradual, reaching 14,850 
tons in 1925. Five years later, in 1930, production passed the 100,- 
000-ton mark. Six years later, in 1936, production in the United 
States stood at 291,625 tons. 

In 1934, South Dakota’s production was so small it was carried 
in the “undistributed column.” In 1935 it was 8,923 tons. In 
1936 it was 129,087, an increase of over 1,400 percent. And last 
year's figures are not available, but we know that it made another 
increase. 

In the adjoining Wyoming fields, production went from 246,548 
tons in 1934 to 520,852 tons in 1936. 

Those figures mean people got new jobs in 1934 and 1935 and 
1936 and 1937 and went off from relief. I am sure this committee 
does not want to add them to the list of unemployed again. 

Then may I recail to the members of the committee my remarks 
= 8 at the hearing on the proposed agreement with Great 


South Dakota produced less than 600 tons of feldspar in 1923. In 
1937 production exceeded 60,000 tons, an increase of 10,000 percent 
in 14 years. 

The mill which I told you was producing 120 tons a day last year 
has just completed an addition so that it can produce 175 tons 
of ground feldspar a day. That mill was not in operation 2 years 
ago. It was not even built. I am sure the committee does not 
want to send the workers in that mill and the miners who grub 
out the spar back to the relief rolls again. 


LIVESTOCK AND POULTRY THREATENED 


Were it not that I see several other Members of Congress listed 
directly following me to talk on livestock—at least three in a 
row—I should give some details on that. Suffice it to say that the 
prairie sections of my district are known for the buffalo grass and 
wheat grass that used to draw herds from Texas for grazing. 
Cattle and sheep range in the open country in the fall and in the 
mountains in the summer. 

Feeding operations are conducted in the Belle Fourche irrigation 
nog ge This feeding season my farmers have lost from $1 

to $1.25 per head on their lambs. The price on lambs and wool 
started to toboggan when this trade-agreement program was an- 
nounced for the United Kingdom and Canada. 

The livestock men are particularly alarmed over the proposal to 
reduce the tariffs on chilled meats, Extensive briefs have been 
prepared on that subject and will be filed with the appropriate 
section of your committee. 

And poultry is listed. Poultry is sometimes thought of as pin 
money for the farmer's wife. But the 30,000,000 e car- 
loads—that the farms of South Dakota send to market evidence 
the fact that poultry is more than pin money for our people. It 
has been bread and butter during some hard years. 

I hope I don't need to warn the members of this committee to 
avoid bringing the wrath of the farmers’ wives down upon you and 
the Government. That is not facetious; it is merely said to bring 
to you how close to the welfare of American homes you propose to 
strike. 


The danger from the lowered tariffs you are considering is not 
primarily from Canada. Many of these items will come in greater 
degree from other countries, to whom the cuts will extend under 
the most-favored-nation clause. 


What will it profit the United States to get the good will and the 
trade of the farthest corners of the earth, if = destroy the pros- 
perity and purchasing power of our own people 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent = extend my own 
remarks in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from South Dakota? 

There was no objection. 
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to revise and extend my remarks in the Recorp and include 
therein a speech made by the Honorable Harold L. Ickes, 
Secretary of the Interior, last night in Chicago at a banquet 
celebrating the fiftieth anniversary of the Jewish Courier, of 
Chicago, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. Voornts asked and was given permission to extend 
his own remarks in the RECORD. 


NAVY DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL, 1939 


Mr. UMSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 8993) making 
appropriations for the Navy Department and the naval serv- 
ice for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for other 
purposes, with Senate amendments thereto, disagree to the 
Senate amendments, agree to the conference requested by 
the Senate, and that conferees be appointed, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Carolina? 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, will 
the gentleman state briefly to the House what the Senate 
amendments are? 

Mr. UMSTEAD. I may say to the gentleman from New 
York that the Senate has made very few changes in the bill. 
A casual examination of the bill as it passed the Senate 
would lead one to believe that many changes have been made, 
but if the gentleman from New York will carefully examine 
it, he will find that most of the changes are simply matters 
of rearrangement. I may say further that the two main 
money changes made by the Senate, as I recall them, were 
first, that the Senate eliminated one item that the House 
had in the bill of $3,000,000 for the purchase of strategic 
and critical materials and reinstated in the bill an item of 
about two and a half million dollars which the House had 
cut out of the appropriation for building vessels. 

My recollection is that the bill as passed by the Senate is 
less than $35,000 in excess of the amount the bill carried 
when it passed the House. 

Mr. FISH. This is the $550,000,000 appropriation bill? 

Mr. UMSTEAD. Approximately that; yes. 

Mr. FISH. The gentleman recommends that the bill go 
to conference? 

Mr. UMSTEAD. I have requested that it do so. 

Mr. FISH. I am pleased to accept the gentleman’s word, 
and to go along with it. 

Mr. MAY. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, may 
I ask the gentleman if in cutting out the $3,000,000 that was 
included in the bill for strategic war materials and inserting 
another sum the Senate inserted that sum for the purchase 
of strategic war materials, or was that item cut out entirely? 
„ The Senate eliminated that item from 
the bill. 

Mr. MAY. Nothing at all is included in the bill for strategic 
war materials? 

Mr. UMSTEAD. Not as the bill passed the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Kentucky? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none, and appoints the following conferees: Messrs. 
UMSTEAD, THOM, SCRUGHAM, FERNANDEZ, CasEY of Massachu- 
setts, DITTER, and PLUMLEY. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that on Monday next, after the reading of the Journal and 
the disposition of the legislative program for the day, and 
following any special orders heretofore made, I may be per- 
mitted to address the House for 25 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to address the House for 1 minute. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. : 

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield one-half of my time 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Ricu] in order 
that he may ask me a question concerning the speech of 
Mr. Ickes. 

Mr. RAYBURN. If the gentleman will yield, I do not be- 
lieve, under the rules, the gentleman can yield time to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. The gentleman may yield to 
him if he wants to. 

Mr. MAVERICK. I yielded him 30 seconds. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I do not believe the gentleman has that 
right. The gentleman has the right to yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, but not to yield time to him. 

Mr. MAVERICK. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania to ask me a question about the speech of Mr. Ickes, 
and to make objection if he desires. I am glad to explain 
my request. 

Mr. RICH. When the gentleman objected to the request of 
the gentleman from New York I thought he did a good thing 
in thus preserving the Recorp. Then the gentleman asked 
privileges I believe at the time were inconsistent. I thought 
the gentleman should not make that request. 

Mr. MAVERICK. It is not inconsistent. What I wish to 
include is not a very long speech. It is a customary request. 
It cannot be compared with a request to insert 3,000 letters 
and telegrams. 

Mr. Speaker, I respectfully renew my request to extend my 
remarks in the Recorp and include therein the speech of Mr. 
Ickes to which I referred, and I hope my colleagues will not 
object. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MAVERICK. I thank the House. This is a very im- 
portant speech, and I hope every Member of this House and 
every citizen in America can read it. It is very interesting. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, a parliamen- 
tary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, the Speaker 
of this House is the arbiter of procedure in debate. Many 
of us on this side, who have not had time to speak on the 
reorganization bill, are wondering how we can get time to 
express our views on the floor of the House, and whether the 
Speaker of the House knows of any way we can get such 
time? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair may state to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, in answer to his parliamentary inquiry, 
that the bill under consideration is, of course, governed by 
the general rules of the House. The select committee has 
reported the bill. So far in the debate each Member securing 
recognition from the Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union was entitled to 1 hour 
and could yield a part of that hour, if he saw fit to do so, 
to any colleague who desired time for debate. As far as the 
Chair. knows, in the further consideration of the bill the 
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union will have to conform to that practice unless, 
when the bill is sought to be taken up again for consideration, 
some change may be made by unanimous consent with refer- 
ence to the control of the time. 

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania. For 3 days I have tried to get 
some time to speak on this bill. 

The SPEAKER. The matter has not been within the 
control of the Speaker. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. ROBINSON of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and in- 
clude therein a letter written to me by H. A. Benning, vice 
president of the Amalgamated Sugar Co., with reference to 
the present status of sugar legislation, and also a letter 
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written to Secretary Wallace by Senator Brown with refer- 
ence to the sugar situation. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Utah? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my own remarks in the Recorp and include therein a 
statement I made before a Senate committee. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection, 


THE CONSENT CALENDAR 


The SPEAKER. This is Consent Calendar day. The Clerk 

will call the first bill on the calendar. 
CAMP MERRITT, N. J. 

The Clerk called the first bill on the Consent Calendar, 
H. R. 71, to provide for the establishment of a national monu- 
ment on the site of Camp Merritt, N. J. 

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. Speaker, this bill was introduced by 
and was a matter of personal interest to our late colleague, 
Mr. Kenney, of New Jersey. 

New Jersey, because of its natural advantages, its railroad 
termini, and port facilities, actively participated to a very 
large extent in the embarkation of troops and supplies over- 
seas during the World War. Plans are now under way by 
the legislature of our State to create a commission to provide 
and place throughout the State suitable markers and monu- 
ments to commemorate this participation. Federal coopera- 
tion will be sought and I have no doubt gladly given. The 
suggestion of Mr. Kenney in sponsoring this measure provid- 
ing for a monument at Camp Merritt had something to do 
with this plan. Inasmuch as the purposes of the bill will be 
so provided for it would be proper to postpone its further 
consideration. I therefore ask that it be stricken from the 
calendar and referred back to the committee. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey that the bill be stricken from 
the calendar? 

There was no objection. 

ENCUMBRANCE OF LANDS ALLOTTED TO INDIANS 

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 2534, to authorize 
the Secretary of the Interior to investigate and report on 
the loss of title to or the encumbrance of lands allotted to 
Indians. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

COST OF BUILDINGS IN NATIONAL PARKS 

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 6350, to amend the 
act of August 24, 1912 (37 Stat. 460), as amended, with 
regard to the limitation of cost upon the construction of 
buildings in national parks. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that this bill be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

WESTERN BANDS OF SHOSHONE INDIANS 

The Clerk called the next bill, S. 68, authorizing the 
western bands of the Shoshone Nation of Indians to sue 
in the Court of Claims. 

Mr. SCRUGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Nevada? 

There was no objection. 

QUINAIELT RESERVATION, WASH. 


The Clerk called the next bill, S. 1517, authorizing the 
payment of attorney fees contracted to be paid by certain 
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Indians allotted on the Quinaielt Reservation, State of 
Washington, and for other purposes. 

Mr. BACON. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman withhold his 
objection or reserve it until the author of the bill, the gen- 
tleman from Washington [Mr. Correr], can be present on 
the floor of the House? 

Mr. BACON. I am perfectly willing to withhold my ob- 
jection, but I shall object, and it will simply be a waste of the 
time of the House. 

Mr. HILL. I wonder if the bill could not be passed over 
and taken up later? 

Mr.BACON. I will amend the request and ask unanimous 
consent that the bill be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks 
unanimous consent that the bill be passed over without 
prejudice. Is there objection? < 

There was no objection. 

IMPROVEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT OF GRAZING DISTRICTS 

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 7874, to provide for 
the leasing of State, county, and privately owned lands for 
the purpose of furthering the orderly use, improvement, and 
development of grazing districts. 


There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as fol- 
lows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Interior, in his dis- 
cretion, is authorized to lease at rates to be determined by him any 
State, county, or privately owned lands chiefly valuable for grazing 
purposes and lying within the exterior boundaries of a grazing dis- 
trict when, in his judgment, the leasing of such lands will promote 
the orderly use of the district and aid in conserving the forage 
resources of the public lands therein: Provided, That no such lease 
shall run for a period of more than 10 years: Provided further, 
That no part of the moneys received by the Secretary of the In- 
terior under this section shall be returnable to the States as pro- 
vided in sections 10 and 11 of the act of June 28, 1934 (48 Stat. 
1269), as amended June 26, 1936 (49 Stat. 1976). 

Sec. 2. That the lands leased under this act shall be administered 
under the provisions of the act of June 28, 1934 (48 Stat. 1269), as 
amended June 26, 1936 (49 Stat. 1976), commonly known as the 
Taylor Grazing Act, 

Sec. 3. That the jurisdiction, both civil and criminal, over per- 
sons upon the lands leased under this act shall not be affected or 
changed by their administration as grazing district lands, except so 
far as the punishment of offenses against the United States is con- 
cerned, the intent and meaning of this section being that the State 
wherein such land is situated shall not, by reason of such reserva- 
tion and administration, lose its jurisdiction nor the inhabitants 
thereof their rights and privileges as citizens or be absolved from 
their duties as citizens of the State. 


With the following committee amendments: 


Page 1, strike out the proviso beginning with line 10 and sub- 
stitute in lieu thereof the following: “Provided, That no such 
leases shall run for a period of more than 10 years and in no 
event shall the grazing fees paid to the United States for the 
grazing privileges on any of the lands leased under the provisions 
of this section be less than the rental paid by the United States 
for any of such lands.” 

Page 2, strike out the proviso beginning with line 1 and substi- 
tute in lieu thereof the following: “Provided further, That nothing 
in this section shall be construed as authorizing the appropriation 
of any moneys except that moneys heretofore or hereafter appro- 
priated for construction, purchase, and maintenance of range im- 
provements within grazing districts, pursuant to the provisions of 
sections 10 and 11 of the act of June 28, 1934 (48 Stat. 1269), as 
amended June 26, 1936 (49 Stat. 1976), may be made additionally 
available by the Congress for the leasing of land under this act.” 

Page 2, line 10, strike out all of “Sec. 3“, beginning with line 10 
and including line 19. 

Page 2, after “Sec. 2”, add the following new sections 3 and 4: 

“Src. 3. That contributions received by the Secretary of the 
Interior under section 9 of the act of June 28, 1934 (48 Stat. 1269), 
as amended June 26, 1936 (49 Stat. 1976), toward the administra- 
tion, protection, and improvement of any district shall be addi- 
tionally available for the leasing of lands under this act. 

“Sec. 4. All moneys received by the Secretary of the Interior in 
the administration of leased lands as provided in section 2 of this 
act shall be deposited in the Treasury of the United States as 
miscellaneous receipts, but are hereby made available, when appro- 
priated by the Congress, for the leasing of lands under this act 
and shall not be distributed as provided under sections 10 and 11 
of the act of June 28, 1934 (48 Stat. 1269), as amended June 26, 
1936 (49 Stat. 1976).” 


The committee amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 
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AMENDMENT OF WISCONSIN CHIPPEWA JURISDICTIONAL ACT 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 8502, to amend the 
Wisconsin Chippewa Jurisdictional Act of August 30, 1935 
(49 Stat. L. 1049). 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 


CLARIFICATION OF EXPATRIATION LAWS 0 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 7546, to clarify the 
expatriation laws with regard to certain native-born citizens 
of the United States, and for other purposes. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the bill be passed over without prejudice. 

Mr. MASON. This bill has no effect upon anyone except 
native-born children of naturalized citizens, whose parents 
have gone back o the country whence they came and re- 
sumed their citizenship there and forfeited their citizenship 
here. We feel that the native-born children of those par- 
ents should be accepted as citizens when they declare they 
want to be citizens. That is all the bill provides. 

Mr. TABER. It can work out in this way, if the gentle- 
man will yield. The family can come here and stay a month 
and have a child born here and he may never know a word 
of the English language, and go back to Russia, and then 
when he gets to be 65 years of age come back here upon 
that basis. 

Mr. MASON. Oh, that could not possibly be, because the 
parents must establish citizenship here, and they could not 
do that by living here a month, and the child must be born 
here. Then, after the parents return home and take citizen- 
ship in another country, that child should be accepted as a 
citizen here, at least when he declares his intention of want- 
ing to be one. 

Mr. CASEY of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. MASON. Yes. 

Mr. CASEY of Massachusetts. If they are born here, re- 
gardless of what their parents do, they are citizens, and their 
citizenship continues unless they take citizenship up in 
another country. 

Mr. MASON. No. That used to be the situation. 

Mr. CASEY of Massachusetts. But under the Constitu- 
tion I think they are still citizens. 

Mr. MASON. Until 1932 that was the rule, but in 1932 the 
Attorney General ruled that when the parents assumed cit- 
izenship in another country and forfeited citizenship here, 
that that affected the citizenship of the child and prevented 
him being a citizen here even when under age. That is the 
ruling, and it is the purpose of this bill to clear up that 
ruling. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. How many people are 
involved? 

Mr. MASON. Quite a number. No one knows the exact 
number, but it is enough to have the law cleared up and to 
preserve the citizenship of such children. b 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York that the bill be passed over with- 
out prejudice? 

There was no objection. 


LEASING OF CERTAIN INDIAN LANDS 
The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 7626) to regulate the leasing 
of certain Indian lands for mining purposes. 
Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the bill go over without prejudice. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 


FORT PECK PROJECT 

The Clerk called the bill (S. 2650) to authorize the comple- 
tion, maintenance, and operation of the Fort Peck project 
for navigation, and for other purposes, 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection? 
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Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill go over without prejudice. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
CLAIMS OF SIOUX INDIANS 


The Clerk called House Joint Resolution 438, restoring the 
right of appeal to the Supreme Court in certain cases involy- 
ing claims of the Sioux Indians. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the joint resolution go over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


STAR-ROUTE SERVICE 


The Clerk called House Joint Resolution 602, to authorize 
the Postmaster General to withhold the awarding of con- 
tracts for a period of 60 days. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to ob- 
ject. I understand that the Postmaster General expects to 
give an adverse report on the bill, H. R. 9290, upon which 
this joint resolution is contingent. For that reason I ask 
unanimous consent that the joint resolution go over without 
prejudice. 

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact that 
this joint resolution refers to a period of only 60 days, starting 
on March 8, would it not be just as well to refer the bill 
back to the committee? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I shall amend my unani- 
mous-consent request, in view of the remarks of the gentle- 
man from California [Mr. Costretto], and ask unanimous 
consent that the joint resolution be stricken from the calendar 
and be recommitted to the Committee on the Post Office 
and Post Roads. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan asks 
unanimous consent that the joint resolution be stricken from 
the calendar and be recommitted to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


REGULAR ARMY RESERVE 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 9359) to amend the 
National Defense Act of June 3, 1916, as amended, by rees- 
tablishing the Regular Army Reserve, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill be passed over without prejudice. I do this 
for the reason that I believe the House should give more con- 
sideration to it. Although it might be advisable, if certain 
amendments were offered, nevertheless the bill requires that 
a man who once gets on the Reserve register, he stays there 
regardless of his physical condition or of his availability for 
active service. 

Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. It seems to me that is a gross inconsist- 
ency, and in addition to that I notice on page 3 of the bill, 
after he is called in, if he is found qualified for active service, 
he shall receive $3 a month for each month he has been en- 
listed in the Regular Army Reserve, not to exceed $150. It 
seems to me that that gives a decided preference to the Or- 
ganized Reserve over the enlisted personnel of the Regular 
Establishment. 

Mr. MAY. The gentleman has evidently misread the bill, 
Mr. Speaker, for the reason that it limits the service to the 
age of 36 years and applies only to men who have been in 
the Regular Army. The idea and purpose of it is to utilize 
the services of men who have learned a trade of some kind 
in the Army in connection with the Artillery, for instance. 

We have had extended hearings on it, and the hearings 
indicate that it is the cheapest possible way, the most eco- 
nomical way, in which to build up a reserve for the United 
States Army. It avoids the necessity of putting them on the 
roll at $30 a month, the pay of the average soldier in the 
Regular Army. They do not even have to come into the 
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service or be kept in the Army; they are out in civilian life. 
The only purpose of the legislation is to keep in contact with 
them, so that in case of national emergency they would be 
available and ready for duty. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. What is the pay of a private in the 
Regular Army at the present time? 

Mr. MAY. Thirty dollars a month. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Yet the private in the Organized Re- 
serve under this bill, with certain seniority rights, may re- 
ceive up to $150 per month. 

Mr, MAY. No; that is when he is discharged. It must be 
remembered that he receives only $24 a year. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. All right; what does this language 
mean? 

In addition, if found qualified for active service, they shall re- 


ceive a sum at the rate of $3 per month for each month they have 
been enlisted in the Regular Army Reserve, but not to exceed $150. 


Mr. MAY. That means when they are finally discharged 
they receive $3 per month for the length of their service. 
For instance, if they serve 12 months they would get $36; 
but in no event may it exceed $150, regardless of how long 
they have served. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. While they are members of the Reserve 
they have not qualified for active service in order to stay in 
the Reserves, so the phrase “active service” must apply to 
them when they are called for active service. I think the 
language of the bill is so ambiguous that if the gentleman 
does not intend it to mean that a Reserve man, a private, 
may receive $150 a month as against a private in the enlisted 
personnel receiving $30, he should give consideration to 
further clarifying language. For this reason I ask unani- 
mous consent that the bill be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

COMMISSIONED STRENGTH OF THE REGULAR ARMY 

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 9605, to provide for a 
commissioned strength of 14,659 for the Regular Army. 

There being no objection the Clerk read the bill as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the authorized commissioned strength of 
the Army, including the 67 general officers of the line as 
now authorized by law, shall be 14,659 officers, of which number 
1,793 shall be assigned to the non-promotion-list branch in num- 
bers proportionate to the numbers now fixed by law for such 
branches, and 12,799 to the promotion-list branches in numbers 
proportionate to the numbers now designated by the President for 
such branches pursuant to law, except that the proportional in- 
creases as computed under this act for the Medical Administrative 
Corps and Veterinary Corps shall be assigned to the Dental Corps 
and that the Air shali be increased so as to provide within 
the total of 14,659 an authorized commissioned strength of 2,092: 
Provided, That the President may increase or diminish the number 
of officers assigned to any branch by not more than a total of 30 
percent: Provided further, That the additional officers authorized 
by this act shall be appointed in the lowest commissioned grade 
now provided by law for the respective branches in which appoint- 
ments are to be made: And provided further, 'That this act shall 
not affect the act approved August 30, 1935 (49 Stat. 1028), ex- 
cept that the total number of Reserve officers to be appointed an- 
nually under authority of that act, in the combatant arms, Chemi- 
cal Warfare Service, and the Air Corps in the grade of second lieu- 
tenant, Regular Army, shall be 10 percent of the total number 
authorized to be trained annually under appropriation acts in 
pursuance of the act of August 30, 1935, and in no event less than 
50, and that any officers added to the Army under existing authori- 
zations shall be within the total authorized commissioned strength 
of 14,659 herein provided. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


TEMPORARY OPERATION BY THE UNITED STATES OF CERTAIN 
STEAMSHIPS 


The Clerk called the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 613) to 
provide for the temporary operation by the United States of 
certain steamships, and for other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the joint resolu- 
tion, as follows: 


Whereas the American Line Steamship Corporation has reported 
to the United States Maritime Commission that it will, on or about 
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April 1, 1938, withdraw the steamships California, Pennsylvania, 
and Virginia from the intercoastal service hetween San Francisco, 
Calif., and New York, N. L.; and 

Whereas the Maritime Commission has recommended to the 
Attorney General a compromise of the litigation between the Amer- 
ican Line Steamship Corporation and the United States of America, 
arising out of the termination by Congress of the ocean-mail con- 
tracts formerly held by such corporation; and 

Whereas the compromise, if consummated on the basis of such 
recommendations, would result in the acquisition by the United 
States of the three steamships California, Pennsylvania, and Vir- 
ginia from such corporation and their withdrawal from the inter- 
coastal trade; and 

Whereas the continued operation of such ships in the intercoastal 
trade is necessary in the public interest to permit the Congress 
oe study the problem of their continuance in that trade: Therefore 

it 


Resolved, etc., That in the event of the acquisition by the United 
States of the steamships California, Pennsylvania, and Virginia, 
now operated by the American Line Steamship Corporation, the 
United States Maritime Commission is directed, notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, to operate or provide for the operation 
of the said vessels after such acquisition in the same intercoastal 
service as that in which they are now engaged until such time as 
Congress shall consider and enact legislation authorizing and direct- 
ing the Maritime Commission to grant financial aid in the operation 
of a vessel or vessels which are to be used in an essential service, 
route, or line in the intercoastal commerce of the United States 
and suitable for economical and speedy conversion into a naval or 
military auxiliary, or otherwise suitable for the use of the United 
States in time of war or national emergency. 


With the following committee amendments: 
Page 2, line 9, after the word “acquisition”, insert “Until July 1, 
1940.“ 


Page 2, line 10, after the word “now”, strike out the balance of 
line 10 and all of lines 11, 12, 13, 14, and 15, down through the 
word “and”, and insert “engaged, said vessels having been con- 
structed so as to be.” 

Page 2, line 17, after the word “into”, strike out the word “a”, 
and after the word “military” strike out the word “auxiliary” and 
insert in lieu thereof the word “auxiliaries.” 

Page 3, line 2, after the word “emergency”, insert the following: 
“Provided, That the United States Maritime Commission shall de- 
termine, prescribe, and order for said operations just and reason- 
able maximum or minimum, or maximum and minimum rates, 
fares, or charges, or just and reasonable classifications, tariffs, 
regulations, or practices: And provided further, That in prescribing 
maximum or minimum, or maximum and minimum rates, fares, 
and charges, differentials may be established based upon differences 
in services rendered.” 


Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the 
committee amendments. 

Mr. Speaker, 2 weeks ago I asked that this joint resolution 
go over without prejudice because of the recommendation by 
the Maritime Commission against the joint resolution. I was 
also informed that the Senate committee has tabled a similar 
Senate bill. 

Although it is the responsibility of the administration as to 
whether it amends its policy with respect to the coastal mari- 
time trade, I think it should be definitely understood that if 
this joint resolution should finally pass and become law that 
the United States Government will subsidize ships which are 
now operating at an annual loss of $1,200,000. It is with the 
hope and expectation that the action already taken by the 
Senate in tabling a similar Senate bill has for this session at 
least prevented the passage of this joint resolution that I 
raise no objection to the consideration of it. As I say, I be- 
lieve it should be your responsibility, and in this connection 
I am willing to take the committee’s recommendation. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the committee 
amendments. 

The committee amendments were agreed to. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed and read a 
third time, was read the third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 

BRIDGE ACROSS THE ST. CLAIR RIVER AT OR NEAR PORT HURON, MICH. 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 9257, to extend the 
time for completing the construction of a bridge across the 
St. Clair River at or near Port Huron, Mich. 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the time for completing the construc- 
tion of a bridge across the St. Clair River at or near Port Huron, 


Mich., authorized to be built by the State of Michigan, by and 
through its State Bridge Commission, or the successors of said 
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commission, by an act of Congress approved August 30, 1935, is 
hereby extended 3 years from August 30, 1938. 

Sec. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 


With the following committee amendment: 
Page 1, line 8, strike out “three” and insert in lieu thereof “two.” 


The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


BRIDGE ACROSS OHIO RIVER AT OR NEAR CAIRO, ILL. 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 9286, to extend the 
time for completing the construction of a bridge across the 
Ohio River at or near Cairo, III. 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the time for completing the construc- 
tion of the bridge across the Ohio River at or near Cairo, II., 
authorized to be built by the Cairo Bridge Commission by the act 
of Congress approved April 13, 1934, and heretofore extended by 
the act of Congress approved April 12, 1935, is hereby further ex- 
tended 1 year from April 13, 1938. It is hereby recognized that 
construction has been heretofore commenced under the provisions 


of and in accordance with said act approved April 13, 1934, as 
extended. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


PUBLIC GROUND FOR THE SMITHSONIAN GALLERY OF ART 


The Clerk called the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 599) to set 
apart public ground for the Smithsonian Gallery of Art, and 
for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the joint resolution? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ject for the purpose of asking the gentleman from Illinois to 
explain what has been done up to the present time with re- 
spect to the creation or construction of the Smithsonian Gal- 
lery of Art. 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, last year the Committee on 
the Library sponsored, and this body passed, a bill authoriz- 
ing the establishment of the National Gallery of Art through 
the beneficence of Mr. Mellon. This National Gallery of Art 
is to become the greatest Gallery of Art in the world in due 
course, by admitting only those paintings and sculptures 
which have been proven by time to be accepted as great. A 
very strong movement was set on foot at that time for the 
purpose of having the Government establish a Gallery of Art 
that would permit the exhibition of contemporary art. Not 
only of paintings and sculptures but other works of art enum- 
erated in this bill. Those paintings and sculptures which 
prove themselves of sufficient merit will be transferred in due 
time to the National Gallery of Art. This Smithsonian Gal- 
lery of Art will serve the purpose of encouraging contempo- 
rary painters and sculptors, but will be the permanent deposi- 
tory of other arts than painting and sculptoring. It was 
agreed that at this session the Government would approve an 
appropriation of $4,500,000 for this purpose. But in the mean- | 
time a number of wealthy men and women got together and 
discussed the matter. It was decided that if given the proper 
opportunity they would probably be able to secure in dona- 
tions from our wealthy people a sufficient amount of money 
to carry out this project without any additional authorization 
from the Government than the $40,000 asked in this bill for 
the purpose of forming the plans and presenting them to the 
people who are expected to subscribe to this amount of 
money. It was given as the universal opinion of the gentle- 
men who were called before the committee that that would 
be done and the gallery would therefore be had without cost 
to the Government, outside of the necessity of giving the 
ground and the necessary amount of money to pay for the 
design. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, in reading the bill I find 
that this provides for the construction of the Smithsonian 
Gallery of Art “in the Mall somewhere between Fourth and 
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Fourteenth Streets.” I understand the Planning Commission 
is trying to clear out the Mall and get back to L’Enfant’s 
idea of a parkway from the Capitol to the Potomac with 
Government buildings on either side. I wonder if the gen- 
tleman’s bill safeguards this plan and whether it provides 
that the location of the Smithsonian Gallery of Art shall be 
subject to the approval of the Planning Commission? 

Mr. KELLER. Oh, yes. Not only that, but it provides 
that it shall be on one side of the Mall—not in the Mall. 
There are two locations that have been discussed and I 
think one or the other will be accepted. One is directly on 
the Mall, reaching from the Mall to Constitution Avenue 
between Twelfth and Fourteenth Streets. The other on 
Fourth Street on the other side of the Mall where one of 
the old temporary buildings now stands. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Does not the gentleman think his reso- 
lution should be amended? On page 1, starting with line 3, 
the bill provides that there shall be assigned by the President 
“for these purposes a suitable tract of public land in the 
Mall of the city of Washington.” I call the attention of the 
gentleman to the fact that these purposes are only expressed 
in the “whereas” clause in the title, which is usually stricken 
from the bill. Without the “whereas” clause the reference is 
somewhat ambiguous. 

Mr. KELLER. What page? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Page 1. I may say also there is no 
“city of Washington.” These are not material objections, I 
admit, but I think we should recognize that we have a 
District government and not a city government. 

Mr. KELLER. I believe the gentleman will find that is 
provided for in the latter part of the bill. The bill was 
written and gone over very carefully by the Department of 
Justice and the people appeared before the committee and 
full hearings were had. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
this joint resolution may be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, I am in favor of the request of the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Taser], and I hope the Library Committee 
will give consideration to the fact that where this joint reso- 
lution provides that the gallery shall be in the Mall,“ it place 
such restriction upon it so that the building may not be built 
outside the Mall. I know the gentleman in giving considera- 
tion to that will offer an amendment to correct this defect. 

Mr. KELLER. I am, of course, willing to amend the joint 
resolution to meet the objection of the gentleman from Michi- 
gan. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. TABER]? 

There was no objection. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF A SPRINGFIELD-GREENVILLE MEMORIAL 
COMMISSION 

The Clerk called the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 211) 
establishing a Springfield-Greenville Memorial Commission 
to formulate plans for the construction on Memorial Com- 
mon, Springfield, Ohio, of a monument to commemorate the 
Battle of Piqua, and for the construction of a memorial 
building to commemorate the Treaty of Greene Ville at 
Greenville, Ohio. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the Senate joint resolution? 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

MONUMENT TO THE MEMORY OF GEN. FREDERICK FUNSTON 

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 6153, to provide for 
the erection of a monument to the memory of Gen. Frederick 
Funston. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. ALESHIRE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman with- 
hold his objection? 
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Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, the reason I am objecting to 
this is because of the fact this has not been approved by 
the commission set up under the law that was passed 3 
years ago to consider these matters. Until you have that 
commission pass upon these monuments, I am going to object. 

Mr. KELLER. Of what commission is the gentleman 
speaking? 

Mr. RICH. The commission that was established to ap- 
prove parks and monuments sought to be established by the 
Federal Government. This administration passed that law. 
I thought it would be a good law, and I helped to pass it. 
Now, I believe you ought to conform to it, and you ought to 
make the statement in regard to every request for a monu- 
ment or a park that comes in here for consideration that it 
has been approved by that Commission. 

Mr. KELLER. May I ask the gentleman if he has looked 
over the bill? 

Mr. RICH. I say this regardless of whether the bill is 
sound or not. Every Member of Congress should take such a 
bill to that Commission and have it approved. Until this 
is done, I shall have to object to every bill of this type that 
comes up for consideration. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICH. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I call the gentleman's attention to the 
fact that if he had not objected, I was going to object, for the 
reason that with the Government owing the people of this 
country $38,000,000,000, this is no time to authorize the ex- 
penditure of $50,000 to erect a monument to any man, no 
matter how famous he may be. 

Mr. SNELL. I may say I expected to object on that same 
ground, and I will object to any other similar bill that comes 
up for consideration. 

Mr. RICH. I object, Mr. Speaker. 

PAINTING OF “THE SIGNING OF THE CONSTITUTION” 

The Clerk called House Joint Resolution 487, to authorize 
the painting of “The Signing of the Constitution” for place- 
ment in the Capitol Building. 

Mr. TREADWAY. I object, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. GUYER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman withhold; 
his objection? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes, temporarily; but I shall object.. 
However, I am willing to have the gentleman make a state- 
ment. 

Mr. GUYER. I do not think it comes with very good 
grace from Members of Congress to object, when we do not 
have a thing in this whole Capitol commemorating the Con- 
stitution of the United States. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, I think it also comes with 
very poor grace to designate in a bill whom we shall em- 
ploy as an artist and what we shall pay him for a painting 
that perhaps he has already completed and hopes to sell to 
the Government. I object, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman withhold 
his objection? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, in courtesy to the chair- 
man of the Committee on the Library, I withhold my objec- 
tion. 

Mr. KELLER. If the gentleman were correct, I might 
agree with him, but the gentleman is mistaken. This bill is 
not at all for the purpose of buying a painting already com- 
pleted. 

Mr. TREADWAY. It is to employ Howard Chandler 
Christy and pay him $35,000. That is ample reason for 
objecting. 

Mr. KELLER. I want at least to correct the statement the 
gentleman made a while ago to the effect that the painting 
has already been completed, because it has not. This year is 
the one hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the signing of 
the Constitution. We certainly ought to have a painting 
commemorating that very great event. The selection of the 
Painter was not only a good one but he is a man who has 
already painted a small painting. 
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Mr. TREADWAY. I was right, and I knew I was right all 
along. 

Mr, KELLER. He has gone to the extreme of investigat- 
ing the historical facts with relation to this event, which no 
other man would have the time or the ability to do. In my 
judgment, from every standpoint, this bill ought to pass, 
and I hope the gentleman will withhold his objection. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, I object to the present 
consideration of the joint resolution. 

Mr. CHURCH. Would the gentleman object to letting the 
joint resolution be passed over without prejudice? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I object to the entire proposition. What 
is the use of its going over? I object, Mr. Speaker, and I shall 
continue to object if the joint resolution ever comes up again. 

AMENDMENT OF VETERANS’ REGULATION NO. 10 

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 7880, to amend the 
Veterans’ Regulation No. 10, pertaining to “line of duty” for 
peacetime veterans, their widows, and dependents, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Reserving the right to object, Mr. 
Speaker, I have no objection to the merits of this bill and 
believe the bill should pass, but may I call the attention of 
the chairman of the Committee on Pensions to the fact if 
we adopt the committee amendment we will be guilty of 
rather loose legislation. The last lines of paragraph 9, on 
page 4, read as follows, starting in line 21: 

Or by an act contrary to the principles of good morals; or as 
a result of gross negligence, gross carelessness, alcoholism, drug 
addiction, self-infliction of wounds, and so forth. 

I have never known any legislation to carry the phrase 
“and so forth” which might include a multitude of things 
not intended by the Congress to be written into the act. If 
the gentleman believes the purposes of the act can be ac- 
complished without that phrase, I suggest the bill be amended 
by striking out the words “and so forth.” I believe by this 
the gentleman will accomplish the same purpose and put 
the legislation in a little better light. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I am inclined 
to agree with the gentleman from Michigan. It seems to me 
that the words “and so forth” are surplusage and should be 
stricken. I will accept the amendment. 

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. COSTELLO. In view of the fact that the Committee 
on Pensions will be called on Calendar Wednesday of this 
week, or possibly the week following, I suggest that the bill 
be passed over until then, at which time the amendment can 
be fully considered. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I am not opposed to the bill. I am 
merely trying to perfect it. 

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill be passed over without prejudice. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. I object, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. COSTELLO. Then, Mr. Speaker, I object to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, in view of the 
fact that this bill is going over to Calendar Wednesday, I 
desire to explain it so that it will be understood by the Mem- 
bers of the House. H. R. 7880 amends veterans’ regulation 
No. 10, pertaining to “line of duty” for peacetime veter- 
ans, their widows, and dependents. The general purpose is 
to provide relief for the numerous deserving cases in which 
direct service-connected disease or disability was incurred in 
line of duty on furlough or leave of absence which under the 
existing law is considered to interfere substantially with the 
performance of regular routine of duty is not deemed to have 
been incurred in line of duty, even though the same disease or 
disability would have been suffered if the disabled person was 
on actual duty, in both instances the veteran being in the 
active military or naval service. In such cases the inequity 
of denying benefits because this disability was incurred while 
on authorized leave is apparent, and H. R. 7880 will correct 
this inequity. The bill has received the favorable recom- 
mendation of the Veterans’ Administration, the Bureau of 
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the Budget, the War Department, the Navy Department, the 
Treasury Department—Coast Guard—Veterans of Foreign 
Wars, Reserve Officers’ Association of the United States, and 
the Military Order of the World War. 

STATISTICS OF COTTONSEED AND COTTONSEED PRODUCTS 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 9659, to amend an act 
entitled “An act authorizing the Director of the Census to 
collect and publish statistics of cottonseed and cottonseed 
products, and for other purposes,” approved August 7, 1916. 

Mr. McGEHEE. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, I would like to have the author of the bill, the gentle- 
man from South Carolina [Mr. Futmer] explain the mean- 
ing of the words “retail or service establishment.” 

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Speaker, may I state to the gentle- 
man that since my colleague has called this to my atten- 
tion, perhaps that would be going a little far and it would 
be perfectly satisfactory to me to strike that from the bill. 

Mr. McGEHEE. Mr. Speaker, I shall offer such an 
amendment. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
may I ask the gentleman a question in reference to this 
bill? 

Is it not true that the Department of Agriculture has 
given consideration to the question mentioned in this bill 
and that they ought to have this data available without 
putting additional work and costs on the Census Bureau, 
which will have to go over the matter again? 

Mr. FULMER. May I say to my colleague that that state- 
ment is not exactly true? We propose in this bill to amend, 
the original act which authorized the Bureau of the Census 
to secure certain statistics, and this measure simply 
broadens the act to take in various other nuts and oils so 
that all of the people who compete with each other in this 
line may have a complete picture. This will also give 
complete information about many of these nuts and oils 
that are being imported into this country in competition 
with domestic oils, cottonseed oil, peanut oil, flaxseed, and 
so forth, so we may remedy the existing situation. 

Mr. RICH. Has the gentleman taken this up with the 
Department of Agriculture to find out whether they have 
the information? 

Mr. FULMER. I have, yes, and I certainly would have 
gone to the Department of Agriculture, in view of the fact I 
am a member of the Committee on Agriculture, had it not 
been that this is a proper function of the Bureau of the 
Census, which is under the Department of Commerce. 

I may also say to the gentleman we have a favorable report 
and I do not know of anyone who objects to this legislation, 
which proposes to get the information referred to. 

Mr. RICH. How many people will the Census Bureau use 
in making this census? And what will be the cost? 

Mr. FULMER. One of the reasons we want to put this in 
the Bureau of Census is because they have such a set-up at 
this time and, perhaps, a sufficient number of people, and 
there is no authorization in the bill for additional expense. 

Mr. RICH. If we pass the law, of course, they will come 
in and want additional money. Does the gentleman know: 
what it is going to cost to make the census? 

Mr. FULMER. I agree with the gentleman that when 
these things come up it is for the Congress to say whether or 
not the appropriation should be made, and that is the way 
we should bring about economy. 

Mr. RICH. Has the gentleman any idea what it is going 
to cost to get this information? 

Mr. FULMER. I am told by the Bureau of the Census 
there will probably not be any additional cost or if there is 
any expense involved, it will be very small. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULMER. Yes. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Do we understand that there is now 
on file and available for the processors of oils and oil mix- 
tures information showing the amount of babassu nuts and 
sesame oils and things of that kind that are now being used 
2 competition with cottonseed oil and butterfat and peanut 

? 
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Mr. FULMER. No. That is why we are proposing this 
bill. The oils the gentleman mentions, as well as other oils 
enumerated in the bill, come in direct competition with do- 
mestic oil. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. As these processors are requested to 
furnish information with reference to cottonseed oil and 
corn oil, this bill will also provide that in the same return 
they can include the figures dealing with the other com- 
modities mentioned in the bill? 

Mr, FULMER. That is exactly right. As it stands today 
there are various commodities on which we get reports 
today, like cottonseed oil and peanut oil and other oils. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Covered in the 1916 act? 

Mr. FULMER. The gentleman is right, but many of these 
competing oils that come in competition with the dairy and 
other interests of the country, we know nothing about what- 
ever. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Does the desire for this legislation 
come about largely by reason of the fact that there is such 
a large import of such oils now coming in? 

Mr. FULMER. I may say to the gentleman that so far as 
I am concerned that is one of the main objects. I believe 
the tremendous amount of foreign oils and nuts coming into 
this country to be manufactured into oil ought to be brought 
to the attention of the folks who produce and manufacture 
domestic oils and domestic products. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. During what period has this great 
increase come? 

Mr. FULMER. I have not taken any special notice of 
that, but I noticed from the last list I had there has been 
an increase in the importation of foreign oils in the last 2 
or 3 years. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I agree with the gentleman that this 
information should be obtained and that these processors 
should be forced to divulge information with reference to 
stocks, production, shipment, distribution, and all other mat- 
ters pertaining to competitive oils now coming into America. 

Mr. FULMER. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULMER. I yield. 

Mr. STEFAN. Will the gentleman’s investigation take in 
the importations of foreign whale oil and fish oils? 

Mr. FULMER. I am not sure about that, but it will take 
into consideration all of the oils and products not now being 
reported upon or listed in the bill as competing oils, so as to 
get a complete picture of the competition between these 
manufacturers. 

Mr. STEFAN. Whale oil comes in as a competitive oil, 
and, as I understand, the gentleman’s investigation would 
include that if it is a competing oil? 

Mr. FULMER. Unless it is already taken care of or listed 
in here it would not. 

Mr. STEFAN. I hope the investigation takes in fish oil. 
I am very much in favor of this legislation. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the committee 
amendment: 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 2, line 2, after the word “collect”, insert the word “collate.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Mississippi. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MCGEHEE: Page 4, line 6, after the 
word “wholesale”, strike out the words “retail, or service estab- 
lishment.” 

The amendment was agreed to and the bill as amended was 
ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a motion to reconsider laid 
on the table. 

FORMER PRESIDENT HOOVER 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 2 minutes out of order. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, during the last few days we 
have discovered that there are a great many followers of 
former President Hoover on the majority side of the House, 
who have been very much interested in quoting him in re- 
gard to the reorganization program. I have a direct quota- 
tion from former President Hoover this morning, published 
in the Baltimore Sun and in several other papers. For the 
interest of his followers on the other side of the House, I 
shall read it: 

“GRAB FOR MORE POWER, HOOVER SAYS OF BILL 

CHICAGO, o Apra 8—Former President Herbert Hoover today con- 
demned the administration's reorganization bill as “a oh for 
more power by the President.” 

Mr. Hoover arrived here today from New York en route to his 


home in Palo Alto, Calif. He was greeted by his friend, 3 
of Winnetka, at whose home he will be a guest until Tuesday, when 


vel ios a tion proposals made by previous Republican adminis- 
ons. 

“If the sponsors of the 3 the 
tion I sent to the in 1932, they will find it dealt with the 
purely executive departments of the Government. 

“There was no attempt or suggestion to make any changes in the 
judicial agencies or the civil service, such as are contained in this 
administration’s bill. 


“The measure is a grab for more power by the President.” 


I have read this entirely for the benefit of the Democratic 
followers of former President Hoover. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL. I do not care to yield. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from New York 
has expired. 

SCHOOL FOR INDIAN AND WHITE CHILDREN, WASHINGTON STATE 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6970) to provide funds for 
cooperation with school district No. 2, Mason County, State 
of Washington, in the construction of a public-school build- 
ing to be available to both white and Indian children. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to object, to 
ask the gentleman in charge of the bill why this bill was not 
taken up with the Indian Bureau and then handled through 
the Interior Department appropriation bill, rather than to 
have it brought in in this way? 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, the Assistant 
Commissioner, Mr. Zimmerman, of the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, appeared at the hearings when this bill was being 
considered, and expressed his interest in it and made no 
objection to it. An identical bill has passed the Senate, and 
this is merely an authorization. Of course, as the gentleman 
knows, the Federal Government will be recouped for every 
dollar expended. 

Mr. RICH. How will it be recouped for any money that 
it expends? 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Owing to the fact that when 
the item is included in the appropriation bill, the usual re- 
coupment provision will be included in the bill, which is 
customary in the case of similar items for public schools, 
where a contribution toward the cost is made by the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. RICH. This school is being built not for an Indian 
school, but the gentleman is trying to get a school building 
there by taking in the Indians for the State of Washington. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. The gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania is not correct in his understanding of the bill. The 
committee report shows that there will be 56 Indian pupils 
and 15 white who will attend this school. It will be built 
on tribal lands, and under the laws of the State of Washing- 
ton, the local school district and the county and State 
cannot issue bonds or incur any indebtedness for the con- 
struction of any building on the property belonging to the 
Federal Government or its Indian wards, or in which the 
title is not vested in the local unit or subdivision of the 
State government. 

Mr. RICH. Then this is primarily an Indian school? 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Yes, to that extent; but it is 
@ public school. 
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Mr. RICH. We have a system here of handling Indian 
schools, and that is through the Interior Department ap- 
propriation bill, for the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and that is 
the way that this bill ought to be handled. I shall have to 
object. 

Mr. ROGERS of Oklahoma. 
tleman withhold his objection? 

Mr. RICH. Yes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. RICH. I ask that the bill be passed over without 
prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. I object, so that the gen- 
tleman can inform himself regarding the bill before it is 
reached again on the next call of the Consent Calendar. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. I insert at this point in the 
Recorp the report of the Committee on Indian Affairs on 
this bill, H. R. 6970: 


The Committee on Indian Affairs, to whom was referred the bill 
(H. R. 6970) to provide funds for cooperation with school district 
No. 2, Mason County, State of Washington, in the construction of a 
public-school building to be available to both white and Indian 
children, having considered the same, report thereon with a recom- 
mendation that it do pass without amendment. 

H. R. 6970 is in accord with the present Indian education porey 
of cooperating wherever feasible with local public-school authori- 
ties in the schooling of Indian children. 

This proposed legislation contemplates an enlargement and im- 
provement of the public-school buildings which will accommodate 
additional Indian students. 

From the information obtained from the Indian Office and other- 
wise, your committee is convinced that the school building now in 
use at Lower Skokomish, Wash., in said district No. 2, is in very 
poor conditon, is totally inadequate, and is lacking in all modern 
conveniences. Furthermore, our information indicates that the 
present school building is wholly unsuited for educational purposes 
and should be condemned. 

Assistant Commissioner Zimmerman appeared before your com- 
mittee and manifested his interest in this proposed legislation. 

The following is a letter from the Acting Secretary of the In- 
tericr, addressed to the chairman, Committee on Indian Affairs, 
House of Representatives, relative to this proposed bill: 


THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, July 3, 1937. 
Hon. Writ ROGERS, 


Chairman, Committee on Indian Affairs, 
House of Representatives. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your re- 
quest of May 14 for a report on H. R. 6970, authorizing an appro- 
priation of $25,000 for cooperating with school district No, 2, 
Mason County, State of Washington, for the construction and 
equipment of a public-school building at Lower Skykomish, State of 
Washington, to be available to Indian children of the Tullalip 
Reservation, Wash. 

It is believed there is an error in the spelling of the name of the 
location. The town of Skykomish is located in King County, 
whereas school district No. 2, in Mason County, is within the Sko- 
komish Indian Reservation. 4 

The present school building is a small two-room frame structure, 
24 by 60 feet, about 32 years old, and lacking all modern con- 
veniences. It is reported to be in very poor condition, especially 
as to the foundations, which are in such a state of decay that it 
would be a waste of time and money to attempt repairs. The floor 
is uneven, and we are informed “vibrates to a person’s weight.” 
The ceiling is low, windows poorly placed, and these factors, added 
to overcrowding, result in generally insanitary conditions. An 
estimate which has been made indicates that the cost of a suitable 
building would be approximately $30,000, 

The total area of the district is 7,230 acres, of which 3,044 are 
nontaxable, leaving 4,186 acres upon which assessments can be 
levied for school purposes. Indian trust or restricted lands com- 
prise by far the greater portion of nonassessable lands of the dis- 
trict, which supply no revenue from taxation. The assessed valua- 
tion is small, being only $62,877. It is belleved that this valuation 
may remain approximately the same for many years, the tendency 
being to decrease the area of taxable land rather than enlarge it. 
Owing to the nontaxable status of the Indian lands, it would be a 
dificult matter to consolidate the district with any of the adjoin- 
ing districts or float a bond issue for building purposes, The 
present revenue is derived as follows: 

General school-district levy, 10 mills, 

State apportionment, 25 cents per day per pupil. 

County apportionment, 5 cents per day per pupil. 

Federal aid, 45 cents per day per pupil. 


Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
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State and Federal aid to the district are based on daily average 
attendance of pupils.. The school district has a cash balance on 
hand of $2,615 as of April 30, 1937. There are no outstanding 
bonds or outstanding school debts which cannot be met from 
present revenues. The school enrollment is made up of 56 Indians 


and 15 whites. An average attendance of 48 pupils for the school 
year is anticipated. 

Legislation authorizing this appropriation is not necessary. The 
act of November 2, 1921 (U. S. G., title 25, sec. 13), is considered by 
the Congress as basic authority for normal Indian Service appro- 
priations. Furthermore, specific enactments authorizing appro- 
priations for local projects are undesirable. In the instant case, 
even though there is urgent need for a new school butiding, it is 
our desire to list this need together with others for corisideration 
in requesting appropriations for the Indian Service for the next 

year. asmuch as the Rees school buildings are located 
on tribal land, it would be well for Government money to be used 
and the buildings to remain in the possession of the Government. 
A tuition charge can then be made for white pupils attending in 


the same manner that tuition for Indian pupils is commonly 
charged. 


If the proposed legislation is enacted, it is suggested that the 
spelling of the name of the community in line 8, page 1, be changed 
from Skykomish to Skokomish. 

While I am in sympathy with the need for improved school facili- 
ties at Lower Skokomish, in view of the foregoing explanation I 
recommend that H. R. 6970 be not enacted. : 

The Acting Director of the Bureau of the Budget has advised 


2 there is no objection to the presentation of this report to the 
n 


Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES WEST, 
Acting Secretary of the Interior. 
PENSION BENEFIT IN BOMBING OF U. S. S. PANAY 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 8763) to provide pension 
benefits at wartime rates on account of disability or death 
incurred in line of duty in the armed forces of the United 
States resulting from the bombing of the United States ship 
Panay incident to the conflict in the Far East, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill be passed over without prejudice in view of the 
fact that the Committee on Pensions has the call very soon 
on Calendar Wednesday. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to object. 
Is it not a fact that the Japanese Government has agreed to 
pay indemnity to the United States, which will mean in- 
demnity to each one of those people who were on the ship, 
to cover this situation? If this is so, it should not be neces- 
sary for the Federal Government to pay a pension in addi- 
tion to the indemnity the Japanese Government is supposed 
to pay. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. That indemnity, however, 
will be paid directly to the Federal Government and into the 
United States Treasury and would not affect the individual 
claims for benefits of those who were killed or injured, or their 
dependents. The disposition of the indemnity payments will 
be decided later. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I understand that it was supposed to 
cover the whole thing and that the whole thing had been 
figured in the indemnity. If I am not right I would like to be 
corrected. I think that before this calendar is called the 
next time somebody should be prepared to make a definite 
statement to the House so we shall know what we are 
voting on. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
Japan is supposed to make full indemnity to this country. 
This should be a good lesson to us. If we have any other 
ships over there we ought to get them out, or we may have 
to ask Japan to pay for a whole lot more damages. Fur- 
thermore, it seems to me we ought to put the Neutrality 
Act into effect. We might by this means save additional 
claims of a similar nature. 

Mr. GASQUE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICH. I yield. 

Mr. GASQUE. Mr. Speaker, I think my friend, the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania, has stated the situation correctly. 
If we are going to send our ships and our men into a coun- 
try in which there is war, whether they want to go there or 
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not, our boys ought to be taken care of. We should quit 
sending them over there. 

As far as this particular bill is concerned, Mr. Speaker, 
it takes care of about 30 men. It has the endorsement of 
the Bureau of the Budget and the Veterans’ Administration. 
I see no objection to passing by unanimous consent a small 
bill like this. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. This is a very meritorious 
bill and there should be no objection to it. The general 
purpose is to pay pensions at wartime rates in cases where 
disability or death was or is incurred in time of duty as a 
direct result of the conflict in the Far East. It will cover 
injuries and deaths incurred aboard the U. S. S. Augusta 
and U. S. S. Panay at the time these vessels were struck by 
projectiles during their service in Chinese waters as well 
as injuries to the guards of the legation at Shanghai. In 
justice and equity those men and their dependents are 
entitled to the same benefits as the members of our armed 
forces who are directly engaged in actual warfare. The 
legislation is recommended by the Veterans’ Administration. 
However, in view of the questions raised, I am willing that 
the bill be disposed of when the Committee on Pensions 
has the call on Calendar Wednesday, which we expect to 
have soon, probably next week. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California that the bill be passed over with- 
out prejudice? 

There was no objection. 

AMENDMENT OF COMMODITY EXCHANGE ACT 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 8649, to amend 
the Commodity Exchange Act, as amended, to extend its pro- 
visions to wool and other agricultural commodities, traded in 
for future delivery. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KLEBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that a similar Senate bill (S. 3105) be substituted for the 
House bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the third sentence of section 2 of the 
Commodity Exchange Act, as amended (U. S. C., 1934 ed., 
Supp. II, title 7, sec. 2), is amended to read as follows: The word 

commodity’ shall mean wheat, cotton, rice, corn, oats, barley, rye, 
flaxseed, grain sorghums, mill feeds, butter, eggs, Solanum bero- 
sum (Irish potatoes), and wool tops.” 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

A motion to reconsider and a House bill (H. R. 8649) were 
laid on the table. 

WILDLIFE-RESTORATION PROJECTS 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 8780, to extend the 
provisions of the act entitled “An act to provide that the 
United States shall aid the States in wildlife-restoration proj- 
ects, and for other purposes,” approved September 2, 1937, 
to the District of Columbia or any Territory or possession 
of the United States. 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the provisions of the act entitled “An act 
to provide that the United States shall aid the States in wildlife- 
restoration projects, and for other purposes,” approved September 2, 
1937, be amended by adding a new section after section 8, to read 
as follows: 

‘Sec. 8. (a) The term ‘State’, as used in this act, shall mean any 
State of the United States or the District of Columbia or any Ter- 
ritory or possession of the United States.” 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 

SPANISH WAR PENSIONS 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 6289, granting a pen- 
sion to certain soldiers, sailors, and marines, for service in 
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China relief expedition. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact that this 
is another bill from the Committee on Pensions, I ask that 
it be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, for the informa- 
tion of the House when this bill H. R. 6289 is called up on 
Calendar Wednesday, I desire to make a brief explanation of 
its provisions. It will benefit 18 Spanish War veterans with 
service connection who have reached the age of 80 years and 
pay them $100 per month, the same sum paid to Civil War 
veterans who are helpless. It is also the same amount pro- 
vided in H. R. 5030, which passed the House in the first ses- 
sion of the Seventy-fifth Congress and is now apparently em- 
balmed in the Pensions Committee of the Senate, to be paid 
to Spanish War veterans who require an attendant or are 
blind. The Veterans’ Administration estimates that the en- 
tire cost of this bill will be $2,160 per annum. 


PENSIONS AND INCREASES OF PENSIONS 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 8729, granting pen- 
sions and increases of pensions to needy war veterans. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I ask that this bill be 
passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, this isa very im- 
portant and highly meritorious bill, and will accomplish two 
very desirable objectives. First, H. R. 8729 will liberalize the 
method or yardstick in determining the question as to 
whether a veteran is permanently and totally disabled by 
no longer adhering to a basis of average impairment but 
instead decide each case on its individual merits. The lan- 
guage of the test to be applied “to earn a support by the 
performance of manual labor” is the same term “manual 
labor” as set forth in the Spanish-American War Pension 
Act as defined by the Veterans’ Administration as work 
of a useful character requiring physical or mental effort, 
but does not necessarily mean work such as work with a 
pick and shovel. This liberalization and broadening of 
the existing regulations should result in taking care of 
many worthy cases of deserving veterans who are excluded 
by the more restrictive language of the present law. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill further restores to the needy war 
veterans of both the Spanish-American War and World 
War a benefit which was taken away from them under the 
provisions of the Economy Act by reinstating the $40 
monthly rate for permanent total non-service-connected dis- 
ability which was reduced to $30 per month under the 
Economy Act (Public, No. 2, 73d Cong.). It is estimated 
that 43,100 veterans will receive this increase, which they 
sorely need and justly deserve to have in these times of 
financial stress and high cost of living. 

CHEYENNE AND ARAPAHO INDIANS 

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 7776, to set aside 
certain lands in Oklahoma for the Cheyenne and Arapaho 
Indians. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. RICH. I think this bill should be explained. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that this bill may be 
passed over without prejudice. 

Mr. ROGERS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman withhold his request to permit me to make an 
explanation? 
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Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I withhold my request for the 
moment to permit the gentleman to make a statement. 

Mr. ROGERS of Oklahoma. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. RICH. This bill sets aside certain lands in Oklahoma 
for the Indians. The Indian Bureau is doing things for 
the Indians by securing by purchase and allotment lands 
for the Indians as requested. Why was this bill not taken 
up with the Indian Bureau and approved by them before 
it was placed on the calendar in this manner? 

Mr. ROGERS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, this bill was 
submitted by the Secretary of the Interior with the ap- 
proval of the Indian Bureau; and I may say to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania that this is land that was formerly 
included in this reservation. It was set aside a number 
of years ago for an Indian school. 

Now, the school has been done away with. This was 
formerly a boarding school and the bill permits the Gov- 
ernment to use this land and let families settle on it so that 
they can make a living. 

Mr. RICH. It was owned by the State? 

Mr. ROGERS of Oklahoma. No. It was owned by the 
Indians. It is part of the Cheyenne-Arapaho Indian Res- 
ervation. 

Mr. RICH. And by this bill we are going to allot it to 
the individual Indians on the Indian reservation? 

Mr. ROGERS of Oklahoma. Yes. We are not going to 
allot it exactly. The Government is going to retain title. 
The Government has title now and has had it since 1890. 

Mr. RICH. We are not taking this over from the State 
of Oklahoma? 

Mr. ROGERS of Oklahoma. No. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? 

. There was no objection. 

Mr. ROGERS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the Senate bill S. 2698, which is similar 
to the House bill, may be substituted for the House bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma? 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the Senate bill, 
as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc, That there is hereby eliminated from the 
er School Reserve and set aside for the use and benefit of the 
ans of the Cheyenne and Arapaho Reservation in Oklahoma, 

in township 10 north, range 14 west, Indian meridian, all of sec- 
tions 22 and 23, all of section 21, except the east half northwest 
quarter and east half east half west half northwest quarter, and 
in section 15 a tract beginning at the northeast corner thereof, 
thence west along the north line of the section 88 rods, thence 
south 160 reds, thence east 88 rods to the east line of the section, 
thence north 160 rods to the point of beginning: Provided, That 
until otherwise directed by Congress none of the lands shall be 
allotted in severalty. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 

A House bill (H. R. 7776) was laid on the table. 
PROTECTING TELESCOPE AND SCIENTIFIC OBSERVATIONS, PALOMAR 
MOUNTAIN, CALIF. 

The Clerk cailed the next bill, H. R. 7534, to protect the 
telescope and scientific observations to be carried on at the 
observatory site on Palomar Mountain by withdrawal of 
certain public land included within the Cleveland National 
Forest, Calif., from location and entry under the mining laws. 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the public lands of the United States 
within the Cleveland National Forest, State of California, and 
herein described, are hereby withdrawn from location or entry 
under the mining laws of the United States: 

All Government lands in sections 13, 14, 15, 20 to 36, inclusive, 
township 9 south, range 1 east, San Bernardino meridian; 

All Government lands in sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 
township 10 south, range 1 east, San Bernardino meridian; 

All Government lands in sections 19, 30, 31, township 9 south, 
range 2 east, San Bernardino meridian; and 


All Government lands in section 6, township 10 south, range 2 
east, San Barnardino meridian; 
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Provided, That this act shall not defeat or affect any lawful right, 
which has already attached under the mining laws and which is 
hereafter maintained in accordance with such laws: Provided fur- 
ther, That the President, upon recommendation of the Secretary of 
the Interior, may, by Executive order, when in his judgment the 
public interest would best be served thereby, and after reasonable 
notice has been given, restore to location and entry under the 
mining laws any of the lands hereby withdrawn therefrom. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 

PURCHASE OF PUBLIC LANDS FOR HOME AND OTHER SITES 

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 8008, to provide for the 
purchase of public lands for home and other sites. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that this bill may be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

RETIREMENT ANNUITIES FOR CERTAIN LIBRARIANS OF CONGRESS 

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 8136, authorizing retire- 
ment annuities for certain Librarians of Congress. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, I object. 


FOREIGN SERVICE BUILDINGS COMMISSION 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 5633, to provide addi- 
tional funds for buildings for the use of the diplomatic and 
consular establishments of the United States. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that this bill may be passed over without prejudice. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I trust the gentleman 
will not press that. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I may say to the gentleman 
I was going to object to the bill, but I do not want it to 
lose its place and I do not want to embarrass the gentleman. | 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, this is a matter we have 
been fighting for a long time. We have no idea to ask for 
an appropriation this year to buy these sites. We have to 
make our showing each year before the Appropriations Com- 
mittee. This has been recommended by the Building Com- 
mission, which consists of two Members of the House, two 
from the Senate, and three Cabinet members. The matter 
has been reported unanimously by the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs; it has been recommended by Secretary Hull, approved | 
by the Director of the Budget, and approved by the President. , 
We feel, therefore, this bill should be passed because of the 
fact we have to have some plan to work on. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I may say to the gentleman | 
that I have read the report very carefully. My objection 
first is to authorizing an appropriation of $5,000,000 by unan- 
imous consent. I called attention earlier today to the fact 
that the Federal Government owes the people of this Nation 
almost 38 billion dollars. I do not think we should give 
encouragement to lavish and unwarranted expenditures by 
unanimous consent. I know the gentleman thinks as I do in 
that regard. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS, If it is lavishly spent; yes, but this 
is not in that category. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. This bill provides for quite an extensive 
building program in foreign countries and the President 
states it is in harmony with his financial program. It amazes 
me that the President would be in favor of spending 
$5,000,000 for this purpose at this particular time. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. It will not be spent now and it will 
not be spent next year. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Permit me to bring out one further 
thought. In the Secretary’s letter, as it appears in the re- 
port, the Secretary has this to say: 

Experience has shown, I think, that before acquiring property 
abroad for the Government at least one member of the Commission 
should, as a rule, make a personal examination of the situation on 
the ground. As a practical matter, it is impossible for members 
of the Cabinet, during their incumbency, to visit any but the 


nearest posts to Washington. It has been possible, however, for 
Members of Congress, when that body is not in session, to make 


1938 


such journeys as will enable them to appear with a detailed per- 
sonal knowledge before their fellow Commissioners and, on the 
interchange of ideas at a meeting of the Commission, shape a 
policy of acquisition and construction along the lines of greatest 
benefit to our Government. 

I will admit that the gentleman who is Chairman of that 
Commission probably knows more about what the needs of 
the Foreign Service are in every country than any Ambassa- 
dor or any Minister to those countries, but I will not concede 
that the gentleman alone should be entrusted with the power 
and the authority to have his recommendation followed 
blindly by this commission, even after he has made a per- 
sonal inspection of those needs. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. The gentleman seems to have the 
idea the gentleman from Tennessee, who is Chairman of 
that Commission, has been visiting the places mentioned in 
that letter. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. No; I have not; but may I say if we 
could be sure it was the gentleman from Tennessee who would 
be making the investigation we might feel a little differently 
about it. In the first place, I do not like to set up by 
unanimous consent a program involving the expenditure of 
$5,000,000, and I do not like to be a party to the authorization 
of a junketing trip for any Member of Congress when the 
same end can be obtained by a recommendation from the 
Ambassador or the Minister in the country involved. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. May I say one thing about junket- 
ing—that there has been no junketing and not one cent was 
spent in the visiting of sites last year. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. The Secretary of State suggests that you 
do it. He says he cannot do it, and that it is advisable to 
send somebody. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. I am telling what has been done 
since I have been Chairman of the Commission since 1933. 
There is only one place in Europe I visited, and that is, 
when I was in Londen I went over to see about the situation 
in France and Germany. This was while I was a delegate 
to the monetary and economic conference in London in 1933. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. If we could be assured the Chairman of 
the Commission was to make the trip we might feel differ- 
ently about it. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. The gentleman is not going if he 
can help it. If the gentleman has any objection to the bill, 
why, object. I do not care. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. All right; I thought I would keep the 
gentleman’s bill in its present status. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Do not confer any favor upon me. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Then I will object to the bill. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS. I do not care if the gentleman ob- 
jects. -I want him on record. 

Mr. TABER. I object, Mr. Speaker. 
CLAIMS OF GRAIN ELEVATORS AND GRAIN FIRMS . 

The Clerk called House Joint Resolution 421, authorizing 
and directing the Comptroller General of the United States 
to certify for payment certain claims of grain elevators and 
grain firms to cover insurance and interest on wheat during 
the years 1919 and 1920 as per a certain contract authorized 
by the President. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the joint resolution may be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

KLAMATH TRIBE OF INDIANS 

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 9128, authorizing the 
Secretary of the Interior to pay salaries and expenses of the 
chairman, secretary, and interpreter of the Klamath General 
Council, members of the Klamath business committee, and 
other committees appointed by said Klamath General Coun- 
cil, and official delegates of the Klamath Tribe. 

Mr. RICH. I object, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman withhold 
his objection? 

Mr. RICH. I withhold my objection, Mr. Speaker. 

LXXXII——295 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


4671 


Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Speaker, this bill involves the Klamath 
Tribe of Indians and provides for paying the expenses of their 
agents here. The bill involves the expenditure of no money 
at all out of the Federal Treasury. The Klamath Tribe is 
one of the wealthiest tribes in the United States. It has 
something like a million acres of fine forest, which is being 
cut on the selective logging plan, and this means the cutting 
will continue for years. The income of the tribe this year is 
about $600,000, and it has $500,000 in the Treasury. The 
tribal council has asked that out of their tribal money they 
pay the expenses and the per diem of their agents here. 

Mr. RICH. Why was not this bill approved by the Secre- 
tary of the Interior? 

Mr. PIERCE. The Secretary of the Interior approves the 
bill. This bill was passed by the Congress last session, but 
vetoed by the President because there was no ceiling on the 
amount that could be spent for expenses and there was no 
limit on how long the Indian agents could stay here in Wash- 
ington. In the new bill a ceiling of $10,000 is provided on the 
expenses that can be paid from the tribal funds. The bill 
also provides that the Indian agents shall remain here at the 
will of the Indian Office. 

Mr. RICH. Then will the gentleman explain to me why 
the Secretary of the Interior made this statement: 

The Acting Director of the Bureau of the Budget has advised “that 
the proposed legislation would not be in accord with the program 
of the President.” : 

Mr. PIERCE. Iam quite well aware of that. 

Mr. TABER. I object, Mr. Speaker. 


SURPLUS REAL PROPERTY ACQUIRED BY FEDERAL AGENCIES 


The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 9816, to amend the 
act entitled “An act to provide for the disposition, control, 
and use of surplus real property acquired by Federal agen- 
cies, and for other purposes,” approved August 27, 1935 
(Public, No. 351, 74th Cong.), and for other purposes. 

Mr. TABER. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
I should like to get some information on this bill. 

Mr. LANHAM. If the gentleman will yield, I shall be 
pleased to make the necessary explanation. 

The first part of this bill provides that, when acceptable 
bids have not been received under public advertisement, the 
Procurement Division may sell by negotiation the surplus 
property at an acceptable price. Let me cite this instance 
which will explain definitely the purpose of that procedure. 
Our law requires that in order to be acceptable a bid must 
be approximately the appraised value of the property. In 
Oakland, Calif., there is a piece of surplus property that was 
advertised for sale according to law a year or two ago. The 
appraised value then was $615,000. There was no bid under 
advertisement that approximated the $615,000, but there 
was one bidder who did not enter into the public bidding. 
He offered $632,000, which was in excess of the appraised 
value, and put up his certified check for the necessary 
amount. His bid could not be taken under existing law, al- 
though no other acceptable bid was offered. 

Today that property, which was then appraised at $615,000 
is appraised at $500,000. Consequently, if a bid were ac- 
cepted now for the full amount of the appraisal, the Gov- 
ernment would lose $132,000 through not having been able 
to accept the cffer previously made. ‘This bill is to cover 
such exceptional cases when there has been no acceptable 
bid under public advertisement; then, if they can sell the 
property at a figure that justifies its sale, the property can 
be sold, but not until after there has been a failure to 
receive acceptable bids under public advertisement. 

Mr. TABER. The gentleman thinks this bill is desirable? 

Mr. LANHAM. I do think so. The bill applies to only 
a few cases and protects the interest of the Government. 

The second part of the bill was introdu:ed originally in 
the bill this one supersedes. 

Mr. TABER. Does the gentleman bel'rve this second 
part is all right? 

Mr. LANHAM, Yes; in my judgment, it is. 

Mr. TABER. Very well. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as fol- 
lows: 


Be tt enacted, ete., That an Act entitled “An act to provide for 
the disposition, control, and use of surplus real property acquired 
by Federal agencies, and for other purposes”, approved August 27, 
1935 (Public, No. 351, 74th Cong.; 49 Stat. 885; U. S. C., Supp. II, 
title 40, sec. 304 (a) to (e)), be, and the same is hereby, amended 
as follows: 

At the end of section 1 add to subsection (c) the following: 
Provided, That if no bids, or if bids which are not satisfactory 
as to price or responsibility of bidder are received as a result of 
such public advertisement, the Director of Procurement, with 
the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, is authorized to sell 
such property by negotiation, upon such terms as may be deemed 
to be to the best interest of the Government, but at a price not 
less than that bid by the highest responsible bidder.” 

Sec. 2. At the end of the act add the following sections: 

“Src. 6. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated such 
amount as may be necessary to cover the costs incident to the 
sale, or lease, or demolition, as hereinafter authorized, of build- 
ings which have been or may hereafter be declared surplus to the 
needs of the Government in accordance with the provisions of 
this act, and the care, maintenance, and protection thereof, in- 
cluding, but not limited to pay of employees, travel of Government 
employees, auctioneers’ and brokers’ fees, appraisals, photographs, 
surveys, evidence of title and perfecting of defective titles, ad- 
vertising, and telephone and telegraph charges: Provided, however, 
That a Federal agency shall remain responsible for the proper care, 
maintenance, and protection of the aforesaid property, notwith- 
standing any declaration that the same is im excess of its needs 
until such time as custody is assumed by the Treasury Depart- 
ment or other disposition is made thereof. 

“Sec. 7. The Director of Procurement, with the approval of the 
Secretary of the Treasury, is authorized, upon their determination 
that such action will be to the best interest of the Government, 
to demolish any building declared surplus to the needs ot the 
Government in accordance with the provisions of this act.” 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


CLOSING OF MILITARY ROAD 
The Clerk called the next bill, S. 3304, to promote air 


commerce by providing for the closing of Military Road. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War is authorized and 
directed to convey by quitclaim deed to the National Airport Corpo- 
ration, a corporation organized under the laws of the State of Dela- 
ware, the lands forming that part of Military Road, Fort Myer 
Military Reservation, Arlington County, Va., described as follows: 

inning at point on the easterly line of the Arlington Reserva- 
tion N. 16° W. 75.29 feet from the stone marking the SE. corner 
of said reservation; thence with said easterly line of said reserva- 
tion N. 16°00’ W. 71.73 feet; thence N. 85°35’ E. 263.25 feet; thence 
by a curve to the right of 608.7 feet radius 336.42 feet; thence 
S. 62°45’ E. 1,253.11 feet; thence by a curve to the left of 406.7 
feet radius 454.27 feet; thence N. 53°15’ E. 32.09 feet to a point; 
thence S. 31°27’ E. 8.96 feet to the NW. corner of the right-of-way 
of the Virginia approach to the Highway Bridge; thence with the 
westerly line of said right-of-way S. 20°65’ W. 110.91 feet; thence 
8. 66°15’ W. 45.85 feet; thence by a curve to the right of 476.7 
feet radius 424.3 feet; thence N. 62°45’ W. 1,253.11 feet; thence by 
a curve to the left of 538.7 feet radius 297.73 feet; thence S. 85°35’ 


to lease to such corporation for airport purposes, under such terms 
he may prescribe, for a period not exceeding 
an or such period as the adjoining land shall be 
used for an airport, at a rental of $1 per annum, that part of such 
Military Road lying east of the Washington and Southern freight 
branch of the Pennsylvania Railroad and which is not included 
in the conveyance provided for in section 1 of this act and which 
Y acres. 


Sec. 4. The Secretary of War shall not execute such quitclaim 
deed or lease to the National Airport Corporation until the Na- 
tional Airport Corporation shall have paid to the Board of Com- 
missioners of Arlington County the sum of $25,000 for the con- 
struction of a substitute road. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table, 
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MAINTENANCE OF SCHOOLS AND SUPPORT OF INSANE PERSONS 
IN ALASKA 

The Clerk called the next bill, H. R. 9722, to amend section 
5 of an act entitled “An act to provide for the construction 
and maintenance of roads, the establishment and mainte- 
nance of schools, and the care and support of insane persons 
in the district of Alaska, and for other purposes,” approved 
January 27, 1905 (33 Stat. 616). 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
what does this bill do and how far does it go? 

Mr. DIMOND. In 1905, Mr. Speaker, Congress passed an 
act that provided for the imposition of certain license taxes 
in Alaska and also provided that 25 percent of the taxes so 
collected should be used for schools; but under the present 
law it is necessary that the money set aside for each school 
be handled direct by the Secretary of the Treasury and by 
him allotted to the school boards of the several schools. 
The act further provided for a school term of only 5 months. 
It is rather difficult to fit this expenditure of funds col- 
lected in Alaska with the expenditures made under other 
laws of the Territory providing for schools, and therefore 
the bill provides that this money which is intended for 
schools shall be paid to the treasurer of the Territory and 
shall be by him disbursed for the support of schools in 
Alaska 


There being no objection, the Clerk read the bill, as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That the last three sentences of section 5 of 
the act entitled “An act to provide for the construction and main- 
tenance of roads, the establishment and maintenance of schools, 
and the care and support of insane persons in the district of 


Alaska, and for other purposes,” approved January 27, 1905 (33 Stat. 
616), are hereby amended to read as follows: 

“The Governor shall assign and set apart to each school district 
established and organized under the provisions of this section a 
sum, not less than $300 nor more than $1,000, in proportion to the 
number of pupils in the district, for the construction and equip- 
ment of a schoolhouse, which sum shall be paid by the Secretary 
of the Treasury to the treasurer of the Territory of Alaska upon 
the order and voucher of the Governor out of that portion of the 
said Alaska fund set apart for the establishment and maintenance 
of public schools. The residue of said portion of said fund, or sa 
much thereof as may be necessary, shall by the Governor be appor- 
tioned among the several school districts established under the 
provisions of this section in amounts sufficient for each district 
to pay the wages of a teacher or teachers, together with the expense 
of fuel and light, supplies, and janitor service for 9 months’ school 
in each year. And the amounts so apportioned to each school dis- 
trict shall be paid to the treasurer of the Territory of Alaska by 
the Secre of the Treasury upon the order and voucher of the 
Governor out of the said portion of said fund.” 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 

GOVERNMENT REORGANIZATION BILL 

Mr. SEGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SEGER. Mr. Speaker, I addressed the House last 
Saturday against the pending reorganization bill, and, re- 
ferring to the charge made that the flood of wires pouring 
in against the bill was false propaganda, some of the senders 
being fakes, I stated I knew for the most part those com- 
municating with me from my district. The letters and wires 
are still coming in and they continue to be from the school 
teacher, the mill worker, representatives of union labor, 
the farmers’ organizations, and the veterans, 

I wish to place in the Record today a telegram that came 
to my office this morning from Benjamin B. Thomas, repre- 
senting the council of administration of the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars in New Jersey. No one can call Ben Thomas 
a fakir. He is a real veteran and the veterans’ friend. His 
wire is forceful and it asks for the defeat of this measure. 
The telegram: 


TRENTON, N. J., April 3, 1938. 
Hon. GEORGE N. SEGER, 


Member of Congress, House Office Building, 
Washington, D. G.: 
By unantmous vote at meeting this afternoon in Asbury Fark 
the council of administration, Veterans of Foreign Wars of New 
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Jersey, instructed the department adjutant to telegraph the New 
Jersey congressional delegation strongly urging the defeat of the 
reorganization bill. Delegations of veterans from your district 
were present, and they convey their sentiments to you as being 
against this bill. As it stands it jeopardizes not only the civil 
service but proposes to work against the best interests of our 
disabled comrades by giving authority to assimilate the United 
States Veterans’ Administration with some other group. The 
Veterans of Foreign Wars in New Jersey resent any attempt to 
tamper with the United States Veterans’ Administration, and we 
cannot urge too strongly that every effort be made on your part 
to preserve the integrity of that Bureau. 
BENJAMIN P. Tuomas, Adjutant. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks and include therein a telegram received by me. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend the remarks I made during the call 
of the Consent Calendar in connection with Calendar Nos. 
623, 625, 626, 629, and 630, and include excerpts from the 
committee reports and also certain tables. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend the remarks previously made by me and include cer- 
tain excerpts from President Hoover’s recommendation 
relative to a reorganization program. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the 8 of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include certain 
excerpts from telegrams which I have received. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GUYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend the remarks I made today about Joint Resolution 487, 
to authorize the painting of The Signing of the Constitu- 
tion for placement in the Capitol Building. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my remarks in the Recorp by including an address 
given by J. Edgar Hoover to the graduating school of the 
Bureau of Investigation last Saturday morning. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my own remarks and include certain excerpts. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 


AMENDMENT OF RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE CORPORATION ACT 


Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Speaker, I move to suspend the 
rules and pass the bill (H. R. 10055) to amend section 5d 
of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation Act, as amended, 
to authorize loans to public agencies, to provide credit fa- 
cilities for business enterprises, and for other purposes, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read the bill, as amended, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 5d of the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation Act approved January 22, 1932, as amended (U. S. C., 
title 15, ch. 14), is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 5d. For the purpose of maintaining and promoting the 
economic stability of the country or encouraging the employment 
of labor the Corporation is authorized and empowered, under such 
terms, conditions, and restrictions as the Corporation may deter- 
mine, to make loans to, or contracts with, States, muncipalities, 
and political subdivisions of States, with public agencies and in- 
strumentalities of one or more States, municipalities, and 2 
subdivisions of States, and with public corporations, boards, and 
commissions, to aid in financing projects authorized under Federal, 
State, or municipal law, such loans or contracts to be made through 
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the purchase of their securities, or otherwise, and for such purpose 
the Corporation is authorized to bid for such securities. The Cor- 
poration is further authorized and empowered to purchase the 
securities and obligations of, and to make loans to, any business 
enterprise when capital or credit, at prevailing rates for the char- 
acter of loan applied for, is not otherwise available: Provided, 
‘That all such purchases of securities and obligations and all such 
loans shall be, in the opinion of the board of directors, of such 
sound value, or so secured, as reasonably to assure retirement or 
repayment; may be made or effected either directly or in coopera- 
tion with banks or other lending institutions through agreements 
to participate or by the purchase of participations, or otherwise; 
shall be made only when, in the opinion of the board of directors, 
the business enterprise is solvent; and shall be made under such 
terms, conditions, and restrictions as the Corporation may deter- 
mine: Provided further, That in carrying out the provisions of 
this section, the Corporation may purchase securities and obliga- 
tions, and may make loans, with such maturities as the Corpora- 
tion may determine, notwithstanding any other provision of law. 

“The powers granted to the Corporation by this section shall 
terminate on June 30, 1939, or on such earlier date as the President 
shall determine; but no provision of law terminating any of the 
functions of the Corporation shall be construed (1) to prohibit 
disbursement of funds on purchases of securities and obligations, 
on loans, or on commitments or agreements to make such pur- 
chases or loans, made under this section prior to the close of 
business on June 30, 1939, or such earlier date, or (2) to affect the 
validity or performance of any agreement to participate in any 
purchase or loan authorized by this section.” 

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded? 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, pending that will the gentleman 
from Alabama yield to me to ask him a question? 

Mr. STEAGALL. Certainly. 

Mr. SNELL. I want to know whether we cannot arrange 
by unanimous consent to have an extension of time beyond 
that granted by the rule for the consideration of this meas- 
ure. This is a very important measure, and the people of 
the country are interested in it. We are specially interested 
in it on this side. I do not know that there is any special 
objection to the consideration of the bill, but it is so impor- 
tant and covers so much ground, and so many people want 
to get definite information respecting it—there are no hear- 
ings about it—that I think it would be only right and fair 
for the gentleman to grant us an hour on this side for the 
consideration of this legislation. 

Mr. STEAGALL. Would not the gentleman agree to a less 
extension than that? 

Mr. SNELL. I would be agreeable, but I honestly think 
we need the time to explain the provisions of the bill. As I 
understand it, this authorizes the expenditure by this Gov- 
ernment of about a billion and a half dollars. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. STEAGALL. That is correct. 

Mr. SNELL. If that is so, it seems to me there should be 
at least 2 hours given to the consideration of the legislation 
before it is passed by the House, even if it is good legislation. 

Mr. STEAGALL. Would not the gentleman agree to 30 
minutes on a side? 

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman from New York per- 
mit the Chair to make a statement? 

Mr. SNELL. Certainly. 

The SPEAKER. This is suspension day. The Chair has 
agreed already to recognize one or two other gentlemen on 
suspensions on important matters. Of course, the Chair has 
no objection to sitting late, but the Chair feels impelled to 
make that statement in conjunction with the request of the 
gentleman from New York to have an extension of time on 
this particular bill to 2 hours. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I think I am justified in making 
that request. I appreciate the fact that it is absclutely within 
the power of the gentleman from Alabama to put the matter 
through with only 20 minutes on a side. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has no disposition to limit 
debate to 40 minutes under the rule if the House desires 
otherwise. 

Mr. SNELL. No. 

Mr. STEAGALL. I ask the gentleman from New York to 
modify his request for time. 

Mr. SNELL. The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Wot- 
coTtT] says that he has requests for an hour and a half on 
this side, 
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Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, STEAGALL. Yes. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Of course, this is an important measure. 
I realize what the gentleman from New York [Mr. SNELL] says 
is true. We could have just 20 minutes on a side, but I ask 
the gentleman from Alabama if he will agree to 40 minutes 
on a side. 

Mr. SNELL. Make it 45. 

Mr. RAYBURN. No; 40 minutes on a side would be 
doubling the time, and I think that is very generous. The 
gentleman from New York knows that very infrequently has 
the time on suspensions been extended. 

Mr. SNELL. Well, we will take what we can get and be 
thankful. 

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the time for debate be extended to 40 minutes on a 
side. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama asks unan- 
imous consent that the time for discussion of the motion be 
extended to 40 minutes on a side. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I demand a second. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a second will be con- 
sidered as ordered. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama IMr. 
STEAGALL] is entitled to 40 minutes and the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. Wotcotr] to 40 minutes. 

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Speaker, it is true that this is an 
important bill. I do not think that it can be said to be 
seriously controversial. The committee made a unanimous 
report with one single exception, and the exception was not 
to the provisions of the bill but because the bill did not in- 
corporate entirely the views of the gentleman who entered the 
exception. The first provision of the bill would restore to 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation authority to make 
public loans, an authority which formerly rested with the 
Corporation, but which was transferred by act of Congress to 
another branch of the Government. Under this provision of 
the bill, States, counties, municipalities, and public agencies 
would be authorized to obtain loans for any project author- 
ized under State or Federal law. It will be seen at once that 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation under this provision 
of the bill would have authority to make loans to States or 
to counties for purposes of road construction and it would 
enable the counties in many sections to make contribution to 
road projects. It would enable municipalities to obtain loans 
for similar undertakings as well as hospital loans, loans for 
school buildings, loans for sewage construction, for water 
works—any project authorized under State or Federal law. 

Mr. HOLMES. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEAGALL. Yes. 

Mr. HOLMES. In the hearings on the bill was any evi- 
dence produced that municipalities, counties, or States were 
having any difficulty whatsoever in acquiring all of the loans 
they needed in the general market? 

Mr. STEAGALL. Undoubtedly there is widespread com- 
plaint not only as to corporations, individuals, and partner- 
ships, but that some of the municipalities and counties of the 
country are unable to obtain loans through ordinary chan- 
nels. 

Mr. HOLMES. That is the reason, Mr. Speaker, I asked 
the question whether there are many States, counties, or 
municipal subdivisions that are really having difficulty in 
borrowing money on the open market in as great quantity 
as they need. 

Mr. STEAGALL. Undoubtedly there are difficulties in that 
connection. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEAGALL. I yield. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. The Public Works Administration today 
cannot consider an application for a loan even though in the 
case I have in mind there has heen a bond issue voted by a 
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city to provide local funds to match Federal funds to provide 
for a high-school building. Under the provisions of this bill 
could that request be taken care of by the R. F. C.? 

Mr. STEAGALL. Yes; certainly. 

Mr. HOLMES. Another point: If the county, the munici- 
pality, or the State wants money, do they not find it just as 
available in the open market as it is from the Government? 

Mr. STEAGALL. The gentleman’s inquiry on that point 
would apply to every other particular interest to be met in 
the administration of the loan; but, as I said, we are con- 
fronted on every hand with a clamor that loans cannot be 
had through ordinary channels. 

Mr, Speaker, turning to the second provision of the bill 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEAGALL. I yield. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The bill provides for further advances 
to States, as I understand. 

Mr. STEAGALL. Certainly. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The gentleman will recall that in 
the bill which went through a short time ago the Treasury 
was relieved of R. F. C. obligations. That left the States, 
however, still under a bookkeeping obligation of around 
$800,000,000. I would like to ask the chairman whether it is 
expected that that liability of the States which is apparent 
on the books will be discharged. 

Mr. STEAGALL. That is foreign to this legislation. I 
hope the gentleman will not invite me to discuss that matter 
because I am not sure that I can supply him the information 
he desires, and I do not understand that that is involved in 
the bill before the House. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Of course, it would be if further ad- 
vances of the same character were made. 

Mr. STEAGALL. That, of course, would be a matter of 
administration. I think it may be safely said that no agency 
of the Government has been more prudently, more intelli- 
gently, or more constructively administered than the Recon- 
struction Finance Corporation. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I did not mean to imply any criticism. 

Mr. STEAGALL. I am sure of that. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Because the R. F. C. proceeded directly 
under congressional orders; but it still does leave the States, 
the State of New York, for instance, under an $80,000,000 
obligation. 

Mr. STEAGALL. That is not in this legislation. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Would an amendment be in order on 
this legislation? 

Mr. STEAGALL. Not under the rule. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield for a question? 

Mr. STEAGALL. I yield. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Does this bill apply to anything 
but public corporations such as municipalities and States? 

Mr. STEAGALL. Yes. If the gentleman will permit, I 
will call attention to the second provision of the bill in a 
moment. 

The bill has another provision which liberalizes the au- 
thority of the Corporation in making business loans of all 
types. Under existing law the Corporation, in making in- 
dustrial or business loans, is required to take security that 
will reasonably insure the repayment or liquidation of the 
loan. Under this bill the Corporation may make loans on 
a different basis—and I will read the language so as to be 
sure that I am entirely accurate: 

Such loans or obligations to be of such sound value or so se- 
cured as reasonably to assure retirement or repayment. 

It is quite clear from this language that it is the agreed 
purpose of the bill to authorize the Corporation to make 
loans upon a basis of soundness on the one hand, or to pur- 
chase obligations, make advances, or still as under existing 
law, to make such loans where repayment is reasonably as- 
sured. There is not in the present bill the arbitrary require- 
ment that no loan shall be made except where its repayment 
is secured by collateral. We have departed from that re- 
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quirement of existing law. That is quite a marked change 
and constitutes a very large liberalization of the act. 

Mr. FULLER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEAGALL. I yield, 

Mr. FULLER. As I understand, the bill does not limit 
such loans to municipalities but under the bill loans may 
be made to partnerships and individuals. 

Mr, STEGALL. Yes; I am coming to that. 

Mr. FULLER. Do I understand from the gentleman’s 
explanation and from a reading of this bill that they may 
make these loans upon sufficient security? If sufficient se- 
curity is to be the basis there is no doubt that the people 
of the country now can borrow all the money they want 
from banks that are loaded to the gunwales with available 
money. 

Mr. STEAGALL. If the gentleman will permit me to 
answer his question I may say to him that I have tried to 
make it clear that this bill authorizes loans to be made 
without the customary collateral or security requirements. 
The basis is soundness, Any loan that is of sound value, 
whether it is to an individual, a partnership, or a corpora- 
tion, would be considered, 

The purpose of that is to permit the Corporation to deal 
with actualities in these transactions and to grant extensions 
from time to time. There is no limit here within which ma- 
turities are to be established under contracts for loans, the 
purpose being to permit the Corporation to so liberalize its 
policies and its practices that it may come to the aid of any 
city, corporation, or partnership that has security of sound 
value upon which they cannot secure accommodations 
through ordinary channels. That is the whole purpose of the 
bill. . 

May I call attention to one other thing in this connection. 
Under existing law industrial loans in total amount made by 
the Corporation cannot exceed $300,000,000. Under this bill 
there is no such limitation, and the Corporation is equipped 
with one and one-half billions of dollars with which to make 
the loans provided in this bill. That, in short, is what would 
be accomplished by the passage of the pending bill. It 
answers the insistence that the citizens or business enter- 
prises—and that is the language employed—cannot obtain 
credit where they are entitled to it upon the basis of the 
solvency or soundness of their securities. 

Mr. CITRON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEAGALL. I yield to the gentleman from Connecti- 
cut. 

Mr. CITRON. To what extent can the Corporation make 
character loans under this measure? 

Mr. STEAGALL. The Corporation can consider character, 
of course, along with all matters that enter into a decision in 
making the loan. I do not know of anything in this bill which 
requires the Corporation to eliminate the element of charac- 
ter in making the loan. The Corporation is not required to 
take security or collateral, as I have stated. 

Mr. Speaker, I am obliged to save time for other members 
of the committee. 

May I say in conclusion that this is another step of the 
administration in an effort to meet the difficulties that exist 
in the business life of the Nation. It is a marked step for- 
ward and we believe will be of great benefit to the business 
interests of the country. 

Mr. HOLMES. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEAGALL, I yield to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts. 

Mr. HOLMES. The chairman of the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency states this bill is brought in here primarily 
to help industry which is in distress. That is true? 

Mr. STEAGALL. I yield for a question only. 

Mr. HOLMES. Why is it that on page 2, line 20, it is pro- 
vided that “by the purchase or participation or otherwise, 
shall be made only when, in the opinion of the board of 
directors of the Corporation, the business or enterprise is 
solvent”, and shall be under no other terms? 
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Mr. STEAGALL. That does not nullify the other pro- 
visions of the bill to which I have referred. It does safe- 
guard investments as such by the Corporation. 

. RABAUT. Will the gentleman yield? 

. STEAGALL. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 
. RABAUT. Is there a ceiling on an individual loan? 
. STEAGALL. There is not. 

. RABAUT. What is the interest rate? 

. RANDOLPH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEAGALL. I yield to the gentleman from West 
Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. The loans, as I understand it, will be 
made for the purpose of securing funds for the hiring of men 
and buying materials. Can it be used for the payment of old 
debts? We must, as far as possible, give aid to the small- 
business man, and lending provisions must be liberalized to 
meet the need. 

Mr. STEAGALL. Under the first provision of the bill, all 
loans are made in aid of projects authorized under State or 
Federal law. That is not true of the others. 

Mr. CITRON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEAGALL. I yield to the gentleman from Con- 
necticut. 

Mr. CITRON. Will this act make available loans for slum- 
clearance projects? 

Mr. STEAGALL. Any public agency is authorized to con- 
tract for these loans. 

Mr. SADOWSKI. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEAGALL. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. SADOWSKI. The purposes of the bill are good, but 
it seems to me that all of the provisions of the bill seem to 
rest upon the kind of rules and regulations the R. F. C. will 
promulgate. What assurance has the gentleman or the Mem- 
bers of this House it is going to bring out such rules and 
regulations that the Nation will be able to benefit under the 
provisions of this bill? 

Mr. STEAGALL. May I say to the gentleman, in answer 
to his question, that the whole matter was discussed by the 
committee in the hearings held on the proposed legislation. 
Statements have been made that it probably would not be 
helpful to publicize. The committee will bear out this state- 
ment, that delinquencies and foreclosures by the Corporation 
upon industrial loans show that the Corporation has gone 
further than was ever contemplated under either the lan- 
guage, the letter, or the purpose of the law by which they 
were acting. That is the reason we have liberalized the law 
in this instance, to prevent immediate foreclosures, to permit 
extension of obligations from time to time, and to permit 
loans without rigorous rules of collateral. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 15 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I am going to ask the indulgence of the House 
for just a moment to point out very briefly and as quickly as 
I can, because the time is so limited, the changes between this 
bill and existing law. Before I do so, may I call attention to 
the fact that although we thought we were amending the 
House bill by substituting the Senate bill as passed by the 
Senate in its entirety, the House bill does not contain the 
last paragraph of the Senate bill, which is a limitation on the 
purchase of securities of railroads. Of course, there is no op- 
portunity in the House to amend the House bill to include 
that provision. 

The existing law provides that the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation may make loans to “industrial or commercial 
businesses.” This bill provides that the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation may purchase the securities of or make 
loans to “business enterprises.” The words business enter- 
prise” are considered a little broader than the term “indus- 
trial or commercial business.” 

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. MAPES. The gentleman has called attention to the 
fact that the House bill is the same as the bill which passed 
the Senate with the exception of the last paragraph in the 
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Senate bill. That paragraph would prohibit the Reconstruc- 
tion Finance Corporation from making loans to railroads 
without the approval or the consent of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission. As I understand, the motion of the gen- 
tleman from Alabama [Mr. STEAGALL] is to suspend the rules 
and pass the House bill. Is it the gentleman’s understanding 
that it is the purpose of the proponents of this legislation to 
authorize the R. F. C. to make loans to railroads without 
first getting the approval of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission? 

Mr. WOOLCOTT. To be frank with the gentleman, I do 
not know what the parliamentary situation will be. As I 
understand the rules, we cannot now substitute the Senate 
bill for the House bill. If the Senate bill is substituted for 
the House bill, then we will adopt the Senate bill, but, as 
I understand, no motion can be made under suspension of 
the rules to substitute the Senate bill for the House bill. 
I do not know where these two bills now stand. 

Mr. MAPES. There is a growing suspicion that the In- 
terstate Commerce Commission is not in good standing in 
some quarters. I wondered if this procedure was not an 
evidence of that and an effort to limit the power of the 
Commission. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I am sure I could not answer the gen- 
tleman except to say that it was quite generally thought 
in the House Committee on Banking and Currency that 
this bill would help recapitalize and refinance the 
railroads. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I cannot yield for the next 5 or 10 
minutes. I wish gentlemen would not ask me to yield 
until I have covered these differences in chronological order, 
if I may. 

The present law restricts the loans to businesses estab- 
lished prior to January 1, 1934. The new bill removes this 
limitation. 

The existing law provides that a loan shall be adequately 
secured. The new bill provides that the securities or loans 
must be of such sound value or so secured as reasonably to 
assure retirement. 

Under the existing law the loans must mature within 5 
years. In the new bill there is no limitation and the Re- 
construction Finance Corporation can lend on any kind of 
paper for any length of time. The only restriction upon 
the maturity date is that it may be determined by the 
Corporation. 

Under the existing law the aggregate amount of loans 
which may be made is $300,000,000. Under the new bill 
the aggregate amount of loans which may be made is lim- 
ited only by the limitations in the general law authorizing 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation to raise money. 
We are given to understand there may be available about 
$1,500,000,000 for lending and for the purchase of securities 
under this bill. 

Under the existing law there is a limitation of $500,000 
on the amount of loans to any one borrower. Under the 
new bill there is no limitation upon the amount that may 
be lent to any particular individual. 

The new bill authorizes the Reconstruction Finance Cor- 
poration to bid for the securities of municipalities. It is 
doubtful whether this is an advisable provision because 
it allows the Reconstruction Finance Corporation to bid 
against private investors. It is thought that because of 
that feature this provision with respect to lending upon the 
securities of municipalities is a mere mockery and is in the 
bill for some purpose other than to give actual relief, be- 
cause if there is such a demand for the securities of a 
State, a county, or a municipality, that different financial 
houses are bidding for the obligations of such governmental 
units, then there certainly is no particular need of the Re- 
construction Finance Corporation coming in and helping 
out such units. 
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I call attention to one thing in the bill which has been 
giving us some concern. The bill contains this provision: 

The Corporation is further authorized and empowered to pur- 
chase the securities and obligations of, and to make loans to, 
any business enterprise when capital or credit, at prevailing rates 
for the character of loan applied for, is not otherwise available. 

Mr. Speaker, there is no dearth of available credit in the 
United States today. As has been pointed out, there is no 
demand for the credit which is now available in the finan- 
cial institutions of the country. The banks are full of 
credit and they want to get rid of it. They want the people 
to borrow money. We now have excess reserves of some- 
thing like $1,500,000,000. The Federal Reserve Board has 
already raised reserve requirements against such reserves 
as a guarantee against inflation. The Board did this at a 
most inopportune time, and it probably was one of the 
influences contributing to this depression, but nevertheless, 
it was done because of the fact the banks had built up such 
tremendous reserves that the Federal Reserve Board and the 
administration were fearful these reserves, if released quickly, 
would cause inflation. Therefore, they deflated by freezing 
those reserves into legal reserves and making the money 
not available for business, agriculture, and industry. 

It seems to me this bill, which we are asked to pass today, 
is a mere gesture to build up in the minds of the people the 
fact we are doing something for business and for munici- 
palities, because if this administration wants to release 
credit for the purposes of this bill all it has to do is lower 
the reserve requirements in an orthodox manner and con- 
trol the flow of credit from the banks by the manipulation 
of the rediscount rates. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Many of us believe that the small- 
business man has been the forgotten man of the New Deal, 
Under this bill, can the gentleman tell us whether or not the 
small-business man will receive, say, 90 or 95 percent of this 
one billion and a half which is to be under the control of Mr. 
Jones? Since I have been in Congress I have been attempt- 
ing to have legislation passed where the small merchant 
along the street can get financial help. Will this bill do it? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I may say to the gentleman that it is 
unfortunate that this bill amends section 5 (d) of the Re- 
construction Finance Corporation Act. That section was set 
up by this Congress to assure loans to small industries. Now 
we eliminate the assurance that these loans are to be made 
to small industries by removing any limitation upon the 
amount which may be loaned and the date of maturity. 
Therefore, it is thought by many that behind this act is a 
desire on the part of somebody to make large loans over a 
long period of time for the purpose of recapitalizing or re- 
financing utility structures, including the railroads. We have 
not had any testimony to this effect, but this is my guess. 

Mr. ALLEN of Ilinois. There are some people who believe 
that this is a forerunner to a big spending spree for the 
purpose of buying the election next November. They feel 
that along with this bill they give Mr. Jones the power to 
lend, not to small-business men but, we will say, to Boss 
Pendergast, of Kansas City, or the Nash-Kelley machine in 
Chicago, or they might lend to the Florida ship canal or 
Passamaquoddy Bay, and, instead of the small-business men, 
these other projects would get all of this money. What does 
the gentleman think of this statement? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I may say that if the people which the 
gentleman. has mentioned are institutions or constitute 
themselves public agencies or instrumentalities of a State, 
a municipality or are considered a political subdivision of a 
State, they would be eligible for loans under this bill. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. On page 2, in line 3, the bill pro- 
vides they may lend to public agencies. The bill does not 
even say existing public agency. In other words, I can see 
where agencies not now existing can come in and be formed 
in order to make a regular political pork barrel out of this 
measure and the small-business man will not receive any- 
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thing. I predict now that very few small-business men 
will get any benefit from this bill. Why not make it manda- 
tory that the R. F. C. loan the full amount to the small 
merchant and small manufacturer who cannot now bor- 
row from banks. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. The gentleman is right, and we had a 
provision in the old law that loans could be made only to 
establishments which were in existence prior to January 1, 
1934. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The livestock industry is 
the largest single industry or business in my section and 
the bankers tell me that one-half million dollars or 
$1,000,000 of good loans could be made except for the prob- 
lem of maturities. Under this bill, is it the gentleman’s 
opinion this bill would authorize the R. F. C. to participate 
in such loans or to take such securities from the banks? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I think this bill would authorize the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation to do that directly or 
through participation with the banks, but I do not want to 
hold out to the genleman any hope that there is any relief 
for small industry or for agriculture in this bill. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Since the conference of 
small-business men was held in Washington I have received 
a number of letters from small-business men asking if they 
could borrow or secure small loans of $3,000 or $4,000 or 
$5,000 from the R. F. C. The R. F. C. told me they did not 
make loans of that type. Will this bill permit the lending 
of small amounts of $3,000 or $4,000 or $5,000 to the small- 
business men of the country in order to save their business? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. The Reconstruction Finance Corpora- 
tion had the authority to make loans to small industries 
until the President last October, under authority granted him 
by this Congress, stopped it, and when the small-business 
men's conference was held here, we literally smoked the 
President out on that proposition and he gave the “go” sign 
to the Reconstruction Finance Corporation to resume indus- 
trial loans, and we have been given to understand that the 
Board of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation has liber- 
alized its policies and small-business men can come and 
get it. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. May I say to the gentle- 
man that they told me at the R. F. C. they would not make 
loans to small businesses. Does this bill remedy that 
situation? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. If they told the gentleman at the Recon- 
struction Finance Corporation that they would not make 
loans to small industries and told him that within the last 
60 days, they have told the gentleman something that is 
directly contrary to the specific instructions of the President 
of the United States with respect to loans to small industries 
by the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Wooprum). The gentle- 
man from Michigan has consumed 15 minutes. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. SPENCE]. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, the Emergency Relief and 
Construction Act of 1932, enacted in July of that year, au- 
thorized the Reconstruction Finance Corporation to make 
self-liquidating loans. This authority was rescinded when 
the P. W. A. was established but the P. W. A. is no longer 
empowered to make loans. 

The Reconstruction Finance Corporation authorized self- 
liquidating loans aggregating more than $399,000,000 and has 
bought 2,590 issues from P. W. A. aggregating in round num- 
bers $600,500,000 making more than a billion dollars of loans 
of this character, 
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Mr. Jesse Jones says in his opinion there will be no loss 
in the entire investment by the Reconstruction Finance Cor- 
poration. Almost $492,000,000 in securities have already been 
sold at a premium of approximately $14,000,000 and the sale 
is being continued as the markets will absorb them to the 
best advantage. 

The Reconstruction Finance Corporation has no estimate 
of the amount of money that can be loaned in this manner. 

The amendment to 5D will permit the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation to make loans maturing over a longer 
period than the law now provides and will permit them to 
make loans where the industries and businesses cannot ob- 
tain the accommodation from local lending institutions. 
There is no limitation of the gross amount that may be 
loaned or of the individual loans. The Reconstruction Fi- 
nance Corporation’s power is supplemented to include loans 
to States, their political subdivisions, and other public 
agencies and quasi-public agencies, 

The Reconstruction Finance Corporation has an organiza- 
tion to complete these loans and can handle the new appli- 
cations with very little additional expense. 

This is not an appropriation of money that will mean any 
loss to the Treasury. On the contrary, it will mean a re- 
vival of business. It will be a stimulation to industry, to 
commerce, and to agriculture, for they are all so interrelated 
that we are unable to benefit one without benefits flowing to 
all. It will mean a greater income in taxation to the Gov- 
ernment. Under our form of government there is no func- 
tion of government that yields anything for the support of 
government, and every branch thereof is an expense to the 
people of America. The only manner in which funds may be 
obtained for the support of the Government is by the taxa- 
tion of the people. The dollar you have in your pocket is 
only a pledge to pay by the Government value received by 
taxes produced by the industry and the capacity to consume 
of the American people. 

As business is depressed the sources of revenue for the sup- 
port of the Government are dried up, and as business is stim- 
ulated fresh streams of revenue are produced that flow into 
the National Treasury. 

There is no limit to the amount that can be loaned—about 
fifteen hundred million dollars are available. It is to be 
loaned to the industries and the businesses of America, and 
if we believe in the future of our country we certainly can 
have no apprehension about the ultimate repayment of these 
loans. 

It is my humble opinion that this is the most constructive 
piece of legislation that has been submitted to the Congress 
for its consideration in a long time, and unless the American 
people wish to change their form of government—and I do 
not think that many people wish to do that—the only hope 
for the future is in the private enterprise and private in- 
dustry of our country. By legislation such as this the unem- 
ployment situation must necessarily be solved, if it is to be 
solved at all. 

Mr. Jones also told the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency that the Reconstruction Finance Corporation would 
be willing to rediscount the paper of the banks that are not 
members of the Federal Reserve and give the smaller banks 
that accommodation for their customers which they cannot 
now obtain. The R. F. C. can also participate in the loans 
of the banks, and in the purchase of these participations a 
great many of the loans will undoubtedly be made. The 
local influence will thereby not be removed, and the vast 
amount of investigation which would otherwise fall upon the 
R. F. C. will be made by the local institutions. 

I hope and trust that this law when enacted will be 
administered in a spirit of liberality and with a desire to 
assist our lagging industries wherever it can be done with 
reasonable assurance of the repayment of the loan. 

Someone has asked what the interest rate will be. Mr. 
Jones told us that the interest rate on industrial loans will 
be 5 percent. That has been the uniform rate, that has 
prevailed everywhere. 
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Mr. DOCKWEILER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. Yes. 

Mr. DOCKWEILER. Does the gentleman really think 
that the 10,000,000 small-business men of the country will be 
able to come in and borrow any money on this? 

Mr. SPENCE. Necessarily the Congress in passing laws of 
this kind cannot direct the details of the administration of 
the law. I sincerely and devoutly hope that its administra- 
tion will be in a liberal and helpful spirit. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 8 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. FIsH]. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, this is an amazing, shocking, 
and shameful way to bring in legislation involving the ex- 
penditure of a billion and a half dollars. It is brought here 
under suspension of the rules, with only 40 minutes on a side 
for discussion and with no opportunity to offer amendments. 
We spent weeks on a supernavy bill, and we have spent a 
week already on the reorganization bill. There is no de- 
mand for the reorganization bill from the people. [Ap- 
plause.] The New Deal goes round and round and comes 
out where? There are 13,000,000 people out of work and 
5,000,000 more on part time, and the Congress and the Presi- 
dent of the United States have been fiddling and doing 
nothing while this country burns, and the economic crisis 
grows worse and worse. We now propose with 40 minutes on 
a side to take up a bill to help business by liberalizing loans 
through the R. F. C. For the first time in this session and 
the special session of Congress, going back for more than 
4 months, we now propose to jam through, without debate, 
without opportunity to amend, a bill to loan additional funds 
to industry. No Republican can oppose the measure. We 
would like to offer amendments to it, because we believe it 
is improperly drawn and that the powers are too broad, and 
that this money will be used for political and campaign pur- 
poses. However, under suspension of the rules, we will have 
no such opportunity. 

Mr. FORD of California. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. FISH. I cannot yield. The R. F. C. is the offspring 
of the Republican Party. We gave birth to it; the Demo- 
cratic Party has taken over the R. F. C. as their main ve- 
hicle, and under it $9,000,000,000 have been loaned on sound 
collateral. We on this side believe that the R. F. C. has 
done more to stabilize industry and business than all of the 
panaceas, expedients, and costly experiments of the New 
Deal combined. That is why I say that the New Deal is 
going round and round and round and is coming out just 
where it started. 

The New Deal is obliged to confess a break-down of the 
merry-go-round and to start all over by resurrecting the 
R. F. C. and loaning billions of dollars to stimulate business 
activities, using that Republican vehicle, and I shall vote 
for it. What is the trouble with the country? There is only 
one trouble and that is that this administration has hounded, 
hampered, and harassed business, abused it and villified it 
to such an extent that confidence has been destroyed. There 
is plenty of money in the banks. Nobody denies that. There 
are many millions of dollars right now in the banks of every 
city in the United States that could be used to help encourage 
business activities, but because this administration has de- 
stroyed confidence the banks are fearful and business is 
afraid to borrow, because it does not know what to do with 
the money. Business interests do not know when more puni- 
tive taxes will be levied upon it. It does not know if it will 
be permitted to make reasonable and legitimate profits. We 
are now in the midst of an economic crisis, a crisis in every 
way as serious as that of 1929, and yet all that Congress does 
is to bring in a bill in this shameful manner and jam it 
through, without amendments, after 40 minutes of debate on 
each side, and this, in order to solve the economic problems 
of the day. Let me say to the Members of Congress on both 
sides that during the past week I have been out on the hus- 
tings. I have been out talking to the people and I found out 

. what the people are thinking about. They are wondering 
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what has happened to Congress and its legislative functions. 
They are wondering what the Congress proposes to do to 
solve our economic problems. They wanted to know what our 
plans are, what our program is, to solve these economic prob- 
lems, revive business, and put 13,000,000 people back to work. 

They want to know why we are wasting time on the reor- 
ganization bill and on a supernavy bill and why we are not 
considering one single constructive program to check the 
depression, to restore confidence and put our people back to 
work. What could I tell them except the truth, that the 
New Deal, that the Democratic Party, that the President, 
that the leadership of this House has no program, has no 
plan, and has nothing even to propose to Congress, and that 
is the tragedy of the whole situation? There is not a Mem- 
ber of the House, whether he be a Democrat or Republican, 
who does not put his country above his party; there is not a 
man or woman in the House who does not want to see pros- 
perity restored and our workers put back on permanent jobs, 
but the Congress of the United States has no right to wait on 
the President for his suggestions. We were sent here to legis- 
late. We have a definite duty to legislate. Instead of that 
we have been waiting for the President to get back from 
Warm Springs in order to tell us what to do. I am not will- 
ing to believe that we are just plain ordinary “rubber stamp” 
Members of Congress, but the people think we are and today 
they have a right to such views, because all we can do under 
the House rules is to “rubber stamp” this legislation without 
offering or considering any amendments. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from New York has expired. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GIFFORD]. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Speaker, this bill is not difficult to 
understand. We are voting for it because we have entire 
confidence in Mr. Jones. 

If Harry Hopkins were to administer this bill there might 
be a strong doubt in our minds as to its results and the con- 
sequences. The fact is that our people have become accus- 
tomed to going on relief and we will soon have a large de- 
partment of welfare to keep them there. Now, business is 
going to become accustomed to going on relief and the Gov- 
ernment will be the banker to keep the wheels going. 

The bill is indeed simple. It states, “for the purpose of 
maintaining and promoting the economic stability of the 
country.” In answer to someone’s question I may say yes, 
it can mop up those bonds and securities that have gone 
sour which were issued by those municipalities that took the 
bait of a 45-percent gift from the P. W. A. 

Mr. REILLY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GIFFORD. I am sorry, I do not have the time. 

On the second page of the bill it is provided such loans or 
contracts are to be made through the purchase of their 
securities, or “otherwise.” The word “otherwise” is all 
embracing. The door is supposed to be wide open. You 
can lend to anybody, for any length of time, on anything. 
Is not that plain? Does it need brains as suggested by the 
gentleman from Maryland to understand that? The only 
“if” there is in the bill is that if there is reasonable assur- 
ance that the loan will be paid” and that the borrower is 
“solvent.” I confess that that is a possible deterrent. They 
must not lend money to “make” the business solvent. 

To the Honorable Jesse Jones that may be the saving 
clause, but he issued a proclamation last week to the effect 
that “all you in the country who want to borrow money for 
any sort of business activity, come and get it.” We who 
have been there and tried to get it for our constituents have 
learned that it is hard to obtain, so far as he is concerned. 
But the President said we have taken vast powers back to 
Washington which in other hands would be highly danger- 
ous. In Mr. Jones’ hands we are safe. In some other 
hands we are far from safe. Well should we realize it as we 
vote for this measure. 

There is no limit on the dates of maturity. It would seem 
to keep this Reconstruction Finance Corporation on a per- 
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manent basis, because supervision and collections must 
continue. 

In my extension of remarks I shall include some few ex- 
cerpts I gathered yesterday from the financial writers of 
the country. I trust you may make note of them. This 
lending process is the only way this administration knows 
to pull us out of our troubles. We must vote for it because 
it is the only vehicle provided. We hope this administration 
may turn around and travel the other road and encourage 
business itself to carry on, but now, only punitive taxes, 
hamstringing regulation, and actual control of business is its 
aim, and it has miserably failed. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GIFFORD. I yield to the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The gentleman is excited about the 
words “or otherwise” in the bill. 

Mr. GIFFORD. I am not excited at all. 

Mr. FERGUSON. May I point out to the gentleman that 
the wording is exactly the same as in the power carried in 
the bill establishing the Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
in 1932. 

Mr. GIFFORD. This measure is vastly different in its all- 
embracing provisions. Under this bill you can lend to any 
kind of corporation, and the railroads are included in the 
House bill, and the Senate bill cannot be substituted, with 
the saving clause referring to the I.C.C. This applies to any 
sort of business or corporation in the country. Come in and 
get it, provided you are solvent. Your only safety lies in Mr. 
Jones. It is, after all, under his supervision, only a matter 
of psychology. Probably the small-business men will not get 
any more than they formerly did, but great latitude is given 
to States and municipalities, seemingly well able now to 
finance their loans. May I call your attention to the follow- 
ing excerpt from Mr. Batter on yesterday: 

More and more, Government is tending to become the thing 
that makes the wheels go around. More and more, it is enlarging 
its role of mere regulator of our activities to one of planner. Even 
business is going on relief. So we have the Government in the 
power business, and driving competitors out. We face Govern- 
ment rationalization and ultimate nationalization of the railroads. 
We see busincssmen—significantly, small-business men—asking 
the Government to invest capital in their businesses. Will Gov- 
ernment financial aid become a habit with business on relief, as it 
is becoming with individuals on relief? Meanwhile, it is a case of 
“share the wealth.” 

The Government is redistributing the country’s wealth by going 
into debt. But the process cannot go on forever. Producers will 
not forever be willing to give up the product of their toil in ex- 
change for Government promises. 

People may no longer hoard gold, but they have confidence in 
bank deposits insured through the F. D. I. C. So potential investors 
are cautiously hoarding bank deposits. 


And also to a statement of David Lawrence: 


What is needed is obvious. It is to get all this existing money 
and credit to work. The money is there; the banks are bulging with 
it. What is needed is that businessmen should borrow it, do busi- 
ness with it, create employment with it. The banks are willing 
enough to lend, for the money is a burden to them. Keeping it in 
the bank is no advantage to the banker—he hardly makes enough 
to pay his clerk hire. He wants to lend it. It is the borrower, the 
businessman, who is hesitant. 

Why? Who do not businessmen borrow and expand their busi- 
nesses and start new ones? They say the reason is “lack of confi- 
dence,” and that is correct. And so if President Roosevelt is to 
start the wheels turning again he must somehow create confidence. 

To create confidence what must he do? Obviously he must undo 
those things which have caused the lack of confidence. That 
means undoing a considerable number, though by no means all, of 
the steps that constitute the New Deal. 


[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Luce]. 

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Speaker, inasmuch as the Committee on 
Banking and Currency was as far as recorded unanimously 
in favor of this bill, lengthy debate would have been useless, 
and such debate as we have had has brought out no impor- 
tant suggestion for change. Therefore, let me take these 
few seconds in calling your attention to the fact that in 
matter of question the heart of this proposal lies in the words 
which require that the loans shall be “so secured as reason- 
ably to assure retirement or repayment.” There is what 
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has made all the trouble, and there is what has been the 
complaint ever since the Reconstruction Finance Corpora- 
tion started. The complaint has come from men who could 
not put up the goods, from men who could not furnish the 
values and the securities. 

The suggestions made here this afternoon look toward 
criticism of Congress for not authorizing the lending of 
money on little or no security. I venture to say there is not 
a man on this floor who does not have a bank account. I 
want any man with a bank account to rise here and tell us 
he wishes his bank to lend on insufficient security the money 
he has deposited. Do you want the Government to lend 
your money or the money of all the people on insufficient 
security? As a matter of fact, the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation has already made loans to such an extent that 
the Government will suffer considerable losses. That was 
and will be unavoidable under the circumstances. Some 
Members now would seem to wish the Corporation to go still 
further and always give the borrower the benefit of the 
doubt. Certainly nobody in his senses can seriously ask 
that the Government go so far as to do that. [Applause.] 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CRAWFORD]. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I understand this bill is 
not subject to amendment but there are two amendments 
I should like to see placed in the bill. One amendment is 
that when this money is loaned to municipalities or other 
units of government for construction purposes the prevailing 
rate of wage shall be paid on such projects. 

The other amendment I should like to see placed in the 
bill is that should the Reconstruction Finance Corpora- 
tion through any process become possessed of the voting 
stock of any corporation borrower, then it shall not be per- 
mitted to vote such stock. If we cared to go into the mat- 
ter of the creation of a corporative state such as in Italy, 
we would find the Italian Institute of Mobilization started 
out in a very similar manner as set forth in the language 
of this bill. The Institute was created for the purpose of 
making loans to all types of small businesses. We know 
what has happened in the corporative state of Italy. I do 
not know what the R. F. C. will do under this bill, but I do 
know what the Chairman said to us in committee, and I am 
satisfied that the policy of the R. F. C. will be not to make 
any loans to any small industry or large industry without 
ample security, and I want the people in my district to un- 
derstand this to be my understanding of the measure, so 
they will not be expecting any loans to any extent under the 
provisions of this bill without ample security as heretofore. 
Let us strip these proposals of their ballyhoo and give the 
people reliable information so they may plan accordingly. 
False hopes are poor assets. 

There will be plenty of need for capital. If the industries 
of this country do not need it now, they will need it soon. 
in 1929 the bank debit balances in this country amounted 
to $1,111,000,000,000. The first 3 months of this year those 
bank-debit balances are running at the rate of $380,000,- 
000,000 per annum, or $23,000,000,000 less than in 1932, 
This is an indication of the decline in business in this coun- 
try as represented by debits to depositors’ accounts. 

So, as we go on down through the year, the banks of this 
country will desire to unload the loans they are now carrying 
for different units of industry which are running into red 
ink. Only this morning I had a long-distance telephone call 
from a banker who said he hoped this bill would carry, so 
there would be some chance to shift loans to the R. F. C., 
because of the inability of industries to make payments on 
account of absence of profitable operations. Indeed, we are 
in for trouble, and wise bankers who are interested in being 
able to meet withdrawal demands of depositors are aware of 
developments rapidly taking place throughout the country. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Did the committee discuss in what 
sense the word “solvent” is used in this bill? In other words, 
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does that mean that the business enterprise is in such a 
state that it is able to pay its debts or obligations in due 
course? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. There was some discussion in the com- 
mittee with reference to the net worth of the borrower and 
how it was arrived at; and, of course, that involves the word 
“solvency”; but keep in mind—and this is my opinion about 
this bill—the R. F. C. will not make any loans to anyone 
that they do not deem absolutely solvent and the loan secure. 

Mr. Speaker, after this bill goes to conference and we 
know exactly what is to be voted up or down, and after we 
have at least had a chance to review the hearings—which are 
not yet available to any member of the committee—then per- 
haps the bill will be in such shape as to thoroughly justify 
a vote in its favor. I do hope that privilege will be granted 
to House Members. At the moment the situation is very 
clouded because of the Senate bill’s provisions, which differ 
so greatly from the House bill, and also by reason of what 
occurred when the House bill was voted out of committee. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. MAPES]. 

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, this is an unusual procedure. 
According to the papers, the word has been passed out to 
rush this legislation. Notwithstanding that fact and not- 
withstanding the further fact that the Senate has passed a 
bill identical with the House bill except for one provision 
or paragraph in the Senate bill which is omitted in the 
House bill, the chairman of the Committee on Banking and 
Currency has moved to suspend the rules and pass the House 
bill. This means the House bill has got to go back to the 
Senate and be taken up in the Senate as any other bill origi- 
nating in the House. 

Why this unusual procedure in view of the desire to get 
the legislation on the statute books as soon as possible? 
Is it to clip the wings of the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion? Is it a part of the drive to destroy the independence 
and efficiency of that Commission? 

The paragraph in the Senate bill which is omitted from 
the House bill reads as follows: 

Nothing in this section shall be construed to authorize the Cor- 
poration (1) to purchase, or to make any commitment or agree- 
ment to purchase, any securities or obligations of any railroad 
engaged in interstate commerce the obligations of which may be 
purchased or guaranteed by the Corporation under section 5 of 
this act only with the approval of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission, or (2) to make any loan or any commitment or agree- 


ment to make a loan, to any such railroad or to any receiver or 
trustee thereof. 


It is not entirely clear to me just what the paragraph 
means, but I can see no reason for omitting it from the 
House bill or for this unusual procedure unless it is the pur- 
pose of the proponents of the House bill to make it possible 
for the Reconstruction Finance Corporation to ignore and 
override the judgment of the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion in the purchase of the securities of the railroads and 
in making loans to them. The Reconstruction Finance Cor- 
poration has made a commendable record, but I think every- 
one will agree that the Interstate Commerce Commission 
knows more about the railroads than the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation does. Under existing law the railroads 
cannot issue new securities or borrow money without first 
getting the consent or approval of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 


In the consideration of this general subject it is hard to 
forget also that the Chairman of the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation saw fit not long ago to give out an interview on 
the steps of the White House to the effect that the railroads 
ought to be granted a substantial increase in freight. rates 
at the very time that question was being considered by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Mr. REILLY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAPES. I yield. 

Mr. REILLY. Senator Wacner, chairman of the Banking 
and Currency Committee of the Senate, stated the other day 
on the floor of the Senate that it was not the intention to 
take away from the I. C. C. any of its power, and if there 
was any doubt about it he would accept such an amendment. 
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Mr. MAPES. If that is the attitude of the Banking and 
Currency Committee, why did it leave that paragraph out 
of the House bill and make this motion to suspend the rules 
and pass the House bill, instead of passing the Senate bill, 
when the word has been passed out to rush the legislation? 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance of my time. ; 

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield one-half 
minute to the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. FERGUSON]. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. Speaker, I am strongly in favor of 
this bill and very much surprised that the gentleman from 
Michigan is opposed to loans to municipalities and political 
subdivisions. This part of the act simply repeats the old 
R. F. C. Act passed in 1932. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to extend my own 
remarks and include therein a copy of a I1-page bill I 
introduced on this subject and a letter written to the 
R. F. C. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. Speaker, in a bill, H. R. 8781, 1 
introduced at the special session I attempted to restore 
this power to make self-liquidating loans to States, munici- 
palities, and political subdivisions of States. This power was 
given to the Public Works Administration, and my bill 
simply sought to restore the power originally provided in 
the R. F. C. Act. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts seems to be unduly 
exercised by the words, “such loans or contracts to be made 
through the purchase of their securities, or otherwise.” He 
states that the words, or otherwise“ gives the R. F. C. 
undue powers. I would call the gentleman’s attention again, 
as I did during his speech, to the fact that that is the exact 
wording of the bill as passed by the Republicans during 
1932. 

At this point in the Rrecorp I would like to insert the bill 
I introduced at the special session on this subject: 

IH. R. 8781, 75th Cong., 2d sess.] 

A bill authorizing the Reconstruction Finance Corporation to 
make loans to, or contracts with, States to aid in financing 
projects authorized under Federal, State, or municipal law 
Be it enacted, ete., That notwithstanding the provisions of sec- 

tion 301 of the National Industrial Recovery Act, section 201 (a) 


(1) of the Emergency Relief and Construction Act of 1932, which 
reads as follows: 


“Sec. 201, (a) The Reconstruction Finance Corporation is au- 
thorized and empowered— 

“(1) to make loans to, or contracts with, States, municipalities, 
and political subdivisions of States, public agencies of States, of 
municipalities, and of political subdivisions of States, public cor- 
porations, boards and commissions, and public municipal instru- 
mentalities of one or more States, to aid in financing projects 
authorized under Federal, State, or municipal law which are self- 
liquidating in character, such loans or contracts to be made 
through the purchase of their securities, or otherwise, and for 
such purpose the Reconstruction Finance Corporation is author- 
ized to bid for such securities: Provided, That nothing herein 
contained shall be construed to prohibit the Reconstruction Fi- 
nance Corporation, in carrying out the provisions of this para- 
graph. from purchasing securities having a maturity of more than 
10 years;” 
shall, as of the date of enactment of this act, be in full force 
and effect. 


This bill carried the reenactment of the exact language of 
the original Reconstruction Finance Corporation Act. 

I am indeed grateful that the committee today in bringing 
this bill before the House accomplishes in their first part of 
the bill the same purpose that I sought to accomplish. I feel 
that the enactment of this legislation besides being bene- 
ficial to business concerns in need of financing will make it 
possible for several of our State schools to construct dormi- 
tories as self-liquidating projects. 

Seven of our Oklahoma State schools have been authorized 
by the State Legislature to issue bonds up to $1,815,000 to 
construct dormitories. If the R. F. C. will purchase these 
bonds I feel certain the revenue from these dormitories, 
which are badly needed by the State institutions, will repay 
the loans. 

At this point in the Recor I wish to insert a copy of the 
letter I have written to the Honorable Jesse H. Jones, 
Chairman of the R. F. C. 
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FEBRUARY 1, 1938. 
Hon. Jesse H. JONES, 
Chairman, Reconstruction Finance Corporation, 


Washington, D. C. 
(Attention: W. C. Costello.) 

My Dzar Mr. Jones: Following our telephone conversation I am 
3 herewith, a copy of H. R. 8781. 

I also wish to call to your attention that if the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation is empowered to finance projects under this 
act, in the State of Oklahoma, seven schools of higher learning 
could take advantage of this act. 

They are Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College, Con- 
nors State Agricultural College, Eastern Oklahoma College, Murray 
State School of Agriculture, Northwestern State Teachers College, 
Southwestern Teachers College, and University Preparatory School. 

The State of Oklahoma has enacted legislation pi cowpea for 
the above-named schools, authorizing that bonds be issued by the 
State auditor in denominations not less than $100 and not more 
than $1,000, payable within 25 years from their date. 

Quoting from the bills as passed: 

“The principal and interest of said bonds shall be payable at 
the office of the State treasurer or at the fiscal agency of the State 
of Oklahoma in New York City, and said bonds shall bear interest 
at the rate of not to exceed 5 percent per annum, payable semi- 


annually, to be evidenced by appropriate coupons attached 
thereto.” 

The following authorization was made for the colleges: 
Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College $600, 000 
Connors State Agricultural College ———— 100, 000 
Eastern Oklahoma College 150, 000 
Murray State School of Agriculture.._--_-.-.-----.---.- 100, 000 
Northwestern State Teachers College__-.---------------- 365, 000 
Southeastern Teachers College—— --- manem mm e 350, 000 
University Preparatory School_._....-------------.----- 150, 000 


This will give you a picture of what Oklahoma could do under 
the terms of this act, if enacted, for school dormitories alone are 
concerned. 

Sincerely yours, 
PHIL Fercuson, Member of Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, I feel certain that in spite of Republican op- 
position this bill will pass by an overwhelming majority. 

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield the remainder 
of the time to the gentleman from California [Mr. Forp]. 

Mr. FORD of California. Mr. Speaker, the simple purpose 
of this bill is to so liberalize and broaden the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation loaning power as to enable that Cor- 
poration to loan to small business, big business, reasonably 
sized business, under the present circumstances, and where 
that business cannot get the money through local banks. In 
fact, Mr. Jones stated that the Corporation would make loans 
as small as $200 and as large as the business warranted. Our 
committee was unanimous on the matter, and I was per- 
fectly astounded to find members of the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee come here on the floor and oppose it. It 
seems to me that legislative opposition by the other side is 
being based entirely on suspicion instead of on facts. Every- 
thing in this bill was known to every member of the commit- 
tee; every objective the committee had in mind was made 
clear to every member of the committee. Mr. Jones came be- 
fore the committee and made a clear, concise, and compre- 
hensive statement as to what would be done under the bill, 
and still we find gentlemen on the other side, gentlemen 
who heard his testimony, coming in here attempting to work 
up suspicion that the purpose and purport of the bill is some- 
thing other than that which it pretends to be. 

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. FORD of California. Yes. 

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. Here is one member of the commit- 
tee who is supporting the bill, and who believes it does give 
power to loan to small-business men, provided the Recon- 
struction Finance Corporation will administer it in that way. 

Mr. FORD of California. That is what every member of 
the committee agreed to. 

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. Mr. Jones agreed to make the loans. 

Mr. FORD of California. Mr. Speaker, I yield back the 
remainder of my time. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. The motion to suspend the rules and 
pass the bill applies to H. R. 10055. The Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee in reporting that bill reported the bill with 
an amendment striking out all after the enacting clause and 
substituting verbatim a large portion of a similar bill, 
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S. 3735, which had previously passed the Senate. The only 
difference between the bill as amended by the House com- 
mittee and the Senate bill, as passed by the Senate, is the 
elimination of one paragraph. Will the Chair inform me 
what the parliamentary situation is with reference to the 
substitution of the Senate bill for the House bill? 

The SPEAKER. The motion of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama is to suspend the rules, and that means to suspend 
all rules, and pass the House bill as amended by the com- 
mittee, so that the only matter pending before the House 
is the passage of the House bill as amended. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. And under the rules of the House with 
respect to suspension of the rules, the Senate bill, therefore, 
could not be substituted for the House bill. 

The SPEAKER. It could not. 

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I think the gentle- 
man from Michigan [Mr. Wotcorr] is incorrect in saying 
that the bill has passed the Senate. What we had was a 
bill that had been introduced in the Senate, not the bill 
that passed the Senate. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. That was the purpose of my parlia- 
mentary inquiry, because the Senate bill which has been 
messaged to the House provides 

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. But that bill with its amend- 
ment was not before our committee. 

Mr. MAPES. It has passed the Senate. 

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. It has now, but it had not at 
the time the committee reported the House bill. 

Mr. MAPES. It was messaged over before the gentleman 
from Alabama made his motion to suspend the rules. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from Alabama to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill H. R. 10055, as amended. 

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 339, nays 6, 
not voting 84, as follows: 


[Roll No. 54] 
YEAS—339 

Aleshire Clark, N. O. Fitzgerald Houston 
Allen, Del Clason Fitzpatrick Hull 
Allen, III Claypool Flaherty Hunter 
Allen, Pa, Cluett Flannery Imhoff 
Amlie Cochran Fleger Lac 
Anderson, Mo. Coffee, Nebr. Fletcher Jacobsen 
Andresen, Minn. Coffee, Wash. Vorand Jarman 
Andrews Cole, N. Y. Ford, Calif. Jarrett 
Arends Collins Ford, Miss. Jenkins, Ohio 
Arnold Colmer Frey, Pa. Jenks, N. H. 
Ashbrook Connery Fries, III. Johnson, Luther A. 
Atkinson Cooley Fuller Johnson, Lyndon 
Bacon Coo; Fulmer Johnson, Minn. 
Barden Costello Gamble, N. Y. Johnson, Okla. 
Barry Cox Gambrill, Md. Johnson, W. Va. 
Barton Cravens Garrett Jones 
Bates Creal Gasque Kee 
Beiter Crosby Gavagan Keller 
Bell Crosser Gearhart Kelly, N. Y. 
Bernard Cummings Gehrmann Kennedy, Md. 
Biermann Curley Gifford Keogh 
Bigelow Daly Gildea Kerr 
Binderup Delaney Goldsborough Kinzer 
Bland Dem Gray, Ind. Kirwan 
Bloom DeMuth Gray, Pa. Kitchens 
Boehne DeRouen Green Kniffin 
Boileau Dies Greenwood Knutson 
Boland, Pa Dingell Greever Kramer 
Boyer Dirksen Gregory Lambertson 
Bradley Dixon Griffith Lambeth 
Brewster Dondero Griswold Lamneck 
Brooks Dorsey Guyer Lanham 
Brown Dowell Gwynne Lanzetta 
Buck Doxey Haines Larrabee 
Buckler, Minn. Drew. Pa Halleck Lea 
Buckley, N. Y. Driver Hamilton Leavy 
Bulwinkle Dunn Hancock, N. Y. Lemke 
Burch Eaton Harlan Lesinski 
Burdick Eberharter Harrington Lewis, Colo. 
Byrne Eckert ter wis, 
Caldwell Eicher Hartley Luce 
Cannon, Mo. Elliott Havenner Luckey, Nebr, 
Carlson gel Healey Ludlow 
Case, S. Dak. Englebright Hendricks Luecke, Mich, 
Casey, Mass E Hildebrandt McClellan 
Celler Faddis Hill McCormack 
Chandler Farley Hoffman McGehee 
Chapman Ferguson Holmes McGrath 
Church Fernandez Honeyman McLaughlin 
Citron Fish Hope M 
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McReynolds Parsons Ryan 
McSweeney Patman Sacks Thomas, N. J. 
Maas Patterson Sadowski Thomas, Tex. 
Magnuson Patton Sanders ‘Thomason, Tex. 
Mahon, S. C. Pearson Satterfield Thompson, Il, 
Mahon, Tex Peterson, Fla, Sauthoff 
Mapes Peterson, Ga, Schaefer, Il. Tobey 
Martin, Colo Pettengill Schulte Tolan 
Martin, Phillips Scrugham Towey 
Mason Pierce Seger 
Massingale Plumley Shafer, Mich ‘Treadway 
Maverick oage Shanley U. 
May Polk Sheppard Vincent, B. M. 
Powers Simpson Vinson, Fred M. 
Merritt Quinn Sirovich Vinson, Ga. 
Michener Rabaut Smith, Conn. Voorhis 
Mills Ramsay Smith, Maine Wadsworth 
, Smith, Va. Wallgren 
Mosier, Ohio. Randolph Smith, Wash Walter 
Mott Rayburn Smith, W. Va. Warren 
Mouton Reed, N. Y. Snell Wearin 
Murdock, Ariz. a Snyder, Pa. Weich 
Murdock, Utah Rees, Kans uth Wene 
n Reilly Sparkman White, Ohio 
Norton Rich Spence Whitt 
O'Brien, Mich. Richards Starnes Wigglesworth 
O'Connell. R. I. Rigney Steagall Williams 
O'Connor, N. Y. Robertson Stefan Withrow 
Leary Robinson, Utah Summers, Tex Wolcott 
O'Neal, Ky Robsion, Ky. Sweeney Wolfenden 
O'Neill, N. J. Rockefeller Tarver Wolverton 
Oliver Rogers, Mass. Taylor, Colo. Woodruff 
Owen Rogers, Okla. Taylor, S. OC. Woodrum 
Pace Romjue Taylor, Tenn, Zimmerman 
Palmisano Rutherford 
NAYS—6 
Boren Lord Short Taber 
Crawford Smith, Okla. 
NOT VOTING—84 
Allen, La. Douglas McAndrews Reece, Tenn 
Beam Drewry, Va McFarlane Sabath 
Boykin McGranery Schneider, Wis. 
Boylan, N. Y. Edmiston Schuetz 
Cannon, Wis. Flannagan McKeough Scott 
Carter Gilchrist McMillan Secrest 
t Gingery Maloney Shannon 
Champion Hancock, N. O Mansfield Somers. N. X 
Clark, Idaho rt Meeks Stack 
Colden Hennings Mitchell, III Sullivan 
Cole, Md. Hobbs Mitchell, Tenn. Sutphin 
Crowe Hook Nichols Swope 
Crowther Jenckes, Ind O'Brien, M. Thom 
Culkin Kelly, Hl. O'Connell, Mont. Tinkham 
Cullen Kennedy, N. Y. O'Connor, Mont. Turner 
Deen Kleberg 'Day Weaver 
Dickstein Kocialkowskt O'Malley West 
Disney Kopplemann O'Toole Whelchel 
Ditter Kvale Patrick White, Idaho 
Dockweiler Long Pfeifer Wilcox 
Doughton Lucas 


So (two-thirds having voted in favor thereof) the rules 
were suspended, and the bill was passed. 

The Clerk announced the following pairs: 

Until further notice: 


Mr. Rankin with Mr. Crowther. 
Mr. Drewry of Virginia with Mr. Reece of Tennessee. 
Mr. Cullen with Mr. Douglas. 
Mr. McAndrews with Mr. Carter. 
. Mansfield with Mr. Gilchrist. 
Weaver with Mr. Ditter. 
Crowe with Mr. Culkin. 
Sullivan with Mr, Tinkham. 
Kelly of Illinois with Mr. Schneider of Wisconsin, 
Maloney with Mr. Kvale. 
pupas with Mr. Wood. 

Mitchell of Tennessee with Mr. Meeks. 
Doughton with Mr. Colden. 

an with Mr. Long. 

Dickstein with Mr. Mitchell of Illinois. 
. O'Day with Mr. Swope. 
“Boylan of New York with Mr. Hancock of North Carolina. 
Hobbs with Mr. O'Connell of Montana. 
Schuetz with Mr. O'Toole. 
Secrest with Mr. Whelchel. 
Beam with Mr. Allen of Lousiana. 
Kleberg with Mr. O’Connor of Montana. 
Somers of New York with Mr. Clark of Idaho. 
McFarlane with Mr. Cole of Maryland. 
West with Mr. Patrick. 
Hennings with Mr. O'Malley. 


BE 


kin. 
Kennedy of New York with Mr. Turner. 
Disney with Mr. Pfeifer. 
White of Idaho with Mr. Stack. 
Duncan with Mr. Wilcox. 
Scott with Mr. Hook. 
Sabath with Mr. Gingery. 
McMillan with Mr. O’Brien of Dlinois. 
Cannon of Wisconsin with Mr. Dockweiler. 
Edmiston with Mr. Hart. 


. 
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Mr. Deen with Mr. Kocialkowski. 

Mr. Champion with Mrs. Jenckes of Indiana. 

Mr. Shannon with Mr. McGranery. 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my own remarks in the Recorp on the R. F. C. bill 
just passed. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 


Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to extend and revise the 
remarks I make. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, on what subject? 

Mr. HARLAN. Reorganization. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Is the gentleman for or against it? 

Mr. HARLAN. I am neutral. 

Mr. KNUTSON. I have no objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Speaker, my remarks at this time will 
differ but little from those given over the red network this 
evening at 9:30. 

The bill to reorganize Federal administrative agencies con- 
tains five principal provisions, four of which are controversial. 

First. It delegates power to the President, with the ap- 
proval of Congress, to regroup and consolidate agencies. 

Second. It creates a new Cabinet department of welfare. 

Third. It reorganizes the General Accounting Office. 

Fourth. It reorganizes the civil-service bureau. 

This legislation has occasioned such a deluge of letters and 
telegrams and such an organized campaign of misrepresenta- 
tion by the press as Congress has not recently experienced. 

Concerning this stultification of the press, Mr. Arthur 
Krock, of the New York Times, says: 

If the opposition to the Byrnes bill had been kept within bounds 
of truth and reason, Wall Street and other interests would have 
paid only ordinary attention to the legislation. The powers it dele- 
gates to the President do not bear on anything that is disturbing 
confidence in this country or depressing business. 

Mr. Earl Godwin, of the Washington Times staff and an ex- 
president of the National Press Club, says: 

Continued publication of such deliberate untruths will some day 
end in disaster. I have read news accounts of debates in the Sen- 
ate on this reorganization which were completely distorted. I 
know of a chain of newspapers which received orders to print a 
certain editorial. One editor refused on the ground that the edi- 
torial was completely inaccurate, and received the reply, “Print or 

. A free press is a bulwark of freedom, but a press which 
lies on the order of its owners is already in chains. 

The letters and telegrams arriving in Washington cer- 
tainly refiect the popular confusion resulting from this effort. 
Practically none of them show that the writer has any real 
knowledge of the bill now before the House of Representatives. 
But before discussing these letters let us look at the history 
of this legislation. 

In 1932 Congress passed a law delegating to President 
Hoover the exact reorganization powers provided in the pend- 
ing bill. It is found in title 5 of our Federal Code. This 
Hoover law granted even more executive power than the 
pending bill, inasmuch as it included many more agencies, 
When this power was delegated to a Republican President 
there was not enough opposition in a Democratic House even 
to have a roll call. This Hoover bill ran for almost 2 years 
into President Roosevelt’s term. He did not then become a 
dictator, the Constitution remained, and he reorganized 11 
agencies. Time and the depression problems alone prevented 
him from completing the problem then. 

In August of 1937 this same identical bill repassed the 
House of Representatives with only 76 adverse votes out of 
435. Please note also that under both of these bills there was 
@ possibility that it might require a two-thirds vote of Con- 
gress to override the President’s reorganization proposal in 


1938 


the event of a disagreement between Congress and the 
Executive. 

The only reason that the House is now voting on this ques- 
tion at all, after passing it once, is because of a shrewd par- 
liamentary maneuver by administration enemies in the Sen- 
ate. For 40 years the need of reorganization of our jumbled 
governmental agencies has been recognized by every busi- 
nessman and statesman. They cried eternally, “Put business 
in government; cut out red tape.” Congress has endeavored 
to do this task times without number and has always failed. 

Concerning these efforts President Hoover said: 

They have always proved in the past to be a signal for the 
mobilization of opposition from all quarters, which has destroyed 
the possibility of constructive action. 

Because of this impossibility of unaided congressional 
action, Congress conferred these powers on President Hoover 
and is now merely reenacting this same bill for another 
period of 2 years. 

As to the creation of the department of welfare, this iden- 
tical act also passed the House of Representatives last August 
with only 88 adverse votes. It is created to gather together 
those agencies working in the social sciences. Education is a 
social science. The Office of Education is now in the Interior 
Department with the Geological Survey, National Park Serv- 
ice, and Bureau of Mines. Nevertheless, this obviously sensi- 
ble change of the Office of Education to a congenial depart- 
ment has occasioned a most unprincipled whispering cam- 
paign to frighten the friends of parochial schools. This is all 
despite the fact that it is expressly stated in the reorganiza- 
tion bill that no change in existing law can possibly occur 
thereunder. To quiet this uneasiness, created solely for 
political advantage, the bill is being amended to keep the 
Office of Education in the Interior Department. 

Now, can anyone say why a law conferring a power on 
a Republican President was desirable in 1932 and the same 
law conferring less power on a Democratic President in 
1938 is a dictatorial abomination? Why did a law creating 
a department of welfare supervising the Office of Educa- 
tion pass Congress without a ripple in August of 1937 and 
create an emotional explosion in April of 1938? 

The clue lies in a glance at the last preelection pay-en- 
velope campaign. The social security bill was novel and 
complicated. By inserting wholesale lies and half truths 
into the pay envelope doubt and fear were germinated, de- 
signed to create a Landon stampede. It failed only because 
of our basic American horse sense and the then satisfactory 
economic conditions. 

The reorganization bill is likewise novel and complicated. 
In one minute more untruths and half truths can be said 
about it than can be refuted by an hour’s study. World con- 
ditions are incomparably more frightening now than in 
1929. We have not escaped this world panic. The stage is 
now perfectly set as it was not in 1937 to make this bill a 
sounding board to agitate confusion and fear and create 
that stampede desired by the pay-envelope hoax. It is only 
a question now of the virility of American horse sense. 

The same agitators who now tell you that Roosevelt is 
a dictator, if they defeat this reorganization, next fall will 
point to that defeat and tell you that the Democratic Party 
is devoid of leadership and that a stronger hand should 
take the helm. 

The only parts of this bill not tacitly accepted by the 
public in 1937 are the provisions to reorganize the Civil 
Service Bureau, and the Comptroller General’s office. The 
reorganization of the Civil Service Bureau follows the lead 
of many of our States and foreign democracies. It provides 
that instead of the existing Administrative Board of three 
there shall be a single executive, advised and reported upon 
by a nonpartisan board of seven. The President now ap- 
points the civil-service board, limited only by the require- 
ment that one of its members be of the opposite political 
faith. The President may select a real political opponent 
or a figurehead, as he chooses and if this appointee becomes 
obstreperous he can remove him without cause. No civil- 
service board has ever been any more bipartisan than any 
President desired. The proposed civil-service board of 
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seven members, however, are appointed for terms of 7 
years and cannot be removed. Only one term expires in 
any one year and no more than four members can be of 
one political party. This makes as truly a nonpartisan civil- 
service board as can exist in a democracy. 

Civil-service employees generally have acclaimed this reor- 
ganization. It will convert 200,000 non-civil-service workers 
to a civil-service status and it will give classification to all 
civil-service employees throughout the country. 

The reorganization of the Comptroller General’s office 
essentially does but one thing. It divides the job of Comp- 
troller General, which no single human being however effi- 
cient can ever carry out under existing law. It merely 
separates his executive and judicial activities from his audit- 
ing work. The first two activities are retained by the Comp- 
troller General; the auditing powers are given to a new 
auditor general responsible to Congress alone. 

The original creation of the Comptroller General was an 
excellent idea, woefully unachieved. Because of undemo- 
cratic centralization of legislative, executive, and judicial 
powers in the office of Comptroller General that office has 
completely bogged down. In 15 years he has never rendered 
to Congress a single complete postaudit. He has preaudited 
less than 4 percent of our expenditures. His check-off of 
disbursing agencies is from 1½ to 4 years late. Congress 
has found it necessary to exclude 19 large governmental 
agencies completely from his control because of the unwieldi- 
ness of his office. 

The new Comptroller General will retain all existing 
executive, judicial, and preaudit functions limited only by 
the requirement that for any question purely of law where 
neither auditing nor fact finding are involved he must con- 
sult the Attorney General. No government in the world can 
have efficient administration with conflicting legal policies. 
The very fact that under existing law the Comptroller Gen- 
eral both supervises disbursements and then audits his own 
supervision would shock any accountant. The Britishers do 
not complain that similar principles of modern accounting 
have deprived them of any of their democracy. 

The letters coming to Congress tell us, We don’t want 
efficiency in a democracy. Dictatorships are efficient.” They 
might just as well say that they do not want good health 
because prize fighters have good health and they do not want 
to be prize fighters. Germany and Italy did not cease to be 
free governments because they were too efficient; their people 
lost liberty when their free government ceased to be compe- 
tent to handle the problems of modern industrial life. De- 
mocracies cannot survive in this world unless democratic 
machinery is remodeled to twentieth century needs. 

The letters say, “Give the bill more study.” No problem 
of government for the past 40 years has received more study. 
The present bill has been studied for a year and a half. 
Were we to procrastinate another 50 years we would still hear 
the cry, “Don’t pass it now; study some more.” 

The letters tell us, “Dump reorganization, cure the depres- 
sion.” Where is the antagonism between the two? Why 
will an inefficient government more readily cure the depres- 
sion than an efficient one? This same argument has been 
heard whenever any reform is mentioned. “Don’t do that, 
do something else.” 

Some letters say they would not withhold this power from 
President Roosevelt but fear a possible successor. This bill, 
like the Hoover bill, expires in 2 years. 

Others say, “We want disbursements audited before the 
money is gone, not afterward, when it is too late.” The bill 
affects in no way the power of the Comptroller General to 
preaudit disbursements. This is provided in section 74, title 
5, of the code and remains intact. 

To all of these correspondents I would say in closing, 
“Please read this bill. Remember that this is an election 
year. Recall the pay-envelope campaign, and then exercise 
your own judgment, not that of others.” [Applause.] 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 

to extend my own remarks in the Recorp by placing therein 
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a speech delivered by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
PETTENGILL] at the Chicago dental convention. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my own remarks by including an address 
which I delivered on the 2d of this month before the Junior 
Bar Conference. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

AMENDMENTS TO AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1938 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I call up the conference report 
on the bill (H. R. 9915) to amend the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act of 1938, and for other purposes, and ask unanimous 
consent that the statement be read in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT 

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9915) to 
amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, and for other pur- 
poses, having met, after full and free conference, have agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate PPP 

In lieu ot the matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amend- 
ment insert the following: 

“That section 105 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is 
amended by inserting after the first sentence the following: Not- 
withstanding such amendments, payments with to farming 
operations carried out in the calendar year 1938 and based upon 
any soil-depleting crop for which special acreage allotments are 
established shall be made at not less than 90 per centum of the 
rates announced by the Secretary prior to the enactment of this Act.. 

“Src. 2, Section 301 (b) SS): (A) of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938 is hereby amended by striking out the word ‘farm’ in ae 
expressions ‘for any farm’ and ‘for the farm’, respectively, and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘county’. 

“Sec. 3. Section 301 (b) (13) Œ) of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938 is hereby amended by striking out the word ‘farm’ in 
the expressions ‘for any farm’ and ‘for the farm’, respectively, and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘county’. 

“Sec. 4. Section 301 (b) (13) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938 is hereby amended by adding the following new subpara- 


aph: 

( ) “Normal yield” for any farm, in the case of corn, wheat, or 
cotton, shall be the average yield per acre of corn, wheat, or cotton, 
as the case may be, for the farm, adjusted for abnormal weather 
conditions and, in the case of corn and wheat, but not in the case 
of cotton, for trends in yields, during the ten calendar years in the 
case of corn and wheat, and five calendar years in the case of 
cotton, immediately preceding the year with respect to which such 
normal yield is used in any computation authorized under this 
title. If for any such year the data are not available or there is 
no actual yield, then the normal yield for the farm shall be ap- 
praised in accordance with regulations of the Secretary, taking into 
consideration abnormal weather conditions, the normal yield for 
the county, and the yield in years for which data are available.’ 

“Sec. 5. (a) Section 313 (a) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938 is amended by ng out the word ‘net’. 

“(b) Section 313 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 18 
amended by adding at the end thereof the following: 

“‘(e) In case of flue-cured tobacco, the national quota for 1938 
is increased by a number of pounds required to provide for each 
State in addition to the State poundage allotment a sheng 
not in excess of 2 per centum of the allotment which shall be 
apportioned in amounts which the determines to be fair 
and reasonable to farms in the State receiving allotments under 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 which the Secretary deter- 
mines are inadequate in view of past production of tobacco, and 
for each year by a number of pounds sufficient to assure that any 
State receiving a State poundage allotment of flue-cured tobacco 
shall receive a minimum State poundage allotment of flue-cured 
tobacco equal to the average national yield for the preceding five 
years of five hundred acres of such tobacco.’ 

“Sec. 6. Section 328 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is 
amended by inserting after the words ‘during the ten calendar years 
immediately preceding such calendar year’ a comma and the follow- 
ing: ‘adjusted for abnormal weather conditions and trends in yield.“ 

“Src. 7. Section 334 (b) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938 is amended by striking out the word ‘net’. 

“Sec. 8. Section 343 (c) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938 is amended by striking out ‘for 1938 and for 1939’ and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof ‘for any year’. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


APRIL 4 


“SEC. 9. (a) The second sentence of section 344 (b) of the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is amended to read as follows: 
‘Such number of acres plus the number of acres allotted to the 
State pursuant to subsection (e) (2) is referred to as the “State 

e allotment”.’, 

“(b) Section 344 (d) (3) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938 is amended by inserting after ‘excluding from such acreage 
the acres devoted to the production of’ the following: ‘sugarcane 
for sugar,’; and by inserting after ‘rice for market or’ the following: 
‘wheat or rice’. 

“(c) Section 344 (e) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
is amended by inserting after ‘(e)’ at the beginning of such sub- 
section ‘(1)’, and by adding at the end thereof the following: 

“*(2) The Secretary shall allot to each State to which an allot- 
ment is made under subsection (b), and in which at least three 
thousand five hundred bales were produced in any of the five 2 
immediately preceding the year for which the allotment is made, a 
number of acres sufficient to provide a total State acreage allot- 
ment for such State of not less than five thousand acres.’ 

“(d) Section 344 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is 
amended by inserting at the end thereof the following: 

“*(g) For each of the years 1938 and 1939 an acreage equal to 4 
per centum of the State acreage allotment shall be apportioned by 
the Secretary, to counties and farms in the State receiving allot- 
ments under this Part, in the following manner: 

1) An amount of the additional allotment provided for in 
this subsection sufficient to allot to each farm the acreage allot- 
ments provided for in subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (1) 
of subsection (d) of this section shall be used for making such 

allotments as therein provided. 

%) In counties in which the allotment is not sufficient to pro- 
vide adequate and representative allotments to other farms in 
the county as a result of the allotments required by section 344 
(O q) (A) and (B), an additional acreage shall be allotted to 

farms to make the allotment to each of such farms as nearly 
pont to the allotment which would have been made to such farms 
in the absence of the provisions of (A) and (B) of subsection 344 
(d) (1) as the remainder of the 4 per centum will permit. 

“*(3) After making the allotments provided for in paragraphs 
(1) and (2) of this subsection the remainder of the 4 per centum 
may be apportioned in amounts determined by the Secretary to be 
fair and reasonable to farms or counties receiving allotments 
which the Secretary determines are inadequate and not represen- 
tative in view of past production of cotton on the farm or in the 


county. 

“‘(h) Notwithstanding any other provisions of this section, the 
cotton acreage allotment for any farm for each of the years 1938 
and 1939, after making the allotments provided in subsection (g), 
shall be increased by such amount as may be necessary to provide 
an allotment of not less than 50 per centum of the sum of the 
acreage planted in cotton in 1937 and the acreage diverted from 
cotton production in 1937 under the agricultural conservation 
program, as determined for each farm in accordance with regula- 
tions prescribed by the Secretary: Provided, That this subsection 
shall not operate to raise the cotton acreage of any farm above 40 
per centum of the acreage on such farm which is tilled annually 
or in regular rotation, as determined under regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary. 

“‘(i) The acreage required for apportionment under subsections 
(g) and (h) shall be in addition to the State acreage allotment, 
and the production of such acreage shall be in addition to the 
national allotment.’ 

“Src. 10. Section 349 (b) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938 is amended to read as follows: 

“*(b) All persons applying for any payment of money under the 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, with 
respect to any farm located in a county in which cotton has been 
planted during the year for which such payment is offered, shall 
file with the application a statement that the applicant has not 
knowingly planted, during the current year, cotton on land on his 
farm in excess of the acreage allotted to the farm under section 
344 for such year.’ 

“Sec. 11. Section 372 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938 is amended by adding at the end thereof the following: 

“*(c) Whenever, pursuant to a claim filed with the Secretary 
within one year after payment to him of any penalty collected 
from any person pursuant to this act, the Secretary finds that 
such penalty was erroneously, illegally, or wrongfully collected, the 
Secretary shall certify to the Secretary of the Treasury for pay- 
ment to the claimant, in accordance with regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, such amount as the Secretary 
nope E claimant is entitled to receive as a refund of such 
pe 5 

The Secretary is authorized to prescribe regulations governing 
the filing of such claims and the determination of such refunds, 

“*(d) No penalty shall be collected under this act with respect 
to the marketing of any agricultural commodity grown for experi- 
mental purposes only by any publicly owned agricultural experi- 
ment station.” 

“Sec. 12. The fourth sentence of section 381 (a) of such act is 
amended to read as follows: In cases where in 1937 a total or 
partial crop failure resulted from hail, drought, flood, or boll- 
weevil infestation, or where any part of a producer’s 1937 cotton 
crop was destroyed after the harvesting thereof by fire or other 
unavoidable natural cause, if the producer is otherwise eligible for 
payment, payment shall be made at the same rate per pound on 
the same percentage of the producer’s normal base production 
established by the Secretary as in the case of other producers.“ 


“Src. 13. ion 403 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933 
is amended by striking out the date ‘May 1, 1937’ and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: ‘or before May 1, 1938’. 

“Sec. 14. Section 404 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
is amended by striking out the date ‘May 1937’ and inserting in 
lieu thereof the date ‘May 1938’. 

“Sec. 15. Section 407 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
is amended by striking out ‘on or before’ wherever it occurs in 
such section and inserting in lieu thereof the following: ‘subse- 
quent to’. 

“Sec. 16. Subparagraph (5) of section 8 (c) of the Soil Conser- 
vation and Domestic Allotment Act, as amended by section 101 of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, is hereby amended by 
striking out the words ‘on any farm’ in the first sentence and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘for any county’; and by striking out the 
word ‘thereon’ in the first sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
‘therein’. 

“Sec, 17. Section 8 (e) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act, as amended by section 101 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, is hereby amended by adding the follow- 
ing new subparagraph: 

“*(6) In determining normal yield per acre for any farm under 
this section in the case of wheat or corn, the normal yield shall be 

the average yield per acre thereon for such commodity during the 
ten calendar years immediately preceding the calendar year in 
which such yield is determined, adjusted for abnormal weather 
conditions and trends in ylelds. If for any such year the data are 
not available, or there is no actual yield, then the normal yield for 
the farm shall be appraised in accordance with regulations of the 
Secretary, taking into consideration abnormal weather conditions, 
the normal yield for the county, and the yield in years for which 
data are available.’ 

“Sec. 18. Section 8 (g) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act, as amended, is amended by striking out the second 
and third sentences and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
‘Such assignment shall be signed by the farmer and witnessed by 
a member of the county or other local committee, or by the 
treasurer or the secretary of such committee, and filed with the 
county agent or the county committee. Such assignment shall 
include the statement that the assignment is not made to pay or 
secure any preexisting indebtedness.’ 

“Sec. 19. The proclamations heretofore issued by the Secretary 
of Agriculture under sections 312 (a), 327, 328, and 345 of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 shall be effective as provided 
in said sections, and no provision of any amendment made by this 
act shall be construed as requiring any further action under 
section 312 (c) or 347 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
with respect to marketing years beginning in 1938.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

MARVIN JONES, 
H. P. FULMER, 


LYNN J. FRAZIER, 
Managers on the part of the Senate, 


STATEMENT 

The managers on the part of the House at the conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 9915) to amend the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act of 1938, and for other purposes, submit the following 
statement in explanation of the effect of the action agreed upon 
by the conferees and recommended in the accompanying confer- 
ence report: 

The House bill (sec. 1) added a new paragraph (2) to section 
344 (e) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 providing that 
the Secretary should allot to each State to which a State acreage 
allotment of cotton has been made and in which at least 3,500 
bales were produced in any of the 5 years immediately preceding 
the year for which the allotment is made, a number of acres suffi- 
cient to provide a total State acreage allotment for such State of 
not less than 5,000 acres. Section 1 of the House bill also made 
technical amendments to sections 343 (c) and 344 (b) of such act 
to make the above-described changes effective. 

There are no comparable provisions in the Senate amendment. 

The conference agreement (secs. 8 and 9) adopts the provisions 
of the House bill. 

The House bill (sec. 2) amended section 381 (a) of the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938 to provide that in cases where any 
part of the producer’s 1937 cotton crop was destroyed after the 
harvesting thereof by fire or other unavoidable natural cause, the 
producer would be entitled to his price-adjustment payment at 
the same rate per pound on the same percentage of his normal 
base production as in the case of other producers. Section 2 of 
the House bill also clarified the provisions of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 with respect to the basis of payment to a 
producer who had a total or partial crop failure resulting from 
hail, drought, flood, or boll-weevil infestation, 

There are no comparable provisions in the Senate amendment. 
Me The eee agreement (sec. 12) adopts the provisions of the 

ouse bill. 

The House bill (sec. 3) amended section 105 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 by providing that payments under the Soil 
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Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act with respect to farm- 
ing operations carried out in the calendar year 1938 and based upon 
soil-depleting crops for which special acreage allotments are estab- 
lished, should be made at not less than 90 percent of the rates an- 
nounced by the Secretary prior to the enactment of the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938. 

The Senate amendment (sec. 5) contains a similar provision. 

The conference agreement (sec. 1) also contains this provision. 

The House bill (sec. 4) amended section 313 (a) and section 
334 (b) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 by striking out 
the word “net” immediately preceding the expression “acreage di- 
verted under previous agricultural adjustment and conservation 
programs.” These amendments were designed to correct a clerical 
error in the original act. 

Tires Senate amendment (sec. 9 and sec, 11) contains similar pro- 
ons. 

The conference agreement (sec. 5 and sec. 7) also contains these 
provisions, 

The House bill (sec. 5) amended section $28 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 to eliminate an ambiguity in such section 
by expressly authorizing adjustment for abnormal weather condi- 
tions and trends in yield in the determination of the average yield 
used in computing the acreage allotment of corn. 

The Senate amendment (sec. 10) contains a similar provision. 

The conference agreement (sec. 6) also contains this provision. 

The House bill (sec. 6) amended section 344 (d) (3) of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, to add land devoted to 
sugarcane for sugar to the class of land to be excluded in de- 
termining the tilled acreage for a farm on the basis of which the 
apportionment of the cotton allotment under section 344 (d) (3) 
is to be made. 

The Senate amendment (sec. 13) contains a similar provision, 
and in addition makes a clerical amendment to section 344 (d) (3) 
to make it clear that in the case of land devoted to the pro- 
duction of crops for feeding to livestock for market, only land 
devoted to the production or wheat and rice is to be excluded 
in determining such tilled 1 

The conference agreements (sec. 9 (b)) adopts the pro 
the Senate amendment. À vee 5 ee 

The House bill (sec. 7 (a)) amended section 344 of the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 to provide that in any county 
in which the county cotton acreage allotment was less than 15 
percent of the tilled land in the county, or in which the value 
of cotton was less than the value of tobacco, and in any county 
in the States of California, Arizona, New Mexico, or Oklahoma, 
the cotton acreage allotments to individual farms were to be made 
on the basis of the average acreage planted to cotton plus the 
acreage diverted from the production of cotton under the con- 
servation program during the preceding 2 years, making due 
allowance for abnormal weather conditions, crop-rotation prac- 
tices, and type of soil. The House bill (sec. 7 (d)) also amended 
section 343 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 to provide 
that an acreage equal to 4 percent of the State acreage allot- 
ment should be apportioned, in amounts determined by the Sec- 
retary to be fair and reasonable, to farms whose allotments the 
Secretary determined were inadequate in view of their past pro- 
duction. This additional acreage was to be in addition to the 
State allotment. Sections 7 (b) and (c) of the House bill made 
clerical amendments to carry into effect the above-described pro- 
vision for the additional . The House bill (sec. 10) also 
amended section 344 (f) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938 to provide that in the case of any county or other local 
administrative area containing farms on which both cotton and 
tobacco were produced, the allotment to the county or area might 
be divided into two portions, one to be apportioned to farms in 
the county or area on which no tobacco was produced, and the 
other to be apportioned to farms in the county or area on which 
both cotton and tobacco were produced. The portions of the allot- 
ment were to be computed on the basis of the aggregate acreage 

lanted to cotton in 1937 plus the aggregate acreage diverted 
rom cotton production in 1937 on the farms in each group. 

The Senate amendment (sec. 14) contains a provision with re- 
spect to counties in which the allotment is less than 15 
percent of the tilled land in the county similar to that of 
the House bill, except that the Senate amendment contains no 
provision with respect to California, Arizona, New Mexico, and 
Oklahoma, and also makes land, labor, and equipment available 
for the production of cotton, and other physical facilities affect- 
ing the production of cotton, factors to be considered in making 
the apportionments to individual farms under this rule. The 
Senate amendment (sec. 12) amends section 343 of the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938 so as to provide that the national 
allotment be increased by a number of bales equal to the pro- 
duction of the required to provide for each State in 
addition to the State acreage allotment an acreage not in excess 
of 4 percent of the State acreage allotment, to be apportioned 
in amounts which the Secretary determines to be fair and reason- 
able to farms in the State receiving allotments which the Secre- 
tary determines are inadequate in view of past production of cot- 
ton. The Senate amendment does not contain any provision 
comparable to that of section 10 of the House bill with respect 
to the counties in which both cotton and tobacco are produced. 

The conference agreement (sec. 9 (d)), in lieu of the matter 
contained: in the House bill, and the matter contained in the 
Senate amendment described above, amends section 344 of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 by adding at the end thereof 
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three new subsections. The first (sec. 344 (g)) provides that for 
the years 1938 and 1939 an acreage equal to 4 percent of the 
State acreage allotment is to be apportioned by the Secretary, to 
counties and farms in the State in the following manner: (1) An 
amount of the additional allotment sufficient to allow to each farm 
the acreage allotments provided for in subparagraphs (A) and (B) 
of subsection (d) (1) is to be used for making the acreage allot- 
ments provided in those subparagraphs; (2) in counties in which 
the allotment is not sufficient to provide adequate and representa- 
tive allotments to other farms in the county as a result of making 
the allotments under such subparagraphs, an additional acreage is 
to be allotted to such farms to make their allotments as nearly 
equal to the allotments which would have been made in the 
absence of the requirements of such subparagraphs as the re- 
mainder of the 4 percent will permit; and (3) after making 
the allotments described above the remainder of the 4 percent 
may be apportioned in amounts determined by the Secretary to 
be fair and reasonable to farms or counties receiving allotments 
which the Secretary determines are inadequate and not repre- 
sentative, in view of past production of cotton on the farm or 
in the county. The second subsection added to section 344 (sec. 
$44 (h)) provides that the cotton acreage allotment for any farm 
for the years 1938 and 1939, after making the allotments pro- 
vided under the 4-percent rule, is to be increased by such 
amount as may be necessary to provide an allotment to the farm 
of not less than 50 percent of the sum of its acreage planted 
in cotton in 1937 and its acreage diverted from cotton produc- 
tion in 1937 under the conservation program, as determined for 
each farm in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Sec- 
retary, except that this subsection is not to operate to raise the 
cotton acreage of any farm above 40 percent of the acreage 
on the farm which is tilled annually or in regular rotation, as 
determined under regulations prescribed by the Secretary. The 
third subsection added to section 344 (sec. 344 (i)) provides that 
the acreage required for apportionment under subsections (g) and 
(h) is to be in addition to the State acreage allotment, and the 
production of such acreage is to be in addition to the national 


Adjustment Act of 1938 by providing that whenever pursuant to 
a claim filed with the Secretary within 1 year after payment to 


of any agr: 
only by a publicly owned agricultural 

The conference agreement (sec. 11) adopts the provisions of 
the Senate amendment. 

The House bill (sec. 9) amended section 8 (g) of the Soil 
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act and section 344 (b) 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 so as to eliminate, 
in the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, the require- 
ment that the assignment therein provided for be acknowledged 
and that the statement accompanying the t be verified, 
and the requirement in section 349 (b) of the Agricultural Ad- 
justment Act of 1938 that the statement therein required be veri- 
fied. The amendment to the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act also permits the filing of the t with the 
county committee as well as with the county agent, and provides 
that such assignment be witnessed by a member of the county or 
other local committee or by the treasurer or the secretary of the 
committee. 

The Senate amendment (sec. 1), while retaining the require- 
ment that the assignment provided for in section 8 (g) of the 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act be acknowledged, 
the statement accompanying the assignment be verified, and the 
statement required under section 349 (b) of the Ad- 
justment Act of 1938 be verified, amends section 8 (b) of the Soil 
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act to provide that the 
county agent, the members of the local committee, and the treas- 
urer and the secretary of the committee should have power to 
administer oaths or take affirmations of persons making affidavits 
required under section 8 (g) of the Soil Conservation and Do- 
mestic Allotment Act or under section 349 (b) of the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938. The Senate amendment a 4) 
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The House bill (sec. 11) provided that proclamations hereto- 
fore issued by the Secretary under sections 312 (a), 327, 328, and 
345 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 should be effective 
as provided in those sections, and that no provision of any 
amendment made by the bill should be construed as requiring 
any further action under section 312 (c) or 347 of that act with 
respect to marketing years beginning in 1938. 

The Senate amendment does not contain any comparable pro- 
vision. 

The conference agreement (sec. 19) adopts the provisions of 
the House bill. 

The Senate amendment (secs. 6 and 7) amend subparagraphs 
(A) and (B) of section 301 (b) (13) of the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act of 1938 by substituting the word “county” for “farm” 
so as to convert the definition of “normal yield for any farm” 
as applied to corn, wheat, and cotton into a definition of “normal 
yield for any county.” Section 2 of the Senate amendment makes 
a corresponding change in subparagraph (5) of section 8 (c) of 
the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act applicable to 
corn and wheat. 

The House bill contained no comparable provisions. 

The conference agreement (secs. 2, 3, and 16) adopts the pro- 
visions of the Senate amendment. 

The Senate amendment (sec. 8) amends paragraph (13) of 
section 301 (b) by adding as a new subsection a new provision 
for determining normal yield for any farm in the case of corn, 
wheat, and cotton. Under the new provision normal yield for any 
farm in the case of corn, wheat, or cotton is to be the average 
yield per acre during the 10 previous years in the case of corn 
and wheat, and during the 5 previous years in the case of cotton, 
adjusted for abnormal weather conditions, and in the case of 
corn and wheat adjusted for trends in yields. The amendment 

that if data are not available for any year of the 5- 
or 10-year period, or if there was no yield in any of such years, the 
normal yield for the farm is to be appraised under regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary. In such appraisal abnormal weather 
conditions and trends in yields in the years for which data are 
available are to be taken into consideration. Section 3 of the 
Senate amendment makes a corresponding amendment to section 
8 (c) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, ap- 
plicable to corn and wheat. 

The House bill contained no comparable provisions. 

The conference agreement adopts the provisions of the Senate 
amendment modified (1) to provide that the normal yield for the 
county also be taken into consideration in appraising the normal 
yield for any farm, and (2) to make the new definition of “normal 
yield for any f: added to the Soil Conservation and Domestic 
Allotment Act, conform to that added to the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act of 1938. 

The Senate amendment (secs. 20 and 21) amends sections 403 
and 404, respectively, of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 
by extending to May 1, 1938, the time when a person may have 
become, to the records of the Department of Agriculture, 
the lawful holder and owner of a pool-participation trust certifi- 
cate, Form C-5-1. and be qualified to receive the payment for such 
certificate provided for in title IV of that act. The Senate amend- 
ment (sec, 22) also amends section 407 of the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act of 1938 so as to make it clear that persons who acquired 
certificates subsequent to May 1, 1937, may not receive more than 
what they paid for them, together with interest at 4 percent per 
annum, and in no case more than $1 per bale. 

The conference agreement adopts the above-described provisions 
of the Senate amendment. 

The Senate amendment (sec. 24) amends sections 312 and 313 of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 so as to provide that in 
the case of flue-cured tobacco, the national quota for 1938 is in- 
creased by a number of pounds to provide for each State 
in addition to the State poundage allotment a poundage not in 
excess of 4 percent of the State allotment. This additional 
poundage is to be apportioned in amounts which the Secretary 
determines to be fair and reasonable to farms in the State receiving 
allotments which the Secretary determines are inadequate in view 
of past production of tobacco. 

The conference agreement (sec. 5 (b)) adopts the above-described 
provisions of the Senate amendment with the following changes: 
(1) In lieu of the 4-percent limitation, the conference agree- 
ment provides a 2-percent limitation, and (2) the conference 
agreement provides that for each year the quota for flue-cured 
tobacco is to be increased by a number of pounds sufficient to 
assure that any State receiving a State poundage allotment of flue- 
cured tobacco shall receive a minimum State poundage allotment 
of such tobacco equal to the average national yield for the preced- 
ing 5 years of 500 acres of such tobacco. 

Marvin JONEs, 

H. P. FULMER, * 

WALL Doxey, g 

CLIFFORD R. Hops, 

J. ROLAND KINZER, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, the provisions of the confer- 
ence report are mainly the provisions of the original House 
bill with some changes which I will discuss. 

The House bill carried a provision adding 4 percent to the 
allotment, to be used for ironing out inequities. The Senate 
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bill carried a somewhat similar provision. That amendment 
is agreed to with this further provision, that the allotment 
to no farmer shall be less than 50 percent of the cotton acre- 
age planted in 1937 on that farm plus 50 percent of the 
acreage diverted under the agricultural program for that 

This provision simply forms a bottom. It stipulates 
that if after the allotments are made and the various coun- 
ties and farms receive their allotment of acreage, any farm 
is then left below 50 percent of its 1937 cotton planting plus 
diverted acreage the farm shall be automatically lifted to 
that figure, provided that that paragraph shall not operate 
to raise any farm above 40 percent of the total tilled acre- 
age of the farm. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. 
call the gentleman’s attention to. 

Mr. JONES. That is to prevent the man from perhaps 
including the fence corners in his tilled acres. I do not 
think this last clause will operate more than one time in a 
thousand. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. You might say, then, that 
a farmer may not have more than 40 percent of his tilled 
acres in cotton, which would be less than 50 percent of the 
1937 cotton acreage for planting in the 1938-39 season. 

Mr. JONES. Theoretically, that is possible, but, as a prac- 
tical measure, it is impossible for a man to grow a cotton 
crop and plant every acre he has in tillage on that farm. 
For all practical purposes, therefore, the 50-percent mini- 
mum will apply. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. JONES. I yield. 

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. This provision with refer- 
ence to a bottom of 50 percent of the cotton acreage plus 
50 percent of acreage diverted is mandatory, is it not? 
There is no discretion left. 

Mr, JONES. That is mandatory; and I may state to the 
gentleman how the necessity for that arises. In making 
the county allotment it so happened that in many counties 
there were a lot of small farmers who received 100 percent 
of their plantings up to 5 acres, and there was an additional 
preference to those who had less than 15 acres planted to 
cotton. In some counties it took so nearly all of the county 
allotment to take care of the small farmers with the result 
that a large percentage of the acreage held in the larger 
farms of 30, 40, or 50 acres was reduced in some instances 
to 10 or 12 acres and in a number of instances to less than 
what would be a fair allotment of cotton acreage. 

This simply adds whatever is necessary to the national 
and State allotments to bring every farm in the Cotton Belt 
up to not less than 50 percent of the planted acreage in 
cotton in 1937, plus 50 percent of the diverted acres, with the 
qualifications I explained a while ago. It shall not help to 
bring any man up to more than 40 percent of his tilled 
acres. 3 

Mr. GEARHART. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. GEARHART. Do I understand the amendment to 
work out this way, that a man may plant in 1937-38, 50 per- 
cent of his cotton acres of 1937, planted or diverted, pro- 
vided that 50 percent does not exceed 40 percent of the acre- 
age which he tills annually or in regular rotation? 

Mr. JONES. Yes; this phrase “tilled annually” had to be 
put in, and means, for all practical purposes, the total tilled 
acres of 1937. In handling a farm program that is as far 
reaching as the farm interests of America, it will be found 
there are many different peculiar things prevailing. For 
instance, we find in some places that they summer fallow the 
land and a man plants more this year than in another year, 
so that in order not to injure the man who might not have 
cultivated the land the year previously we say “tilled annually 
or in regular rotation.” In other words, some man will plant 
100 acres this year and next year he will let 50 percent of it 
He idle. That is not a usual thing, but it happens sometimes. 
The practice prevails in some sections. 

LXXXITI-——296 


That is what I wanted to 
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Mr. GEARMART. In the instance of a person who has 
planted nothing but cotton he would under this provision 
be entitled to plant 40 percent next year? 

Mr. JONES. He might be entitled to plant more than that. 
This provision would not bring him up beyond that. If he 
had that much or more, this would not be operative as to him; 
and I may say to the gentleman when we have the supply 
of cotton that we have on hand and we have the problem that 
exists in reference to cotton that does exist, I have not much 
patience with a man who goes out in the face of that and 
plants the fence corners under those circumstances. I think 
this is a fair provision. 

Mr. GEARHART. Then the 40-percent provision would 
apply. 

Mr. JONES. I think it is the 50-percent provision. I 
do not believe there will be one case in a hundred where the 
50-percent provision will not apply. 

Mr. HOPE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. HOPE. About the only case where that would apply 
would be where a man had planted his entire acreage to 
cotton? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. I may say that I have visited many 
cotton farms and I have never known of a single farm where 
every tilled acre was planted to cotton. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Will the gentleman tell 
us how much more cotton will be grown under this amend- 
ment than under the original bill? 

Mr. JONES. It is estimated that there will probably be 
around 425,000 bales, calculating a normal year. That is a 
round figure, you understand. There would be enough acre- 
age to increase it probably 425,000. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. If this is to be a restric- 
tive program, how can the gentleman justify increasing it 
that amount? 

Mr. JONES. I may say to the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts this would still leave considerably less cotton than was 
planted in 1937 if all of those who are in the cotton-producing 
business comply with the program. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. It is not then simply a 
move to give the large cotton grower a little more money? 

Mr. JONES. No, it is not that. As I explained a while 
ago, in many counties there are a great many small producers 
of cotton. They are given under the terms of the original act 
100 percent of their planting up to 5 acres, and the man be- 
tween 5 and 15 acres is given an added percentage above what 
he would normally receive. In some of the counties where 
there were a great many small planters it nearly absorbed 
the county allotment. I know of one instance where a man 
had been planting 40 acres and was reduced to 14 acres, I 
think my colleague from Texas mentioned that case. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. What consideration has been given to 
the releasing of what is termed the “frozen acreage”? Has 
the gentleman given consideration to that or does this bill 
make any provision with reference to that matter? 

Mr. JONES. There is a provision for 4 percent to be 
allotted within each State; that is, 4 percent to be added to 
each State allotment. This may be used to iron out inequi- 
ties. Some of it may be used that way. Then we have a pro- 
vision for 2 percent in the original bill for new acres. That 
is allotted in each State to take care of proper new pro- 
duction. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I understand the 4 percent is for the 
purpose of ironing out these inequities, but it is also true that 
under the law and the manner in which the allotment is now 
made on the farm basis that many farms are receiving allot- 
ments where the operators do not intend to plant any cotton 
or do not intend to take up the amount of the allotment; 
therefore because the local committee does not have the 
authority to redistribute the acreage, that allotment is frozen 
so far as that particular county is concerned. 
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Mr. JONES. That proposition was discussed and for this 
year it was thought that if they went into reallocating that 
acreage, they never would get through the allocation for this 
year. It was the opinion of everyone in the conference 
that if a man did not want the acreage it was not necessary 
to allot it to him. I do not think it is necessary because 
there is a provision, if the gentleman will remember, and I 
refer to the original act, that no one shall be allotted more 
than he planted last year. I think there can be no question 
about a man being allotted something he does not want, 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I understand that, but he may have 
planted cotton last year and this year not desire to grow 
any cotton, yet it is allotted to his farm. 

Mr. JONES. He does not have to take it. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Certainly he does not have to take it. 
The point I make is that acreage which is allotted to that 
farm is frozen. It has been allotted to the county and it 
cannot be reallocated to any individual farm to be used. 
Therefore it is not used and it is lost. 

Mr. JONES. We talked that over with the administrative 
authorities. They said if we undertook to write a provision 
to cover the situation, it would delay the making of final 
allotments and probably cause confusion. They said it was 
not practicable to do that this year. May I say further on 
that proposition that the 50-percent provision is going to 
take care of many situations the gentleman may have in 
mind. 

Mr, McCLELLAN. I know the situation is critical in the 
hill counties in my State. I am receiving telegrams from 
representatives of farm bureaus and county agents telling 
me the situation is critical. 

Mr. JONES. We also have had letters, and everyone of 
the writers seems to be satisfied with this particular provi- 
sion. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr, COX. The amendment which the gentleman reports 
will take care in a measure of the needs of the old grower 
but is there enough in it to promise much relief to the new 
grower? May I say to the gentleman the administration of 
the act in my district is proving to be a headache to every- 
body. I know one instance where a gentleman has hereto- 
fore cultivated 190 acres. An allotment was made to him of 
cotton and tobacco, which are the only money crops he is 
permitted to grow, that with normal production and based 
on anticipated prices would yield a return sufficient to pro- 
vide 5 cents per day for each of the 26 workers on the farm. 

In another instance, an old gentleman who has been a 
tenant all his life and who has a family of 10, all still with 
him, none married off, has for a number of years been grow- 
ing on an average of 9 acres of tobacco a year. Through sacri- 
fice and saving, and doing outside work where it could be 
obtained, he saved up enough money to buy one of the Gov- 
ernment farms, one of the farms the Government had been 
compelled to take over in satisfaction of a loan it had made. 
This year he took charge of the farm and began preparing 
his land. He laid out a plat of 9 acres which he prepared 
for tobacco. When the county agent came around to make 
this allotment, instead of giving him 9 or 8 or 7 acres in 

tobacco he allotted him seven-tenths of 1 acre. What is 
there in the law that promises relief to people who fall within 
that class? 

Mr. JONES. Of course, the gentleman knows I am not as 
familiar with the tobacco provisions as some of my col- 

leagues, but I may state that the committee accepted a pro- 
vision in the Senate bill to reserve 2 percent for new acres. 

Mr. COX. Does the gentleman believe the 2 percent will 
take care of the new cotton grower? 

Mr. JONES. I would not think that was a fair allot- 
ment of tobacco acres for a man who had been planting 
‘through the years. 

Mr. COX. He was on a new farm. 

Mr. JONES. I yield to my colleague, the gentleman from 
‘North Carolina, to answer. 

Mr. COOLEY. Is not the answer that the allotments are 


made to farms and not to persons? If the man whem the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


APRIL 4 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Cox] has in mind left a to- 
bacco farm and entered upon a farm on which tobacco had 
not been grown theretofore, he would be classified as a new 
grower and have to receive his allotment on that basis. 

Mr. COX. In other words, if the man is to continue to 
grow tobacco he must forever continue as a tenant rather 
than as a landowner? 5 

Mr. COOLEY. Oh, no; he would receive an allotment 
from the percentage of the acreage which has been set apart 
for new growers. 

Mr. COX. Seven-tenths of 1 acre on which to support a 
family of 10. 

Mr. JONES. That is in tobacco. 
& fair statement on the proposition. 

Mr. COX. That is exactly what happened. 

Mr. JONES. He might have moved to Maine and not 
received any allotment of tobacco. 

Mr. COX. But he moved onto a neighboring farm. 

Mr, JONES. The gentleman knows you have to tie these: 
things to the land. If a man moves he has to take the his- 
tory of the land he is getting. I should think if he is in 
the tobacco area they would certainly give him some relief 
under this 2-percent provision. 

Mr. COX. They gave him seven-tenths of 1 acre, and 
that is all. F 

Mr. JONES. This 2-percent provision has not become a 
law. I am talking about the 2 percent that is provided in 
these amendments, 

Mr. COX. The allotment has been made, and that is the 
acreage he has been permitted to cultivate. 

Mr. JONES. Does not the gentleman know we are trying 
to adopt some amendments today? 

Mr. COX. Yes; and I applaud the gentleman for it, I 
always follow the gentleman on farm legislation and feel safe 
in doing so. 

Mr. JONES. I thank the gentleman. This 2 percent is 
to iron out some apparent inequities which may arise. I hope 
such situations as he indicates may be adjusted. 

Mr. COOLEY. Is it not possible that the 2 percent of a 
State allotment may all be used in one county if it is needed 
12 ia particular county to remedy an unfortunate situa- 

on 

Mr. JONES. The gentleman is correct. 

Mr, McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
r Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from South Caro-, 
na. | 

Mr. McMILLAN. Does not that same situation apply to 
the 4-percent provision as far as additional cotton allotments 
are concerned, just as it does to the 2-percent provision for 
tobacco in counties where such inequities occur? 

Mr. JONES. Yes; the gentleman is correct, and then the 
50 percent applies generally. 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. PACE. I should like to know from the gentleman if 
we could give this interpretation to the 50 percent planted 
and diverted from cotton, that it means in substance that the 
allotment shall not be less than 50 percent of the 1937 cotton 
base? 

Mr. JONES. For all practical purposes, that is correct. 
It is not the 1937 base, it is the 1937 planted acres plus 50 
percent of the diverted acres, which would practically amount 
to that in most instances. 

Mr. PACE. What I am trying to get at, as probably the 
gentleman sees, is this. Does a noncooperator get the bene- 
fit of this 50-percent provision? 

Mr. JONES. He gets the benefit of the 50-percent provi- 
sion, but not of the diverted provision. He does not get any 
diversion. It puts them all on practically the same basis. 

Mr. PACE. Is it the gentleman’s mature judgment that 
under this provision a man who planted cotton last year, 
without regard to the program, does get the benefit? Do 
not the words used in this amendment, “50 percent of the 
acres planted to cotton in 1937 plus 50 percent of the acres 
diverted from the production of cotton in 1937 under the 
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agricultural conservation program,” become significant, and 
did not the committee intend to give the significance to 
those words that it had to be planted under the agri- 
cultural conservation program or it had to be diverted un- 
der the agricultural conservation program and, therefore, 
it is 50 percent of the two under the agricultural conserva- 
tion program? 

Mr. JONES. Oh, no. I do not think that is the con- 
struction at all. Every man, regardless of whether he is 
a cooperator, would receive 50 percent of the acreage 
planted in 1937 and the cooperator would receive plus 50 
percent of the acreage diverted in 1937. I do not believe 
there is any other reasonable construction to place on it. 
Of course, if a man who is a noncooperator undertook to 
take advantage of his neighbors and went out and planted 
everything in the fence corners he would be caught in the 
40 percent net provision, and ought to be caught. 

Mr. PACE. I think so, too 

I would like to ask the gentleman one other question, 
and I call attention to the fact that the 2 percent added 
for tobacco can go only to old producers, because it is to 
correct inequalities considering their past production of 
tobacco. 

Mr. JONES. The gentleman was citing an old producer, 
and there is a new producer provision in the original bill, 
and I take it they will not allot this until they get through 
with the other allotment. 

Mr. MAHON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. JONES. I yield. 

Mr. MAHON of Texas. There seems to be some reluc- 
tance on the part of the Department of Agriculture to alter 
any of the quotas which have been given to the various 
counties, and I think there are some cases, and particularly 
two that I know of within my own district, where an error 
has been made. 

Mr. JONES. I will state to the gentleman I think they 
ought to correct any errors that have been made and they 
ought to accept proper suggestions as to changes, and they 
have told me that the State board is willing to recommend 
the necessary changes. 

Mr. MAHON of Texas. Does the gentleman think a part 
of this 4 percent might be used in ironing out these low 
quotas in certain areas? 

Mr. JONES. Yes, I think it can be done in that way. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES. I yield. 

Mr. MILLS. If the gentleman will permit, I would like to 
make two observations so the Record will be straight. I do 
not wish to disagree with my distinguished friend from 
Texas, but the Department of Agriculture advised me today 
that they had notified the extension department at Baton 
Rouge to correct the situation that now exists in Caldwell 
Parish, a parish in my district, where the parish claims addi- 
tional acres under section 344. 

In addition to this, I hope the Committee will adopt the 
amendment which is now pending for the reason that I had a 
petition with approximately 40 names from men who last 
year had-in cultivation from 20 to 30 acres, whereas they 
claim they will not receive but from 6 to 8 acres this year. 
I feel that these men are entitled to more consideration. 

Mr. JONES. I will state to the gentleman as to one of 
the things he mentions, the State committee can go into 
that and ask the local committee to present the facts to 
them. 

Mr. MASSINGALE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MASSINGALE. I would like to make a suggestion to 
the gentleman and preface my remarks by stating that I 
very much appreciate the attitude of the chairman of this 
committee and the committee itself in trying to straighten 
out the difficulty that the administrators have run into, 
especially in regard to the allotment of cotton acreage. 

I presume the gentleman noticed a statement by Secretary 
Wallace the other day before a Senate committee to the effect 
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that the operation of this bill will not yield to the farmers 
of America anything like their proper percentage of the 
national income and suggested, in order to equalize this more 
nearly, that the Congress pass a law providing for another 
processing tax. I assume, considering that statement and 
the attitude of the committee in suggesting these amend- 
ments, that the purpose of the Secretary’s statement and of 
the action of the gentleman’s committee is to more nearly 
equalize the advantages or the disadvantages the farmer has 
been under by reason of the original wording of the bill. 

Mr. JONES. We hope that those results may be ap- 
proached or at least driven toward. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. What changes, if any, have 
been made in regard to irrigated land? I have great con- 
fidence in the ability of the gentleman, and also his interest 
in all farmers. I want to make sure, however, that farmers 
in the irrigated sections of west Texas and farmers on new 
land are treated fairly. 

Mr. JONES. I think the new provisions will operate to 
the benefit of those areas, as well as to other areas. 

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. And also new land? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. £ 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. 

Mr. POAGE. To ask the gentleman two questions, the 
first of which is raised by the question of the gentleman 
from Texas. The Department has recently handed down 
some rulings that have been changed, in regard to feed 
lands, at least in Texas. They have handed down a ruling 
that sweet sorghum and millet might be planted on acres 
taken out—not to be counted as soil depleting. That was 
confirmed three times, and after the farmers had planted 
their crops, and they have planted now, on the Ist day of this 
month, the Department revoked that ruling and said it was 
a mistake in their mimeographing. 

Mr. JONES. Well, this is a big job, and they are having 
to do it in a hurry. I am glad to know that they are willing 
to correct it. 

Mr. POAGE. But they are not willing to correct it. They 
said it was a mistake in their mimeographing. They ad- 
mitted that three times they told our people that they could 
do that thing, and then after they plant their land, they come 
along and say it was a mistake. 

Mr. JONES. If that is correct, I am sure that they will 
correct it, and I think they ought to correct a mistake that 
arose in that way. 

Mr. POAGE. One other thing. One of the most aggra- 
vating situations that we have run into has been the ques- 
tion of the different basis for different people. In other 
words, the old historical base broke down, and it is generally 
conceded through our section of the cotton South, that a 
man should have the same percentage of his land in cotton 
that his neighbor had in the same county. We thought we 
had passed such a bill. The farmers thought that they had 
voted on it, and then we find that through the process of 
administrative areas, it was found that in some counties of 
the country those farmers who had theretofore planted cot- 
ton to their doorsteps had one area, and those who had 
diversified in the past, a different area, a much smaller per- 
centage of cotton. Has the gentleman any specific informa- 
tion from the commissioners, from the director of the south- 
ern division, as to what they will do with that? 

Mr. JONES. The director of the southern region told me 
that this amendment would in large measure in most in- 
stances do away with the need for areas, and he wrote me a 
letter to that effect. 

Mr. POAGE. For the purpose of putting it into the 
RECORD. 

Mr. JONES. Ido not know that, but I am perfectly willing 
to have the gentleman put it into the RECORD. 

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. 

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona, In some southern counties of 
Arizona planting has already been done. Will this new 


4690 


measure make much difference in the allotment to those men, 
So as to create confusion? 

Mr. JONES. It will not take anything from anybody’s 
allotment. Its only effect should be to add to it. 

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. And the new supplementary 
provisions that we are putting in now will be to the benefit 
of those who cooperate? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. 

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Chiefly for the benefit of the 
small farmer? 

Mr. JONES. I think the man who cooperates will find 
himself in better position all along the line, in these programs. 

Mr. MeCLELLAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. With reference to the assignment of 
this 4-percent additional allotment. Is that on a State or 
county basis? 

Mr. JONES. The allotment may be made regardless of 
county lines, or it may be made to counties. Four percent is 
allowed to the State, and then it may be allotted by the 
Secretary to the local committees, to relieve inequities that 
may arise, regardless of the county line. 

Mr. McCLELLAN, Four percent is the allotment to the 
State? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. And not to a county? 

Mr. JONES. That is correct. I believe they put a provi- 
sion in there finally that it might be allotted to the counties 
or to the farms, but its purpose is to allot it directly to the 
farms. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. If it is allotted to the State, how will 
they know how much to allot to each county? 

Mr. JONES. They may say toa county, “You have a num- 
ber of inequities there and we will allot you so many acres.” 

Mr. McCLELLAN. So that a county might get more than 
4 percent of its present allotment? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. It might get 6 percent of its present 
allotment? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. It is not confined to the 4 percent to 
the county? 

Mr. JONES. That is correct. 

Mr. BINDERUP. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. 

Mr. BINDERUP. I think there was something said in the 
committee about providing for the financing of irrigation and 
wells throughout the central United States. I also notice 
that Mr. Wallace made the statement that the only way to 
redeem what is now called the Dust Bowl is with irrigation, 
and since that Dust Bowl floats on an ocean of water, I 
wonder if the gentleman’s committee has considered any plan 
for financing these wells? 

Mr. JONES. We made provision for a basic act for work 
along those lines. That is in another measure. We hope 
that provision may be made by appropriation for that pur- 
pose. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield me 3 
minutes. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. Taser]. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, when the farm bill was before 
the House it was understood that the participation on the 
part of the farmers was to be voluntary. I have here what 
purports to be a photostatic copy of a notice that was posted 
in the courthouse in Greenville, Miss. It reads: 

Attention farmers! All farmers who are going to plant cotton 
this year must come to the county agent’s office in the courthouse 
in Greenville not later than next Saturday, February 26, and turn 
in a record of crops produced on the land they are now farming. 
The program this year will probably be compulsory. 

And “compulsory” is in big type. 


If there is no record of a farm, it will be impossible for that 
farm to get an allotment of cotton acres and all cotton grown on 
such farm will be subject to a tax. This is to warn all farmers 
to come in and turn in this record if they have not already done 
so this year. 
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That is signed by the county committee. 

It looks as though this were not going to be a free pro- 
gram, that the word “compulsory” is everywhere, and every- 
where pounded into the farmers as they get their notices of 
these meetings. It is an attempt, absolutely, to make them 
believe just exactly what we have all feared was going to be 
ag result, that this was a compulsory regimentation. [Ap- 

ause.] 

Mr. McFARLANE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLANE. The farmers approved this program 
92 percent in the United States on a popular vote. What 
does the gentleman think about that? 

Mr. TABER. They did not in my territory. 

Mr. McFARLANE. Probably they do not produce cotton 
or tobacco in the gentleman’s territory. 

Mr. TABER. They are intelligent in my territory. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. MCCLELLAN]. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. Speaker, many disastrous dis- 
criminations and inequities are resulting in my State from 
the administration and operation of the new farm act with 
respect to cotton allotments. This situation is critical, par- 
ticularly in the hill sections. In many, many cases the allot- 
ments of acreage to the hill counties and to the individual 
farms are so small that a rank injustice is done in compari- 
son with allotments received by farmers in the Delta areas. 
I have counties in my district where the average allotment 
to the farm is only 4 acres, whereas, as a matter of equity 
and under any sort of a fair and just farm program, the 
average acre allotment to the farms of these counties would 
be at least double the amount that has been allotted up to 
now under the existing law. 

If this condition is not corrected, the conditions will be 
such that they cannot and should not be expected to coop- 
erate. To do so will mean the relief rolls for them when 
their crops are gathered and many of them before, because 
on account of this reduced acreage, they cannot obtain 
finances to carry them through the production season. 

I appreciate the effort that has been made by the Agri- 
culture Committee in reporting the bill that we passed a 
few days ago and on which this conference report is now 
being considered. The conferees have reported what they 
no doubt believe to be the best features of the House and 
Senate bills, This amendment to the 1938 Farm Act, pro- 
viding for the 4 percent increase in allotments is to be used, 
as I understand from the statement made here a few minutes 
ago by Chairman Jones, by the State board in making addi- 
tional allotments to counties to increase their acreage where 
these serious inequalities exist. As I gather from his state- 
ment, this additional increase is 4 percent of the State allot- 
ment and is to be distributed by the State board only to 
those counties where there are injustices to be corrected. 
Thus a county such as those in my district, to which I have 
referred, may be given additional quotas in excess of 4 per- 
cent. This additional increase, together with the provision 
that the chairman has discussed, placing a floor under the 
amount to be allotted to each farm, may prove very helpful 
and no doubt will operate beneficially to a good many farm- | 
ers who are now in distress, but, Mr. Speaker, I doubt if these. 
provisions alone will prove adequate. 

Under the present law, where acreage is allotted to a farm 
and the farm operator chooses not to grow any cotton, the 
cotton acreage of that farm is not subject to redistribution 
to other farmers. Therefore, this acreage allotted to the 
farm where the operator does not grow any cotton becomes 
“frozen,” and to that extent the acreage of that county is 
diminished. The law should be amended so that acreage 
coming in this category would revert to the county commit- 
tees for redistribution. If this were done, a number of these 
little farmers who are being reduced to such an extent that 
they are going to be forced on relief rolls, would be given 
sufficient acreage that they could probably produce enough 
crops to keep the wolf from the door. 

This is a serious maiter, and I know the Agriculture Com- 
mittee has had a tremendous task but the law we have 
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passed is so complicated that it is most difficult to under- 
stand. I cannot know just what the effect of these amend- 
ments embodied in the bill under consideration is going to be. 
They will help some, I am sure. As soon as I can determine 
just what the results will be and how much benefit they will 
give and to what extent they will relieve the present intoler- 
able condition, if I find they are wholly inadequate, I intend, 
Mr. Speaker, to introduce a bill to release these “frozen” 
acres and provide that they shall revert to the county com- 
mittees for redistribution. 

I have received a large number of telegrams and I insert 
here some three of four of them in order that the Recorp 
may reflect the true condition as it is reported to me by the 
officials signing them and in order that Congress may hear 
their appeal. 

Warren, ARK., April 4, 1938. 
Joan L. McCLELLAN, 


Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 

Re tel: Under present farm bill, Bradley County farmers are al- 
lotted to plant to cotton approximately 80 percent their cultivated 
land. Some do not care to plant this much, while many others 
want to plant more. Our allotment sufficient provided the frozen 
acreage within the county can be released to be reallotted to farms 
that need and will use this acreage. By frozen acreage I mean 
cotton acreage that will be allotted to farm where this acreage will 
not be used. If this frozen acreage can be released and put in the 
hands of the county committee to be placed where they see fit to 
place this acreage from a humanitarian standpoint, then I am sure 
that we can iron out many injustices and inequalities. 

J. A. HEMPHILL, County Agent. 
SHERIDAN, ARK., April 4, 1938. 
Hon. JoHN L. MCOLELLAN; 
House of Congress: 

Thirteen hundred seventy-five Grant County cotton farmers must 
share 8,835 acres cotton. Less than 20 percent of cultivated land 
may be planted to cotton. Impossible for average producer to 
cooperate under present quotas and allotments. 

G. K. Arwoop, County Agent. 


Lrrtte Rock, ARK., March 28, 1938. 
Hon. JohN D. MCOLELLAN, 


Representative, Washington, D. C.: 

Under the present agricultural program, many small hill farmers 
are being discriminated against and their ability to hold their 
farms and make a living are being jeopardized because of the way 
in which Congress has said that the allotted cotton acreage to 
counties has to be allocated among the different farmers in the 
counties. We feel that if the present law is amended so that the 
frozen acreage that is allotted to the farms that will not be planted 
in 1938 in cotton can be reallotted to farms that will plant in 
1938 that you will have done a great thing for the hill people of 
the South. This acreage should be put in the hands of the local 
county committee to be distributed by them to iron out injustices 
and inequalities that result where all people are governed by the 
same yardstick. This will not increase the cotton acreage allotted 
to the county but will permit the planting of that acreage in 1938 
and subsequent years. The undersigned committee representing 
all of the cotton farmers of Bradley County have this day met with 
the State committee and representatives of the extension service 
and find that under the present law as it now stands no relief can 
be obtained except by amendment of the present act. We appeal 
to you to give this careful consideration and get immediate action 
as the planting season is here. Letter follows. 

E. M. Baker, D. P. Bratton, R. H. Grider, Sam Hollingsworth, 
L. Q. Thompson, Carl Hollis, R. F. Owen, Louis Eder- 
ington, Ray Neal, C. W. Hickman, W. C. Parker, Lee 
Reaves, C. C. Hollingsworth, H. L. Rowland, C. L. 
Tarleton. 


MALVERN, ARK., March 28, 1938. 
Hon. JOHN L. MCCLELLAND, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Hot Springs County received allotment of 14 percent of cropland 
to be planted in cotton. This reduces some producers 80 percent. 
Drastic reduction on all except extremely small producer. Senti- 
ment strong against program as outlined. Urge every 
effort to help out the small county allotments. Also urge change 
in method of making individual allotments. As set up, some pro- 
ducers receive allotment which will not be used. Should be in 
power of committeemen to regulate allotments according to this 
year’s needs. 

Lawrence E. BAILEY, 
Secretary, Farm Bureau. 


Rison, ARK, April 2, 1938. 
Congressman MCCLELLAN, 
Washington, D. C.: 
It has come to our attention that after allotments are made in 
@ county that each farmer will have to stay within the cotton 
acreage allotted to the farm. Twenty-five percent of our program’s 
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best coo) will be forced to either abandon the land or be 
permitted to combine farm allotments that are operated by one 
and the same person, We have farms on which cotton acreage is 
allotted that do not plan to plant any cotton or only a small 
percent of the allotment. We are in favor of the farm bill being 
amended so as to permit the county committee to use this allot- 
ment on farms which do not plan to plant any cotton or only a 
small part of their allotment to allot to farms that have been 
seriously reduced in acreage because of the method of allotment. 
We are also in favor of an amendment to permit the combination 
of allotments on farms that are operated by the same party as long 
as all of the farms so operated plant within the total allotment 
for such farms. 

Cleveland County Farm Bureau, Dave Cash, president; J. E. 
Goggans; Victor Moore; Leon Moore; C. E. Boyd; J. H. 
Thomasson; The Bank of Rison; J. L. Sadler; Tate 
McGehee, vice president, Farm Bureau; T. H. Glover. 


BENTON, ARK., March 22, 1938. 
JOHN L. MCCLELLAN, 
Member of Congress. 

DEAR Mn. MCCLELLAN: The House Agricultural Committee recently 
approved a series of amendments to the new farm act. In these 
amendments is a provision for changing basis for allotting cotton 
quotas from a tilled-acre approach to a farm-management approach 
in class A counties in certain areas in Arkansas. It is supremely 
important that authority for making these adjustments be placed 
in the hands of local committees who know the situation in their 
respective counties and are in a position to make a fair and im- 
partial adjustment. 

If this sort of adjustment is not granted, our county will be 
plunged into one of the most chaotic conditions imaginable. 

We have 1,100 cotton farmers in Saline County, and according 
to the present method of allotting acreage to farms, the largest 
acreage that any one of these farms would be permitted to plant 
would be 4.05 acres, 

Mr. MCCLELLAN, I believe that you can realize immediately what 
a deplorable situation we have in our county, with 680 farmers 
who have already settled tenants and sharecroppers on their farms 
and have made arrangements for credit, all of which is based on 
the production of a small amount of cotton. The county has been 
allotted sufficient acreage for planting, but according to the method 
of making these allotments this cannot be so distributed 
but what there will be a large portion of it frozen by being allotted 
to farms where the operators do not intend to plant cotton. 

We are asking that this situation be corrected so as to give more 
local administrative authority and that we not be required to 
freeze cotton acres so long as these acres are needed in making 
bas been il that will comply with sound farm-management 
practices. 

It is the belief of 1,100 farmers that this situation can be cor- 
rected only by congressional action. Therefore, it has been re- 
quested by this group that myself, as county agent, and J. L. 
Smith, as president of the farm bureau, solicit your help in this 
matter. Kır Surry, County Agent. 


Mr. DOXEY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield to the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi. 

Mr. DOXEY. Does the gentleman realize this conference 
report adds to and does not take away from any farmer who 
is planting cotton, tobacco, or any of the other commodities? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I do, 

Mr, DOXEY. And the purpose of this conference report 
that we have before us is to level some of these inequalities 
that necessarily occurred in the administration of the act? 

Mr. McCLELLAN,. I do; and I compliment the committee. 
I know they have had a difficult struggle. I hope this will 
give these small farmers the relief they need, but I do not 
believe we are going far enough. The “frozen” acreage 
should also be reallotted. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he may de- 
sire to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Poace]. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, in the South we were last fall 
looking forward to a bigger income from the cotton crop next 
year. We are not going to get it. Less than 2 months ago we 
passed the bill we are now amending. That bill, the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, held out two definite rays of hope 
to the poverty-stricken cotton farmers of this Nation. In the 
first place, the cotton farmer was assured that each and every 
farmer in his county would receive the same treatment when 
it came to allotting him his share of the little cotton that can 
be grown in 1938. In the past we have witnessed the gross 
injustice of a system that rewarded the “cotton hog” with 
the right to plant all the cotton any man should plant and 
at the same time penalized the average farmer who had in 
the past cooperated with the Department of Agriculture and 
had diversified his crop. This system Congress sincerely tried 
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to abolish, and most all of us thought that we had done so. 
It seems, however, that the conference committee placed a 
harmless-looking amendment in the bill authorizing the 
establishment of administrative areas where the Department 
and the local committees elected by the farmers felt they 
were desirable. I was shocked and chagrined when I dis- 
covered that the Department of Agriculture was allowing the 
State committees to order a division of counties without re- 
gard to righteous and indignant protests of the local com- 
mittees and the people, simply that the same old group of 
large plantation farmers, who have so long grown cotton to 
the doorstep, might continue to enjoy an advantage over 
the little home owner or the third and fourth man who had 
diversified. I immediately protested such high-handed action. 
I recognize, Mr. Speaker, that any law, no matter how good, 
can be ruined by bad administration. 

This conference report seeks to minimize some of the 
hardships that are inevitable under any restrictive bill. It 
seeks to provide a means of escape from some of the most 
hurtful restrictions. It will, I hope, do more than appears 
on its face. If this report is passed, I have assurance from 
the Director of the Southern Division of the A. A. A. that 
the Department will not follow up its present policy of 
establishing a different cotton base for different farmers in 
the same county. I wish that we could write into the law 
a requirement that they do even-handed justice to all farmers 
of a given county. But I was not on the conference com- 
mittee that brought in this report. I, therefore, did the 
next best thing. Last week, I talked to the administrator 
of the southern region. I asked that he give me assurance 
in writing that if the bill were passed establishing the 40-50 
rule provided in this report that the Department would 
abandon its efforts to divide our counties. He has furnished 
me with a copy of the letter that I mentioned earlier this 
afternoon, addressed to the chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture (Mr. Jones], bearing date, April 1, 1938, which 
reads as follows: 

Hon. Marvin Jones, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. Jones: We have had a number of inquiries from 
Members of Congress who wish to know what policy will be fol- 
lowed with respect to administrative areas in connection with the 
establishment of cotton-acreage allotments. If the amendments 
now pending to the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 are 
passed, much of the need for administrative areas will be relieved, 
and it will be our policy to establish such areas only in counties 
where they can be satisfactorily agreed upon by the county com- 
mitteemen and others in the county who would be materially 
affected. I am sending this statement to you this morning, be- 
Cause you very likely will be asked questions regarding admin- 
istrative areas when the amendments come up for consideration. 

Sincerely yours, I. W. DUGGAN, 
Director, Southern Division. 
CC: Hon. LYNDON JOHNSON, 
Hon. W. R. Poace. 

This is the letter about which I inquired of the chairman 
a few minutes ago. If for no other reason than to assure 
equal treatment for all this report should be passed. 

We will not, however, have solved the problem of increased 
farm income merely by the passage of this report even 
though it does add to the amount of cotton that can be 
grown by those farmers who are suffering most from the 
reduced acreage. I have pointed out many times that we 
must increase the price of cotton very greatly, or the reduc- 
tion of acreage will greatly reduce the income of our people, 
and income is the thing in which we are finally interested. 
It was in an effort to secure a practical means of securing 
increased farm income, Mr. Speaker, that I introduced a bill 
(H. R. 8472) last fall guaranteeing a parity price on the 
domestic portion of the crop—that 17,500,000 bales, at 20 
cents per pound, would have brought $750,000,000, or nearly 
as much as the entire 1937 crop brought. That measure 
would have imposed no control on acreage or on the price 
of export cotton but if all the export cotton had brought not 
one cent the South would still have had a 50-percent greater 
income than the 11,000,000 bales we will probably produce 
this year will bring at the probable price of 9 cents. It is 
therefore evident that in simple justice we must pay some 
kind of adjustment to the farmer, 
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payments without new money. That means new taxes. I 
know no tax, unless it be a processing tax, that we could pass. 
I do not think a processing tax desirable from many stand- 
points, but it seems to be the only practicable method left, 
and I do not know that we can pass even that. However, 
I shall support almost any method that holds out any 
prospect for increased cotton income, and I shall therefore 
support a processing tax if Ihave a chance. I hope that this 
House will join me in taking this last feeble step in the 
direction of fair farm income. 

Definitely, if this Congress continues to devote its time 
and the people’s money to the disposition of various Federal 
jobs and ignores the farm problem, or even if it confines it- 
self to providing loans for businessmen, large or small—and 
I am for the business loan—and does not give attention to 
increasing farm income, there is not going to be any market 
for the products of the factory or the output of the mill; 
there will be no business to need loans and no governmental 
income to pay new, old, or reorganized Federal job holders. 

Mr. JONES. This discussion sometimes takes a wide 
range. The question of marketing agreements, and includ- 
ing other commodities in the marketing agreements was in- 
troduced. The marketing agreements are a much more re- 
stricted thing and are much stronger in their control than 
are the provisions of the Triple A, including the provisions 
of these amendments. It so happens that the men who 
criticize this program the most are the men who were strong- 
est for the marketing agreement program when it came be- 
fore the Congress and affected the dairy and other interests 
of this country who wanted that program. Even the gen- 
tleman from New York, the distinguished minority floor 
leader, urged the passage of those marketing agreement pro- 
visions, and I believe my friend, the gentleman from Min- 
nesota [Mr. ANDRESEN] supported those marketing agreement 
provisions. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. If the gentleman will 
yield, the gentleman knows I was the only member of the 
committee that tried to stop it in the committee and tried to 
prevent trade barriers from being set up in different parts of 
this country which would stop the flow of commerce. 

Mr. JONES. The gentleman is talking about a different 
bill, not the marketing agreements. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. I am talking about the 
marketing agreements, absolutely. 

Mr, JONES. Yes; I believe the gentleman did have some-, 
thing to say about them, but I think he wanted the mar- 
keting agreement program. 

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. No; the gentleman d 
not. 

Mr. JONES. He is the only one, then, and I will except 
him, but I know of no one on the committee or in the 
Congress who opposed the last enactment of the marketing 
agreements. They passed the House by unanimous consent, 
and the bill was brought up by unanimous consent. That 
is a measure that goes much more strongly into the control 
fields than the bill that affects these major farm commodi- 
ties. This is all I care to say on that question. 

On another proposition, this is an attempt to handle a 
very difficult situation. The United States Government as- 
sured the farmers a loan of 9 cents per pound on last year’s 
cotton. They would have received much less than that for 
the 1937 crop if they had not had the loan. Of course, the 
Federal Government could not afford to make the loan if, 
the growers were going into unlimited production and there 
was not a sufficient market either at home or abroad for the! 
cheap cotton. We want to sell abroad all we can sell, but 
there is no reason, no sense, and no soundness in selling 
3-cent cotton either at home or abroad, or 5-cent cotton. No 
farmer can afford to make cotton at such a price whether he 
has a large or a small farm, whether he is rich or a poor 
man. He cannot grow 5-cent cotton at a profit to be sold 
either at home or abroad. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question. 
The previous question was ordered. 

The conference report was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 
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CIVILIAN CONSERVATION CORPS 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I move to suspend the 
rules and pass the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 627) providing 
an additional appropriation for the Civilian Conservation 
Corps for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, as amended. 

The Clerk read the joint resolution, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That for an additional amount for all authorized 
and necessary expenses of the Civilian Conservation Corps in carry- 
ing into effect the provisions of the act entitled An act to establish 
a Civilian Conservation Corps, and for other purposes,” approved 
June 28, 1937, there is hereby appropriated, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1939, the sum of ,000, and in addition thereto there 
is hereby reappropriated and “made available for such purpose the 
unobligated balance on June 30, 1938, of the appropriation 
“Civilian Conservation Corps, 1938”, and of the total amount made 
available hereby not less than $30,000,000 shall be available only 
for pay, subsistence, clothing (and repair thereof), transportation, 
and hospitalization of enrollees. The foregoing appropriation and 
reappropriation shall be added to and be available for the same 
objects of expenditure and within the limitations specified in the 
appropriation for the Civilian Conservation Corps in the Inde- 
pendent Offices Appropriation Act, 1939, and no part of the 
amounts made available hereby shall be used for the construction 
of any new camps. 

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded? 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I demand a second. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that a second may be considered as ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
Wooprum] is recognized for 20 minutes and the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Taser] for 20 minutes. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, this joint resolution, re- 
ported almost unanimously from the Committee on Appro- 
priations, has for its purpose the providing of sufficient funds 
to prevent the discontinuance of 300 Civilian Conservation 
Corps camps that are now scheduled for abandonment on 
May 31 of this year. In the independent offices appropria- 
tion bill which we passed we provided $227,000,000 for the 
Civilian Conservation Corps to maintain the schedule of 
camps on a basis of 1,200 camps. Our program at the 
present time is about 1,500 camps. Therefore, that would 
necessitate the closing of approximately 300 camps. 

It is interesting to note that even with the passage of this 
resolution, which reappropriates unexpended balances and 
provides $22,000,000 of new funds, the whole program has 
been very much restricted and curtailed. We appropriated 
$448,000,000 in 1936, $388,000,000 in 1937, $332,000,000 this 
current fiscal year, and with this supplemental appropria- 
tion for next year the amount will be only $278,000,000. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to be frank with the House and say we 
have no Budget estimate for this increase. I can be equally 
as frank, and I am sure I do not violate any confidence when 
I say, however, I have talked personally with the President, 
and while we do not have a Budget estimate I can assure you 
this is not disagreeable to the President. 

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield for a question? 

Mr. WOODRUM. Briefly; yes. 

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. Does this provide for the con- 
tinuance of the drainage camps? 

Mr. WOODRUM. The question of the drainage camps is 
a matter of administrative policy. Under the general law, 
the Director has the authority to select the type of work 
within the specifications of that general law. The question 
of the drainage camps is a matter of some controversy, as I 
understand, on the question of whether or not the general 
law warrants that type of work being performed. 

We do provide the funds whereby the camps may be con- 
tinued if it is determined as an administrative policy that 
they should be continued. 

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield 
for one further question? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield briefiy, because I want to yield 
to these other gentlemen, 

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. In the consideration of this addi- 
tional amount, does the gentleman mean that there was no 
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assurance given about what would be the future policy with 
respect to the drainage camps? 

Mr, WOODRUM. I am pleased to answer that question. 
We are given the positive assurance of the Director of the 
Civilian Conservation Corps that none of the 300 camps will 
be discontinued July 1 where they have not completed their 
work program. 

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. In other words, the drainage camps 
would be continued at least for present authorized projects? 

Mr. WOODRUM. That is my understanding of it; but I 
may reiterate to the gentleman, as he probably knows, there 
is a controversy about these drainage camps, and I do not 
know how the matter will be settled. It is for the President 
and the Director to say whether that work shall go ahead. 

Mr. WHITE of Ohio. May I say very briefly and very 
quickly that I think the work done by these drainage camps 
is of more practical value than the work of any of the other 
C. C. C. camps, and I believe the work should be continued. 

Mr. BACON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

s —— WOODRUM. I yield to the gentleman from New 
ork. 

Mr. BACON. I think the gentleman was about 99 percent 
correct when he stated no camp will be discontinued until 
the project under way is completed. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Yes. 

Mr. BACON. However, there are 31 camps on military 
reservations that will be discontinued whether the program 
or the project is completed or not. 

Mr. WOODRUM. That is right. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield to the gentleman from Wis- 
consin. 

Mr. BOILEAU. During the current fiscal year the Presi- 
dent withheld about $28,000,000 of funds that we appropri- 
ated. What assurance has the gentleman received from the 
President that if we appropriate this additional money for 
C. C. C. camps next year, he will conform to the action of 
the Congress and spend the money for the maintenance 
of these camps? 

Mr. WOODRUM. We are reappropriating the money and 
if it is not spent we can exercise our legislative prerogative 
and appropriate it again. 

Mr. BOILEAU. How can we be sure they will continue 
these camps? 

Poe WOODRUM. I think there will be no trouble about 
t. 

Mr. BOILEAU. Why do we not enact legislation that will 
provide for keeping these 1,500 camps going rather than 
leaving it to the President? 

Mr. WOODRUM. That would involve an amendment of - 
the organic law, which would be very difficult. 

Mr. BOILEAU. That could be done as easily under a sus- 
pension of the rules as the passage of this bill. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield to the gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. BROOKS.. I would like to ask the gentleman why this 
bill does not include also the Army and the Navy camps? 

Mr. WOODRUM. We provide in the general law setting up 
the Civilian Conservation Corps the type of work which may 
be done. There is a controversy about whether these drain- 
age camps which we have been discussing and the camps on 
some of the Army reservations are conducting the type of 
work provided for. This is entirely an administrative matter 
with which we have nothing to do unless Congress wishes at 
some future time to enter that field. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Under the provisions of the pending 
bill, does the gentleman understand that any of the money 
made available by this act may be used for moving these 
drainage camps into other areas for doing soil-conseryation 
work or forestry work? 

Mr. WOODRUM. It may be used for that purpose, if they 
decide as an administrative matter to continue camps of 
that type. 


4694 


Mr. PACE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield. 

Mr. PACE. How can they do that when the bill provides 
that none of this money can be used for the construction 
of a new camp? 

Mr. WOODRUM. That provision only applies to the 
money appropriated in this joint resolution. They have 
$226,000,000 in their regular appropriation which is not sub- 
ject to such a restriction. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I may say not only do I believe we 
should continue the camps that were contemplated to be 
closed May 31, but we should make it one of the permanent 
policies of the United States to carry on the Civilian Con- 
servation Corps. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 8 minutes. 
This resolution was introduced, and it was referred by the 
Committee on Appropriations to the Director of the Budget. 
The Director of the Budget was asked for a Budget estimate 
upon the subject. The Director did not submit a Budget 
estimate, I do not know where the President stands on this 
bill, but generally when the President favors any measure he 
submits a Budget estimate. That is what we expect. The 
fact that he has failed to submit a Budget estimate makes 
me feel that the President does not want the bill. 

Mr. FULLER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. Yes. 

Mr. FULLER. And if there should be a Budget estimate, 
that would not change the gentleman's view, would it? 

Mr. TABER. Oh, my view would be made up on my own 
honest convictions regardless of whether the President is for 
or against it. That has been my rule. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. And if I should want to follow the 
President, what should I do about this bill? 

Mr. TABER. If the gentleman wants to follow the Direc- 
tor of the Budget, who submits the estimate, when the 
President tells him not to, the gentleman would have to 
vote against the bill. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. And if I should want to follow the gen- 
tleman from Virginia [Mr. Woopnontl, what then? 

Mr. TABER. I do not know whether he is following the 
President or not. I assume that he is not, because the 
President would have spoken to the Congress with a Budget 
estimate, in my opinion, if he were in favor of the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, we appropriated $350,000,000 last year for 
the C. C. C. activities. The President has impounded in the 
Treasury $28,000,000 of this, and they probably will fail to 
- use $1,000,000 more, so that there will be $29,000,000 left at 
the end of the year, probably, out of the $350,000,000 ap- 
propriated. This resolution calls for adding that $28,000,000 
or $29,000,000, whatever it is, that is left, together with 
$22,000,000 more cash, to the C. C. C. appropriation of 
$226,331,000, which is carried in the independent offices ap- 
propriation bill, and that is by the conference agreement, 
so that that is probably final on the bill. 

Frankly, the deficit to this date, the 31st of March, when 
you come to figure the disbursements of the Government, 
and do not take credit for capital receipts, runs $1,490,- 
000,000. That is a rough figure, it is a few dollars more 
than that. The deficit for the entire year on that basis 
is going to be about $2,000,000,000, perhaps a little over. I 
find in order to get a good picture of what the situation is 
and what we ought to consider, that we ought to know how 
the revenues are coming along. For the first 3 months of 
this year, the income tax shows an increase over last year 
of $36,000,000, and I am giving rough figures. Miscellaneous 
revenue shows a decrease of $829,000, and the customs re- 
ceipts show a decrease of $68,873,000. The result of that 
is that we have a net loss of revenue for the first 3 months 
of $32,257,000, and it is going to be more the next 3 months 
of this calendar year, because the miscellaneous receipts 
will drop off more. Facing that situation, ought we not, 
with the unemployment which is so general, to find some 
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way to handle our relief situation without having it cost 
so much money that the Treasury cannot bear it. Regard- 
less of the merits of these camps, I do not believe that we 
can afford them. I do not believe that this country can go 
along and continue to carry the relief burden that it has 
been carrying. I believe we must find some intelligent way 
of meeting our situation with what money we can afford 
to spend, and I know we cannot afford to continue to spend 
three or four billion dollars a year on relief. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. TABER. I cannot yield. We are going to be in a 
situation where the Government is entirely bankrupt, and 
the people will not be able to eat. That is the situation that 
you are working for and you who vote for the big appro- 
priations, vote for the destruction of the poor, for it will 
deprive them of the necessities of life. Do not get the idea 
that they are going on with continually $4,000,000,000 defi- 
cits and $4,000,000,000 expenditures for relief, and that 
thereby you are helping the poor. You are ruining them, 
destroying the opportunity to help them. 
vines FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 

eld? 

Mr. TABER. I cannot yield. It is time we started out 
on an intelligent basis, and quit the wasteful expenditure 
of public funds, and got down to some kind of a program 
where we could get within our Budget. Frankly from the’ 
way some gentlemen talk on the Democratic side, I did not 
suppose that the situation would so soon arise where I would 
have to be standing here on the floor supporting the Presi- 
dent of the United States. I did not suppose that I would 
be on the floor of this House following the President of the 
United States—barefoot and alone, but I have followed this 
procedure in my course in the House since the President of: 
the United States took office, and before that. When in my, 
opinion the President of the United States is right, I have: 
followed him, and when he was wrong in my opinion, I have, 
opposed him, and so here today in just that situation that 
I have described, I seem to be following the President of the 
United States in asking you people to hesitate and set up 
a real honest-to-the-people program for handling the ex- 
penditures of public funds. I hope you will defeat this 
proposition. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield for a question? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. | 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. The gentleman is entirely too, 
modest in his claim that he is following the President; the. 
President is following the gentleman. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, will the e 
yield for a question? 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance va 
the time I allotted to myself. | 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. JOHNSON]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, today is the 
fifth anniversary of the birth of the Civilian Conservation 
Corps in the United States. Today nearly 300,000 worthy | 
young men in the 1,500 C. C. C. camps in America are cele- 
brating the event. Five years ago today the 2,000,000 and 
more young men of America who had been up and down the 
highways, riding boxcars and thumbing their way from one 
end of the country to the other desperately looking for jobs 
they could not find, breathed prayers of thanksgiving to Con- 
gress for the enactment of legislation establishing the Civil- 
ian Conservation Corps. I have often said that when the 
story of the Roosevelt administration is written and the 
many New Deal measures are adjudged and evaluated, that 
the Civilian Conservation Corps will shine as one of the} 
brightest and most worthwhile activities promulgated and 
enacted by the administration of President Franklin D. 
Roosevelt. [Applause.] 

It is altogether fitting and proper that by coincidence the 
pending resolution to continue the entire 1,500 camps as con- 
templated in the legislation enacted by Congress in the last 
session should be presented and passed by this House on this 
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fifth birthday anniversary. If this bill is passed, which now 
appears a certainty, it means that not a single camp in the 
United States that has not actually finished its work, except 
for the 32 camps on Army reservations, will close. It means 
that the 300 camps that have been ordered abandoned May 
31 will continue, provided of course the supervising agency, 
like the Soil Conservation Service, Park Service, Biological 
Survey, Forest Service, and so forth, certifies to Mr. Fechner, 
Director of the Corps, that the project has actually not been 
finished. 

The pending resolution is in keeping with the amendment 
offered by me to the independent offices appropriation bill 
when that measure was before the House for consideration. 

At that time I pointed out that there were 140,000 to 
150,000 young men who had applied as enrollees in the camps 
and predicted that army of jobless young men would grow 
before spring. As much as we regret it, the fact is we are 
advised that there are more than 200,000 unemployed and 
needy young men who are now clamoring to be admitted to 
these camps. 

Director Fechner, who appeared before the Deficiency 
Committee on Appropriations a few days ago, stated in 
response to a question asked by Chairman TayLor, of the 
Committee on Appropriations, that if this resolution is passed 
by this Congress that approximately 60,000 young men who 
would otherwise be on relief or in great need of work will 
be placed in the camps as enrollees. That means, Mr. 
Speaker, that this bill will take some 60,000 families from the 
relief rolls for the reason that under the existing rules and 
regulations a family with a son in a C. C. C. camp is in- 
eligible for relief. With relief rolls mounting and this Con- 
gress facing the problem of appropriating considerable 
additional sums for relief before adjournment, I say to you 
it would not only be the height of folly but a real tragedy 
to close 300 camps next month and thereby turn nearly 
60,000 worthy and needy young men back on their families to 
augment unemployment and swell the relief rolls. [Ap- 
plause.] 

I am glad to say that I have fought for the establishment 
and maintenance of the C. C. C. camps since the President 
first proposed to establish them. Then when we found a 
determined effort to abandon the camps some 2 years ago 
I headed a committee that called on the President and pro- 
tested against the proposal. Let me add that I am espe- 
cially grateful to every member of my committee, the Demo- 
cratic steering committee of the House, for its loyal and 
consistent support of efforts to maintain the C. C. C. camps 
at the present strength. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I am glad to yield to the 
distinguished gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I think it is highly fitting and right 
that the gentleman from Oklahoma, the distinguished chair- 
man of the Democratic steering committee of the House, be 
paid tribute by the House, through me, for his splendid 
advocacy of the continuation of the C. C. C. camps. No 
Member has contributed more nor fought more consistently 
for this worth-while program than the gentleman from 
Oklahoma. [Applause.] 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I thank the gentleman 
sincerely, and may I say in reply that many of us have not 
forgotten when the bill establishing the Civilian Conserva- 
tion Corps was presented to the House in 1933 by the Com- 
mittee on Labor, that the distinguished gentleman from 
West Virginia, who is now and was then a member of that 
committee, made an outstanding and an effective fight for 
the establishment of these camps. [Applause.] 

Mr, PETTENGILL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I yield. 

Mr, PETTENGILL. What is the maximum amount of 
money that this bill makes available? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. The maximum amount of 
money this bill makes available will be approximately $51,500,- 
000. Director Fechner advised the Committee on Appro- 
priations that there is now $28,000,000 impounded that has 
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heretofore been appropriated by Congress for the C. C. C. 
camps. He estimated a further saving of possibly $1,500,000, 
making a total of $29,000,000 of unexpended funds heretofore 
provided by Congress that by this resolution is reappropri- 
ated. It also appropriates an additional $22,000,000. This 
will make available, as I said, about $51,500,000 to keep these 
300 camps from closing which would otherwise be abandoned 
on May 31. 

The distinguished gentleman from New York [Mr. TABER] 
assumes a new role today. He facetiously and sarcastically 
assumes the role of defending the President of the United 
States. It is well known from the gentleman’s past per- 
formances and general partisan attitude how anxious the 
gentleman from New York is to defend and uphold the hands 
of the President of the United States. [Laughter.] The fact 
is the distinguished minority Member, if I recall correctly, 
raised the question at the recent hearings attended by Direc- 
tor Fechner, that the State of New York was being discrimi- 
nated against. When the hearings are printed they will dis- 
close that I advised members of the committee at the time 
that the great State of New York now has 58 camps. Judging 
from that number, which, if I am advised correctly exceeds 
that of any other State in the Union, no one can honestly 
say that the gentleman’s State has been discriminated against 
in any particular. 

The gentleman from New York talks about the enormous 
amount of money expended to maintain these camps. But 
the fact is that the money expended for the Civilian Conser- 
vation Corps is unquestionably one of the soundest invest- 
ments that this Government has made. [Applause.] Aside 
from the fact that the C. C. C. camps have furnished employ- 
ment for more than 2,000,000 needy young men and given 
financial aid to their families, trained young men for better 
citizenship and taught them to make a living, the work of 
these camps will live on and on for the permanent benefit 
and improvement of the country. The educational training 
and moral uplift this great organization has given the unem- 
ployed youth of the land can, of course, never be measured in 
dollars, but the millions of trees they have set out, the thou- 
sands of terraces and dams they have constructed, the trails 
and roads they have built, the swamps they have drained, the 
parks they have established and beautified, as well as a thou- 
sand other beneficial accomplishments have added to the ma- 
terial wealth of the country. Mr. Fechner in a statement 
given out this week declares that the work done by the C. C. C. 
camps in such improvements will more than repay the actual 
total cost of establishing and maintaining them. [Applause.] 

{Here the gavel fell.) 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle- 
man from Oregon [Mr. Morr]. 

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Speaker, if there was ever a bill that 
could not be construed as a partisan bill surely it is this one. 
This resolution, House Joint Resolution 627, has for its pur- 
pose the appropriation of a sufficient sum of money to keep 
in operation for the next fiscal year the 300 C. C. C. camps 
which have been ordered to be closed at the end of this 
month, 

I am sure no one will think that the conscientious remarks 
made by my distinguished colleague from New York [Mr. 
Taser] in opposition to the bill represents the viewpoint of 
those on my side of the aisle. I have no hesitancy in saying 
that fully as many Republicans as Democrats are in favor 
of this appropriation. It is entirely nonpartisan. 

Gentlemen are aware I have never hesitated when I 
thought a proposal of the President was wrong to oppose it, 
and to oppose it as vigorously as I could. But whenever I 
have thought a proposal of the President was right I have 
always just as vigorously and just as heartily supported it. 
The C. C. C., in my opinion, is the best proposal the President 
has ever made, and it is one of the few proposals that ever 
came directly from the President. I cannot think of any 
agency of relief that is more valuable than the C. C. C. 
camps. Therefore I support this proposal to continue them 
at their present strength until the end of the year. 

Unless this appropriation bill is passed now 300 camps will 
go out of existence at the end of this month. Many of 
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these camps have not finished the projects they have started. 
Many of them have undertaken very valuable projects. The 
C. C. C. camps for the most part in my State work in the 
forests. They build roads, they build trails, they build fire- 
protection paths, they perform a very valuable work indeed, 
and in the present state of unemployment these camps 
should be continued. 

I do not believe in “pork barrel” legislation, and this is not 
“pork barrel” legislation. But I wish to remind gentlemen 
that there is no State and hardly a district in the United 
States that has not benefited greatly from the operation of 
the C. C. C. camps. Under the present order of the C. C. C. 
Administrator some camps in every State are to be discon- 
tinued. In my own State of Oregon seven are scheduled to 
be closed on April 30. In the State of Washington, our 
neighbor to the north, 14 are to be closed, and in California, 
to the south, 14 more are to be abandoned. 

The enactment of this bill will save most of these camps. 
It is my understanding that the money here proposed to be 
appropriated will be sufficient to continue all of the 300 
camps covered in the Administrator’s closing order except 
those which have completed the projects upon which they 
are working. It will save the jobs of 60,000 C. C. C. boys 
who otherwise will have to go upon some other kind of relief 
work. 

It has been suggested that this appropriation bill, carrying 
$51,000,000 in all, should not be enacted because the Presi- 
dent has not stated in advance that he would approve it and 
because the Budget Director, who is the President’s agent, 
has not approved it. I can hardly imagine the President 
not approving a C. C. C. bill, but whether he approves it 
or yetoes it is his responsibility. It is not the responsibility 
of the Congress. Our responsibility is to decide whether we 
should pass it or not. That is what we are supposed to be 
in Congress for—to make law. 

As to the economy feature of the bill, let me say this: If 
you are going to begin economizing at this late date, I trust 
you will not begin with the C. C. C. camps when unemploy- 
ment right now is increasing. There are at least a dozen 
other agencies that I can think of off hand which can be 
much better curtailed at this time than the C. C. C. camps. 
There are about 12,000,000 people unemployed in private 
industry in this country. Many of them are very young 
men. I do not know of any more legitimate way in which 
relief can be extended to the many thousands of boys, who 
-would have to be put on some kind of relief anyway, than 
by continuing these 300 camps in existence until the projects 
they are now working on have been completed. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOTT. I yield to the gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I complimcnt the gentleman from 
Oregon, as one of those on the other side of the aisle, for 
his support of this fine program. He well knows that not 
only are the C. C. C. enrollees given help physically, but 
that out of each $39 a month received by a boy that $25 of 
that amount goes to the needy dependent or dependents 
of that youth. Our natural resources are also improved and 
preserved by the work program carried out. 

Mr. MOTT. I thank the gentleman from West Virginia 
for his contribution. Certainly no better form of relief 
could be extended to these unemployed boys than that pro- 
vided in the C. C. C. Act. The money they receive goes 
where it is most needed—to their needy families, who but 
for this monthly remittance from their sons would in many 
cases have to apply directly for relief. In the circumstances 
I think this form of relief, together with the valuable work 
the camps are performing, should be continued at its pres- 
ent proportions at least until the end of the year. 

Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH.] 

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, some question has 
arisen about drainage camps. I just talked to Mr. Fechner 
and he stated that in the last memorandum he received 
from the President his interpretation was that if this bill 
is passed the drainage camps will be continued until the 
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plans already made by Mr. Jones, Director of Drainage of 
the Department of Agriculture, have been completed. 

{Here the gavel fell] 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Zmmmerman.] 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am personally very 
much interested in the pending joint resolution. Unless we 
vote to appropriate this money today, 39 drainage camps 
will close in the near future and a great injustice will be 
done the sections in which they are located. It happens 
that three of these camps are located in the district I have 
the honor to represent. They are doing a wonderful work, 
not only in helping to better drain our lands but in helping 
to eradicate malarial conditions in one of the rich sections 
of the Mississippi Valley. 

If the total amount requested in this joint resolution is 
voted by this body, there will be some hope of continuing 
these 39 drainage camps that are worth so much to the 
— various sections of our country in which they are 
ocated. 

Mr. Speaker, may I say that every dollar invested in this 
type of work comes as near yielding 100 cents on the 
dollar in actual benefits as any other money that has been 


‘spent by our Government during this administration. In 


addition to the material benefits accruing to us from this 
program, it is an investment in the future manhood of our 
country and will be reflected in the type of public service 
rendered by this group in the years to come. I urge the 
Members to support this joint resolution, Mr. Speaker, and 
to vote this additional appropriation, so that this splendid 
work may be continued in the various sections of our country 
where now being prosecuted. The work being done by these 
camps has as great a public value as work located on irri- 
gation or other projects. The Supreme Court of the United 
States and courts of last resort of most States have held 
that drainage districts are municipal subdivisions of the 
State and governmental agencies. Hence, work done by 
these drainage camps is for the general public and in no 
sense for the benefit of private interests. In all fairness, 
I can see no logical reason why these camps should not 
receive the same classification as camps located on irrigation 
projects. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope this resolution is adopted and that 
these drainage camps which are rendering such a fine public 
service may be continued as a part of our C. C. C. program, 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. SNELL]. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, when we first considered the 
C. C. C. proposition I rather favored it and thought prob- 
ably it would be as good a way to distribute funds for the 
benefit of people who were in need as anything else that 
could be recommended. But when I found it was going to be 
run almost entirely on a partisanship basis I was not quite 
sc much in favor of it. 

I am willing that you shall have all the jobs that have any 
direct connection with the executive department, but when 
it comes to administering relief and a man has got to be a 


. Democrat in order to secure a job, I am against that propo- 


sition. I want to read a letter which I received from R. M. 
Evans, regional forester, United States Department of Agri- 
culture. I may say that I had written him asking for ap- 
pointment as foreman of a man who was capable of doing 
woods work. This is what he writes: 


Purthermore, unless Mr. can qualify by actual technical 
training for a technical position at one of these camps, he could 
not be appointed unless his name appears on the political adviser’s 


list of New York State. This man is Mr, Vincent Dailey. 


Mr. Dailey is the man who dispenses patronage for Mr. 
Farley in our State. 


All appointments in New York State, except those of a technical 
nature, must be made from a list which is supplied by Mr. Dalley. 
Tt is possible that Mr. might get his name on this list. 
That would be up to him, I presume, to find out. 

I am sorry that I cannot take action which would probably be 
More in line with what you want, but the Forest Service is obliged 
te comply, and to ask the States to comply, with the procedure 
which I have outlined. 
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I want to ask in all fairness if that is an honest way to 
distribute funds for relief under conditions as they presently 
exist in the United States? 

That is all I have to say. I leave it up to you. 

[Here the gavel fell.) 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. BARDEN]. 

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Speaker, I do not see that any de- 
bate is needed on this matter. I have been very much 
interested in the C. C. C. camps from the beginning and 
I have been rather active in trying to get this legislation 
through. I am anxious to see the present bill passed. 

I do not know whether or not the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SNELL] is correct in saying that the Democrats 
have been running the C. C. C. camps, but if he is correct 
in that statement and I am willing to admit that he is in 
this instance, then I say it is one of the finest compliments 
that can be paid the Democratic Party, because the Demo- 
crats have done a wonderful job. They are still doing a 
fine job and they are doing it economically and in a way 
that is acceptable to the American people. 

Mr. FULLER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARDEN. I yield to the gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. FULLER. Certainly the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. SNELL] nor anyone else will raise the question that we 
discriminate between Democrats and Republicans in select- 
ing the boys to go into these camps? 

Mr. BARDEN. I am sure he would hardly go that far. 

Mr. Speaker, I may say the two gentlemen from New 
Vork can keep each other company on their stroll. But 
the rest of us are going to vote for this constructive and 
worthwhile piece of legislation. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DOCKWEILER]. 

Mr. DOCK WEILER. Mr. Speaker, it would be a pity at 
this time and at this juncture to curtail in any manner the 
activities of the C. C. C. camps. Speaking for Los Angeles 
County alone, the C. C. C. camps have been one of the great- 
est boons we have. I do not know to what extent the floods 
that occurred there recently would have caused greater 
damage if it were not for the splendid work, the fire-protec- 
tion work particularly, of the Civilian Conservation Corps. 

In 1933, with the advent of the Civilian Conservation 
Corps, the work of constructing fire-protection facilities for 
the county was accelerated as in that year there were 17 
C. C. C. camps assigned to the Angeles National Forest, and 
6 to the department of county forester and fire warden, and 
2 under the State park service, giving a total of 25. This 
number of camps has been periodically reduced until, at 
the present time, there are three for the Forest Service and 
one for the county, a total of four. From 1933 to January 1, 
1938, the adequate fire-protection plans of both the Forest 
Service and the county were greatly advanced as the C. C. C. 
program offered facilities and advantages that permitted the 
construction of fire-protection facilities which, under the 
cld procedure, would have taken many years to consummate. 

In planning for the construction of fire-protection facili- 
ties, the Forest Service and the county have correlated and 
arranged the various projects to the end that when the plant 
is finally erected it will present a unified coverage of the water- 
shed areas. There were constructed, as of January 1, 1938— 

Forest Service, 705 miles of truck trails. 

County, 303 miles of truck trails. - 

Forest Service, 266 miles of fire-prevention telephone lines. 

County, 388 miles of fire-prevention telephone lines. 

Forest Service, 754 miles of pack trails. 

County, 66 miles of pack trails. 

Forest Service, 693 miles of firebreaks. 

County, 182 miles of firebreaks. 

Together with many score of administrative sites, such as 
division and ranger headquarters, patrol and ranger stations, 
lookout towers, water-storage tanks, fire-cistern systems, and 
pipe lines. Of course, similar progress was made in the ac- 
quisition of personnel, pumping apparatus, and other fire 
equipment by both services; but, no matter how great the 
increase in personnel and fire-fighting equipment, its success 
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in proper fire prevention and control would have been nulli- 
fied without the important fire-protection facilities already 
enumerated. The watershed areas in Los Angeles County 
are comprised of rugged mountains with precipitous slopes, 
which have made it necessary to construct truck trails to 
give access to fire crews and fire apparatus in isolated areas, 
Further, the type of cover, together with the unusually 
hazardous weather conditions, demands that immediate ini- 
tial attack be made on any fire, regardless of location, if 
reasonable control time is to result. Because of the lack of 
running streams, living springs, and other sources of water, 
it has been necessary to devise fire-tank apparatus that will 
convey water to the fire, necessitating truck trails as arteries 
of ingress. This has also demanded the construction and 
erection of storage reservoirs and tanks for the storage of 
water to replenish tank-truck supplies. The watershed fire- 
protection problem encountered in southern California is 
probably the most difficult to solve of any similar problem 
elsewhere in the world, and in the county of Los Angeles this 
difficulty of solution is intensified by the structural risks and 
forest patronage, which probably no other watershed in the 
country has to such a degree. 

It is therefore incumbent on both the Federal and county 
governments to make every possible effort to perpetuate 
vegetative cover on watersheds of the county to conserve the 
local water supply and to prevent loss of life and property 
from flood damage which would undoubtedly occur from a 
denuded area. To this end, every possible means of improv- 
ing and fully developing watershed fire-protection facilities 
of the county must be continued. 

The foregoing sets forth the development of watershed 
fire-protection facilities in the county of Los Angeles and 
has laid the ground work for a better understanding of the 
cause, effect, and remedial measures necessary for the com- 
plete rehabilitation of these fire-protection facilities because 
of the rain and flood damage of February—March 1938. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle- 
man from South Dakota [Mr. Case]. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, I have been 
in a great many of the C. C. C. camps in my district, and I 
say to any of you who may have a doubt as to the value of 
the work the boys do, that I should like to have you come to 
western South Dakota now and let you see what they are 
doing. I believe the work that is done in the Civilian Con- 
servation Corps camps is a good thing for the boys, a good 
thing for the families of the boys, and a good thing for the 
country. It is increasing the value of the public property 
of my district. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. JENKINS]. 

Mr. JENKINS of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I have quite con- 
sistently opposed all unnecessary extrayagance in this ad- 
ministration. At the same time, I have consistently favored 
the C. C. C. Iam sorry, however, that in the great State 
of Ohio there are some evidences of political manipulation 
in our C. C. C. work. I hope the time will come when that 
will be eradicated entirely from what I believe to be a 
very proper undertaking of the Government. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts [Mr. Treapway]. 

Mr, TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, I have asked for this 
minute in order to ask the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
Wooprum] a question in reference to the report made by 
Mr. Fechner, and I refer to page 14 of the list of camps to 
be closed on May 31. I notice there are four camps in 
Massachusetts, one of which will be closed anyway, as it is 
an Army camp, but I should like to inquire whether if this 
bill passes the other three camps will be retained? 

Mr. WOODRUM. It is my understanding, I may say to 
the gentleman, that all the camps on this list will be retained 
except the Army camps. 

Mr. TREADWAY. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of my time 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. FISH]. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I have been for the C. C. C. camps 
from the beginning. I was very much interested, however, in 
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the statement of the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. Gotps- 
BorouGH], who has just assured the House that if this bill 
goes through, the drainage camps will be continued. I be- 
lieve the first drainage camp was started in my district for 
the purpose of flood control and straightening and deepen- 
ing the Wallkill River, a river which has the unfortunate 
habit of overfiowing about every other year and destroying 
several million dollars’ worth of farm products. The C. C. C. 
camps have done some highly constructive and useful work 
in draining and straightening that river. I am pleased to 
know the work will be continued until it is completed by the 
C. C. C. camps if this bill is enacted into law. I hope and 
believe it will pass by a huge majority. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentlewoman from Massachu- 
setts. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Does the gentleman be- 
lieve there is any way the Army camps may be continued? 
I believe they are doing a particularly fine work, especially 
at Fort Devens, in my own district. 

Mr. FISH. I prefer to refer that question to the gentle- 
man from Virginia, who is in charge of the bill. 

Mr. WOODRUM. As I stated to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Bacon], that is a question of administrative policy 
which I cannot answer. The Director of the Civilian Con- 
servation Corps is the man who must settle that. I just 
cannot say. The fundamental question involved, which has 
been very much discussed, is whether or not the type of work 
they are doing is authorized by the organic law. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. There is nothing in the 
law that prevents its continuance? 

Mr. WOODRUM. The Director believes there is. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Will the gentleman help 
me get them back again? 

Mr. WOODRUM. I am getting the money, I may say to 
the gentlewoman. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes, the re- 
mainder of my time, to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
Luptow]. 

Mr.LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, I have spent most of my life in 
the press gallery upstairs. Ihave always taken pride in my nose 
for news, and I think I know an item when I see it. I have 
found a real item here today. From the standpoint of what 
it takes to make news, the warm and cordial espousal of what 
he believes to be the cause of the President of the United 
States by the gentleman from New York [Mr. Taser] ranks 
with the story of the man who bit the dog. [Laughter.] I 
will leave it to my friend and comrade of the fourth estate, 
Mr. Bruce Barton, the world’s greatest advertising man, if 
that is not a parallel case. [Laughter.] I have an ominous 
foreboding, however, that this new affinity is not going to be 
permanent. I apprehend that on the next important vote 
which will be taken in the House the last of this week the 
distinguished gentleman from New York and the distin- 
guished President of the United States will cease to be 
companions. 

I know the great desire of the gentleman from New York 
to cooperate with the President, but I am wondering if he 
is not mistaken in regard to the President’s attitude on this 
bill. Information came to our Subcommittee on Deficiencies 
that the President’s attitude is that while he does not care 
to take the responsibility of proposing this appropriation 
himself, being entirely willing that the Congress should take 
the responsibility, he is for the appropriation and believes 
it would be a fine thing to do. 

I think I would be one of the last fellows in the world to 
advocate making an appropriation without a Budget 
estimate. 

I have been a member of the Committee on Appropriations 
for 8 years, and I have never advocated such a thing until 
this moment, and I anticipate that I shall never do so again, 
but here we have a situation that is anomalous and is exigent. 
In a little while 60,000 young men and 6,900 civilian em- 
ployees will be thrown on the relief rolls or on the unemploy- 
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ment rolls unless this legislation is enacted. Since it is obvi- 
ous we have a very grave relief problem before us, what 
could be more worthily done in taking care of this problem 
than to continue the Civilian Conservation Corps with its 
present number of camps and its present personnel? 

I believe this is very worthy legislation, and I hope the 
ee Ry adopt the joint resolution unanimously. [Ap- 
plause. 

Even with the $50,000,000 additional carried in this reso- 
lution—a reappropriation of $28,000,000 and a new appro- 
priation of $22,000,000—the total amount appropriated for 
the Civilian Conservation Corps for the fiscal year 1939 will 
be only $278,000,000, or $210,000,000 less than was appro- 
priated for this activity in 1936. For 4 years appropriations 
for this service have been in a decreasing ratio. In 1936 
we appropriated $488,000,000, in 1937 the appropriation was 
$388,000,000, and in 1938 it was $322,000,000, and the appro- 
priation for 1939, including this $50,000,000, will be $44,- 
000,000 less than in 1938, so that, as you see, it will still be 
a diminishing rather than an expanding activity after this 
appropriation is made. 

The great value of the Civilian Conservation Corps is that 
it builds character. It takes boys from poverty-stricken 
homes and miserable and squalid surroundings and makes 
men of them. In round numbers, 1,850,000 juniors have 
been trained in the Civilian Conservation camps since 
the Corps was established, and those who have followed 
them with watchful eyes after they have gone back into civil 
life have been gratified to find that their training has given 
them a sense of the responsibilities of life and a greater 
capacity to make useful citizens of themselves. 

No one is more anxious to reduce governmental expendi- 
tures than I am, but since we have a relief problem of great 
seriousness and gravity, I can see no wisdom in demobilizing 
these camps at this time, thus rendering useless $25,000 
worth of buildings in each camp and turning into the bread 
lines thousands upon thousands of young men who are 
worthy of the best the Nation can do for them. 

The Civilian Conservation Corps recognizes the eternal 
truth that man—especially the young man—is the noblest 
work of God. It is training and sending out into lives of 
usefulness countless thousands of young men who other- 
wise might become flotsam and jetsam on the sea of life, 
The able gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Woonprum] has many 
splendid achievements to his credit and not the least of these 
is his authorship of this resolution maintaining the integrity 
of the C. C. C. camps. Let us remember, with tenderness 
and solicitude, the young men of America when we vote on 
this proposal. [Applause.] 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that all Members may have 5 legislative days within which 
to extend their own remarks on this resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from Virginia to suspend the rules and pass the 
joint resolution as amended. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded 
by Mr. Parman) there were—ayes 187, noes 2. 

Mr. HOUSTON. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground there is not a quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. [After counting.] 
One hundred and ninety-nine Members are present, not a 
quorum. The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the Sergeant 
at Arms will notify absent Members, and the Clerk will call 
the roll. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 327, nays 6, 
not voting 96, as follows: 


[Roll No. 55] 
YEAS—327 
Arends Bland 
Allen, Del Arnold Bates Bloom 
Allen, Ill, Ashbrook Beiter Boehne 
Amite Atkinson Bell Boileau 
Anderson, Mo Bacon Bernard Boland, Pa. 
„Minn. Barden Biermann Boren 


Buck 


Champion 
Chandler 
Clark, Idaho 
Colden 
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Forand Larrabee 
Ford, Calif. Lea 
Ford, Miss, Leavy 
Frey. Pa Lemke 
Fries, Il. Lesinski 
Fuller Lewis, Colo, 
Fulmer Lord 
Gamble, N. Y. Luce 
Gambrill, Luckey, Nebr, 
Garrett Ludlow 
Gasque Luecke, Mich. 
Gavagan McClellan 
Gearhart McCormack 
Gehrmann McFarlane 
Gifford McGehee 
Gildea McGrath 
Goldsborough McLaughlin 
Gray, Ind. McLean 
Gray, Pa. McMillan 
Green McReynolds 
Greenwood McSweeney 
Greever Maas er 
Gr Magn 
Grimith Mahon, S. O. 
Griswold Mahon, Tex. 
G Mapes 
Haines Martin, Colo. 
Halleck Martin, Mass. 
Hamilton Mason 
Hancock, N. Y, Massingale 
Harr Maverick 
Hart May 
Harter Mead 
Hartley Mecks 
Havenner Merritt 
Healey Michener 
Hendricks Mills 
Hildebrandt Moser, Pa. 
Mosier, Ohio 
Hobbs Mott 
Holmes 2 ae 
Honeyman Murdock, à 
Hope Murdock, Utah 
Houston Nelson 
Norton 
Hunter O'Brien, Mich. 
Imhoff O'Connell, R. I. 
Izac O'Connor, N. Y. 
Jacobsen O'Le: 
Jarman O'Malley 
Jarrett O'Neal, Ky. 
Jenkins, Ohio Oliver 
Jenks, N. H. Owen 
Johnson, Luther A Pace 


Johnson, Lyndon Parsons 


Johnson, Minn. Patman 
Johnson, Okla. Patterson 
Johnson, W. Va. Patton 
Jones Pearson 
Kee Peterson, Fla. 
Keller Peterson, Ga. 
Kennedy, Md. Pettengill 
Keogh Pfeifer 
Kerr Phillips 
Kinzer Pierce 
Kirwan Plumley 
Kitchens Poage 
Kniffin Polk 
Knutson Powers 
Kopplemann Quinn 
Kramer Rabaut 
Lambertson Ramsay 
Lambeth Ramspeck 
Lamneck Randolph 
Lanham Rayburn 
Lanzetta Reed, III 
NAYS—6 
Hoffman Short 
NOT VOTING—96 
Deen Lucas 
Dickstein McAndrews 
Doughton McGranery 
Douglas McGroarty 
Drewry, Va. McKeough 
Duncan Maloney 
Edmiston Mansfield 
Flannagan Mitchell, Tl, 
Gilchrist Mitchell, Tenn. 
Gingery Nichols 
Guyer O’Brien, II. 
Hancock, N. C O'Connell, Mont. 
lan O'Connor, Mont. 

Hennings O'Day 
Hook O'Neill, N. J. 
Jenckes, Ind, O'Toole 

elly, III. Palmisano 
Kelly, N. Y. Fatrick 
Kennedy, N.Y. Rankin 

eberg Reece, Tenn. 

Kocialkowski Reilly 
Kvale Rogers, Mass, 
Lewis, Md. Sabath 
Long Satterfield 


Reed, N. Y. 
Rees, Kans. 
Richards 
Rigney 
Robertson 
Robinson, Utah 
Robson, Ky. 
Rockefeller 
Rogers, Okla, 
Romjue 
Rutherford 
Ryan 

Sacks 
Sadowski 
Sanders 
Sauthoff 
Schaefer, Il. 
Schneider, Wis. 
Schulte 


Smith, Wash. 
Smith, W. Va. 
Snyder, Pa. 
South 
Sparkman 
Spence 
Starnes 
Stefan 
Sumners, Tex. 
Sweeney 
Tarver 

Taylor, Colo, 
Taylor, S. G. 
Teigan 

Terry 

Thom 
Thomas, N. J. 
Thomas, Tex. 
Thomason, Tex. 
Thompson, Ill, 
Thurston 
Tobey 

Tolan 

Towey 
Transue 
Treadway 
Umstead 
Vincent, B. M. 
Vinson, Fred M. 


White, Ohio 
Whittington 
Wigglesworth 
Williams 
Withrow 
Wolcott 
Wolfenden 
Wolverton 
Woodruff 
Woodrum 
Zimmerman 


Tinkham 
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor thereof) the rules 
were suspended, and the joint resolution, as amended, was 
passed. 

The Clerk announced the following additional pairs: 

General pairs: 

Steagall with Mr, Snell. 

Rankin with Mr. Crowther, 

Cullen with Mr. Douglas. 

McAndrews with Mr. Carter. 

Mansfield with Mr. Gilchrist, 

Sullivan with Mr, Tinkham, 

Maloney with Mr. Kvale. 

Buck with Mr. Andrews. 

Reilly with Mr. Guyer. 

Drewry of Virginia with Mr. Reece of Tennessee, 
Walter with Mrs. Rogers of Massachusetts, 
Bigelow with Mr. Wadsworth. 

Celler with Mr. Smith of Maine. 

Smith of Oklahoma with Mr. Barton. 

O'Neill of New Jersey with Mr. Taylor of Tennessee, 
Kelly of New York with Mr. Burdick. 

Sutphin with Mr. Wood. 

Mitchell of Tennessee with Mr. O'Connell of Montana, 
Doughton with Mr. Colden. 

Flannagan with Mr. Long. 

Dickstein with Mr. Mitchell of Minois, 

O'Day with Mr. Swope, 

"Boylan of New York with Mr. Hancock of North Carolina. ; 
Schuetz with Mr. O'Toole, 

Secrest with Mr. Whelchel. 

Beam with Mr. Allen of Louisiana. 
Kleberg with Mr. O'Connor of Montana, 
Somers of New York with Mr. Clark of Idaho, 
Hennings with Mr. Cole of Maryland. 
West with Mr, Patrick. 

Cartwright with Mr. McKeough, 

Boykin with Mr. O’Brien of Illinois. 
Kennedy of New York with Mr. Turner, 
White of Idaho with Mr. Stack. 

Duncan with Mr. Wilcox. 

Scott with Mr. Hook. 

Sabath with Mr. Gingery. 

Cannon of Wisconsin with Mr. Edmiston, 
Deen with Mr. Koclalkowskl. 

Champion with Mrs. Jenckes of Indiana, 
Shannon with Mr. McGranery. 

Kelly of Illinois with Mr. Crowe, 

Weaver with Mr. Lucas, 


The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend the remarks I made this afternoon. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I make the same request. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my remarks on the R. F. C. bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection, 

Mr. MEAD. I ask unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks on the extension of the air mail. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

RELIEF OF OFFICERS AND SOLDIERS 


Mr. BEITER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 2904) for the 
relief of officers and soldiers of the Volunteer service of the 
United States mustered into service for the War with Spain 
and who were held in service in the Philippine Islands after 
the ratification of the treaty of peace, April 11, 1899, with 
Senate amendments thereto, disagree to the Senate amend- 
ments, and ask for a conference. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, the pres- 
ent occupant of the chair appoints the following conferees: 
Mr. BEITER, Mr. GILDEA, and Mr. Jenxs of New Hampshire. 

F. GRAY GRISWOLD 


Mr. BEITER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 7104) for the 
relief of the estate of F. Gray Griswold, with a Senate 
amendment thereto, disagree to the Senate amendment, and 
ask for a conference, 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection the pres- 
ent occupant of the chair appoints the following conferees: 
Mr. BEITER, Mr. O'MALLEY, Mr. CLASON. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker’ I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks on the subject of the relations between 
employer and employee. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BUCKLEY of New York. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp and to 
include a telegram I sent to Secretary Hull. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FRIES of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to extend my remarks in the Recorp and to include two 
editorials from the St. Louis Times and the St. Louis Star 
Post-Dispatch, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TEIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Record and to include a radio 
address delivered by myself. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under special order hereto- 
fore made the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. KELLER] is 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
have my special order transferred to Monday next, follow- 
ing the special order already made. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under special order hereto- 
fore entered, the gentleman from New York [Mr. FisH] is 
entitled to recognition. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, in view of the lateness of the 
hour I ask unanimous consent that the time go over until 
Friday next, immediately after the reading of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. And the disposition of the 
legislative program of the day. 

Mr. FISH. No; after the reading of the Journal and the 
disposition of matters on the Speaker’s desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair can only recog- 
nize the gentleman to conform to the rule that has been 
followed, with respect to special orders. The gentleman from 
New York asks unanimous consent that his special order 
may be transferred to Friday next, after the legislative pro- 
gram of the day. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY BUSINESS 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the ma- 
jority leader, I ask unanimous consent that business in order 
on Calendar Wednesday of this week be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to revise and extend my remarks in the Recorp on the 
subject of Reconstruction Finance Corporation loans. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as 
follows: 

To Mrs. O'Day, for 1 week, on account of attending the 
New York State Constitutional Convention. 

To Mr. Surrxuty, indefinitely, on account of illness. 

To Mr. Kvare (at the request of Mr. BorL RAU), for today, 
on account of illness. 


Is there objection? 


Is there objection? 
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ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 
45 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Tuesday, April 5, 1938, at 12 o’clock noon. 


COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS 

There will be a meeting of the full open committee, Naval 
Affairs, at 10 a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938; continuation of 
consideration of H. R. 9315, to regulate the distribution, pro- 
motion, and retirement of officers of the line of the Navy, 
and for other purposes. 

COMMITTEE ON FLOOD CONTROL 

The Committee on Flood Control will continue hearings on 
Tuesday, April 5, 1938, at 10 a. m. Local representatives of 
the New England area on reservoirs will be heard. 

COMMITTEE ON RIVERS AND HARBORS 

The Committee on Rivers and Harbors will meet Tuesday, 
April 5, 1938, at 10:30 a. m., to hold hearings on the project 
for the improvement of the Delaware River between 
Philadelphia and the sea. 

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 

There will be a meeting of Mr. MaLoney’s subcommittee of 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 10 
a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
Continuation of hearing on S. 1261—through routes. 

There will be a meeting of Mr. BuLWINKLE’s subcommittee 
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at 
10 a. m. Tuesday, April 5, 1938. Business to be considered: 
ae on H. R. 9073—to extend services of the Cape Fear 

iver. 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m. Tuesday, April 12, 1938. 
Business to be considered: Hearing on H. R. 9047—control of 
venereal diseases, and other kindred bills. y 

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES 

'The Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee will hold 
hearings at 10 a. m. in room 219, House Office Building, 
on the following bills on the dates indicated: 

Tuesday, April 5, 1938: 

S. 2580. To amend existing laws so as to promote safety at 
sea by requiring the proper design, construction, maintenance, 
inspection, and operation of ships; to give effect to the Con- 
vention for Promoting Safety of Life at Sea, 1929; and for 
other purposes. 

Tuesday, April 12, 1938: 

H. R. 6797. To provide for the establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more fish-cultural stations in 
each of the States of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. 

H. R. 8956. To provide for the conservation of the fishery 
resources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Wash- 
ington, and Idaho; and for the conduet of necessary investi- 
gations, surveys, stream improvements, and stocking opera- 
tions for these purposes. 

S. 2307. To provide for the conservation of the fishery re- 
sources of the Columbia River; establishment, operation, and 
maintenance of one or more stations in Oregon, Washington, 
and Idaho; and for the conduct of necessary investigations, 
surveys, stream improvements, and stocking operations for 
these purposes. 

Thursday, April 14, 1938: 

H. R. 8533. To amend section 4370 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States (U. S. C., 1934, ed., title 46, sec. 316). 

Tuesday, April 19, 1938: 

H. R. 5629. To exempt motorboats less than 21 feet in 
length not carrying passengers for hire from the act of June 
9, 1910, regulating the equipment of motorboats. 

H. R. 7089. To require examinations for issuance of motor- 
boat operator’s license. 

H.R.8839. To amend laws for preventing collisions of 
vessels, to regulate equipment of motorboats on the navigable 
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waters of the United States, to regulate inspection and man- 
ning of certain motorboats which are not used exclusively for 
pleasure and those which are not engaged exclusively in the 
fisheries on inland waters of the United States, and for other 
purposes. 
COMMITTEE ON THE POST OFFICE AND POST ROADS 

There will be a hearing before Subcommittee No. 1 of the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads at 10 a. m. 
Wednesday, April 6, 1938, on bills in behalf of custodial em- 
ployees in the Postal Service. Room 213, House Office Build- 
ing. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs, in the committee rooms, Capitol Building, Tuesday, 
April 5, 1938 at 10:30 a. m. 

Bills to be considered: 

H. J. Res. 636, Fourth International Conference on Private 
Air Law. 

H. R. 10085. Indemnity to the Norwegian Government for 
claims based on detention and treatment of the crew of the 
Norwegian steamer Sagatind. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communications 
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

1211. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated March 16, 1938, submitting a report, together with 
accompanying papers and illustration, on reexamination of 
report on Arkansas River and tributaries with view to modi- 
fication of recommendations with respect to North Canadian 
River, requested by resolution of the Committee on Flood 
Control, House of Representatives, adopted April 2, 1936 
(H. Doc. No. 569); to the Committee on Flood Control and 
ordered to be printed, with illustration. 

1212. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, United States Army, 
dated March 15, 1938, submitting a report, together with 
accompanying papers and illustrations, on reexamination of 
Dickinson Bayou, Tex., requested by resolution of the Com- 
mittee on Rivers and Harbors, House of Representatives, 
adopted September 16, 1937 (H. Doc. No. 568); to the Com- 
mittee on Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be printed, with 
three illustrations. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, 

Mr. WOODRUM: Committee on Appropriations. House 
Joint Resolution 627. Joint resolution providing an addi- 
tional appropriation for the Civilian Conservation Corps for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 2078). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

Mr. DEROUEN: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R. 
8628. A bill to provide for the addition of certain lands to the 
Vicksburg National Military Park, in the State of Mississippi, 
and for other purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 2079). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union, 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE 
Under clause 2 of rule XX, the Committee on Military 
Affairs was discharged from the consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 10018) for the relief of Jesse Stokes Bowling, Jr., and 
the same was referred to the Committee on World War 
Veterans’ Legislation, 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. HAVENNER: A bill (H. R. 10147) to grant to the 
State of California a retrocession of jurisdiction over certain 
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rights-of-way granted to the State of California over a 
certain road about to be constructed in the Presidio of San 
Francisco Military Reservation; to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 10148) to regulate taxation of articles 
of commerce between the United States and the islands of 
Guam and American Samoa; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. HARRINGTON: A bill (H. R. 10149) amending 
section 202 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, 
relating to new uses and new markets for farm commodi- 
ties; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. LEA: A bill (H. R. 10150) to regulate the inter- 
state transportation of pistols, revolvers, and other firearms, 
capable of being concealed on the person; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. FADDIS: A bill (H. R. 10151) to repeal the act of 
August 12, 1935, providing for the establishment of addi- 
tional Army Air Corps stations, depots, and bases; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. PLUMLEY (by request): A bill (H. R. 10152) to 
authorize the coinage of 50-cent pieces in commemoration 
of the one hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the founding 
of St. Johnsbury, Vt.; to the Committee on Coinage, 
Weights, and Measures. 

By Mr. WELCH: A bill (H. R. 10153) to grant to the 
State of California a retrocession of jurisdiction over certain 
rights-of-way granted to the State of California over a 
certain road about to be constructed in the Presidio of San 
Francisco Military Reservation; to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

By Mr. LAMNECK: A bill (H. R. 10154) to authorize the 
Secretary of War to lend War Department equipment for 
use at the 1938 National Encampment of Veterans of For- 
eign Wars of the United States to be held in Columbus, 
Ohio, from August 21 to August 26, 1938; to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. McSWEENEY: A bill (H. R. 10155) to permit 
articles imported from foreign countries for the purpose of 
exhibition at the Seventh World’s Poultry Congress and Ex- 
position, Cleveland, Ohio, 1939, to be admitted without pay- 
ment of tariff, and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. McMILLAN: A bill (H. R. 10156) to authorize an 
appropriation for construction of certain buildings at Fort 
Moultrie, Charleston, S. C.; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. SUMNERS of Texas: Resolution (H. Res. 458) 
authorizing the printing of additional copies of the Rules of 
Civil Procedure for the District Courts of the United States, 
for the House document room; to the Committee on Printing. 

By Mr. TOWEY: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 638) author- 
izing an investigation of the mortgage-foreclosure situation 
in connection with the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. SHANLEY: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 639) to 
create a commission to handle the proposal of the Hungarian 
Government and to report back their recommendations to 
the Congress of the United States; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SUMNERS of Texas: Concurrent resolution (H. 
Con. Res. 47) authorizing the printing of the Notes to the 
Rules of Civil Procedure for the District Courts of the United 
States as a House document and providing for additional 
copies thereof for the use of the House and Senate document 
rooms; to the Committee on Printing. 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials were presented 
and referred as follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of Arkansas, memorializing the President and the Con- 
gress of the United States to pass and approve the Universal 
Service Act; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
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PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CHAPMAN: A bill (H. R. 10157) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Lottie Newton; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. GRISWOLD: A bill (H. R. 10158) granting a pen- 
sion to Mary Frances Toles; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. LUCAS: A bill (H. R. 10159) to provide for the 
recognition of the heroism, loyalty, and the contribution to 
scientific exploration of Matthew A. Hansen, one of the 
survivors of the polar expedition of Admiral Peary, and to 
provide a life pension for the said Matthew A. Hansen; to 
the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 

By Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 10160) author- 
izing the Secretary of the Interior to patent certain tracts 
of land to the Nebraska Hardware Mutual Insurance Co.; 
to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. McCORMACE: A bill (H. R. 10161) for the relief 
of Samuel Roberts; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. O’NEAL of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 10162) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Kate R. Forrester; to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 10163) grant- 
ing a pension to William D. Kerr; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions, 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were 
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

4724. By Mr. ANDREWS: Petition of residents of Buffalo, 
N. Y., and vicinity, outlining their views on various matters 
which they favor to bring about economic recovery; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

4725. By Mr. BATES: Petition of Mrs. Bernice E. Merrill, 
of Georgetown, Mass., and 16 other residents of Massachu- 
setts, urging Congress to enact House bill 4797, to provide for 
Federal grants to the States for assistance to needy, incapaci- 
tated adults: to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4726. By Mr. COFFEE of Washington: Resolution of the 
Sawmill and Timber Workers Union, Local No. 9, and the 
Tacoma Industrial Union Council (both affiliated with the 
Committee for Industrial Organization), Tacoma, Wash., 
Freeman L. Cochran, secretary of both organizations, de- 
manding passage of House bill 4199, known as the General 
Welfare Act, with or without the proposed amendments; also 
demanding that the Governor of Washington State call a 
special session of the legislature so that the State can benefit 
from the provisions of the Federal Housing Act by passing 
enabling acts, pass emergency legislation for relief, pass a 
State act to provide for an increase in subsistence allot- 
ments for the aged, and importuning the State highway 
department to sponsor Works Progress Administration proj- 
ects so as to insure the spread of work for the unemployed; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

4727. Also, resolution of the International Lumber Workers’ 
Union, Auxiliary 1-32A, and Washington Old-Age Pension 
Union, Local 25, Margaret M. Bryan, secretary of both or- 
ganizations, at Everett, Wash., urging embargoes, boycott, 
and economic sanctions against Japan and the extension of 
credits and materials to China; supporting the antilynching 
bill; opposing the Hill-Sheppard bill and its iniquitous suc- 
cessor, the May bill; urging enactment of House bill 4199 into 
law immediately; and demanding the adoption of House Joint 
Resolution 527, distinguishing between aggressors and vic- 
tims; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

4728. Also, resolution of the Sawmill and Timber Workers’ 
Union, Local No. 9, and the Tacoma Industrial Union Council 
(both affiliated with Committee for Industrial Organization), 
Freeman L. Cochran, secretary of both organizations, 
Tacoma, Wash., endorsing the Coffee fine arts bill (H. R. 
9102), and urging the Congress to pass this measure; to the 
Committee on Education. 
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4729. Also, resolution of the International Lumber Work- 
ers’ Union, Auxiliary 1-32A, and Washington Old-Age Pen- 
sion Union, Local 25, Margaret M. Bryan, secretary of both 
organizations, at Everett, Wash., endorsing the Coffee fine 
arts bill (H. R. 9102), and urging the Congress to pass this 
measure; to the Committee on Education. 

4730. Also, resolution of the Coalfield Old-Age Pension 
Union, of Renton, Wash., Wallace Tutt, president, demanding 
that the Home Owners’ Loan Act be amended by Congress as 
follows: A reduction of interest on home owners’ loans to a 
level not above that charged shipbuilders, railroads, and other 
recipients of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation; pro- 
viding for that portion of the delinquent accounts which is 
accumulated interest be added to the principal; that the in- 
crease in monthly payments demanded by the Home Owners’ 
Loan Corporation on delinquent accounts be spread over the 
remaining term of the contract or be divided by the number 
of months the contract has to rum; that foreclosure and evic- 
tion be not executed against an owner who is unemployed 
through no fault of his own, whether it be old age, sickness, 
or any other reason; that protection of owners’ equity shall 
have the same status in the Government function as the col- 
lection of the accounts; that owners who have been, or are 
in the process of being, dispossessed shall have the right to 
redeem their property as long as it is held by the Home 
Owners’ Loan Corporation on the basis of a new contract 
drawn under the conditions of articles 1 and 2 of their pro- 
gram; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

4731. By Mr. JARRETT: Petition of citizens of Tidioute, in 
Warren County, Pa., protesting against the reorganization 
bill; to the Committee on Government Organization. 

4732. By Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON: Petition of Mrs. C. 
E. Weldon, of Fairfield, Tex., opposing House bill 9259; 
to the Committee on Patents. 

4733. By Mr. KEOGH: Petition of the National Can Cor- 
poration, New York City, concerning House bill 9259, to 
provide for compulsory licensing of patents; to the Com- 
mittee on Patents. 

4734. By Mr. KRAMER: Resolution of the Reclamation 
Board of the State of California, relative to an appropriation 
for flood control in the State of California; to the Committee 
on Flood Control. 

4735. Also, resolution of the National Furniture Ware- 
housemen’s Association and Allied Van Lines, Inc., relative 
to certain amendments to the Social Security Act; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

4736. Also, resolution of the faculty of the Los Angeles 
High School, relative to the President, the Secretary of State, 
and the Secretary of the Interior, taking proper steps to 
rescind the agreement with a certain foreign power nego- 
tiated for the purchase of a quantity of helium gas from 
our Government, etc.; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

4737. By Mr. LANZETTA: Resolution of the Assembly of 
the State of New York, concurred in by the Senate, oppos- 
ing the passage of House bill 8327, now before the Committee 
on Rivers and Harbors; to the Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors. 

4738. By Mr. MEAD: Resolution of the Assembly of the 
State of New York, Albany, N. Y., respectfully memorializing 
the Congress of the United States to disapprove House bill 
8327, now before the Committee on Rivers and Harbors; to 
the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

4739. By Mr. RICH: Petition of citizens of Woolrich, Pa., 
protesting against the passage of the reorganization bill; 
to the Committee on Government Organization. 

4740. By the SPEAKER: Petition from certain and totally 
disabled veterans hospitalized at Outwood, Ky., urging pas- 
sage of House bill 8729; to the Committee on Pensions. 

4741. Also, petition of the Regular Veterans Association, 
urging the passage of House bill 8782; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

4742. Also, petition from the Regular Veterans Association, 
Department of Tennessee, Mountain Home, Tenn., urging 
the committee to report House bill 8948; to the Committee 
on Pensions. 


